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60L-38.003 Procedures for Coordination o f  Child Care Services  
Requests.

( 1 )  A genc ie s re que s ting  th e  e s ta b lis h m en t o f  w o rk -s ite  c e n te rs  sh a ll su bm it a w ritten  
p lan  to  th e  D ep a rtm en t fo r  a p p ro v a l. T h is p la n  s h a ll c on ta in  th e  re s u lts  o f  a fea s ib ility  
s tu d y  sh ow ing  th e  fo llow in g :

( a )  N u m b e r and  a g e s  o f  p re sc h o o l ch ild ren  id en tified  in ta rg e t  a re a .

(b )  N u m b e r o f  em p lo y e e s  ind ica ting  u tiliza tion  o f  p ro p o sed  c e n te r .

( c )  D e sc rip tion  o f  p ro p o sed  ch ild  c a re  sp a c e  a s  t o  lo c a tio n , s q u a re  fo o ta g e , and  
su itab ility  to  p u rp o se .

(d )  N u m b e r o f  ex isting  p re sc h o o l c e n te rs  in th e  ta rg e t  a re a  w ith th e ir  lic en sed  capac ity  
and e n ro llm e n t .

( e )  E s tim a ted  s ta r t -u p  and  o p e ra t io n a l c o s ts  o f  p ro p o se d  c e n te r .

( 2 )  T he  D ep a rtm e n t sh a ll re sp o n d  to  each  ag en c y 's  re q u e s t b y  ou tlin in g  its  find ings 
ba sed  on  e s ta b lish ed  c r ite ria  a n d , i f th e  p lan  is a p p ro v e d , in a c c o rd an c e  w ith Sec tion  
6 0 L - 3 8 .0 0 4  o f  th is  ch ap te r , re c om m end  a s te p -b y -s te p  p ro c e d u re  f o r  e s tab lish in g  a 
ch ild c a re  c e n te r .

Specific Authority 110.151(8) FS. Law Implemented 110.151 FS. History-New 1-1-02.

60L -38.004 Criteria for Establishment of Child Care Centers.

The fo llow in g  c rite ria  sh a ll be  u sed  in rev iew ing  ag en c y  re q u e s ts  f o r  th e  e s ta b lish m en t 
o f  s ta te -s p o n s o re d  ch ild c a re  c e n te rs :

( 1 )  C on c en tra t io n  o f  s ta te  em p lo y e e s  in th e  a re a  eq u a l t o  a p o p u la t io n  d en s ity  o f  a t 
le a s t 4  em p lo y e e s  w ith p re sc h o o l ch ild ren  f o r  each  p ro je c te d  ch ild  c a re  s lo t .

( 2 )  N u m b e r o f  em p lo y e e s  ind ica ting  a t  le a s t  a  2 j %  u tiliza tion  o f  th e  c e n te r  by th e  
p re sc h o o l ch ild ren  in th e  ta rg e t  a re a .

( 3 )  A d equ a te  and  a p p ro p r ia te  sp a c e  f o r  ch ild  c a re  p u rp o se s  which c o n fo rm s  to  s ta te  
phys ica l fa c i lity  s ta n d a rd s  d e sc rib ed  in C h ap te r 6 5 C -2 2 , F .A .C .

( 4 )  N on av a ila b ility  o r  in ad equ acy  o f  c om m u n ity -p ro v id e d  s e rv ic e s  in th e  a re a .

Specific Authority 110.151(8) FS. Law Implemented 110.151 FS. History—New 1-1-02.

60L -38.005 Responsibilities o f Service Providers.

( 1 )  T he  s e rv ic e  p ro v id e r s h a ll b e  re sp o n s ib le  f o r  p rov id in g  q u a lity  p h ys ica l c a re  and 
d e v e lo p m en ta l ac tiv it ie s  a p p ro p r ia te  to  th e  a g e s  o f  th e  ch ild ren  e n ro lle d  in th e  c e n te r ; 
se le c tin g  an d  m anag ing  s t a f f  a s s ig n ed  to  th e  c e n te r ; and  m an ag ing  th e  b udg e t and 
da ily  o p e ra t io n s  o f  th e  c e n te r .

( 2 )  T he s e rv ic e  p ro v id e r sh a ll be re sp o n s ib le  f o r  e n ro llin g  ch ild ren  o f  s ta te  em p lo y e e s  in 
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acco rd an ce  w ith th e  e n ro llm e n t po licy  o f  th e  sp on so rin g  ag en c y , p e rta in in g  to  e lig ib ility  
and p ro c ed u re s .

( 3 )  Upon e n ro llm e n t , th e  se rv ic e  p ro v id e r sh a ll fu rn ish  s ta te  em p lo y e  s  w ith fo rm s  fo r  
p a y ro ll d edu c tion . P a y ro ll deduction  sh a ll be m ad e  in such a m a n n e r » a t  a fu ll m on th 's  
p a ym en t is d educ ted  fo r  em p lo y e e s  paid m on th ly  o r  2 6  p a ym en ts  a re  d edu c ted  fo r  
em p lo y e e s  pa id b i-w eek ly .

