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HB
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SB

SB

761

755

5660

5722

5785

5820

5828

5849

0577

804

Passed
Signed
6/3/83

Passed
Signed
9/16/83

Eff.
5/13/83

Eff.
5/17/83

Eff.
5/17/83

Passed

Passed

Passed

Eff.
5/17/83

Passed

PUERTO RICO - continued

Amend Civil Code concerning duties of the guardian, ad-
ministration of the interest of the minor or disabled
person, credit against the ward"s goods and inventory of
the goods. (Act No. 75)

Prohibit the sale and exhibition of noxious materials of
a sexual or lascivious nature to minors. (Act No. 9)

RHODE 1SLAND

Chi-1d abuse penalties.

Baby Doe - must report decision of parents to deprive
food or medicine attention to the state.

Family Court can order parent of juvenile delinquent to
undergo counseling.

Establishes a pilot program to provide subsidies for em—
ployed low income families for child care. Program will
be for one year, ending June 30, 1984.

Family court - petition filing rules. Chapter 285 of
General Laws,

Directs the Department of Social and Rehabilitative Ser—
vices to establish a procedure for direct deposit of AFDC
assistance payments with Rhode Island banks.

Family and Child Trust Fund - local clerk keeps $2 of
additional $10 charge on marriage.

Provides that in step-parent adoption petition, the ter—
mination of rights of non-custodial parent shall be
determined pursuant to the grounds for involuntary ter—
mination without the necessity of proving that reasonable
efforts have been made to strengthen the child"s ties

with the non-custodial parent. It also states that the
agency"s duty to strengthen the parental relationship in
involuntary termination cases ceases with the filing of
the petition; it also allows for waivers of an investiga—
tive homestudy in step-parent adoptions.
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Act

Act

Act

Act

Act

Act

Act

Act

Act

SbCL
15-7
C)

SDCL

2

16

43

79

92

103

111

140

103

-2

25-5-11

SDCL
25-8

-9

EFF.
7/1/83

EFF.
5/25/83

EFF.
4/26/83

EFF.
6/1/83

EFF.
5/25/83

Eff.
6/10/83
Si yned
6/10/83

EFF.
6/13/83

EFF.
6/20/83

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

SOUTH CAROLINA

Children under 4 years of age must be secured in child
restraint seats.

All student records are preserved when a non-public
school either meryes or dissolves.

Increases the amount of money which can be paid to minors
competents from $2,500. to $5,000.

State public education system must accept visually
handicapped children at 4 years of aye.

If an adult is charged with unlawful sale of beer or wine
to or for a minor, the youth is also charged.

A person who is due child support may

apply through the Department of Social Services to keep
state tax refund of the obligor.

Family Court must approve treatment plan for permanent
placement of a foster child.

Grandparent may petition Family Court for visitation of
yrandchild.

State income tax refund intercept.

SOUTH DAKOTA
Provides that any divorce, separation or maintenance ac—
tion subjects persons to jurisdiction of courts.

Minor®"s wages may be paid to minor or guardian.

Statute of limitations in paternity proceedings (6 yrs).
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HB

HB

HB

HB

HB

667

518

663

94

197

229

358

475

544

553

842

893

Passed
Eff.
5/20/83

Passed
EfF.
7/1/83

Passed
EFf.
7/1/83

Passed
Signed

and Eff.

6/17/83

Passed

Passed
Signed

and Eff.

6/19/83

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

TENNESSEE

Requires bond or security for support.

Gives juvenile courts jurisdiction to order support in
cases of minor children.

Provides evidentiary use of genetic testsin establishing

parentage.

TEXAS

Voluntary income assignment.

Relates to the right of a possesory conservator of a
child to the child"s medical, dental,

records.

and educational

Paternity statute of limitations (20 yrs).

Acknowledgements of paternity on birth certificates.

Child abuse investigations.

Inspection of certain juvenile records by the Texas De—

partment of Corrections for statistical and diagnostic

purposes.

Liability for interference with child custody and to
court orders providing for possession of, or access to,

chi Id.

Sale of property of a minor by a parent without

guardianship.

Amounts of coverage for spouses and children under cer—

tain group term

life insurance.

State reimbursement to a hospital for

transporting an
ci rcumstances.

infant to the hospital

the cost of
under certain

a
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HB

HB

HB

HB

1123

1169

1677

1706

1725

1933

2218

2333

2390

House
Res. 156

HCR 84

HCR 85

SB

SB

SB

21

45

79

Passed

Passed
EfF.
9/1/83

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Sent and
Signed
5/12/83

Sent and
si gned
5/10/83

Adopted
and
signed
5/24/83

Passed
Passed,
Si gned
and Eff.
6/19/83

Passed

TEXAS - continued
Records of births, deaths, and fetal deaths enforcement
of the vital statistics law, and provides for a hearing
for a person whose application for a copy of a record is
refused.
Temporary support pending marriage dissolution, an—
nulment, etc.

Protection of parental rights and to the standard of
proof in suits affecting the parent-child relationship in
which termination of the parent-child relationship is
sought.

Rehabilitation services for children.

Relating to the administration of children®s protective
service in Harris County.

Appeals of suits affecting theparent-child relationship.

Powers and duties of parents and managingconservators to
manage the estate of a child.

Missing children investigations by law enforcement
agencies.

Child support collections in Collin County.
Proclaims August 1983 as "Texas Child Support Enforcement

Month."

State Board of Insurance is requested to investigate
feasibility of requiring optional coverage for dependent,
pregnant minors of private health insurance policy
holders.

Department of Human Resources is requested to provide
prenatal care for all pregnant women who are eligible for
AFDC.

Offense of selling an alcoholic beverage to a minor.

Child support enabling legislation.

Access rights to a child by grandparents of the child.
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99

256

326

394

439

705

836

838

872

878

940

997

TEXAS - continued

Passed Amends Family Code to provide for juvenile court orders
Signed for family counseling in cases of delinquency,

and

Effecti ve

8/29/83

Passed Probation, license suspension, and license revocation of
a child-care facility or child-placing agency.

Passed False information given and certain guardianships created
that affect a student®"s eligibility for enrollement in a
school or school district; provides penalties and
liabilities.

Passed, Relates to usingcourt-ordered child support to pay
Signed hospital charges in case of mental or residential
and hospitalization.

Effective

5/29/83

Passed Uniform Child Custody Jurisdiction Act.
Signed

5/20/83

Effecti ve

9/1/83

Passed Special Senses and Communication Disorders Act.

Passed Testimony of a child who is a victim of offenses.

Passed Conviction of a sexual offense on the testimony of a
chi Id.
Passed, Authorizes under URESA to order a deduction from certain

Signed child support payments for payment of certain court
and costs.

Effective

6/19/83

Passed Provides procedural guidelines related to protective
Effective orders and expands definition of "court."

8/29/83

Passed Assistance grants to or, on behalf of, needy dependent
children and their caretakers.

Passed, To provide for issuing of protective orders relating to
Signed family violence.

6/19/83

Effective

9/1/83
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SB 1359

SB 1397

Sen.Res.

58

§§n.Res.

Sen.Res.

87

ggn.Res.

Sen.Res
89

Joint
Res.

TEXAS - continued

Passed, Authorizes creation of a Domestic Relations office in
Signed counties having populations exceeding 2 million.
6/19/83

Effective

9/1/83

Passed Child support collection service fee.

Filed Resolves to contract with Attorney General®s office to
without assure cooperation of entire Child Support Enforcement
signature Program.

5/26/83

Signed To provide an interim study on family violence and
6/13/83 provide a 24-hour telephone service to provide
assistance to persons involved in domestic abuse.

Signed Calls for comprehensive treatment to battered wives.
6/13/83

Signed Resolves to improve basic training for law enforcement
6/13/83 officers.

Signed To provide continuing education on family violence for
June 13 criminal justice professionals.

Passed To vote on amendment to constitutional provision on

anti wage garnishment to allow for enforcement of court
ordered child support.
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SB

SB

SB

SB
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41

188

209

223

285

343

16

20

21

39

46

48

49

64

79

121

152

226

Passed
Effective
5/10/83

Passed

Effective

5/10/83

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

Passed

UTAH

People convicted of child abuse or of sexual offense may
be ordered to undergo treatment or therapy. The offender
may be ordered to pay for the costs.

Prohibits sexual exploitation of children under 14. Says
child pornography is not protected by the First
Amendment.

The offenses of kidnapping, rape of child, sexualabuse
of a child, etc. are given stronger punishment, etc.

Provides for procedures in child support.
Youth Corrections - establish work program so they can
pay restitution. State can order parent or guardian to

share cost of confining youth.

Minor (under 18) shall receive contraceptives when pro—
vider notifies parents.

Even if child is ward of the state, obligor not relieved
of child support obligation.

Provides procedures for judicial review of administrative
hearing officers® findings in child support cases.

Provides for automatic assignment of rights to alimony or
support to state.

Child Welfare - establishes central register to help re—
cover missing kids.

Juvenile Court - procedures for returning jurisdiction to
Juvenile Court from District Court.

Clarifies when authorities may search/subpoena child.

Neglect and dependency cases can go before Juvenile
Court.

A child under 8 years of age may enter testimony in some
neglect or dependency cases.

Juvenile Courts - structural changes in system (also in—
cludes mental health in services).

Youth parole violation procedures.
Changes age of youth offender to 10 - 21.

Youth correction facilities.
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HB

SB

HB

HB

HB

212

423

453

42

266

562

742

Signed
5/4/83

Passed

Signed
4/22/83

Signed
4/28/83

Passed
3/19/83

Passed

Passed

VERMONT

Prohibits sexual exploitation of children under the age
of 16.

The sum of $2,900,000 is appropriated to the state build—
ings division for the construction of a secure treatment
facility for juveniles.

Creates an Alcohol and Drug Abuse Council.
Outlines the administrative support, duties and course of

study.
Establishes a Delinquency Prevention Coordinating

Council. Includes duties, prevention plan, implementa—
tion and evaluation plan, and the transitory provisions.

V IRGINIA

Children"s confinement.

Juvenile Courts and Domestic Relations Courts’ orders
violations.

Procedures for warrants and juvenile intakes.



HB

HB

HB

HB

HB

HB

SB

SB

177

241

431

433

905

906

3253

3660

Enacted

Enacted

Enacted

Enacted

Enacted

Enacted

Enacted

Enacted

WASHINGTON

sets maximum temperature settings at izu aegree:
heit (in response to children getting dangerous
Chapter 178, 1983 laws

Requires certain educational programs for juvenile
offenders.

Reorganization - requires community planning and super—
vision for juvenile offenders; consolidates certain ser—
vices; redefines "manifest injustice."

Children and Family Services - encourages in-home care
for emotionally disturbed, mentally ill children, poten—
tially dependent children and those living in families-
in-conflict.

Parents of developmentally disabled children and youtn
living in grcup training homes must either volunteer to
help in the facilities or provide funding. Chapter 310,
1983 laws

When developmentally disabled children and youth are in

out-of-home placement, there will be a court hearing but
the child is not defined as dependent, even though he/she
does become a ward of the state. Chapter 311, 1983 laws

In incidents of child abuse, the court can decide if the
child gets alternative shelter care and makes the deci—
sion based on the best interest of the child. Child Pro—
tective Services workers must follow up on these require—
ments. Chapter 246, 1983 laws

Amends Uniform Parentage Act.
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HB

HB

HB

SB

SB

SB

Act

1039

1747

1748

1758

20

172

300

21

1983

Act 74

HB 139

SB 83

WEST VIRGINIA
Passed Corporal punishment schools.

Passed Physicians or midwives required to report certain
specific birth defects.

Passed Tuberculosis testing of school children and school
personnel.

Passed Home-teaching services must be provided by all county
school boards to all children homebouna more than three
weeks.

Passed School attendance violation prcedures and penalties.

Passed Authorizes the Board of Regents to establish an autism
training center to train teachers, parents, guardians and
others important to an autistic or autistic-like person®s
education and training.

Passed Revises the procedures for te determination and enforce—
ment of the parental obligation of support for a minor or
unemancipated child.

WISCONSIN

Allows voluntary blood donation by 17-year olds

--Raises the legal drinking age to 19; raises penalties
for underage people who violate alcoholic beverages
law;

--establishes a maximum legal blood alcohol content of

0.00% for drivers under age 19.

WYOMING
Passed Discretionary income assignment.

Passed --Allows for contracting with private attorneys in child

support cases.

--Provides new guidelines for support based on percentage
of income.

--Permits support actions by nonparental custodians.

— All wage assignments now automatic after arrearage of 10 days.

--Establishes a child abuse and neglect prevention board.

— Establishes a state adoption information exchange for
special needs children.

--Establishes a state child care income tax credit.
(Act. No. 27)
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State of A 1 aska

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
ALASKA WOMEN'S COMMISSION

3601 C STREET - SUITE 742
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503

Written Testimony Submitted on SB 247

The Alaska Women®s Commission supports SB 247, the creation
of privately run child care centers in state buildings. According
to 1980 census data, 56% of all Alaskan women with children are
working, and 47% of all Alaskan women with children under the
age of six are working. The State of Alaska has the opportunity
to assure that quality day care is provided for at least some
of these children by providing day care in state buildings.

Although the role of an employer in providing a site for
day care is a relatively new one, studies have shown that the
benefits to the employer are as significant as the benefits to
the employee. The benefits to the employee are obvious- greater peace
of mind and less stress, reduction in complicated schedules in
picking up and dropping off children, and more time spent with children.

But employers providing child care assistance find that there
are also benefits to their business. The National Employer Supported
Child Care Project completed a survey in 1982 of employers providing
some type of child care programs to their employees. O0Of the
179 employers responding, the following were highlighted as major
benefits gained by offering child care services:

1. Reduced turnover. Nearly 2/3 of the respondents attributed
some reduction in employee turnover to their child care program.

2. Reduced absenteeism. More than half reported reduced

absenteeisnm.



February 18, 1984 -2-

3. Recruitment. More than 80% reported gains 1in recruitment

4. Productivity. About half indicated that offering child
care services had a positive influence on productivity.

Additional benefits reported by employers were in the
areas of morale, scheduling flexibility, reduced tardiness,
need for less overtime, less use of temporary help, as well as
in the areas of equal employment opportunity and affirmative
action.

