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Executive Summary

This report presents results from the evaluation study of the City of Seattle Paid Sick and Safe
Time Ordinance. Findings are based on two surveys of more than 300 randomly-sampled
employers, over 80 in-depth interviews of employers and workers, and an analysis of
confidential employment data from the State of Washington Employment Security Department.

Most employers know about the Ordinance. One year after the Ordinance took effect, more
than eight of ten (83%) surveyed employers were aware of it. Initial difficulties in understanding
the requirements of the Ordinance subsided over time.

The majority of employers are offering paid leave to full- and part-time employees. Almost all
employers (96%) offer some paid leave to their full-time employees. Among employers with
part-time employees, 62% cover their part-timers. Employers in the food and accommodation
sector posted the greatest increase, with 78% of employers now providing paid leave coverage,
up from 14% a year prior.

Gaps still remain. Nearly four in ten employers (39%) report that they either do not cover part-
and full-time workers or fail to provide the minimum required hours of leave to their full-time
workers (hours of leave provided to part-time workers were not tracked). Employees of some
larger employers (those with 250 or more full-time equivalents) as well as some temporary and
seasonal workers are particularly likely to lack leave.

Implementation was easy for some employers and caused temporary hassles for others.
Many employers had no trouble changing their policies and practices to comply with the
Ordinance. About a third of employers (32%) had difficulties with the required administrative
tasks, such as working with payroll vendors. These challenges were frustrating but transient.

Costs to employers and impact on businesses have been modest and smaller than
anticipated. The majority of employers have seen no effect of the Ordinance on customer
service, employee morale, predictability of employee absenteeism, or profitability. Anecdotal
cost information puts the cost of providing leave at about four tenths of one percent of total
revenue. There is no evidence that the Ordinance caused employers to go out of business or
leave Seattle.

Many employers support the Ordinance. Overall 70% of employers support the Ordinance.
These business owners, managers, and human resources professionals view paid leave as a
valuable and important benefit for their workers.

Workers view the Ordinance as helpful. Newly eligible workers — those who did not have paid
leave prior to the Ordinance but now do — appreciate having a “safety net” that allows them to
take time off to care for themselves or their sick family members.

Safe leave was expanded. One third of employers (33.5%) expanded their policies to include
safe leave, and presumably many of the 13.4% of employers who implemented new leave
policies included safe time.



Chapter 1. Studying the Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance

The Seattle City Council passed the Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance in September 2011. The
Ordinance, effective as of September 1, 2012, requires employers with more than four full-time
equivalent (FTE) employees to provide paid leave for sick and safe time to full-time, part-time,
temporary, and occasional-basis workers who work within Seattle city limits. The Ordinance
also included provisions calling for a written evaluation of its impacts on employees and
employers. Staff at the Seattle Office of City Auditor contracted with the University of
Washington (UW) to study some questions and evaluate early outcomes. This chapter
summarizes key elements of the Ordinance and overviews the UW study.

About the Ordinance

The City of Seattle’s Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance requires employers to provide workers
with paid leave for iliness and personal safety-related reasons. Paid leave may be used for
personal or family physical or mental health care needs; for reasons related to domestic
violence, stalking or sexual assault; or in the case of a workplace or child’s place of care being
closed for public health reasons. After passage of the Ordinance, the City worked to inform
employers about the mandate to provide paid leave and comply with other elements of the
Ordinance including notifying employees, tracking and reporting available leave, and respecting
workers’ rights and needs to use the leave. The Ordinance is enforced via a compliant-driven
system with potential penalties for employers found to be in violation.

National Context

Paid sick leave provides wages for missed work to employees who are absent due to temporary
iliness or incapacitation. World-wide, workers in some 145 countries have the right to paid
leave for their own or children’s illness.' The US, in contrast, has no such national mandate.
According to the most recent Bureau of Labor Statistics benefit survey, 22% of full-time and
74% of part-time American workers lack paid sick leave.?

At the time of the Ordinance’s passage, neither federal nor Washington State law required paid
sick leave. Seattle joined a small handful of other jurisdictions with paid sick leave
requirements, notably San Francisco (whose requirement took effect in 2007), Washington DC
(2009), and Connecticut (2012). Following Seattle enacting the Ordinance, Portland, New York
City, Newark and Jersey City (NJ) passed similar measures. Policymakers in other cities and
states are debating paid sick leave, and a federal measure has been introduced in the US House
of Representatives.

! Earle, Alison and Jody Heymann. 2006. “A comparative analysis of paid leave for the health needs of workers and their

families around the world.” Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis 8(3): 241-257.

Bureau of Labor Statistics, n.d. Selected paid leave benefits: Access, National Compensation Survey, March 2013. Accessed
April 8, 2014 at http://www.bls.gov/news.release/ebs2.t06.htm.



Seattle’s Ordinance also includes “safe” time, which can be used for reasons related to
domestic violence, stalking, or sexual assault. Safe time allows victims of these crimes to seek
health and legal assistance as needed while maintaining employment. This portion of the
Ordinance was modeled after the Washington DC law.

Scope and requirements

The Seattle Ordinance applies to Seattle employees of private employers with more than four
FTE employees as well as to the City of Seattle itself. The Ordinance distinguishes between
different sizes of employers based on the number of FTE workers in an average week. Tier 1
includes employers with more than four but fewer than 50 FTEs; Tier 2 employers have
between 50 and 250 FTEs; and Tier 3 includes workers with 250 or more FTEs. Tier numerical
classifications include Seattle employees and employees who do not work in Seattle. For
instance, a national company with over 300 employees would be a Tier 3 employer even if it
only had one Seattle employee.

As summarized in Table 1.1, the amount of leave that workers accrue and are allowed to use
varies by employer size. Employees of Tier 1 employers earn one hour of leave per 40 hours
worked. For a full-time, full-year employee, this results in about 6.5 days of leave earned per
year. While there is no cap on accrual, the Ordinance only provides a right to use a certain
amount of leave per year. Tier 1 employers have to let their employees use up to five days per
year. This increases to nine days for the largest employers. Unused days roll over to the next
year with certain caps on the maximum amount of days. Employers are allowed — but not
required —to pay, or “cash out,” employees for unused days. The Ordinance also allows
employers to integrate paid leave into existing universal leave or paid time off benefit systems.

Table 1.1. Overview of Ordinance requirements

Minimum Sick/Safe Annual Sick/Safe Annual Sick/Safe
Leave Accrual Days Accrued” Days Available
Not Eligible 0-4 n/a n/a n/a
Tier 1 >4 - <50 1 hr per 40 hrs 6.5
Tier 2 50 - <250 1 hr per 40 hrs 6.5
Tier 3 250+ 1 hr per 30 hrs 8.67
Tier 3PTO 250+ 1 hr per 30 hrs 8.67 13.5

"Note: Assumes 8-hour days and 40-hour work week.

“Tier 3 employers who offer paid time off (PTO) are required to offer more total days per year than employers who offer sick
and safe time distinct from other leave.

The requirements are most straightforward for employers with full- or part-time, full-year
workers based in Seattle. Such regular employees accrue and are allowed to use leave based on
the schedule in Table 1.1. Employees accrue leave from their first day of work and can begin to
use it after 180 days. However, the intent of the Ordinance is to cover all Seattle workers,
resulting in more complex definitions and requirements for temporary, seasonal, and



occasional workers. As is the case for all employees, temporary employees can use accrued
leave after 180 calendar days. Temporary and seasonal employees who separate from an
employer and are rehired within seven months have the right to use previously accrued leave.
Employees based outside the City but who perform work within the City on an occasional basis
totaling 240 or more hours per year are also covered. Occasional basis Seattle workers include
employees who travel into the City, such as travelling tradespersons or delivery workers.

Use of leave

Employers are required to inform their employees about their right to paid leave and provide
an accounting of available leave to workers at every pay period. Commonly employers include
the accrued leave as an item on employee pay stubs, although other methods of reporting are
allowed.

Workers who use leave inform their employers that they need to be absent for a reason
covered by the Ordinance. When the need for leave is foreseeable, such as for a scheduled
medical appointment, employers can require ten days prior notification. Employees also have
the right to take unforeseeable leave for illnesses or other emergent events. Employees do not
have to disclose the nature of their need for paid leave although employers have the right to
ask for documentation if the leave extends for more than three consecutive work days.

The Ordinance protects workers who take leave from retaliation or other adverse action.
Employers are not allowed to discourage workers from using leave nor punish them if they use
it. Paid leave taken under this Ordinance cannot be counted under an absence control or
absence management policy designed to enforce workplace attendance.

Enforcement

The Ordinance established a complaint-driven enforcement system. An employee or other
party lodges a complaint against a particular business with the City of Seattle Office for Civil
Rights (SOCR). SOCR sends an advisory letter to inform the employer that they may not be in
compliance and offers information and technical assistance. Generally SOCR uses “conference,
conciliation and persuasion” to bring employers into compliance (Seattle Municipal Code
14.16.080.E.1) and settlement is always an option. The SOCR director then has the authority to
file a Director’s charge if there is reason to believe that an employer is violating the Ordinance.
If an investigation substantiates that an employee or employees were denied paid leave, the
employer can be ordered to pay the previously denied amount and certain other costs. There is
no other penalty for employers who participate in the investigation process. Reports can be
made anonymously, although restitution can only be made to wronged employees who are
willing to be identified.

About the Study

The Ordinance includes provisions for a written evaluation about its impacts on employees and
employers. In public hearings and City Council deliberations, Councilmembers and stakeholders
raised questions about how the Ordinance would work, including possible effects on



employers; workers; and the health, safety, and economic vitality of the City of Seattle. The UW
study team worked to answer a sub-set of these stakeholder questions through four inter-
related study components: a survey, analysis of state employment data, interviews with
employers, and interviews with workers. Together these study parts show how the Ordinance
was implemented and provide evidence on outcomes during its first year.

Seattle Employer Survey. A random sample of businesses and non-profit organizations
licensed to operate in the City of Seattle responded to the Seattle Employer Survey.
This survey included questions about employer characteristics, whether and how
employers knew about the Ordinance, and whether employers offered paid sick and
safe leave alongside other benefits. Survey items also captured how businesses
changed their practices in response to the Ordinance and respondents’ opinions about
the Ordinance and how it has impacted their firm or organization. A baseline survey
was conducted July through October 2012, and a follow-up survey was conducted
September through November 2013.

Employment Security Data Analysis. The UW research team requested and secured
confidential data from the Washington State Employment Security Department. This
data contains employer reports of employees covered by the state Unemployment
Insurance (Ul) program. The dataset includes employees in Seattle as well as areas
adjacent to Seattle, including other areas of King County and all of Pierce and
Snohomish Counties. We used this data to compile information about the number of
employers, the total number of employees, and total employee payroll. Comparing
Seattle to other cities in the area could show whether employment and payroll trends
were different in Seattle relative to other cities for the period after the Ordinance took
place. If the Ordinance had affected these measures, it would show up as differences
between Seattle and comparison cities.

Employer Interviews. Study team members interviewed representatives from 24
employers, 22 of whom were randomly selected from the set of respondents to the
Seattle Employer Survey. These interviews provide insight into how employers learned
about the Ordinance, the steps taken to provide the required leave, their opinions
about the measure, and other related factors. Employers were drawn from three
industries chosen for their public health importance: 1) retail, 2) food and
accommodation, and 3) health care and social services. Interviewers spoke with
owners, general managers, or human resources directors. We spoke with most
employers twice, once in late 2012 or early 2013 and again in late 2013 or early 2014.

Worker Interviews. Interviewers spoke with 33 Seattle workers who were recruited
through referrals from employers, signs posted in community locations, and online
classified advertisements. As with employer interviews, we focused on workers in
retail, food and accommodation, and health care and social services. Interviews
included questions about the history of paid leave for the worker, benefits offered
through their job, worker awareness about the Ordinance, shift scheduling, potential



abuse of the policy, and descriptions of whether or how workers decide not to go to
work due to illness. We spoke with some workers once and others twice between
November 2013 and February 2014.

These study components offer different vantage points on how employers are enacting the
Ordinance and how workplaces and workers are changing. The survey collected information
from a random sample of employers. Statistical analysis of survey data allows for estimates of
how all Seattle employers understand and are implementing the Ordinance. However the
standard set of survey questions may not apply to all employers’ situations and, as such, may
fail to capture nuances in how certain employers understand or act to comply with the
Ordinance.

