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Honorable Members of the Pennsylvania House, 

My name is Brenda Reigle.  I served as the ExecuƟve Director of the NaƟonal UƟlity Contractors 
AssociaƟon of Pennsylvania (NUCA) from 1996-2022.  I now represent NUCA in a government relaƟons 
capacity.  “NUCA” is a statewide associaƟon comprised of heavy-highway contractors, suppliers, and 
engineers dedicated to promoƟng the uƟlity construcƟon and excavaƟon industry through safety, 
educaƟon, advocacy and industry relaƟonships.  Our members work on water, sewer, gas, electric, 
stormwater, and telecommunicaƟons projects, as well as treatment plants and site development.  NUCA 
appreciates the opportunity to share our posiƟon on House Bill 390, PN 357, the Plumbers’ Licensure 
bill.  
 
Importantly, the majority of these projects involve significant underground excavaƟon and underground 
infrastructure work, using heavy equipment – giant size Tonka Toys – capable of digging and moving a 
massive amount of earthen material relaƟvely quickly.  
  
As you know, this is dangerous work, not just because of the use of heavy equipment, but even more so 
because of what is concealed beneath the surface of the work site.  And it’s not just dangerous to the 
equipment operators and laborers performing the work, but also to the consumers whose homes and 
businesses are Ɵed into those power and gas lines in parƟcular. 
 

I come before you today to strongly oppose the proposed definiƟon of "plumbing services" as put forth 

in House Bill 390.  As a representaƟve of uƟlity contractors in this great Commonwealth, I urge you to 

reconsider the potenƟal consequences of this legislaƟon, as it threatens to undermine the tradiƟonal 

roles and responsibiliƟes of skilled underground uƟlity laborers. 

 

Licensure in the name of reciprocity sounds reasonable unƟl you dive into the bill and you consider the 

consequences of the bill and review all the piƞalls of licensure.  

 

 

"Plumbing services."  The installaƟon, maintenance, extension, erecƟon, repair or alteraƟon of piping, plumbing 

fixtures, plumbing appliances, and plumbing apparatus in connecƟon with sanitary drainage, storm piping and 

faciliƟes and building sewers to the facility's or sewer's final connecƟon to an approved point of disposal, venƟng 

systems, public and private water supply systems of a premises or building within the property line and to the 

final connec on with an approved supply system. The term also includes the installa on, maintenance, 

extension, erec on, repair or altera on of piping, plumbing fixtures and plumbing apparatus used for storm 

piping and facili es and building sewers, liquid waste, or sewage. 
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The tradiƟonal definiƟon of Plumbing System includes the water supply and distribuƟon pipes; plumbing 
fixtures and traps; water-treaƟng or water-using equipment; soil, waste, and vent pipes; and sanitary 
and storm sewers and building drains; in addiƟon to their respecƟve connecƟons, devices and 
appurtenances within a Structure or premises.  Plumbing services were never intended to go much 
beyond the structure or premises when connecƟng the water or sewer service to the house connecƟon 
(known as the 5-foot rule).  U.S Legal and Wikipedia definiƟons reference installaƟon within a building or 
structure (See Appendix A).  
 
Hence the reason for the 5-foot rule that is the current pracƟce in many states with plumber’s licensure, 
i.e., Delaware, Georgia, Rhode Island. New Jersey has a 3-foot rule.  Both rules clearly define the term 
“adjacent” [to any structure] in the law. Also, union to union agreements define plumbers work as five-
foot from outside the structure to the inside, and uƟlity work is outside the structure beyond the five-
foot mark as uƟlity work. This is a long-standing pracƟce within both industries and the 5-foot rule was 
part of a seƩled court case in the Scranton area many years ago (I have a uƟlity contractor that was 
party to the lawsuit).  
 
Before delving into the specific concerns surrounding the expanded definiƟon of plumbing services, I 

would like to bring to your aƩenƟon a 1992 ruling by the New Jersey Supreme Court (Mechanical 
Contractors v. State - 255 N.J. Super. 488 (1992)) (See Appendix C.). 

In a landmark decision, the court declared it unconstitutional to “expand both the traditional definition 
of "plumbing" and the traditional role of the "plumber" at the expense of other professionals who have 
historically performed such work between buildings and property lines.” The court recognized that such 
expansion would have adverse consequences and disrupt the harmonious balance that has existed 
within the industry.  The need to have a master plumber man every project will inevitably and 
significantly increase the costs of all projects, including taxpayer funded public works projects, and cause 
delays in construction. This will hurt site/utility contractors the most.  

This decision is parƟcularly significant because it serves as a stark reminder that altering established 

definiƟons and roles within a specific field can have far-reaching negaƟve consequences. It underscores 

the importance of preserving the integrity and specializaƟon of different trades to maintain a healthy 

and effecƟve workforce.  

Now turning our aƩenƟon to House Bill 390, which by the definiƟon of “plumbing services” grants 

plumbers the authority to assume tasks tradiƟonally performed by uƟlity laborers and would undeniably 

upset the delicate equilibrium that has been painstakingly established over many decades. UƟlity 

laborers possess a unique set of skills honed for handling complex uƟlity systems, such as gas, electric, 

sewer, stormwater, drinking water and telecommunicaƟon networks. These systems demand meƟculous 

aƩenƟon and specialized experƟse to ensure their safe and efficient operaƟon. 

Over the many years since 1996 when I leŌ the Pennsylvania Senate to work for NUCA of Pennsylvania, 

the plumbers’ licensure bill dies then in a future session comes back to life wiped clean of any agreed to 

language by NUCA PA.  It appears the plumbers are aƩempƟng something like a Coup d’etat using 

government to take control over the tradiƟonally performed work of uƟlity contractors in the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

We have heard all the supporƟng arguments in favor of licensure over the years and each Ɵme their 

arguments are faulty.   
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First, It is not possible to consider this statewide legislaƟon when the two largest poliƟcal subdivisions, 

which consƟtute the majority of the state's populaƟon, are exempt. In the law, these two enƟƟes are 

given seats on the State Board of Plumbers (which oversees enforcement of a law that doesn't even 

apply to them). In this case, there is no jusƟficaƟon for the representaƟon. 

It is also argued that licensure of plumbers protects consumers by allowing professionals with certain 

qualificaƟons to be Ɵtled "licensed plumbers" for their protecƟon.  There is, however, nothing in this bill 

that makes a harmed consumer whole again. The consumer sƟll has to go to court to be made whole for 

issues related to poor workmanship which is already covered in the states statute of limitaƟons as it 

relates to completed products liability. They also say it’s to eliminate shoddy workmanship. However, 

with the state’s building code that was enacted any plumbing work would require a permit and therefore 

inspecƟon by the local code enforcement officer. 

In public works projects bid by uƟlity contractors, the consumer is protected from “shoddy” uƟlity work 
or construcƟon defects by the Statute of Repose.  Most of the work is bonded, inspected, and comes 
with a 1-to-2-year warranty, the consumer is protected up to an addiƟonal 12-years aŌer compleƟon for 
latent construcƟon defects. (The applicable statute of repose for liability for latent construcƟon defects 
in Pennsylvania is 12 years from "compleƟon." (42 Pa.Cons.Stat.§ 5536)). 
 

Lastly, plumbers argue they need reciprocity because permiƫng is costly. Permit expenses are just part 

of the cost of doing any type of business be it plumbers or uƟlity contractors.  Under HB 390, licensed 

plumbers could have a permiƫng advantage over uƟlity contractors compeƟng for the same work. 

While plumbing undoubtedly plays a vital role in various aspects of construcƟon and maintenance, its 

primary focus revolves around water supply and drainage within buildings. Expanding the definiƟon of 

plumbing services to encompass tasks historically performed by uƟlity laborers would blur the lines of 

responsibility and diminish the specialized knowledge and experience that uƟlity laborers bring to the 

table. 

Moreover, passing this bill could have severe consequences for the workforce in both the plumbing and 

uƟlity sectors. Introducing plumbers into tasks beyond their tradiƟonal scope may lead to an 

oversaturaƟon of plumbers in the market, causing a scarcity of employment opportuniƟes for uƟlity 

workers. This not only jeopardizes the livelihoods of skilled professionals who have dedicated their 

careers to the uƟlity industry but also hinders future recruitment efforts and retenƟon of talent in this 

specialized field. 

In addiƟon, I would like to bring to your aƩenƟon the findings of the November 2018 study, "At What 

Costs?," conducted by the InsƟtute for JusƟce. The study highlights the detrimental effects of licensing 

barriers on the economy. Excessive licensing requirements, such as those that may arise from an 

expanded definiƟon of plumbing services, restrict entrepreneurship, hinder market compeƟƟon, and 

sƟfle economic growth. By imposing unnecessary barriers to entry, we risk impeding innovaƟon, limiƟng 

consumer choice, and burdening businesses with unnecessary costs (See Appendix B). 

In light of the New Jersey Supreme Court's decision and tradiƟonal plumbing definiƟons, the potenƟal 

consequences outlined above, and the economic implicaƟons highlighted by the InsƟtute for JusƟce's 

study,  carefull consideraƟon of the far-reaching effects of House Bill 390 should cause you to vote “NO” 

on House Bill 390. We must uphold the principles of specializaƟon and experƟse within the plumbing 
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and uƟlity industries. Let us not disregard the wisdom of legal precedents and jeopardize the delicate 

balance that has, for many decades, enabled the successful and safe funcƟoning of our infrastructure. 

In conclusion, I implore you to carefully consider the significant adverse effects of House Bill 390 on both 

the uƟlity industry and the residents of Pennsylvania. Maintaining a clear disƟncƟon between plumbing 

and uƟlity work is essenƟal for preserving the integrity and efficiency of our underground infrastructure. 

Let us not jeopardize the safety of our communiƟes, the livelihoods of skilled professionals, and the 

quality of services we provide. Should you require any addiƟonal informaƟon or wish to discuss this 

maƩer further, please do not hesitate to contact me.  A summary of my tesƟmony is included for quick 

reference as Appendix D.  
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Appendix A 

 

Plumbers and Plumbing Law & Legal Definition – Cite: U.S. Legal 
 
Plumbing refers to all piping, fixtures, appurtenances and appliances for sanitary drainage or storm drainage facilities, 
including venting systems for such facilities, within or adjacent to any building, structure, or conveyance, on the 
premises and to the connection with a public disposal system or other acceptable terminal. 
 
Plumbers perform work involving the installation, repair, maintenance and renovation of all piping, fixtures, 
appurtenances and appliances for a supply of water, or for the disposal of wastewater, liquid waste, or sewage within 
or adjacent to any building, structure, or conveyance, on the premises and to the source of supply of water or point of 
disposal of wastes. 
 
 
PLUMBING - Cite: From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia 
 
Plumbing (from the Latin plumbum for lead as pipes were once made from lead) is the skilled trade of working with 
pipes, tubing and plumbing fixtures for drinking water systems and the drainage of waste. A plumber is someone 
who installs or repairs piping systems, plumbing fixtures and equipment such as water heaters. The plumbing 
industry is a basic and substantial part of every developed economy due to the need for clean water, and proper 
collection and transport of wastes. 
 
Plumbing also refers to a system of pipes and fixtures installed in a building for the distribution of potable water and 
the removal of waterborne waste. Plumbing is usually distinguished from water and sewage systems, in that a 
plumbing system serves one building, while water and sewage systems serve a group of buildings or a city. 
 

Appendix B 

 

At What Costs? InsƟtute for JusƟce Study of Professional Licensure – 69 Pages (See AƩachment) 

 

 

Appendix C 

 

Mechanical Contractors v. State ‐ 255 N.J. Super. 488 (1992) (See AƩachment)  

 

Appendix D 

 

Summary of TesƟmony (See AƩachment) 
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occupational licensing shuts people out of work, but also that it 

robs consumers and the wider economy of the benefits of honest 

competition. Thanks to a new report from IJ's strategic research 

program, we have top-notch data to back up our argument. 

Released in November, At What Cost? is the result of years 

of collaboration between IJ, Dr. Morris 
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And all this licensing doesn't come cheap. Nationally, it 

costs the American economy nearly 2 million jobs annually. In the 

states, licensing's toll on jobs ranges from around 7,000 (Rhode 

Island) to nearly 196,000 (California). 

Licensing also costs consumers and the wider economy 

billions of dollars each year. Using a measure of lost economic 
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dered due to licensing, this study estimates 
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consumers and the wider economy. Their work both confirms 

that licensing has exploded in recent decades and offers the first 

state-level estimates of licensing's economic costs for 36 states. 

At What Cost? finds that nearly 20 percent of American 

workers now need a license to work, up from just 5 percent in the 

1950s. States vary widely in the share of workers licensed, from 

14 percent in Georgia to 27 percent in Nevada. 

these costs because they restrict competi­

tion, effectively giving licensed workers a monopoly. With fewer 

competitors, licensees can charge more for their services. The rest 

of us pay the price. 

And what are we buying with those 2 million jobs and 

billions of dollars in economic activity lost to licensing? Not 

much. Although lawmakers often believe they are protecting 

the public when they create licenses, there is little empirical 

evidence demonstrating a link between licensing and quality or 

health and safety. 
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Executive Summary

Occupational licensing is widely recognized as one 
of the most important labor market issues in the United 
States. An occupational license is, put simply, govern-
ment permission to work for pay in a particular occupa-
tion. Securing a license may require education or experi-
ence, exams, fees, and more, which means licensing can 
pose a major barrier to entry for aspiring workers. 

Taking advantage of a uniquely large dataset, this 
study offers the first state-level estimates of key eco-
nomic costs from occupational licensing—lost jobs and 
reduced economic activity—for a large sample of states. 
It also confirms earlier research demonstrating licens-
ing’s growth nationwide and its considerable costs to the 
national economy. Results include:

• The share of the workforce with a license varies 
across the 50 states and District of Columbia from 
14 percent in Georgia to 27 percent in Nevada. 
Nationwide, this study finds roughly 19 percent 
of workers are licensed. Although lower than 
previous estimates (ranging from 22 percent to 29 
percent), this finding confirms licensing has grown 
substantially since the early 1950s, when just 5 
percent of American workers were licensed.

• Across 36 states where the dataset permitted state-
level estimates, licensing’s toll on jobs ranges from 
6,952 (Rhode Island) to 195,917 (California). At 
the national level, licensing may cost the economy 
between 1.8 and 1.9 million jobs. 

• In the same 36 states, estimates of lost economic 
output range from $27.9 million (Rhode Island) 

to $840.4 million (California). Nationally, 
licensing may cost the economy between $6.2 
and $7.1 billion each year in lost output. Also 
known as deadweight loss, lost output provides a 
conservative measure of economic value lost due 
to licensing.

• A broader measure of lost economic value, 
misallocated resources, finds steeper costs across 
the 36 states, with estimates ranging from $675 
million (Rhode Island) to $22.1 billion (Cali-
fornia). At the national level, licensing may cost 
the economy between $183.9 and $197.3 billion 
each year in misallocated resources. Unlike dead-
weight loss, this measure accounts for resources 
directed away from their most highly valued uses, 
likely providing a truer picture of licensing’s cost 
to the economy.

Licensing likely leads to such economic losses 
because it restricts competition, generating economic 
returns to licensees above what they would make 
absent licensing. These economic returns are costs 
borne by consumers, likely through higher prices, and 
the wider economy, through fewer jobs and reduced 
economic activity. 

These costs are substantial. Given our cost esti-
mates and ample prior research showing licensing 
rarely improves outcomes for consumers, it seems likely 
that eliminating needless licensing burdens—and, if 
necessary, replacing them with less restrictive alterna-
tives—would translate into higher employment, higher 
economic output, and a more efficient and equitable 
allocation of resources. By and large, when markets are 
more competitive, both workers and consumers win.
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The industry representatives made 
vague, unsupported appeals to the need for 
licensing to protect the public, but their 
primary argument was that licensing was 
necessary so that health care organizations 
could more easily differentiate between 
music therapists and “other non-music 
therapy musicians in health care.”1 Calling 
licensure “a viable solution with minimal 
government involvement,” one industry 
representative said, “[w]e feel this is a low-
cost approach for the government and tax-
payer as we hope it will be budget-neutral.”2

Leaving aside the arguable question of 
whether the music therapy license amounts 
to “minimal government involvement,” 
the belief that it would be budget neutral 
ignores a variety of other costs from licen-
sure, including the costs to aspiring music 
therapists, to consumers of music therapy 
services and to the wider economy.3 

For example, under the proposal, 
anyone wishing to work as a music thera-
pist would need to earn a bachelor’s degree 
in music therapy, complete at least 1,200 
hours of clinical training, pass an exam and 
fulfill an ongoing continuing education 
requirement.4 

These are steep hurdles,5 and clearing 
them requires a great deal of time, money 
and income forgone. Not coincidentally, 
they are also the requirements for private 
certification through the Certification 
Board for Music Therapists (CBMT)6—the 
same private body through which the three 
industry representatives voluntarily became 
certified. The lack of substantiated harms 
from unlicensed music therapists suggests 
that alternatives like private certification 
through the CBMT are working well to 
keep the public safe. At the same time, the 
lack of substantiated harms from uncerti-
fied music therapists suggests that fulfilling 
the CBMT’s requirements is not the only 
path to safe practice. 

Yet taking the CBMT’s requirements 
for certification and making them man-
datory forces everyone wishing to work 
as a music therapist to follow this same 
path—and shuts them out if they are 
unable (or unwilling) to do so. This is a loss 
for disappointed aspirants, for consumers 
who find a smaller pool of music therapists 
from which to choose, and for society and 
the economy at large as people are blocked 
from the occupation for which they might 

Introduction

In February 2016, three individuals went to the Minnesota House 
of Representatives to ask the state to create an occupational license 
to regulate the practice of music therapy. These were not people who 
had experienced or observed harms from the unlicensed practice of 
music therapy. They did not come bearing empirical evidence of a 
genuine threat to public health and safety from unlicensed music 
therapists. Instead, they were representatives from the music therapy 
industry, all privately certified music therapists themselves, arguing 
for licensure of their own occupation. 
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be best suited, forcing them to work in an 
occupation less aligned with their skills, 
interests and aspirations. 

These issues are not unique to music 
therapy. Indeed, a body of research has 
shown that, by raising the costs of entering 
licensed occupations, licensing reduces 
access to jobs, restrains worker mobility 
between states, hinders entrepreneurship, 
reduces consumer choice and raises service 
prices—without improving consumer out-
comes in terms of safety or quality. 

Yet these and other costs of licensing 
are frequently invisible to policymakers and 
the public. Unaware of the costs of licens-
ing—and of alternatives to it—and faced 
with insistence from members of an occu-
pation and their professional associations 
that licensing is necessary, policymakers too 
often give in to an occupation’s demands for 
licenses.7 The result has been rapid growth 
in licensing over the past several decades: 
Where in the 1950s, only about one in 20 
American workers had a license to work, 
current estimates put it at between one in 
five and one in three.8 And as licensing has 
expanded, so, in all likelihood, have its costs.