VIRTUALLY NO COMPANY SURVEYED REPORTED ADVERSE EFFECTS.

One company, Intermedics, reported that turnover decreased
60% in the first 2 years after they opened an on-site center, and
there was a 15,000 hour decrease in absenteeisnm.

What the State would be doing in allowing a site for day
care is similar to what it now does in allowing a space for
a food concessionaire. -In each instance, private enterprise
is providing a service at little or no cost to the State.

The State of Alaska has a unique opportunity to set
an example to other private employers in the state in assuring
that quality day care is porvided as conveniently as possible.
Therefore, the Alaska Women®s Commission respectfully requests

passage of SB 247.

Submitted by Betty Ramage, Commissioner, Alaska Women®s Commission

February 28, 1984
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ABSTRACT

A survey of Alaska State employees was conducted in Juneau and Anchorage

between August and December, 1984. The survey assessed the <child care

needs of State employees who used child care services for children aged 12
or younger or handicapped children of any age (User;). A separate and
limited survey of 500 State employees who did not ura child care services

(Non Users) was also conducted. Questionnaires whicn assessed demographic,

child and attitudinal information were distributed to Users in the 16 major
State of Alaska departments through the individual Personnel Department. A
total of 2200 questionnaires with return envelopes were distributed in
Juneau and Anchorage. Response rates were 42% 1in Juneau and 46% in Anchor—
age. Approximately 60% of the respondents were married females having 2 or
fewer children and they were found most frequently in the 26 to 35 year age
range. The majority of the respondentshad family incomes over $40,000 per
year and monthly costs for child care were mostly in the $200 to $400 per
child range. Slightly less than 20% of the respondents were single parents
and less than 10% of all respondents received public day care assistance.

The most frequent type of child care used was care in someone else®"s home
(46% in Juneau, 38% in Anchorage) and more employees 1in Anchorage (27%)

used child care centers than in Juneau (14%). Day care was licensed ap-—
proximately half of the time. Approximately one-third of all respondents
felt .hat their child care needs were not being met (23% in Juneau, 28% in
Anchorage) and over half of all employees missed 4 hours of work or less

due to child care concerns (approximately one-third missed no work). The
three reasons givenfor choosing particular child care services were, in
order of importance; 1) the child carephilosophy®of the caregiver, 2) the
reputation of the caregiver and, 3) th*" convenience or location of the
service. The three most frequent criticisms of child care services were
inadequate learning activities, too crowded, and overpriced. Choices for

employer-sponsored child care services in both Juneau and Anchorage were:
#1, on-site child care centers (22% Juneau, 28% Anchorage), #2, an option
in the Supplemental Benefits Plan (21% Juneau, 22% Anchorage) and, #3,
flextime (18% Juneau, 16% Anchorage). When single parents were considered
as a subgroup separate frcmall respondents, several notable differences
emerged. Single parents typically had family incomes below $30,000 per
year, were found most often at salary ranges 12 and below and received more
public day care assistance than their married colleagues (41% 1in Juneau and

24% in Anchorage). By a small margin, a higher percentage of single em—
ployees compared to married employees felt that their child care needs were
not being met. Convenience or location was a more important reason for
choosing a child care service and cost was a more frequent «criticism of
current child care arrangements in the opinion of single parents. The
preferences for employer- supported child care services were the same for
single and married respondents. When compared to those employees who used
child <care services State employees who did not use child care services
tended to be older males 1in higher salary ranges. Flextime was the first

choice of these employees with regard to an appropriate form of employer-
supported <child <care service which could be offered to colleagues having
child care needs. A conservative estimate of the cost to the State of
Alaska for enployee time lost in Juneau and Anchorage as a result of child
care concerns was $539,083 per year.
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SECTION 1

Introduct ion

This report describes a study titled "The Alaska State Emplovee
Child Care Survey"™ conducted by the South East Regional Resource
Center for the Office of the Ccnmissioner, Alaska Department of Admin—
istration. The contract for the survey was awarded to the South East
Regional Resource Center on June 25,1934, as a result of a competitive
Request For Proposals procedure. The terms of the contract were from
June 25, 1984 to December 31, 1984. The report is composed of four
sections, Section I: The Study, Section 1Il: Method, Section IlI:
Results, and Section 1V: Suumary and Conclusions. Section | contains
background information, the purpose of the survey, and a description
of the study. A final subsection contains a number of specific survey

questions to which the study was directed.

Background

In the last ten years, child care concerns of employees have
become an increasing concern of employers. As career patterns of
employees change and the structure of families is modified by the
social dynamics of modem America, the need for child care services
has grown. This has become the case especially as a result of two
principal factors: the rising number of dual-career families, and the
increase of single, working mothers. An additional factor which has
contributed to the growing concern of progressive employers 1is a
projected increase in the number of children who will be bom in the

next two decades, estimated to be almost as high as during the "baby



1
bocmd of the late 1950°s.

The child care concerns of single parents are a particular prob—
lem for employers, given the typically low income of such single wage
earners and their rising numbers in the work force. As of March,

1984, 1.8 million single women with children under age six were in the
labor force.

There 1is no compelling reason to believe that Alaska is an excep—
tion to the situation described above for the United States. In a
recent Alaska election campaign, one candidate for the U.S. House of
Representatives advocated the federal government become involved in

3
in the funding of day care centers. To date, no assessment of child
care concerns of Alaska State employees has been conducted; however,
Providence Hospital in Anchorage carried out several surveys prior to
building an on-campus day care facility in 1983. The Providence
Hospital study noted that due to the long distarces frcm family sup—
port, climatic adjustments and unrealistic expectations about Alaska,
employees experienced high levels of stress. The study found enough
day care slots to accommodate only 8.4% of the children under age six
in Anchorage and noted long waiting lists for the two largest day care

centers in closest proximity to the hospital. The study estimated a

$200,000 per year savings would accrue frcm investing in a 120-unit

Burud, S., Aschbacher, P. and McCroskey, J. Errolover-Supported
Chi Id Care: Investing in Human Resources; Auburn House Publishing
Company, Dover, MA. 1984, p.l.

Bureau of Labor Statistics; U.S. Census Bureau in; "Uhat Price Day

Care?", Newsweek, September 10, 1984. p. 14.
3
"Begich: Day Care Needed." Juneau Empire; October 5, 1984, p.3.



4
Employee Child Care Center.

Hie effects that a shortage of quality child care services has on
employees have been documented in the following areas:

turn-over
absenteeism

recruitment

public relations

morale

taxes

scheduling

equal employment opportunity
quality of work force

quality of work product or services

© oo No o b WN R

=
o

In light of these shortcomings, it is understandable that by
1984, over 600 major American employers, including state governments,
have become involved in the child care concerns of their employees.
These involvements have taken the fjpl lowing forms:

1. Flexible Personnel Policies
a. Flextime

Job sharing

Part-time work

Work at heme

Flexible leave

® QO T

2. Informational Programs
a. Information and referral programs
b. Educational programs for parents

3. Financial Assistance
a. Child Care reimbursement systems
b. Corporation contributions to cccrmunity child care programs

4. Direct Services
a. Company child care centers
b. Family day care home systems.5

Purpose

The purpose of the Child Care Study, as specified in the Request
for Proposals issued by the Alaska Department of Administration was to

4
Hagler, J.  Providence Hospital Employee Child Care Center,
August, 1982, p. 210.
5
Burud.et.al., op.cit., p. 14.



collect i

nformation about State employees in Anchorage and Juneau

regarding:

It w
the data
to develo
any of th
referral
Package o
purpose w

pool.

The Study

employees” residence and work place;
employees"work schedule;

current child care arrangements;

numberof children needing care;

numberof children ne ding after-school care;
extentof need for emergency care;

factors which would influence choice of care location, and a
choice of care service, eg. location and philosophy of
center;

indication of what factors would cause a State employee to
switch to a State-sponsored facility at a price similar to
what they are currently paying; and

indication of what types of State-sponsored child care
services would be important to employees.

as the intention of the Department of Administration to use
collected to recommend administrative or legislative action

p child care benefits for State employees which could include
e following: an on-site center in Juneau and/or Anchorage;
services; an optional benefit under the Supplemental Benefits
r the support of off-site child care centers. An additional

as to profile the child care concerns of the State employment

In response to the Request For Proposals mentioned above, the

South Eas
requested

East Regi

t Regional Resource Center submitted a bid to conduct the
survey. The contract for the study was awarded to the South

onal Resource Center on June 24, 1984. A steering committee



composed of State employees in the Departments of Administration,
Education, Health and Social Services and Comrunity and Regional
Affairs was formed to provide guidance and oversight functions. These
employees had experience or were currently working 1in areas concerned
with child care issues. The steering ccnmittee helped define the
survey objectives, prepare the survey questionnaires and review the
data analysis.

The survey was primarily concerned with Alaska State employees in
the 16 principal State departments who were currently using child care
services. A limited survey of State employees who did not use child
care services was included in order to insure that the opinions of all
segments of the State employment pool were represented in the study. A
follow-up contact with 2% of the survey sample was also included as a
quality control mechanism. This component was designed to insure that
child care concerns of employees which may not have been included in

the questionnaire, were not excluded frcm the study.

Survey Questions

To focus the survey and provide direction in the interpretation
of the results, a number of specific survey questions were posed.

Survey Question One: What 1is the profile of the typical survey
respondent in Juneau and Anchorage?

This survey question was intended to provide a basic description
of the principal object of the survey: State employees in both Juneau
and Anchorage who are currently using child care services while at
their State job.

Survey Question Two: What are the child care needs of

those subpopulations of State employees who are single par—
ents and those whose child care needs are not being met?



This survey question addressed the two subpopulations of State
employees who are considered to have the highest need for alternatives
to their present child care arrangements. Employees in these two
groups would be most likely to use child care benefits.

Survey Question Three: What 1is the approximate cost to
the State of Alaska for time lost by employees who miss
work as a result of child care concerns?

In decision-making or policy planning, the cost-benefit factor Iis
important especially when senior management and legislators are in—
volved. This research question was included to provide information
regarding the current cost (in terms of employees salaries) to the
State of Alaska when employees miss work as a result of child care
concerns.

Survey Question Four: What is the level of satisfaction and
the associated costs with regard to licensed versus unli—
censed child care?

Currently there are many unlicensed child care providers in
Juneau and Anchorage. Preliminary information suggested that a consi—
derable number of State employees may use unlicensed child care.
Presently, individuals who receive child care a, distance from public
agencies, such as the Borough of Juneau or the Alaska Department of
Health and Social Services, must use child care which 1is licensed.
Survey question Four was designed to provide baseline data on the
frequency of use of unlicensed child care, 1its associated <ests and
the relative degree of satisfaction which users of unlicensed child
care obtain.

Survey Question Five: What factors distinguish State em—
ployees who are satisfied with their child care frcm those

who are not?

Surveys of the child care needs of employees throughout the



United States have been conducted 1in the past which led to errplover-
sponsored child care services. However- in SCene cases, employees did
not bring their children to the employer-supported child care facilitv
in sufficient numbers to justify the child care center"s existence in
spite of surveys which indicated a need for such services. The prob—
lem appeared to be that when surveyed as to their wants, erroloyees
often express a desire for a child care service even if they don"t
need one because the service 1is perceived as free. When something Iis
offered which appears to be free, the tendency is to indicate that it
is wanted even if it is not needed because of the appearance of
"something for nothing."™ Survey Question Five 1is designed to provide
information regarding factors which distinguish between State employ—
ees having a high probability of using employer-supported child care
services, should they be offered, and employees whose child care needs

are currently being met.



SECTION 11

Method

Section Il contains a description of the method employed to
conduct the Alaska State Employee Child Care Survey. Separate subsec—
tions describe the design of the survey, the survey sample, data

collection and data analysis.

Design of the Survey

The methodology in the child care study was a quasi-needs assess—
ment, employing written questionnaires. The study was conducted in
three phases and included a follow-up contact with 2 percent of the
survey sample to insure quality control. The survey was conducted
sequentially in three phases; Juneau was surveyed first and Anchorage
second in Phase 1, followed by the survey of non-child care users in
Phase Il and in Phase 111, the follow-up. The survey was designed to
collect three types of data from State employees: 1) demo—
graphic statistics; 2) information about employees®children and 3)

attitudes regarding child care services.

Survey Sample

Two separate surveys were administered to State employees living
in the boroughs of Juneau and Anchorage. The first and principal
survey was of State employees 1in both corrrruni ties who were current
users of child care services (hereafter referred to as the "Users

Survey") and included those who:



1. had children 12 years of age or younger or handicapped

children of any age and;

2. currently used child care or babysitting services while

working at their State job.

The second survey assessed respondents who were not using child
care services (hereafter referred to as the "Non-Users Surveyll). The
State employees included in the Non Users Survey were those who:

1. did not have children; or

2. those whose children were over 12 years of age (and presumably
did not require child care services).

The Users Survey included all State employees as described above,
and was distributed to the State departments in Juneau and Anchorage
listed in Table 1.

Each State department received a number of questionnaires equal
to approximately 30% of the number of employees working in that de—
partment in both Juneau and Anchorage. The estimates of the total
number of employees for each department 1in Juneau and Anchorage were
obtained frcm the respective Personnel Departments. The 30% figure
was an estimate of the probable percentage of employees in a given
department who were using child care services and was based on a
preliminary survey of the South East Regional Resource Center staff.

The Non Users Survey included 500 State employees divided evenly
between Juneau and Anchorage 1in the following State departments:

Juneau

Administration
Educat ion
Health and Social Services

Transportation and Public Facilities

Anchorage

Commerce and Economic Development



Fish and Game
Natural Resources
Public Safety

Table 1.

State Departments Included in the Alaska State Employees
Child Care Survey and Estimated Numbers
in Juneau and Anchorage

Alaska State Department Estimated Number of
Emolovees
Juneau Anchorage

Office of the Governor 200 50
Administration 455 371
Cormnerce and Economic Development 152 127
Ccomunity and Regional Affairs 60 89
Education 363 109
Environmental Conservation 99 45
Fish and Game 297 384
Health and Social Services 345 500
Labor 288 180
Law 125 125
i.ilitary Af fairs 12 6
Correct ions 95 200
Natural Resources 70 515
Public Safety 150 350
Revenue 287 176
Transportation and Public Facilities 512 600

Total 4165 3827

The departments were selected in such a manner that the likeli—
hood of including a wide range of employees 1in various occupations and

at different salary schedules was high.