The in-depth, in-person conversations of the interview component allow us to gather more
personalized data. However, the act of talking with an interviewer at length probably made
employers more aware of the Ordinance. In fact, interviewees asked for technical assistance or
advice about the Ordinance from interviewers (who then directed them to the appropriate City
resources). As such, the interviews are more valuable in figuring out how employers
implemented the policy rather than determining rates of compliance.

Both the survey and in-depth interviews collected the employers’ perspectives. Talking to
workers provides a third perspective. From workers we hear what they recall — if anything —
about their employers’ attempts to inform them about the Ordinance. Workers also explained
how they think about taking time off work to care for their own or family members’ health
needs. Workers tell us what is most noticeable or important to them about the paid leave
available at their workplaces. Workers’ understandings may or may not align with their
employers’ perspectives. For instance, workers may not be aware of the leave that an employer
offers, or a worker may fear retaliation from an employer who is obeying the letter of the
Ordinance but has also subtly communicated that employees should not ask for paid leave.

About this Report

In the subsequent chapters, we present findings from each study component. Chapter 2
summarizes the data from employers who responded to both waves of the Seattle Employer
Survey. Chapter 3 contains the analysis of employer and labor force trends as shown in the
Employment Security data. Chapters 4 and 5 present major themes and findings from
interviews regarding the experiences of employers and workers respectively. Chapter 6
summarizes findings across the different study components. The Appendices present technical
details about the methods and data as well as summary responses from the first and second
surveys.
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Chapter 2. Findings from the Survey of Employers

This chapter describes findings from two surveys conducted with Seattle employers. The
baseline (i.e., first) survey was conducted in summer and fall 2012 as the Paid Sick and Safe
Time Ordinance went into effect. After the Ordinance had been in effect for a year, 345
employers who were required to provide the mandated leave responded to a follow-up survey
fielded in summer and fall 2013. Key findings from these two surveys are:

The Ordinance applies to up to 11,000 employers. Most affected employers are locally-
owned and have fewer than 50 employees.

Awareness of the Ordinance grew over time. At the time the Ordinance went into
effect, 69% of affected employers had heard about it; this rate grew to 83% by the end
of the first year. One in six employers who responded to both waves of the survey
remained unaware of the Ordinance when participating in the second survey.

More employers now offer leave. Compared to when the Ordinance first went into
effect, more employers now offer leave to their part-time and full-time employees. The
food and accommodation sector has posted the greatest increase, with a 78% of
employers now providing paid leave coverage, up from 14% a year prior.

The majority of employers offer at least some leave to full- and part-time workers.
Among employers with full-time employees, 96% offer leave to full-timers; 62% of
employers with part-time employees cover part-timers. Although the Ordinance
requires employers to offer leave to temporary and seasonal workers who meet tenure
criteria, only 26% of employers offer leave to such employees.

Many small- and medium-sized employers offer enough leave to their full-time
workers, but the majority of large employers do not offer sufficient leave. Overall, 77%
of employers report offering their full-time workers the minimum required number of
hours of leave per year. However only 45% of employers with 250 or more employees
provide the required amount of leave to full-time workers.

About six in ten employers offer leave as required. Only 61% of employers —and only
30% of the largest employers — cover part-time and full-time workers as required and
provide enough hours of leave to their full-time workers. Many employers who do not
meet this standard nonetheless believe they are complying with the Ordinance.

Employers reported modest but non-negligible impacts on their businesses and
organizations. Most believed the Ordinance had little to no effect on customer service,
employee relations, or profitability. A minority (17%) thought the Ordinance made them
less profitable.

The majority of employers support the Ordinance. Overall 70% of the employers
surveyed were somewhat (25%) or very (45%) supportive of the Ordinance.
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Overview

This chapter describes findings from two surveys of Seattle employers conducted by the
University of Washington (UW) study team as part of the evaluation of the Paid Sick and Safe
Time Ordinance. The UW study team designed these surveys to capture information about how
employers were implementing the Ordinance. Randomly-sampled employers responded to the
baseline survey in summer and fall 2012. A preliminary report based on this first survey was
released in July 2013 and is available from the Seattle Office of the City Auditor
(www.seattle.gov/audit/). After the Ordinance had been in effect for a year, 345 employers
who were required to provide the mandated leave responded to a follow-up survey. This
chapter focuses on the outcomes of the first 12 months of the Ordinance as captured by the
baseline and follow-up responses from the employers who responded to both surveys.

About the Surveys

Starting with the list of Seattle business license holders, the survey team randomly chose
employers to take part in what was described as the Seattle Employer Survey. Sole proprietors
were not included in the sampling pool, as such firms are unlikely to have employees. Industries
with particular public health importance, including accommodation and food service, health
care and social assistance, and retail trade, were oversampled in order to generate sufficient
numbers of respondents from these sectors. Appendix A provides additional information about
the survey sampling design and completion, and Appendix D lists all survey questions with
response frequencies.

The 20-question baseline survey collected information about current numbers of Seattle
employees, benefits offered to employees, and employee leave policies before or at the time
the Ordinance went into effect. Over July and August 2012, 2319 surveys were mailed, followed
by additional mail and phone outreach through October 2012. Sample members were
contacted up to six times, yielding responses from 1460 employers (a response rate of 63%).
Only 38% of initial respondents had enough employees to be subject to the Ordinance’s
requirements.

The survey team attempted to recontact 551 employers for a follow-up survey. These were the
employers who indicated on the baseline survey that they had five or more? full-time
equivalent (FTE) employees, including at least one Seattle employee, which made them subject
to the Ordinance. The survey team mailed surveys in late August 2013 and followed up with
phone calls and email invitations to a web survey into November 2013. These efforts yielded a
response rate of 79%, and resulted in 345 employers who participated in the first survey and
still met the criteria requiring them to provide leave under the Ordinance.

*  The Ordinance applies to employers with more than four FTEs. However, for ease of comprehension, surveyed employers

were asked to characterize their workforce using whole numbers only.
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Survey Results

Responses to the survey provide insight into how employers and workers have been affected by
the Ordinance. This chapter summarizes some key findings from our analysis of survey
responses. Appendix D presents data on responses to all survey questions. Except when noted,
results reported here are based on the 345 employers who responded to both surveys and are
weighted to reflect all employers subject to the Ordinance at both baseline and foIIow—up.4
Sample sizes for individual questions vary due to non-response and because not all questions
apply to all respondents.

Which Employers Are Subject to the Ordinance?

The Ordinance applies only to employers with more than four full-time equivalent employees at
least one of whom works within the Seattle city limits. This means that businesses and firms
that conduct business within Seattle but that do not have employees who work within the city
are not subject to the Ordinance. For instance, an out-of-area vendor seeking to supply to the
city may need a city business license even if the firm does not have any Seattle employees.

Responses to the baseline survey indicated the number of employers that have to comply with
the Ordinance. Of the approximately 30,000 non-sole-proprietor firms and organizations
licensed to do business in the city, just over a third (11,163 or 38%) reported enough total and
Seattle employees to be affected by the Ordinance at the point at which the Ordinance took
effect. The business and non-profit sectors are dynamic, with employers going into and out of
business and changing their workforces over time. For these reasons, some employers in the
survey sample reported having enough employees to be subject to the Ordinance on the first
survey but not on the second survey. Responses to the second survey suggest that under a third
of employers (9,058 or 31%) consistently meet the criteria for needing to comply with the
Ordinance. This figure will be lower than the total number of employers subject to the
Ordinance at any point in time, since we did not attempt to re-survey employers that were
initially too small but might have grown, nor did we add employers who had moved into Seattle
during the interim year. Taking both the baseline and follow-up estimates into account, we
believe that up to 11,000 employers are subject to the Ordinance at any point in time and
about 9,000 are large enough to be affected year after year.

Some industries have many small employers whereas other industries have more mid-sized and
large employers. Accordingly the proportion of employers large enough to be subject to the
Ordinance varies by sector. Employers in the accommodation and food services sector are most
likely to be subject to the Ordinance, with more than half of such businesses (53%) reporting
five or more FTEs. In contrast, only about one in four employers in the retail and health
care/social services sectors reported this many employees (25% and 29% respectively).

4  Direct comparisons between this report and the preliminary report issued July 2013 are not accurate. Evidence in this
chapter is based on the smaller subset of employers who reported having enough employees that they had to comply with
the Ordinance at both survey times. The baseline report issued July 2013 was based on a larger group of employers,
including those who no longer met the criteria a year later. See Appendix A for more information about the sample over
time.
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Figure 2.1. Characteristics of employers subject to the Ordinance
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Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up, N=345

Respondents characterized their firms’ ownership characteristics. As shown in Figure 2.1, most
employers affected by the Ordinance are locally-owned. Smaller percentages identify
themselves as family-owned or woman-owned. About one in ten employers subject to the
Ordinance is a non-profit organization. Employers that identify as publically traded firms and
franchises are more likely to be subject to the Ordinance than firms that do not have these
characteristics, although there are relatively few of these types of firms. Of the employers
surveyed, businesses owned by women, minorities, or immigrants are less likely than average
to be subject to the Ordinance.

The Ordinance establishes three size tiers and requires large employers to offer more paid
leave. As shown below in Figure 2.2, most employers subject to the Ordinance fall within the
smallest category, and are categorized as Tier 1 employers with more than four but fewer than
50 FTEs. Overall, 52% of affected employers have fewer than 20 FTEs and another 19% have 20
or more but fewer than 50. About 18% of employers fall into Tier 2, with at least 50 but fewer
than 250 employees. One in nine employers (11%) has 250 or more employees. Because most
firms have relatively few employees, a disproportionate number of workers work for large
firms. In using employers as the unit of analysis, this chapter tells about how organizations —
not individual workers — are affected by the Ordinance.
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Figure 2.2. Employers subject to the Ordinance by number of FTEs
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Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up, N=345

Do Employers Know about the Ordinance?

Most employers have heard about the Ordinance. As Figure 2.3 below shows, 83% of
responding employers reported one year after the Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance went into
effect that they knew about it. This is an increase from the initial survey, when only 69% of
employers were familiar with the mandate. Knowledge among small (Tier 1) employers grew

Figure 2.3. Employers' knowledge of the Ordinance over time
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Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up, N=344
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most significantly, from 67% awareness at the time the Ordinance first took effect (i.e.,
baseline) to 84% awareness at the time of our follow-up survey. There were no statistically
significant differences in the level of awareness among the three size tiers of employers in the
initial period or the follow-up period. At both time points, employers in the health care and
social assistance industry were more aware of the Ordinance than the average of all employers.

How Do Employers Learn about the Ordinance?

We asked employers how they heard about the Ordinance. Employers could designate multiple
choices among the options displayed in Figure 2.4. Sixty percent of Employers stated that the
news media was their most common source of information. Over half of employers reported
learning about it from the City of Seattle, and about a third cited professional service providers
such as payroll services or legal counsel.

Figure 2.4. Employers' information sources

News media 60%

City of Seattle 54%

Legal counsel, payroll processor, bookkeeper,
accountant or other service provider

I“

35%

This survey or another survey 25%

Other business owners 17%

Trade association or Chamber of Commerce

ag! I

0 20% 40% 60% 80%

W How did you hear about the Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance? (Check all that apply)

Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up, N=314
Examinations of knowledge sources by employer size and key industry reveal more details.

° Large employers in Tier 3 were most likely to hear of the Ordinance through a service
provider and significantly more likely to hear from a service provider than employers in
Tier 1 and Tier 2.
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. Employers in the retail trade industry were more likely to hear about the Ordinance
from the City of Seattle than employers in other industries. Among retailers, 71% cited
the City as a source of information.

o Employers in the accommodation and food services industry were more likely choose
“trade association or the Chamber of Commerce” as a source of information than
employers in other industries.

How Many Employers Offer Paid Sick Leave to Full- and Part-time Employees?

To comply with the Ordinance, employers have to make specified amounts of paid leave
available to all eligible workers. Survey responses can show whether employers are complying
with two key aspects of the ordinance: coverage (whether employers offer leave to workers)
and adequacy (whether employers offer at least the required amount of leave).

The Ordinance applies in the most straightforward manner to full-time or part-time Seattle
employees. Employers have to offer leave to all of these employees. All workers accrue leave at
the beginning of their employment but do not have the right to use leave until 180 days after
their first day of work. Temporary and seasonal workers accrue leave but depending on tenure
may not remain at the job long enough to use it. Occasional workers, those who are based
outside of Seattle but complete some work within the City, have to be covered after their first
240 hours of Seattle work per year.