( 4 )  T h e  se rv ic e  p ro v id e r s h a ll e n su re  th a t p a re n ts , th e  pub lic , an d  re p re s e n ta t iv e s  o f  
th e  us ing ag en c ie s  h a ve  re a s o n a b le  access  to  th e  c e n te r f o r  p u rp o se s  o f  v is ita t io n  and 
o b se rv a t io n .

( 5 )  T h e  se rv ic e  p ro v id e r sh a ll be re sp on s ib le  f o r  re q u irem en ts  s e t  fo r th  in th e  re q u e s t 
fo r  p ro p o sa l f o r  th e  o p e ra tio n  o f  th e  cen te r.

Specific Authority 110.151(8) FS. Law Implemented 110.151 FS. History-New 1-1-02.

2001 Chapte r 110. F lorida S ta tu te s  | Personne l Ru les and S ta tu te s  | Co llective  Barga in ing  A g reem en ts  | 
C lass ifica tion  and Pay P lan | HRM New s | M anuals and G u ide lin es | Personne l/HRD  Top ics | Fo rm s | 

Reports | HR Hot L inks | T ra in ing  Resources

S b^ - H R M  Homepage
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(  P k n t e ' )

The 1985 L egisla tu re  appropria ted  $100,000 from the g en era l revenue fund to  estab lish  a 

S ta te  Employee Child C are  Revolving Trust Fund to assist in the  s ta r t-u p  of the child 

care program . The law allowed moneys appropriated  from  th e  A d m in is tra tiv e  Expense 

Trust Fund for estab lish ing  the p ilo t program to be used by the  D epartm en t of 

A dm inistration for coordination of th e  p ilo t program .

Of the $100,000 original appropria tion , $75,000 was spen t for renovation . The rem aining 

$25,000 was used:

(1) to equip the cen te r (appliances, furn iture , equipm ent and supplies $15,623);

(2) to pay consu ltan ts to  design the  space for child care  purposes ($2,200); and

(3) to assist the serv ice  provider w ith operational s ta r t-u p  costs ($7,177).

The original appropria tion  was inadequate  to support operation  of th e  c en te r  during the 

s tart-u p  phase. U ntil the cen te r could becom e financially  se lf-su ffic ie n t from paren t 

fees, additional funds w ere necessary . The D epartm ent of A dm in istra tion  agreed  to 

transfer funds to assis t Big Ber. J 4-C with the operating cost d e fic it re su ltin g  from lack 

of full enrollm ent in the f irs t few m onths. An additional $11,286 was au thorized  to be 

spent on the cen te r from D epartm en t of A dm inistration 's regu lar budget allocation, but 
only $4,330 was spent.

Additional A ppropriation-F iscal Y ear 1986 -  87

The Governor agreed  to  request additional funding from the 1986 L eg isla tu re  to assist 

the cen ter, w ith opera tional costs and to enhance the  quality  of the  p ilo t program  by 

providing more adequately  for the educational and developm ental needs of the children. 

This request also provided for resources to prom ote and fill the  c e n te r  and to assist in 

the coordination and evaluation of the p ilot p ro ject. As requested , $100,000 was 

appropriated for th ese  purposes, e ffe c tiv e  July 1, 1986. Of th is 1986 -  87 appropriation, 

an additional $16,000 was spent to  enhance the physical environm ent and to add to

CO ST O F TH E PILO T P R O JE C T

The O riginal A p p ro p ria tio n -F isca l Y ear 1985-86
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necessary toys, educational supplies and furnishings to serve an in creased  num ber of 

children. Several plumbing renovations were required by the  D ep artm en t o f H ealth  and 

R ehabilita tive  Serv ices in order to com ply with s ta te  health  codes, and $2,202 was used 

to redesign the  space in th e  toddler room in order to serve m ore in fan ts . Additional 

cribs, high chairs, w alkers, and o ther in fan t supplies w ere purchased to  allow for the 

increased num ber o f in fan ts. O perational subsidy to the  cen te r fo r th e  1986 -  8? fiscal 

year was $2,991 fo r sa la ry  subsidy and assistance in paying a la rge  insurance paym ent.

Resources for coord ination /evaluation  of the pilot p ro jec t over the  tw o-year period cost 

$30,135. A child care  spec ia lis t was hired in August, 1986 to  ass is t in the  areas of 

promotion, program  developm ent, m onitoring for program  quality  and operational 

efficiency, and evaluation  o f the p ilo t p ro ject.

The cen ter reached  financial se lf-suffic iency  during O ctober 1986 and reached full 

enrollm ent cap ac ity  in January  1987. A waiting list on March 21, 1987 o f m ere than 200 

nam es prom pted a request from the  serv ice  provider to expand th e  cap ac ity  to serve 

more infants. In A pril 1987 plans w ere developed to renovate  an ad jacen t w arehouse and 

connect the two buildings c rea tin g  space to serve 20 additional in fan ts . A rch itec tu ra l 

plans were drawn up a t  a cost of $3,750. The DHSMV con tribu ted  $15,000 tow ard the 

expansion. On June  30, 1987, funds in the  Child Care Revolving Fund w ere certified  

forward for the expansion pro jec t. Of the $50,057 ce rtified  forw ard, $38,000 was 

allocated  for renovation  of the  warehouse; $6,082 for furnishing/equipping the  new space 

and $5,975 to pay a consu ltan t to  com plete  portions of the pilot p ro jec t evaluation.

