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Pursuant to PL. 2005, ¢.70 (C.34: 11 -56a4.7), the New Jersey Minimum Wage Advisory
Commission (referred to herein as the “Commission”) is required to report annually to
the Governor and the Legislature on its findings regarding the adequacy of the mini-
mum wage and its recommendations as to the level of the minimum wage. The first an-
nual report was submitted in December 2007, and subsequent reports have been issued
annually.

A meeting of the Commission was convened on December 1, 2011 in Trenton, New
Jersey, with all Commission members in attendance: Harold J. Wirths, Chair; Charles N.
Hall, Jr.; Philip Kirschner; Eric E. Richard and JoAnn Trezza. The Commission reviewed
all the evaluation factors specified in the law. These factors are summarized in Appendix
A of this report.

Based on discussions at the meeting and a review of all available information by the
members, it is the Commission’s recommendation, by a vote of three to two, that the
minimum wage rate of $7.25 per hour remain unchanged for 2012.

The majority of the Commission members reached this conclusion based on three
general findings.

1. While recovery from the national economic recession, which began in December
2007, is underway, that recovery is still fragile. New Jersey’s unemployment rate
has remained above 9.1 percent for more than a year. Private sector job growth
has been steady during the year, but significant growth is needed for New Jersey
to reach pre-recession employment levels.




2. An increase in New Jersey’s minimum wage at this stage in the recovery may put
the state at a competitive disadvantage, particularly in regard to the neighboring
states of Pennsylvania, New York and Delaware, where the state minimum hourly
wage remains $7.25. Increasing wages, which will consequently increase busi-
ness costs, may lead some New Jersey employers to hire fewer workers. Italso
could harm the Garden State’s ability to attract or retain businesses and employ-
ment.

3. An increase in the minimum wage could slow the recovery because the higher
wage costs would have to be passed on to consumers through higher retail prices,
reducing the buying power of consumers.

A minority on the Commission, two members, did not agree with the recommendation.
They argued that the existing minimum wage has not kept pace with the cost of living,
as measured by the Consumer Price Index, the Statewide Average Weekly Wage and with
the costs of housing, food, child care, health care and transportation. The two dissenting
members also argued that 18 states have higher minimum wages than New Jersey and
that the current minimum wage does not provide an income that allows a family to live
above the poverty level.
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Background on the Minimum Wage in New Jersey
Evaluation Factors (as requested by C:34:11 56a4.8)

Overall Cost of Living in the State; / Changes in the Purchasing Power of the Minimum
Wage

Changes in the components of the cost of living which have the greatest impact on low-
income families, including increase in the cost of housing, food, transportation, health
care and child care

The cost of living in the State compared to that of other states

Changes in the value of the minimum wage relative to the federal poverty guidelines, the
federal lower living standard income level guidelines and the self-sufficiency standards
established as goals for State and federal employment and training services pursuant to
section 3 of PL. 1992, ¢.43 (C.34:15D-3) and section 1 of PL. 1992, ¢.48 (C.34.15B-35)







Section A. Background on the Minimum Wage in New Jersey

Characierisiics of Ieurly Wage Workers by Wage Level: New Jersey, 12-Moath Average Ending September 2011
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