We first estimate compliance by looking at coverage, whether employers offer leave to
workers. Respondents identified which types of workers they employ—including full-time, part-
time, temporary, seasonal, and occasional—as well as which types of employee were provided
with either paid sick leave or paid time off (PTO, see box). This information was used to
determine whether employers are providing leave to their workers. As shown in Figure 2.5, 76%

About Paid Time Off (PTO)

Instead of offering separate allotments of time for illness, personal reasons, or vacation, some
employers offer a single bank of leave, which employees may direct toward any of these uses.
This benefit type is alternatively called “universal leave,” “undesignated leave,” or “paid time
off” (PTO). In the survey, 36.3% of employers reported using PTO. Advantages to aggregating
different types of leave are that employers can control costs and employees may use time as
they please. Disadvantages to this scheme are that it may create an incentive for employees to
work while sick in order to preserve vacation time and that employees with exceptional
personal or family health needs may risk losing vacation time. PTO that can be used for sick
leave complies with the Ordinance, although employers with more than 250 employees that
choose to offer PTO must offer 13.5 days of undesignated leave as opposed to a mandated nine
days of designated sick and safe leave. One in ten (10.1%) employers reported that they
switched to a PTO or universal leave system in response to the Ordinance.
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of employers provide paid sick leave or PTO to their full-time employees (if they have full-time
employees) and part-time employees (if they have part-time employees). Compliance based on
employee coverage of full- and part-time workers does not vary significantly by size or industry.

Figure 2.5. Coverage of full-time and part-time workers

Providing leave
to full-time and
part-time
workers
76%

Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up, N=307

Employers are most likely to provide leave to their full-time workers. As displayed in Table 2.1
below, 96% of employers with full-time workers reported that they provide leave to full-time
workers. However only 62% of employers with part-time workers reported that they provided
sick leave to that worker type. Temporary and seasonal workers were the least likely to receive
coverage. Only 26% of employers who employ this type of worker provided them with sick
leave. Employers who have temporary and seasonal workers but do not provide them with
leave may or may not be complying with the Ordinance. As noted above, there are situations in
which such employees may not have the right to paid leave.’

Table 2.1. Paid sick leave or PTO by employee type

Covers this Employee Type

Has Employee Type Observations

Yes (%)
Full Time 95.8 300
Part Time 62.3 190
Seasonal or temporary 26.1 100

Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up

5 . . oy
The Ordinance covers temporary and seasonal workers under certain conditions. Seasonal workers whose work spans

fewer than 180 calendar days and who are not rehired within 7 months accrue leave but do not have the right to use it.
Temporary employees provided by staffing agencies are considered employees of the staffing agency.
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How has Paid Sick Leave Coverage Changed
since the Ordinance Went into effect?

The initial survey was administered at the time the Ordinance went into effect. The baseline
responses show that 67% of employers provided paid sick leave to both full-time and part-time
employees. The follow-up survey one year later found that 76% of employers provided leave to
these types of workers at that time. Most employers already provided coverage in the initial
period and continued to offer coverage in the follow-up period. However, 11% of employers
responding to the survey quit offering sick leave to both full- and part-time employees before
the follow up survey.® Twenty-two percent of employers did not offer paid sick leave to full-
and part-time employees in the initial period and have begun offering it since.

Figure 2.6. Employer Paid Sick Leave or PTO Provision in initial survey period
and follow up period by selected industries

90%

80%

70%

60% - ———

50% - ———

40% =

30% - ———

20% - F——

10% ———

0% T T T 1
All Industries Accomodation and Food Health Care and Social Retail Trade
Services Assistance

M Baseline (2012) Follow-up (2013)

Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up, N=300-307

Why would employers stop offering leave during the time the Ordinance took effect? We believe several factors explain
this finding. First, there is undoubtedly some degree of error in the responses to survey questions. For instance, in a firm
that offers leave to some but not all full-time employees, the respondent might have answered differently in the two
different years even though the firm’s benefit policies did not change. Second, companies and organizations are always
changing in response to internal and external factors. Some employers might have changed their leave policy despite the
Ordinance, perhaps believing it did not apply to them or perhaps prioritizing other concerns over compliance. Finally,
employers who quit offering leave were more likely than other employers to have some employees covered by a collective
bargaining agreement (CBA). Employees represented by a union could waive their right to paid leave as part of the CBA
negotiation. Excluding employers with CBAs from the analysis generally increases the rate of compliance by 1-2% points.
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The proportion of employers offering leave increased from the initial period to the follow-up
period for employers of all sizes. As shown in Figure 2.6, gains in coverage varied by sector. The
accommodation and food services industry made the largest gains in coverage going from only
14% of employers covering full- and part-time workers to 78%. The gains in this industry
accounted for 30% of all gains from not covering to covering workers.

How Many Employers Reported Offering
Adequate Paid Sick Leave to employees?

The Ordinance requires a minimum leave accrual rate based on employer size as well as a
minimum number of paid days an employee has the right to use over a one-year period (see
Table 2.2). Respondents reported the number of hours or days of paid sick leave or paid time
off that a full-time Seattle employee would accrue after working for the employer for one year.

We used these responses to create a working definition of whether the employer meets the
minimum required accrual rate or, in the case of Tier One employers, allows employees to
accrue at least as much paid leave in a one year period as they are allowed to take over that
period. Under this definition, Tier One, Tier Two, and Tier Three accrual rates are respectively 5,
6.5, and 8.67 accrued days per year.

Table 2.2. Overview of Ordinance requirements

Minimum Sick/Safe Annual Sick/Safe Annual Sick/Safe
Leave Accrual Days Accrued* Days Available
Not Eligible 0-4 n/a n/a n/a
Tier 1 >4-<50 1 hr per 40 hrs 6.5
Tier 2 50-<250 1 hr per 40 hrs 6.5
Tier 3 250+ 1 hr per 30 hrs 8.67

*Note: Assumes 8 hour days and 40 hour work week

The survey responses indicate that most employers (76%) provide sufficient paid sick leave or
paid time off to full-time employees. By the definition above, small employers (Tier 1) are most
likely to offer adequate leave, with 83% offering at least five days per year to their full-time
employees. As shown in Figure 2.7 below, large employers (Tier 3) are required to offer the
highest levels of paid leave and are also the least likely to meet the Ordinance requirements.
Only 45% of Tier 3 employers reported offering 8.67 days, the minimum required accrual
amount for a full-time, full-year employee.
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Figure 2.7. Adequacy of leave provided to full-time workers

Tier 1 (5-49 FTE) Tier 2 (50-249 FTE) Tier 3 (250+ FTE)

W Provides adequate leave to full-time employees
™ Does not provide adequate leave to full-time employees

Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up, N=316

How Many Employers Offer Leave as Required by the Ordinance?

A key aspect of compliance is whether employers offer the required leave. Employers comply
with the Ordinance if they provide paid sick leave or paid time off to all employees (coverage)
and meet the minimum accrual rate standard (adequacy). More simply, compliance is the
intersection of coverage and adequacy. As in the sections above, we define coverage based on
offering leave to full-time and part-time workers and examine adequacy based on the amount
offered to full-time, full-year employees. Sixty one percent (61%) of employers surveyed
provided the required type and amount of leave. Figure 2.8 shows the intersection of coverage
and adequacy across employers of different sizes. About two thirds of the small and mid-sized
employers of Tiers 1 and 2 cover part-time and full-time employees and offer an adequate
amount of leave to full-timers. Large employers are less likely to be in compliance with the
mandated leave. Although most Tier 3 employers cover employees, fewer than half offer
adequate leave to full-time workers. The result is that only 30% are in compliance.
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Figure 2.8. Employer sick leave coverage for full-time (FT) and part-time (PT) employees
and FT accrual adequacy by tier
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Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up, N=294-316

Employers are most likely to offer the required leave to their full-time employees. Figure 2.9
below shows that 76% of employers with full-time employees provide adequate leave to their
full-time employees; another 20% cover full-timers but do not provide the minimum number of
days mandated for accrual or use. As shown in the center bar, 61% of employers provide the
mandated leave for part-time employees, but only 48% of employers with temporary and
seasonal workers cover those workers and also provide adequate leave to their full-time
workers as the ordinance requires. The survey did not contain questions about how many hours
or days of leave were provided to part-time, temporary, seasonal, or occasional employees, so
actual compliance for those classes of employees could be higher or lower than the estimates
displayed in Figure 2.9.

22



Figure 2.9. Employer sick leave coverage and adequacy by employee type
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Why Do Some Employers Not Offer the Required Leave?

As noted above, about a quarter of employers either do not offer leave to their full-time and
part-time employees or they do not offer as much leave as required to their full-time
employees. What accounts for this seeming non-compliance? Taking the subset of employers
who did not offer sufficient leave to full- and part-time employees, we examined survey
responses that could explain why the employers did not provide leave. Figure 2.10 below
summarizes this analysis, in which we examined several possible explanations in sequence.
First, employers may not have been aware of the Ordinance; 24% reported not having heard of
it. One in ten employers (10%) had heard of the Ordinance but thought it did not apply to their
employees. Many of these employers are in error; an examination of their full response
patterns suggests they probably should be offering leave. The remaining 65% of employers both
knew about the Ordinance and believed that they must comply. Most of these — 55% of all non-
compliers — believed they were in compliance. Smaller groups of non-complying employers did
not know if they were in compliance or not (4%) or reported that they were not in compliance
(6%). Overall this suggests that most employers who are not offering enough leave may
continue at present to erroneously assume that they are in compliance with the Ordinance.
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Figure 2.10. Reasons that employers may be out of compliance with Ordinance
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Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up, N=75 employers not meeting coverage and adequacy criteria

How Many Employers Had Employees Use, Abuse Leave?

Overall 73% of employers reported that they had one or more part- or full-time employees take
paid leave. Small employers did not differ from larger ones on this issue; employers in all three
size tiers were equally likely to report that employees used paid sick leave. Over three quarters
of employers with full-time employees (76%) reported that one or more full-time employees
used leave. About half of employers with part-time employees (49.5%) reported that part-time
employees took leave.

Employers indicated on our survey whether they had reprimanded one or more employees for
abuse of paid leave. The reprimand could be verbal or written. Fewer than one in ten
employers (8%) reported reprimanding workers for abuse of leave. None of the 40 food and
accommodation employers surveyed reported any reprimands.
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About Safe Leave

Alongside the requirements to offer paid sick time, the Ordinance mandates that
employers to offer leave for safe time. Safe time can be used to promote physical
health, such as when a workplace or employee’s child’s school or place of care is
closed for public health reasons, as sometimes happens in response to infectious
disease outbreaks. Safe time can also be used for reasons related to domestic
violence, sexual assault, or stalking. For instance, employees in these situations could
use paid leave to seek counseling, or attend to legal matters such as filing protection
orders or appearing in court.

The need for safe time in response to interpersonal violence is less common —and
likely less commonly discussed — than the need for sick time. In a given year, fewer
than 3% of adults experience interpersonal violence.” Such violence is also
stigmatizing; the use of safe time is likely not frequently discussed in the workplace
due to the shame or embarrassment associated with having experienced interpersonal
or sexual violence. However, many people experience interpersonal violence at some
point. Over a lifetime about one in four women and one in twelve men experience the
type of assault that may necessitate safe leave.”

Stigma, rarity, and legal protections make safe leave usage hard to track. Under the
Ordinance, employees who request paid leave time do not have to designate whether
the time is for sick leave or safe leave reasons, although employers have the right to
ask for documentation when employees use leave for more than three consecutive
work days.

Survey responses suggest the Ordinance expanded the availability and potentially the
use of paid sick time. One third of employers (34%) expanded their policies to include
safe leave, and presumably many of the 13% of employers who implemented new
leave policies included safe time. Overall 5% of employers reported that one or more
employees used paid safe time, although that number may be an underestimate due
to employees’ preferences for privacy.
*  Tjaden, P., and N. Thoennes. Full Report of the Prevalence, Incidence, and Consequences of Violence
Against Women: Findings from the National Violence Against Women Survey. Research Report.
Washington, DC, and Atlanta, GA: U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Justice, and U.S.

Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, November
2000, NCJ 183781.
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What Challenges Did Employers Face in Implementing the Ordinance?

In addition to offering leave, employers had to inform their employees about the right to paid
leave, track their employees’ leave, and report it to employees every pay period. Figure 2.11
below summarizes employers’ experiences with different aspects of implementing the
Ordinance. Overall most employers did not find it very difficult to implement different aspects
of the Ordinance. The most challenging part was the record-keeping requirements; almost a
third of employers rated the record-keeping as “somewhat” or “very” difficult to implement.
Slightly smaller percentages found that understanding the Ordinance and dealing with absent
employees were difficult. Few employers found it hard to notify their employees about the
Ordinance.

