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J a n u a r y  15, 1992

D e a r  E d i t o r ;

A t t a c h e d  a r e  a n e w s  r e l e a s e  a n d  r e p o r t  on  a s p e c i a l  s u r v e y  
c o m m i s s i o n e d  b y  T h e  N a t i o n a l  C o n s u m e r s  L e a g u e  on  v i t a l  i s s u e s  of 
w o r k p l a c e  p r i v a c y  i n  A l a s k a .  T h e  s u r v e y  is b e i n g  r e l e a s e d  i n  A l a s k a  

b y  t h e  O l d e r  P e r s o n s  A c t i o n  G r o u p .

T h e  v a s t  m a j o r i t y  of t h o s e  p o l l e d  in A l a s k a  b e l i e v e  t h a t  
e m p l o y e r s  a n d  p r o s p e c t i v e  e m p l o y e r s  h a v e  n o  b u s i n e s s  a s k i n g  
a p p l i c a n t s  a n d  e m p l o y e e s  a b o u t  r e l i g i o n ,  s m o k i n g  h a b i t s ,  l i f e s t y l e ,  
o u t s i d e  h o b b i e s  a n d  a c t i v i t i e s ,  a n d  o t h e r  p e r s o n a l ,  o f f - t h e - j o b  
f a c t o r s  w h i c h  h a v e  n o t h i n g  t o  do  w i t h  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  p e r f o r m  a 
job. T h e y  a l s o  b e l i e v e  a n  e m p l o y e r  h a s  n o  r i g h t  t o  f o r c e  an  
e m p l o y e e  t o  c h a n g e  d i e t ,  s t o p  s m o k i n g ,  o r  q u i t  a s e c o n d  job. T h o s e  
p o l l e d  in  A l a s k a  w e r e  a l s o  o p p o s e d  t o  c r e d i t  c h e c k s  o n  j o b  
a p p l i c a n t s  a n d  m o n i t o r i n g  o f  p e r s o n a l  t e l e p h o n e  c a l l s .

In  s p i t e  o f  t h e i r  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  s u c h  i n t r u s i o n s  o n  t h e i r - 
p e r s o n a l  li v e s ,  m a n y  r e s p o n d e n t s  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  o r  s o m e o n e  t h e y  
k n e w  h a d  h a d  s u c h  a n  e x p e r i e n c e .

B e c a u s e  o f  -the i m p o r t a n c e  of t h i s  i s s u e  a n d  t h e  o v e r w h e l m i n g  
r e a c t i o n  of p e o p l e  i n  A l a s k a  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  w e  h a v e  p u t  t o  t h e m ,  
w e  h a v e  t a k e n  t h e  u n u s u a l  s t e p  of e x p r e s s i n g  t h e  s u r v e y  r e s u l t s  t o  
y o u .

L F G ; j b  
A t t a c h m e n t s
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F E B R U A R Y  11, 1992 

TO: M E M B E R S  O F  T H E  S E N A T E  JUDICIARY C O M M I T T E E  

FROM: PAT SMUTZ, BUSINESS R E PRESENTATIVE 

RE: S E N A T E  BILL 340

The Alaska State AFL-CIO has always supported the right of privacy for 
individuals. W e  have always believed that what an individual does on their own time is 
their own business as long as it doesn't interfere with the rights of others or doesn't present 
a v ianger to anyone.

With this in mind the Alaska State AFL-CIO would like to go on record as being in 
support of Senate Bill 340. Thank you for your consideration.

,,K

L e t t e r s  o f  s u p p o r t



Dan Hsnt« S t a t e m e n t  b y  t h e  A F L -C I O

o n

F e b r u a r y  1 9 ,  1 9 9 1  
B a l  H a r b o u r ,  FL

E m p l o y e r s  i n  i n c r e a s i n g  n u m b e r s  a r e  s e e k i n g  t o  p r o b e — a n d  
t h e n  t o  r e g u l a t e — t h e  m o s t  p r i v a t e  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e i r  e m p l o y e e s '  
l i v e s  a w a y  f r o m  w o r k .  T h e  A F L -C I O  o p p o s e s  t h e s e  i n v a s i o n s  o f  
e m p l o y e e  p r i v a c y .

E m p l o y e r s  c o n t i n u e  t o  i n t e r r o g a t e  e m p l o y e e s  a b o u t  t h e i r  
u n i o n  s y m p a t h i e s ,  p o l i t i c a l  b e l i e f s ,  f i n a n c i a l  s t a t u s  a n d  o t h e r  
p e r s o n a l  m a t t e r s ,

R andom  d r u g  t e s t i n g  p o l i c i e s  a p p l i e d  w i t h o u t  a n y  r e q u i r e m e n t  
o f  r e a s o n a b l e  s u s p i c i o n  o f  w r o n g d o i n g — w h i c h  a r e  i n c o n s i s t e n t  
w i t h  a b a s i c  r e g a r d  f o r  w o r k e r  d i g n i t y  a n d  a u t o n o m y — i s  now 
e n d e m i c  i n  A m e r i c a n  w o r k p l a c e s .

T o  s h i f t  t h e  b la m e  f o r  r i s i n g  h e a l t h  c a r ©  a n d  c o m p e n s a t i o n  
c o s t s  t o  t h e i r  e m p l o y e e s — a n d  t o  f u r t h e r  t h e i r  p e r s o n a l  a g e n d a s —  
e m p l o y e r s  a r e  i n c r e a s i n g l y  s e e k i n g  t o  r e g u l a t e  w o r k e r s '  o f f - t h a -  
j o b  b e h a v i o r .  T h e s e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  m ake u s e  o f  t h e  e m p l o y e r ' s  
e c o n o m i c  l e v e r a g e  t o  p r o h i b i t  w o r k e r s  f r o m  e n g a g i n g  i n  p e r f e c t l y  
l a w f u l  a c t i v i t i e s .  E m p l o y e r s  g o  s o  f a r  a s  t o  s p e c i f y  w h e t h e r  
e m p l o y e e s  c a n  s m o k e  a t  h om e a n d  w h a t  e m p l o y e e s  c a n  e a t  o r  d r i n k  
a t  t h e i r  ow n  d i n n e r  t a b l e s .

A s  a  m a t t e r  o f  c o u r s e ,  e m p l o y e r s  a l s o  c o n d u c t  m e d i c a l  e x a m s  
a n d  g e n e t i c  t e s t s  t o  s c r e e n  o u t  e m p l o y e e s  t h o u g h t  t o  b a  a t  
i n c r e a s e d  r i s k  o f  d e v e l o p i n g  a  d i s e a s e  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  M e d i c a l  
s c r e e n i n g  r e v e a l s  t h e  m o s t  i n t i m a t e  d e t a i l s  o f  e m p l o y e e  h e a l t h ,  
i n c l u d i n g  t h o s e  t h a t  h a v e  n o  r e l a t i o n  t o  j o b  p e r f o r m a n c e .

S e c r e t  employer t e l e p h o n e  e a v e s d r o p p i n g  on e m p l o y e e - c u s t o a e r  
calls p e r m i t t e d  through a l i t t l e  k n o w n  l o o p h o l e  in the f e d e r a l  
w i r e t a p  code, is yet another o f t e n - u s e d  t e c h n i q u e  t h a t  h a s  no 
p l a c e  in a free society.

T h e s e  e m p l o y e r  s u r v e i l l a n c e  t a c t i c s  u n d e r m i n e  b a s i c  p r i v a c y  
and due p r o c e s s  rights. Yet to date, t h e r e  has b e e n  o n l y  l i m ited 
l e g i s l a t i v e  protec tion for t h e s e  r i ghts; t h e  p o l y g r a p h  bill and 
the A m e r i c a n s  w i t h  Disab i l i t y  A c t  a r e  the m o s t  c o n s p i o u o u s  
exceptions. T h e  AFL-CIO is c o m m i t t e d  to e n h a n c i n g  th« d i g n i t y  of 
w o r k i n g  men and women arid to p r e v e n t i n g  i n t r u s i o n s  into workers' 
privacy. W e  support legisl a t i o n  t h a t  w o u l d  go further than 
p r e s e n t  law to preserve and e n h a n c e  w o r k e r  p r i v a c y  and to o u t l a w  
m a n a g e m e n t  p r a c t i c e s  which i n t r u d e  o n  t h o s e  p r i v a c y  interests.

t f t



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
March 23, 1992 
Contact: Pete Carran

STATE SENATE APPROVES EMPLOYEE RIGHTS BILL 
SPONSORED BY SENATOR JIM DUNCAN

The State Senate today approved legislation sponsored by Senator Jim 
Duncan of Juneau that strengthens employee rights. Senate Bill 340 
forbids Alaskan employers to discriminate based on the use of legal 
products in a legal manner outside the work place.

"The criteria for hiring, firing, and promotions should be based exclusively 
on work performance," Senator Duncan said. The use of legal products 
consumed on their own time in a legal fashion should not be a factor in 
these decisions. It is a right of privacy issue. Even though our state 
constitution recognizes privacy as an 'inherent right', I feel it also needs 
to be speiied out in the appropriate state statute." The bill includes the 
prohibition in Title 23 of Alaska law that deals with labor and workers' 
compensation.

Senator Duncan said the legislation is in response to a nationwide trend on 
the part of some employers to forbid the use of products, such as aicohol 
and tobacco, outside the work place as a condition of employment. The 
bill has no effect on employer's ability to establish such policies on the 
work place during working hours, according to Senator Duncan.