A to ta l of $14,751 rem ained  in the  Child C are Revolving T rust Fund a t  th e  tim e  of this 

report Decem ber 1987. A dditionally each month, the cen te r pays to  the  s ta te  $444.67 

which is deposited in to  the  Child C are Revolving Trust Fund. This paym ent is m ade up of 

$167/m onth for re n t and $277/m onth to pay back a portion of the s ta r t-u p  funds. (The 

to ta l am ount of th e  pay-back ag reem en t is $5,000.)

It cost $121,154 to  furnish the space and $37,760 to equip the cen te r to serve 95 

children. O perational a ss is tance  to subsidize the s tart-u p  for the  cen te r was $15,119 and 

a to ta l of $30,135 was spent on coord ination/evaluation  of the p ilo t p ro jec t.

The to ta l cost per child for the  two y ear p ilo t p ro ject was $2,149. This am ount includes 

$317 per child for the  coord ination /evaluation  aspects of the p ro jec t which would not be



necessary  in rep lica tion . Providing the space cost $1,275 per child and to  equip the 

cen te r cost $397 per child. An additional $159 per child was expended for opera tional 

s ta r t-u p  assistance , w ith salary  subsidy, liab ility  insurance and u tility  costs making up 

the m ajority  of th a t  cost.

Estimated Cost to Replicate the Pilot Project Center

I t  is estim ated  th a t i t  would cost the  s ta te  approxim ately $2,166 per child to  rep lic a te  

the pilot cen te r. C ost to  renovate  state-ow ned  property  to  provide ch ild -care  serv ices is 

estim ated  a t  $1,500 per child and to adequately  equip a cen te r is e s tim ated  a t  $408 per 

child. S ta rt-u p  opera tional ass is tan ce  to  the serv ice  provider would co st about $258 per 

child. The to ta l cost to  estab lish  a  s ta te  cen te r for 80 children is e s tim ated  a t  $183,250 

(this includes a $10,000 food subsidy). A minimum of 50 children are  needed fo r a cen te r 

to  opera te  on a financially  se lf-su ffic ien t basis.

An analysis of the  to ta l p ro jec t cost, the expenditures for each fiscal y ear and the  

estim ated  costs to re p lic a te  th is program  are presen ted  in the  following pages.



( fVickx)
EMPLOYEE NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

(AGENCY NAME) CHILD CARE PROJECT

sa m ple  d o c u m e n t

Th e  D epartm ent o f ___________________is planning to establish a w orksite  ch ild ca re  ..enter to  serve the state
em ployees w h o  w ork  w ith in  a three-mil.' radios o f  (loca tion  . I f  funded, an existing building w ill be
renovated o r  a n e w  fa cility  w ill be built to s e rv e_______ (num ber) ch ildren  (6  w  ;eks to 5 years o f  age) on
the grounds o f  the  (lo ca tio n ). Th e  center w ould  open during fisca l year (vea r) and w ou ld  be operated by a 
private ch ild ca re  provider w h o  is selected by com petitive  bid.

Th e  cen ter w o u ld  provide conven ient and high quality ch ild ca re  services for state em ployees in the area. T h e  
center w ill be open from  approximately 6:00 A .M . until 6:00 P .M ., M on day  through Friday. T h e  center w ill 
provide hot m eals, a high-quality, devejopmentally-appropriate educational program , well-equipped and furnished 
center, qualified  staff, and smaller ch ild-to-teacher ratios. T h e  co s t o f  the ch ild  care service  w ould  be w ith in  the 
range o f  average m arket rates charged by ch ild  care centers in ( geographical area)

The purpose o f this survey is to determine if there are enough children to support a worksite childcare center at
_______ (lo ca tio n )   . P lease co m p le te  the fo llo w in g  qu estions  a n d  re tu rn  to  (con ta ct person)
by (date)__________T h a n k  you  fo r  y o u r  coopera tion .

1. H o w  m any ch ild ren  do you  currently have in the fo llow ing  age groups?

 Infant (less  than one year o f  age)
_______ O n e  Y e a r  O ld
 T w o  Y ea r O lcl
_______ Th re e  Y ea r O ld
 F o u r  or F iv e  Y ea r O ld
_ _ _ _ _  U nborn  (o r  planning to have a ch ild  w ithin the next year)

2. I f  the cen ter opens F is ca l Y e a r ______________ h ow  m any ch ild ren  w ou ld  y o u  consider enrolling? (Please indicate
the ages o f  the ch ild  as o f _____________ )

_______ Infant (less  than one year o f  age)
_______ O n e  Y e a r  O ld
 T w o  Y e a r  O ld
 T h re e  Y e a r  O ld
 F o u r  o r F iv e  Y ea r  O ld
 U n b o rn  (o r  planning to have a ch ild  w ith in  the next year)

T H A N K S  F O R  Y O U R  H E L P .  I f  you  w o u ld  like to  se rve  on a p a ren t co m m itte e  to  help  in the  p la n n ing  o f  th e  
ch ild  ca re  ce n te r , please fill in y o u r  nam e so w e  ca n  co n ta c t  y o u  w h en  w e  beg in  lo o k in g  at s p e c if ic  p a re n t  
needs/suggestions.