Data Collection

Data was collected in the Alaska State Employee Qiild Care Survey
by the use of written questionnaires. The personnel departments
within each State department disseminated the questionnaires through

regular administrative channels to supervisors in the various divi-
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sions and offices. The questionnaires were then distributed to the
appropriate errployees by the supervisors or another designated individual.

The Questionnaires: Three questionnaires were developed to col—
lect data, one each for Juneau and Anchorage Surveys (Exhibits 1 and 2
on the following pages) and one for the Non Users Survey.

Users Grouo Questionnaire

The 24-item questionnaires developed for the Users Surveys were
identical except for two items which concerned place of employment
(item #10) and the location of the respondents®chi Id care service
(item #13). For these two questions, Juneau and Anchorage were di —
vided into logical areas and respondents were asked to indicate wi thin
which area they worked and obtained their child care.

The demographic information sought on the Users Group question—
naires was sex, marital status, number of children, salary range,
age, shift worked, presence of handicapped children, job status, place
of employment and whether Day Care Assistance was received.

The child information solicited was location of child care ser—
vices, and, type, amount and cost of child care services.

Attitudinal 1information requested pertained to:

1. Whether the child care arrangements were meeting the

needs of the respondent and his or her child (children).

2. The reasons the respondent chose a particular type
of child care.

3. The shortcomings the employee perceives in the child
care services currently used.

4. The preferences for child care benefits that an employer

could offer.

The final attitudinal question regarding the possible benefits

11



13.

15.

. Aroyou asingle paront?

. How many children live in your household?

Exhibit 1: Juneau

MaieC
Female G

What Is your sox?

YesG
NoC

16
26
3C

5 o0r more u

Range 9 or below C
Range 10 to 12 6
Range 13 1o 15 C
Range 16 to 18 G
Range 19 to 22 G
Range 22 or above C

What is your salary range?

18 to 25 CI
26 t0 356
36 1o 456
46 to 55 O
56 to 65 G

What Is your age?

. What aro the agos of your children under 12?

Child ft

0 to 2 years G

3 1o 5 years 6

6 to 8 years 6

9 to 12 years 6

Child ft

0 lo 2 years G

3 to 5 years G

6 to 3 years G

9 to 12 years G

10.

11.

0 to 2 years G
3 1o 5 years G
6 to 3 years G
9 to 12 years G

Child #

Whore do your children receive
child care?
Oowntown Juneau/Thane Road
Douglas island
Aurora Haroor lo Lemon Creek Area
Airport/Menoennail Valley Area
Auke Bay and oeyond

. Which ol Iho following types

of cnild caro do you use?
Care in my home
Child care center
Family child care home
Child cares lor self
After/before school program
Care in someone else s home

What Is the total amount you pay
per month for child care?

free C

under S100 oer month
S101 to $200
S$201 to S300
$301 to $400
$401 to $500
$501 to $600

Above S600

oer month
per month
oer month
oer month
oer month

oer month C

ome o

. What Is your estlmatod

Users Questionnaire

. 00 you work a night shift as Yes 6
astate employee? NoC

. Doyou have handicapped children who ~ YesG
require spocialcare? NoC

. What is your job status? Full time C
Part lime G

Temporary or Seasonal C

8elow $10,000 C
S10.000t0519.999¢C
$20,000 to $29,999 C
$30,000 to $39,999 C

Above $40,000 C

familyincome?

Where is your place of employment?
Downtown Juneau/Thane Road C
Dougias island G
Aurora Harbor to Lemon Creek Area G
Airpon/Menaennail Valley Area G
Auke Bay and beyond G

YesG
NoG

0o you receive any Oay Care
Assistance funding?

Child 14

0 to 2 years G
3 to5 years G
6 to 8 years G
9 to 12 years G

Child ft

Child ft Child ft Child ft

[N PNep X
DDG)G)C')
OO @®

12



17.

20.

21

22.

23.

24.

Exhibit 1: Juneau Users Questionnaire (continued)

Child *1 Child «2 Child 3 Child 4
Is your child care licunsod?
Yes L- L. =
No C c
Oon't know o LI
How many hours of child caro ser-
vices por woex do you use?
1to9 6 C c n
10 to 19 6 6 r L
20 to 29 c F
30 to 40 m| 6 c
More than 40 6 O u r~

Is your current child cars situation
meeting your child's needs?
yes
no -

(]
(3
-

Is your current child care situation
mooting your neeas?

yes C I c 1

no C c r=
On the avoraae. to what oxtom do child care Imiss no work as a result of child care concerns 6
concorns cause you to miss worx (not inciuaing I miss 'ess man cna hour oer montn
iliness)? I miss between ! ana 4 nours ol work oer montn G

I miss oer.veen 4 ana 3 hours of work per montn G
I miss over 8 hours oer montn O

There an several reasons for choosing a particular type Reoutation u
of child care, rfaaso marx the one most imoortant to you Convenience or location i_
with the numeral “1” . Than mark the secona most im- Religious artiliation 6
portant reason with the numeral "2" and likewise lor Cost u
choice #3 (mark 3 itoms omy). Recommenaea by a (risna G

Child care cmlosoony t.i
Child to care-giver ratio t
Scace and/or eauioment G

Availability 6

The following is a list of soma of the shortcomings of Children watcn too mucn TV 6
child care servicos expressed by working parents. Children's eating and sleeping

Please inoicato wnat is or has hoon the higgest short- schedules’ are disruoteo 6

coming of the child care sorvicos you have obtained in Nutrition is inaaeauate G

Juneau: Mark that item with the numeral "1." Then, Inaaeauate olay facilities G

mark your socond and third choices wiih the numerals No or inadequate learning activities 6

“2" and "3" (mark 3 itoms only). Too crowoed 6

Overoriced i_

Inconvenient location i_

Other i_

No shortcomings i_

Tha following is a list of child care benofits an employer Flextime G

could oiler. Please mark with the numeral "1" your Parenting classes during non-work nours _
most oreferred choice. Then, mark your socond and More flexible leave lime

third most preterrod choices with the numerals “ 2" and Child care reierrai service u

"3" (mark 3 items only). 0If-site child care center G

On-site child care center
Child Care Ootion in tne
Supplemental Senents Package t_
Longer maternity leave
Other G
No options oreferrea t_

Would you allow a mambor ol the survoy team to interview you personally lor the purpose of gaining further
information about your child care needs? Yes C
No 1.

Ifyou answered yes, would you please give your name and a phone number where you can be reached dur-
ing worK hours.

Name (please orint) _

Work onone number.

13



14

. What Is your srary rang*?

Exhibit 2: Anchorage Users Questionnaire

MaieC
Female G

Whstls ycursex?

YesC
NoG

Aroyou asingle parem7

tc
26
3C
4C
5 or more G

How many children iivs in ycurhousenoid?

Range 9 or below C
Range to to 12 C
Range 13 t0 156

Which of tha following p/pas
of child cora 0o you usa?
Care in my nome
Child care center
Family cnild care ncme
Child cares lor self
Arter/beiore scnool orogram
Care in someone eise's nome

. What is the total amount you pay

per month lor child care?

free

under S100 per montn

$101 to $200 oer montn

$201 to S300 cer montn

$301 to $400 oer montn

S401 to $500 oer montn

$501 to $600 oer montn

Above S600 per montn

Geograonic Suoareas:

"Turnigim Atm: Hiinocw. moun Vailev. 3if0 Creex & Gvowooo

mSonnim; Muiooon. Mt. View & FI. -Ucnucson
'Nonhwui: jimencort 3ov. -iill Fairview jsenaro. Qowniown 4 Uioiown
*Souinwtit: Sana U«c. Oceanview. Camoceu laxe 4 AUrt noaa area
'Souuimii: Miiisioe area. 3aooit Creex. Aooon looo. .luriman 4 0'Vanev areas

. What Is your estimated

. Do you worn a night snilt as YesC
astat8omoioyet? NoC

. Doyou have hanalcaoood childrenwno  YesG
requuesoscialcare? NoC

. What Is your joo status? FuiltimeC
Part time G

Temccrary or Seasonal G

SsiowS10.C00C
$10.000 t0519.999 6
$20,000 to $29,999 6
$30,000 to $39,999 C

Above $40.C00 6

lamilYincame?

10. Whore is your place ol emoioymam?
Range 16 to 18 C i
Range 19 to 22 6 Eagie R|ver/(;huctak 6
Turnagain Arml16
Range 22 or aoove 6 Northeast' G
Northwest* G
What Is your age? 18t025¢C Soutnwesr* 6
261035 C Southeast' 6
3610 45¢C
46 1o 55 C  11. 0o you rocaivA any Oay Care YesC
£6 1o 65 6 Asstsmncafunolng? NoG
. What are the ages ol your cntldron under 12?
Child ah Ched si Child S3 Child 4*
0 to 2 years G 0 to 2 years G 0 to 2 years C 0 lo 2 years G
310 5 years O 3 to 5 years 6 3 to 5 years 6 3 to 5 years 6
6 1o 3 years 6 6 to 3 years C 6 lo 8 years C 6 to 8 years C
9 to 12 years G 9to 12 years O 9 to 12 years 6 9 to 12 years G
Child r\ Child a Child 42 Child 4K
. Whsra do your chddrsn rtcctvo
ch:ld care?
Eagle Rlver/Chugiak
Tumagain Armi C
Northeast* C C G L
Northwest* C C C
Southwest* C Cc
Southeast!

14



17.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Exhibit 2: Anchorage Users Questionnaire (continued)

Child M
Is your child cara liconsea?
Yes C
No I
Oon'l know 6
How many hours ol child caro sor-
vicss par week do you usa?
1t9 C
10 to 19 C
20 to 29 c
30 to 40 6
Mora than 40 6
Is your currant child cara situation
mooting your cmld's nseos?
yes C
no C
Is your currant child caro situation
mr.anng your noaas?
yes 6
no C

On theavorana. to what oxtent do child cara
concerns causa you to miss work (not inducing
illnassi?

i miss

Child 32 Child *2 Child *4
6 6 6
C 1. 6
6 6 6
6 6 6
C 6 6
6 6 6
6 6 C
C C 6
6 6 6
6 C 6
C C C
0 6 C

no workas a result ol cmld care concerns C

I miss less than one nour oer montn G

| miss Oetween! ana 4 hours ot workoer montn G

| miss cetween4 ana 8 hours ot workoer montn s

Thara aro savoral rsasons (or choosing a particular typa

ol child care. Please mark tho ona most imoortant to you

wrth tha numoral "1". Thon .nark tha socond most im-
portant raason wrth tho numoral "2" and likowisa (or
choico s2 (mark 3 items omy).

Tha following is a list of soma ol tha shnrtcominas of
child care sorvicos oxorassad by working parents.
Fiaasa indicate wnat is or has bean the higgast short-
coming ol the child care services you have obtained in
Junoau: Mark that itom with tha numoral " 1." Then,
mark your second and third choices wrth tha numerals
"2" and “G" (mark 3 items only).

Tha !diio"-<ina is a list of child cara bonalits an emoloyar
could ortar. Please mark with tho numeral “ 1" your
most oralorred choice. Thon, mark your second and

third most orotorred choicas with tha numerals "2" and

3" (m3rk 3 items only).

| miss over 8 hoursoer montn G

Keouiauon u
Convenience or location
Religious affiliation u
Cost G
Recommended Oy a Irieno G
Child care omlosoonv G
Child to care-giver ratio G
Space and/or eauioment u
Availaoility

Children watch too much TV
Children's eating and sleeoing
schedules are oisruDted
Nutrition is maceouate
Inaaeauate olay (acuities

Nn or inadequate learning activities
Too crowoeo

Overoriced

Inconvenient location

Other

No shortcomings

Flextime G
Parenting classes d inng non-work nours 6
More ilexible leave time G
Child care reterral service G
0Otf-site cmld care center G
On-site cnild care center I_

Child Care Ootion in tne
Supplemental Benents Package G
Longer maternity leave i_
Other G
No options preferred G

Would you allow a member of the survey team to interview you personally lorthe purpose ol gaining further

inlormation aoout your cmld care needs?

Yes G
No L_

[l'you answorad yes, weuld you please give your name and a phone number where you can be reached dur-

ing work hours.

Name (please onnt)

Work onone number

15



that an employer could offer was composed of the following options:

Flext ime - A schedule arrangement whereby an employee®"s work day
may begin and end at other than the typical 8 AM to 4:30 FM
regardless of the schedule of other employees in the same office.

Parenting classes during non-work hours - Employer-sponsored
or subsidized training in parenting skills and child development.

More flexible leave time - A change 1in the existing regulations
regarding leave time to allow parents to attend to child care
concerns using accumulated leave time.

Child care referral service - An employer-sponsored or subsidized
service which maintains a listing of available child care services
and refers needy parents to them.

Off-site child care center - A child care center not located at
the job site and operated privately but supported by the employer.
On-site child care center - A chi Id care center operated and
subsidized by the employer at the job site.

Child Care Option in the Supplemental Bene.fi ts Plan - Benefits
offered as one part cf a "benefits menu”. Employees choose those
benefits they desire - those not having child care needs select
other options (eg. more life insurance or medical coverage).
Longer maternity leave - An increase in the amount of time
following the birth of a baby that a mother may take off before
having to return to her State job.

Other - The respondent had other preferred child care options
which were noted separately.

No options preferred - A choice included for those respondents
who may have preferred no or only one or two other child care
options.

The Users Survey questionnaires were distributed to employees in
the 16 State departments through their respective Personnel Depart—
ments. A cover letter and stamped self-returned envelope was attached
to each questionnaire. The personnel departments disseminated the
questionnaires to supervisors in the various divisions and offices
within each State department who 1in turn, distributed them to their
employees.