The measure contains language preventing employers from discriminating 
in this fashion "...with respect to compensation, terms, conditions or 
privileges of employment."

SB 340 now moves to the State House.

- 3 0 -



U l a S f e a  i £ > t a t e  ' C e g t t f l a t u r e

Se n a to r  J im  D u n c a n
P.O. Box V J u n e a u ,  A l a s k a  99811-3100 

(907)465-4766

COMMITTEES: 

V ice Chair -

V ice Chair-  
State affairs

■Finance

Rules
Budgets Audit 
Ethics Reform

M E M O R A N D U M

TO: Representative Pat Carney and 
Representative Georgianna Lincoln 
Co- Chairs house Health, Education, 
and rvices Committee

FROM: Sena toncan

DATE: April 6, 1992

SUBJECT: Hearing for Senate Bill 340, Prohibiting Discrimination.

I request that the Health, Education, and Social Services Committee
schedule, at your earliest convenience, a hearing for Senate Bill 340, "An
Act prohibiting employers from discriminating against individuals who 
use legal products in a legal manner outside of work."

This measure will protect employees from discrimination by an employer 
because of the employee's use of a lawful product in a lawful manner 
during nonworking hours and in places other than the premises or vehicles 
of the employer. In addition the terms employee and employer are defined.

A ttachments:
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C O N T A C T : L i n d a  G o l o d n e r
2 0 2 - 6 3 9 - 8 1 4 0  
V e r a  G a z a w a y  
9 0 7 - 2 7 6 - 1 0 5 9

W O R K P LA C E  P R I V A C Y  S U R V E Y

A L A S K A  F E A T U R E D  I N  M A JO R P U B L I C  O P I N I O N  P O L L
ON W HA T T H E  BOSS NEED S TO KNOW A B O U T  EM P LO Y E E S

W A S H IN G T O N , D . C .  ----------- P e o p l e  i n  A l a s k a  v a l u e  t h e i r  p r i v a c y ,  o n

t h e  j o b  a n d  o u t s i d e  t h e  w o r k p l a c e .  T h e  v a s t  m a j o r i t y  s a y s  t h a t  

t h e  b o s s  h a s  n o  b u s i n e s s  a s k i n g  q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  t h e  p r i v a t e  

l i v e s ,  l i f e s t y l e s ,  a n d  o f f - w o r k  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  j o b  a p p l i c a n t s  

a n d  e m p l o y e e s .  A l t h o u g h  m o s t  A l a s k a n s  b e l i e v e  e m p l o y e r s  s h o u l d

n o t  a s k  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s ,  m a n y  o f  t h o s e  p o l l e d  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  a n

e m p l o y e r  h a s  d o n e  s u c h  t h i n g s  e i t h e r  t o  t h e m  o r  t o  s o m e o n e  

t h e y  k n o w .

A l a s k a  w a s  o n e  o f  f o u r  s t a t e s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  s u r v e y  

r e l e a s e d  t o d a y  b y  t h e  N a t i o n a l  C o n s u m e r s  L e a g u e  a n d  t h e  O l d e r  

P e r s o n s  A c t i o n  G r o u p  i n  A n c h o r a g e .

T h e  o c h e r  s t a t e s  w e r e  A r i z o n a ,  U t a h ,  a n d  W a s h i n g t o n .

A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  P e n n  a n d  S c h o e n  A s s o c i a t e s  p o l l  f o r  t h e  

N a t i o n a l  C o n s u m e r s  L e a g u e ,  A m e r i c a n s  c l e a r l y  b e l i e v e :

o E m p l o y e r s  h a v e  n o  r i g h t  t o  a s k  i n t r u s i v e  q u e s t i o n s  d u r i n g  

j o b  i n t e r v i e w s .

o I t  i s  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  f c r  e m p l o y e r s  t o  h i r e  a n d  f i r e  a n  

e m p l o y e e  f o r  p e r s o n a l  m a t t e r s  u n r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  j o b .  

o E m p l o y e r s  h a v e  n o  r i g h t  t o  t r y  t o  c h a n g e  p e r s o n a l  h a b i t s  

a n c  l i f e s t y l e s  o f  e m p l o y e e s .

L i n d a  F .  G o l o d n e r ,  e x e c u t i v e  d i r e c t o r  o f  t h e  N a t i o n a l  

C o n s u m e r s  L e a g u e ,  s a i d :  " T h i s  p o l l  c o n f i r m s  w h a t  w e h a v e  f o u n d  i n  

m a n y  o t h e r  s t a t e s  -  t h a t  A m e r i c a n s  b e l i e v e  t h e y  h a v e  a r i g h t  t o  

p r i v a c y  o n  t h e  j o b  a n d  o f f  t h e  j o b .  I t  a l s o  s h o w s  t h a t  a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  n u m o e r  o f  e m p l o y e r s  a r e  n o t  r e s p e c t i n g  t h o s e  r i g h t s . "

FOR IM M E D I A T E  R E L E A S E  
J a n u a r y  1 6 ,  1 9 9 2

w e,;

W TW
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I n  r e l e a s i n g  t h e  r e p o r t ,  V e r a  G a 2 a w a y ,  e x e c u t i v e  d i r e c t o r  o f  

t h e  o l d e r  P e r s o n s  A c t i o n  G r o u p ,  s a i d :  " T h e  p o l l  a l s o  r e v e a l s  t h e  

v a s t  m a j o r i t y  o f  w o r k e r s  i n  A l a s k a  a r e  a d a m a n t l y  o p p o s e d  t o  

a t  » r a p t s  b y  e m p l o y e r s  t o  f o r c e  u p o n  t h e m  a  c o m p a n y - b l e s s e d  

l i f e s t y l e .  T h o s e  6 5  a n d  o v e r  w h o  w e r e  p o l l e d  a r e  i n  a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  

t h e  r e s t  o f  t h e  s t a t e ' s  p o p u l a t i o n .  A s  f a r  a s  t h e y  a r e  c o n c e r n e d ,  

i t ' s  n o n e  o f  t h e  b o s s ' s  b u s i n e s s  w h o  e m p l o y e e s  d a t e ,  h o w  m u c h  t h e y  

e a t ,  w h e t h e r  t h e y  s m o k e ,  t a k e  p a r t  i n  a  p o l i t i c a l  d e m o n s t r a t i o n ,  

h o l d  a s e c o n d  j o b ,  d r i v e  a  m o t o r c y c l e ,  o r  h a v e  p e n d i n g  w o r k e r s '  

c o m p e n s a t i o n  c l a i m s .

" A s  f a r  a s  A l a s k a  s e n i o r  c i t i z e n s  a n d  t h e  g e n e r a l  p u b l i c  a r e  

c o n c e r n e d ,  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  p e r f o r m  t h e  j o b  s h o u l d  b e  t h e  s o l e  

c r i t e r i o n  f o r  w i n n i n g  a n d  h o l d i n g  a  j o b , "  s h e  s a i d .

I .  NO P . IG H T  T O  A S K

O v e r w h e l m i n g l y ,  t h o s e  i n t e r v i e w e d  i n  A l a s k a  s a i d  a  p r o s p e c t i v e

e m p l o y e r  h a s  n o  r i g h t  t o  a s k  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s :

o  8 8  p e r c e n t ,  a b o u t  a n  a p p l i c a n t ' s  r e l i g i o n ;

o  8 7  p e r c e n t ,  w h e t h e r  a p p l i c a n t  l i v e d  w i t h  m e m b e r  o f  o p p o s i t e  
s e x ;

o  8 4  p e r c e n t ,  i f  a p p l i c a n t  h a d  e l d e r l y  p a r e n t s ;  

o  8 2  p e r c e n t ,  w h e t h e r  a p p l i c a n t  p l a n n e d  t o  h a v e  c h i l d r e n ;

o  7 7  p e r c e n t ,  i f  a p p l i c a n t  s m o k e d  a f t e r  w o r k  h o u r s ;

o  5 9  p e r c e n t ,  a b o u t  h o b b i e s  a n d  o u t s i d e  a c t i v i t i e s ;  a r . d

o  5 3  p e r c e n t ,  a b o u t  a p p l i c a n t ' s  m a r i t a l  s t a t u s .