Previous research has explored the extent 
and costs of licensing.9 However, because of 
data limitations, most of the analyses have 
been at the national level only, although 
licensing is most often a matter of state or 
local policy. This study takes advantage of a 
uniquely large dataset to estimate, at both 
the state and national levels, (1) how many 
American workers have government-man-
dated licenses to work and (2) four costs to 
the economy from licensing: 

• Economic returns from licensing, or 
how much more licensed workers can 
make because licensing gives them 
a monopoly. These returns are costs 
borne by consumers and the wider 
economy, factoring into estimates of 
each of the following three costs.

• Losses in jobs due to licensing, or 
how many fewer jobs there are due to 
licensing.

• Losses in output due to licensing 
(also known as deadweight loss), or 
a conservative measure of value lost 
from the economy due to licensing.

• Misallocated resources due to licens-
ing, or a broader measure of value 
lost from the economy due to licens-
ing. While losses in output accounts 
only for lost production, misallocated 
resources also accounts for resources 
not being put toward their most 
highly valued use.

This study finds that roughly 19 
percent of American workers now have 
a license to work, with individual state 
percentages ranging from about 14 to 27 
percent. It also finds that licensing produces 
substantial economic returns for licensees 
in 36 states and nationally. For those 36 
states and nationally, these returns imply 
large costs for consumers and the wider 
economy, in terms of losses in jobs, losses 
in output and misallocated resources. 
Annually, licensing may cost the national 
economy upwards of 1.8 million jobs, $6.2 
billion in lost output and $183.9 billion in 
misallocated resources.

 

As licensing has expanded, so, in all likelihood, have its costs.
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The Costs of  
Occupational Licensing

An occupational license is, put simply, government 
permission to practice a particular occupation for pay. 
Under licensing laws, it is illegal to work in a licensed 
occupation without first fulfilling the government’s 
requirements. This feature makes licensing the most 
restrictive form of occupational regulation. The next 
most restrictive form, state certification, often appears 
similar to licensing in that it involves certain require-
ments that must be fulfilled. However, in contrast to 
licensing, state certification restricts only the use of a 
particular occupational title, such as “certified interior 
designer” or “certified athletic trainer”: Anyone can 
work in the occupation, but only those who have met 
the requirements for certification can use the restricted 
title. Less restrictive still is private certification, which 
occupational practitioners—like the three music therapy 
industry representatives from our introduction—can 
choose to pursue as a signal to consumers that they have 
voluntarily undertaken specific training.10 

Licensing burdens often bear little relationship to 
public health or safety—the purported rationale for much 
licensing. For example, a recent Institute for Justice (IJ) 
study found that, on average, it takes 11 times as much 
training to become a licensed cosmetologist as it does to 
become a licensed emergency medical technician.11

Such inconsistencies in licensing laws can be 
explained by the observation that licenses are most 
often created in response to lobbying by those already at 
work in an occupation and their industry associations.12 
The idea that occupational practitioners would ask to 
be regulated may seem counterintuitive, but there are 
numerous well-documented examples of this happening, 
including in funeral services,13 interior design14 and—as 

we discussed in the introduction—music therapy. And 
this makes sense given that occupational licenses confer 
extraordinary benefits on licensed workers: In serving 
as a bottleneck for entry into an occupation, licensing 
restricts the supply of practitioners, allowing those who 
are licensed to command more for their services—a cost 
that is borne by consumers and the wider economy.15

This effect is exacerbated by the fact that the licens-
ing boards created to administer licenses are often 
composed in whole or in part of members of the relevant 
occupation. The result is that boards are frequently “cap-
tured” by people with a vested interest in the occupation 
and sometimes even by the same people who lobbied 
for a license’s creation.16 These boards enjoy tremendous 
power, which they can wield to exclude potential com-
petitors from the field. 

In effect, then, licensing laws grant a monopoly to 
licensed workers in an occupation and empower cap-
tured boards to guard entry into the occupation and 
otherwise enforce the monopoly. Licensing proponents 
argue that such monopolies are justified because they 
raise the quality of services and protect the public from 
unsafe, incompetent or unscrupulous providers. Accord-
ing to this theory, barriers to entry force aspirants to 
invest in their human capital—i.e., their education and 
skills—and shut out those who fail to do so. In this 
way, barriers keep out those who are likely to provide 
low-quality service, thereby increasing service quality 
across the industry and protecting the public from those 
who are unqualified.17

Unfortunately for licensing proponents, few studies 
support their theory.18 To the contrary, the preponder-
ance of scholarly evidence suggests that claims about 
the benefits of licensing to consumers in terms of higher 
quality are, at best, overstated. Some studies have found 
that licensing has little effect on quality, while others 
have found that it may limit or even lower quality, as 

Nevada tried to shut down a makeup artistry 
school because the owner, IJ client Lissette 
Waugh, did not have a cosmetology instructor’s 
license—even though makeup artistry is not 
cosmetology.
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well as dampen the innovation necessary to increase 
quality in the future. Similarly, studies on the public 
safety benefits are scarce and provide limited support for 
the idea that licensing provides added protection.19 

At the same time, a 
growing body of research 
suggests that licensing 
imposes substantial costs 
that may, on balance, 
outweigh the purported 
benefits. These costs include 
costs to aspiring workers 
and entrepreneurs themselves, costs to consumers, and 
costs to society and the economy at large.

Costs to Workers

Licensing often requires aspiring workers and entre-
preneurs to devote substantial resources—time, money 
and income forgone—fulfilling burdensome requirements 
that may not make them better at doing their jobs.20 The 
Institute for Justice’s 2017 report License to Work found 
that, on average, the licensing laws for 102 lower-income 
occupations require nearly a year of education or experi-
ence, one exam, and more than $260 in fees.21 Not only 
do burdens often vary considerably across states, suggest-
ing that many higher burdens are unnecessarily high, but 
burdens are frequently disproportionate to the actual risks 
to the public from an occupation.22

Thus, for many aspirants, time spent earning a 
license is time that could be better spent earning a liv-
ing—and creating value for society. With certification, 
in contrast, aspirants need only make such investments if 
they (or an employer for whom they would like to work) 
determine it is valuable to do so. They do not stand as a 
legal barrier to entry.23 

At the same time, many aspirants may find it too 
costly or time-consuming to become licensed. Research 
has shown that licensing presents particular burdens 
for minorities, the less educated and those with fewer 

financial resources at their 
disposal.24 

Other aspirants may 
still find themselves shut 
out of a job for which they 
are well suited because of 
unnecessary or unneces-
sarily burdensome regula-

tions.25 For example, several American cities require tour 
guides to pass a licensing exam before they can do their 
job. Typically, these tests cover a city’s official history 
and major points of interest. Yet not every aspiring guide 
wants to cover such topics. No matter; they must master 
this information—or else—even though a study of one 
such test showed that it had no bearing on tour quality.26

Many states also use blanket bans or “good charac-
ter” provisions to deny occupational licenses to people 
with criminal records—even when those records are 
long past or irrelevant to the work aspirants would like 
to do. Not only do such provisions make it harder for 
ex-offenders to stay on the straight and narrow, but they 
sometimes mean ex-offenders are not able to work in the 
very occupations for which corrections-based vocational 
training programs have prepared them.27 In these ways, 
occupational licensing reduces job and entrepreneurship 
opportunities within states for a vulnerable population.

Licensing also reduces worker mobility between 
states.28 Because requirements often differ across states, 
workers wishing or required to move may find that their 
licenses are not recognized in another state or that they 
need to become licensed for the first time despite years of 
experience. In addition to making little sense—a person 
does not become unqualified by crossing a border—this 

Licensing often requires aspiring 
workers and entrepreneurs to devote 
substantial resources—time, money and 
income forgone—fulfilling burdensome 
requirements that may not make them 
better at doing their jobs.

Until the Institute for Justice stepped in, 
Savannah, Georgia, was one of several American 
cities that required tour guides, like IJ client 
Dan Leger, to pass a licensing exam. Savannah’s 
now-defunct tour guide license also required 
guides to pay an annual fee, undergo a criminal 
background check and submit to a physical exam.
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creates a significant barrier to moving to where the jobs 
and entrepreneurial opportunities are. 

Particularly affected are military spouses, for whom 
becoming licensed in each new locale may be imprac-
ticable.29 For example, IJ client and privately certified 
health coach Heather Kokesch Del Castillo did not need 
a license to give paid dietary advice in California, so she 
was surprised to learn she needed to become licensed 
when she moved to Florida 
after her military officer 
husband was transferred 
to an Air Force base there. 
Given the high costs of 
becoming licensed and the 
likelihood that her hus-
band would be transferred 
again in the not too distant 
future, Heather decided 
that it made more sense to give up her successful prac-
tice30—a loss not only for her and her family but also for 
her clients and the wider economy.

Costs to Consumers

In terms of costs to consumers, as discussed above, 
licensing an occupation reduces the supply of service 
providers who are legally allowed to work in that occu-
pation, often allowing them to command more for their 
services. Met with fewer choices, consumers must pay 
these monopoly prices, do it themselves or go without.31 

This is what is often known as the “Cadillac effect” 
by analogy to a hypothetical described by Milton 
Friedman in which it is illegal to sell any cars apart from 
luxury cars. In such a situation, many people would, by 
necessity, pay the cost of the Cadillac even though they 

would have been perfectly happy with—and traveled just 
as safely from Point A to Point B in—an economy car 
and preferred to put their savings to other uses. Many 
others, unable to afford a Cadillac, would be forced to 
go carless. The average quality of car might go up, but 
consumers who could not afford the luxury cars, or who 
would have preferred to spend the extra funds otherwise, 
would still be worse off.32 

A real-world example 
of the Cadillac effect comes 
from the health care indus-
try, where medical doctors 
have lobbied to prevent the 
use of lower-cost substitutes 
such as nurse practitioners. 
Just as economy cars can 
perform the same essential 
services as luxury ones, 

nurse practitioners are competent to perform many of 
the same essential services as primary care physicians—
and they can do it more cheaply. Research has found that 
more stringent restrictions on what nurse practitioners 
can do without a physician’s supervision do not increase 
quality or safety but may raise the price of well-child 
medical exams by between 3 and 16 percent.33 

In some cases, licensing can drastically reduce the 
availability of entire classes of services. Neatly illustrating 
this is the example of African-style hair braiding in Lou-
isiana and Mississippi. With a substantially larger black 
population, Louisiana might be expected to be a better 
market for African-style hair braiders than neighboring 
Mississippi. Yet in 2012, Louisiana had just 32 braiders 
legally allowed to serve the whole state, while Mississippi 
had over 1,200. The difference likely was not one of mar-
ket opportunity. Instead, licensing barriers seem to have 
contributed to the disparity. Louisiana demands braiders 

Licensing an occupation reduces 
the supply of service providers who 
are legally allowed to work in that 
occupation, often allowing them to 
command more for their services. Met 
with fewer choices, consumers must pay 
these monopoly prices, do it themselves 
or go without.

IJ client Heather Kokesch Del Castillo had to 
shutter her successful health coaching business 
when she moved from California to Florida. 
Unlike California, Florida requires a license to 
give paid dietary advice. Heather is suing to strike 
down the requirement.
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undergo 500 hours of training for a braiding license, 
while Mississippi requires only that braiders register 
with the state. Because they lock aspiring braiders out 
of work, Louisiana’s steep requirements make braiding 
services significantly harder to find. Tellingly, Louisiana’s 
steeper burdens do not appear to result in fewer con-
sumer complaints against braiders compared to Missis-
sippi’s lighter burdens.34 

Excessively steep licensing requirements for an 
occupation, combined with high demand for the services 
provided by that occupation, can lead to a proliferation 
of underground service providers. Since such providers 
typically operate beyond the reach of even basic health 
and safety regimes, excessively steep licensing require-
ments may actually increase, rather than decrease, con-
sumers’ exposure to suboptimal services.35

Licensing can also stifle innovation.36 This is 
because licensing rewards standardization and compli-
ance, not innovation. Aspiring workers whose innova-
tive work upends industry practices may be shut out by 
law, while those who are already at work in the occu-
pation may feel no competitive pressure to innovate. 
A real-world example comes from Mississippi, where 
the Board of Licensure for Professional Engineers and 
Surveyors has tried to shut down a company that uses 
new and innovative technologies to help small commu-
nity banks assess property assets in their portfolios.37 
When a bank accepts a piece of property as collateral 
for a loan, the bank must have a survey performed if 
the loan is for a large enough amount (generally more 
than $500,000). This means sending a licensed sur-
veyor to take physical measurements in the field. For 
smaller loans, which generally have as collateral smaller, 
less-valuable, properties, such surveys are neither finan-
cially feasible nor required.38 

Recognizing that banks nevertheless need a cost-ef-
fective way of assessing such properties, entrepreneurs 
Brent Melton and Scott Dow created a company, 
Vizaline, that takes the publicly available legal descrip-
tion of a property and plugs it into a computer program 
that generates a line drawing of the property description 
and overlays that drawing onto satellite photographs. 
This activity is not surveying, but the Board still claims it 
requires a surveying license. It has sued to have the com-
pany cease its operations and return all of its earnings 
to customers—which would bankrupt the company—
because neither Brent nor Scott is a licensed surveyor.39 
If the Board succeeds in using licensing laws to shut 
down Vizaline, this will be a loss for Brent and Scott and 
for their customers. Meanwhile, traditional surveyors 
will have less incentive to innovate through the use of 
technology. 

Certification, in contrast, avoids these pitfalls of 
licensing because it does not restrict the freedom of 
occupational practice, allowing consumers to choose a 
certified provider or a presumably less expensive uncerti-
fied competitor based on what is important to them and 
what they can afford.40

Costs to Society and the Economy

All of these costs to workers and consumers from 
licensing can have wider social and economic costs. 
Unnecessarily burdensome licensing requirements 
that shut people out of the occupation of their choice 
may mean that unemployment is higher than it would 
otherwise be or that more people are working in jobs 
that are a mismatch for their talents and skills—in eco-
nomic terms, a misallocation of their human capital. 

IJ client Melony Armstrong fought to exempt 
hair braiders from Mississippi’s onerous 
cosmetology licensing requirements. Hair 
braiding in Mississippi now requires only simple 
registration.
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Because unnecessarily burdensome licensing require-
ments pose particular problems for disadvantaged 
groups, they may also entrench social inequalities. And 
where ex-offenders are denied licenses for long-ago or 
irrelevant convictions, licensing may even contribute to 
recidivism with potentially negative consequences for 
communities.41 

Licensing leads to other market distortions as well: 
In foreclosing other pathways into an occupation, 
licensing forces people to make investments in their 
education and skills that may be unnecessary and forgo 
income while they do. It may require consumers to pay 
higher prices than they would absent regulation without 
a concomitant increase in quality (or do it themselves or 
go without). And because licensing allows providers to 
command more for their services, it encourages invest-
ment in rent-seeking behavior to create and to perpet-
uate licensing schemes. All of these resources may have 
more efficient and productive uses. 

In this study, we look at four economic costs of 
licensing: (1) the economic returns from licensing, (2) 
losses in jobs due to licensing, (3) losses in output due to 
licensing and (4) misallocated resources due to licensing. 
Below, we define each of these costs in turn:

(1) Economic Returns from Licensing: Also 
known as a wage premium, the economic returns 
from licensing refers to the amount licensing allows 
licensed service providers to earn above and beyond 
what they would if not for licensing—largely 
because being part of a smaller pool of competitors 
allows them to command more for their services. For 
example, research on the funeral services industry 
has found average economic returns of 11 to 12 per-
cent from licensing of funeral service professionals.42 

While higher economic returns for licensees 
might sound like an unalloyed good, these gains are a 
cost that must be borne by someone—consumers and 
the wider economy.43 Indeed, economic returns factor 
into estimates of each of the following three costs.
(2) Losses in Jobs Due to Licensing: Losses in jobs 
here refers to how many more jobs there would be if 
not for licensing. Research has found, for example, 
that states that require more training for African-style 
hair braiders have fewer licensed or registered braiders 
relative to their black populations than states with 
less onerous requirements.44

(3) Losses in Output Due to Licensing: Losses in 
output, or deadweight loss, here is a conservative 
estimate of how much more value would be created 
in the economy if not for licensing.45 

Under a model with greater competition, the 
market price for a good or service is the point at 
which supply and demand are at equilibrium. Eco-
nomic output is maximized, and there is no dead-
weight loss. But government interventions in a mar-
ket—such as licensing—have the potential to put 
supply and demand into disequilibrium for periods 
of time.46 Licensing does so by allowing producers 
to charge monopoly prices. Because licensing causes 
consumers to pay higher prices, and because some 
consumers will be unable to do so and therefore do 
it themselves or go without, licensing reduces overall 
output in society, creating a deadweight loss.

Research has found that stricter licensing for 
dentists and optometrists is associated with fewer 
practitioners and worse dental and eye health out-
comes,47 likely because people skip their dental and 
vision checkups when they deem them too expen-
sive. Other research has linked stricter licensing for 
veterinarians to higher risks of rabies and brucellosis 
infections in a state,48 suggesting that some people 
will go without veterinary care for their animals 
when the cost is too high. And in the construction 
trades, research has linked stricter licensing for elec-
tricians with higher rates of death by accidental elec-
trocution as people respond to the relative scarcity of 
electricians by doing their own electrical work.49 

In each of these examples, some of the dead-
weight loss occurs due to the higher prices consum-
ers must pay for services over and above what they 
would otherwise and the lower consumption of 
those services due to higher prices. 
(4) Misallocated Resources Due to Licensing: 
Some economists have argued that deadweight loss 
is too conservative an estimate of economic losses 
because it fails to take into account resources that are 
misallocated or wasted—that is, resources that are not 
being put to their most highly valued use—because 
of a government intervention. Our discussion of costs 
from licensing covers a number of such items that are 
not captured by deadweight loss alone—the inappro-
priate allocation of the human capital of people who 
cannot, because of licensing, work in the occupation 
for which they are best suited, the resources wasted 
fulfilling licensing requirements that do not raise 
quality, the resources lost to rent-seeking when occu-
pational practitioners and their industry associations 
push for licensure, and the resources wasted provid-
ing services of unnecessarily high quality.50

For example, deadweight loss alone would not 
capture the cost to the economy of Heather Kokesch 
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Del Castillo going back to college to be able to 
lawfully provide the health coaching services she was 
already successfully providing. Nor would it capture 
the cost to the economy of Heather not working in 
the occupation of her choice and in which her con-
tributions to society are maximized. Deadweight loss 
also would not capture the cost to the economy of 
occupational organizations like the American Society 
of Interior Designers and the Academy of Nutrition 
and Dietetics using some of the dues they collect 
from their members to lobby for anticompetitive 
regulations instead of putting that money toward 
professional development and skill-building.51

Additional costs not captured by deadweight loss 
alone include “featherbedding,” which is when people 
must be paid for a job even though they are not the 
ones actually performing it.52 For example, many 

states allow only licensed plumbers or electricians to 
connect commercial refrigerators or stoves. Unlicensed 
workers who have been trained to fix and install 
these appliances by the manufacturers are forbidden 
from doing the work unless supervised by a licensed 
plumber or electrician. Thus manufacturers and cus-
tomers must pay for both the unlicensed expert’s work 
and the licensed practitioner’s presence.53

What this means is that the actual cost of licens-
ing to the wider economy is larger—and potentially 
much larger—than deadweight losses. For this 
reason, we consider deadweight loss to be the lower 
bound of plausible estimates for the costs of licens-
ing and misallocated resources a much more realistic 
estimate of how much more value would be created 
in the economy if not for licensing. 