Figure 2.11. Employer difficulties with implementing the Ordinance
Notify your employees
about the Ordinance?

Work with a payroll vendor
to report accrued time?

Reassign or delay work responsibilities
when your employees take leave?

Understand the legal requirements
of the Ordinance?

Keep records in order to administratively
comply with the Ordinance?
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m How difficult has it been for your business or organization to comply with the Ordinance? (%
responding "somewhat" or "very" difficult)

Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up, N=188-266

How Did the Ordinance Impact Employees and Employers?

During the Seattle City Council’s consideration of the Ordinance legislation, stakeholders raised

guestions about the possible impact on employees and employers. Our survey contained

guestions designed to collect information about employer changes that could affect employees

as well as employers’ opinions about the impact of the Ordinance on their business or
organization.
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The Ordinance mandates a change in employee compensation. Businesses and non-profit
organizations had several options for accommodate this change. They could 1) change the
proportion of resources devoted to employee compensation, 2) shift the nature of current or
planned compensation (through decreasing other paid leave, for instance), or 3) attempt to
increase revenue to compensate for increased labor costs. Table 2.3 below summarizes how
often employers changed compensation or employment. Some employers shifted
compensation, with 5% decreasing vacation time and 6% decreasing raises or bonuses. About
one in twelve (8 %) raised prices or otherwise passed along increased costs to customers. Few
reduced their Seattle employment and fewer than 1% reported closing or relocating Seattle
locations. Most employers reported none of these changes, suggesting that they absorbed the
increased cost — if any — of providing leave.

Table 2.3. Changes made to comply with Ordinance

Has your business or organization made any of the following changes? Yes (%)
Raise prices or otherwise pass on the cost to customers? 8.2
Decrease employee pay raises or bonuses? 6.4
Decrease vacation time? 53
Reduce number of Seattle employees or move employees outside of Seattle? 2.7
Close or relocate Seattle locations? 0.7

Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up, N=297 employers who believed the Ordinance
applied to their business or organization.

Employers also offered their opinions about how the Ordinance affected their business or
organization’s sustainability. By and large, employers thought that key aspects of their work
such as their ability to serve customers, relations with employees, and profitability were
unchanged by the Ordinance. As summarized in Figure 2.12, about nine out of ten employers
believed that their customer service, employee morale, and number of sick employees on the
job were about the same as before the Ordinance. Employers were most likely to believe the
Ordinance hurt profitability, although a minority (17%) said that their profitability was worse or
much worse as a result of the Ordinance.
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Figure 2.12. Employer's Opinions about Impacts of Ordinance
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What Do We Know about How Much the Ordinance Cost Employers?

Employers faced costs associated with making the administrative changes mandated by the
Ordinance in addition to the cost of providing the leave itself. When asked whether they
tracked the cost of implementing the Ordinance and, if so, how much it cost few employers
were able to provide information on this issue; most, it appears, have not quantified their costs.
The majority of employers (60%) responded that they do not plan to identify costs or do not
have the resources to do so. About one in six employers has estimated or is in the process of
estimating costs (8.3% and 7.6% respectively). Another quarter (24 %) did not know if their
business or organization had tracked costs.

Among those employers who had identified costs, 29 volunteered responses to the questions
about how much it cost them to make the changes needed to administer the Ordinance and the
cost of providing leave during the first year. Some provided both figures and others only one.
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These respondents are self-selected and too few to provide statistically representative data.
However, their responses offer a qualitative sense of the range of possible costs.

Calculating cost is not a straightforward procedure, and different employers may use different
approaches depending on their situations and accounting practices. For instance, an employer
who already provided paid leave to all employees might face some transitory implementation
costs associating with updating their benefit manuals or payroll software but would not have
any marginal cost of offering paid leave. For the 26 self-selected employers who provided data
on this cost, one-time implementation costs ranged from zero to $125,000, with an average
implementation cost equal to about one eighth of a percent (0.125%) of annual revenue.

Employers who did not offer paid leave to some or all employees before the Ordinance took
effect might count the cost of newly-required leave provided as an ongoing cost. However,
whether and how to assign cost to this newly-provided leave varies. If the employer has to pay
a replacement worker to complete the absent employee's task, then the cost of the
replacement is an additional cost. When employees are absent, just over one fifth of employers
(22%) reported that they frequently or always call in another employee as a replacement and a
very small group (1.4%) hires an outside replacement. In most instances, when an employee is
absent that employee makes up the work later or other employees cover the absent
employee's work. Because the employee would have been paid the same amount whether
present or absent, there is no additional payroll cost but there are hard-to-quantify costs
associated with loss in productivity or sales due to the lost effort.

In response to survey questions, 24 employers stated their annual cost of leave for the first
year. These costs ranged from zero to $150,000 with average costs of providing leave equal to
about four tenths of a percent (0.41%) of annual revenue. These employers’ responses to the
open-ended question about how the cost figures were estimated reflect some of the possible
ways in which the cost could be figured. One employer’s figure was based on “one temporary
worker for one day of sick leave.” Another employer calculated the cost as, “average employee
rate...times the number of sick hours taken this year ... plus taxes on those wages.” A third used
a formula based on maximum exposure of 3% of labor costs decreased because employees
used less than the maximum. Another respondent simply stated that the figure provided was a
“rough estimate.”

What Do Employers Think of the Ordinance?

After a year subject to the Ordinance, most employers support it. As Figure 2.13 shows, 45% of
employers responded that they were “very supportive” of the Ordinance, and an additional
25% said they were “somewhat supportive.” About one in seven employers (15%) were not at
all supportive. Employers of all sizes supported the Ordinance in equal proportions. Across
industries, health and social service sector employers were more supportive than average, and
food and accommodation sector employers were less likely to be supportive.
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Figure 2.13. Overall, how supportive is your business or organization
of the City of Seattle Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance?
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Source: Author analysis of Seattle Employer Survey follow-up, N=279 (62 employers did not respond)

Summary and Discussion

Seattle employers now offer more paid sick leave to more employees than they did before the
Ordinance took effect. In particular, many more employers now offer leave to their part-time
employees. This increase in coverage is most striking in the food and accommodation sector,
where 78% of employers now cover part-time workers. Most employers offer paid sick leave to
workers and offer the minimum required amount of leave. However, 4 out of 10 employers still
do not seem to be offering enough leave to their eligible workers. Many of these non-compliant
employers know about the Ordinance and believe they are compliant, which suggests that
more outreach and technical assistance might bring them into full compliance.

The perceived impacts on employers resulting from the implementation of the Ordinance were
modest. Two thirds of employers did not report difficulties with the reporting, tracking, and
informing tasks required to put the new leave mandates in place. Few employers reported
decreasing other benefits or passing along increased costs to customers. Although about one in
six employers believed that the Ordinance hurt profitability, qualitative assessment of
voluntarily-submitted cost information suggests that these costs were very small and well
below 0.5% of total revenue. One year after the Ordinance took effect, over two thirds of
employers were “somewhat” or “very” supportive.
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Chapter 3. Employment and Wage Trends

This chapter describes findings from an analysis of confidential public data on employment
before and after the Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance took effect for Seattle employers.’
Comparing Seattle to surrounding cities shows little evidence that the Ordinance affected
business activity or employment. In particular:

e All three measures of employment robustness —the number of Seattle firms with more
than four employees, total number of Seattle employees, and total Seattle wages — grew
in absolute terms over the first year of the Ordinance.

e Data do not support the notion that the Ordinance caused businesses to leave Seattle or
close Seattle locations. In fact, the number of employers grew more in Seattle than in
comparison cities after the Ordinance took effect.

e Total wages grew more slowly in Seattle than in comparison cities after the Ordinance
took effect. This effect is not strong statistically and should be interpreted cautiously.

Overview

During the public discussion of the Ordinance, stakeholders worried about harming the City’s
business sector and economic prosperity. Concerns about employers’ cost of providing leave
led to hypotheses that the Ordinance might cause businesses to leave the City of Seattle,
reduce their workforces, or decrease workers’ hours. Using a comprehensive data source from
the Washington State Employment Security Department (ESD) we compared Seattle employers
and employment before and after the Ordinance to employers and employment in surrounding
locales over that same time period (Bellevue, Tacoma, and Everett). This allowed us to examine
the following questions: Did the Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance change the number of
employers in the City? Did the Ordinance change the number of jobs in the City? Did the
Ordinance change labor demand?

Our analytic approach rests on comparing Seattle to other cities in the metropolitan region.®
The Ordinance applies only to employers and employees working within the City. Employers
based outside the City should be largely unaffected. If the Ordinance affected employment,
there would be an observable difference in Seattle outcomes relative to outcomes in the
comparison cities.’ Business activity varies with population growth, from season-to-season and

7 Dr. Cori Mar conducted the analyses summarized in this chapter.

& This econometric technique is known as the “difference-in-difference” method. Labor economists commonly apply this

technique to study the effects of policies — such as the Seattle Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance — that take effect in one
location but not others. (Lechner, 2010. “The Estimation of Causal Effects by Difference-in-Difference Methods.”
Foundations and Trends in Econometrics 4(3) 165-224.)

One exception is employers based outside the city with substantial numbers of workers who work in Seattle on an
occasional basis. Package delivery firms are one example. There is no way to distinguish non-Seattle employers in our
comparison cities who have occasional basis Seattle employees. However anecdotal evidence suggests such companies
may be located outside of Seattle but not within the comparison cities of Bellevue, Tacoma, and Everett. For instance,
delivery services based in SeaTac or transportation firms in Renton or Kent may be affected but would not show up in
either the Seattle or comparison city data used in this analysis.
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with effects in the macro-economy such as credit markets. These factors affect all cities.
Because we have data before and after the Ordinance, we can establish a baseline for how
Seattle differs from comparison cities.

About the Data and Analysis

We used data from the Washington State Unemployment Insurance (Ul) system which covers
over 95% of all employment.10 Per state and federal Ul laws, employers file quarterly reports to
ESD listing each employee and the employee’s total quarterly earnings. Most employers are for-
profit businesses, although non-profit organizations and government entities also report to the
system. Only employers with more than four full-time equivalent (FTE) employees have to
comply with the Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance, and so we restricted our analysis to data
for employers who seemed to have more than four FTEs.*!

ESD provided data for 17 consecutive quarters from the third quarter of 2009 to the third
guarter of 2013. Information obtained included unique business identifier, city, number of
employees, wages of employees, and NAICS industry code. From this data, we generated the
following three indicators.

° Total employers: the number of entities that seemed to have more than four FTEs.
This is an indicator of the overall strength of the business sector. If the Ordinance
caused Seattle businesses to leave or close, this measure would decrease.

° Total employment: the number of employees reported. This measure indicates the
number of filled jobs and could show if the Ordinance caused employers to lay off
workers or suppressed hiring or, alternatively, increased hiring.

° Total wages: the combined wages and salaries reported to ESD. This indicator captures
hourly pay multiplied by hours worked and would decrease or grow more slowly if the
Ordinance harmed labor demand or wages.

1 Bureau of Labor Statistics. N.d. “Employment and wages covered by unemployment insurance” Handbook of Methods,

Chapter 5. Accessed 3/25/14 at http://www.bls.gov/opub/hom/.

' ESD data do not reliably contain the hours worked nor type of employee (full-time, part-time, seasonal, occasional), and so

we had to estimate whether each employer in the ESD data had the equivalent of more than four full-time minimum-wage
workers. We did this for each employer by dividing total wages for the quarter by the amount a single full-time minimum
wage worker would have earned in the same time period (i.e., 500 hours, or 40 hours per week for three months). Using
this calculation, we estimated the number of FTEs for each employer and compared it to the number of employees
reported by the business. Often, the result of our calculation matched the number reported; when the numbers did not
match, we used whichever number was lower as the estimated number of FTEs. This method captured all employers who
have to comply with the Ordinance plus some that are too small but pay more than minimum wage to some part-time
workers, or who pay minimum wage to some workers but more than minimum wage to one or two workers. For example,
consider a business with two full-time workers and three part-time workers. If the two full-time workers earned $10 per
hour, their total wages for the quarter would be $10,000. If the three part-time workers earned $20 and each worked .5
FTE, their total wages for the quarter would be $15,000. This business would have five employees but only 3.5 FTEs. The
Ordinance would not apply to this business, but given our methodology it would appear to.
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We compared Seattle to three other major cities in the region: Bellevue, Tacoma, and Everett.
Employers in these cities are subject to the same macroeconomic trends as Seattle but do not
have to offer the paid leave. First we graphed each indicator over time. To compare different
sized cities, each indicator was standardized at 100% for the third quarter of 2009, three years
before the Ordinance took effect. Lines above the initial point show growth since that time
period. Second, we conducted statistical tests to examine whether there were significant
differences between Seattle and the comparison cities in the post-Ordinance period (fourth
quarter 2012 and later) that did not exist prior to the Ordinance. Appendix B provides more
detail on the regression analyses used for the statistical tests.