The exceptions to this procedure were for the Anchorage Depart-
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nents of Corrections, Health and Social Services, Public Safety, and
Natural Resources, all 1in Anchorage. The questionnaires to these
departments were hand delivered rather than disseminated through norm—
al administrative channels for reasons of expediency.
Non Users Group Questionnaire

lhe seven-item Non Users questionnaire (Exhibit 3 on following
page) included items regarding the sex, number of children over age
12, salary range, marital status, age and whether or not the respon—
dent was a supervisor. The last item on the questionnaire was. identi—
cal to the "child care options an employer could offer” question
included in the Juneau and Anchorage Users questionnaire (and de—
scribed above) except for the addition of the item "Employer should
not offer child care benefits.” Also included was a '"comments" sec—
tion. Tne same questionnaire was used for the Non Users Survey in
both Juneau and Anchorage.

The Non Users Survey was disseminated through the personnel
departments in Juneau, and by mail in Anchorage. A stamped and self-
addressed envelope was attached to each questionnaire as well as a

cover letter with instructions.

Data Analysis

Data management for the Survey was obtained by means of a
Telofacts 2 (Dilithium Press) computer program. Percentages of respon—
ses to the various questionnaire items were computed and rounded to
the nearest whole figure. The data analysis consisted of comparisons
between Juneau and Anchorage using the data from all respondents in

the Users Survey (this category of respondents will be referred to as
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Exhibit 3: Non Users Questionnaire

CHILD CARE SURVEY OF ALASKA STATE EMPLOYEES

1. What 1is your sex? Male 4. What is your marital Married

Female status? Not Married

How many children 0 S. What is your age? 18 to 25
over the age of 12 I" 26 to 35~
years do you have? 2- 36 to 45~
3 46 to 55_
4 or more 55 to 65°¢

What is your Range 9 or below 6. Are you a supervisor? Yes
salary range? Range 10 to 12_ No"

Range 13 to 15_

Range 16 to 18_

Range 19 to 22
Range 22 or above

7. The following is a list of Flextime_
child care benefits an employer Parenting classes during non-work hours
could offer. Please mark with More flexible leave time
the numeral "1" your most pre— Child care referral service_
ferred choice. Then, mark your Off-site child care center
second and third most preferred On-site child care center
preferred choice with the numerals Ch.td Care Option 1in the

"2" and "3" (mark 3 items only). Supplemental 3enefits Package

Longer maternity leave

Employers should not offer child care benefits
No Opinion

No options preferred

Comments



"All Respondents™). Additionally, comparisons were made between; 1)
single parents (referred to as the "Single Parents" group) and non—
single parents in Juneau and Anchorage and; 2) those Juneau and
Anchorage respondents whose child care needs were not being met (re—
ferred to as the "Parent Needs Not Met" Group) and those whose child
care needs were being met.

The primary form of data presentation was percentage of responses
to the various question alternatives. In selected cases, graphic
presentations of the data were made.

Weights were calculated for those Users questionnaire items deal—
ing with reasons for choosing a particular type of child care (ques—
tion #21), perceived shortcomings of child care services (item #22)
and child care benefits an employer could offer (item #23). Responses
were given weights of three, two and one for choices #1, #2 and #3,
respectively. This same weighting procedure was also used for item #7
on the Non Users questionnaire. All percentages were calculated using
these weighted responses.

In order to make the results of item #23 ("benefits an employer
could offer™) on the Users Survey comparable to item #7 in the Non
Users questionnaire (also dealing with possible benefits an employer
could offer) the response option "employers should not offer child
care benefits" on the Non Users questionnaire was combined with the
"no options preferred” choice. Thus the item dealing with possible
benefits an employer could offer had the same number of answer options
in the Users and Non Users Survey questionnaires.

A final type of data analysis was the computation of an estimate
of the cost to the State of Alaska for employee time lost as a result

of child care concerns. The procedure was to use the salary range
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data from the Users questionnaire (item #4) and the responses to the
item concerning amount of time lost per month as a result of child
care concerns (#20) to calculate an annual total cost figure.

Median values frcm the salary range item were converted to hourly
rates using Step D of the General Government Unit salary schedule
negotiated with the State of Alaska by the Alaska Public Employees
Association and which is effective until June 15, 1985. These hourly
rates were then multiplied by the median values frcm the time lost
item, surrmed to obtain a monthly cost for Juneau and Anchorage, and
then converted to annual figures.

To adjust these annual figures to represent all Juneau and
Anchorage child care users (instead of only those who returned ques—
tionnaires), each annual figure was divided by the respective ques—
tionnaire return rates. The sum of these adjusted annual figures
represented the total cost to the State of Alaska for employee time

lost as a result of child care concerns.
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SECTION 111

Results

Section 11l contains the results of the Child Care Survey presen—
ted in five subsections. Data is presented separately for the Juneau
and Anchorage Users Surveys while the data frcm the Non-users Survey
for both boroughs 1is presented in a separate subsection. One subsec—
tion is devoted to the results of the follow-up, while the last con—
tains the estimate of the cost to the State of Alaska for employee

time lost as a result of child care concerns.

The Juneau Users Survey

The Juneau Users survey was concluded on October 19, 1984. A
total of 1,100 questionnaires were delivered to the 16 Alaska State
departments included in the study and returned questionnaires totalled
459 for a response rate of 42%. Tables 2, 3 and 4 present the demo—
graphic, child and attitudinal information for three categories of
employees in the Juneau Users Group while Figure 1 shows graphically
the choices for preferred child care benefits an employer could offer.
The three categories of employees are "AlIl Respondents™, "Single
Parents™ and "Parent Needs Not Met™.

All Respondents: An analysis of the Juneau Users results reveals
a profile of _.he typical or "average" respondent. The typical em—
ployee is a married, female employee, age 26 to 35, who works full—
time on day shift. The typical respondent is found at all salary

ranges, has a family income greater than $40,000 per year and works
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Table 2.

Percentage of Responses to Demographic Questions in the
Juneau Users Survey: "All Respondents™, "Single
Parents" and "Parent Needs Not Met" Groups

Questionnaire Iltem Percent of Responses
All Single Parent Needs
Respondents Parents Not Met
n=459 n=75 n=110
Sex
Males 38 16 40
Females 62 84 60.

Marital Status

Single 19 100 23
Not Single 81 0 77

Number Of Children

1 44 56 51
2 40 33 34
3 10 7 6
4 5 4 8
5 or More 1 0 1

Salary Range

Range 9 or Below 18 36 17
Range 10 to 12 26 24 29
Range 13 to 15 13 13 18
Range 16 to 18 22 15 21
Range 19 to 22 14 8 14
Range 22 or Above 7 4 0
Age
18 to 25 13 24 17
26 to 35 56 50 55
36 to 45 28 27 23
46 to 55 3 4 5
56 to 65 0 0 0

Work Schedule
Night Shift 2 0 3
Day Shift 98 100 97

* Because of rounding errors, percents may not sum to 100. Also,
since all 1items were not answered, "n"s for each specific item vary.
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Table 2. (continued)

Percentage of Fesponses to Demographic Questions in the
Juneau Users Survey: "All Respondents™, "Single
Parents” and "Parent Needs Not Met"™ Groups

Questionnaire Item Percent of Responses
All Single Parent Needs
Respondents Parents Not Met
n=459 n=75 n=110

Handicapped Children

Yes 3 4 2

No 97 96 98
Job Status

Full-Time 95 96 97

Part-Time 3 0 2

Temporary or Seasonal 2 4 1

Annual Family Inccme

Below $10,000 1 3 1
$10,000 to $19,999 10 36 13
$20,000 to $29,999 14 34 12
$30,000 to $39,999 19 10 24
Above $40,000 56 17 51

Place of Employment

Downtown Juneau/Thane Rd. 75 89 80
Douglas Island 6 4 5
Aurora Harbor/Lemon Creek 15 7 14
Airport/Mendenhall Valley 3 "0 1
Auke Bay and Beyond 1 0 0

Receive Day Care Assistance
Yes 9 41 8
No 91 59 92

Amount of Work Missed Due
To Qiild Care Concerns?

I Miss No Work 39 40 20
Less Than 1 Hour Per Month 24 22 28
1 to 4 Hours Per Month 23 21 37
4 to 8 Hours Per Month 11 11 10
Over 8 Hours Per Month 3 6 5

. A -
* Because of rounding errors, percents may not sum o 186. Also,
since all 1items were not answered, "n"s for each specific item vary.
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NJ

Questionnaire ltem

Age of Children?
0 to 2 years
to 5 years
to 8 years
to 12 years

© oo w

Where Do Children
Receive Child Care?
Downtown Juneau
Douglas Island

Aurora Hbr./Lemon Cr.
Valley

Airpt./Merdenhl
Auke Bay & Beyond

Types of Child Care Used

Care In My Home
Chi Id Care Center

Percentage of Responses to Questions Regarding Dnployee®s Children
"All Respondents",

in Juneau Users Survey:

Family Qiild Care Home
Child Cares For Self
After/Before Sch. Prgm
Care 1in Other"s Hocne

* Because of rounding errors,
item vary.

for each specific

Al 1l

Respondents

Child Child Child
HI n #3
n=384 n=184 n=38
33 26 16
28 30 24
23 21 24
16 23 37
17 14 7

9 15 13

16 13 13
52 55 60

6 3 7

14 17 27
14 14 10
14 12 7

9 13 17

10 8 20
46 36 19

Child
4
n=17

29
12
12
47

26

4
11
26
19
14

percents may not sum to 100.

Table 3.

and "Parent Needs Not Met"™ Groups

Percent of Responses

Single
Parents

Child Chi Ild Child Chi Id

HI 112 H3 14

n=130 n=129 n=34 n=1 6
28 10 0 0
34 37 0 0
26 20 20 0
12 33 80 100
32 38 0 0
4 13 0 0
26 17 50 0
35 33 50 0
3 0 0 0
8 14 20 25
32 25 0 0
16 18 0 25
9 18 60 0
15 7 20 50
21 18 0 0

Also, since all

"Single Parents”

Child
H
n=55

32
26
16
27

20

20
48

18
12
12
12

4
43

Parent Needs

Not Met
Chi Id Child
H2 H3
n=37 n=7
22 20
27 30
22 20
29 30
24 11
14 33
11 11
49 44
3 0
21 27
12 9
9 18
12 9
7 9
40 28

iterns were not answered, n

S

Child
[14
n=9

38
13
13
38



Questionnaire

Percentage of Responses to Questions Regarding Employee®s Children

in Juneau Users Survey:
and "Parent Needs Not Met™ Groups

Item

Child

01
n=384

Monthly Care Cost?

Free

Under $100

$101
$201
$301
$401
$501
Over

to $200
to $300
to $400
to $500
to $600
$600

10
12
23
19
26

Child Care Licensed?

Yes
No

Donll Know

43
50
7

* Because of rounding errors,
for each specific item vary.

All
Respondents
Child Child

#2 113
n=184 n=38
11 14
13 21
21 21
21 10
21 14

0 0

4 4

4 7

43 28
51 72
6 0

Child
[14
n=17

14
14
14
30
14

14

33
33
34

Table 3.

"All Respondents™,

(continued)

"Single Parents”

Percent of Responses

Quid
HI
n=1 30

16
30
12
21

73
23

percents may not sum to 100.

Single
Parents

Child Child

H?2
n=12

11
26
21
11
16

11

59
36

Also,

[13
9 n=34

SCooooooo

=
o

100

since all

Parent Needs

Not Met
Chi Id Child Child Child
U4 m It2 [13
n=16 n=55 n=37 n=7
0 13 15 38
0 15 21 0
0 15 24 38
0 22 15 12
0 28 18 12
0 3 3 0
100 2 3 0
0 1 0 0
0 33 33 17
0 46 60 83
0 5 7 0
items were not answered, '"n"

S

Child
14
n=9

25

0
25
25
25

33
33
33



Questionnai. item

Hop % Per Week of
Sare Used?
* to 9
10 to 19
20 to 29
30 to 40
More than 40

Is Child Care Situa—
tion Meeting Child"s
Need?

Yes

No

Is Child Care Situa—
tion Meeting Parent"s

Needs?
Yes
No

* Because of rounding errors,
item vary.

for each specific

Percentage of Responses to Questions Regarding Employee®s Children
"All Respondents™,

in Juneau Users Survey:
and "Parent Needs Not Met" Groups

All

Respondents

Child Child Child
#1 n H3
n=384 n=184 n=38
14 17 28
20 15 12
10 16 0
37 35 28
19 10 32
81 82 83
19 10 17
77 75 81
23 25 19

Child
#4
n=17

56
22

11
11

69
31

50
50

Table 3.

(continued)

Percent of Responses

Child
n
n=1 30

13
17

48
14

79
21

68
32

percents may not sum to 100 . Also,

Single
Parents
Child Child
n» H3
n=129 n=34
19 0
14 0
10 0
30 0
19 0
79 100
21 0
73 100
27 0
since all

"Single Parents"

Parent Needs

Not Met
Chi id Child cChild Child
ff4 HI #2 If3
n=16 n=55 n=37 n=7
0 11 23 33
0 20 10 17
0 11 16 0
0 33 39 17
0 20 13 33
0 43 41 57
0 57 59 43
0 0 0 0
0 100 100 100
items were not answered, "n"

S

Child
If4
n=9

50
33

17

56
44

100



Table 4.