Existing research has explored some of these costs 
at the national level, finding them to be substantial. For 
example, previous research has estimated national-level 
economic returns from licensing of between 10 and 15 
percent,54 at an annual cost to consumers of up to $203 
billion and a loss to the economy of 2.8 million jobs.55 
Estimates of state-level costs due to licensing have been 
more elusive due to data limitations, however. Taking 
advantage of a newly generated dataset that was large 
enough to be representative at the state level, we pro-
duced the first analysis of state-level licensing costs in 
2017.56 Although it was the largest then available, the 
sample was still relatively small, allowing us to estimate 
costs for only 16 states and limiting the precision of those 
estimates. This study builds on an even larger dataset to 
produce more—and more precise—state-level estimates 
of licensing’s costs, as well as new national estimates.

IJ clients Scott Dow and Brent Melton are the owners of Vizaline, 
a tech startup being threatened by Mississippi’s licensing laws.
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Methods

To examine the costs of licensing at the state and 
national levels, this study relies on a large new dataset of 
survey information about Americans’ licensing status, 
labor force activity, and demographic and social char-
acteristics. To achieve a dataset that is representative of 
the U.S. population at the state level, we combined data 
from a survey conducted by Harris Interactive on behalf 
of the Institute for Justice in early 2013 and data from 
Wave 13 of the Survey of Income and Program Partic-
ipation (SIPP), conducted in late 2012. (See Appendix 
A for details of the constituent datasets and how we 
combined them.)

As a first step, we used this dataset to estimate how 
many American workers are licensed, certified or neither 
at the state and national levels (see Tables 1 and 2 on 
pages 15 and 16) and to identify their demographic and 
economic characteristics: gender, educational attainment, 
average hourly earnings, race, age, union status and sec-
tor of employment (see Table A3 in Appendix A).

Our next step was to use these results to estimate the 
influence of licensing on hourly earnings—that is, the 
economic returns from licensing or wage premiums. But 
first we needed to rule out the possibility that licensing 
prevalence is correlated with other factors that might 
affect licensed workers’ earnings and thus cloud the anal-
ysis. Previous research has tested whether a change in the 
occupational mix affects licensing prevalence across states 
and found that it does not.57 And we tested for regional 
patterns in licensing and found that licensing prevalence 

is not correlated with geographical location. (See Appen-
dix A for fuller details.) 

These findings suggest that our estimates of licensing 
prevalence allow us to make statistically valid inferences 
about licensing’s influence on earnings. We therefore 
proceeded to estimate the economic returns from licens-
ing at both the state and national levels, finding statisti-
cally significant results for 36 states and nationally (see 
Table 3 on page 17 for state-level results and Appendix A 
for the full national-level regression results).

Our estimates of the economic returns from licens- 
ing in turn served as part of the calculations for state- 
and national-level estimates of potential losses to the 
economy due to licensing in terms of jobs, output and 
misallocated resources.58 At the state level, we estimated 
losses to the economy due to licensing for the 36 states 
where licensing’s effect on earnings was statistically 
significant. We also summed the 36 state-level estimates 
to create one estimate of licensing’s costs to the national 
economy. (See Table 4 on page 18.) 

At the national level, we calculated two sets of esti-
mated costs (see Table 5 on page 19). They use, respec-
tively, our estimate of the national average economic 
returns from licensing (13.88 percent) and the analogous 
figure from an earlier study (15 percent)59 for all licensed 
workers in the country, regardless of state. The advan-
tage of doing these two analyses is that the returns from 
licensing act as a range where 13.88 percent represents 
the lower end, and 15 percent the upper end. The two 
analyses thus provide an estimate of effects at the lower 
and upper end of estimates for national average eco-
nomic returns.
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Results 

The percentage of workers licensed varies widely across the 50 states and District 
of Columbia. Nevada has the highest percentage of licensed workers—almost 27 
percent. Georgia has the lowest at around 14 percent. Table 1 shows the state-level 
results, providing both the percentage of licensed workers and the rank order of each 
state relative to the other states by percentage of licensed workers. (Full state-by-state 
results, including percentages of licensed and certified workers and estimated costs, are 
presented in the State Profiles starting on page 23.)

27 North Carolina 18.9%

28 District of Columbia 18.9%

29 Texas 18.9%

30 Mississippi 18.7%

31 Maryland 18.6%

32 Michigan 18.6%

33 Vermont 18.5%

34 Alaska 18.4%

35 New Mexico 18.4%

36 Nebraska 18.2%

37 Ohio 18.1%

38 Alabama 18.1%

39 Wisconsin 18.0%

40 Indiana 17.9%

41 South Carolina 17.8%

42 Massachusetts 17.8%

43 Illinois 17.7%

44 Colorado 17.6%

45 Rhode Island 17.4%

46 California 17.2%

47 Utah 16.3%

48 New Hampshire 16.0%

49 Kansas 16.0%

50 Delaware 15.2%

51 Georgia 14.4%
 
† Average margin of error is 3.4% at 95% confidence.

Rank State Licensed† 
1 Nevada 26.6%

2 Iowa 24.3%

3 Maine 24.2%

4 Idaho 23.6%

5 Wyoming 22.8%

6 North Dakota 22.6%

7 Louisiana 22.4%

8 West Virginia 22.0%

9 Minnesota 21.8%

10 Connecticut 21.5%

11 Washington 21.5%

12 Tennessee 21.3%

13 Hawaii 21.3%

14 Florida 21.1%

15 Missouri 21.0%

16 South Dakota 20.9%

17 New York 20.7%

18 Arkansas 20.1%

19 Virginia 20.1%

20 Oregon 19.8%

21 New Jersey 19.6%

22 Kentucky 19.4%

23 Montana 19.2%

24 Arizona 19.1%

25 Pennsylvania 19.1%

26 Oklahoma 19.0%

Table 1. States Ranked by Percentage of Licensed Workers

Rank State Licensed† 

Nationally, we find that over 19 percent of workers have a license to work (see 
Table 2). This figure is lower than the widely cited 29 percent I (Kleiner) found 
with Alan Krueger in 2013. It is also lower than the 22 percent we (Kleiner and 
Vorotnikov) found in our 2017 analysis of the Harris data alone.60  
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Table 2. Percentage of Workers Nationally 
Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither

Percent
Licensed Workers 19.09%

Certified Workers 5.57%

Workers Neither Licensed Nor Certified 75.34%

Total 100.00%

 
This difference could stem from the specific demo-

graphic and economic characteristics of the individuals 
in our combined dataset. For example, several groups 
that are more likely to be licensed have higher represen-
tation in the Harris data than in the combined data: peo-
ple with at least a bachelor’s degree, whites, older people 
and people who work in the public sector. Another possi-
bility is that the difference reflects the sample selection 
criteria or the method of data collection (an online sur-
vey for the Harris data and personal visits and telephone 
calls for the SIPP data). It is also important to note that 
estimates produced from various studies are just that—
estimates. Multiple studies of any social phenomenon are 
bound to produce different estimates, due to different 
types of samples and data collection as described above.

Although somewhat lower than previous estimates, 
19 percent is still significantly higher than the 5 percent 
of workers who were licensed in the 1950s,61 confirming 

the substantial growth of licensing in recent decades. It 
seems fair to say that between one-fifth and one-third of 
American workers now have a license to work.

But what are the costs of all this licensing? Our 
results suggest they are high, at both the state and 
national levels. 

Licensing raises the earnings of 
licensed workers

Licensing barriers impede the flow of workers into 
licensed occupations, effectively giving licensed workers 
a monopoly—and theoretically allowing them to com-
mand more in wages, and potentially consumer prices, 
for their services. We would therefore expect licensing 
to raise the earnings of licensed workers. And, indeed, 
in 36 states, we found that licensing has a substantial 
and statistically significant positive influence on hourly 
earnings. We found no significant influence in the other 
14 states or in the District of Columbia. In no state did 
licensing reduce earnings by a statistically significant 
amount. It is important to note that nonsignificant find-
ings in those states do not necessarily mean licensing has 
no influence. Rather, it could be that licensing has some 
effect, but we could not detect it due to small sample 
sizes in those states, too much statistical “noise” or other 
measurement phenomena.   

When Arizona told IJ client Celeste Kelly she had to become 
a licensed veterinarian if she wished to continue working as an 
equine massage therapist, she sued—and the state backed down.
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Table 3. Economic Returns from Licensing, 
50 States and the District of Columbia

Missouri 13.77%*

Montana 20.92%*

Nebraska 17.94%*

Nevada 22.88%*

New Hampshire 15.84%*

New Jersey 21.17%*

New Mexico 22.26%*

New York 11.85%*

North Carolina 11.29%*

North Dakota 10.63%

Ohio 14.45%*

Oklahoma 2.12%

Oregon 10.52%

Pennsylvania 16.30%*

Rhode Island 17.23%*

South Carolina 10.30%*

South Dakota 10.30%

Tennessee 15.95%*

Texas 14.00%*

Utah 19.36%*

Vermont 16.42%

Virginia 13.09%*

Washington 4.29%

West Virginia 8.00%

Wisconsin 14.80%*

Wyoming 4.19%

As shown in Table 3, the economic returns from 
licensing, or wage premium, in the 36 states where it is 
statistically significant range from about 10 percent in 
Maryland to more than 63 percent in Hawaii.62  Licensing 
has the same effect on earnings nationally, where we esti-
mate that licensing regulations raise mean hourly earnings 
by 12.5 to 14.1 percent (see Tables A4 and A5 in Appen-
dix A),63 a range that captures our 13.88 percent estimate 
of national average economic returns from licensing.  

One might expect states that rank high on per-
centage of licensed workers to also have high economic 
returns. However, this is not necessarily the case. While 
higher percentages of licensed workers are driven primar-
ily by higher numbers of licensed occupations, higher 
returns are driven more by higher barriers to entry. Usu-
ally, though not always, the more effort, time and money 
a person must invest in the process of obtaining a license, 
the higher economic returns will be.  

We also estimate that licensing has a four to six times 
larger effect on earnings than certification nationally. 
This is what we would expect given that certification is a 
less restrictive occupational regulation that does not give 
certified providers a clear monopoly for their services. 

Together, then, these results suggest licensing inflates 
earnings significantly above what workers would make 
absent licensing. It may be tempting to see this positive 
effect on earnings as a social good. However, someone 
is bearing the cost of economic returns from licensing: 
consumers and the wider economy. 

As discussed above, licensing proponents think that 
licensing monopolies raise the quality of services and 
protect the public and that any resulting higher wages, 
or consumer prices, are therefore justified. Consumers 
may pay more, but they are getting better, safer services 
in return, or so the argument goes.64  But there is little 
evidence in support of this argument, with most research 
suggesting that higher prices from licensing do not 
redound to the benefit of consumers.65 

Instead, economic returns from licensing are better 
thought of as a monopoly wealth transfer from consum-
ers to licensees. And these gains imply wider costs to the 
economy, including in terms of losses in jobs, losses in 
output and misallocated resources. Indeed, for the 36 
states where we found a statistically significant impact 
on earnings from licensing, as well as nationally, we were 
also able to model each of these costs to the economy 
from licensing. These results are shown in Tables 4 and 5.

State Returns 

Alabama 12.30%*

Alaska 11.96%

Arizona 12.41%*

Arkansas 7.79%

California 15.84%*

Colorado 28.27%*

Connecticut 27.25%*

Delaware 23.00%*

District of 
Columbia -15.30%

Florida 16.53%*

Georgia 3.05%

Hawaii 63.23%*

Idaho 14.80%*

Illinois 16.88%*

Indiana 12.19%*

Iowa 26.36%*

Kansas 27.12%*

Kentucky 3.67%

Louisiana 4.39%

Maine 17.94%*

Maryland 9.97%*

Massachusetts 22.02%*

Michigan 21.41%*

Minnesota 7.68%

Mississippi 12.52%*

State Returns 

*Statistically significant results.
Note: The economic returns reported in this table and in the text are adjusted 
estimates of licensing coefficients. See Appendix A for details. 
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Table 4. Job Losses, Deadweight Losses and Misallocated Resources Due to Licensing, 
Nationally and in 36 States

State
Economic 

Returns from 
Licensing

Total Workers 
Employed

Average 
Annual 

Earnings 
of Licensed 

Workers

Number of 
Licensed 
Workers

Job Losses 
Due to 

Licensing

Deadweight 
Losses Due 
to Licensing                      

(in $M)

Misallocated 
Resources Due 

to Licensing        
(in $M)

National Estimate 13.88% 133,739,000 $57,130 25,525,038 1,771,800 $6,170 $183,935

Alabama 12.30% 1,882,600 $48,823 340,939 20,967 $56.1 $1,879.2

Arizona 12.41% 2,460,300 $52,812 470,901 29,224 $85.2 $2,831.2

California 15.84% 14,394,500 $62,753 2,474,415 195,917 $840.4 $22,067.5

Colorado 28.27% 2,310,000 $59,223 406,098 57,410 $374.7 $5,675.9

Connecticut 27.25% 1,639,000 $78,530 353,041 48,105 $404.5 $6,341.9

Delaware 23.00% 418,500 $93,405 63,403 7,291 $63.7 $1,171.0

Florida 16.53% 7,400,100 $50,163 1,563,641 129,254 $459.9 $11,587.8

Hawaii 63.23% 605,300 $103,611 128,626 40,666 $816.1 $5,978.7

Idaho 14.80% 622,000 $49,318 146,792 10,861 $34.5 $967.7

Illinois 16.88% 5,744,400 $62,607 1,018,482 85,973 $388.7 $9,598.9

Indiana 12.19% 2,902,100 $46,591 518,315 31,584 $79.9 $2,703.3

Iowa 26.36% 1,508,400 $56,822 366,994 48,378 $286.8 $4,637.6

Kansas 27.12% 1,357,800 $62,961 216,841 29,409 $197.5 $3,110.6

Maine 17.94% 597,600 $58,941 144,739 12,983 $58.2 $1,355.8

Maryland 9.97% 2,574,500 $73,443 479,114 23,874 $79.5 $3,268.4

Massachusetts 22.02% 3,273,600 $71,035 583,356 64,222 $411.6 $7,889.2

Michigan 21.41% 4,024,200 $57,447 746,892 79,953 $405.0 $7,971.3

Mississippi 12.52% 1,103,400 $51,409 206,667 12,942 $37.0 $1,219.6

Missouri 13.77% 2,669,400 $50,574 560,040 38,556 $118.0 $3,545.9

Montana 20.92% 440,500 $65,342 84,664 8,858 $50.1 $1,007.4

Nebraska 17.94% 960,300 $55,536 174,487 15,651 $66.1 $1,540.1

Nevada 22.88% 1,142,700 $60,575 303,730 34,740 $195.9 $3,621.0

New Hampshire 15.84% 633,200 $56,781 101,439 8,032 $31.2 $818.6

New Jersey 21.17% 3,895,500 $67,072 764,297 80,890 $473.9 $9,429.2

New Mexico 22.26% 804,100 $58,561 147,713 16,442 $87.7 $1,662.8

New York 11.85% 8,799,900 $65,793 1,823,339 108,045 $376.6 $13,087.3

North Carolina 11.29% 3,988,100 $51,855 753,751 42,562 $112.0 $4,078.2

Ohio 14.45% 5,171,000 $49,028 937,502 67,752 $209.7 $6,014.3

Pennsylvania 16.30% 5,729,700 $58,840 1,096,092 89,330 $368.3 $9,407.4

Rhode Island 17.23% 465,000 $54,561 80,678 6,952 $27.9 $675.0

South Carolina 10.30% 1,858,200 $49,336 331,317 17,057 $39.3 $1,565.2

Tennessee 15.95% 2,714,300 $54,587 577,603 46,068 $173.0 $4,510.5

Texas 14.00% 10,879,800 $48,893 2,054,106 143,754 $431.5 $12,762.6

Utah 19.36% 1,249,200 $55,084 203,120 19,665 $87.9 $1,902.9

Virginia 13.09% 3,727,000 $61,125 747,636 48,927 $173.1 $5,462.1

Wisconsin 14.80% 2,784,600 $55,835 500,114 37,002 $133.2 $3,732.5

Total of 36 States    21,470,882 1,759,295 $8,234 $185,078
 
Note: The economic returns reported in this table and in the text are adjusted estimates of licensing coefficients. See Appendix A for details. 
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Table 5. Two Scenarios of Licensing’s Potential Annual Costs to the National Economy

Job Losses Due to 
Licensing

Deadweight Losses 
Due to Licensing         

(in $M)

Misallocated 
Resources Due to 
Licensing (in $M)

13.88% National Average Returns from Licensing 1,771,800 $6,170 $183,935

15.00% National Average Returns from Licensing 1,914,378 $7,133 $197,337

Licensing could cost the economy hundreds of  
thousands of jobs

Licensing barriers limit some people’s ability to work in licensed occupations, reduc-
ing employment opportunities for many Americans. Our results suggest there would be 
hundreds of thousands more jobs—most of them in the service economy, the most highly 
regulated occupational sector—if not for licensing. Using our estimated state-level economic 
returns from licensing, we find the number of jobs lost to licensing ranges from 6,952 in 
Rhode Island (17.23% returns), one of the smallest states by population, to 195,917 in Cal-
ifornia (15.84% returns), the largest. Our state-level estimates add up to 1,759,295 jobs lost 
across the 36 states for which we found statistically significant economic returns. 

We also estimated national job losses in separate analyses assuming the 13.88 percent 
national average returns found in this study and the 15 percent national returns found in an 
earlier study for all licensed workers in the country, regardless of state. As shown in Table 5, 
these analyses resulted in estimates of 1,771,800 and 1,914,378 jobs lost, respectively.

Licensing could cost the economy billions of dollars  
in lost output

Licensing barriers reduce the supply of service providers and make services more costly 
with the result that some consumers must go without. They might decide to postpone that 
dental or vision checkup, skip their pet’s rabies booster, or even try to do their own electrical 
work. This is a drag on economic production. Our results suggest that the cost to the econ-
omy in terms of these losses in output, or deadweight loss, is potentially in the billions of 
dollars. Using our estimates of state-level economic returns from licensing, we find the state 
with the highest deadweight losses due to licensing is California ($840.4 million, 15.84% 
returns), likely due in part to its large population. Rhode Island’s deadweight losses are the 
lowest ($27.9 million, 17.23% returns), in part due to the state’s relatively small population. 
Our state-level estimates add up to over $8.2 billion in deadweight losses across the 36 states 
for which we found statistically significant economic returns. 

In separate analyses, we assumed the 13.88 percent national average returns from licens-
ing we found in this study and the 15 percent found in an earlier study for every licensed 
worker in the country to estimate national-level deadweight losses. As reported in Table 5, 
these analyses found deadweight losses of about $6.2 billion and $7.1 billion, respectively.