I I .  NO J U S T I F I C A T I O N  FOR H I R I N G  OR F I R I N G

T h o s e  s u r v e y e d  i n  A l a s k a  w e r e  p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  n i n e  e x a m p l e s  o f

a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  e m p l o y e e s  m a y  p u r s u e  o n  t h e i r  o w n  t i m e  a v : a y  f r o m

w o r k ,  t h e i r  p h y s i c a l  c o n d i t i o n ,  a n d  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  o p i n i o n s  t h e y  m a y

h o l d .  R e s p o n d e n t s  w e r e  a s k e d  i f  t h e y  t h o u g h t  i t  w a s  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r

t h e  e m p l o y e r  t o  b a s e  a d e c i s i o n  t o  h i r e  o r  f i r e  o n  t h e s e  c r i t e r i a :

o  9 8  p e r c e n t  s a i d  i t  w a s  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  a n  e m p l o y e r  
t o  b a s e  h i r i n g  o r  f i r i n g  o n  w h e t h e r  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  
d a t e d  a  p e r s o n  o f  a  d i f f e r e n t  r a c e .

o  9 8  p e r c e n t  s a i d  w h e t h e r  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  d r i v e s  a 
m o t o r c y c l e  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  a  c r i t e r i o n .

o  9 1  p e r c e n t  s a i d  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  p o l i t i c a l  d e m o n s t r a t i o n s  
s h o u l d  n o t  b e  a  b a s  > f o r  h i r i n g  o r  f i r i n g .
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o  9 1  p e r c e n t  s a i d  i t  w a s  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  e m p l o y e r s  t o
c o n s i d e r  w h e t h e r  a n  e m p l o y e e  p a r t i c i p a t e s  i n  g a m b l i n g  a t  a 
r a c e t r a c k .

o  7 4  p e r c e n t  s a i d  h o l d i n g  a n  u n u s u a l  s e c o n d  j o b  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  
a c o n s i d e r a t i o n  f o r  e m p l o y e r s .

o  8 4  p e r c e n t  s a i d  b e i n g  o v e r w e i g h t  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  a 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  i n  h i r i n g  o r  f i r i n g  a n  i n d i v i d u a l .

o  9 5  p e r c e n t  s a i d  i t  w a s  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  b a s e  h i r i n g  o r  
f i r i n g  o n  a n  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  s u p p o r t  f o r  a b o r t i o n .

o  9 7  p e r c e n t  s a i d  i t  w a s  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  b a s e  h i r i n g  o r  
f i r i n g  o n  a n  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  a b o r t i o n .

o  9 4  p e r c e n t  s a i d  i t  w a s  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  b a s e  h i r i n g  o r  
f i r i n g  o n  w h e t h e r  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  s m o k e d  a f t e r  w o r k  h o u r s .

I I I .  NO R IG H T  TO FO RC E A CHANGE T V  L I F E S T Y L E

T h e  v a s t  m a j o r i t y  o f  A m e r i c a n s  b e l i e v e  t h a t  e m p l o y e r s  h a v e  n o  

r i g h t  t o  f o r c e  e m p l o y e e s  t o  c h a n g e  t h e i r  l i f e s t y l e s .

H e r e ' s  t h e  l e v e l  a t  w h i c h  s u r v e y  r e s p o n d e n t s  i n  A l a s k a  

o p p o s e d  e m p l o y e r  r i g h t s  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c a t e g o r i e s :

o  7 7  p e r c e n t  o p p o s e d  e m p l o y e r s  m o n i t o r i n g  p e r s o n a l  t e l e p h o n e  
c o n v e r s a t i o n s .

o  8 6  p e r c e n t  o p p o s e d  a  p r o h i b i t i o n  o f  e m p l o y e e s  d a t i n g  r i v a l  
f i r m  e m p l o y e e s .

o  8 1  p e r c e n t  o p p o s e d  a n  e m p l o y e r ' s  r e f u s a l  t o  h i r e  a n  
o v e r w e i g h t  p e r s o n .

o  7 8  p e r c e n t  o p p o s e d  a n  e m p l o y e r ' s  r e f u s a l  t o  h i r e  a s m o k e r .

o  9 2  p e r c e n t  o p p o s e d  a n  e m p l o y e r ' s  r e q u i r e m e n t  t h a t  a n  
e m p l o y e e  o r  j o b  a p p l i c a n t  c h a n g e  h i s  o r  h e r  d i e t .

o  8 5  p e r c e n t  o p p o s e d  r e q u i r i n g  a n  e m p l o y e e  t o  q u i t  s m o k i n g .

o  6 8  p e r c e n t  o p p o s e d  a n  e m p l o y e r  r e q u i r i n g  a n  e m p l o y e e  t o  q u i t  
a  s e c o n d  j o b .

o  6 7  p e r c e n t  o p p o s e d  e m p l o y e r s  p e r f o r r f . n g  a  c r e d i t  c h e c k  o n  a 
p r o s p e c t i v e  e m p l o y e e .

T V . P E R S O N A L  E X P E R I E N C E

T h e  p o l l  a l s o  a s k e d  A l a s k a n s  i f  t h e y  o r  a n y o n e  t h e y  k n e w  h a d  

e v e r  b e e n  a s k e d  a n y  o f  t h e  t y p e s  o f  q u e s t i o n s  t h e y  o b j e c t e d  t o  f r o m  

e m p l o y e r s .  S i x t y  p e r c e n t  s a i d  t h e y  h a d  b e e n  a s k e d  a b o u t  t h e i r  

m a r i t a l  s t a t u s ;

o  4 5  p e r c e n t ,  a b o u t  o u t s i d e  h o b b i e s  a n d  a c t i v i t i e s ;

- -  o  2 1  p e r c e n t ,  a b o u t  t h e i r  r e l i g i o n ;

• o  1 5  p e r c e n t  a b o u t  w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  t h e y  p l a n n e d  t o  h a v e  
c h i l d r e n ;
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o  1 5  p e r c e n t ,  a b o u t  w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  t h e y  s m o k e d  a w a y  f r o m  t h e  
w o r k p l a c e ;

o  7 p e r c e n t ,  w h e t h e r  t h e y  h a d  e l d e r l y  p a r e n t s ;  a n d

o  6 p e r c e n t ,  w h e t h e r  t h e y  l i v e d  w i t h  a  n o n - f a m i l y  m e m b e r  o f  
t h e  o p p o s i t e  s e x .

S e v e n t e e n  p e r c e n t  r e p o r t e d  p e r s o n a l  e x p e r i e n c e  w i t h  m o n i t o r e d

p e r s o n a l  t e l e p h o n e  c o n v e r s a t i o n s ;

o  1 7  p e r c e n t ,  c r e d i t  c h e c k s  o n  p r o s p e c t i v e  e m p l o y e e s ;

- o  1 5  p e r c e n t ,  r e q u i r e d  t o  q u i t  a  s e c o n d  j o b ;

o  1 3  p e r c e n t ,  r e f u s e d  t o  h i r e  a n  o v e r w e i g h t  p e r s o n ;

o  1 0  p e r c e n t ,  r e f u s e d  t o  h i r e  a  s m o k e r ;

o  7 p e r c e n t ,  r e q u i r e d  a n  e m p l o y e e  o r  a p p l i c a n t  t o  q u i t  
s m o k i n g ;

c  6  p e r c e n t ,  f o r b i d  a n  e m p l o y e e  o r  a p p l i c a n t  f r o m  d a t i n g  a n  
e m p l o y e e  f r o m  a  r i v a l  f i r m ;  a n d

o  4 p e r c e n t ,  r e q u i r e d  a n  e m p l o y e e  o r  a p p l i c a n t  t o  c h a n g e  
d i e t .

N i n e  p e r c e n t  o f  t h o s e  p o l l e d  i n d i c a t e d  t h e y  o r  s o m e o n e  t h e y

k n e w  h a d  b e e n  d e n i e d  a  j o b  o r  f i r e d  b e c a u s e  o f  a  w e i g h t  p r o b l e m ;

- - o 7  p e r c e n t  b e c a u s e  o f  a n  u n u s u a l  s e c o n d  j o b ;

• - o  7 p e r c e n t  b e c a u s e  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  a  p o l i t i c a l  
d e m o n s t r a t i o n ;

\  o  3 p e r c e n t  f o r  s m o k i n g  a w a y  f r o m  t h e  w o r k p l a c e ;

o  4 p e r c e n t  f o r  d a t i n g  a  p e r s o n  o f  a  d i f f e r e n t  r a c e ;

' ' '  o  2 p e r c e n t  f o r  d r i v i n g  a  m o t o r c y c l e ;

c  2 p e r c e n t  f o r  g a m b l i n g  a t  a  r a c e t r a c k ;  a n d

o  1 p e r c e n t  f o r  s u p p o r t i n g  o r  o p p o s i n g  a b o r t i o n .

T h e  P e n n  a n d  S c h o e n  p o l l ,  c o n d u c t e d  i n  D e c e m b e r  1 9 9 1  o n  b e h a l f

o f  t h e  N a t i o n a l  C o n s u m e r s  L e a g u e ,  w a s  b a s e d  o n  a  r a n d o m  s a m p l e  o f

6 0 9  r e s p o n d e n t s  i n  A l a s k a .  T h e  m a r g i n  o f  e r r o r  i n  t h e  s u r v e y  i s  + / -

f o u r  p e r c e n t .

T h e  N a t i o n a l  C o n s u m e r s  L e a g u e ,  f o u n d e d  i n  1 8 9 9 ,  i s  a  p r i v a t e ,  

n o n - p r o f i t  c o n s u m e r  a d v o c a c y  o r g a n i z a t i o n  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  w o r k p l a c e  

a n d  m a r k e t p l a c e  i s s u e s .