Name Office Address Phone



http://us.f211.mail.yahoo.com/ym/ShowLcl...N T=] &YY=50786&ordcr=down&sort=datc&pos=0

From:"HolIiday, Cheri" <HollidC@dms.state.f].us>
T o:"'jeannettelacey@yahoo.com'" <jeannettelacey@yahoo.com> 

CC:"Kimmons, Christine" <KimmonC@dms.state.fl.us>, "Simmons, Lori" 
<SimmonL@dms.state.fl.us>

SubjectrState of Florida Child Care Program 
DaterMon, 25 M ar 2002 11:00:40 -0500

Per your request, listed below is the sponsoring agency contact 
information
for the State of Florida's 2 work-site childcare centers. For 
information
such as center start-up costs, etc., you would need to contact the 
Contract
Manager from the two agencies.

Gwen Cherry Child Development Center
Sponsoring State Agency: Florida Department of Education
Contract Manager: Mr. E. Tanner Holliman @ (850)488-7003

Ina Thompson Child Care Center
Sponsoring State Agency: Florida Department of Highway Safety and
Motor
Vehicles
State Agency Contact: Ms. Betty Stemm @ (850)488-1079
Contract Manager: Mr. Gary Ferguson @ (850)488-6778

If you will e-mail me your mailing address, I can send you some 
historical
reports dealing with the State of Florida's Child Care Program "Pilot 
Project".

Thanks,
Cheri Holliday 
HR Analyst
Department of Management Services 
Division of Human Resource Management 
(850)414-5788 or hollidc@dms.state.f1.us 
Visit the Human Resource Management Website at: 
http://fen.state.f1.us/dms/h^m/index.html

3/25/2002 3:25 PM
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C hild Ca re  Facilities in F ederal and O th er  S tates’ Buildings

The Office of Child Care Policy in the U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) works with 
federal agencies to provide and improve child care options for federal employees. Federal law 
requires that at least 50 percent of the children enrolled be federal employee dependents, and 
children of federal employees also have priority for the remaining enrollment spaces.1 
Approximately 88 percent of these independently operated centers are accredited by the National 
Association for the Education of Young Ch'ldrsn.

In cooperation with the interagency Federal Child Care Council, the GSA sponsors two websites, 
www.childcare.gov, and www.aflerschool.gov. According to information accessed through these 
websites, child care for government employees in federal facilities include the following:

♦ More than 800 child development centers operate on U.S. military installations 
worldwide. Approximately 98 percent of these centers are accredited by the 
National Association for the Fducation of Young Children.

♦ More than 110 child care centers currently operate in GSA-managed federal 
space across 32 states and the District of Columbia, serving nearly 8,000 
children.

♦ The Coast Guard offers on-site child care and child development programs in 
13 locations around the country.

♦ The U.S. Department of Agriculture offers on-site or near-site child care 
centers in nine states.

♦ Veterans Affairs (VA) operates more than 50 child care centers in 23 states 
and the District of Columbia.

In addition, recent federal legislation permanently authorized the use of appropriated funds, 
including revolving funds otherwise available for salaries, by executive agencies to provide child 
care services for lower income federal civilian employees.2 According to the GSA, at least eight 
federal departments and nine agencies currently offer some form of child care subsidy under this 
program. Recently passed federal legislation also creates a tax credit for employers that provide 
on-site or near-site child care centers for employees. Under this law, a 25 percent tax credit is 
available for employer expenses related to child care activities such as start-up costs, operating 
costs, and costs of training and continuing education for child care workers. A 10 percent tax credit 
is available for the cost of a company’s contract with a child care resource and referral service. 
The credit is capped at $150,000 per year.3

In regard to on-site child care services available to other state’s employees, the National 
Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) provided information from a state employee benefits 
survey conducted by Workplace Economics, Inc. The Workplace Economics survey identified ?2

1 Trib le Amendment, 40 U .S .C . 490b.

2 The child care subsidy program that Cong ress authorized In 1999 had to be extended every year. Pub lic  Law  107-67 
m akes the program, and the authority to use appropriated funds, permanent.

5 P re ss  re lease of U .S . Senator Herb Kohl, June  7, 2001.

Legislatne Research Report 02.036_____________________
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states as offering on-site day care facilities in certain locations, as of January 2000.4 Through 
information provided by the National Child Care Information Center, we identified at least one other 
state and several local governments providing on-site child care for public employees.5

Although on-site child care is not available for all state employees in any state, lawmakers in many 
states address the issues of availability and financing early education and care services. 
According to information from NCSL, lawmakers in at least 18 states have enacted corporate tax 
credits or deductions to encourage businesses to give employees more child care options. 
Among those are the following:

♦ Arkansas lawt. akers established several tax incentives for companies that 
create or operate child care facilities. Companies can receive a corporate tax 
credit of 3.9 percent on the salaries of employee? who work at child care 
facilities and are exempt ‘rom sales and use taxes for building construction 
and furnishings.