These figures are substantial. However, we think they tell only part of the story for two 
reasons. First, they may be conservative in light of our state-level estimates of deadweight losses, 
which, as stated above, sum to over $8.2 billion. Second, and more importantly, they do not 
take into account resources that are misallocated or wasted due to licensing. We therefore con-
sider our $6.2 billion figure to be only the lower bound for the cost of licensing to the national 
economy in terms of reduced economic activity.
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Licensing could cost the economy 
more than a hundred billion dollars 
in misallocated resources

As discussed above, licensing is frequently wasteful. 
In preventing people from working in the occupations 
for which they are best suited, licensing misallocates 
people’s human capital. In forcing people to fulfill bur-
densome licensing requirements that do not raise quality, 
licensing misallocates people’s human capital, money 
and time. And with its promise of economic returns over 
and above what can be had absent licensing, licensing 
encourages occupational practitioners and their occu-
pational associations to invest resources in rent-seeking 
instead of more productive activity. Taking these misal-
located resources into account, we find potential costs 
to the economy that far exceed those from deadweight 
losses and that likely provide a more complete picture of 
the extent to which licensing reduces economic activity.

Using our estimates of state-level economic returns 
from licensing, we find the state with the most misal-
located resources is, again, California ($22.1 billion, 
15.84% returns). Its total is far ahead of that of the next 
closest state, New York ($13.1 billion, 11.85% returns). 
The state with the least is, again, Rhode Island ($675 
million, 17.23% returns). Our state-level estimates add 
up to over $185 billion in misallocated resources across 
the 36 states for which we found statistically significant 
economic returns. 

In a separate analysis assuming our estimate of 13.88 
percent national average returns for all licensed workers 
in the country, we find licensing costs the American 
economy $183.9 billion in misallocated resources, as 
shown in Table 5. Assuming the 15 percent national 
returns, we find licensing costs the American economy 
$197.3 billion in misallocated resources. We consider 
our $183.9 billion figure to be a much more realistic 
estimate than our $6.2 billion figure of the overall costs 
of licensing to the nation’s economy.

IJ client Lata Jagtiani successfully sued the state 
of Louisiana to exempt eyebrow threaders from 
onerous cosmetology licensing requirements.
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Conclusion

This study offers new evidence that licensing barriers are widespread 
across the United States and that they impose substantial economic 
costs at both the state and national levels.

In line with previous research, this study confirms that licensing is large and has grown 
substantially since the early 1950s, with about one-fifth of U.S. workers now having a 
government-mandated license to work and state-level licensing rates ranging from 14 to 27 
percent. Also in line with previous research, this study confirms that the costs of licensing—
to workers, to consumers and to the wider economy—are likewise large.

Because licensing barriers shut some aspirants out, they may cost the national econ-
omy upwards of 1.8 million jobs. And aspiring workers are not the only ones who lose 
with licensing. Licensing barriers also cost consumers and the wider economy billions of 
dollars—$6.2 billion in lost output and $183.9 billion in misallocated resources. This is 
because occupational licenses restrict competition, effectively giving licensed workers a 
monopoly—and allowing them to command higher economic returns for their services than 
they could absent licensing. 

Higher economic returns for workers with licenses might sound like a social good. 
However, it is important to remember that they do not reflect additional value created in 
a competitive market, with most research finding no relationship between licensing and 
service quality. Instead, higher returns reflect licensed workers’ government-granted monop-
oly. These gains, in short, are a transfer of wealth from consumers to licensees. And, as our 
results show, they add up, potentially reducing growth in economic activity at both the state 
and national levels. 

It is impossible to forecast precisely what effect reforming occupational licensing would 
have on the economy. However, given our estimates of the costs of licensing and ample 
research showing that licensing rarely improves outcomes for consumers, it seems likely that 
eliminating needless licensing burdens—and, if necessary, replacing them with less restric-
tive alternatives such as certification that do not give regulated workers a monopoly66—
would translate into higher employment, higher economic output, and a more efficient and 
equitable allocation of resources. By and large, when markets are more competitive, both 
workers and consumers win.  
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State Profiles
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Alabama
18% of workers licensed

38th highest percentage

Alaska
18% of workers licensed

34th highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 18.11%

Workers Certified 3.36%

Workers Unionized 9.48%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 20,967

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $56.1 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $1,879.2 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

12.30%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 18.40%

Workers Certified 7.15%

Workers Unionized 14.28%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 18.6% 2.9% 78.4%  262 

Female 17.5% 3.9% 78.6%  311 

Education Level

Less than High School 6.3% 0.0% 93.7%  33 

High School 10.4% 1.6% 88.0%  149 

Some College 17.7% 4.1% 78.2%  210 

College 22.3% 3.8% 73.9%  114 

College+ 36.8% 6.2% 57.0%  67 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $23.47 $19.96 $17.81  573 

Race

White 20.5% 3.4% 76.1%  368 

Hispanic 4.8% 4.8% 90.3%  20 

Black 10.7% 3.3% 86.0%  151 

Other 25.2% 3.1% 71.7%  34 

Age

≤25 8.6% 2.9% 88.5%  61 

26–54 19.6% 4.1% 76.2%  359 

55+ 19.0% 1.5% 79.6%  153

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 19.2% 10.5% 70.3%  105 

Female 17.5% 3.3% 79.2%  141 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  5 

High School 4.8% 3.6% 91.6%  31 

Some College 11.8% 9.2% 79.0%  80 

College 36.5% 7.4% 56.0%  72 

College+ 43.5% 7.3% 49.2%  58 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $32.82 $24.26 $23.89  246 

Race

White 21.1% 8.0% 70.9%  185 

Hispanic 34.8% 0.0% 65.2%  5 

Black 39.1% 0.0% 60.9%  3 

Other 10.2% 5.9% 83.8%  53 

Age

≤25 2.7% 2.7% 94.6%  24 

26–54 23.9% 7.8% 68.3%  154 

55+ 16.9% 8.9% 74.2%  68
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 19.14%

Workers Certified 5.35%

Workers Unionized 5.83%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 20.07%

Workers Certified 5.75%

Workers Unionized 3.69%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 29,224

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $85.2 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $2,831.2 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

12.41%

Arizona
19% of workers licensed

24th highest percentage

Arkansas
20% of workers licensed

18th highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 17.6% 5.2% 77.2%  440 

Female 21.0% 5.5% 73.5%  432 

Education Level

Less than High School 4.6% 0.0% 95.4%  64 

High School 9.3% 7.7% 83.0%  181 

Some College 18.0% 4.1% 77.9%  331 

College 22.6% 5.7% 71.7%  197 

College+ 39.2% 8.3% 52.6%  99 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $25.39 $21.82 $21.10  872 

Race

White 22.2% 5.9% 71.9%  537 

Hispanic 12.7% 4.3% 83.0%  230 

Black 20.6% 5.1% 74.3%  43 

Other 17.6% 4.8% 77.6%  62 

Age

≤25 8.8% 4.6% 86.7%  127 

26–54 20.0% 5.0% 74.9%  568 

55+ 23.5% 6.9% 69.6%  177

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 17.8% 3.7% 78.4%  197 

Female 22.6% 8.0% 69.3%  227 

Education Level

Less than High School 20.8% 0.0% 79.2%  29 

High School 11.6% 3.5% 84.9%  100 

Some College 17.3% 6.6% 76.1%  137 

College 23.0% 7.2% 69.8%  94 

College+ 53.0% 10.2% 36.8%  64 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $22.32 $19.53 $17.84  424 

Race

White 20.0% 6.3% 73.8%  323 

Hispanic 27.1% 6.6% 66.3%  18 

Black 15.4% 4.8% 79.9%  60 

Other 25.5% 0.0% 74.5%  23 

Age

≤25 12.7% 1.9% 85.3%  52 

26–54 21.7% 6.2% 72.1%  280 

55+ 21.3% 7.4% 71.2%  92
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

California
17% of workers licensed

46th highest percentage

Colorado
18% of workers licensed

44th highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 17.19%

Workers Certified 4.82%

Workers Unionized 17.27%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 17.58%

Workers Certified 5.41%

Workers Unionized 5.87%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 195,917

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $840.4 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $22,067.5 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

15.84%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 57,410

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $374.7 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $5,675.9 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

28.27%

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 16.1% 4.2% 79.7%  1,594 

Female 18.5% 5.6% 75.9%  1,480 

Education Level

Less than High School 3.0% 1.5% 95.5%  336 

High School 7.3% 2.0% 90.7%  637 

Some College 17.7% 5.6% 76.7%  1,048 

College 20.5% 5.9% 73.6%  680 

College+ 35.5% 7.1% 57.3%  373 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $30.17 $25.47 $21.08  3,074 

Race

White 22.0% 6.3% 71.7%  1,322 

Hispanic 10.9% 3.5% 85.6%  1,110 

Black 16.6% 5.8% 77.6%  156 

Other 18.1% 3.3% 78.6%  486 

Age

≤25 6.6% 2.9% 90.5%  460 

26–54 17.4% 4.9% 77.7%  2,019 

55+ 24.5% 5.9% 67.6%  595

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 16.4% 6.5% 77.1%  303 

Female 18.9% 4.2% 76.9%  316 

Education Level

Less than High School 5.9% 2.7% 91.4%  30 

High School 10.1% 0.8% 89.1%  103 

Some College 18.1% 8.0% 73.9%  207 

College 16.9% 4.5% 78.6%  164 

College+ 29.9% 6.8% 63.3%  115 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $28.47 $33.44 $21.54  619 

Race

White 19.0% 6.6% 74.4%  494 

Hispanic 10.7% 2.3% 87.0%  59 

Black 14.3% 3.7% 82.0%  27 

Other 17.5% 0.0% 82.5%  39 

Age

≤25 7.5% 5.9% 86.5%  78 

26–54 18.1% 4.9% 76.9%  384 

55+ 22.3% 6.6% 71.2%  157 
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 15.15%

Workers Certified 8.73%

Workers Unionized 12.96%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 21.54%

Workers Certified 6.65%

Workers Unionized 16.78%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 7,291

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $63.7 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $1,171.0

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

23.00%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 48,105

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $404.5 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $6,341.9 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

27.25%

Connecticut
22% of workers licensed

10th highest percentage

Delaware
15% of workers licensed

2nd lowest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 21.8% 7.0% 71.1%  263 

Female 21.2% 6.3% 72.5%  286 

Education Level

Less than High School 4.9% 0.0% 95.1%  16 

High School 13.1% 6.0% 80.9%  102 

Some College 18.8% 9.1% 72.1%  170 

College 18.4% 5.0% 76.6%  146 

College+ 41.7% 6.1% 52.2%  115 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $37.75 $35.12 $25.35  549 

Race

White 22.9% 5.9% 71.2%  438 

Hispanic 14.2% 14.0% 71.7%  46 

Black 13.1% 6.3% 80.5%  37 

Other 27.0% 4.1% 68.9%  28 

Age

≤25 11.0% 7.5% 81.5%  67 

26–54 23.0% 6.7% 70.3%  335 

55+ 22.7% 6.1% 71.2%  147 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 14.4% 9.9% 75.7%  98 

Female 15.9% 7.6% 76.5%  151 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  7 

High School 15.3% 0.0% 84.7%  45 

Some College 6.3% 10.6% 83.1%  70 

College 10.1% 5.1% 84.9%  76 

College+ 23.1% 14.3% 62.6%  51 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $44.91 $23.19 $25.78  249 

Race

White 16.0% 10.0% 74.0%  181 

Hispanic 6.2% 11.6% 82.3%  16 

Black 12.2% 8.0% 79.9%  41 

Other 29.9% 0.0% 70.1%  11 

Age

≤25 0.0% 13.7% 86.3%  20 

26–54 16.0% 7.8% 76.2%  169 

55+ 20.0% 10.2% 69.7%  60 
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

District of  Columbia
19% of workers licensed

28th highest percentage

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 129,254

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $459.9 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $11,587.8 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

16.53%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 21.13%

Workers Certified 4.39%

Workers Unionized 6.56%

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 17.9% 5.7% 76.4%  31 

Female 19.9% 3.3% 76.8%  41 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 25.8% 74.2%  2 

High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  10 

Some College 22.7% 9.8% 67.5%  24 

College 26.9% 0.0% 73.1%  23 

College+ 28.0% 1.9% 70.2%  13 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $34.17 $25.87 $33.62  72 

Race

White 16.9% 0.4% 82.7%  32 

Hispanic 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  1 

Black 5.4% 16.5% 78.2%  35 

Other 93.4% 0.0% 6.6%  4 

Age

≤25 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  16 

26–54 24.5% 6.0% 69.5%  41 

55+ 21.4% 4.5% 74.1%  15 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 18.7% 4.6% 76.7%  737 

Female 23.7% 4.2% 72.1%  828 

Education Level

Less than High School 10.1% 0.0% 89.9%  94 

High School 9.4% 2.0% 88.6%  367 

Some College 21.5% 5.4% 73.1%  581 

College 26.7% 3.9% 69.4%  345 

College+ 39.7% 9.2% 51.1%  178 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $24.12 $19.63 $17.88  1,565 

Race

White 23.1% 5.1% 71.7%  936 

Hispanic 16.7% 4.1% 79.2%  305 

Black 20.5% 2.9% 76.7%  256 

Other 19.1% 0.0% 80.9%  68 

Age

≤25 9.9% 4.2% 85.9%  173 

26–54 22.8% 4.2% 73.0%  1,011 

55+ 22.5% 5.0% 72.5%  381 

Florida
21% of workers licensed

14th highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 18.89%

Workers Certified 4.52%

Workers Unionized 8.83%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for the District of Columbia as the estimated economic 
returns from licensing were not statistically significant.
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 21.25%

Workers Certified 9.05%

Workers Unionized 25.18%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 40,666

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $816.1 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $5,978.7 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

63.23%

Georgia
14% of workers licensed

Lowest percentage

Hawaii
21% of workers licensed

13th highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 12.4% 3.2% 84.4%  470 

Female 16.5% 5.2% 78.3%  565 

Education Level

Less than High School 4.4% 0.0% 95.6%  66 

High School 6.6% 1.5% 91.9%  236 

Some College 10.7% 5.8% 83.5%  362 

College 19.1% 4.8% 76.1%  227 

College+ 37.0% 4.0% 59.0%  144 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $23.47 $24.33 $19.41  1,035 

Race

White 15.6% 4.8% 79.6%  613 

Hispanic 12.2% 1.4% 86.4%  61 

Black 12.5% 4.3% 83.2%  303 

Other 13.4% 0.0% 86.6%  58 

Age

≤25 4.7% 3.4% 91.9%  130 

26–54 15.6% 4.5% 79.9%  694 

55+ 16.6% 3.4% 80.0%  211 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 22.1% 11.0% 66.9%  114 

Female 20.3% 7.1% 72.6%  145 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  4 

High School 12.2% 0.0% 87.8%  23 

Some College 21.7% 16.4% 62.0%  88 

College 19.2% 8.4% 72.3%  105 

College+ 47.7% 5.8% 46.5%  39 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $49.81 $28.15 $22.17  259 

Race

White 19.3% 15.1% 65.6%  58 

Hispanic 45.1% 3.1% 51.7%  18 

Black 74.4% 0.0% 25.6%  6 

Other 19.6% 7.7% 72.7%  177 

Age

≤25 1.9% 5.2% 92.8%  27 

26–54 27.6% 10.6% 61.7%  156 

55+ 19.4% 7.9% 72.7%  76 

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 14.40%

Workers Certified 4.15%

Workers Unionized 5.10%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Idaho
24% of workers licensed

4th highest percentage

Illinois
18% of workers licensed

43rd highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 23.60%

Workers Certified 5.66%

Workers Unionized 6.55%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 10,861

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $34.5 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $967.7 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

14.80%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 85,973

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $388.7 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $9,598.9 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

16.88%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 17.73%

Workers Certified 6.71%

Workers Unionized 15.57%

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 21.3% 5.5% 73.3%  165 

Female 26.5% 5.9% 67.6%  179 

Education Level

Less than High School 5.6% 0.0% 94.4%  16 

High School 14.3% 2.9% 82.8%  68 

Some College 23.7% 7.4% 68.8%  122 

College 20.9% 7.0% 72.1%  93 

College+ 54.8% 3.8% 41.4%  45 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $23.71 $26.75 $19.06  344 

Race

White 26.5% 5.3% 68.2%  293 

Hispanic 9.6% 5.5% 84.9%  33 

Black 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  1 

Other 7.5% 11.7% 80.8%  17 

Age

≤25 13.7% 3.4% 82.9%  44 

26–54 23.5% 7.3% 69.2%  213 

55+ 29.6% 2.6% 67.8%  87 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 14.9% 6.7% 78.5%  762 

Female 20.9% 6.8% 72.4%  767 

Education Level

Less than High School 4.8% 2.0% 93.2%  100 

High School 9.4% 2.9% 87.6%  359 

Some College 17.6% 7.0% 75.3%  519 

College 20.1% 8.5% 71.4%  362 

College+ 33.2% 11.1% 55.7%  189 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $30.10 $27.02 $20.57  1,529 

Race

White 19.8% 7.5% 72.7%  1,029 

Hispanic 9.1% 5.7% 85.2%  246 

Black 16.9% 3.1% 80.0%  144 

Other 16.0% 7.4% 76.6%  110 

Age

≤25 8.7% 2.6% 88.7%  260 

26–54 18.5% 7.5% 74.0%  968 

55+ 21.8% 7.2% 71.0%  301 
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 17.86%

Workers Certified 6.48%

Workers Unionized 10.86%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 24.33%

Workers Certified 6.47%

Workers Unionized 9.95%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 48,378

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $286.8 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $4,637.6 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

26.36%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 31,584

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $79.9 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $2,703.3 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

12.19%

Indiana
18% of workers licensed

40th highest percentage

Iowa
24% of workers licensed

2nd highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 16.5% 6.6% 76.9%  637 

Female 19.4% 6.4% 74.2%  650 

Education Level

Less than High School 7.1% 1.5% 91.4%  75 

High School 11.2% 4.1% 84.7%  416 

Some College 16.0% 8.7% 75.3%  453 

College 21.4% 6.7% 71.9%  242 

College+ 44.2% 5.4% 50.4%  101 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $22.40 $18.11 $17.05  1,287 

Race

White 18.6% 7.0% 74.4%  1,088 

Hispanic 1.2% 1.1% 97.7%  81 

Black 16.7% 1.9% 81.5%  81 

Other 23.9% 9.0% 67.1%  37 

Age

≤25 4.5% 3.2% 92.2%  175 

26–54 20.7% 6.8% 72.5%  821 

55+ 17.7% 7.6% 74.7%  291 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 25.8% 6.1% 68.1%  256 

Female 22.7% 6.9% 70.4%  317 

Education Level

Less than High School 14.1% 4.1% 81.7%  16 

High School 16.4% 1.2% 82.4%  111 

Some College 25.0% 8.9% 66.1%  179 

College 27.2% 10.2% 62.7%  184 

College+ 41.3% 1.5% 57.2%  83 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $27.32 $18.59 $17.95  573 

Race

White 24.8% 5.9% 69.3%  510 

Hispanic 29.2% 5.1% 65.8%  26 

Black 0.0% 26.0% 74.0%  6 

Other 19.3% 10.5% 70.2%  31 

Age

≤25 7.7% 2.2% 90.1%  81 

26–54 27.9% 7.5% 64.7%  378 

55+ 26.8% 6.9% 66.3%  114 
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 19.43%

Workers Certified 5.37%

Workers Unionized 10.20%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.