Percentages Of Response- to Attitudinal Questions

Users Survey:

and "Parent N<eds Not Met"™ Groups

Questionnaire ltenm

Reasons for Choosing a
Particular Type of Child
Care?
Reputation
Convenience or Location
Religious Affiliation
Cost
Recccrmended By Friend
Child Care Philosophy
Child to Care-Giver Ratio
Space and/or Equipment
A-3i labi lity

Shortcomings of Child Care
Services in Juneau?
Children Watch Too Much TV
Eating/Sleeping Schedules
Disrupted
Inadequate Nutrition
Inadequate Play Facilities
Inadequate Learning Activit
Too Crowded
Overpriced
Inconvenient Location
Other
No Shortcomings

Choices of Possible Child
Care Benefits An Employer
Could Offer?
Flextime
Parenting Classes
More Flexible Leave Time
Child Care Referral Service
Off-Site Child Care Center
On-Site Child Care Center
Supplemental Benefits
Package Option
Longer Maternity Leave
Other
No Potions Preferred

Percent of Responses

All Single
Respondents Parents
n=459 n=75
23 16
18 23
2 1
9 11
3 2
24 19
13 15
2 4 1
6 9
10 5
6 4 6
2 5 3
9 3 9
19 11
17 17
18 24
6 11
6 9 7
7 12
18 18
2 3 0
8 14
7 5 8
11 8
22 26
21 21
6 3 3
2 1 1
3 1

in Juneau

"All Re”oondents™ and "Single Parents”

Parent Needs
Not Met
n=110

26
19

13

21
12

13

20
12
21

17

15
26
22

1

* Because of rounding errors,
since all

items were not answered,

percents may not sum to 100.
"n"s for each specific

27

AJso,
item vary,



Graph of Percentage of Responses
Qiild Care Benefits an Employer Could Offer:

Answer Options

Flextime

Parenting Classes

More Flexible
Leave Time

Child Care
Referral Service

Off-Site Child
Care Center

On-Site Child
Care Center

Supplemental Benefits
Package Option

Longer Maternity
Leave

Other

No Options Preferred

Percent of Respondents
Choosing Answer Options

"Single Parents"

and

Figure 1:

"Parent Needs Not Met"

Percent

in Juneau Survey to Question Regarding
"All Respondents™,
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in downtown Juneau.

The typical respondent tends not to have handicapped children or
to receive day care assistance funding, but does tend to have one or
two children under 5 years of age. The children of the typical survey
respondent receive day care in scmeone else"s home in the Airport/Men—
denhall Valley areas at a cost ranging frcm $101 to $400 per month.
Such child care, used for 30 to 40 hours per week, is unlicensed
siightly more than 50% of the time. The child care 1is generally
perceived to be meeting the child"s needs and to a lesser extent, the
needs of the parent. About 60% of the typical respondents missed no
or less than one hour of work per month as a result of child care
concerns not due to illness.

The first, second and third reasons for choosing a particular
child care service were, "child care philosophy"™ (24%), "reputation"
(23%) and "convenience or location™ (18%), respectively. Opinions
regarding perceived shortcomings of child care services indicate that
the typical respondent is most dissatisfied with the absence or
shortage of learning activities (19%), and, to a slightly lesser
extent, the high cost (18%). The third most highly rated criticism is
that the child care is "too crowded"” (17%). Regarding the most
preferred type of child care benefit an employer could offer, opinions
favor, 1in descending order of importance, "on-site child care center”
(22%), "child care option in the Supplemental Benefits Plan” (21%) and
"flextime" (18%).

Single Parents The data from the Juneau Users survey gives the
following characterization of the typical single parent, 75 (19% of
the total) of whom responded to the survey.

The typical Juneau single parent State employee, is female and



approximately 90% have three or fewer children. Over half of these
typical single parents are employed in salary range 12 or below, are
full-time day shift employees between the ages of 26 and 35, and earn
less than $30,000 per year.

The typical single parent lives in downtown Juneau but obtains
his or her child care services 1in scmeone else"s home or a child care
center located either in downtown Juneau, the Lemon Creek or Menden—
hall Valley/airport area. About 40% of these parents receive day care
assistance to pay for licensed child care services which most-often
costs $200 or less per month ( although $301 to $400 per month is
frequently paid) for 30 to 40 hours of service per week. Three-
fourths of these parents feel that their children®s needs are being
met by their current child care situation, yet 32% of the respondents
stated that their own needs are not being met by their current child
care arrangements. One third of these single parents miss 4hours of
work or less, although 40% report they miss no work.

The three reasons Juneau single parents give for choosing a
particular child care service, 1in order of importance are:
"convenience or location”™ (23%), "child care philosophy”™ (19%) and the
"reputation” of the caregiver (16%). Opinions regarding the perceived
shortccmings of child care service in Juneau are: 1) "overpriced”
(24%); 2) "too crowded"™ (17%) and 3) "no shortcomings"™ (12%), in that
order.

Preferences for child care options an employer could offer, in
descending order of importance are 1) "on-site child care center"”
(26%); 2) "child care option in the Supplemental Benefits Plan" (21%)

and 3) "flextime" (18%).
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Juneau Parent Needs Not Met: In the Juneau Users survey, the
final group of State enployees to be considered is the 110 respondents
who indicated that neither their needs nor the needs of their children
are being met by their current child care situation. Of this group,
only 25 (or 23%) are not married and fall in the Juneau Single Parents
category. An analysis of the data frcm the "Parents Needs Not Met"
group gives the following profile:

The "Parent Needs Not Met" respondent is typically a married
female with two or fewer children in salary range 12 or below. Over
half of these survey respondents are between the ages of 26 to 35 and
work a full-time day shift job. They have virtually no handicapped
children and over half of them earn over $40,000 per year. These
employees work in downtown Juneau and receive their child care service
in the Airpcrt/Mendenhall Valley area. The ages of the children of
these respondents are found in all age groups between 0 to 12 years of
age. Slightly less than half of these respondents use child care in
scmeone else’s heme and 90% of them pay $400 per month or less for
thirty to forty hours of child care service per week. Approximately
one third of these respondents report that they miss between one and
four hours of work per month,

hhen asked for the reasons for choosing a particular kind of
child care these respondents indicate, in descending order of irrpor-
tance: "reputation" (26%), “"child care philosophy" (21%), and
“convenience or location" (19%). Shortcomings in child care services
in order of importance are: 1) "overpriced" (21%); 2) "inadequate
learning activities" (20%); and 3) "too crowded" (20%).

Preferences for benefits an employer could offer were: "on-site

child care center" (26%); "Qption in the Supplemental Benefits Plan"
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(22%); and "flextime" (17%).

The level of satisfaction with regard to licensed as opposed to
unlicensed day care was also investigated. When those Juneau employees
whose child care needs are being met are asked if their day care is
licensed or unlicensed (for all children), 45% say "yes", while 47%
say "no" (8% respond "don't know"). When those parents whose child
care needs were not being met are asked about the licensure status of
their child care, 39% say "yes", while 55% say "no" (6% respond "don't
know"). These results indicate that respondents whose child care
needs are not being met, tend to use unlicensed child care more often.

Juneau single parents who indicate that their child care is
licensed number 50. When asked if their needs are being met, 71% say
"yes" while 29% say "no". Only 16 out of 75 single parents in Juneau
indicate that they use unlicensed child care. When asked if this
unlicensed child care meets their needs 56% say "yes", while 43% say
"no". These results suggest that single parents' needs are more often

satisfied by licensed as opposed to uniicensed .child care.
Anchorage Users Survey

The Anchorage Users Survey was concluded on December 14, 1984,
returned questionnaires totalled 512 out of a total of 1100 dissemin-
ated for a response rate of 46%. The results of the Anchorage Users
Survey are presented in tabular and graphic form on the following
pages for three groups: All Respondents, Single Parents and Parent
Needs Not Met. Table 5 presents demographic information while Tables 6
and 7 present child and attitudinal data.

A review of the Anchorage Users Survey data yields the following
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Table 5.

Percentage of Responses to Demographic Questions in the
Anchorage Users Survey: "All Respondents™, "Single
Parents™ and "Parent Needs Not Met™ Groups

Questionnaire Item Percent of Responses*
All Single Parent Needs
Respondents Parents Not Met
n=512 n=124 n=103
Sex
Males 30 19 32
Females 10 81 68
Marital Status
Single 13 100 22
Not Single 82 0 18
Number Of Children
1 52 65 51
2 35 29 38
3 11 6 10
4 1 0 0
5 0r More 1 0 2
Salary Range
Range 9 or Below 29 36 33
Range 10 to 12 17 21 21
Range 13 to 15 16 18 15
Range 16 to 18 22 14 18
Range 19 to 22 10 6 . 12
Range 22 or Above 6 5 1
Age
18 to 25 7 b ¥
26 to 35 68 71 67
36 to 45 24 23 23
46 to 55 1 0 1
56 to 65 0 0 0
Work Schedule
Night Shift 5 5 5
Day Shift 95 95 95

¥ Because of rounding errors, percents may—not sum®o!D0.  Also,
since all items were not answered, "n"s for each specific item vary.
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Table 5. (continued)

Percentage of Responses to Demographic Questions in the
Anchorage Users Survey: "All Respondents", "Single
Parents" and "Parent Needs Not Met" Groups

Questionnaire Item Percent of Responses*
All Single Parent Needs
ResDondents Parents Not Met
n=512 n=124 n=103
Handicapped Children
Yes 3 3 2
No 97 97 98
Job Status
Full-Time 92 95 95
Part-Time 4 2 1
Temporary or Seasonal 4 3 4
Annual Family Inccme
Below $10,000 1 0 2
$10,000 to $19,999 9 36 12
$20,000 to $29,999 14 34 18
$30,000 to $39,999 17 15* 13
Above $40,000 59 15 51

Place of Employment

Eagle River/Chugiak 2 0 2
Tumagain Arm 1 0 0
Northeast 11 8 16
Northwest 70 76 61
Southwest 12 8 14
Southeast 4 9 7
Receive Day Care Assistance
Yes 6 24 4
No 94 76 96
Amount of Work Missed Due
To Child Care Concerns?
| Miss No Work 34 32 21
Less Than 1 Hour Per Month 27 36 21
1 to 4 HoursPer Month 29 23 41
4 to 3 HoursPer Month 8 8 10
Over 8 Hours Per Month 3 2 I

* Because of rounding errors, percents may not sum to 100. Also,
since all items were not answered, "n"s for each specific item vary.
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Table 6.

Percentage of Responses to Questions Regarding Employee®s Children
in Anchorage Users Survey: "All Respondents™, ™"Single Parents"”
and "Parent Needs Not Met"™ Groups

Questionnaire Item Percent of Responses*
All Single Parent Needs
Respondents Parents Not Met
Child Child Child Chiid  Child Child Child Child Child Child Child Child
| 2 «3 1 «1 #2 1 1 «1 n «3 #4

n=350 n=148 n=26 n=3 n=124 n=38 n=6 n=0 n=100 n=41 n=8 n=0
Age of Children?

0 to 2 years 33 28 35 0 21 5 0 0 31 29 38 0
3 to 5 years 29 30 15 0 21 21 67 0 20 37 0 0
6 to 8 years 23 20 0 31 4 0 0 31 24 38 0
9 to 12 years 15 15 23 100 21 32 33 0 18 10 25 0

Where Do Children

Receive Child Care?
Eagle River/Chugiak 13 12 17 0 6 12 0 0 15 9 25 0
Turnagain Ann 2 2 5 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Northeast 20 29 17 0 26 29 50 0 19 30 0 0
Northwest 35 33 39 0 42 41 50 0 21 27 25 0
Southwest 13 11 11 0 12 12 0 0 17 12 25 0
Southeast 17 13 11 0 12 6 0 0 18 22 25 0

Types of Child Care Used?
Care In My Home 9 15 17 100 5 11 33 0 12 22 50 0
Child Care Center 21 20 25 0 33 32 67 « 0 19 21 50 0
Family Child Care Home 13 9 8 0 8 0 0 0 13 10 0 0
Child Cares For Self 8 9 8 0 9 16 0 0 1 2 0 0
After/Before Sch. Prgm 9 9 8 0 15 11 0 0 9 1 0 0
Care in Other's Home 38 38 34 0 30 32 0 0 37 32 0 0

* Because of rounding errors, percents may not. sum to 100. Also, sinee all iterns v.ere not answered, "n"s for
each specific item vary.



Table 7.

Percentages Of Responses to Attitudinal Questions in Anchorage
Users Survey: "All Respondents™ and "Single Parents"
and "Parent Needs Not Met"™ Groups

CXiestionnaire ltem Percent of Responses*
All Single Parent Needs
Respondents Parents Not Met
n=512 n=124 n=103

Reasons for Choosin% a
Particular Type of Child Care

Reputation 21 20 24
Convenience or Location 21 23 20
Religious Affiliation 2 1 2
Cost . 10 11 12
Reccnmended By Friend 4 3 2
Child Care Philo.soph?é . 23 25 25
Child to Care-Giver Ratio 15 13 12
Space and/or Equipment 2 2 2
Availability 2 3 2

Shortcomings of Child Care

Services in Anchorage?
Children Watch Too Much TV 8 1 1
Eating/Sleeping Schedules

Disrupted 1 1 9

Inadequate Nutrition 5 9 1
Inadequate Play Facilities 8 9 [
Inadequate Learning Activit. 18 17 21
Too Crowded 13 5 16
Overpriced 15 21 18
Inconvenient Location 8 8 10
Other ) 11 6
No Shortcomings 1 1

Choices of Possible Child

Care Benefits An Employer

Could Offer?
Flext ime 16 15 16
Parenting Classes 1 1 1
More Flexible Leave Time 8 ¢ 1
Child Care Referral Service 4 2 4
Off-Site Child Care Center 11 11 13
On-Site Child Care Center 28 27 30
Supplemental Benefits

Package Option 22 24 18

Longer Maternity Leave 6 8 4
Other 2 2 2
No Options Preferred 2 1 5

* Because of rounding errors, percents may not sum to 100. Also,
since all items were not answered, "n"s for each specific item vury.
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description of the typical survey respondent.

The typical survey respondent is a married, full-time female
State employee, aged 26 to 35 years of age with two or fewer children
in the household.  Half of these respondents are in salary range 12
or below. The typical Anchorage State employees' family earns above
$40,000 per year, work day shift and have no handicapped children.
Most of these employees' place of employment is located in the down-
town and midtown areas including Spenard. Over half of these employ-
ees have children under the age of 5 and few tend to receive day care
assistance. As in the case of place of employment, most of the child
care used by these employees is in the downtown, midtown or Spenard
areas. The most frequent type of child care used is care in someone
else's heme. The amount paid for child care of the typical Anchorage
enployee is $201 to $400 per month. Licensed child care is used as
often as unlicensed child care for more than 40 hours per week. Three
fourths of the respondents indicate their child care service is meet-
ing their child's needs and approximately the same number indicate
that their child care arrangements are meeting their needs. Few
employees miss more than 8 hours per month due to child care concerns.