♦ California has a corporate tax credit for child care start-up costs, information 
and referral services, child care facility construction costs and contributions to 
a qualified care plan.

♦ Connecticut authorizes a tax credit equal to 40 percent of the cost of providing 
parent education classes to employees, available once the state’s employer 
child care tax cradit is exhausted. Classes must provide certain child 
development information and referrals.

♦ Florida corporations may deduct 100 percent of the start-up cost of an on-site 
facility.

♦ Maryland established a child care tax credit for employers that hire welfare 
recipients. The tax credit ranges from 1 0 - 3 0  percent of wages and from 
$400 - $600 in child care costs. Maryland also has expanded tax credit 
legislation to a broader child care market with a law that exempts certain in- 
home family day care providers from local personal property taxes.

♦ Oregon created a 50 percent tax credit for corporations that provide funds for 
child care services. Under the flexible tax credit plan, employees select their 
provider, and corporations are allowed a credit of up to $2,500 per full-time 
employee.

♦ In Rhode Island, businesses with child care centers for employees must 
accept state-subsidized children in order to be eligible for the child care tax 
credit.6

4 States offering at least one on-site child care facility for state em ployees are Arizona, Californ ia, Connecticut, 
Delaware, Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Maine, Maryland, M assachusetts, New  Ham pshire, New  Jersey, New 
York, Oklahom a, Pennsylvan ia, Rhode Island, Utah, V irginia, W est V irginia, and Wyom ing.

5 The State of M innesn ia a lso  operates on-slte child care facilities for children of state em ployees. In addition, the 
State of Co lorado operates a statewide child care  resource and referral system , and child care providers in various locations 
throughout the state offer tuition d iscounts to state employees.

0 Mary L. Culkin, Scott Groginsky, and S teve  Christian, Build ing Blocks: A  Legislator's Guide to Child Care Policy  
(Denver: National Conference o f State Leg islatures, Decem ber 1997), p. 13.
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Legislators in Minnesota and Utah enacted tax credits for at-home parents who stay at home with 
infants; a 1999 Maryland law allows a tax credit for dependent care expenses up to 25 percent of 
the federal credit claim for families with incomes less than $30,000; and in 2001, legislators in at 
least five states considered family and personal tax credit initiatives for dependent care.7 
Legislators in another four states considered tax credits or exemptions for facilities, non-profit 
providers or reallocation of collected funds.8

P rovisions for  Pa ren ts  o f  N ew borns

None of our child care resource contacts could provide comprehensive information on state 
provisions for parent of newborns, although clearly, care for newborns is more difficult to obtain and 
more expensive than care for older children. According to "Child Care Arrangements for Children 
Under Five: Variation Across States," a national survey cf America’s families conducted for the 
Urban Institute, infants and toddlers are more likely to be with relatives and in parents’ care, while 
children at three and four years old are more likely to be in center-based care.9 Even when infants 
are cared for by relatives or stay et home parents, however, stress for parents can be significant. 
Child care experts with NCSL, note the following:

By promoting policies that encourage parents to stay at home with infants, states 
advance the bond between parent and baby and also ease the high demand and 
costs for infant child care. Minnesota and Utah legislators have enacted tax 
credits for parents who stay at home with their infants. In 1997, Minnesota 
enacted a reimbursement payment for low-income, non-welfare families if a parent 
stays at home with a child during his or her first year. This payment represents 
three-fourths of the maximum child care subsidy reimbursement rate.10

The U.S. Coast Guard’s Separation for Care of Newborns Program allows Coast Guard members a 
one-time temporary separation of up to two years to care for newborn (or adopted) children with a 
guaranteed return to active duty. Members are eligible to affiliate with the Coast Guard Reserve 
during the separation.

For parents who must or wish to work, flexible personnel policies help to alleviate stress and allow 
employers to retain employees with valuable training and experience that might otherwise be lost. 
Flexible work hours, compressed work weeks, and job-sharing can increase t! ; amount of time 
parents have to spend with their children by reducing commuting time and allowing two-parent 
families to juggle schedules. Liberal emergency leave policies recognize the general lack and high 
price of care for sick children and infants.

7 Lawm akers in Hawaii, M issouri, New York, Pennsylvan ia, and Oregon in 2001 considered fam ily and personal lax 
credits for dependent care.

0 Law m akers in A labam a, Massachusetts, New  York, and North Caro lina in 2001 considered tax credits or exemptions 
for facilities, non-profit providers or reallocation o f collected funds.