Kansas
16% of workers licensed

49th highest percentage

Kentucky
19% of workers licensed

22nd highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 15.97%

Workers Certified 7.25%

Workers Unionized 5.66%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 29,409

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $197.5 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $3,110.6 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

27.12%

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 13.2% 5.1% 81.7%  188 

Female 18.9% 9.5% 71.6%  249 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  19 

High School 3.8% 4.8% 91.4%  80 

Some College 16.5% 10.0% 73.6%  142 

College 13.9% 6.0% 80.1%  131 

College+ 39.6% 7.8% 52.7%  65 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $30.27 $22.17 $19.82  437 

Race

White 17.5% 7.2% 75.2%  365 

Hispanic 7.1% 14.8% 78.2%  27 

Black 8.2% 4.2% 87.6%  20 

Other 12.7% 0.0% 87.3%  25 

Age

≤25 7.1% 9.8% 83.1%  44 

26–54 18.3% 7.7% 74.0%  288 

55+ 14.3% 5.0% 80.8%  105 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 17.4% 7.1% 75.5%  227 

Female 21.6% 3.6% 74.9%  297 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  27 

High School 8.0% 2.7% 89.3%  130 

Some College 19.2% 4.5% 76.3%  198 

College 29.0% 11.2% 59.7%  92 

College+ 44.7% 8.0% 47.3%  77 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $26.18 $32.96 $17.24  524 

Race

White 20.1% 6.2% 73.7%  457 

Hispanic 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  10 

Black 13.2% 0.0% 86.8%  41 

Other 29.1% 0.0% 70.9%  16 

Age

≤25 12.5% 4.4% 83.1%  60 

26–54 21.4% 5.2% 73.4%  357 

55+ 17.3% 6.6% 76.1%  107 
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 22.37%

Workers Certified 6.15%

Workers Unionized 6.88%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 24.22%

Workers Certified 5.61%

Workers Unionized 11.19%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 12,983

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $58.2 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $1,355.8 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

17.94%

Louisiana
22% of workers licensed

7th highest percentage

Maine
24% of workers licensed

3rd highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 19.5% 6.6% 73.8%  281 

Female 25.8% 5.6% 68.6%  335 

Education Level

Less than High School 9.2% 1.4% 89.5%  38 

High School 14.1% 2.9% 83.0%  156 

Some College 21.0% 7.9% 71.1%  219 

College 28.1% 7.2% 64.7%  136 

College+ 50.2% 9.4% 40.4%  67 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $23.40 $30.27 $17.97  616 

Race

White 21.9% 6.5% 71.6%  398 

Hispanic 16.8% 9.1% 74.1%  12 

Black 22.8% 5.1% 72.1%  182 

Other 33.4% 3.8% 62.8%  24 

Age

≤25 15.0% 3.9% 81.1%  97 

26–54 24.5% 7.6% 67.9%  367 

55+ 21.5% 3.8% 74.7%  152 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 18.4% 4.2% 77.4%  127 

Female 30.0% 7.0% 63.0%  179 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 17.0% 83.0%  4 

High School 11.8% 5.7% 82.5%  67 

Some College 25.3% 4.8% 69.9%  118 

College 33.9% 3.7% 62.4%  85 

College+ 37.4% 10.6% 51.9%  32 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $28.34 $18.63 $17.54  306 

Race

White 25.0% 5.9% 69.2%  285 

Hispanic 25.5% 17.1% 57.4%  5 

Black 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  4 

Other 13.2% 0.0% 86.8%  12 

Age

≤25 12.4% 0.0% 87.6%  29 

26–54 27.4% 6.6% 66.0%  196 

55+ 21.5% 5.9% 72.5%  81 
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Maryland
19% of workers licensed

31st highest percentage

Massachusetts
18% of workers licensed

42nd highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 18.61%

Workers Certified 5.15%

Workers Unionized 13.80%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 17.82%

Workers Certified 4.89%

Workers Unionized 12.70%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 23,874

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $79.5 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $3,268.4 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

9.97%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 64,222

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $411.6 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $7,889.2 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

22.02%

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 17.9% 5.9% 76.2%  408 

Female 19.3% 4.4% 76.3%  451 

Education Level

Less than High School 2.6% 0.0% 97.4%  32 

High School 11.5% 2.5% 86.0%  170 

Some College 17.9% 3.7% 78.4%  259 

College 18.6% 8.4% 73.1%  231 

College+ 31.6% 7.9% 60.5%  167 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $35.31 $43.87 $25.28  859 

Race

White 18.9% 4.5% 76.6%  559 

Hispanic 14.3% 7.6% 78.1%  25 

Black 19.0% 6.7% 74.3%  206 

Other 19.2% 2.3% 78.6%  69 

Age

≤25 8.2% 2.6% 89.3%  120 

26–54 21.5% 5.7% 72.8%  546 

55+ 17.3% 5.3% 77.4%  193 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 14.5% 4.5% 81.0%  569 

Female 21.3% 5.3% 73.4%  654 

Education Level

Less than High School 7.3% 3.8% 88.9%  42 

High School 8.4% 3.7% 87.9%  274 

Some College 15.7% 4.5% 79.9%  374 

College 18.9% 3.6% 77.5%  326 

College+ 29.4% 8.5% 62.1%  207 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $34.15 $28.75 $24.79  1,223 

Race

White 18.4% 5.0% 76.5%  1,047 

Hispanic 10.1% 2.5% 87.4%  43 

Black 18.0% 5.1% 76.9%  73 

Other 19.9% 6.6% 73.6%  60 

Age

≤25 6.1% 2.4% 91.4%  191 

26–54 19.7% 5.1% 75.2%  780 

55+ 19.3% 5.7% 74.9%  252 
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 21.78%

Workers Certified 5.84%

Workers Unionized 14.43%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 18.56%

Workers Certified 5.54%

Workers Unionized 14.80%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 79,953

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $405.0 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $7,971.3 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

21.41%

Michigan
19% of workers licensed

32nd highest percentage

Minnesota
22% of workers licensed

9th highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 17.6% 4.8% 77.6%  440 

Female 19.6% 6.4% 74.1%  466 

Education Level

Less than High School 9.2% 6.7% 84.2%  32 

High School 10.1% 2.4% 87.5%  208 

Some College 13.6% 6.4% 79.9%  326 

College 27.6% 5.2% 67.2%  210 

College+ 35.8% 7.8% 56.4%  130 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $27.62 $19.12 $19.30  906 

Race

White 18.8% 5.4% 75.8%  746 

Hispanic 17.8% 0.0% 82.2%  34 

Black 16.5% 7.2% 76.2%  86 

Other 19.7% 8.8% 71.5%  40 

Age

≤25 6.1% 5.0% 88.9%  122 

26–54 20.8% 5.2% 74.1%  566 

55+ 20.5% 6.8% 72.7%  218 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 19.7% 7.5% 72.8%  391 

Female 24.0% 4.0% 71.9%  417 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 3.0% 97.0%  30 

High School 7.0% 2.1% 91.0%  158 

Some College 23.5% 7.4% 69.1%  283 

College 22.4% 5.5% 72.1%  231 

College+ 42.1% 6.7% 51.2%  106 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $27.27 $23.09 $22.40  808 

Race

White 22.0% 6.1% 71.9%  711 

Hispanic 2.2% 0.0% 97.8%  39 

Black 26.1% 7.6% 66.4%  20 

Other 28.1% 4.4% 67.4%  38 

Age

≤25 10.6% 3.2% 86.2%  93 

26–54 22.3% 7.1% 70.6%  518 

55+ 26.4% 4.1% 69.5%  197 
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Mississippi
19% of workers licensed

30th highest percentage

Missouri
21% of workers licensed

15th highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 18.73%

Workers Certified 6.70%

Workers Unionized 5.07%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 20.98%

Workers Certified 8.12%

Workers Unionized 10.48%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 12,942

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $37.0 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $1,219.6 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

12.52%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 38,556

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $118.0 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $3,545.9 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

13.77%

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 20.7% 8.2% 71.0%  217 

Female 16.3% 4.8% 78.9%  266 

Education Level

Less than High School 6.0% 10.1% 83.9%  39 

High School 11.1% 2.0% 86.9%  106 

Some College 15.0% 7.7% 77.4%  179 

College 31.9% 6.7% 61.4%  102 

College+ 37.7% 11.3% 51.0%  57 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $24.72 $23.66 $17.56  483 

Race

White 19.1% 7.6% 73.4%  310 

Hispanic 0.0% 16.1% 83.9%  8 

Black 18.5% 5.0% 76.5%  155 

Other 28.6% 0.0% 71.4%  10 

Age

≤25 8.0% 3.3% 88.7%  75 

26–54 20.2% 5.9% 73.9%  284 

55+ 21.0% 10.5% 68.6%  124 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 19.2% 8.4% 72.4%  527 

Female 22.9% 7.8% 69.3%  563 

Education Level

Less than High School 13.2% 9.8% 77.0%  45 

High School 11.2% 4.6% 84.2%  292 

Some College 18.8% 10.4% 70.8%  424 

College 21.8% 6.9% 71.3%  213 

College+ 45.6% 8.0% 46.4%  116 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $24.31 $18.44 $18.34  1,090 

Race

White 20.5% 8.2% 71.3%  946 

Hispanic 22.9% 0.0% 77.1%  20 

Black 23.7% 5.6% 70.7%  88 

Other 24.7% 18.1% 57.2%  36 

Age

≤25 8.6% 6.5% 84.9%  185 

26–54 23.8% 9.1% 67.1%  677 

55+ 20.3% 6.4% 73.3%  228 
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 19.22%

Workers Certified 7.02%

Workers Unionized 11.77%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 18.17%

Workers Certified 4.18%

Workers Unionized 6.88%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 8,858

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $50.1 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $1,007.4 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

20.92%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 15,651

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $66.1 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $1,540.1 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

17.94%

Montana
19% of workers licensed

23rd highest percentage

Nebraska
18% of workers licensed

36th highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 25.0% 4.8% 70.3%  117 

Female 13.8% 9.1% 77.0%  169 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  11 

High School 13.1% 3.4% 83.5%  36 

Some College 14.0% 7.7% 78.3%  101 

College 29.2% 8.3% 62.4%  91 

College+ 39.1% 12.5% 48.5%  47 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $31.41 $23.52 $18.28  286 

Race

White 19.6% 7.3% 73.1%  247 

Hispanic 27.2% 0.0% 72.8%  11 

Black 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  1 

Other 13.8% 6.3% 79.9%  27 

Age

≤25 8.1% 4.3% 87.5%  19 

26–54 22.1% 6.4% 71.5%  186 

55+ 17.0% 9.3% 73.7%  81 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 16.4% 4.7% 79.0%  173 

Female 20.2% 3.6% 76.1%  195 

Education Level

Less than High School 7.4% 0.0% 92.6%  14 

High School 9.5% 1.9% 88.6%  46 

Some College 18.0% 4.7% 77.3%  148 

College 14.4% 7.0% 78.6%  102 

College+ 49.6% 2.1% 48.3%  58 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $26.70 $31.57 $20.22  368 

Race

White 19.1% 4.3% 76.6%  334 

Hispanic 16.3% 5.4% 78.3%  20 

Black 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  5 

Other 10.7% 0.0% 89.3%  9 

Age

≤25 12.4% 1.6% 86.0%  45 

26–54 18.2% 6.2% 75.7%  225 

55+ 21.3% 0.7% 78.0%  98 
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Nevada
27% of workers licensed

Highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 26.58%

Workers Certified 6.08%

Workers Unionized 10.55%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 16.02%

Workers Certified 7.24%

Workers Unionized 10.14%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 34,740

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $195.9 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $3,621.0 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

22.88%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 8,032

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $31.2 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $818.6 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

15.84%

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 28.6% 6.6% 64.7%  155 

Female 24.3% 5.5% 70.3%  183 

Education Level

Less than High School 20.9% 0.0% 79.1%  16 

High School 20.1% 4.8% 75.2%  63 

Some College 22.7% 7.8% 69.5%  139 

College 30.2% 7.2% 62.6%  80 

College+ 61.0% 3.7% 35.3%  40 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $29.12 $22.54 $18.57  338 

Race

White 28.7% 5.7% 65.6%  221 

Hispanic 21.6% 5.3% 73.2%  56 

Black 15.9% 11.5% 72.5%  23 

Other 32.3% 6.8% 60.9%  38 

Age

≤25 10.8% 6.8% 82.4%  33 

26–54 27.7% 6.4% 65.9%  227 

55+ 33.2% 4.5% 62.3%  78 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 11.7% 7.3% 81.0%  149 

Female 20.7% 7.1% 72.1%  212 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  3 

High School 8.3% 3.2% 88.5%  68 

Some College 17.1% 7.9% 75.1%  125 

College 13.2% 10.1% 76.7%  98 

College+ 36.2% 6.6% 57.2%  67 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $27.30 $20.38 $24.40  361 

Race

White 16.1% 7.6% 76.4%  336 

Hispanic 26.5% 7.7% 65.8%  12 

Black 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  2 

Other 14.4% 0.0% 85.6%  11 

Age

≤25 6.5% 7.8% 85.7%  36 

26–54 18.2% 8.0% 73.9%  213 

55+ 15.5% 5.3% 79.2%  112 

New Hampshire
16% of workers licensed

48th highest percentage
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 19.62%

Workers Certified 5.70%

Workers Unionized 17.34%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 18.37%

Workers Certified 6.42%

Workers Unionized 8.98%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 80,890

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $473.9 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $9,429.2 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

21.17%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 16,442

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $87.7 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $1,662.8 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

22.26%

New Jersey
20% of workers licensed

21st highest percentage

New Mexico
18% of workers licensed

35th highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 16.3% 5.7% 78.0%  649 

Female 23.3% 5.7% 71.0%  731 

Education Level

Less than High School 9.4% 0.0% 90.6%  61 

High School 7.2% 2.8% 90.0%  308 

Some College 20.1% 5.5% 74.4%  459 

College 19.5% 7.7% 72.8%  375 

College+ 40.2% 8.5% 51.3%  177 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $32.25 $29.78 $24.08  1,380 

Race

White 23.4% 5.6% 71.0%  905 

Hispanic 11.6% 5.1% 83.3%  141 

Black 18.1% 6.3% 75.6%  159 

Other 15.2% 6.3% 78.5%  175 

Age

≤25 9.5% 3.0% 87.5%  213 

26–54 20.7% 5.6% 73.6%  865 

55+ 23.0% 7.5% 69.5%  302 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 18.1% 6.6% 75.3%  179 

Female 18.6% 6.2% 75.2%  184 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  21 

High School 6.0% 5.2% 88.8%  61 

Some College 15.7% 6.7% 77.7%  129 

College 31.6% 6.6% 61.8%  80 

College+ 37.9% 11.0% 51.1%  72 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $28.15 $19.61 $19.13  363 

Race

White 22.1% 7.7% 70.1%  215 

Hispanic 13.4% 5.7% 80.8%  122 

Black 30.6% 0.0% 69.4%  3 

Other 19.6% 0.0% 80.4%  23 

Age

≤25 12.8% 0.0% 87.2%  27 

26–54 18.6% 7.2% 74.2%  230 

55+ 20.1% 7.1% 72.9%  106 
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

New York
21% of workers licensed

17th highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 20.72%

Workers Certified 5.32%

Workers Unionized 23.98%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 18.90%

Workers Certified 4.17%

Workers Unionized 2.80%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 108,045

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $376.6 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $13,087.3 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

11.85%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 42,562

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $112.0 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $4,078.2 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

11.29%

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 20.6% 5.5% 73.9%  819 

Female 20.9% 5.1% 74.1%  882 

Education Level

Less than High School 3.9% 0.0% 96.1%  80 

High School 12.7% 3.6% 83.7%  391 

Some College 16.1% 6.7% 77.3%  547 

College 19.7% 5.4% 74.9%  411 

College+ 47.4% 6.9% 45.7%  272 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $31.63 $26.10 $21.35  1,701 

Race

White 21.2% 5.8% 73.0%  1,167 

Hispanic 14.8% 4.8% 80.4%  147 

Black 23.8% 5.0% 71.2%  240 

Other 23.9% 3.2% 72.9%  147 

Age

≤25 5.2% 3.8% 91.0%  264 

26–54 21.7% 6.1% 72.2%  1,070 

55+ 27.7% 3.9% 68.4%  367 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 15.7% 4.2% 80.1%  452 

Female 22.4% 4.1% 73.5%  541 

Education Level

Less than High School 5.7% 1.9% 92.4%  69 

High School 8.5% 2.8% 88.7%  252 

Some College 18.6% 4.8% 76.6%  323 

College 22.7% 4.4% 72.9%  217 

College+ 43.1% 6.0% 50.9%  132 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $24.93 $24.31 $18.22  993 

Race

White 21.8% 4.4% 73.8%  689 

Hispanic 2.7% 0.0% 97.3%  78 

Black 14.0% 5.5% 80.5%  177 

Other 20.4% 1.9% 77.7%  49 

Age

≤25 4.8% 2.8% 92.4%  138 

26–54 21.2% 3.5% 75.3%  605 

55+ 21.9% 6.9% 71.3%  250 

North Carolina
19% of workers licensed

27th highest percentage
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 18.13%

Workers Certified 6.42%

Workers Unionized 11.24%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 67,752

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $209.7 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $6,014.3 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

14.45%

North Dakota
23% of workers licensed

6th highest percentage

Ohio
18% of workers licensed

37th highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 20.0% 7.8% 72.2%  53 

Female 25.6% 0.0% 74.4%  50 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  3 

High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  21 

Some College 27.5% 1.5% 71.0%  48 

College 30.2% 13.8% 56.0%  25 

College+ 33.0% 0.0% 67.0%  6 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $22.12 $20.58 $15.99  103 

Race

White 25.2% 4.6% 70.2%  95 

Hispanic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  -   

Black 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  -   

Other 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  8 

Age

≤25 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  12 

26–54 25.9% 3.6% 70.5%  60 

55+ 26.8% 7.4% 65.8%  31 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 15.7% 6.8% 77.5%  608 

Female 20.8% 6.0% 73.1%  656 

Education Level

Less than High School 2.9% 0.0% 97.1%  75 

High School 8.6% 4.2% 87.1%  351 

Some College 17.2% 7.7% 75.1%  438 

College 27.4% 7.2% 65.4%  263 

College+ 41.3% 9.7% 49.0%  137 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $23.57 $18.36 $17.78  1,264 

Race

White 19.3% 6.0% 74.7%  1,079 

Hispanic 5.0% 12.7% 82.3%  17 

Black 13.0% 8.7% 78.4%  115 

Other 14.6% 6.3% 79.1%  53 

Age

≤25 9.3% 4.2% 86.5%  182 

26–54 18.0% 7.0% 75.0%  818 

55+ 24.3% 6.3% 69.4%  264 

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 22.60%

Workers Certified 4.18%

Workers Unionized 3.27%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Oklahoma
19% of workers licensed

26th highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 18.5% 8.8% 72.6%  240 