The most important reasons for choosing a particular type of
child care are, in descending order of importance: "child care philo-
sophy" (23%), "reputation" (21%), and "convenience or location" (21%).
The three most frequent short-comings of child care services perceived
by State employees are: "no or inadequate learning activities" (18%),
"overpriced" (15%), and "too crowded" (13%). The preferred child care
benefits that an employer could offer in descending order of impor-
tance are: "an on-site child care center" (28%), "child care option in

the Supplemental Benefits Plan" (22%) and "flextime" (16%).
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Anchorage Single Parents Of all the survey respondents in
Anchorage, 124 (or 18% of the total) are single parents. The data for
single parents yields the following profile:

Eighty percent of the single parent State employees in Anchorage
are females with one child. Approximately two-thirds of these typical
single parents are employed at salary ranges 12 or below and their
ages tend to be between 26 and 35 years. Approximately 24% receive
day care assistance and are full-time day shift employees. Few have
handicapped children and most earn less than 530,000 per year. Half of
the respondents use child care services in the downtown, midtown, and
Spenard areas. The two most frequent types of child care use are
"child care center" and "care in someone else's home". Costs for more
than 40 hours per week of care (one-third of which is unlicensed)
range frcm free to 5400 per month but seldom higher. Over half of
these single parent employees miss frcm less than one to four hours of
work per month due to child care concerns.

The most important reason Anchorage Single Parents give for choos-
ing a particular type of child care service is the child care philo-
sophy of the caregiver (25%). The second most important reason for
choosing a particular type of child care is "convenience or location”
(23%) while the third is "reputation" (20%).

When single parents in Anchorage are asked to indicate what
shortcomings in child care services are most problematic the most fre-
quent response is that the child care is that it is overpriced (21%).
Their second criticism of child care services in Anchorage relates to
lack or shortage of learning activities (17%).

When single parents in Anchorage are asked about their preference
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for employer-sponsored child care services, they respond,indescend-
ing order of importance; "on-site child care center" (27%), "child
care option in the Supplemental Benefits Plan" (24%) and "flextime"
(15%).

Anchorage Parents Needs Not .Vet: In the Anchorage survey, a total
of 103 parents indicate that the child care needs of their children
and themselves are not being met. Of this group, only 22% are not
married and fall in the Anchorage Single Parents category.Aprofile
of these parents is as follows.

Two-thirds of these respondents are married females approximately
90% of whom have two or fewer children. These employees are found at
all salary ranges and tend to be aged 26 to 35 years. These employees
work full-time on day shift, have no handicapped children, and half of
them ccme frcm families earning $40,000 or more. As with other Anch-
orage employees, most of them work in the downtown/midtown/Spenard
area and receive their child care in the same area. The largest per-
centage of these parents obtain their child care in scmeone else's
home. Child care, which most frequently costs in the $201 to $300
range, is licensed in 50% of the cases. These State employees tend to
use between 1 to 40 hours of child care service per week. When
Anchorage State employees whose child care needs are not being met are
asked to indicate how much work they miss, approximately 70% indicate
from less than 1 hour to 8 hours per month.

When asked to indicate reasons why they chose a particular type
of child care, these same State employees (whose child care needs are
not being met) give the following responses in descending order of
importance; “childcare philosophy" (25%), "reputation" (24%), and

"convenience or location" (20%).
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With regard to the perceived shortcomings of child care services,
State employees whose child care needs are not being met indicate that
their greatest concern is with the lack or shortage of learning
activities (21%). The second most frequent criticism is the high cost
of child care services (18%) while the third is the crowded conditions
of child caregivers (16%). When these employees are asked to indicate
their preferences for the type of child care service their employer
could offer, their responses are; choice #1, "on-site child care
center" (30%); choice #2, "Supplemental Benefits Plan option (18%);
and choice #3, "flextime" (16%).

The issue of level of satisfaction with day care services vis-a-
vis licensed versus unlicensed day care is also examined. When all
Anchorage respondents who indicate that their needs are being met are
asked whether their child care is licensed or unlicensed for children
tt's 1,2,3 and 4, 46% answer "yes", while 47% answer "no" (7% answered
"don't know"). When these parents who indicate that their needs are
not being met are asked if their child care is licensed, 45% say
"yes", while 46% say "no" (9% say "don't know"). These results sug-
gest that in Anchorage, the level of satisfaction with licensed versus
unlicensed child care is very similar,

Thirty-four Anchorage single parents indicate that their child
care is licensed (for child #1). When asked if their needs are being
met, 68% say "yes", while 32% say "no". Twenty-one single parents
indicate that their child care is unlicensed. Of these, 57% say that
their needs are being met while 43% say their needs are not being met.
The child care needs of single parents, in other words, seem to be

satisfied more often by licensed rather than unlicensed child care.
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Non Users Survev

The Non Users Survey, was conducted in 8 selected Alaska State
departments in Juneau and Anchorage. Out of a total of 500 question-
naires disseminated, 228 were returned for a response rate of 46%.
The data is presented in Table 8.

Slightly over half of the respondents are female and have no
children. The proportion of males responding to the Non Users Survey
was higher than in the Users Survey and two-thirds are married. The
age range of the largest group of respondents is 36 to 45 years, older
than in the Users Survey and one-third of the employees are supervi-
sors. The three most frequently checked options with regard to em-
ployer-supported child care are, in descending order of importance
"flextime" (22%), "employers should not offer child care benefits"
(18%) and "child care option in the Supplemental Benefits Plan (14%)"

Tne remarks made by those Users who add their own thoughts to the
"Comments" section of the Non Users questionnaire tend to fall into
two categories. The first category of comments tend to praise the
idea of the State of Alaska becoming involved in the child care con-
cerns of employees. A few comments made by those who indicate that
they are supervisors state that they believe the job performance and
morale of their employees would improve as a result of such assist-
ance

The second category of comments is frcm those who indicate that
they think employers should not become involved in providing child
care benefits to employees. The objections are of three basic types:
those who feel it runs against the mores or traditions of America;

those for whom the issue is one of preventing the state from becoming

44



Table 8.

Percentage* Data frcm Non Users Survey:
Juneau and Anchorage Combined

(n=228)

Questionnaire Item Percent Questionnaire Item Percent
Sex. Number of Children

Male 46 Over the Age of 12.

Female 54 0 54

1 11

Age 2 14

18 to 25 7 3 11

26 to 35 29 4 or more 9

36 to 45 39

46 to 55 16

56 to 65 9 Marital Status

Married 62

Salary Range Not Married 48

Range 9 or Below 11

Range 10 to 12 21 Are You a Supervisor?

Range 13 to 15 11 Yes 35

Range 16 to 18 32 No 65

Range 19 to 22 19

Above Range 22 4

Questionnaire Item Percent

Choices of Child Care Benefits An
an Employer Could Offer.
Flextime 22
Employers Should Not Offer
Child Care Benefits (No
(Options Preferred)
Supglnnental Benefits Package
tion
On- Sne Child Care Center
Off-Site Child Care Center
Child Care Referral Service
More Flexible Leave Time
No Opinion
Longer Maternity Leave
Parenting Class

oo

N B~ o> —J100 oo @~

* Because of rounding errors, percents may not sum to 100. Also,
since not all items were answered, "n"s for each specific item vary.
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excessively involved in the affairs of individuals; and finally, those
older employees who indicate that they reared their own children and
pursued a career without having the benefit of employer-sponsored

child care assistance.
Follow-up Survey

During the follow-up to the child care survey, approximately 2%
of the survey sample was contacted personally or by telephone. Respon-
dents who gave a name and phone number and indicated that they would
be willing to be contacted were either called or visited on the job
approximately three weeks subsequent to the dissemination of the
questionnaires. When contacted, it was explained that the purpose of
the follow-up was to gain any additional information regarding child
care needs that may not have been included on the questionnaire. The
survey respondents were encouraged to discuss any issues that they
felt were important, either those discussed on the questionnaire or
others.,

Between 50 and 60% of the survey respondents contacted during the
follow-up, indicated that the questionnaire adequately covered all
child care concerns that they have. An additional 20% of those survey
respondents contacted during the follow-up had concerns which are
basically amplifications of issues raised on the questionnaire. For
example, many of the respondents related personal stories of trials
and tribulations they experienced with many of the child care services
they used. A surprising number of follow-up survey respondents ex-
pressed appreciation that such a study was being conducted and that
there was a possibility of the State of Alaska becoming involved in

the child care concerns of its enployees.



Survey respondents contacted at the time of follow-up raised
issues which were not directly covered by the questionnaire approxi-
mately 10% of the time. The issues raised fall into the following

categories:

1. What is the liability to the State of Alaska should it operate
a child care center and be sued in an abuse or sexual assault case.

2. Handicapped children and infants require specialized child
care services not generally available in typical child care
arrangements.

3. Paternity leave should be allowed.

4. Job sharing was an option not mentioned on the questionnaire
and should be given consideration.

5. Child care for those employees who travel and must be away
frcm home overnight is a particularly difficult situation espe-
cially for single parents.

6. Emergency medical services or an infirmary for ill children is
needed since most work missed as a result of child care concerns
is a result of illness.

7. State operation of a "Latchkey" _Frogram would very helpful for
State employees with school-aged children.

8. Fostering more emHJathy and understanding in supervisors for the
child care concerns of employees would elevate morale.

9. More monitoring and compliance checks onchild care centers,
especially private ones, would increase the trust of parents who
use them and lessen the degree to which State enployees now feel
that child care is a problem.

10. Subsidizing child care services has its own set of shortcom-
ings, most notably, the tendency for providers to raise prices
when subsidization is available. This puts those who don't quali-
fy for the subsidized benefit in a compromised position since the
price theK.pay for child care increases but not their income. In
effect, this amounts to a discriminatory pay raise.

11. Direct subsidies to child care centers thwart the competitive
market mechanism and result in a lower quality of child care and
higher prices.

12. Providing onI.)( money for child care does not solve the prob-
lem of quality child care.
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13. Raising the salary of those in the lower pay grades would be
a direct child care benefit not requiring any special program.

Cost Estimate Data

Data frcm the Juneau and Anchorage Users questionnaires was used
to calculate an estimate of the costs associated with employees who
miss work as a result of child care concerns. The raw data was
obtained from the the Users questionnaire items concerning the salary
ranges and estimated amount of time missed frcm work as a result of
child care concerns of the respondents.

The annual cost estimate obtained was $297,431 for Juneau and
$241,652 for Anchorage. This yields a total figure of $539,083 per
annum,

Several qualifications of the cost calculations are in order.
First, the estimate does not take into account any geographical,
swingshift, graveyard or hazard pay differentials. Secondly, the
salaries used in the computations are based only on Step D of the
General Government Unit salary schedule. Since the salary range was
the only data collected in the survey, Step D was used for all calcu-
lations since it appears to be the one at which the largest number-of
employees are found.

Another qualification is that 30% of the State employees were
estimated to be users of child care services. No data regarding the
actual percentage of State employees using child care was available
and the 30% figure was based on a pilot survey of the South East
Regional Resource Center staff. Also, the numbers of employees in
each State department in Juneau and Anchorage were based on estimates

made by the respective personnel departments. [If the estimates of the
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numbers of employees in the various departments are correct but the
percentage of those who use child care services were 25% or 35%, the
total cost figures would be $512,130 or $566,036, respectively.

A final qualification is that the total cost figure of $539,083
should be viewed as a conservative estimate. [t reflects only salary
costs and not such intangibles as lowered work production as a result
of poor moral or those costs associated with time lost "on the job" as

a result of child care concerns which intrude into the workday.
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Sirm-ary and Conclusions

The Alaska State Employee Child Care Survey yielded a significant
amount of pertinent data regarding the child care concerns of State
employees in Juneau and Anchorage. The survey appears to be timely
and well received judging by high return rates and the large number of
favorable ccrrrrents made on the questionnaires and during the follow
up. Given the fact that the users of child care were not sampled,
but rather that all employees were included in the study, the data is
very reliable. '

The survey results for users of child care in Juneau and Anchor-
age are very similar. The majority of respondents are females age 26
to 35 with two or fewer children frcm families with annual incomes
uver 340,000 per year. Only 19 respondents indicate that they have
handicapped children.

.The most frequent type of child care used is care in someone
else's home; the second most frequent is the use of child care cen-
ters. Costs are similar in the two cities, mostly ranging between
3100 and $400 per month, although child care i Anchorage is slightly
more expensive than in Juneau.

State employees use slightly more unlicensed child care in Juneau
than in Anchorage and tend to use fewer hours of child care. This
difference in the amount of child care used is probably due to the
greater time required to get to and frcm work in Anchorage.

The degree to which Juneau and Anchorage parents believe that
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their own needs and the needs of their children are being met by
current child care arrangements are similar. Slightly more than one
fourth feel their children's needs are not being met while slightly
less than one fourth feel that their own needs are not being met.

Time at work missed as a result of child care concerns is the
same for Anchorage and Juneau, approximately half of the employees
miss between less than one to four hours per month, while one third
miss no work.

The philosophy of the caregiver, reputation, and convenience or
location, in that order, are the three most important reasons given
for choosing a child care service in both Juneau and Anchorage. Simi-
larly, in order of importance, lack or shortage of adequate learning
activities, and the high cost of child care are the two most frequent
criticisms of child care services. Juneau employees indicate that
overcrowding in child care facilities is their third most important
criticism while Anchorage employees gave "no shortcomings" as their
third choice. The implication of these last results is that over-
crowding is more of a problem in Juneau and that Anchorage parents are
more satisfied with their child care services than their Juneau coun-
terparts.

With regard to the child care benefits an employer could offer,
the choices of Juneau and Anchorage employees are virtually identical;
an on-site child care center (22%, Juneau; 28%, Anchorage), an option
in the Supplemental Benefits Plan (21%, Juneau; 22%, Anchorage) and
flextime (18%, Juneau; 16%, Anchorage), in that order. An off-site
child care center and more flexible leave time are the fourth and
fifth choices in Juneau and Anchorage.

Two subgroups of the Juneau and Anchorage employees who use child
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care services, single parents and those whose child care needs are not
being met, are examined in the study. There is a small overlap in the
two subgroups, approximately 20% of the Parent Needs Not Met group are
also included in the Single Parents group.