0 Jeffrey Cap izzano , G ina Adams, and Freya Sonenste in , “Ch ild Ca re  A rrangem ents for Children Under Five: Variation 
A cross States," National Survey of Am erica ’s  Fam ilies (Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, Series B, No. B-7, March 
2000; ava ilab le at http://newfederalism .urban.org/pdf/anf_b7.pdf.

10 Scott G roginsky, Ju lie  Poppe, and Jenna Davis, "F inancing C f Id Care ," (Denver: National Conference of State 
Legislatures, June  2000), p. 13.
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According to NCSL researchers, New Jersey lawmakers have developed an employer-approach to 
support parents with young children by providing partial wap° replacement for parental leave 
through the state’s temporary disability insurance (TDI) program. The benefit, when combined with 
accumulated vacation and sick leave, can be an important source of support for working parents 
who need to be with their infants. Four other states—California, Rhode Island, New York, and 
Hawaii—also have TDI programs.11

State legislators have also formed policies designed to meet the particular needs of p arents on 
welfare who have young children. These laws and policies include exempting welfare recipients 
with infants from work requirements or applying work requirements only if the parent can find 
affordable child care.12

According to information compiled by the Work and Family Connection, flexible work arrangements 
(including compressed work schedules), the possibility of telecommuting or working from home, 
job-sharing, and on-site child care reduce employee stress, absenteeism, and turnover and 
promote employee satisfaction, commitment, pr .ormance and productivity. Researchers with that 
organization note that many private ccmpar j  have discovered the profitability of developing 
provisions for allowing working parents to shu.e jobs, to work flexible schedules, to telecommute, 
to provide on-site care centers or back-up care, and to bring newborns (and sometimes their care 
providers) to work. Many private companies also subsidize extended or odd-hour child care for 
individuals who work on shifts or on compressed schedules. The Work and Family Connection 
provided the following information on a study conducted in 2000 by the Boston C ,'llege Center on 
Work and Family:

A two-year Boston College study, "Measuring the Impact of Workplace Flexibility," 
is like an advanced course in what to do -  and what not to do -  for companies and 
consultants trying to make flexibility succeed. Six companies opened up to 
researcher: Amway, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company, Honeywell, Kraft, Lucent 
Technologies and Motorola. When they began this project, Boston College Center 
on Work & Family researchers Mindy Fried and Leon Litchfield had no stated 
hypotheses. Researchers conducted 59 personal interviews with both users and 
non-users of flexibility. They examined three kinds of arrangements. First, 
traditional flextime, used by 14%, allowed users to schedule different starting and 
quitting times around core hours. The second, called "daily flextime" by Fried and 
Litchfield, was used by 11 % who had, to a great extent, autonomy and control over 
their work hours each day and could vary them as they needed to. Telecommuting 
(9%) was the third, with most users working from home or a satellite office just one 
or two days per week. Results showed the use of flex arrangements had a 
positive impact on productivity, work quality and retention, with daily flextime 
showing the best results by far of any of the three arrangements. Of employees 
surveyed, 87% said working one of the three options had improved both their 
productivity and work quality: 80% said flexibility had a beneficial impact on 
retention. Most said the arrangement had a positive effect on their relationship 
with their supervisor, and only 5% said the relationship was negatively affected.
Their managers were also enthusiastic: 70% said flexibility improved productivity,
65% said it had a positive impact on the quality of work produced and 76% felt 
flexibility had a favorable effect on retention. Nearly all the managers believed

11 Culkln, et a l„  Building Blocks, p. 12.

Groginsky, et al. “Financing Child  Care," p. 13.
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their work group’s productivity and their own job performance were the same or 
better. Three-fourths reported no change in their own workload.

The Work and Family Connection also provided information on another study conducted in 2000 on
business-supported dependent care. Finding from that study include the following:

The American Business Collaboration for Quality Dependent Care (ABC) has 
impacted about 1,500 projects across the U.S. A new study says those efforts 
have paid off in the area that means most to companies—tthey have improved 
productivity among those who have used the supported services. The study was 
conducted by Abt Associates, Cambridge, MA. Researchers found 63% of 1,483 
employees who had used ABC-supported services in 10 communities believe their 
productivity improved due to those programs. More than a third (35%) were better 
able to concentrate at work, 30% left work early less often to deal with family 
matters, 27% took fewer days off and 26% were late less often. The vast majority 
of those surveyed worked for ABC companies and had used various kinds of 
childcare services (more than .90% of the group's funding has gone to childcare, 
but eldercare programs also had a positive impact on productivity).13

I hope you find this information useful. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have questions 
or need additional information.

13 The W ork and Fam ily Connection website address is http ://www .w orkfam ily.com .

Legislative Research Report 02.036______________________________________________________January 18,2001 -  Page 8
State and Federal Support for On-Site Employee Child Care

http://www.workfamily.com


OCLO F irstS earch: D eta iled  Record Q
Your requested information from your library alaska state libr_____________________________________ Return

FirstSearch: Detailed Record Page 1 o f 1

W iis o n S e le c t P lu s  results for; k w : c h i l d c a r e  a n d  f t :  fu l l t e x t .  Record 2 0  of 9 8

Mark: T  

Database: WiisonSelectPlus

Copyright: Database Producer Copyright © the H.W. Wilson Company. All rights reserved.