Female 19.5% 5.5% 74.9%  282 

Education Level

Less than High School 6.1% 2.6% 91.3%  25 

High School 9.2% 5.2% 85.5%  99 

Some College 19.4% 7.4% 73.2%  201 

College 21.3% 9.1% 69.6%  127 

College+ 39.6% 9.8% 50.6%  70 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $22.05 $19.31 $18.13  522 

Race

White 22.0% 5.7% 72.3%  375 

Hispanic 9.0% 5.3% 85.7%  34 

Black 5.3% 18.2% 76.5%  22 

Other 12.1% 11.7% 76.2%  91 

Age

≤25 13.2% 5.2% 81.6%  72 

26–54 19.1% 8.3% 72.6%  314 

55+ 22.0% 6.0% 72.0%  136 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 20.1% 5.8% 74.1%  255 

Female 19.5% 5.9% 74.6%  287 

Education Level

Less than High School 13.3% 0.0% 86.7%  18 

High School 21.1% 3.0% 75.9%  105 

Some College 18.0% 5.1% 76.9%  187 

College 15.8% 6.7% 77.5%  154 

College+ 31.1% 11.8% 57.1%  78 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $26.96 $33.02 $20.64  542 

Race

White 19.4% 6.4% 74.2%  478 

Hispanic 25.8% 2.5% 71.7%  29 

Black 22.0% 39.2% 38.7%  4 

Other 14.9% 0.0% 85.1%  31 

Age

≤25 9.2% 2.2% 88.6%  53 

26–54 20.2% 6.5% 73.3%  365 

55+ 24.8% 6.0% 69.2%  124 

Oregon
20% of workers licensed

20th highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 19.00%

Workers Certified 7.30%

Workers Unionized 5.94%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 19.83%

Workers Certified 5.83%

Workers Unionized 14.49%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 17.35%

Workers Certified 11.17%

Workers Unionized 17.18%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 19.13%

Workers Certified 5.58%

Workers Unionized 15.70%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 6,952

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $27.9 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $675.0

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

17.23%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 89,330

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $368.3 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $9,407.4 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

16.30%

Pennsylvania
19% of workers licensed

25th highest percentage

Rhode Island
17% of workers licensed

45th highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 18.0% 5.3% 76.6%  646 

Female 20.4% 5.8% 73.7%  694 

Education Level

Less than High School 7.8% 4.5% 87.7%  65 

High School 10.3% 3.9% 85.7%  368 

Some College 19.1% 5.7% 75.1%  467 

College 21.4% 5.2% 73.4%  282 

College+ 38.3% 9.8% 51.9%  158 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $28.29 $21.60 $19.21  1,340 

Race

White 21.0% 5.9% 73.1%  1,140 

Hispanic 9.1% 0.0% 90.9%  40 

Black 12.1% 7.3% 80.7%  112 

Other 5.6% 0.0% 94.4%  48 

Age

≤25 8.4% 2.5% 89.1%  209 

26–54 22.3% 5.6% 72.1%  810 

55+ 18.9% 7.9% 73.2%  321 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 16.8% 11.7% 71.5%  136 

Female 17.9% 10.6% 71.5%  150 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 25.0% 75.0%  9 

High School 9.2% 15.0% 75.7%  52 

Some College 18.9% 12.3% 68.8%  96 

College 16.2% 4.1% 79.6%  76 

College+ 38.6% 8.5% 52.9%  53 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $26.23 $30.16 $23.16  286 

Race

White 17.8% 9.1% 73.1%  254 

Hispanic 3.9% 19.2% 76.9%  13 

Black 27.7% 19.4% 52.9%  7 

Other 19.5% 23.5% 57.0%  12 

Age

≤25 19.3% 9.4% 71.3%  35 

26–54 15.5% 13.8% 70.6%  164 

55+ 20.7% 5.6% 73.6%  87 

43



Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

South Carolina
18% of workers licensed

41st highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 17.83%

Workers Certified 4.93%

Workers Unionized 1.53%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 17,057

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $39.3 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $1,565.2 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

10.30%

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 17.7% 4.2% 78.1%  232 

Female 18.0% 5.6% 76.4%  320 

Education Level

Less than High School 8.2% 0.0% 91.8%  25 

High School 13.3% 1.2% 85.5%  109 

Some College 15.8% 7.4% 76.8%  211 

College 14.8% 1.3% 83.9%  126 

College+ 43.8% 11.6% 44.7%  81 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $23.72 $21.44 $18.14  552 

Race

White 19.3% 5.5% 75.2%  392 

Hispanic 2.2% 2.9% 94.9%  24 

Black 14.5% 4.5% 81.1%  117 

Other 34.4% 0.0% 65.6%  19 

Age

≤25 10.3% 1.1% 88.6%  69 

26–54 19.3% 4.8% 75.9%  357 

55+ 18.2% 7.7% 74.0%  126 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 23.3% 5.1% 71.6%  105 

Female 18.3% 5.0% 76.7%  157 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  3 

High School 12.2% 6.6% 81.2%  37 

Some College 22.2% 4.7% 73.1%  89 

College 23.8% 4.1% 72.2%  91 

College+ 34.3% 7.6% 58.1%  42 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $25.74 $17.52 $19.84  262 

Race

White 21.9% 4.4% 73.7%  237 

Hispanic 8.4% 46.8% 44.8%  6 

Black 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  1 

Other 17.5% 0.0% 82.5%  18 

Age

≤25 16.4% 5.2% 78.4%  32 

26–54 22.8% 4.5% 72.7%  142 

55+ 19.8% 6.2% 74.0%  88 

South Dakota
21% of workers licensed

16th highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 20.94%

Workers Certified 5.07%

Workers Unionized 6.83%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 18.88%

Workers Certified 4.99%

Workers Unionized 4.83%

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 21.28%

Workers Certified 5.34%

Workers Unionized 9.83%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 143,754

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $431.5 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $12,762.6 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

14.00%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 46,068

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $173.0 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $4,510.5 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

15.95%

Tennessee
21% of workers licensed

12th highest percentage

Texas
19% of workers licensed

29th highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 18.7% 5.2% 76.1%  413 

Female 24.3% 5.5% 70.2%  421 

Education Level

Less than High School 12.7% 0.0% 87.3%  36 

High School 11.8% 3.7% 84.5%  251 

Some College 21.1% 7.4% 71.5%  314 

College 19.5% 2.9% 77.6%  150 

College+ 51.3% 9.2% 39.5%  83 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $26.24 $20.64 $18.33  834 

Race

White 22.3% 6.0% 71.7%  653 

Hispanic 20.3% 0.0% 79.7%  25 

Black 15.1% 3.9% 81.0%  128 

Other 24.0% 3.0% 73.1%  28 

Age

≤25 11.0% 2.9% 86.1%  121 

26–54 22.9% 4.8% 72.4%  504 

55+ 23.7% 8.3% 67.9%  209 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 17.0% 4.8% 78.1%  1,304 

Female 21.2% 5.2% 73.6%  1,270 

Education Level

Less than High School 4.4% 1.5% 94.2%  293 

High School 10.9% 3.5% 85.6%  687 

Some College 18.3% 5.9% 75.8%  875 

College 27.5% 6.3% 66.2%  487 

College+ 39.4% 6.1% 54.4%  232 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $23.51 $21.54 $17.86  2,574 

Race

White 23.2% 6.2% 70.6%  1,266 

Hispanic 14.0% 2.9% 83.1%  849 

Black 16.3% 5.8% 77.8%  339 

Other 17.0% 6.2% 76.8%  120 

Age

≤25 9.9% 3.7% 86.4%  427 

26–54 20.4% 5.2% 74.4%  1,653 

55+ 20.5% 5.3% 74.1%  494 
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Utah
16% of workers licensed

47th highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 16.26%

Workers Certified 6.74%

Workers Unionized 6.60%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 19,665

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $87.9 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $1,902.9 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

19.36%

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 16.6% 4.9% 78.5%  224 

Female 15.8% 9.0% 75.2%  230 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  7 

High School 11.6% 6.1% 82.3%  62 

Some College 14.8% 8.9% 76.4%  190 

College 16.0% 3.8% 80.2%  127 

College+ 36.4% 5.2% 58.4%  68 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $26.48 $17.19 $21.32  454 

Race

White 17.0% 6.8% 76.2%  395 

Hispanic 6.1% 8.2% 85.7%  26 

Black 66.7% 0.0% 33.3%  2 

Other 20.4% 4.2% 75.4%  31 

Age

≤25 10.2% 8.8% 80.9%  85 

26–54 17.9% 7.0% 75.1%  290 

55+ 16.9% 3.4% 79.6%  79 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 14.1% 9.2% 76.7%  98 

Female 23.1% 6.3% 70.6%  159 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 22.4% 77.6%  4 

High School 7.1% 0.0% 92.9%  50 

Some College 22.0% 13.4% 64.6%  63 

College 15.5% 9.9% 74.6%  86 

College+ 43.0% 4.4% 52.5%  54 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $26.33 $21.52 $20.89  257 

Race

White 18.9% 8.1% 73.0%  242 

Hispanic 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  2 

Black 18.0% 0.0% 82.0%  4 

Other 11.7% 0.0% 88.3%  9 

Age

≤25 11.5% 2.9% 85.6%  28 

26–54 17.6% 11.1% 71.3%  137 

55+ 22.8% 3.5% 73.7%  92 

Vermont
19% of workers licensed

33rd highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 18.52%

Workers Certified 7.78%

Workers Unionized 9.29%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.

46



Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 20.06%

Workers Certified 5.99%

Workers Unionized 5.37%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 48,927

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $173.1 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $5,462.1 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

13.09%

Virginia
20% of workers licensed

19th highest percentage

Washington
21% of workers licensed

11th highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 18.8% 5.3% 75.9%  667 

Female 21.5% 6.7% 71.8%  763 

Education Level

Less than High School 9.6% 0.0% 90.4%  49 

High School 11.8% 2.2% 86.0%  325 

Some College 21.7% 6.6% 71.7%  476 

College 21.0% 6.0% 72.9%  345 

College+ 28.5% 10.9% 60.6%  235 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $29.39 $30.93 $25.08  1,430 

Race

White 22.3% 6.4% 71.3%  912 

Hispanic 14.8% 2.6% 82.6%  49 

Black 14.3% 5.8% 79.8%  352 

Other 17.0% 5.8% 77.2%  117 

Age

≤25 10.6% 5.9% 83.5%  188 

26–54 21.7% 5.4% 73.0%  919 

55+ 21.1% 7.6% 71.3%  323 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 21.5% 7.4% 71.1%  593 

Female 21.4% 7.7% 70.9%  584 

Education Level

Less than High School 12.0% 1.5% 86.5%  62 

High School 17.1% 2.6% 80.2%  235 

Some College 19.5% 8.6% 71.9%  445 

College 21.7% 9.0% 69.3%  297 

College+ 36.1% 10.9% 53.0%  138 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $25.67 $27.70 $22.87  1,177 

Race

White 23.0% 8.6% 68.4%  916 

Hispanic 14.5% 4.4% 81.1%  93 

Black 32.0% 10.2% 57.9%  25 

Other 14.9% 2.6% 82.5%  143 

Age

≤25 12.6% 4.2% 83.2%  168 

26–54 21.9% 8.1% 70.0%  729 

55+ 25.9% 8.1% 66.0%  280 

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 21.46%

Workers Certified 7.55%

Workers Unionized 19.92%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

West Virginia
22% of workers licensed

8th highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 17.96%

Workers Certified 6.26%

Workers Unionized 11.55%

State-Level Economic Costs of Licensing

Estimated Jobs Lost 37,002

Estimated Deadweight Losses (in $M)
Conservative measure of economic value lost $133.2 

Estimated Misallocated Resources (in $M)
Broader measure of economic value lost $3,732.5 

Estimated Economic Returns from Licensing
Increase over what licensees would make if not for licensing—a cost 
borne by consumers and the wider economy

14.80%

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 23.4% 8.3% 68.3%  163 

Female 20.3% 8.6% 71.1%  225 

Education Level

Less than High School 31.4% 0.0% 68.6%  8 

High School 18.0% 7.1% 74.9%  97 

Some College 16.1% 7.7% 76.2%  147 

College 27.1% 11.3% 61.6%  90 

College+ 46.5% 12.6% 40.8%  46 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $24.33 $21.86 $19.66  388 

Race

White 23.4% 8.2% 68.5%  358 

Hispanic 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%  1 

Black 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  10 

Other 4.2% 18.1% 77.7%  19 

Age

≤25 11.1% 5.2% 83.7%  48 

26–54 23.1% 10.1% 66.9%  252 

55+ 23.5% 5.2% 71.4%  88 

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 14.8% 6.6% 78.6%  584 

Female 21.4% 5.9% 72.7%  665 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 3.5% 96.5%  58 

High School 6.6% 2.4% 90.9%  337 

Some College 15.9% 6.8% 77.3%  477 

College 23.1% 7.6% 69.4%  251 

College+ 44.8% 10.1% 45.2%  126 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $26.84 $18.68 $18.20  1,249 

Race

White 19.5% 6.6% 73.9%  1,095 

Hispanic 5.8% 4.5% 89.7%  56 

Black 1.8% 3.9% 94.3%  50 

Other 13.3% 3.8% 82.9%  48 

Age

≤25 5.5% 2.7% 91.8%  187 

26–54 19.6% 6.4% 73.9%  754 

55+ 20.6% 7.7% 71.7%  308 

Wisconsin
18% of workers licensed

39th highest percentage

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 21.95%

Workers Certified 8.42%

Workers Unionized 12.67%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.
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Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.

Wyoming
23% of workers licensed

5th highest percentage

Characteristics of Workers Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither
Licensed Certified Neither Obs.

Gender

Male 27.0% 10.8% 62.2%  118 

Female 18.0% 7.6% 74.5%  144 

Education Level

Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  3 

High School 23.2% 5.7% 71.1%  41 

Some College 21.9% 12.5% 65.6%  104 

College 21.3% 7.3% 71.4%  70 

College+ 34.9% 6.6% 58.4%  44 

Earnings

Average Hourly Earnings $21.94 $26.13 $20.48  262 

Race

White 22.8% 8.5% 68.7%  231 

Hispanic 14.8% 28.6% 56.6%  12 

Black 15.7% 0.0% 84.3%  4 

Other 33.4% 0.0% 66.6%  15 

Age

≤25 19.4% 10.2% 70.4%  20 

26–54 24.6% 7.4% 68.0%  162 

55+ 19.9% 13.6% 66.5%  80 

Percentage of Workers Who Are Licensed,  
Certified or Unionized

Workers Licensed 22.82%

Workers Certified 9.31%

Workers Unionized 5.64%

Note: Economic costs were not calculated for this state as the estimated economic returns from 
licensing were not statistically significant.
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Appendix A: Methods

Data

In early 2013, the Institute for Justice (IJ), with 
funding from the John Templeton Foundation, 
employed Harris Interactive to conduct a state-level 
survey of all 50 states and the District of Columbia 
that yielded around 10,000 usable observations. We 
used those data to perform the first-ever analysis of 
occupational licensing at the state level.67 The sample 
was the largest then available for within- and cross-state 
analyses, but it was still relatively small. In particular, 
the sample sizes within some states limited the ability to 
detect potential effects from licensing. 

In this study, we build on our previous analysis by 
combining the Harris dataset with data from Wave 13 
(gathered in late 2012) of the 2008 Survey of Income 
and Program Participation (SIPP) and analyzing the 
resulting larger dataset. In combining the two datasets, 
we did lose some detail: The Harris survey collected 
more detailed regulatory, income and labor skill data 
than SIPP. However, SIPP collected data for a much 
larger population. This tradeoff of less information for 
more observations was worthwhile because it allowed 
us to improve the precision of our state-level estimates 
and increase the statistical power of the tests. Altogether 
and after all the necessary data filters were applied, the 
combined dataset comprised 39,808 observations and 
is representative of the U.S. population at the state and 
national levels. 

The Harris Data

For the Harris survey, IJ provided Harris Interactive 
with a draft of a questionnaire that was patterned after 
the Princeton Data Improvement Initiative, which was 
used in earlier studies of licensing. IJ and Harris collab-
orated in finalizing the questions’ order and wording. 
Several questions regarding the respondents’ employers, 
job activities and demographics were taken from the 
Current Population Survey. Harris staff pretested the 
survey with dozens of volunteer respondents from their 
regular representative sample of the United States. 

Harris conducted the survey in early 2013. Individ-
uals aged 18 or older who were in the labor force were 
eligible for the survey. We have limited our analysis to 
those who were employed at the time of the survey or 
who had held a job during the previous 12 months.68 

The SIPP Data

Data for Wave 13 of the 2008 SIPP were collected in 
2012 and cover September through December 2012.The 
survey excludes individuals under 15 years of age and 
individuals living in institutions and military barracks. 
Similar to the Harris survey, it collects data about indi-
viduals’ licensing status, labor force activity, and demo-
graphic and social characteristics. 

Combining the Harris and SIPP Data

We combined the Harris and SIPP data in three 
steps as follows: 

Step 1 was to compare the questions the two surveys 
used to collect data about the licensing status of 
the population. The key questions in the Harris 
survey were:

A. “Do you have a license or certification that is 
required by a federal, state or local government 
agency to do your job?” 

  1.  Yes
  2.  No 
  3.  In process/Working on it 

B. “Would someone who does not have a license or 
certificate be legally allowed to do your job?” 

  1.  Yes
  2.  No 

C. “Is everyone who does your job eventually 
required to have a license or certification by a 
federal, state or local government agency?” 

  1.  Yes
  2.  No 

The corresponding SIPP questions were very similar:

A. “Did you have a professional certification or 
state or industry license?” 

  1.  Yes
  2.  No 
  3.  Refused 
  4.  Don’t know 
  5.  Not answered
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B. “Is this certification or license required for your 
current or most recent job?”

  1.  Yes
  2.  No 
  3.  Refused 
 4.  Don’t know 
 5.  Not answered
 6.  Not applicable (Never worked)

These questions collected very similar information 
that allowed us to identify and differentiate between 
individuals who were licensed or certified. Having a 
dataset that allowed us to distinguish between licensed 
individuals and certified ones was crucial to ensuring 
precision of our estimates. 

Step 2 was to apply data filters to the datasets to 
make them more comparable and then check whether 
both datasets would provide similar state-level estimates 
of licensing prevalence. Since the Harris and SIPP 
datasets had slightly different population distributions 
by demographic and social characteristics correlated with 
licensing prevalence (e.g., race, age, educational attain-
ment and sector of employment), a simple comparison 
of state-level licensing prevalence was inappropriate. 
Instead, we used a logistic regression analysis to compare 
licensing prevalence across states. This approach allowed 
us to compare licensing levels between the datasets 
controlling for differences in the demographic and social 
variables’ distributions. The functional form of the 
regression is shown below:

Licensedi = βiHarrisi+ βiXi + ei

The variable Licensed is a dummy variable that 
indicates whether a person (“i”) is licensed. The dummy 
variable Harris indicates whether the data come from the 
Harris dataset or the SIPP dataset. The vector X is a set 
of individual-level control variables that includes indi-
viduals’ gender, race, age, union status, sector of employ-
ment and a two-digit Standard Occupational Classifica-
tion (SOC) code.69 

A statistically insignificant gradient of the Harris 
variable would indicate that there is no difference in 
licensing prevalence between the Harris and SIPP data-
sets and that the existing observable differences in levels, 
if any, could be explained by differences in the distribu-
tions of the explanatory variables. The shortcoming of 
this approach is that a statistically significant gradient of 
the Harris variable would not necessarily indicate that 
there was a difference in licensing prevalence and could 
instead indicate that we detected some other unobserved 
differences between the two datasets. 