Did the Ordinance Affect the Total Number of Employers in Seattle?

Figure 3.1 displays the number of employers with more than four FTEs in Seattle between the
third quarter of 2009 (Q3 2009) and the third quarter of 2013 (Q3 2013). The vertical line
indicates when the Ordinance took effect on September 1, 2012, corresponding to the third
quarter of that year. Overall, the line trends upward, showing the City recovering from the
Great Recession. There is also a strong seasonal trend, with fewer employers reporting more
than four FTEs in the first quarter of every year and more reporting in the third, which
corresponds to the summer months of July, August, and September.

Figure 3.1. Total employers with more than four FTEs in Seattle
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The same shape of Seattle employer growth is evident in Figure 3.2, which displays the total
count of employers in Seattle, Bellevue, Everett, and Tacoma, for each quarter as a percentage
of the number in our first quarter of data, Q3 2009. The relative number of businesses in the
combined Bellevue, Everett, and Tacoma (BET) reference group is also shown. Again, the yearly
jags in the data show the seasonality of employers and there is a linear trend with the number
of employers also growing in Bellevue and decreasing in Everett and Tacoma since Q3 2009.

Figure 3.2. Total employers with more than Four FTEs in Seattle and comparison cities
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Source: Author analysis of Employment Security Data. Totals shown in % relative to 2009 Quarter 3.

In terms of the number of employers, Seattle moved ahead of the comparison cities just before
the Ordinance was implemented, and this growth differential continued after the Ordinance
took effect. Even after controlling for factors such as seasonal variations, the time period of the
Ordinance, and the overall Seattle effect, employer growth in Seattle after the Ordinance was
significantly stronger than in the other cities combined. This evidence contradicts fears that the
Ordinance may reduce the number of employers in the City. If anything, the Ordinance seems
to have had a positive effect on the hiring sector. This is also true for the food and
accommodation sector, which — as shown in Chapter 2 — was the industry that made the most
changes in benefits after the Ordinance went into effect.
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Did the Ordinance Affect the Total Number of Jobs in Seattle?

Figure 3.3 shows the number of employees summed over all businesses for each city as a
percentage of the number of employees in Q3 2009. Note that this is the number of persons
reported by each business to the ESD, not our estimate of FTEs. As such, it is best thought of as
the total number of jobs (some of which could be part-time). As with the total number of
employers, employment has a strong seasonal pattern. After considering employment
seasonality, Figure 3.3 shows a clear upward trend for Seattle jobs, with stronger growth in
Bellevue and weaker performance in Tacoma and Everett. Overall, the Seattle line closely
mirrors the combined BET group. Statistical testing confirms that Seattle is not significantly
different from the BET comparison in the post-Ordinance period, suggesting the Ordinance had
no discernible effect on the number of jobs.

Figure 3.3. Total Employees at Employers with More than Four FTEs
in Seattle and Comparison Cities
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Did the Ordinance Affect the Total Wages Paid to Seattle Workers?

Figure 3.4 shows the total wages, the sum of wages and salaries for all businesses, in each city
for each quarter as a percentage of the total wage in that city for the reference period. Total
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wages indicate the intensity of labor demand, as they combine hours worked and pay per hour.
Overall, total wages in Seattle grew both before and after the Ordinance took effect. Seattle
and the comparison cities both show seasonal patterns with spikes in the fourth quarter, which
corresponds to the holiday shopping season. Relative to the individual and combined BET
comparison cities, Seattle’s wage growth was slower in the post-Ordinance period. In particular,
during the quarters after the Ordinance took effect Seattle total wages trended consistently
lower than BET whereas in previous quarters Seattle often outpaced or matched BET.

Figure 3.4. Total wages from employers with more than four FTEs
in Seattle and comparison cities
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Further, our statistical analyses of the data for employers with more than four FTEs showed a
weak correlation between the implementation of the Ordinance and the relatively slow wage
growth in Seattle. However, we found a somewhat stronger effect when we tested for a
correlation between the timing of the Ordinance and the average wage paid by all Seattle
employers — not just those large enough to be affected by the Ordinance. This suggests that the
change in total wages might be driven by factors other than the Ordinance. Further analysis
showed that total wages in the Food and Accommodation sector grew relatively more — not
less — in Seattle after the Ordinance took effect. Table 3.1 displays the statistically significant
results of all of our analyses.
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Table 3.1. Summary of regression estimates of effects of Ordinance on Seattle
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Source: Author analysis of Employment Security Data testing Seattle against comparison group of Bellevue, Everett and
Tacoma. Summary of regression coefficients for Seattle*Ordinance interaction with controls for main effects, time and
season. Darker arrows show effects significant at p <.05; lighter arrows indicate p <.10. Appendix B contains full
regression results.

Discussion

All three measures of employment robustness — number of Seattle firms with more than four
employees, total number of Seattle employees, and total Seattle wages —grew in absolute
terms over the first year of the Ordinance. The same was true for the three comparison cities
where the Ordinance did not apply (Bellevue, Everett, and Tacoma).

The number of employers grew more in Seattle than in the comparison cities after the
Ordinance took effect. This could be because new employers chose to locate in Seattle or
existing Seattle employers were less likely to relocate or close than employers in other areas.
This effect is strong statistically and could be due to the Ordinance or other Seattle-specific
factors that coincided with the Ordinance taking effect. It is not clear how the Ordinance would
have increased the number of businesses and non-profits in Seattle. In either case, this
evidence contradicts concerns about the Ordinance causing firms to leave the City, cease
operations, or reduce staffing to the 4 FTE or below level.

Total wages appeared to grow more slowly in Seattle than in the comparison cities after the
Ordinance took effect. Additional analysis shows this may be due to the wages paid per worker,
suggesting that employers in Seattle increased workers’ hours or workers’ per-hour wages less
than did employers in the comparison cities. This is consistent with hypotheses that employers
reduce (or do not expand) wage compensation to balance out potential costs of the required
paid sick and safe leave. This evidence should be interpreted cautiously, as the effect is not
strong statistically and may be due to other factors.
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Chapter 4. Employers’ Perspectives

This chapter describes findings from interviews conducted with 24 Seattle employers after the
Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance (Ordinance) went into effect. These interviews show:

Multiple sources informed employers about the Ordinance. In the months after the
Ordinance took effect, business owners, nonprofit administrators, and HR
professionals learned about it from the media, the City of Seattle, professional
networks or associations, and the evaluation survey conducted prior to these
interviews (see Chapter 2).

Many employers reported that they initially found the Ordinance and its
requirements to be confusing. However, a few months into the implementation period
most employers knew whether or not their business was affected and what they
needed to do in order to comply. A minority remained confused as to whether they
were required to offer the mandated sick leave. Employers were less aware of how the
“safe time” provisions function.

Employers changed practices to achieve compliance. Most employers felt they were
complying with the Ordinance and discussed making changes that aligned with the law.
For some, compliance required minor changes, such as extending paid leave to a few
part-time employees. Others had to create or re-design policies or extend leave to a
large portion of their workforce.

Initial fears were allayed by modest use. When employers first learned about the
ordinance and the leave mandates, many feared that offering the required leave would
substantially increase their labor costs and generate staffing shortages. After operating
under the Ordinance for at least a year, most of these initial fears had faded. In
general, workers used far less paid leave than employers had anticipated.

Opinions about the ordinance varied. Many of the small business owners and human
resources professionals interviewed saw paid leave as a valuable and important benefit
for their workers. Others opposed the measure. Several viewed the Ordinance as part
of a package of realized and potential reforms — including the federal health care
reform and local minimum wage efforts — that threaten their livelihood via increased
costs and reduced flexibility. Some were of two minds, seeing benefit for workers
alongside potential harm to businesses.

Employers also reported implementation challenges and special concerns. Some
employers initially struggled with the recording and reporting requirements, although
these difficulties were largely resolved within the first year. The Ordinance did not
affect shift swapping, the practice of allowing employees to trade shifts, for any of the
interviewees. Most employers have no or moderate concerns about abuse, although a
minority believes that employees abuse leave. Overall, employers judged the impact of
the Ordinance as small or negligible.

38



Employer’s Experience: Retailer adjusts company-wide practices
to comply with the Ordinance

“Jane” (a pseudonym) is the director of human resources for a Puget Sound based retail chain
with over 300 regular full- and part-time employees plus seasonal workers hired during the
busiest shopping seasons. As a result of the Ordinance, the company has added paid sick and
safe time benefits for part-time and seasonal workers; their full-time workers already had
these benefits alongside health insurance, paid vacation, paid holidays, and retirement plan
contributions.

Jane recalled first learning about the Ordinance from the City. She says that she “has a lot of
issues with” the law and has found it confusing to understand. She turned to the City website,
a human resources seminar, and her company’s attorney to learn more.

Although the Ordinance only requires that employers provide leave to workers who work
within the City of Seattle, the company decided to extend paid sick and safe leave eligibility to
all its workers regardless of location. Jane noted that it was “more cost-effective” to make the
“across-the-board change” rather than face the “nightmare” of tracking employees who work
both inside and outside the city. The HR team worked to ensure that their part-time and
seasonal workers understood the new benefits. She explained the effort involved in this, “we
have a lot of people who’ve never had benefits before so we do a lot of hand-holding and
provide a lot of support to our employee base.”

Jane perceives the need for both sick and safe leave in her business. She cited recent
experiences such as when the flu spread throughout departments or when a restraining order
was necessary to protect a targeted worker and co-workers from violent threats. At the same
time she resents what she describes as the “micromanaging” of the employer-employee
relationship by the Ordinance. She stated that the record-keeping required by the Ordinance
might make her think twice about hiring workers on an on-call basis during rush times.

During the first year under the Ordinance, the retailer’s several dozen newly-eligible
employees used just over 500 hours of leave, adding less than 2% in payroll costs for that class
of employees. The HR department had to temporarily add an extra position to handle the
recordkeeping, and about $5,000 to $10,000 was spent trying to upgrade their legacy payroll
system. The system’s quirks have compelled them to keep an extra set of manual records.
Despite these expenses, the HR director characterizes the overall impact as “pretty neutral” in
light of their overall costs and other business concerns. She has not discerned any impact on
employee absenteeism. As for the administration: “The bumpiest part was the beginning.
Anytime you’re doing something new. Now it’s kind of just part of the routine.”

About the Interviews

“Jane,” along with a co-worker, represented one of the two dozen employers interviewed as
part of the larger effort to understand the effects of the Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance.
These interviews provide insight into how employers learned about the Ordinance, the steps



taken to provide the required leave, their opinions about the measure, and other related
factors.

Study team members interviewed representatives from 24 employers, 22 of whom were
randomly selected from the set of respondents to the 2012 survey described in Chapter 2.
Employers were drawn from three industries chosen for their public health importance: 1)
retail, 2) food and accommodation, and 3) health care and social services. At least some
employees in all sectors have contact with the general public; hence working while sick with an
infectious disease could lead to further transmission. Food workers in particular pose public
health risks if they work while ill. Depending on the employer, interviewers spoke with owners,
general managers, or human resources (HR) directors. Table 4.1 summarizes the interviewed
employers and their characteristics by sector.

Table 4.1. Interviewed employers and select characteristics by sector

Sector Food and Accommodation Health Care and Social Retail
(N=9) Services (N=8) (N=7)

Interviewees Casual Dining Restaurant Chiropractic Office Beer Shop
Chinese Restaurant Elder Health Care Candy Store
Coffee Shop Family Services Nonprofit General Book Store
Frozen Treat Shop Health Club Gift Shop
Hotel Health Research Nonprofit Specialty Book Store
Japanese Restaurant Physical Therapy Clinic Wine Shop
Sandwich Shop Rehabilitation Clinic Grocery Store
Taco Restaurant Addictions Clinic

Upscale Casual Pub
Selected characteristics

Women- or 623 1 3
minority- owned

50 or more 3 5 3
employees

The first round of interviews took place between November 2012 and June 2013. Research
team members re-interviewed 20 employers starting in September 2013 and finishing in
February 2014. Most of the first-round interviews were conducted in person at the employer’s
place of business; follow-up interviews were typically over the phone. We spoke with most
employers for over an hour combined. The UW interviewers audio-recorded the conversations,
which were then transcribed and checked for accuracy.