Single parents constitute slightly less than 20% of the total
survey sample of child care users in Juneau and Anchorage. Approxi-
mately 80% of these respondents are females and those in Juneau tend
to have more children than those in Anchorage, although few have more
than two children. The roost frequent salary range in which single em-
ployees are found is range 9 or below. These employees have family
incanes significantly less than the over $40,000 per year income of
married employees, with 80% falling in the $10,000 to $29,999 annual
income range.

Single parent employees in Juneau and Anchorage, unlike their
married counterparts, tend to use child care centers more frequently
than care in scmeone else's home. This may be because Day Care As-
sistance must be used for licensed child care services. Costs for
child care are similar for single and married parents although there
appears to be more low cost child care available in Anchorage than in
Juneau. The amount of child care used by single parents, like married
parents, is higher in Anchorage than Juneau. Also, unlicensed child
care is used more frequently by single parents in Anchorage than in
Juneau.

With regard to meeting the needs of their children, approximately
one fourth of Juneau and Anchorage single parent employees indicate
that their children's needs are not being met, a result similar to

that for married parents. However, approximately one third of the
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Juneau and Anchorage respondents indicate that their own child care
needs are not being met, a figure notably higher than for married
parents.

When single parents are asked for reasons for choosing a partic-
ular child care service, Juneau respondents indicate that convenience
or location is the highest priority (23%) while the child care phil-
osophy of the caregiver is second (19%). These first two preferences
are reversed for Anchorage single parents (child care philosophy, 25%
convenience or location, 23%) while reputation is the third choice of
both groups (Juneau, 16%; Anchorage, 20%). When compared to married
employees, the logistics of getting a child to and frcm child care
services seems more of a concern of single than married parents,

Single parents in both Juneau and Anchor%ge indicate that the
high cost of child care service is their biggest criticism (Juneau,
24%; .Anchorage, 21%). However, the second most frequent criticism in
Juneau is that the child care facilities are too crowded (17%), while
in Anchorage, the second most frequent criticism is the lack of ade-
quate learning activities (17%). The lower income of single parents
would appear to be the primary reason that they rate high cost as
their primary criticism of child care services.

The preferences for child care benefits that an employer could
offer are the same for Juneau and Anchorage single parents and are
identical to those of their married colleagues; ie., on-site child
care center is Choice #1 (Juneau, 26%; Anchorage, 27%); child care
option in the Supplemental Benefits Plan, is choice #2 (Juneau, 21%;
Anchorage, 24%), and flextime 1is Choice #3 (Juneau, 18%; Anchorage,
15%).

That subgroup of State employees who believe that their child
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care needs are not being met was also investigated. As a group,
employees whose child care needs are not being met earn much higher
annual salaries than single parents since many of them are two income
families. Another finding is that among the single parents whose
needs are not being met as opposed to those whose needs are being met,
Is that a significantly higher percentage use unlicensed child care.
Licensed child care appears to meet the needs of single parents better
than unlicensed child care, a situation not true for married employ-
ees.

The three most troublesome shortcomings of child care services
are identical for those who do and those who do not feel that their
child care needs are being met (namely, no or inadequate learning
activities, high price and crowded conditions). However, the fourth
most frequent response of employees who said their child care needs
are being met is that there are no shortcomings! In other words,
State employees consider that their child care needs are heing met
even when the child care is considered to lack adequate learning
activities, cost too much and be too crowded. It would seem that
State employees have a substantia] tolerance for child care short-
comings.

The survey of State employees who do not use child care services
obtained results significantly different in several respects from the
survey of child care users. Among the non users of child care ser-
vices there is a significantly larger percentage of married men and
the respondents tend to be older employees in higher salary ranges.
The choices of those who do not use child care services regarding the

child care benefits the State of Alaska could offer are, in order of
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importance:

1) flextime (22%);
2) employers should not offer child care services (18%);

3) child care option in the Supplemental Benefits Plan 14%).

These choices, and comments made on the returned questionnaires
indicate that seme form of perceived equity between those who IWould
benefit and those who would not henefit directly frcm State supported
child care services is desired. Flextime or a Supplemental Benefits
Plan option would seem to be two forms of employer supported child
care which would meet the approval of most employees who would not
directly benefit frem it.

The cost to the State of Alaska, in terms of employee time lost
as a result of child care concerns is $297,431 in Juneau and $241,652
in Anchorage. This gives a total cost of $539,083 per year for the
two boroughs. This figure is a conservative estimate made on the
basis of a number of assumptions about salary scales and numbers of
employees. Also, the estimate assumes that approximately 30% of the
workforce in Juneau and Anchorage use child care services. Alternate
estimates made based on assumptions of 25 and 35% child care users

yield total figures of $512,130 and $566,036 respectively.
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"The expenditures you make for child
care prosrams or services are goins to be
deductible as ordinary and necessary
business expenses.”

— Kathleen Murray

*

Providence Hospital Child Development Center,



Table of Contents

from a speech by the Honorable Stephen McAlpine
Lt. Go'ernor of Alaska

Tax and Legal Implications of Employer-Sponsored Child Care
presentation by Kathleen Murray

Human Resources: Benefit Policies and Programs
presentation by Erest J. E. Griffes

White House Private Sector Initiative Program
presentation by Judith Wood

Employer-Supported Child Care Across the Nation
presentation by Roger Neugehauer

Employer-Sponsored Child Care in Alaska
anel discussion: Lisa Rudd, Donna Romero, Chris Ibanez,
edd Kessel, Pat O'Brien

Strategies for Implementing Employer Sponsored Child Care
Eanel discussion; Roger Neugebauer, Kathleen Murray,
rnest J. E. Griffes

Recommendations N
from Conference Participants
report to the floor

Demographics of Alaska's Labor Force
Bibliography
Conference Registrants



Introduction

from an opening speech by the Honorablo Stephen McAlpine
U. Governor of Alaska

In the late 1970's, employers around the nation
began to recognize that the structure of the
American workforce was undergoing rapid change.
Growing numbers of employees were single parents

and, in two-parent families, both parents were work-

ing as wage earners.

Responding to this change, employers in the
1980's are examining and instituting a variety of
programs designed to assist parent employees in
meeting their responsibilities to their jobs and to
their families. The dpurpose of A New Approach to
Benefits is to introduce Alaskan employers to some
of the approaches taken by companies around the
nation.

In order for parents to work outside the home,
caregivers must be found for their children. Child
care costs are a family's fourth largest expense,
following food, housing and taxes. Parents are

therefore faced with the dilemma of securing afford-

able, dependable, quality care for their children
within the constraints of the family budget. Their in-
ability to do so can result in lower productivity,
distracted performances, and job turnover for the
employer.

~ The demographics of Alaska's workforce inten-
sify the problem. Alaska's population is youn’ger
than that of the rest of the Unitea States. Fully 60
percent of Alaskan women over the age of sixteen
are wage earners, about ten percent more than that
of the rest of the United States. One in seven
families are single-parent families.

The average cost of full-time care for a child
over two ranges from $325 Tpe.r month in Anchorage
to $420 a month in Nome. This means that with an
income of $30,000 per year, a family with two
children will pay roughly $6,000 in taxes, $10,000
for housing, another $6,000 for food, and $7,400
for child care, leaving about $600 of disposable in-
come for such things as transportation, clothing,
and household goods.

Employees at low and moderate income levels
have a tremendous need for financial assistance
with child care costs. Through investing in child
care pro%rams, the State has freed individuals to
%o into the workplace who would not otherwise
ave been able to afford to do so. As State
revenues decline, government will not ho able to
keep pace with the growing number of parents
entering the workplace.

Still; parent employees are not only a growing
reality in the workplace, but are valued by
emEoners because they are stable and have a
stake In the future of the emploKer. The programs and
incentives outlined in A New Approach to Benefits
have been created by employers to recruit and re-
tain working parents as valuable resources.

~The State can provide role models; it can pro-
vide incentives and, to a certain extent, programs.
By working together the government and corporate
sector can meet the needs of the future in a way
that benefits not only the government of Alaska and
me ?(mployers of Alaska, but every citizen in

aska.

The information in this summary has been con-
densed from transcripts of presentations made at
the conference. Guest speakers included Ernest
J.E. Griffes, Kathleen Murray, and Roger
Neugebauer. Griffes, the former director of com-
Bensaﬂon and benefits for Levi Strauss & Co., is a

usiness management consultant specializing in
employee benefit plans.

Murray is an attorney specializing in child care
law, inlcuding legal and tax issues involved in
emp!o?;er-spons.ored child care. Neugebauer is the
publisher of Child Care Information Exchange and
Beginnings, both respected magazines for child
care givers and administrators. Other guest
speakers included Lt. Governor Stephen McAlpine,
Judith Wood of the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, addressing the White House
Private Sector Initiative Program, and Greg Huff of
the Alaska Department of Labor.

Panelists included Lisa Rudd, Alaska Depart-
ment of Administration; Donna Romero, CPA, Puce
Waterhouse; Tedd Kessel, Director, Center for
Educational Development at Providence Hospital;
Chris Ibanez, Senior Employee Relations Represen-
tative of ARCO Alaska, and Pat O'Brien, Alaska
Department of Health and Social Services.



“By meeting employees’ child care needs,
America's employers are writing an in-
surance policy on the future. The
children whose environment employers
are enriching today will be the leaders in
business in the 21st century.”

— Roger Neugebauer



Tax and Legal
Implications of

Employer-Sponsored
Child Care

trom a presentation by Kalhleen Murray, Attorney,
Chila Care aw Center

Child Care Delivery System

In order for employers to provide support for
working parents, it is |m.5)ortant to have a basic
understanding of the child care delivery system.

‘To begin with, there is insufficient child care
available, especially for infants and school-age
children. The price of decent guahty care is out of
the range of most parents, and the quality and
reliability of care is by and large much less than
anyone would like to see. The primary reason
parents can afford child care is due to the fact that
most child caregivers are earning minimum wage;
child care workers are among the lowest paid in
the nation.

The child care delivery system breaks into four
general forms of care. They are:

* care provided by parents
* parent-created care
« family day care homes

+ center-based care

Care r /ided by parents involves employers in
areas sue s flextime, job sharing and leave
policies. . ihis situation, parents are the primary
caregiver for their children.

Parent-created care includes such things as
cooperative care among parents, or in-home
babysitters. It is a non-requlatod form of child care.

~ Family day care is usually done hy somebody
in their own home as a paid seaice. It may or may
not be regulated by state or local licensing
requirements.

Center-based care includes a wide variety of
programs such as child care centers, preschool and
after-school programs which are operated by a
whole range of entities, from churches and non-

profit organizations to proprietary programs. Again,
center-based care may or may not be regulated by
state or local agencies.

Regulatory Systems

~One of the key features of the child care
delivery system is the regulatory s?/stem operated
by State and local agencies. The function of the
regulatory system is to ensure that child care ser-
vices meet a base-line level of health, safety, and,
to some degree, programmatic standards, such as
the number of children per caregiver, and general
activities plan for children. The s¥stem will general-
ly provide for insFections, and, after licensure, wil
respond to complaints.

By and large, regulatory agencies have not
rown at the same rate as the child care industry.
ecause of this, the agencies tend to be back-

logged and employers should be aware that while
||cen3|n8 indicates caregivers are meeting certain
standards, regulation does not guarantee a high-
quality program.

Still, there are several wa%s that an employer
can hegin to ﬂet a picture of the day care delivery
system in its home community. Charitable contribu-
tions, either in cash or in services, can be an effec-
tive way to begin involvement in the child care
industry. Employers can make themselves aware
of, or participate in, community planning efforts.
Employers can also make information on child care
available to their employees at little or no cost.

Employer-Sponsored Dependent Care Assistance:
The Tax Incentives

In 1981, as a part of the Economic Recovery
Tax Act, Congress enacted dependent care
assistance programs, which are contained in sec-
tion 129 of the Internal Revenue Service Code.
This provision was enacted to allow employers the
option of providing child care benefits to employees
on a tax-free hasis. Because of the statute, funds
provided for dependent care assistance are not
subject to Federal Withholding, Social Security, or
unemployment taxation. It is important to note that
dependent care assistance also covers elderly or
handicapped dependents and may be used to
serve a broad range of employees.

There are a number of requirements governing
a dependent care assistance program. The
employer must prepare a written plan for the pro-
gram. The program must be structured for the ex-
clusive use of employees with dependents in care.
The program may not discriminate in favor of
employees who are officers, or owners, or highly
compensated employees. It is possible to exclude



members of a collective bargaining unit only if
dependent care benefits have been the subject of
ood faith bargaining between the employer and
the bargaining unit, but were not included in the
contract. Not more than 25% of the amount paid
for dependent care assistance may be paid on
behalf of individuals who own more than 5% of the
stock in the company, or 5% of the profits or
capital interest in an unincorporated employer.

The company is also required to notify eligible
employees of the availability of the program, and
the employer must provide an annual statement to
the employee by January 31 of each year showing

the total expenses incurred by the employer in pro-

viding dependent care assistance. If the employee
has spent more for care than what has heen pro-
vided by the employer, that expenditure is eligible
for the Federal and State Child Care Tax Credits.
In two-parent families, both parents must be work-
ing in order to qualify for assistance.

Any expenditures an employer makes for child
care programs or services are deductible as or-
dinary and necessary business expenses. Capital
expenditures must be deducted over a period of
time, as are real property expenses. Business ex-
penses may be deducted in the full amount in the
year in which they were purchased.

Dependent care assistance programs can
operate either as an additional benefit, called an
"above the line benefit," or as a salary reduction
plan. Another option made available through IRS
Code provision, Section 125, is to institute depen-
dent care benefits as part of a "cafeteria henefits"
plan. In a cafeteria benefits approach, employees
are offered a choice among a range of benefits up
to a certain dollar value. Cafeteria plans can in-
i;lude dependent care benefits above or below the
ine.

If dependent care assistance is offered as a
salary reduction plan, until recently it could be
done in one of three ways,

» With irrevocable election accounts, an employee
sets aside a certain amount of money towar
benefits. If, after charges against it for the year
have been made, there is an unexpended
balance, the balance cannot be claimed by the
employee, but reverts to the employer.