- 3 0 -
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RESOLUTION ON EMPLOYEE PRIVACY

WHEREAS: It his come to the attention of the National Black Caucus of State 
Legislators that individuals have '"sen fixed from their jobs or disadvantaged in 
other employment and compensation decisions for smoking tobacco products in the 
privacy of their homes; and

WHEREAS: There is a growing trend in job classificadon notices published in 
daily newspapers to stipulate "smokers need not apply" and "nonsmokers only"; 
and

WHEREAS: Twenty-one state legislatures have enacted legislation protecting 
employee privacy; and

WHEREAS: The National Black Caucus of State Legislators believes in 
individual privacy; and

WHEREAS: The National Black Caucus of State Legislators believes that 
employment decisions shouid be based solely on an individual’s job skills, 
training and performance

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: The National Black Caucus of State
Legislators supports legislation that would make it unlawful for employers to 
refuse to hire or to discharge any individual, or otherwise disadvantage any 
individual, with respect to compensation, terms, conditions or privileges of 
employment because the individual is a smoker or non-smoker; and

The National Black Caucus of State Legislators supports legislation that would 
make it unlawful for an employer to require as a condition of employment that 
any employee or applicant for employment abstain from smoking or using tobacco 
products during nonworidng hours, provided the individual complies with 
applicable laws or policies regulating smoking on the premises of the employer 
during working hours.
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INDIVIDUAL PRIVACY 
AND EMPLOYMENT RIGHTS 

IN ALASKA

A Survey by 
Penn + Schoen Associates, inc. 
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INTRODUCTION

Interviews were held in December 1991 with 609 residents of 

Alaska for the purposes of determining citizens' attitudes toward privacy, 

their knowledge of employment rights, and the extent to which employers 

have acted to limit these rights. All respondents were 18 years of age or 

older. The survey was commissioned b y  the National Consumers League.

Interviewing was done by telephone from the central telephone 

facilities of Penn + Schoen Associates at the headquarters in New York 

City. The margin of error for the entire sample is + /- 4.0%, but is higher 

for sub-groups.
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EXECUTIVE SU M M ARY

Summary of Key Finding

)
Despite the fact that the vast majority of respondents in Alaska 

believe that employers do not have the right to ask questions about, make 

job decisions based on, or take actions that infringe upon an individual's 

right to privacy, up to two out of ten people -- and in some cases more -  

report that an employer has done such things to either them or someone 

they know. This finding supports the notion that while most Alaskans 

believe in the right of privacy in employment, a significant number of 

employers are not fully respecting these rights.

Purpose and Format of Study

The purpose of the study is to determine the attitudes and 

knowledge of the general public concerning individual rights of privacy in 

employment and measure the extent to which these rights have been limited 

by employers. Specifically, this survey seeks to assess how the public feels
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about certain actions employers might take and questions employers might 

ask as determinants of prospective or continued employment.

The public was first asked a general question concerning 

individual privacy in employment. This was followed by three series of 

questions.

The first set (Section I) were questions prospective employers 

might ask a job applicant. The second set of questions (Section II) 

concerned things employees might do and asked whether or not it was 

appropriate to deny a job to or fire someone for doing these things. The last 

set of questions (Section III) asked whether or not employers have the right 

to take certain actions against employees. For each set of questions, 

people were first asked whether or not employers should have the right to 

ask these questions or behave in this manner, and secondly, if such a 

question has ever been asked or such an action has ever been taken against 

either the respondent personally or someone the respondent knows.

A t the end of the questionnaire (Section IV), respondents were 

asked whether or not businesses in Alaska should be allowed to refuse to 

hire a person who has a worker compensation claim. In addition, they were 

asked whether or not they worked outside the home or if they smoked.

They were also asked their age, political party affiliation, income, race,
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senatorial district, the job title of the head of the household, and whether or 

not they were registered to vote.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Section I: Questions Posed to Job Applicants

Generally speaking, 69% of Alasakan residents say prospective 

employers s h o u l d  n o t be allowed to ask questions about the private lives of 

job applicants. At the same time, two out of three (67%) people report that 

either they or someone they know has been asked such questions by a 

potential employer.

As for specific questions, a majority believe employers should 

not have the right to ask prospective employees about their living
. I

arrangements, religion, outside activities, marital status, plans for children, 

age of parents, or smoking behavior.

Residents of the Northwestern district, Hispanics, and women 

are all more likely to believe that employers should not have the right to ask 

these specific questions. On the other hand, people 65 and over,



executives, high-level professionals, former smokers, and men are more 

likely to think employers should have this right.

Occasional smokers, people aged 25 to 34, those earning 

between $20,000 and $31,000, African-Americans, and Hispanics are more 

likely to report that either they or someone they know has been asked some 

of these specific questions.

These findings are reported in detail in Section I, beginning on

page nine.

Section II; Employee Behavior Outside of Work

The public was then asked whether or not they thought it is 

appropriate for employers to deny a job to or fire someone for specific 

activities. A t least 91 % say it is inappropriate for employers to deny a job 

to someone or fire an employee for dating a person of a different race, 

driving a motorcycle, participating in political demonstrations, gambling at a 

racetrack, supporting or opposing abortion, or smoking away from the 

workplace. More than four out of five (84%) think it is not appropriate to 

deny a job to someone or fire an employee for being overweight, and 74% 

say it is inappropriate to deny a job or fire someone who holds an unusual 

second job.



At the same time, almost two out of ten people (19%) report 

that an employer has denied a job to or fired either them or someone they 

know for one of these reasons.

High-level professionals and semi/unskilled laborers are more 

likely to feel it is appropriate for employers to deny someone a job or fire 

them for some of these behaviors. Executives, high-level professionals, 

salespeople, former smokers, people aged 35 to 49, Republicans, Hispanics, 

and African-Americans are all more likely to report that either they or 

someone they know has been denied a job or fired for exhibiting one of 

these behaviors.

These findings are explained in detail in Section II, beginning on 

page seventeen.

Section III; Actions Taken bv Employers

People also were asked whether they believe employers have 

the right to take certain actions concerning an individual’s privacy. At least 

three out of four (77%) say employers do not have the right to monitor 

personal telephone conversations, forbid an employee from dating someone 

from a rival firm, refuse to hire someone who is overweight or a smoker, or 

require an employee to quit smoking or change diets. More than two out of



three people (67%) say employers do not have the right to require an 

employee to quit a second job or to do a credit check on a prospective 

employee. People aged 50 to 64 are far more likely than any other sub­

group to say that employers d o have the right to take such actions.

In spite of these opinions, more than one out of three 

respondents (37%) reports that an employer has taken at least one of these 

actions against either the respondent or someone the respondent knows. 

Former smokers, Republicans, residents of the Central district, people aged 

50 to 64, high-ievel professionals, salespeople, and Hispanics are all more 

likely to report these things occurring.

These findings are explored in detail in Section ill, beginning on 

page twenty-two.

Section IV: Worker Compensation Claim

Nearly three out of four respondents (73%) oppose allowing 

businesses in Alaska to refuse to hire a person who has a worker 

compensation claim, while 17% favor allowing them to do so.

This finding is examined in Section IV, on page twenty-seven.
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S ection  I; Q u estion s P osed  to  J o b  A pplicants

"Should prospective employers be allowed to ask 
questions about the private lives of job applicants?"

Should (%) Should not 1 % ) Don't Know (%)

ALL 23 69 8

AQE
18-24 2 2 73 6
25-34 18 73 9
35-49 23 70 7
50-64 28 58 14
65 + 39 55 5

PARTY
Democrat 15 79 6
Independent 20 72 8
Republican 33 57 10

INCOME
< $20,000 19 69 12
$20-$30,999 16 79 5
$31-$40,999 22 69 9
$41-$50,999 25 66 9
$51,000 + 27 65 8

OCCUPATION
High-level prof. 31 65 4
Mid-level prof. 18 71 11
Executive 35 61 4
Sales 20 75 5
Other white collar 15 81 4
Skilled labor 22 71 6
Semi/unskilled 14 69 17
Retired 31 62 7

RACE
White 24 68 8
African-American 33 67 0
Hispanic 11 75 14



Respondents were asked whether prospective employers 

should be allowed to ask questions about the private lives of job applicants. 

More than two-thirds (69%) say they should not be allowed to probe the 

private lives of job applicants, while 23% say they should and 8% are 

undecided. At the same time, however, two-thirds of the people (67%) 

report that a potential employer has asked either them or someone they 

know one or more of these personal questions.

Those age 65 and over (29%), executives (35%), Republicans 

(33%), blacks (33%), retirees (31%), and high-level professionals (31%) are 

groups more likely to say employers should be allowed to ask about the 

private lives of job applicants.

Among those who are mcst likely to say employers should not 

be allowed to ask about job applicants' private lives are white collar workers 

other than professionals or salespeople (81 %), Democrats (79%), those in 

the $20,000-$30,999 income bracket (79%), regular smokers (76%), 

Hispanics (75%), and salespeople (75%).

Those most likely to say that an employer has asked either 

them or someone they know at least one of these questions include 

occasional smokers (77%), blacks (74%), Hispanics (74%), those aged 25 

to 34 (73%) and those earning between $20,000 and $31,000 (73%).

10
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Respondents were read a series of questions prospective 

employers might ask a job applicant. For each, they were asked whether 

employers should or should not have the right to ask that question, and 

whether or not they or someone they know has ever been asked that 

question.

SH O U LD  PROSPECT IVE  EM PLOYERS HAVE THE 
R IGHT TO A SK  JO B  APPL ICA N TS  CERTAIN Q UEST IO NS  

ABOUT  THEIR PR IVATE L IVES?
All Respondents

Ranked by "Should Not" All numbers expressed as percentages

About applicants' religion 

Live with member of opposite sex 

If applicants have elderly parents 

Whether they plan to have children 

If they smoke after work hours 

About hobbies and activities 

About applicants' marital status

Should Should Not Don’t Know

12 88 0

13 87 0

15 84 1

17 82 1

21 77 2

38 59 3

46 53 0
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"Has a potential employer ever asked you or someone you know...?"