We estimated one regression for each state. The Har-
ris variable gradient was only significant at the 5 percent 
significance level in three states and at the 10 percent 
level in another four states. The similarity of the Harris 
survey and SIPP in both the data they collected and the 
licensing prevalence estimates they provided indicated 
the two datasets could be combined successfully.

Step 3 was to have Nielsen Holdings, which 
acquired Harris Interactive in 2014, reweight the com-
bined dataset to make it representative of the population 
at the state level. Unless otherwise noted, all analyses 
were conducted with those weights applied.

The results of the combined dataset showing the per-
centages of workers licensed in each state and nationally 
are presented in Tables A1 and A2. 
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State Licensed† Rank Certified†† Rank

Alabama 18.1% 38 3.4% 51

Alaska 18.4% 34 7.2% 12

Arizona 19.1% 24 5.4% 36

Arkansas 20.1% 18 5.8% 28

California 17.2% 46 4.8% 44

Colorado 17.6% 44 5.4% 34

Connecticut 21.5% 10 6.7% 17

Delaware 15.2% 50 8.7% 4

District of 
Columbia 18.9% 28 4.5% 45

Florida 21.1% 14 4.4% 46

Georgia 14.4% 51 4.2% 50

Hawaii 21.3% 13 9.1% 3

Idaho 23.6% 4 5.7% 30

Illinois 17.7% 43 6.7% 15

Indiana 17.9% 40 6.5% 18

Iowa 24.3% 2 6.5% 19

Kansas 16.0% 49 7.3% 10

Kentucky 19.4% 22 5.4% 35

Louisiana 22.4% 7 6.2% 23

Maine 24.2% 3 5.6% 31

Maryland 18.6% 31 5.2% 39

Massachusetts 17.8% 42 4.9% 43

Michigan 18.6% 32 5.5% 33

Minnesota 21.8% 9 5.8% 26

Mississippi 18.7% 30 6.7% 16

Missouri 21.0% 15 8.1% 6

Montana 19.2% 23 7.0% 13

Nebraska 18.2% 36 4.2% 47

Nevada 26.6% 1 6.1% 24

New 
Hampshire 16.0% 48 7.2% 11

New Jersey 19.6% 21 5.7% 29

New Mexico 18.4% 35 6.4% 20

New York 20.7% 17 5.3% 38

North Carolina 18.9% 27 4.2% 49

North Dakota 22.6% 6 4.2% 47

Ohio 18.1% 37 6.4% 20

Oklahoma 19.0% 26 7.3% 9

Oregon 19.8% 20 5.8% 27

Pennsylvania 19.1% 25 5.6% 32

Rhode Island 17.4% 45 11.2% 1

South Carolina 17.8% 41 4.9% 42

South Dakota 20.9% 16 5.1% 40

Tennessee 21.3% 12 5.3% 37

Texas 18.9% 29 5.0% 41

Utah 16.3% 47 6.7% 14

Vermont 18.5% 33 7.8% 7

Virginia 20.1% 19 6.0% 25

Washington 21.5% 11 7.6% 8

West Virginia 22.0% 8 8.4% 5

Wisconsin 18.0% 39 6.3% 22

Wyoming 22.8% 5 9.3% 2

† Average margin of error is 3.4% at 95% confidence. 
†† Average margin of error is 2.1% at 95% confidence.

State Licensed† Rank Certified†† Rank

Table A1. State Percentages Licensed or Certified, With Ranks

Table A2. Percentage of Workers Nationally 
Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither 
 

Variable % S.D.

Licensed Workers 19.09% 0.213%

Certified Workers 5.57% 0.124%

Workers Neither Licensed Nor Certified 75.34% 0.234%

Total 100.00%  
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The demographic and economic characteristics of 
workers nationally who are licensed, certified or neither 
are presented in Table A3. They reveal that licensing rates 
increase with educational attainment: Nearly 39 percent 
of workers with post-college education have licenses 
compared to less than 6 percent of workers with less 
than a high school education. We also find that union 
members (36.5 percent) are more than twice as likely 
to be licensed as non-union members (16.8 percent). 
This finding no doubt reflects in part the large number 
of people working in occupations such as teacher and 
nurse that are frequently both licensed and unionized. 

Public-sector workers (31.7 percent) are also more likely 
to be licensed than private-sector workers (16.6 percent), 
a finding that likely carries a link to heavy unionization 
in the public sector.70 Women (20.7 percent) are slightly 
more likely to be licensed than men (17.6 percent), 
and whites (20.9 percent) are more likely to be licensed 
than Hispanics (12.7 percent), blacks (16.6 percent) or 
“other” races (18.4 percent). Finally, we find that licens-
ing rises with age before flattening over age 55. The sim-
ilar state-level results are presented in the State Profiles 
starting on page 23.

Table A3. Characteristics of Workers Nationally Who Are Licensed, Certified or Neither

Variable Licensed S.D. Certified S.D.
Neither 

Licensed 
Nor 

Certified
S.D. Total 

% Obs. % 
Obs.

Gender

Male 17.6% 38.1% 5.5% 22.9% 76.9% 42.2% 100% 18,941 48%

Female 20.7% 40.5% 5.6% 23.0% 73.6% 44.1% 100% 20,867 52%

Education Level 

Less than High School 5.6% 23.1% 1.6% 12.4% 92.8% 25.8% 100% 2,219 6%

High School 10.2% 30.3% 3.1% 17.4% 86.6% 34.0% 100% 9,031 23%

Some College 18.2% 38.6% 6.5% 24.7% 75.3% 43.1% 100% 13,902 35%

College 22.1% 41.5% 6.1% 23.9% 71.8% 45.0% 100% 9,382 24%

College+ 38.8% 48.7% 8.1% 27.2% 53.2% 49.9% 100% 5,274 13%

Earnings 

Average Hourly Earnings $27.47 $22.53 $24.26 $21.53 $20.11 $17.78 -   -

Race

White 20.9% 40.7% 6.1% 23.9% 73.0% 44.4% 100% 28,463 72%

Hispanic 12.7% 33.3% 3.9% 19.4% 83.4% 37.2% 100% 4,361 11%

Black 16.6% 37.2% 5.4% 22.6% 78.0% 41.4% 100% 4,127 10%

Other 18.4% 38.8% 4.3% 20.3% 77.3% 41.9% 100% 2,857 7%

Age 

≤25 8.4% 27.8% 3.7% 18.9% 87.9% 32.6% 100% 5,522 14%

26–54 20.4% 40.3% 5.8% 23.4% 73.8% 44.0% 100% 25,180 63%

55+ 22.0% 41.4% 6.1% 23.9% 71.9% 44.9% 100% 9,106 23%

Union Status 

Union 36.5% 48.2% 5.6% 23.1% 57.8% 49.4% 100% 4,501 11%

Non-Union 16.8% 37.4% 5.6% 22.9% 77.6% 41.7% 100% 35,307 89%

Sector of Employment

Private 16.6% 37.2% 5.5% 22.7% 77.9% 41.5% 100% 33,006 83%

Public 31.7% 46.5% 6.2% 24.1% 62.1% 48.5% 100% 6,802 17%
 
Note: The Obs. column shows the actual number of observations in the dataset. Percentages were calculated using those observations with weights applied.
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Analysis
Pre-Analysis Data Quality Screening

Before estimating the effect of licensing on licensed 
workers’ hourly earnings—that is, the economic returns 
from licensing or wage premium—at the national level, 
we probed whether licensing prevalence is correlated 
with other factors that might influence licensed workers’ 
earnings, thereby clouding the analysis. 

As a check for the presence of regional patterns in 
occupational licensing, we used information on states’ 
geographical location and their percentage population 
of licensed workers to calculate the global Moran’s I 
statistic. This allowed us to check whether there were any 
clusters of states with statistically similar levels of licensed 
populations. The premise being tested, or null hypothe-
sis, was that levels of licensing prevalence were randomly 
distributed. We used the permutation procedure to 
estimate the test’s pseudo-significance level. Using 9,999 
permutations, we estimated the pseudo p-value to equal 
0.46. This p-value did not allow us to reject the null 
hypothesis.71 In other words, we found no indication of 
geographical clustering. 

Licensing prevalence is not correlated with geo-
graphical location, but it could be correlated with other 
factors that could affect our results, such as occupational 
mix. We did not perform a check for this ourselves. 
However, the U.S. Department of the Treasury’s Office 
of Economic Policy, the Council of Economic Advisers 
and the Department of Labor did test for the presence of 
occupational mix patterns in licensing using the Harris 
survey estimates of licensing prevalence and data from 
SIPP. They found that “variation in licensing prevalence 
appears not to be driven by differences in occupational 

mix across States.”72 
The results of these checks for data quality issues 

suggest that the estimated models allow us to make sta-
tistically valid inferences about the effects of licensing on 
licensed workers’ hourly earnings.

Estimating the Economic Returns 
from Licensing

Tables A4 and A5 provide the results of our ordi-
nary least squares regressions. The dependent variable in 
all of the regressions is a log of individual-level hourly 
earnings. The independent variables include a variable of 
interest—a Licensing dummy variable that is equal to 1 if 
a practitioner is licensed and to 0 otherwise—and other 
individual-level and state-level control variables. Some 
model specifications also include occupation fixed effects 
(based on SOC) and state fixed effects. In Table A5, we 
also add a Certification dummy control variable to the 
regressions. All reported standard errors were robust 
standard errors clustered at the state level. Tables A4 and 
A5 show the national-level effects on hourly earnings of, 
respectively, licensing alone and both licensing and cer-
tification. (Because the dependent variable was in logs, 
we make the appropriate adjustments in the text wher-
ever we discuss the magnitude of the dummy variables’ 
economic impact.73 Tables A4, A5 and A6 report unad-
justed coefficients.) The estimates suggest that licensing 
is associated with average economic returns of 13.88 
percent even after accounting for human capital, labor 
market characteristics and two-digit occupation controls. 
The influence of other variables such as age, education 
level, union status and race on hourly earnings is consis-
tent with the economic and policy literature.
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Table A4. National Estimates of the Influence of Licensing on Hourly Earnings (log) 

  (1) (2) (3) (4)

Variables Coefficients S.E. Coefficients S.E. Coefficients S.E. Coefficients S.E.
Constant 2.800*** 0.018 -3.709*** 0.539 -2.125*** 0.084 -0.822*** 0.077

Licensed 0.310*** 0.024 0.115*** 0.009 0.118*** 0.008 0.130*** 0.007

Female     -0.187*** 0.005 -0.188*** 0.005 -0.161*** 0.005

Hispanic     -0.098*** 0.022 -0.109*** 0.017 -0.083*** 0.016

Black     -0.109*** 0.014 -0.112*** 0.012 -0.089*** 0.010

Other     -0.039** 0.018 -0.062** 0.024 -0.059*** 0.021

Education     0.090*** 0.002 0.089*** 0.002 0.064*** 0.002

Age     0.051*** 0.002 0.050*** 0.002 0.042*** 0.002

Age2     -0.0005*** 0.000 -0.0005*** 0.000 -0.0004*** 0.000

Union Member     0.109*** 0.010 0.098*** 0.010 0.162*** 0.010

Public-Sector Worker     0.024 0.015 0.025** 0.015 0.045*** 0.013

Self-Employed     0.240*** 0.037 0.234*** 0.037 0.219*** 0.036

Private-Sector Worker     0.038*** 0.010 0.040*** 0.010 0.033*** 0.009

Children     0.023*** 0.007 0.020*** 0.006 0.022*** 0.005

Divorced     0.033*** 0.009 0.040*** 0.009 0.029*** 0.009

Married     0.134*** 0.007 0.140*** 0.007 0.110*** 0.007

Log of Real GDP     0.384*** 0.050 0.234*** 0.006 0.190*** 0.006

Occupation Fixed 
Effects No   No   No   Yes  

State Fixed Effects No   No   Yes   Yes  

R2 0.039   0.350   0.358   0.440  

Observations 39,808   39,808   39,808   39,808  

*** p-value < 0.01, ** p-value < 0.05, * p-value < 0.10. 
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are reported.
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  (1) (2) (3) (4)

Variables Coefficients S.E. Coefficients S.E. Coefficients S.E. Coefficients S.E.
Constant 2.789*** 0.018 -3.708*** 0.539 -2.083*** 0.089 -0.791*** 0.081

Licensed 0.321*** 0.012 0.118*** 0.008 0.121*** 0.008 0.132*** 0.007

Certified 0.170*** 0.016 0.030** 0.013 0.030** 0.012 0.023** 0.011

Female -0.187*** 0.005 -0.188*** 0.005 -0.161*** 0.005

Hispanic     -0.097*** 0.022 -0.109*** 0.017 -0.083*** 0.015

Black     -0.109*** 0.014 -0.112*** 0.012 -0.089*** 0.010

Other     -0.038** 0.018 -0.061** 0.023 -0.059*** 0.021

Education     0.089*** 0.002 0.088*** 0.002 0.064*** 0.002

Age     0.051*** 0.002 0.050*** 0.002 0.041*** 0.002

Age2     -0.0005*** 0.000 -0.0005*** 0.000 -0.0004*** 0.000

Union Member     0.109*** 0.010 0.098*** 0.010 0.162*** 0.010

Public-Sector Worker     0.024 0.015 0.025* 0.015 0.045*** 0.013

Self-Employed     0.239*** 0.037 0.233*** 0.037 0.218*** 0.036

Private-Sector Worker     0.039*** 0.010 0.041*** 0.010 0.034*** 0.009

Children     0.024*** 0.007 0.020*** 0.006 0.022*** 0.005

Divorced     0.032*** 0.009 0.040*** 0.009 0.029*** 0.009

Married     0.134*** 0.007 0.140*** 0.007 0.110*** 0.007

Log of Real GDP     0.384*** 0.050 0.231*** 0.007 0.187*** 0.007

Occupation Fixed 
Effects No   No   No   Yes  

State Fixed Effects No   No   Yes   Yes  

R2 0.043   0.350   0.359   0.440  

Observations 39,808   39,808   39,808   39,808  

*** p-value < 0.01, ** p-value < 0.05, * p-value < 0.10. 
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are reported.

Table A5. National Estimates of the Influence of Licensing and Certification on  
Hourly Earnings (log)
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Table A6. State-Level Estimates of the Influence of Licensing on Hourly Earnings (log)

State Licensing 
Coefficient S.E. R2 Observations

Alabama 0.116** 0.048 0.502               573 

Alaska 0.113 0.083 0.503               246 

Arizona 0.117** 0.051 0.457               872 

Arkansas 0.075 0.059 0.468               424 

California 0.147*** 0.028 0.477            3,074 

Colorado 0.249*** 0.066 0.421               619 

Connecticut 0.241*** 0.059 0.468               549 

Delaware 0.207* 0.123 0.564               249 

District of 
Columbia -0.166 0.184 0.960                 72 

Florida 0.153*** 0.036 0.385            1,565 

Georgia 0.030 0.052 0.417            1,035 

Hawaii 0.490** 0.197 0.473               259 

Idaho 0.138* 0.075 0.451               344 

Illinois 0.156*** 0.039 0.451            1,529 

Indiana 0.115*** 0.038 0.437            1,287 

Iowa 0.234*** 0.049 0.457               573 

Kansas 0.240*** 0.080 0.408               437 

Kentucky 0.036 0.071 0.424               524 

Louisiana 0.043 0.054 0.455               616 

Maine 0.165** 0.068 0.510               306 

Maryland 0.095* 0.054 0.510               859 

Massachusetts 0.199*** 0.049 0.446            1,223 

Michigan 0.194*** 0.051 0.437               906 

Minnesota 0.074 0.047 0.425               808 

Mississippi 0.118* 0.069 0.424               483 

Missouri 0.129*** 0.042 0.417            1,090 

Montana 0.190** 0.095 0.400               286 

Nebraska 0.165* 0.088 0.447               368 

Nevada 0.206*** 0.078 0.426               338 

New 
Hampshire 0.147** 0.067 0.544               361 

New Jersey 0.192*** 0.041 0.481            1,380 

New Mexico 0.201*** 0.072 0.482               363 

New York 0.112*** 0.038 0.426            1,701 

North 
Carolina 0.107** 0.052 0.455               993 

North Dakota 0.101 0.094 0.620               103 

Ohio 0.135*** 0.040 0.430            1,264 

Oklahoma 0.021 0.069 0.389               522 

Oregon 0.100 0.069 0.462               542 

Pennsylvania 0.151*** 0.042 0.454            1,340 

Rhode Island 0.159* 0.081 0.408               286 

South 
Carolina 0.098* 0.059 0.461               552 

South Dakota 0.098 0.089 0.461               262 

Tennessee 0.148*** 0.051 0.467               834 

Texas 0.131*** 0.027 0.462            2,574 

Utah 0.177*** 0.067 0.436               454 

Vermont 0.152 0.095 0.369               257 

Virginia 0.123*** 0.039 0.484            1,430 

Washington 0.042 0.038 0.475            1,177 

West Virginia 0.077 0.078 0.352               388 

Wisconsin 0.138*** 0.045 0.456            1,249 

Wyoming 0.041 0.096 0.354               262 
 
*** p-value < 0.01, ** p-value < 0.05, * p-value < 0.10.  
Note: Robust standard errors are reported.

State Licensing 
Coefficient S.E. R2 Observations

We estimated human capital models similar to that shown in Table A4 (the models did 
not include any state-level controls) for all 50 states and the District of Columbia, finding 
a positive and statistically significant influence from licensing on licensed workers’ hourly 
earnings for 36 states. The unadjusted results of these regressions are shown in Table A6.
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The opinion of the court was delivered by STERN, J.A.D.

Plaintiffs appeal from a judgment entered on February 19, 1991, denying their motion

for summary judgment and granting the cross motions for summary judgment filed by

defendants and intervenors. The trial judge "[a]djudged and decreed that N.J.S.A.

45:14C-2(g) is unconstitutional." We affirm the judgment.

I.

In January 1988, by L. 1987, c. 442, effective January 15, 1988, the Legislature adopted

N.J.S.A. 45:14C-2(g), as part of a package to establish a uniform licensing requirement

for plumbers. Subject to certain "grandfather" provisions for the holders of a "master

plumber's license," see N.J.S.A. 45:14C-12.1, -16, the legislation eliminated the licensing

of plumbers at the local level (see N.J.S.A. 45:14C-12.2, -14), provided for licensing only

by the State Board of Examiners of Master Plumbers (see N.J.S.A. 45:14C-12.3, -15), and

permitted only "licensed master plumbers" to act as "plumbing contractor[s]." See

N.J.S.A. 45:14C-2(h). N.J.S.A. 45:14C-2 defines the basic terms as used in the Act,[1]

and N.J.S.A. 45:14C-2(g) provides:

"plumbing" means the practice, materials and fixtures used in the installation,

maintenance, extension, alteration, repair and removal of all piping, plumbing *492

fixtures, plumbing appliances and plumbing apparatus in connection with any of the

following: sanitary drainage, storm facilities and building sewers to their respective final

connection to an approved point of disposal, venting systems, public and private water

supply systems of any premises to and within the property line of any building, structure

or conveyance to their final connection with an approved supply system. Plumbing shall

also mean the practice and materials used in the installation, maintenance, extension,

alteration, repair or removal of storm water, refrigeration and air conditioning drains,

Mechanical Contractors v. State :: 1992 :: New Jersey Superior Court, A... http://law.justia.com/cases/new-jersey/appellate-division-published/1992...