Ownership: Check the catalogs in your library.
• Libraries that Own Item: 315

Full Text: 0  View HTML Full Text (wiisonSeieciPius)
AJthor(s): McIntyre. Lee.

Title: The  g row th  o f w o rk -s ite  daycare, 
co ve r s to ry

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Boston Regional Review v. 10 no3 (2000) p. 8-15 Journal Code: Fed Reserve Bank 
Boston Reg Rev 
Additional Info: United States

S ta n d a rd  N o : ISSN: 1062 -1865
Details: il tab.

Language: English
Abstract: On-site daycare for the children of employees has proven popular with a number of companies, which have 

discovered that on-site daycare can assist greatly with recruitment and retention; help to reduce absenteeism; 
and give a big boost to worker morale, job performance, and a company's public image. However, given the 
lingering uncertainty about the economic benefit that on-site daycare offers, the large up-front costs that are 
involved, and the particular difficulties that on-site daycare poses for small firms, many companies are reluctant 
to become involved. The on-site daycare centers of a number of organizations are discussed, and a sidebar 
presents information on the work of Bright Horizons, the biggest vendor for childcare services in the U.S.

SUBJECT(S)

Descriptor: Employer-supported day care.
Day care centers -  Location.
Day care -  Quality of care.
Day care -  Costs.

SIC Code: 8351

Record Type: article

Article Type: feature article

Accession No: BBPI00089002

FirstSearch© Copyright © 1992-2002 OCLC as to electronic presentation and platform. All Rights Reserved. S I
E -m ail add ress: FirstSearch@odc.org Loca tion : http://FirstSearch.odc.org Return

htlp://first.search.oclc.orgAVebZ/FSPage?pagename=record:pagetype=print:entityprinting=true:entitycurrecnc 3/6/2002

mailto:FirstSearch@odc.org
http://FirstSearch.odc.org


FirstSearch: Full Text Page 1 o f 6

OCLC FirstSearch: Full T e x t
Your requested information from your library Alaska state libr

1 9
Return

LwilsonSelectPlus results for: 'k w : childcare and ft: fulltext'. Record 20 of 98

Full-text source: WiisonSelectPlus

The g row th  o f  w o rk -s ite  d ayca re .
Author: McIntyre, Lee. Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Boston Regional Review v. 10 no3 (2000) p. 8-15 ISSN: 1062-1865 
Number: BBPI00089002 Copyright: The magazine publisher is the copyright holder of this article and it is reproduced with 
permission. Further reproduction of this article in violation of the copyright is prohibited.

When Stride Rite Corporation opened its on-site daycare center in Roxbury, Massachusetts, in 1971, it was a pioneering 
achievement. As a leading manufacturer of children's footwear, Stride Rite was already used to thinking about the needs of 
families, and the concept of on-site daycare seemed a natural fit. In the beginning, Stride Rite did not see its center primarily as an 
employee benefit, but rather as a philanthropic mission that would serve Greater Boston. The company set aside one-quarter of its 
daycare slots for low-income families from the surrounding community. Today, at its new Lexington, Massachusetts, location, it 
employs a sliding scale for daycare tuition that is available to the community and Stride Rite employees alike.

In the intervening years, Stride Rite -- and the companies that followed -- have discovered the potential benefits that on-site 
daycare can offer: It can assist greatly with recruitment and retention, it helps to cut absenteeism, and it can give a big boost to 
worker morale, job performance, and a company's public image. In short, on-site daycare creates an environment in which the 
worker can focus on work, because he or she knows that his or her child is being well cared for by a competent professional, just 
a few floors away.

ijjj^vhy isn't on-site daycare more prevalent? The answer, unfortunately, is that quality daycare is expensive. And, although there 
are many firms that could potentially benefit from on-site daycare once they offer it, they must first be willing to commit a 
substantial amount of cash -- and be convinced that they will earn it back -- before they are willing to take the plunge.

THE SILENTRjj.VOLUTIONAi;hough it is often considered to be a modern phenomenon, Sandra Burud, of Burud and Associates, 
a childcare benefits research and consulting firm in Los Angeles, California, has found evidence that employer-supported 
childcare extends at least as far back as the Civil War, when women who sewed soldiers' clothing were offered work-site 
childcare. Eighty years later, during World War II, work-site childcare was made available to women who worked in the shipyards 
of Portland, Oregon, although these centers quickly closed once the war was over.

As women with young children began to join the labor force en masse in the 1970s, the concept of on-site daycare grew and 
spread to hospitals, government, and private companies. Since then, the face of America's workforce has continued to diversify. In 
1975, only 34 percent of married couples with children under six sent both parents into the workforce; today the figure is almost 60 
percent. In addition, today nearly 20 percent of employed parents are single and raising their children alone.