Yes (%) No (%)

About your marital status 60 40

About your outside hobbies and activities 45 55

About your religion 21 79

Whether you plan to have children 15 85

If you smoke away from the workplace 15 85

Whether you have elderly parents 7 93

Whether you live with a non-family member 
of the opposite sex

6 94

NONE OF THESE 33 67

"Asking whether the job applicant lives with a non-family member of the 

opposite sex."

o  Eighty-seven percent (87%) say employers should not have the right to 

ask this question and 13% say they should. Those over 65 (21%) are more 

likely to say that employers should have the right to ask this question, while 

blacks (94%), Hispanics (94%), people from the Northwestern district 

(94%), and those making between $20,000 and $31,000 (94%) are more 

likely to say that employers should not have the right to ask.



o Six percent (6%) of respondents report that either they or someone they 

know has been asked this question. Hispanics (20%) and people in sales 

(15%) are more likely to say either they or someone they know has been 

asked this question.

"Asking whether the job applicant has elderly parents."

o 84% say employers should not be allowed to ask this question; 15% say 

they should. Those age 65 and over (28%), retirees (26%), and blacks 

(26%) are more likely than other groups to believe employers have the right 

to ask this question, while Hispanics (100%) and people from the 

Northwestern district (93%) more often believe employers do not have the 

right.

o Seven percent (7%) say either they or someone they know has been 

asked this question. Retirees (13%), those over 50 (11 %), and salespeople 

(15%) are more likely to report this occurring.

"Asking the job applicant about their religion."

o 88% say employers should not be allowed to ask job applicants this 

question. 12% say they should. Retirees (25%) and those age 65 and over 

(22%) are more likely to say they have the right to ask. African-Americans 

(25%) are more likely than whites (11%) to say employers have the right to 

ask about a job applicant's religion.
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o One out of five respondents (21 %) say that either they or someone they 

know has been asked about their religion by a potential employer. This 

figure is generally consistent across all sub-groups.

"Asking the job applicant about whether they plan to have children."

o More than four out of five people 'S2%) say employers should not be 

allowed to ask this question, while 17% say they should. Executives 

(32%), high-level professionals (26%i, semi/unskilled workers (25%), and 

people 18-24 (24%) are more likely than others to think employers have the 

right to ask whether job applicants plan to have children, while retirees 

(91%) arid those from the Northwestern district (89%) are more likely to 

feel they do not.

o Almost one out of six respondents (1 5%) report that either they or 

someone they know has been asked whether they plan to have children. 

Executives (28%) and Hispanics (26%) are more likely to report this 

occurring.

"Asking the job applicant if they smoke after work hours, at home, or 

otherwise away from the workplace."

o  77% say employers should not be allowed to ask job applicants this 

question, while 21 % say they should. Executives (34%), high-level 

professionals (30%), and former smokers (28%) are more likely to say
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employers have the right to ask if a job applicant smokes after work hours, 

while regular (91%) or occasional (87%) smokers, Hispanics (89%), and 

residents of the Northwestern district (89%) are more likely to believe that 

employers do not have this right.

o Almost one out of six respondents (15%) report that either they or 

someone they know has been asked if they smoke away from the 

workplace. Executives (22%), salespeople (22%), those earning between 

$20,000 and $31,000 (21%), and people aged 25-34 (20%) are more likely 

to say that either they or someone they know has been asked this question.

"Asking the job applicant about their off-the-job hobbies and activities."

o Almost three out of five (59%) say employers should not be allowed to 

ask this question; 38% say they should be allowed to ask it. Among the 

groups most likely to say employers should not be allowed to ask about 

hobbies and activities outside of the job are retirees (78%), residents of the 

Northwestern district, those over 65 (71%), mid-level professionals (69%), 

and Hispanics (66%). Conversely, those most likely to feel employers 

should be allowed to ask this question include executives (60%), 

Republicans (49%), high-level professionals (48%), those earning over 

$51,000 (46%), and former smokers (45%). Men (44%) are more likely 

than women (32%) to believe that employers should be able to ask this 

question.



16

o Nearly half the respondents (45%) say that either they or someone they 

know has been asked about their off-the-job hobbies or activities by a 

potential employer. Executives (60%), high-level professionals (50%), and 

people aged 25-49 (51%) are most likely to report this occurring.

"Asking the job applicants about their marital status."

o While 53% say employers should not be allowed to ask about a job 

applicant's marital status, 46% say they should be allowed to ask about it. 

Residents of the Northwestern district (70%), semi/unskilled workers (65%), 

salespeople (63%), and other white collar workers (61%) are more likely to 

feel employers should not be allowed to ask about marital status.

Executives (60%), people aged 50 to 64 (58%), and residents of the 

Southeastern district (55%) are groups which tend to feel employers should 

be allowed to ask this question. A majority of men (52%) think employers 

should be able to ask this, but a majority of women (59%) think they should 

not.

o The majority of people (60%) say that either they or someone they know 

has been asked their marital status. This figure is generally consistent 

across all sub-groups.

In summary, only one out of three respondents (33%) said that 

neither they nor anyone they know has ever been asked any of the
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preceding questions by an employer, while two out of three (67%) said the 

opposite. This occurred despite the fact that the majority of people indicate 

that employers s h o u l d  n o t have the right to ask such questions.

Section Ii: Employee Behavior Outside of Work

WHETHER IT IS APPROPRIATE FOR AN EMPLOYER 
TO DENY SOMEONE A JOB OR FIRE AN EMPLOYEE 

FOR DOING CERTAIN THINGS

All Respondents

Ranked by " Not Appropriate'' All numbers expressed as percentages

Appropr. Not AoDroDr. Don

Dates a person of a different race 1 98 0

Drives a motorcycle 2 98 0

Opposes abortion 2 97 1

Supports abortion 4 95 1

Smokes after work hours 5 94 1

Gambles at a racetrack 7 91 2

Participates in political demonstrations 7 91 3

Is overweight 12 84 4

Holds an unusual second job 16 74 10
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"Have you, or has someone you know, ever been denied a job or fired
because they ...?

Yes (%) No (%)

Were overweight 9 91

Held an unusual second job 7 93

Participated in political demonstrations 7 93

Dated a person of a different race 4 96

Smoked away from the workplace 3 97

Drove a motorcycle 2 98

Gambled at a racetrack 2 98

Supported abortion 1 99

Opposed abortion 1 99

NONE OF THESE 81 19

Respondents then were read a list of things employees might 

do. For each, they were asked whether or not they think it is appropriate to 

deny someone a job or fire a person because they behaved in this way, and 

whether or not they or someone they know has ever been denied a job or 

fired because of such behavior.

o Ninety-eight percent (98%) say it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire 

someone because they are dating a person of a different race; only 1 %
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think it is appropriate. Four percent (4%) of people, however, report that 

either they or someone they know has been denied a job or fired for such a 

reason.

o Ninety-eight percent (98%) say it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire 

someone who drives a motorcycle; only 2% think it is appropriate. One 

respondent out of fifty (2%) says that either he or someone he knows has 

been denied a job or fired because of this behavior.

o Ninety-one percent (91 %) think it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire 

someone for participating in political demonstrations, while 7% think it is 

appropriate. Executives (13%), semi/unskilled workers (13%), retirees 

(13%), and occasional smokers (13%) are more inclined to feel it is 

appropriate. One person out of fourteen (7%) reports that either they or 

someone they know has been denied a job or fired because they 

participated in a political demonstration. High-level professionals (13%) and 

people aged 35-49 (11 %) are more likely to mention such an occurrence.

o Ninety-one percent (91 %) say it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire 

someone for gambling at a racetrack, while 7% say it is appropriate. Two 

percent (2%) of people say that either they or someone they know has been 

denied a job or fired because of this practice.
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o While 74% say it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire someone for 

holding an unusual second job, 16% think it is appropriate. Seven percent 

(7%) of respondents report that either they or someone they know has been 

denied a job or fired because they had an unusual second job. Executives 

(17%) and those earning between $41,000 and $51,000 (11%) are more 

likely to report such an occurrence.

o Eighty-four percent (84%) think it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire 

someone who is overweight, while 12% say it is appropriate. Republicans 

(22%) and high-level professionals (22%) are more likely to believe it is 

appropriate. One person in eleven (9%) says that either he or she or 

someone he nr she knows has been denied a job or fired because the person 

was overweight.

o Ninety-five percent (95%) think it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire 

someone who supported abortion, while 4% say it is appropriate. Ninety- 

seven percent (97%) say it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire someone 

who opposed abortion. Only 2% say it is appropriate. Only 1 % of people 

say either they or someone they know has been denied a job or fired 

because of their views on abortion.

o Ninety-four percent (94%) think it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire 

someone who smoked after work hours, at home, or otherwise away from 

the workplace, while 5% say it is appropriate. Former smokers (12%),
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high-level professionals (10%), and semi/unskilled workers (10%) more 

often think it is appropriate. Three percent (3%) of respondents say that 

either they or someone they know has been denied a job or fired because 

they smoked away from the workplace.

In summary, almost one-fifth of people (19%) report that either 

they or someone they know has been denied a job or fired because of the 

behaviors outlined above. Executives (29%), high-level professionals 

(23%), salespeople (23%), former smokers (28%), people aged 35 to 49 

(23%), Republicans (23%), Hispanics (42%), and African-Americans (24%) 

are all more likely to report that either they or someone they know has been 

denied a job or fired for exhibiting one of these behaviors. This occurred 

despite the fact that the vast majority of people think it is inappropriate to 

deny someone a job or fire a person because they behaved in any of these 

ways.