2 of 10 6/12/17, 10:20 AM



liquid waste or sewage. (emphasis added).

N.J.S.A. 45:14C-2(h) defines "plumbing contractor" as "any licensed master plumber,

firm, partnership, corporation or other legal entity which undertakes or offers to

undertake for another the planning, laying out, supervising, installing or making of

additions, alterations and repairs in the installation of plumbing."[2]N.J.S.A.

45:14C-2(h) further provides that "[i]n order to act as `a plumbing contractor,' a

licensed master plumber shall be the holder of not less than 10% of ... the ownership of

any other firm or legal entity engaging in the business of plumbing contracting in the

State and shall employ either journeymen plumbers or apprentice plumbers or both."

After the amendment took effect, municipal code officials questioned whether they were

required to grant installation permits regarding underground water, sewer and drainage

pipes on "construction sites" (i.e. between the structure and the property line) only to a

"plumbing contractor." In response to questions regarding the new policy and practices

relating to the granting of permits by plumbing subcode officials and plumbing

inspectors, the Attorney General issued a formal opinion letter to the Department of

Community Affairs and to the State Board of Examiners of Master Plumbers concluding

that

N.J.S.A. 45:14C-2(g), insofar as it reserves the installation or removal of piping and

plumbing fixtures necessarily related thereto for any water supply, sanitary *493 (sewer)

or storm drainage systems located between a property line and a building located on

such property and reserves such work to licensed master plumbers, is unconstitutional

and, therefore invalid and unenforceable.

It also concluded that "a license issued by the Board may not be legally required to

perform the work of installing piping and the necessary fixtures for providing water,

sewer and drainage systems between a structure and the property line for the parcel on

which the structure is located."

Plaintiffs thereafter filed this complaint and sought injunctive relief against the Attorney

General and the defendant state agencies, seeking to enforce the statute and prohibiting

non-enforcement of the Act's licensing requirements. The trial judge, in a

comprehensive opinion, concluded:

Absent any apparent or demonstrated rational distinction between the work inside and

outside the property/curb line, or any reason why the distinction between the work
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inside and outside the property/curb line, or any reason why the distinction is necessary,

it must be concluded that the classification created by the statute can be considered

neither as rational nor reasonable and therefore in violation of constitutional principles.

Furthermore, constitutional principles of both equal protection and due process demand

that the means selected for the fulfillment of legislature purpose bear a relation to that

end.

The judge found "no basis for distinguishing between the installation of pipe between

public streets and private buildings and the installation of pipe under public streets. The

type of work and tools involved are identical on either side of the property line and the

general and utility laborers [intervenors] have been doing this work safely for many

years." In finding that the statute was unconstitutional, the judge concluded:

On balance, the minimal benefits, if any, offered by the statute, the effect it would have

on thousands of laborers, and the fact that a classification is created which fails to serve

any perceived or real public need, all lead to the conclusion that the statute violates

equal protection and is therefore unconstitutional. Furthermore, the preclusion of

laborers from performing site installation bears no relation to the legislative purpose of

creating a statewide licensing mechanism, and in this regard, the statute not only

violates equal protection, but due process as well.

By virtue of a subsequent letter, it is clear that the judge "invalidated N.J.S.A.

45:14C-2(g) in its entirety and not just with respect to site work."

*494 Plaintiffs argue that licensing is part of "accepted police power" and that the issue

before us is only whether "any set of facts known to the legislative body or which could

reasonably be assumed to have been known ... would rationally support a conclusion

that the enactment is in the public interest," and that there is a "rational basis for the

distinction" among classifications. See generally, e.g., U.S.A. Chamber of Commerce v.

State, 89 N.J. 131, 159, 445 A.2d 353 (1982); Hutton Pk. Gardens v. West Orange Town

Council, 68 N.J. 543, 565, 350 A.2d 1 (1975). They contend the licensing requirement

reflects competency for the benefit of the consumer, and that distinction with respect to

the type of "consumers" impacts on the distinction between "on-site" and "off-site"

licensure.

Defendants Heavy & General Laborers Local Unions claim that the statute should be

construed as not requiring licensure to apply to laborers employed by unlicensed general

contractors, and intervenor Utility and Transportation Contractors Association believes
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that the word "plumbing" should be interpreted to permit "site" plumbing work to be

done by contractors utilizing construction laborers without the supervision of licensed

plumbers. They contend that the issue before us should be resolved by a restrictive

interpretation of the definition of the word "plumbing" because, consistent with history,

work on "piping" systems is "plumbing," but the installation and removal of utility pipes

and lines to and from a structure is not. Their approach is supported by notions of

appropriate jurisprudence favoring statutory interpretation, where possible, to avoid a

declaration of unconstitutionality.

Plaintiffs also contend that the "[t]rial court erred in failing to address and condemn the

Attorney General's unlawful conduct" in issuing an opinion letter holding the statute

unconstitutional. Plaintiffs press their contention, claiming that their argument is not

moot even if the trial court was correct in declaring section 2(g) unconstitutional.

Plaintiffs assume that the obligation to "enforce the law" means that the Attorney

General must enforce whatever any statute provides, at least *495 until he commences

or institutes "proceedings for a judicial determination of the statute's constitutionality."

They maintain that without commencing a judicial proceeding, the Attorney General

made himself the ultimate judge of constitutional issues, in violation of the separation of

powers doctrine. Plaintiffs complain that they had to "incur the substantial expense of

prosecuting this litigation" because the Attorney General did not enforce the law, and

want their "application for fees" to be decided.

II.

We start our analysis with the well settled principle of statutory construction that "a

challenged statute will be construed to avoid constitutional defects" if the statute is

"`reasonably susceptible' of such construction." N.J. Bd. of Higher Ed. v. Shelton

College, 90 N.J. 470, 478, 448 A.2d 988 (1982). Furthermore, constitutional challenges

to legislation "will not be resolved unless absolutely imperative in the disposition of the

litigation." Ahto v. Weaver, 39 N.J. 418, 428, 189 A.2d 27 (1963). As judges we have the

"obligation not to invalidate [a statute] on constitutional grounds if it could be

interpreted in a manner that would be consistent with constitutional principles...."

African Council v. Hadge, 255 N.J. Super. 4, 10, 604 A.2d 604 (App.Div. 1992). See also

State v. Dillihay, 127 N.J. 42, 54, 601 A.2d 1149 (1992) (interpreting N.J.S.A. 2C:35-5

and 35-7 to prevent double jeopardy consequences). Further, "[w]ell-established

principles of statutory construction direct us to look first to the statute's plain language

to derive its meaning, absent any specific indication of legislative intent to the contrary."
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Town of Morristown v. Woman's Club, 124 N.J. 605, 610, 592 A.2d 216 (1991). Thus, "we

resort to that overriding principle of statutory construction that in the absence of an

explicit indication of special meaning, words will be given their ordinary and

well-understood meaning." Service Armament Co. v. Hyland, 70 N.J. 550, 556, 362 A.2d

13 (1976).

*496 The generally accepted meaning of the words "plumber" and "plumbing" is readily

accessible from the dictionary. In Webster's Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary (Merriam

Webster, Inc. 1985), the terms are defined as follows:

plumber: ... one who installs, repairs, and maintains piping, fittings, and fixtures

involved in the distribution and use of water in a building. (emphasis added) plumbing:

... a plumber's occupation or trade . .. the apparatus (as pipes and fixtures) concerned in

the distribution and use of water in a building. (emphasis added)

Accord, Webster's Third New International Dictionary (Merriam Webster, Inc. 1986);

Oxford American Dictionary (Oxford University Press, Inc. 1980). These definitions

clearly set forth meanings which confine the role of a plumber and his or her work to

inside a building or structure.

Even more significant with respect to the legislation regarding "master plumbers" and

"plumbing" is the definition of "plumbing" as embodied in the National Standard

Plumbing Code (1990) of the National Association of Plumbing-Heating-Cooling

Contractors which has been adopted by the Commissioner of Community Affairs "as the

plumbing subcode for New Jersey." N.J.A.C. 5:23-3.15(a)(1). The Code was adopted "[t]o

provide practices and performance criteria for the protection of health and safety

through proper design and plumbing systems." The Code's definition of "plumbing"

includes the following:

PLUMBING

The practice, materials and fixtures used in the installation, maintenance, extension,

alteration and removal of all piping, plumbing fixtures, plumbing appliances, and

plumbing appurtenances in connection with any of the following: Sanitary drainage,

storm facilities, venting systems, public or private water supply systems, within or

adjacent to any building. ... (emphasis added)

*497 Clearly the traditional definitions of "plumbing" limit the functions of plumbers to

professional responsibilities within buildings and structures or just outside or adjacent
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thereto, as opposed to the property line or beyond.[3] Indeed, the Code's definition

reasonably comports with our common understanding that plumbers, at times, perform

work outside of the confines of the building in a way that is ancillary to their primary

and traditional work which is performed within the building.

The statement of the Assembly Higher Education and Regulated Professions Committee

which reported favorably, with amendments, the bill (A3842) which became the 1988

act, stated its purposes:

As amended by committee, this bill revises existing law to require that any person who

engages in the business of plumbing contracting must be either (1) a licensed master

plumber, or (2) a corporation, partnership, firm, or other legal entity in which a licensed

master plumber holds 10% of the outstanding shares of stock. The bill also provides that

as of its effective date, a municipality, local board of health or other agency shall no

longer be able to issue any plumber's license. Currently, an individual may be licensed as

a master plumber by the State Board of Examiners of Master Plumbers, in which case he

may practice plumbing throughout the State, or he can be licensed by a municipality to

*498 perform plumbing work within that municipality. Current law also allows local

boards of health to promulgate rules and regulations in regard to the practice of

plumbing and to issue licenses authorizing its practice. This bill repeals those sections of

law which currently authorize a municipality, local board of health or any agency other

than the State Board of Examiners of Master Plumbers, to regulate and license

plumbers. The bill does, however, provide that any person who has held a plumber's

license issued by a municipality, local board of health or other agency for five years prior

to the act's effective date, shall be licensed by the State board as a master plumber

without examination.

The definitions in the 1988 act, therefore, were a part of the Legislature's comprehensive

endeavor to provide uniformity in the licensing and regulation of plumbers. There is no

legislative history which reveals why the Legislature used the definition of "plumbing" it

embodied in N.J.S.A. 45:14C-2(g). Whatever its reason, however, there can be no

question that giving plumbers exclusive jurisdiction with respect to installation of piping

and plumbing materials from buildings and structures to the "final connection to an

approved point of disposal" and water supply systems from a building or structure "to

their final connection to an approved supply system" expands both the traditional

definition of "plumbing" and the traditional role of the "plumber" at the expense of

others who heretofore performed such work between buildings and property lines, and
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beyond, without adverse consequences.

It is essentially undisputed that the 1988 act would result in the job disenfranchisement

of a labor force that has historically performed water and sewer connections outside of

buildings and structures. Significantly, plaintiffs cannot demonstrate any actual danger

to the public welfare caused by these contractors or their workers, and cannot point to

any danger made known to the Legislature. They do not now claim otherwise, and this is

so notwithstanding that contractors and their laborers have performed water and sewer

line connections in this State for many years without incident. Further, there is no

contest that they have done so competently, and can continue to do so, beyond the

property line. We, therefore, affirm the judgment declaring N.J.S.A. 45:14C-2(g)

unconstitutional, substantially for the reasons stated by Judge Frederick C. Kentz, *499

Jr. in his opinion of October 24, 1990. See e.g. White v. City of Evansville, Indiana, 310

F. Supp. 569, 570 (S.D.Ind. 1970) (holding unconstitutional an ordinance which

permitted only licensed plumbers to lay sewer pipes to "buildings or structures on

private real estate," but which required no such license to lay sewer pipe on public

property); cf. Greenberg v. Kimmelman, 99 N.J. 552, 570, 494 A.2d 294 (1985) ("right to

employment opportunity"). See also Utility Contractors Ass'n of New Jersey, Inc. v.

Toops, 507 F.2d 83 (3d Cir.1974).

In holding N.J.S.A. 45:14C-2(g) unconstitutional we do no more than invalidate the

definitional term of the statute to the extent that it expands the exclusive jurisdiction of

plumbers beyond a building or structure and thus deprives contractors and laborers of

their prior employment opportunities. In thus declaring the statute unconstitutional, we

do not otherwise invalidate the licensing requirements with respect to work performed

inside a building or structure and ancillary thereto. Accordingly, we conclude that the

Attorney General was correct in advising the Department of Community Affairs and the

State Board of Examiners of Master Plumbers that "a license issued by the Board [is] not

... legally required to perform the work of installing piping and the necessary fixtures for

providing water, sewer and drainage systems between a structure and the property line

for the parcel on which the structure is located."

III.

The Attorney General, among other things, is legal advisor to and represents the State

and its officers. See N.J. Const. (1947) Art. 5, § 4, ¶ 3; N.J.S.A. 52:17A-3, -4(b), (e). As

such, he is "sole legal advisor" to the departments and "instrumentalities of the State."

N.J.S.A. 52:17A-4(e). It may be unusual for the Attorney General to conclude that a
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statute is unconstitutional, but when a State agency asks for advice he must give it, and

his obligation to "enforce" the law includes the statutory law to the extent that it is

constitutional. This is *500 so because the Attorney General has an obligation to

"[e]nforce the provisions of the Constitution" which is the fundamental or organic law.

See N.J.S.A. 52:17A-4(h). The fact that the Judiciary, under our doctrine of separation of

powers, is the Branch which must ultimately decide a constitutional issue and is the final

arbiter of constitutional disputes, does not mean that the Attorney General either can

never interpret a statute as unconstitutional or must always commence a declaratory

judgment action if he concludes that it is. Cf. General Assembly of State of New Jersey v.

Byrne, 90 N.J. 376, 380, 448 A.2d 438 (1982).

We have no basis for deciding that the Attorney General, as counsel for State agencies,

could not issue an opinion letter concluding that there was no constitutionally

discernible difference between pipe laying done off-site and on-site, for concluding that

the statute was unconstitutional, or for relying on that opinion without taking judicial

action. Further, there is no authority for the award of counsel fees even to a "prevailing

party" in these circumstances. R. 4:42-9. We therefore reject plaintiffs' claim that,

irrespective of outcome, it is entitled to counsel fees.

The judgment is affirmed.

NOTES

[1] "The State Plumbing License Law of 1968" was originally adopted by L. 1968, c. 362,

effective December 26, 1968. See N.J.S.A. 45:14C-1 et seq. The terms "master plumber"

and "bona fide" representative were defined in N.J.S.A. 45:14C-2 but were amended by

L. 1987, c. 442, § 1 when other definitions were added.

[2] A "master plumber" is a person licensed pursuant to the 1988 act "who has the

qualifications, training, experience and technical knowledge necessary to properly plan,

lay out, install or repair plumbing apparatus and equipment and to supervise others in

the performance of such work in accordance with standards, rules and regulations

established by" the State Board of Master Plumbers. See N.J.S.A. 45:14C-2(a).

[3] When the statute refers to "piping, plumbing fixtures, plumbing appliances, and

plumbing appurtenances" we are reminded of our traditional understanding of the

plumbing profession, and under the National Standard Plumbing Code, supra, a

"plumbing fixture" includes
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[a] receptacle or device which is either permanently or temporarily connected to the

water distribution system of the premises, and demands a supply of water therefrom, or

it discharges used water, liquid-borne waste materials, or sewage either directly or

indirectly to the drainage system of the premises, or which requires both a water supply

connection and a discharge to the drainage system of the premises. (emphasis added)

Further, a "plumbing appliance" involves a "plumbing fixture ... intended to perform a

special plumbing function" whose "operation and/or control may be dependent upon

one or more energized components, such as motors, controls, heating elements, or

pressure or temperature-sensing elements." Code at 1-12. Finally, as one certification in

the record notes, the installation of underground utility lines requires excavating

equipment and large diameter pipe not traditionally associated with the plumber's trade,

and "plumbing" contemplates "work on piping systems within or adjacent to buildings

and structures...."
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Appendix D 

HB 390 Plumbers Licensure Testimony Summary 
NUCA of Pennsylvania presented to the House Professional Licensure Committee on 6-12-2023. 

 

Page 1 

I strongly oppose the proposed definition of "plumbing services" in House Bill 390, as 
it threatens to undermine the traditional roles and responsibilities of skilled 
underground utility laborers. 

The traditional definition of a Plumbing System includes water supply and distribution 
pipes, plumbing fixtures and traps, water-treating or water-using equipment, soil, 
waste, and vent pipes, and sanitary and storm sewers and building drains. 

The 5-foot rule was a longstanding practice within both industries and was the 
subject of a settled court case many years ago. 

Page 2 

The court declared it unconstitutional to expand the traditional definition of 
"plumbing" and the traditional role of the "plumber" to include work between buildings 
and property lines.  

House Bill 390 would grant plumbers the authority to assume tasks traditionally 
performed by utility laborers, upsetting the delicate equilibrium that has been 
painstakingly established over me. 

Since 1996, the plumbers' licensure bill has died and come back to life wiped clean 
of any agreed to language by NUCA of Pennsylvania. The plumbers are using the 
government to take control over the traditionally performed work of utility contractors 
in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

The two largest political subdivisions, which constitute the majority of the state’s 
population are exempt, yet they are given 4 seats on the Plumbers Board.  There is 
no justification for the representation. 

It is argued that the licensure of plumbers protects consumers, but nothing in this bill 
makes a harmed consumer whole again. The consumer still has to go to court to be 
made whole for issues related to poor workmanship. 

Public works projects protect the consumers from shoddy utility workmanship under 
the Statute of Repose.  Projects are bonded, inspected and have a 1–2-year 
warranty.  The consumer is further protected with an additional 12 years for latent 
construction defects. 

Page 3 

Plumbing plays a vital role in many aspects of construction and maintenance, but its 
primary focus is water supply and drainage within buildings. 
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Passing this bill could have severe consequences for the workforce in both the 
plumbing and utility sectors, jeopardizing the livelihoods of skilled professionals and 
hindering future recruitment efforts. 

The November 2018 study, "At What Costs? " highlights the detrimental effects of 
licensing barriers on the economy. 

In light of the New Jersey Supreme Court's decision and the Institute for Justice's 
study, I implore you to carefully consider the far-reaching effects of House Bill 390. 

Maintaining a clear distinction between plumbing and utility work is essential for 
preserving the integrity and efficiency of our underground infrastructure. I ask 
that you carefully consider the significant ramifications of House Bill 390 on both the 
utility industry and the residents of Pennsylvania. Let us not jeopardize the safety of 
our communities. 
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