2 The interview protocol was pilot-tested through interviews with two employers, one of whom had contacted

the research study as a volunteer and another who was known to a member of the research staff and willing to
be interviewed. Responses from these two volunteer employers are included in the analysis. The experiences
recounted by these two volunteers did not differ from the randomly selected participants; what the volunteers
had to say about business practices and the Ordinance was similar to what was discussed by members from the
randomly-selected group.

Neither the Chinese nor the Japanese restaurant reported being minority-owned on the survey. They have
been so classified for this table on the basis of information gathered during the interview.

13
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Interviews followed a semi-structured, open-ended format that included questions about
general business practices, benefits offered, employee scheduling, and knowledge and beliefs
about the Ordinance. The vignettes throughout this chapter illustrate the type of information
gathered from employers. We used standard qualitative research techniques for data analysis.
The findings reported herein are based on systematic cross-case examination of all 24
employers.

Finding Out about the Ordinance

When a new policy or rule is created, affected parties need to know about changes that will
require adjustments to their own practices. The interviews we conducted revealed how the
employers learned about the Ordinance and how well they understood its requirements.

Information sources

All but one of the employers had heard of the Ordinance before they spoke with an
interviewer. Most recalled learning about it through the media, from the City, or through some
sort of professional network or connection. A small minority reported that this evaluation study
itself was their first or only source of information.

A general manager’s recollection of how he learned about the Ordinance is typical:

[l] started becoming aware of it when it started becoming public information and
knowledge that it was coming. I’'m sure, though | can’t recall, | received some sort
of correspondence in the mail from the City of Seattle regarding this. Then once |
heard about it | — | started looking it up, just to find out what was happening. And
then, of course, we had conversations at my — at the company level, as well.

This general manager learned about the Ordinance from three sources of information: the
media, the City of Seattle, and through his own company.

Seven employers recall first learning about the Ordinance through the media. Asked how she
found out about the Ordinance, one business owner explained, “l would say, first of all, by the
news. You know... the mayor was talking
about, you know, offering a program.”

[Employers' primary sources of information: \
Three employers specifically recalled o The media (7 employers)

receiving postcards or mailings from the « The City of Seattle (6)
City, and six considered the City to be
their main source of information. A
business owner got a postcard just a few )
. . e One employer did not report a source of

days before the Ordinance went into ) .

] information.
effect, and said she would have wanted \ J
more notice. However, she had talked to
the owner of an adjacent business who had not received any notice. Another business owner
credited the State rather than the City and said, “They sent folders and flyers and things like
that.” Four employers directly mentioned the City’s website as a resource they sought out.

e Professional network or association (6)
¢ The evaluation survey or interview itself (4)
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Professional service providers such as lawyers, payroll processors, and — in one case —an
insurance agent were also cited as having provided information about the Ordinance.
Professional associations were another source of information. An HR manager explained how
she found out about it: “I know | was getting massive e-mails.... | can’t really say who it was
from.” She referenced two professional associations to which she belongs and the City.
Similarly two restaurant owners mentioned the Washington Restaurant Association, their trade
association, as a source for information about the Ordinance.

A minority of employers did not recall having received information either through official or
professional channels. For instance, when interviewed in January 2013, one general manager
said, “I think | learned about it when you guys sent me the survey.” Three other employers also
recalled first hearing about the ordinance because of the initial UW evaluation study survey.

Understanding the Ordinance

Many employers initially found the Ordinance confusing, but most had a fair or good
understanding within the first few months after it went into effect. Most knew whether the
Ordinance applied to their business or organization and what they had to do in order to comply.
One HR manager explained how her understanding increased over time:

| would say first off it’s been a very confusing law. It’s been very confusing when
top attorneys in [Seattle] are saying it’s confusing. For HR managers to then
know. Like | say I’'ve probably taken two or three trainings now on it. | feel a little
more comfortable about it now; hopefully I’'m not doing anything horribly wrong.

Similarly, a small business owner was initially confused and requested more information from
the City. She recalled, “Once | got that paperwork, it was very self-explanatory...it's a simple
process.” This employer clearly understood the leave requirements. She chose to implement
the leave despite her lingering questions about whether she had enough employees to qualify.

Some employers found it challenging to ensure that managers and employees understood the
Ordinance. One employer wanted to make sure all managers were informed of the
requirements before employees were allowed to use their leave. Another described confusion
as to whether the Ordinance or their previously approved union contract took precedence. The
employer explained that “everybody was used to the old way,” but to this employer’s
understanding the Ordinance trumped the union contract.

Overall few employers understood the “Safe Leave” portion of the Ordinance. Employees can
use paid sick and safe time for personal safety needs related to domestic violence, sexual
assault, or stalking. Safe time also applies when a workplace or an employee’s child’s place of
care is closed for health reasons, as happened with a recent whooping cough outbreak. One
small business owner said “to be honest” she did not understand what safe leave was for. “I
guess | could make up a scenario in my head but, [my employees] should come here and be
safe. We'll protect them. No. | don’t know.” Another guessed that safe leave was for times
when workers could not safely get to work, such as during a snow storm.
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Employer’s Experience: Restaurant continues informal practices
after the Ordinance is implemented

“Mimi” manages a small locally owned restaurant with three full-time and several more part-
time employees. She spoke with an interviewer through a language interpreter. Mimi
explained that she tries to treat employees well, believing that they will in turn treat
customers well. However, they have seen their business slow with the economy in recent
years; as a result, she has had to cut part-time employees’ hours.

The restaurant does not offer formal benefits to any employees. However, Mimi explained
that they try to pay employees who are sick or on vacation. She tells the bookkeeper that an
employee is on vacation, and the bookkeeper pays them for the time. She also recalled that a
co-worker who was out for 2 or 3 weeks due to illness was paid for that time. She explained
that, “that was before there was this law, but we’ve always done that that way. For me,
there’s just no problem with that.”

Mimi recalled receiving a flyer from “the state” explaining the new Ordinance. She has not
sought out any other information. Mimi said her employees know about the Ordinance; they
were the ones who told her about the new law when it was being debated in front of City
Council. That said, she has not discussed offering it to her employees. “They know about the
law but we’ve never really gone to say, ‘Oh, you know.”” She explained that her staff is like
family — and, in fact, some are related. Things operate casually, “There’s never this problem
about, you know, about — fussing about these kinds of things.”

When asked about other changes 5 months after the ordinance took effect, she did not
mention required elements such as whether or not her bookkeeper is tracking hours or
reporting available time to employees every pay period. A year into the Ordinance she
guestioned the details, “What | don’t understand is how do | have to report it with the-, with
the accountant. Do | have to-, does it — does something have to be deducted from the
employees’...?"” According to her, as of October 2013, no one had asked for paid leave.

Mimi agreed with the overall idea behind the ordinance. “Well, if [employees are] sick then,
you know, they need to stay home to go to the doctor... they should stay home and rest and
then we would pay them.” She described her business as unaffected but noted that other
restaurateurs — particularly ones who have employees who abuse the leave — have been
affected.

Implementing the Ordinance

How are employers changing their policies and practices as a result of the Ordinance? In order
to comply, employers need to ensure they offer the required leave, inform their employees,
and keep records. Karina Bull, Business Liaison at the Seattle Office for Civil Rights, explained
the specific requirements

[E]mployers must permit accrual, use and carry-over of the required amount of
leave; provide notification of available leave during every pay period; keep
records of leave for 2 years; provide notice to employees of their rights to leave
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(e.g., poster or handbook), and not retaliate against employees for exercising
those rights. (email correspondence, 6/10/13)

Achieving compliance requires changes by employers who did not previously offer paid sick and
safe leave to all employees. The Ordinance also affects organizational processes and may alter
the day-to-day practices when employees are sick or need to attend to family matters.

Figure 4.1 depicts how employers are implementing the Ordinance. Based on the information
provided in the interviews, the majority of employers (20 of the 24) are fully or nearly fully
compliant with the Ordinance’s requirements. This ratio of compliant-to-non-compliant
employers is higher than the survey estimate, perhaps because the interview process made
employers more aware of the Ordinance or because compliant employers were more likely to
agree to participate in the interview portion of the study.

For 10 of these 20 employers, minor updates to policy or practices were needed to bring the
business or organization into compliance. Most of these employers offered leave before the
Ordinance went into effect. They had to adjust policies or extend the benefits to a minority of
employees. For instance, one health and social service sector employer had to specify that
leave could be used for safe time and extend leave to part-time employees. Similarly, a food
and accommodation sector employer had already offered leave but had to track it differently
from how they had done previously and inform employees.

Figure 4.1. Summary of employer changes in response to the Ordinance

Are employers offering required leave and
maintaining records as required by the Paid Sick
and Safe Time Ordinance?

]
I I I

Yes (20) Partially (3) No (1)

Implemented minor changes (10)

Implemented substantial changes(10)

Note: Employer classifications based on information from interviews conducted November 2012 — February 2014.

The compliant employers indicated as having “implemented substantial changes” in Figure 4.1
needed to extend leave to most or all of their employees or to make major policy changes.
Typically, before the Ordinance went into effect these employers only offered paid leave to full-
time employees. For businesses and organizations with a large proportion of part-time or
occasional workers, the Ordinance mandated a substantial change. For instance, approximately
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two thirds of the employees at one health and social service sector employer were part-timers
with no paid leave before the Ordinance. This employer had to extend leave to all part-time
employees. The retailer profiled in the introduction to this chapter is another such example.
Other employers re-shaped their policies more drastically. A food and accommodation sector
employer had previously offered an annual bonus equal to roughly two weeks of earnings;
employees could choose to use this bonus as pay for time taken off or as a supplement to their
earnings. This policy was deactivated in favor of a paid time off bank that meets the
Ordinance’s stipulations.

Three employers, who were judged to be “partially” compliant based on responses to the
interviews, informally choose either to pay or not pay workers for leave. The restaurant that
Mimi manages (profiled above) is an example of one such partially compliant employer. In most
cases, these employers said that they offer some paid leave, but interview responses suggest
they are not tracking it as required by the Ordinance. For instance, one general manager of a
retail establishment explained how they handle employees’ sick leave needs.

We don’t really have an official policy, but if somebody’s really sick then it’s
usually just kind of my boss’s call on it. He usually just pays them for their day.
We don’t really have an official number of days or process of doing it.

This manager said he did not really know what the Ordinance requires, but he believes that his
company offers the required leave. Similarly, the owner of another retail firm described how he
is flexible with his employees and prefers to work with them to accommodate their needs for
time off. He has paid little attention to the Ordinance. He believes his practices are fair, yet he
observed, “I could be totally out of compliance.” One employer initially characterized as
partially compliant put tracking systems into place between the first and second interviews.

Finally, interviews initially revealed two employers who did not appear to be offering any paid
leave. In one case, the restaurant owner was out of the country, and the manager reported not
knowing anything about the Ordinance. This restaurant had moved into compliance by the time
we spoke with them again 15 months after the Ordinance went into effect. In the second
instance, the owner had heard about the Ordinance but was not complying because of the fear
of the cost of compliance. Although she described herself as “law abiding,” she and her
husband had recently taken out personal loans to keep the business afloat, and they could not
afford any additional expenses. At the follow-up she repeated that financial concerns kept them
from making paid leave available to their employees.

Challenges and Special Circumstances

Public testimony before the Ordinance was passed included mention of employers’ and
employees’ concerns. This section addresses three such concerns: 1) administrative challenges
with implementing the Ordinance, 2) whether the Ordinance changes the often-useful practice
of allowing employees to exchange shifts (i.e., shift swapping) rather than take leave, and 3) the
potential abuse of paid leave.
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Administrative challenges

The Ordinance requires employers to track employees’ accrued leave and to report available
leave during every pay period, such as on pay stubs or through an accessible online system. In
some cases, this is straightforward. A general manager of a branch of a multi-state business
described his firm’s process this way: “there’s a form that we fill out and that is submitted with
our payroll.... And that goes, and then when the checks are processed, [the available leave is]
inputted on their check.” Similarly, the owner of a local business described how they were able
to integrate paid leave tracking into their scheduling system.