Section III: Actions Taken bv Employers

 —  ------------- 5?---------

2 2

WHETHER EMPLOYERS HAVE THE 
RIGHT TO DO CERTAIN THINGS

All Respondents

Ranked by "Don't Have Right1' All numbers expressed as percentages

Don't
Have riaht Have Riaht Don

Require employee to change diet 5 92 3

Forbid dating employee of rival firm 9 86 4

Require employee to quit smoking 12 85 3

Refuse to hire an overweight person 1 A
i T 81 5

Refuse to hire a smoker 19 78 4

Monitor personal phone calls 20 77 3

Require employee to quit second job 24 68 8

Check credit on prospective employee 29 67 4
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"Has an employer ever done any of the following to you 
or to someone you know...?

Yes(%) No (%)

Monitor personal telephone conversations 17 83

Do a credit check on a prospective employee 17 83

Require employee or applicant to quit second job 15 85

Refuse to hire an overweight person 13 87

Refuse to hire a smoker 10 90

Require employee or applicant to quit smoking 7 93

Forbid employee or applicant from dating an 
employee from a rival firm

6 94

Require employee or applicant to change diet 4 96

NONE OF THESE 63 37

Respondents were read a list of actions employers might take. 

For each one, they were asked whether or not employers have the right to 

take such an action, and whether or not such an action has ever been taken 

against either the respondent or someone the respondent knows.

o Seventy-seven percent (77%) believe employers do not have the right to 

monitor personal telephone conversations, but one out of five (20%) say 

they do have the right. Hispanics (35%), those earning between $41,000
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and $51,000 (31%). semi/unskilled workers (30%), and people aged 50 to 

64 (29%) are more inclined than other groups to feel employers have the 

right to monitor personal telephone calls. One in six respondents (17%) 

report that an employer has monitored either their or someone they know's 

personal telephone conversations. High-level professionals (26%) are the 

most likely to indicate this.

o Eighty-six percent (86%) say employers do not have the right to forbid an 

employee or job applicant from dating an employee from a rival firm, and 

9% say they do have this right. People aged 50 to 64 (23%) are more 

likely than other groups to say employers have this right. Six percent (6%) 

of respondents report that an employer has forbidden either them or 

someone they know from dating an employee from rival firm.

o Eighty-one percent (81 %) say employers do not have the right to refuse 

to hire an overweight person; 14% say they do have the right. One out of 

eight respondents (13%) says that an employer has refused to hire either 

the respondent or someone he or she knows because that person was 

overweight.

o Seventy-eight percent (78%) think employers do not have the right to 

refuse to hire a smoker, whereas 19% say they do have the right to refuse 

to hire a smoker. Among those more inclined to say employers have the 

right to refuse to hire a smoker are people aged 50 to 64 year (29%),
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retirees (27%), and those earning over $51,000 (27%). Ten percent (10%) 

of people say that an employer has refused to hire either them or someone 

they know because the person was a smoker. Former smokers (14%) are 

the most likely to report this occurring.

o Ninety-two percent (92%) say employers do not have the right to require 

an employee or job applicant to change his or her diet, while 5% think they 

do have th9 right. Four percent (4%) of people say that an employer has 

required either them or someone they know to change their diet.

o While 85% say employers do not have the right to require an employee 

or job applicant to quit smoking, 12% think they do have the right. 

Republicans (19%), 50-64 year olds (19%), high-level professionals, and 

former smokers (19%) are more likely than other groups to feel employers 

have the right to require an employee to quit smoking. One out of fourteen 

respondents (7%) reports that an employer has required either the 

respondent or someone the respondent knows to quit smoking. Former 

smokers (12%) are the most likely to report this happening.

o Although 68% think employers do not have the right to require an 

employee or job applicant to quit a second job almost one out of four 

Alasakans (24%) say they do have this right. High-level professionals 

(34%) and people aged 50 to 64 (32%) are most likely to feel employers 

have this right. Fifteen percent (15%) of people report that an employer has
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required either them or someone they know to quit a second job. 

Salespeople (27%), executives (24%), high-level professionals (22%), and 

people 35 to 49 (22%) are more likely to mention this occurring.

o Two out of three respondents (67%) say employers do not have the right 

to do a credit check on a prospective employee, but 29% say they do have 

the right. Executives (41 %) and people over 50 (41 %) are more likely to 

say employers have the right to do a credit check. One in six respondents 

(17%) reports that an employer has done a credit check on either the 

respondent or someone that the respondent knows.

In summary, more than one-third of all respondents (37%) 

indicate that at least one of the above situations has happened to either 

them or someone that they know. Former smokers (46%), Republicans 

(44%), residents of the Central district (43%), people aged 50 to 64 (41 %), 

high-level professionals (41%), salespeople (41%), and Hispanics (63%) are 

ail more likely to report these things occurring. This occurred despite the 

fact that at least two-thirds (67%) of the respondents say that employers do 

not have the right to take such actions.
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Section IV: Worker Compensation Claim

Almost three out of four respondents (73%) oppose allowing 

businesses in Alaska to refuse to hire a person who has a worker 

compensation claim, while 17% favor allowing them to do so. Those 

earning under $31,000 (86%) and regular smokers (84%) are most opposed 

to this proposal, while executives (35%) are most in favor.
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Nose out
F o r . ' . o n c e ,.’• t h e  t o b a . c c o  l o b b y ;. i s  r i g h t .;

• ..'A m erican  .tobacco  firm s routinely  bom bard  the j 
p u b lic  .;w ith  . tra n sp a re n tly  b og u s  or., s e lf  -servin g : 
rhetoric. •' • • -• „

"L is te n in g 'to  -the in du stry  line, y o u ’ d think that 
there ’s 's t i l l  som e doubt, sm ok in g  causes ca n ce r /th a t  
tobacco  firm s are d isin terested  guardians o f  the F irst.. 
A m endm ent and that sm okers have m ade rational; • 
fu lly  • in form ed decisions to take up their  add ictive ■> 
and life-shorten ing habit.

•“Blit 7 there is  one instance w here the tobacco. ■ 
industry.'has a leg itim ate p o in t. The m ove b y .s o m e ’ 
firm s-to  ban all sm ok in g  b y  a ll em ployees — not-just 
at w ork , but o ff  the jo b , to o  — is an illegitim ate . 
in trusion  on w o rk e rs ’ - p r iva cy . . . .

: Sorrie 6,000 firm s refuse to  hire sm okers, according ‘ 
.to The N ew  .Y ork  T im es. A  case from  Indiana arew 
national attention earlier th is year w h e n 'a  w om an 
w as fired  because a random  drug test show ed 'she’d 
been sm ok ing  cigarettes at hom e. Y Mb

S m o k in g -isn 't , the on ly  unh ealthy hab it that'-gets.- 
w orkers in trouble-, w ith ’ n osy  em ployers. 3 e s fL o c k '/  
C o rp o ra tio n '.o f In dianapolis  bars its w ork ers ’from  ■ 
drinking a lcohol — a n y 't im e , anyw here. The city  •■of 
A thens, G a., even  w ent so far as to reject jo b  
applicants w ith  high ch olestero l levels. • .- •

H ow  do em ployers rationalize trying to run their 
w o rk e rs ’ private lives? The best answ er they can give 
is that bad habits lik e  sm ok in g  or drinking can drive 
up their health insurance b ills .

When that's the case, firm s have good  reason to 
charge those w orkers h igher insurance prem ium s. But 
they don 't have any grounds to tell em ployees how to 
live their lives outside o f w ork in g  hours.

In the w ork p lace , on ly  one question should m atter; 
H ow  w ell do w orkers do th eir  jobs? As long as what 
em ployees do on their ow n  tim e doesn ’ t a ffect their 
jo b  p e r fo rm a n ce , i t ’ s n on e o f  th e ir  e m p lo y e r s ’ 
business.

T i e '/n^ s
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SMOKERS HAVE RIGHTS—JUST ASK THE TOBACCO COMPANIES
L ast spring, a Georgia State Sena­

tor introduced into committee a 
“ smokers'-rights" bill outlawing 

discrimination against people who • 
-sm oke off the job. In the ensuing 

week, the lieutenant governor's office 
got a flood of phone calls supporting 
the law. So many, in fact, that the 
phone system broke down.

A strong grass-roots response from 
the good folk of Georgia?
Yes, to some extent But 
these complaining constitu­
ents got a little help from 
Philip Morris Cos. When 
Georgia residents called a 
toll-free hotline, they heard 
a recorded message lam­
basting the Ueutenant gov­
ernor—who w^s against the 
bill— for interfering with 
smokers’ rights. 
prairie fire? The recording 
then encouraged callers to 
"stay on the line— we can 
connect you to his office 
right now, toD-free." Hence, 
the flood of calls. A Philip'
Morris spokesperson says:
"We want to make it easier 
for consumers to voice their concerns.

The Georgia bfll was ultimately with­
drawn. But 20 other states have passed 
similar legislation. Antismoking and 
health groups warn, however, that 
these laws are not some "prairie wild­
fire among state legislators," as Walk­
er P. Merryman, vice-president of the 
Tobacco Institute, describes them. 
Rather, they represent a campaign by 
the deep-pocketed tobacco companies

to counter the antismoldng movement 
Replies Tobacco Institute spokesman 
Thomas Lauria: "These bills are put 
through by the ACLU and the AFLCIO. 
The tobacco companies simply help 
smokers’-rights groups that have al­
ready formed."