* Mid-level accounts operate in the same way, but
balances in the account are returned to the
employee as taxable income.

« Zero-halance reimbursement accounts (or
"zebra" accounts) allow employees to submit
claims as they are acquired and be reimbursed

for them throughout the year.

The IRS recently issued a press release which
stated that the "zebra" account option is a tax-
avoidance device and is illegal. While this has not
been issued as a formal ruling t()iythe IRS, most
companies implementing dependent care
assistance programs have conceded that such ac-
counts are inappropriate. The IRS has indicated
that the irrevocable election account is acceptable,
and discussion is currently in progress regarding
the mid-level account.

~Itis important for employers interested in
|nst|tut|_nﬁ a dependent care assistance program to
work with someone who has detailed knowledge of
benefit plans and associated tax rulings, since the
program is new and precise program requirements
are still being determined. An .uPdate on decisions
and information regarding flexible benefits can be
obtained from the Employer's Council on Flexible
Benefits in Washington D.C. [(206) 393-1728],

"The link between child care services
and employment is obvious and the solu-
tions will come through a partnership
between the public and private sector,”

— Kathleen Murray

The Child Care Tax Credit

An important step that employers can take is to
let their employees know about the availability of
Federal and State child care tax credits.

The Federal Child Care Tax Credit is Part of a
Dependent Care Tax Credit that is available to
parents with children under the age of fifteen, or to
Persons with spouses who are mentally or physical-
y disabled and unable to care for themselves, or
any other mentally or physically disabled dependent
who receives more than half of their support from
the taxpayer (e.g., elderly or handicapped

relatives). The credit may be claimed on both the
short and long forms. Publicizing its availability pro-
vides a major benefit to employees.

In order to use the Federal Child Care tax
credit, parents must have earned at least as much
money as the amount claimed under the credit.
This is known as the earned income limitation.
Parents are limited by the amount of earned in-
come of the lesser earning spouse. In two-parent
families, both parents must be employed.



The maximum expense limit is $2,400 per year
for one child, or $4,300 per year for two or more
children. People with lower income will receive a
higher percentage credit than do people at higher
income levels. The tax credit can be used for day
care, after-school care, and vacation care, including
overnight summer camp. In order to qualify for the
credit the caregiver selected must meet federal and
state licensing requirements. The caregiver may not
be another dependent of the taxpayer.

The State Child Care Tax Credit is a
“negative" tax credit in that the State currently has
no income tax. The credit refund is based on the
federal tax return.

Information on the Federal Child Care Tax
Credit, including posters, flyers and cards designed
to fit into paycheck envelopes, can be obtaine
through the Children’s Defense Fund Publications
Department, 122 C Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
[(206) 628-8787],

Many people are still unaware of the Federal
and State Child Care Tax Credits. Making the infor-
mation available to employees can help working
parents offset the cost of child care.

"The price of decent quality care is out
of the range of most parents, even upper
income parents.”

— Kathleen Murray

Human Resources:
Benefit Policies and
Programs

Irom a presentation by Emest J. E. Grilles, _
Business Management Consultant, Grilles & Associates

In addressing the needs of working parents,
there are a broad range of policies and programs
that, while not directly aimed at parents, can be
structured to be supportive of them. There are
many such areas ranging from 5|mﬁ]e policy
changes that cost an employer nothing to complex
programs such as dependent care assistance which
can he costly.

An employer's ability to institute any one of
these ootions will vary depending on the size of the
employer and the nafure of the work being done.
Employers and employees should work toqether to
decide which options are workable and helpful.

Policies:

The hours that a parent works can present a
conflict between responsibilities toward work and
toward his or her children. When policies regarding
work hours are made more flexible, it often assists
parents in their dual responsibilities.

Policies that allow for flex-time and/or job-
sharing can be particularly helpful to parent
employees. Flex-time gives an employee a ranqe of
hours to choose from, generally operating off o
core working hours. Depending on the nature of the
work, however, it is also possible to approach flex-
time to allow employees to work a total number of
hours per day on a'schedule convenient to them;
for instance, the employ(ee may work from 7:2-.
a.m. to 2:30 p.m. then leave, returning at 3 J and
working until 5:30 p.m.

“In job-sharing, two individuals may work in a
variety of possible schedules while sharing the
same job. The ability to job-share is dependent on
the kind of work being done. Benefits can be pro-
rated between Aob-sharlng employees, much as an
employer would for part-time employees, so that
job-sharing may cost the employer no mere than if
the position were occupied by a single, full-time

employee.

Both flex-time and job-sharing allow for greater
flexibility for parenting employees. This is an impor-
tant benefit as parents are not always able to find
caregivers whose schedule is convenient to their
work situation.

Leave policies are an area that can be looked
at for a more flexible approach. Instead of requiring
that vacation be taken in blocks, employers can
allow employees to take leave days as they're
needed; for example, the employee may choose to
take a day of vacation on a child's birthday or for
other important family events.

Other examples include the availability of
maternity and paternity leave; allowance of sick
leave usage for Parents to stay home with children;
assignment of “floating holidays" rather than
assigned holidays, and the availability of leave
without pay or personal leave.

Finally, the simplest policy area to address are
those policies that have to do with conditions of
work. Here, simple changes in policy can instill a
sense of support for the needs of parent
employees. Many employers, for instance, place
strict imits on personal phone calls. A change in
this policy can reflect an employer's recognition of
the fact that there are times when parents will need



to talk with t> children or their caregiver. In the
same way, if break times or lunch hours are made
more flexible, parent employees can better use
these times to take care of matters relating to their
families. Adequate lounge and rest areas, discount
ticket rates to family-oriented activities, and
employer-sponsored activities for employees and
their families are all helpful in establishing a sup-
portive environment for parents.

"For any given benefit plan or program
or policy there are some employees who
use it and some who don’'t. When you
begin to get into flexible benefits, you
face this issue because employees need
to come to understand that any given
program is not used by 100% of the
employees."”

— Ernest J. E. Griffes

Information and Referral Programs:

Information and Referral (I&R) or Resources
and Referral (RrR) pro%rams come in a variety of
models and are relatively new approaches to
assisting parents in locating child care services. As
more parents work outside the home, the need to
match the supply and demand for child care ser-
vices has become more complex. Employers,
realizing this, have chosen to assist their parent
employees either through the purchase of I&R ser-
vices, or through offering the service directly.

An &R in its most basic orovides the
names and addresses of I! .child care home]
and centers, general infori about child care in
the community, and consumer advice on child care
selection. Parents mar telephone and receive child
care referrals, generally for a specific geographic
area.

More comprehensive child care referral offers
Parent training, provider training, toy lending-
ibraries, sBemahzed social service referrals, a
speakers’ bureau, media coverage, sick child refer-
rals, etc., in addition to the basic model. It may
also employ parent interviews to ensure that the
parent's philosophy of child deveIoEment IS
matched with providers who have the same
philosophies and can meet parental needs. Con-
sumer education is expanded to include detailed in-
formation on child care service selection.

Many of these programs also provide a printed
or QomPuter|zed directory of child care services
available in the community. These directories pro-
vide names, addresses and a general description of
the services provided. The directories may be
developed and produced by the emﬁloyer, or pur-
chased from an existing agency. Other companies
have offered technical services, such as computer
services, to help create directories or to keep ex-
isting ?wectorles by government or local agencies
current.

In many cases, &R services are purchased
through a consortia of two to fourteen employers on
a cost-share basis. There are single employers who
offer this information in-house or through existing
Employee Assistance Programs.

Steelcase, Inc. in Grand Rapids, Michigan, is
an example of an employer who provides direct
services. Its child care coordinators are company
employees who provide information and referral,
parent education, and technical assistance to child
care providers. Employers in San Mateo County,
California, have purchased expanded services, in-
cluding evaluation of child care providers, follow-up,
and recruitment of providers for additional hours
and weekend care.

Financial Assistance Programs:

The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 made
dependent care assistance plans eligible for special
tax treatment. (See Section |, Tax and Legal
Implications, for details of this law.) Dependent care
assistance programs include a range of reimburse-
ment programs. Employers can provide financial
support either by direct reimbursement or through a
voucher program in which the employer purchases
a number of child care spaces at one or more
facilities. Parents then present a voucher to the
facility, which is returned to the employer for pay-
ment. Employers may also offer a “vendor” pro-
%ram by purchasmP spaces at a facility and selling
these back to employees at a reduced rate. Direct
financial assistance can be handled through the
employer's benefit plan and is deductible as
ordinary business expenses.

‘Assistance packages are usually made
available in a "cafeteria" benefits package, allow-
ing an employee to choose from among a number
of possible benefits up to a specified limit.

~ There are stages of flexibility that can be built
into the benefits package offered by an employer.

In stage one, changes can be made in henefits
that are already in place. For instance, the com-



bination of sick and annual leave into a single per-
sonal leave package can be beneficial for parents
but does not involve elaborate changes in the
structure of the benefit program.

‘Stage two involves greater flexibility with the
beginning of a "cafeteria plan." The employee, at
this sta%e, is given a choice between Plan A. B, or
C, which offer differing sets of options; for instance,
one plan may include a dependent medical plan,
life insurance and dependent care coverage, while
plan B offers profit-sharing instead of dependent
care. The plans may also be structured so that one
plan may offer additional benefits, for which the
employee OPays, for instance, $20 per month, while
the second and third plans offer a declining level of
benefits at lesser or no cost to the employee.

Stage three begins to involve trade-offs be-
tween a henefit plan and cash or time off. At this
level, an employee may decide not to participate in
a medical plan and exchange it for a number of
days of paid leave, or opt out of a certain amount
of leave for a dependent care assistance program.
This kind of approach is complex, requiring a
sophisticated administrative system to keep track of
choices and to ensure compliance with federal
requirements.

The final possibility, which is the most flexible
and the most complicated to administer, involves
employees in the total design of their benefit
package. In this instance, employers make
available, for example, 40% of the employee’s pay
for benefits. The employee then can structure that
amount to allow for more or less time off, more or
less medical insurance, and so on. This approach
deals with the issue of comparable worth In Pay,
and allows every employee the same level o
options.

On or Near-Site Child Care

Whether an employer will choose to offer on-
or near-site child care will depend heavily on the
nature of the company and whether such an option
will be likely to be used by its employees. On-site
child care has been successful for employers such
as hospitals, where hours are irreqular and child
care within the community is therefore difficult to
obtain. In other cases, consortia of employers have
cooperatively established near-site child care

centers that are used by the employees of the com-

panies involved.

"Child care support is an employee
benefit that makes sense because it is
right and because there is a large seg-
ment of the employer’'s workforce who
need it and can use it.”

— Ernest J. E Griffes

The White House
Private Sector
Inititative Program

from a presentation by Judith Wood. Region X, U.S. Department
ot Health and Human Services

The White House Private Sector Initiative is a
program which provides briefings for chief ex-
ecutive officers and key business leaders
throu?hout the country on child care and the
benefits employers can offer their employees. Tha
Erogram consists of a luncheon hosted by a local

usiness leader. The briefing usually includes a
nationally-known child care expert and a represen-
tative of the White House Office for Private Sector
Initiatives, who make concise presentations of the
options availahle to companies interested in pro-
viding benefits to working parents.

There have been over 18 of these briefings
held around the nation since the program began.
Some of the results of these meetings include:

* In Portland, Oregon, a consortium of business
leaders established a computerized information
and referral program.

* In Atlanta, Georgia, a group of business leaders
developed a cooperative child care center.

* A child care center was built in Fort Worth,
Texas, adjacent to a parking lot used by
employees riding the subway system to work.



Employer-Supported
Child Care Across the
Nation

trom a keynote speech by Roger Neugehauer,
Editor, Child Care Information Exchange

~ Employers around the nation have begun to
implement benefit programs for working parents.
From 1978 to 1983, the number of companies pro-
viding some form of child care support tor their
employees rose from 86 to over 500. Some of
these programs include:

* The Polaroid Company in Massachusetts pro-
vides vouchers for its employees to assist with
the costs of care at a facllity selected by the
parent. This program has existed now for seven
years.

* The Palmetto HosPitaI in Hileah, Florida, pa?/s
50% of the cost of care for employees enrolling
their children in any of five approved child-care

centers.

* The Steelcase Company of Grand Rapids,
Michigan, operates a child care Information and
Referral service to assist their employees in find-
ing child care in the community.

* The Gillette Razor Company in Boston,
Massachusetts, has contracted with a child care
resource center to provide information and refer-
ral for their employees.

» A child care center was established at the JFK
Federal building in Boston, Massachusetts, for
federal employees. The center is run through an
independent non-profit corporation.

Four suburban hospitals in the Boston area have
contracted with an outside management firm to
operate a child care center for their employees.

In & recent Harris poll, 67% of human resource
executives of the Fortune 1300 companies in-
dicated that their companies will probably provide
child care benefits to their employees in the next
five years. If these efforts are carefully planned, in
conjunction with employees and child care profes-
sionals, these companies will see a more stable,
committed and productive workforce.

“America’s employers are doing
themselves a favor when they help their
employees with child care.”

— Roger Neugebauer

Employer-Sponsored
Child Care in Alaska

from a panel discussion: panelists Chris Ibanez,

ARCO; Ted Kessel, Providence Hospital; Lisa

Rudd, Commissioner, Alaska Department of Ad-

ministration; Donna Romero, Price Waterhouse; Pat

S’Br]en, Alaska Department of Health and Social
ervices

~ Employer involvement in child care in Alaska is
just beginning. Examples of activities are:

» ARCO Alaska, Inc., has formed an employee task
force to explore options such as dependent care
assistance programs, information and referral,
and employee brown bag lunches. It has spon-
sored several brown bag lunches for employees,
which have been well-received and well-attended.

* Providence Hospital in Anchorage recently con-
structed a child care center for its employees.
The center is open 24 hours a day, seven days a
week. It was s .ecall}/ designed for the care of
children, including infants.

» Price Waterhouse is one of several firms current-
ly working with employers interested in
establishing a dependent care assistance pro-
gram. It has been actively following IRS positions
regarding dependent care assistance ﬁrograms
and has been working for thf lishment of

requlations for the program.