Other employers encountered challenges in getting these tracking and reporting systems
functioning. Ten of 20 complying employers reported some difficulties, often for a minority of
their employees that did not fit the typical profile. For instance, two employers mentioned that
tracking new employee accrual specifically is difficult. One noted that “we don’t have a super
formal HR,” and thus he found tracking new employee eligibility to be difficult, particularly
keeping track of “at what point does that employee cross the 6-month threshold?” Two other
employers mentioned challenges around providing and tracking paid leave for different
classifications of employees. One of those employers has multiple temporary employees, and
the other has employees who are paid based on the number of clients they see. Two additional
employers felt that tracking employees at different locations would be so complex that they
extended the benefit to their locations outside of Seattle for ease of tracking.

Many of the employers use an external payroll processing company to track and administer
their payroll. In some cases, the payroll processors were able to add this additional task easily.
One business owner said that his payroll processor was prepared to track and report employee
hours, “So that part’s easy...and they do it for free.” Three other employers, however, reported
difficulties in having their payroll company incorporate the Ordinance’s tracking requirements.
One small business owner specifically addressed this problem:

[Payroll processing company name] is our payroll service, and we asked if they
would be able to track the sick leave part and they haven't heard of it. And this
was like September, August 30 [2012] or something so they ... were very, very
behind on being aware....

This owner went on to recount how the payroll processor made a mistake on the first paystubs,
showing that workers had accrued over 60 hours of paid leave in their first post-Ordinance pay
period. As a result, she and her bookkeeper had to not only “train [the processor] how to do it
right” but also explain the error to the staff. Two other employers reported similar problems,
that their payroll processors did not know about the Ordinance or were initially unable to
report hours correctly. With one exception, these initial “glitches” had been solved by the time
of our second interviews, although some employers reported keeping double records to
continue to check the payroll processors’ estimates. One small business owner continued to
struggle with her payroll processor over a year after the Ordinance took effect. Describing
herself as lacking the “bandwidth” to deal with the processor, she complied with the Ordinance
through keeping parallel records manually.
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These administrative changes required resources. The first round of interviews revealed that
employers faced direct and indirect expenses in sorting out the administrative processes
needed to comply with the Ordinance. All complying employers reported needing at least some
additional owner or staff time to initially put systems in place. One employer also mentioned
that the business had to upgrade its payroll system to be able to track the leave time for their
different categories of employees. Three business owners mentioned costs associated with the
payroll company that they use. One of the businesses told us that the payroll company had
begun to charge them a fee for the additional tracking required by the ordinance.

When interviewed around the time the Ordinance took effect in 2012, four employers
mentioned that they were concerned about the cost of administering the policy on an ongoing
basis, namely through the additional staff time needed to educate employees and track hours.
However, these concerns faded, perhaps because employers built the tracking into their regular
activities. A year after implementation, no employer described ongoing administrative costs
that they considered financially substantial.

Shift swapping

One way employers manage illness-

and safety-related personal absences Gift swapping. One way to accommodate employees’ need\
is to allow employees to exchange for time off is to permit them to exchange shifts.
shifts with one another. For instance, if o 17 of 24 employers allow shift swapping

an employee needs a particular shift
off in order to attend a medical
appointment, that employee might
swap shifts with another employee.
During the public discussion period .
before the Ordinance’s passage, one \
concern raised was whether the
Ordinance would adversely impact employers’ or employees’ ability to use shift swapping as a
strategy to cover employee leaves. Interviews suggest this problem has not surfaced.
Interviewed employers reported that shift swapping is common and seems largely unaffected
by the Ordinance.

e 9 of these are in the Food & Accommodation sector
e 15 require manager or owner approval

e 12 require employees to arrange their own
replacement

No changes in shift swapping practices have occurred/

Representatives from 17 of the 24 businesses that we interviewed stated that shift swapping
occurs in their firms: nine of these are in the Food and Accommodation sector, seven are in
Retail, and only one is from the Health and Social Services sector. One retail employer gave a
typical reply when asked if her employees are allowed to swap shifts:

They do [swap shifts] but, you know, not without management OK. And so if
somebody, let’s say, needs the day off they, you know, ask someone else, they
clear it with the manager and...usually there’s no issues.

Of those businesses that allow shift swapping, all but two specified that supervisor or
managerial approval is necessary. Additionally, 12 of the 17 businesses that allow shift
swapping require the employee to arrange his or her own replacement. With one exception,
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employers in the Health and Social Services sector do not allow shift swapping. Five health
employers noted that shift swapping either is not allowed or does not apply to their staff
because they are not scheduled in a traditional sense. Two other employers in this sector noted
that while their employees cannot swap shifts, they are allowed to flex their schedules to
accommodate sick or vacation time, or that they have work obligations on nights and weekends
when medical and other appointments are less likely to be scheduled.

The employers unanimously reported that the Ordinance has not altered their shift swapping
practices. One general manager’s response was typical when asked if it had changed how his
company handled shift swapping: “No, no. It’s all the same.” Only one of the businesses that we
interviewed had experienced an uptick in shift swapping since the passage of the Ordinance.
However, this business owner said that the recent changes were because several staff members
—including her — got sick during a busy holiday rush. She credited “reality” rather than the
Ordinance: “when [employees] get sick, they get sick. So I've got to find someone to cover a
shift.”

Abuse

Although employers are split as to whether they think any workers abuse paid time off, few see
it as a significant problem, and only a few attributed the Ordinance with an increase in abuse.

One group of employers trusts their employees to be honest and committed; this trust extends
to employers’ beliefs that employees use their best judgment when it comes to taking time off.
When asked if they feel their employees take sick time when they really could or should be at
work, 11 employers said this is not a problem; they trust their workers’ judgment. One manager
said that her employees only call in if they are “feeling truly awful.” Similarly, a small business
owner described her faith in her employees, “I have a small, familial type group right now, and
they’re great people who I trust.” Another small business owner characterized his company as
“high integrity,” saying that he operates on the assumption that employees are honest. He
tempers this trust with a long-term view. “If [employees are] not being honest with me...then
eventually I'll figure it out.... If you lie to me, | can’t-, | can’t work with you.”

Nine additional employers admitted that they assume some abuse of time off happens but
believed abuse is not common practice at their business. One manager expressed her general
views on the issue:

I think, um, it happens. And, the only time | question it is when | have proof
otherwise—...mean, we all hear people and they say: Oh, God, they don’t really
sound sick. But, you know, nine times out of 10 I’m not gonna question it. But
where | question it is when we have someone who does it a lot and we have
suspicion about their behavior, um, where maybe after work they behaved
poorly.

This employer laughed as she mentioned the possibility of employees “behaving poorly,” later
implying that this refers to excessive drinking during off-work time. Several other employers
also mentioned that employees call in sick after carousing. Employers concerned about abuse
look for patterns of absences on Fridays or Mondays.
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Only three employers felt that their employees routinely call in sick when they are not. These
employers felt very strongly that their employees regularly abuse calling in sick. Again, off-
hours partying was a common concern, regardless of whether employees were requesting paid
leave for missed shifts. As one employer explained, “I would say 50%, sadly, of our shift-
swapping, or people to cover...shifts, are not really because of illness but because of lifestyle.”
Two of these three employers spoke with the research team again after a year. One had one
instance of suspected abuse that the managers chose not to examine. The other had no
suspected abuse within the first year.

Whether and how to address suspected abuse poses a delicate management challenge.
Employers described weighing the need for reliable staff and a dislike of feeling cheated against
the potential damage that an abuse investigation would do to the employer-employee
relationship. One employer explained his predicament:

I know one of my employees is not straight up about it. | know they’re not. And
they just — they just do it and it’s easier for me just to pay ‘em the sick leave and
not hassle with ‘em.... As you start to [investigate], it changes the whole work
environment with that person. And — and — and you kinda get a hostile
environment.

Another business owner in a similar situation noted that he and his partner chose not to
investigate a suspected abuse because such an investigation would be “a display of distrust of
our staff that we didn’t necessarily want to dip our toes in.”

Employers who did choose to address problems with attendance stressed the need for
reliability. One HR director explained that employees who frequently called in sick on Fridays or
Mondays would be summoned for a meeting.

And then we would just say, you know: It seems like you’re, you know, you’re
using a lot of sick leave and vacation. It’s very important that everyone here be
here for the time we need them because it does leave-, it’s a burden on
everybody else to have to cover when people aren’t here.... So we’re not accusing
them of lying; we’re just saying: It’s important that everybody’s here so they can
sort of do that self check.

Another employer remarked that multiple or seemingly excessive absences would be brought
up as part of an annual performance review rather than at the time of the absence.™

Most employers did not think the Ordinance had resulted in increased abuse during the first
year of implementation. Many cited the lower-than-expected use of paid sick time. Two
employers thought that the newly eligible employees (part-timers) were less likely to abuse

1 Employers who approach suspected abuse in these passive ways may run the risk of violating the Ordinance. The

Ordinance contains provisions protecting workers’ rights to good faith use of paid sick and safe time without retaliation.
Employers are not allowed to discourage the use of leave or take adverse action against employees who use protected
leave in good faith. Hence legitimate leave use cannot be the basis for a negative performance review. Exceptions could
apply for a clear instance or pattern of abuse of leave. (Karina Bull, Seattle Office for Civil Rights, personal communication,
April 5and 12, 2014.)
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leave than were full-time employees. One cited part-time workers’ greater schedule flexibility
due to working fewer hours. The other noted that part-time workers were motivated to show
commitment to the job in hopes of getting a full-time position with full benefits.

Four employers did believe that the Ordinance had increased abuse. Two small employers had
one newly eligible employee each whom they felt had abused the leave. As explained above, in
both cases the employers decided not to challenge the employee. One retail operator had to
start paying for the first day of time away for illness, whereas the previous policy had been to
provide pay starting on the third day of absence. This employer believed that more employees
were calling in sick for personal reasons unrelated to PSSTO-covered reasons. Finally the HR
director at a health care and social services sector employer with over a hundred newly-eligible
employees saw an increase in absences after the Ordinance was passed. She believed that the
increase was due to abuse rather than legitimate use of leave, but noted that the organization
had a “progressive discipline process” whereby supervisors would address excessive absences.

Employers who use universal leave banks (also called paid time off or PTO) were less concerned
about abuse in general or as a result of the Ordinance. Three employers mentioned that
because they have a PTO bank that can be used for any reason, they leave it up to employees to
allocate the available leave between vacation, sick time, and other uses. These three employers
do not ask for a reason that the employee is calling in.

If you want to take a day off, take a day off. I'm —I’m okay with that and | don’t
care if it's a sick day or a vacation day because we just lump it all together for
whatever reason you want to take it off.

One employer had switched to a PTO bank because of the Ordinance and considered it to be a
positive outcome because he no longer had to worry about whether absences were justified.

Perceived Impacts

In considering how the Ordinance affected their enterprises, employers cited cost and other
factors. Most employers judged the overall early impact of the Ordinance as small or negligible.

Costs of providing leave

In addition to the administrative costs discussed above, employers had to pay for additional
leave time. Assigning a dollar value to this cost is not straightforward. Employers varied in
whether and how they assigned a cost to the leave provided based on what happened during
employee absences and how payroll time is tracked.

Providing leave has a clear cost when employers have to pay absent employees and pay for
replacements. For instance, when clinical staff at a large health and social services sector
organization called in sick, the organization had to cover their tasks by having other staff work
overtime or hiring replacements from a temporary staffing agency. At the time of the interview
the HR director was not able to provide dollar amounts on the increased cost, she indicated it
was a major factor.
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At the other end of the spectrum, some workplaces have little or no need to cover temporary
absences. Employee absences due to sick leave pose no additional costs and work is re-
allocated to other employees or made up upon the absent employee’s return. For instance, one
owner of a small health care office described leave as not affecting his budget, “I would have
paid it anyway had they been there, so it’s budgeted in my budget. It’s just that I'm paying
them for not being there.”

Initially employers estimated their potential costs based on the maximum amount of leave
possible. For instance, two employers in the food and accommodations sector estimated the
Ordinance might add 2 to 3% to their labor costs. Actual costs based on leave paid out were
much lower. One restaurateur paid out about $2,300 in paid sick and safe leave; this was less
than half of one percent of his annual $750,000 payroll. A slightly smaller restaurant owner paid
out less than $400, which he described as surprisingly low. Other owners or HR administrators
who tracked or remembered specific details about how much paid leave was used also
characterized the amount as small or less than expected. Employers who used PTO systems
were not able to break out how much leave was used for sick or safe time versus other reasons.

Employer’s Experience: Health care employer largely unaffected by the Ordinance

“John” owns a private health care practice. He describes his business philosophy succinctly, “to
provide good, quality clinic care to patients and not to lose money.” He adds happily, “...we've
been able to do that so far.”