Early this year, a bill that would pro­
hibit companies from refusing to hire 
smokers or firing people who smoke

was introduced in the state legislature 
of New Jersey. The tobacco industry 
hired lobbyists to get lawmakers to 
vote for the bill. Philip Morris 
also blanketed the state with support* 
the-bill letters. R. J. Reynolds Tobacco 
Co. joined in, using videotapes, sample 
petitions, and slide shows to help smok­
ers start activist groups. Ultimately, 
the measure passed the legislature, 
and the governor allowed it to become

law without his signature in July.
The tobacco companies also target 

big businesses opposed to smokers’- 
rights bills. Last year, the New York 
State Legislature passed a broadly 
worded law that-would have prohibited 
companies from forbidding any legal 
activity off the job. IBM, Eastman Xo- j 
dak Co., and other businesses wrote j 
strong letters against the bill, arguing ! 

that it would let employees 
ignore corporate conflict-of- 
interest policies. Governor 
Mario M. Cuomo vetoed it.

Now, another version is 
about to be presented to 
Cuomo. This time, however, 
there is no outcry' from IBM 
and Kodak. The reason: To­
bacco companies are big 
buyers of ibm  computers 
and materials for cigarette 
filters made by Kodak. 
Rather than risk their ac­
counts, the-companies have 
withdrawn from the debate, 
say state government offi­
cials and sources close to 
the companies. Neither Ko­
dak nor IBM will comment 

on their change of heart, saying only 
they take no position on the bDL 

Surveys show that employees are 
concerned about employers' legislating 
their lifestyles. Aware of this, says Jo­
seph Marx of the American Cancer So­
ciety: "The tobacco companies are try­
ing to elevate smoking to a civil 
right”—and taking care of business at 
the same time.

By H'oJecia Konrad in AUanLa
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[lell os whot you think]
D o e s  a  c o m p a n y  h a v e  t h e  r i g h t  t o  

c o n t r o l  y o u r  l i f e - s t y l e ?
. iWw -

.... .
v .y./u. fv-*.. # 3 0 N M E  C O O K  W A S  A  

hospital uitcnJint in R h o cc  Is- 
1 land with an excellent jo b  tec- 

:“ K > . f i t , -  on j. W hcr. she tried 10 get a job
( .. at a hospital where she had previous!) 

I. -v w ork ed , h ew cser , she found the door 
: ..V .  c l o s e d  B e ca u se  C o o k  w e ig h e d  315 

^  '  pou nd s, her lormer em ployers ceiieveu  tr.a: 
'r their w orker's com pensation  costs mign: 

n re  i f  they rahtred ner. " I f  you  lose weight, 
ccru iw irec ,."  she w as told. A fa r  

'. iry.-ne a n c  fa ilin g  to d r o p  b etow  3CW
NVjiv'-r'- 'p o u n a s . C ook  filed suit, n ow  pending .n

;  .................

.if? i * y r o f f  the jo o .  t-Voufr. hiring and em ploym ent
r x t z z . - r . practices. "T h is  - is an exam ple o f  Bigv  r --------  ---- —

Brother at w ork .”  says Steven B row n, the 
executive  c t a t to r  o :  the R h ode Island 
A m erican  Civil Liberties U nion  (A C L U j. 

;5 o ^ - r , ; ' ;  w hich  is handing C o o k 's  suit. "T h e y  are 
essentially telling E onnic C o o k  that they 
Car- cfw trol her life sim ply because twenty 

i  f ' , ; ’ jo r  thirty years from  now  she ntight cost :he 
state a little m oney "

W ith (he aim o f  low ering skyrocketing

healtn costs or promoting a "h td th ie r  
w orkp lace," a num oer o f  com panies have 

"insi.tuted policies :o  pcnaJi2c certain w ork­
ers Turner Broadcasting System, for in­
stance. simply w on  t hue smokers. The 
Best L ock  Corporation in Indianapolis pro- 
h.cits em ployees from  drinking alcoholic 
beverages even Junng iheu o ff-h otm . A ! 
'-‘ •Haul Lilem aaenal, Inc., workers w ho 
smoke or art ur.cerweignt or overweight 

_pa> itd u l S12C* for anniau health insurance. 
Some com panies, according to the A C LU , 
ever, bar em p.ovees from nigh-risk activi­
ties sucn as r.om s m otoru yclo .

Such policies  are increasingly under 
T w enty states have passed Laws 

the r.gnts o f  com panies to impose 
liie-srv requirements on w o ik n s  But 
Fred H -. president o f  the Society o f  Pro­
fessional Benefit Administrators, maintains 
that com panies’ policies are ins'timted for 
legitimate reasons. " A n  em ployee benefit 
plan should ce  view ed as a contract between 
em ployer anc e m p lo y e e ."  he says. " I f  '-he 
em ployee :s paving ner ow n medical costs, 
then she can behave any wuy she wants. If 
not. Iher. she :s taking something o f  value, 
and should be ex p ectec  to oehavc respon­

s i b l y  an d  h e lp  m in im iz e  c o s t s . ’ *
At U-Haul. corporate executives feared 

they w ouldn't be able to provide health care 
for any employees' unless they took action 
to control health costs. The com pany’ s de­
cision  to make selected em ployees pay wras 
a logical extension o f  standard policy  tn 
hom eowners or auto insurance, says Public 
Information Manager M elora Foley. " I f  
you  have a sm oke detector or fire extin- 

-  guisher. you get a rebate. In our com pany, 
if you  don 't smoke or you 're  not overweight 
or underweight, you don 't have to p a y ."

Opponents o f  such policies feel they set a 
dangerous precedent. "T h e  ptetnise o f  in­
surance is a pooled nsk. Once you start 
pulling out groups, it undermines the pur- 
p e so ,”  lays Sally E. Smith, executive di­
rector. National Association to Advance F a  
A cceptance. " I f  today it's f a  people and 
sm okers, who w ill it be tom orrow ?"

A dds John Rosenthal, an ACLU spokes­
person: "A lm ost any personal choice can 
have health insurance implications. I f  em ­
ployers balance their books by invading our 
lives, virtually <very  ispect o f  our personal 
lives w ill be subjected to their control.”

Tell us what you  think.

. r-r.

.’■•iv

1 . Do em ployer* hare th e r igh t to  m ake 

fif*-*tyto dem and* (such  as  forb id d in g

"  invoking) when w orkar* are on  th* jo b ?  

Q  Yes 0  -Vo Q  /  d o n 't  h r.trw

2 .  Do em ployers have the righ t to m ake 

llfe -ity le  d im and s o f  w orker* during their 

o /A h o u r* ?
Q  V «j Q  A o . J  I  d o n 't  k n o w

3 .  H you answ ered yes to n um ber tw o. 
w hich dem ands d o  you think em ployer* 
have the right to m ake7
Q  S ta y in g  w ith in  w e igh t gu id e lin e s  
O  A’o  tn io km g  ur a n y  tune  
«_J A c  d r in k in g  a t  a n y  tim e  
O  A o  h u tu rd u u s  sp o rts

4 . Do em ployer* have th* right to 
u s t  econ om ic incentives to encourage

" healthy p ractices , sucn as 

• r ch a rtin g  overw eight workers m ore for 
’ health Insuranc*?

Q  Ver Q  A 'o ! j  I  d on 't kn ow

5. Which o f tho follow ing would you  be 
willing to do in order to ketp  your current 
jo b ?  (Check as many as you want,
even tf you 're not, say, a smoker.)

3 ) Quit smoking
Lose or gam wtiuhi 
de/ram from drinking 
any ulcoliol 

3  Anl participate in risky sports 
3  A'onr of the above

6 . H your com pany wantad you to 

m ake one o f  th ose  change* end you 

wo m i l  wiffing, what would you do?
Q  Q u it
Q  Ig n o re  the ru lin g  a n d  hope  

I  w ou ld n 't g e t caugh t 
Q  Lodge  o  Ju rn x a l p ro te s t  
Q  I  d o n 't kn ow

Fleose fe d  f r e t  to comment on any 
o f  these questions in the space provided, 
i l a k t  you rse lf heard . To ensure that 
you r  answers reach  tu in time, please 
mail them within the nest tuo  weeks to: 
“ Tell i s  If'hoi you T h in k ,"  G lam our. 
JSO Madison ,lv r .,  ;V«u» York A Y 
1 0 C 1 7 . U R  F A X  I T !  c m  j  M O - 6 9 2 2 .