Before the Ordinance all of his approximately 25 salaried employees had paid sick and vacation
leave along with health insurance coverage. John explained his business case for providing
benefits to his employees, “if you take care of people, they will be more loyal and work
harder.” When the Ordinance went into effect, the clinic also had two part-time employees
who did not have paid leave.

John learned about the Ordinance when his business manager mentioned it to him. After that
he learned more about it in the media. His opinions stemmed from his experience and sense of
fairness.

| was reading in the paper that some companies are concerned about [the new requirements].
We've always offered it. So some [other] businesses, it might affect and hurt them financially.
But people do get sick and...you know, my sense is people should have some insurance for
when they're ill.

John's business manager provided details about the changes they had to make as a result of
the Ordinance. The two part-time hourly employees now accrue sick time at the required rate.
For their full-time employees, they had to adjust their policy so that all their sick days could be
used to care for a family member (before the Ordinance their policy provided only 2 days for
family care). Her assessment: “implementing the changes was not a problem.”

One year into the Ordinance, one of the part-time employees had used 3 or 4 days of leave
and was paid about $400 for that time. John cited that as the only cost, stating, “The
Ordinance really hasn’t had any significant impact on us.” He continues to support the
Ordinance: “I think it’s a reasonable policy, that people have some protection...a safety net to
rely on. So | think it’s a good policy.”
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Indirect costs

Although direct costs were lower than expected, some employers mentioned other less
tangible impacts. Absences increased the demands on other workers. One small business
owner noted that when employees are absent his wife has to step in and work more hours. She
does not get paid for this, but he estimated that he could value this time at a few thousand
dollars.

Employers were split, however, on whether they thought absences had actually increased since
the Ordinance. No employer had systematically analyzed the change in absenteeism. One
explained that this was not possible because they had not kept records of absences due to
illness prior to the Ordinance. Only three said they thought absenteeism had increased. One of
those — a small business owner — said it was probably a good thing because her employees
were staying home rather than handling her food products while ill.

A less prevalent indirect cost arises if leave has to be tracked as a liability under the employer’s
accounting protocol. One small business owner mentioned that his creditors require he keep
full potential liability available in cash — several thousand dollars — even though his employees
had only used a few hundred dollars’ worth of leave in the first year of the Ordinance.” He was
frustrated that this money was tied up rather than available to invest in better serving
customers. No other interviewees mentioned this issue, but it was raised in public feedback
given to the City of Seattle councilmembers and Office of the City Auditor and in requests for
technical assistance fielded by the Seattle Office for Civil Rights. 16

Overall assessments

Most employers considered the Ordinance to have had a small to negligible impact on the
complexity or sustainability of their operations. Predictably, employers who offered paid leave
to many or all of their employees before the Ordinance saw little or no change. The HR director
at one such employer said there had been no impact “other than maybe more of...an
awareness perhaps for employees, of just what the level of benefits has been all along.”
Similarly, the general manager of a business that uses a PTO plan said the Ordinance has had
“no impact” explaining “there’s been no change to how we handle, track, or process [leave].”

Similarly, there was little impact when employees did not use much leave. When asked how the
Ordinance had affected her organization, the HR director at a health and social services sector
employer explained, “quite frankly, I've only had one person — maybe two people — use the
sick/safe hours. So it really hasn’t impacted us a lot.” John, the health care employer profiled

> Thisis a conservative interpretation of accounting standards. General financial accounting standards hold that sick leave

need not be accrued at the maximum possible rate of use but rather at the probable rate unless the employer pays
workers the value of their accrued sick time upon termination of employment. (Financial Accounting Standards Board,
1980). The Ordinance does not specify any accounting treatment nor does it require that accrued time be paid out.
[Financial Accounting Standards Board. 1980. “Statement of Financial Accounting Standards No. 43: Accounting for
Compensated Absences.” Financial Accounting Foundation: Norwalk, CT.]

16 Mary Denzel, Office of the City Auditor, personal communication, March 11, 2014. Karina Bull, Seattle Office for Civil

Rights, personal communication, March 14, 2014.
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above, had one newly eligible employee use about $400 worth of leave. Even at the
organization with the greatest use, the retailer where newly eligible employees used over 500
hours of leave, the HR director characterized the overall impact as “pretty neutral.”

Just as they saw no substantial negative impact, employers reported no specific benefit from
the Ordinance either. Most simply said there were benefits. One small business owner
mentioned that she felt good offering her employees this benefit, however modest. Another
noted that the Ordinance encouraged his organization to replace the previous leave plan with
one that was more useful for more employees.

Employers’ Opinions

Employers’ opinions about the Ordinance vary. Eleven favor the measure, two are largely
neutral, and 11 mildly to strongly oppose it. Supporters of the Ordinance believe that offering
paid leave is the right thing for businesses to do. Some supporters are owners or HR
professionals at businesses and organizations that provided leave to many or all workers prior
to the Ordinance. John, the health care entrepreneur profiled above, is one example of an
owner who believes in offering benefits including paid leave as part of a full compensation
package.

Some supportive employers favor the ordinance because it increases equity. One office
manager at a for-profit health care business expressed this as a positive aspect:

| just think it’s a really good thing that everybody gets equal...time to be sick or,
you know, away from work if they need it. And that [applies] regardless of the
hours that they work or where they work.

In this sense, the Ordinance offers a level playing field for employers with a commitment to
providing paid leave to employees. Another supportive owner noted that the Ordinance has
sparked his company to offer one modest benefit to their employees who might have been able
to get more benefits working for larger employers.

Business owners and managers with more neutral or mixed views often cite a philosophical
agreement with the Ordinance but a disagreement with some aspects or technical details. For
instance, a general manager who describes himself as “neutral-positive” explained,

I understand the spirit behind what it was trying to do. And — and | support the
fact that if you are ill or you have to take care of somebody, you should stay
home.... [That’s] a principle that | think we practiced always.... So | — | can support
that.

Other employers who cautiously favor the Ordinance raise concerns about the cost to
businesses, particularly small businesses.

Opponents of the ordinance view it as one of several current or potential policies that threaten
their livelihoods. One restaurant owner called the Ordinance “one more layer of onion onto the
burden of the small-businessman.” He listed the Ordinance alongside other policies such as the
2010 Affordable Care Act (“Obamacare”), state and local minimum wage requirements, and
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other costs of doing business. A retail business owner echoes this discontent: “They’re killing
the small business person.”

In discussing other costs, employers cited the Washington State minimum wage which — at over
S9 per hour — exceeds the federal mandate. Unlike other states, Washington does not have a
lower wage for tipped employees, which also increases the cost for restaurant operators.
Several also commented on the possible effects of the proposals for a Seattle $15 minimum
wage similar to or broader than that which recently took effect in SeaTac, Washington. The
Washington State Business and Occupation (B&O) tax system, which applies to gross receipts,
was another factor mentioned. One business owner suggested that the Ordinance could have
been designed to apply at a certain gross income level rather than the threshold of having more
the equivalent of more than four FTEs. She went on to explain that the number of employees is
“not commensurate with earnings” and that an income-based threshold would not exacerbate
the effect of B&O taxes paid by small, low-margin businesses.

Alongside pragmatic concerns about cost and flexibility, employers who oppose the Ordinance
cite philosophical beliefs about government interference into the employee-employer
relationship. The owner of a small retail food shop complained about this: “I don’t think it
should be the City’s business to get into small businesses.” She continued, by describing that
she values her workers and resents the intrusion posed by the Ordinance.

| take care for my employees. | cannot grow my business without my employees. |
can’t.... When you are a small business, you count on the people that you hire.
And you take care of them. | don’t need some city bureaucrat to tell me what is
good and what isn’t.

This employer went on to explain that she often provides paid sick time and paid maternity
leave — at levels beyond what the Ordinance requires — for certain valued employees. Another
employer, who described herself as “disgruntled” with the Ordinance explained her frustration
at how the Ordinance reduces her flexibility in compensation: “I have some employees that
deserve some benefits, and | have some employees that really just don’t.” Employers also
valued flexibility in compensations; employees, say some, prefer higher wages to paid leave.

Not surprisingly opinions differ by role and ownership stake. Interviewees such as HR directors
or managers who were professional staff but not owners were more likely to support the
Ordinance. Owners who did not strongly oppose the Ordinance were often ambivalent,
sometimes explaining that their professional and personal opinions differed. As workers, they
might favor the policy; but they oppose its impact on their business. For instance, the co-owner
of a retail business explained:

There’s the business owner me and then there’s the person me. As a person that
was a mom of four kids, you know, [paid leave] would come in handy.... But I'm
also a firm believer that | would never want my employer to be, um, in a
position...you know, where if— if me missing work — especially in these economic
times — with me missing a day’s work, putting my employer in a hard-, in a
hardship situation.
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This employer sees the value of paid leave for workers but also considers the cost paid
absences impose on the business. Overall, opinions on the Ordinance reflect these two
different positions.

Lessons for Other Locales

Employers’ stories of how they understood and worked to implement the Ordinance included
some areas of confusion, frustration, and fear. From these concerns we have some suggestions
that may make implementation easier for employers in future locations that pass a similar
ordinance.

Have a long phase-in period

Employers use different time frames for tracking leave and other benefits; calendar year, fiscal
year, and employment anniversaries were all used as a basis for tracking accrued leave by
employers with whom we spoke. Having a longer phase-in period would allow employers to
implement changes according to their own fiscal calendar. One HR manager said that
implementation at her business “went fine” but did note, however, that the whole process
“seemed fairly quick.”

I can't remember the exact dates that things had to be implemented by but that
seemed to be a fairly quick turnaround. | think a lot of times we're used to
hearing like proposed regulations for [the Family and Medical Leave Act, for
example] that might take years to put into place.

Extending the outreach period would allow for more gradual change.

Reach out to payroll processors and other service providers

Because the Seattle Ordinance requires a report of available leave to be provided every pay
period, employers had to adjust their payroll systems. Some employers with whom we spoke
reported that their processors were able to easily make the adjustments; others reported
difficulties or “glitches.” The Seattle Office for Civil Rights conducted several workshops for
payroll processors, but the early reports noted here suggest that processors remained unable
to provide guidance. As noted above, some employers depend on their payroll processors to
provide both services and accurate information, and frustrations with payroll processors
lingered in employers’ memories even after initial problems were corrected.

Present information on adaptation and likely use

Many employers commented about the challenges of making changes. Some also worried
about the uncertainty associated with to what extent employees would use — or abuse — the
new paid leave. In all cases, employees used less leave than the employer initially had thought
they would. Although only a few cities and one state to date have implemented paid leave,
some information is available about implementing leave policies and how much employees
tend to use available leave. Providing employers with the message that employers in other
locales have successfully implemented these changes and providing information about the
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procedures used in other places might help assuage these concerns. Similarly, disseminating
data on likely use of leave — perhaps based on national survey data or experiences in other
locales — could also help employers forecast possible future costs.*’

Conclusions

This chapter, based on interviews with 24 employers, shows how employers understood and
worked to implement the requirements of the Paid Sick and Safe Time Ordinance.

All but one employer had heard about the Ordinance around the time it took effect. Important
sources of information included the media, the City of Seattle, professional networks or
associations, and the study itself. Many employers reported that they initially found the
Ordinance and its requirements confusing. However, a few months into the implementation
period most employers knew whether or not their business was affected and what they needed
to do to comply. Employers were less aware of how the “safe time” provisions function, and
this element of the Ordinance remained less salient over the first year of implementation.

The majority of employers (19 of 24) described complying with the Ordinance. For some, this
required minor changes, such as extending paid leave to a few part-time employees. Others
had to create or re-design policies or extend leave to a large portion of their workforce. Two
employers that operate very informally reported practices that include giving employees some
leave but not tracking leave per the Ordinance’s requirements. One employer in this select
group of interviewees was not offering any paid leave at the one year mark.

Employers also reported about implementation challenges and special concerns. Some
employers initially struggled with the reporting requirements, although these difficulties were
resolved. The Ordinance did not affect shift swapping for any of the interviewees. Most
employers have no or moderate concerns about abuse. A minority believe that employees
abuse leave, and a small number felt the Ordinance increased abuse.

Any change poses difficulties to organizations. Employers’ stories of implementing the Paid Sick
and Safe Time Ordinance suggest that a longer phase-in period, thorough outreach to payroll
processors and other business service providers, and providing some information about
adaptation and eventual cost could ease employers’ short-run concerns.

7" National labor statistics show that sick le