■fftynri Q l O L m P .  0

•  O V E R  9 0  P E R - 
cent o f  the respdn- 
dents to ou r N ov em ­
ber survey think that 

com pany shou ld n ot be ai>
.•wed to prohibit its em p loyees  
•om encaging in certain  types 

b eluv ior, such as drinking, 
m o k in g  and  p la y in g  r is k y  
X5iu .  dunng their o ff-hours. A lm ost half 
:  the resoendents said that they would not 
nange their behavior to keep meir jc o v . 
.id 72 percent feel that em ployers c o n ’ t 
ave the right to charge " u n h e a lth y  work- 

v ’.rs more tor health nsurance. ro r  more
•Juilo or Ji* cwrv*y, »%»ad on

; . v
fo D a X M I i lM lX * * * " " " "1" " " ' * " ' * " * * 1

;V
t  1. DO EMPLOYERS HAVE THE 

■' :?>: RIGHT TO MAKE LIFE-STYLE
DEMANDS (SUCH AS FORBIWHNG 

7 ’ y  SMOKING) WHEN WORKERS 
.y ]  ;. ARE OH THE JOB? ' \j

8 5 %  say vm
I 'm  a sales rep fo r  a com p u ter com p an y , 
m d pan o f  what w e  sell is an im age. It’ s 
m y com pany 's  right to  m ake sure I project 
hat im age when I g o  ou t in the H e ld ."  

i: 13% say no
’ Not allow ing sm ok in g  in the o f f ic e  is 

:ne  thing, but there sh ou ld  be designered 
treas for those o f  us w h o  Still w isn tc 
•xcrcise our right to free  c h o ic e !”

2% say they don’t  know

s wtiit you tloiilt
D o  c o m p a n i e s  h a v e  

t h e  r i g h t  t o  d i c t a t e  

o f f - h o u r s  b e h a v i o r ?

9 3  p  e r c e n  t s a ) ' n o  • —  ----

HAVE THE RIGHT TO MAKE?

* 3 0 %  say staying within 
weight guideline*

•’ ! don't need my company telling tr 
what’s wrong with my penon il habits.”  
" A t  roy former company, the smoking an 
weight policy applied to employees an 
spouses. Who are they to tell us what w
can and ca n ’t do in our own h o m e ? " .  -g iM

■’. ’ •e sTTcgg/co wuh rr.v weight and know  1
K-v, r^ n .,n r .rK,w h e n r n  cstiM  orooeriy l t K  MrrWrmJ(l^ -rlnUB#
m a exercising regmariy. A healtluer person ^

“ i f ’ * ;  _  .  " I  d on ‘1 drink b w stu e  o f  c o m p l y  p o l
M X . « „ 5 d , , » W n c « . n , t ™  v c y .  I h . v u l f c l l t h i l  good  in y u n l " , * ,

 ̂ -y*ut p eop le  d o  during o fr -h o u n  can   „ _____  _ ,j> ,
:e c i the quality o f  their w ork . M y  co -w o rk
i . ' i  onnking proolcm has an impact on 
everyone in the o ffice .’ ’

16% say no amohin* at any tim*
" I f  you smoke, you’ re going to get s ick. 
W ith ouds like that, a ll employers should 
demand their employees qu it. ”

5% My no fcazardou* sports

$

®  2. DO EMPLOYERS HAVE THE 
RIGHT TO MAKE LIFE-STYLE 
DEMANDS OF WORKERS DURING 
THEIR OFF* HOURS7

9 3 %  say no
’Unless my life-style negatively affem 
ny abdiiy to perform on the job. it’s none 
if my company’s business what 1 do.”
‘ ‘ I work to support my life. I don’t live 

a support work.”
4% u y  yrt

’ \  company has the nght to derr.ar.o legal 
md noncontrovereial benavior rrcm :rs 
rmployces.”

3% tay they don't know

1  3. IF vraj ANSWERED YES TO 
NUMBLR TWO, WHICH DEMANDS 
DO Yr J THINK EMPLOYERS

4. DO EMPLOYERS HAVE THE 
RIGHT TO USE ECONOMIC 
INCENTIVES TO ENCOURAGE 
HEALTHY PRACTICES, SUCH AS 
CHARGING OVERWEIGHT 
WORKERS MORE FOR HEALTH 
INSURANCE?

7 2 %  say no
” ! sun’cr from an inactive thyroid gland ana 
czn’l help that I ’m a few pounds over­
weight. I waich my cholesterol and fai in - 
tare. w h y  snouid I have to pay caua ror 
heaitn insurance?”

18% Myyw 
” ! ’d ratncr rnv employer o ffer incentives 
:o encourage neajlhy practices than not 
rrr ’er insurance ocnerits at a ll. ”

10% My ih«T don’t  know

*  5. WHICH CF THE FOLLOWING 
WOULD yOU BE WILLING 
TO DO IN ORDER TO KEEP 
fOUR CURRENT 1087

4 3 %  say nora of 

.Tie cnokros iis t^ d  be low

15% nyqnrt sarokia* . .n-Misfe
" I ’ ve been  trying to stop sm oking fc 
m onths. I f  m y em ployer gave m e an u lc 
m aium . it would be just the thing I n eed .’ 

I IS  t«y not parddpcta krWqr*part 
“ I d o n ’ t see w hy peop le  fee l the Deed t 
Bungee jum p o f f  bridges. E specially i f : 
means higher insurance r it e s .”  •

10% say loco or gain Might 
“ I f  m y com pany wanted m e  to m a in u in . 
certain w eight fo r  better health. I ’ d  d o  it 
But i f  it was because o f  m y  look s , thz 
w ould  be d iscam in x tioa .”  • -•

$  6. IF TOUR COMPANY WANTED 
YOU TO MAKE ONE OF THOSE 
CHANCES AND YOU WEREN'T 
WILLING, WHAT WOULD YOU DO?

55%uylod$e«
formal protest

" I t ’s a short hop from ’Don’t smoke at 
home’ to ’Whoare you sleeping with?’ ic 
‘Doo't have more than three kids.’ "

16% My fcucre th* m in t and 
hop* they don’t f r t caught 

" I 'd  like to think that I'd protest, but I 
really fear losing my job ."

12% uy quit 
" I 'd  quit and move to Europe where, as 
far -is I know, they’re not is stuck on 
moralizing ina controlling.”

17% My tJ*#y do«1 know

rUajt turn tfi* page / o r  itui month'i iur> 
v ty—Ruw much do you leant to know  
•jcooJ polilicioru’p ra au  beat/



FISCAL NOTE No. /

Revision Date:_____________________

STATE OF ALASKA
1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Sponsor: Duncan
Requestor: S. Judiciary

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

»,ill Version: US'<&

(S) Publish Date: 3 ~ ~ ~ [ .

Title: Prohibiting discrimination lor use of legal products outside 
of work

Department Affected: Administration 
BRU: Personnel/OEEO___________
Component: Personnel/OEEO

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

OPERATING FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98

PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0

TRAVEL 0 0 0 0 0 0

CONTRACTUAL 0 0 0 0 0 0

SUPPLIES 0 0 0 0 0 0

EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0

LAND & STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0

GRANTS, CLAIMS 0 0 0 0 0 0

MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0 0

CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0

REVENUE
FUND SOURCE: 0 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 0 0 0 0 0 0

FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
FUND SOURCE: 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year impact: _0_

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)
SB 340 will not require an additional appropriation for this division.

Prepared by: R. H. King, Director
Division: Personnel/OEEO

Approved by Commissioner: Nancy Bear Usera 
Agency: Administration___________________

Changes in c* 3 jo ( -Ji>\> )
reflect NO FISCAL CHANGE from the original 
fiscal note. This fiscal note is appropriate.
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Phone: 465-4430 __________________
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Revision Date:
Title:

S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A

1 9 9 2  L E G IS L A T IV E  S E S S I O N

"An Act p roh ib it ing employers from
discr im ina ting  against ind iv iduals ..."_____________
Sponsor: Senators Duncan, Eliason, et.al.
Requestor: Senate Jud ic ia ry__________________

(S) Publish Date: 3 —
__________  Department Affected: Labor___________________

BRU:

F IS C A L  N O T E  > _ < g _

B IL L  N O  : Bill Version:

Labor Standards & Safety
Component:

Wage & Hour
COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 3 4 5

OPERATING FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND&STRUCTURES
GRANTS,CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL

REVENUE 
FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands o f Dol ars)
GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact: None
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary) Changes in cs ^  j jA ; (Jiyb ) 

reflect NO FISCAL CHANGE from the original 
fiscal note. This fiscal note is appropriate.
3 /W ^  /<£•<—--__________
date Comte Aide (initial)

z2£2_
' j  /  L - £ . r s -  

Carr.
Division: Labor Standards &. Safety^ ^ A

Approved by C o m m is s io n e r ^ bslfne rJtfttr g Commiss ioner
Agency: Departmen^of Uabor

Phone : 
Date :

Date:

264-2452
1/17/92

1/17/92

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(ies).
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(7) ..O U SE  COMMITTEE REPORT
Date Referred: March 25, 1992 FURTHER REFERRALS: Labor & Commerce 

Judiciary
Date of Committee Action: 4 -  £ £  -  9J.
The HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES Committee considered: CSSB 340(JUD)

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 340 (JUD) RIGHT TO USE LAWFUL PRODUCTS

"An Act prohibiting employers from discriminating against individuals who use legal products in a legal manner 
outside of work."

RECOMMENDATIONS: .
be replaced w ith  H 5 Q  34b (_UES)
[ ] have attached amendments(s)
[ pass 
[ ] do not pass 
[ ] no recommendations 
[ ] individual recommendations 
[ ] additional referral to th e____

f H'The same title 
.1 ] a new title

Committee

ADOPTS: letter of Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (Dept)

[ ] fiscal impact________________________

[ zero fiscal note Aci ^_______________

APPROVES PREVIOUS: (Dept/Dale)

[ ] fiscal note(s)___________________

[ H^zero fiscal note(s)

O T H E R  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N SSIGNING D O  PASS