Yet, on-site daycare has not grown by nearly as much as one might expect. According to a recent survey of over 1,000 American 
companies, the Families and Work Institute (FWI) found that only 9 percent of companies with 100 or more employees have on­
site daycare. Although this number has increased dramatically from the 200 or so available in 1982 (of which the vast majority 
were in hospitals, with only 42 in private firms), to the approximately 8,000 that exist today, this still lags far behind the potential 
demand created by the approximately 9 million families with children under six years old that are in the workforce today.

In families where both -  or the only -- parent works, a range of childcare options is employed (see table). Nearly one-quarter 
arrange their work schedules so that the children are cared for only by their parents. Another quarter rely on the help of family 
members or make other informal arrangements. Looking at the choices that parents actually ma!.° however, may not indicate the 
depth of the childcare problem in this country or the dissatisfaction that many parents feel with their current options. In a recent

«>y conducted by the University of Massachusetts at Boston, one out of every six parents reported ending a childcare 
gement within the past year, most often because of inadequate quality. In a separate study, conducted by Yale University, 86 
;nt of U.S. childcare centers were found to provide "poor to mediocre" care. No wonder that 82 percent of on-site daycare 
centers -- which are usually high in quality -- have waiting lists, averaging 50 percent of capacity.

According to the Families and Work Institute, on-site daycare is more prevalent at those companies that are large (over 1,000
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employees), that provide services (such as healthcare and financial services;, and that have a high percentage of their top 
executive positions filled by women (see table). Indeed, 19 percent of those firms with half or more of their top spots filled by 
women offer daycare. One also finds on-site daycare more often in large metro areas, much less commonly in rural ones. And 
these days, according to V -  :ra Burud, it is growing fastest in fields like high-tech, which have employees who are hard to recruit.

because a company has on-site daycare, however, doesn't mean that it is available at all its sites or to all its employees. 
Indeed, the FWI survey found that as the number of a company's work sites increased, the percentage of sites offering daycare 
declined. Given the tendency for large firms to have multiple work-sites, counting the percentage of firms that offer on-site care 
may significantly overestimate the number of employees who actually have access to it. On the other hand, since nearly half of all 
employment in the United States is at companies with more than 500 employees, which are most likely to offer on-site daycare, 
one might wonder whether employee access has instead been underestimated.

Those companies that offer on-site daycare usually swear by it and are convinced that it has saved them money, mostly from 
reduced absenteeism and improved recruitment and retention. "There is no doubt in my mind that the childcare center has saved 
us money," reports Marcia Hebert, the director of John Hancock Financial Services' childcare center in Boston, Massachusetts.

But, there is surprisingly little documentation of such savings and sparse academic research on the topic. One of the more careful 
studies of the return on investment for on-site daycare was conducted by Sandra Burud in 1987 for Union Bank at its 1,200- 
employee operations center in Monterey, California. Burud found a 2.2 percent turnover rate for employees who used the center in 
its firsi year of operation, compared to a P.5 percent rate for parents who used other arrangements. With the cost of hiring and 
training new workers estimated at between three-quarters to one and one-half times an employee's annual salary, this reduction 
accounted for the most significant cost savings. Absenteeism too was affected, with participants missing 1.7 fewer days of work 
than parents who did not use the center, also saving the company money. Still another savings was in reduced maternity leave. 
Since the center accommodated infants, Burud found that maternity leaves were 1.2 weeks shorter for mothers who used the 
center than for those who did not. And, 61 percent of those who were considering job offers from the bank said that the childcare 
center would be a fac‘or in their decision. In the current era of tight labor markets, such an advantage could be substantial. All in 
all, the center saved more than it cost.

While the financial consequence of offering on-site daycare will depend heavily upon the unique situation of a particular company, 
it is probably safe to conclude that some of those that do not offer on-site daycare could benefit from it. What can we learn from 

experience of those companies that already have on-site care?
t r
QUALITY IS JOB ONELike many companies, Lotus Corporation first considered work-site daycare when a number of its 
employees who were interested in family issues approached management. But if Lotus was going to do this it wouldn't be easy. 
The first item on the agenda had to be quality. High quality was necessar/ to attract and satisfy parents; there was no point in 
such an undertaking if their employees weren't going to be happy with the result. The daycare center would also reflect on their 
corporate image. As Marcia Lewis, director of the Lotus Childcare Center, put it, "Lotus strives to do things well. If we were going 
to do this, we were going to do it right.".

At the time they opened, in 1990, few outside vendors were available to run an on-site daycare center and Lotus decided to run 
their center on their own, as a separate department of the 2,500-employee company. This allowed them to keep quality control in- 
house. But it also meant that they had to become expert in a new business, far outside their normal expertise of designing 
software, To help, Lotus hired professional staff who were experts in early childhood education.

In their quest for quality, Lotus focused on small classes, a low student/teacher ratio, and a highly educated staff, with low 
turnover. Today, in its 7,000-square-foot Childcare Center, 68 children are cared for by 25 staff members. About 90 percent of the 
♦eachers are college graduates and many have a master's degree in early childhood education. And the average tenure of the 
staff is seven years, in an occupation where average annual turnover is close to 40 percent. All this has paid off in one of the most 
tangible measures of quality within the industry: accreditation by the National Association for the Education of Young Children 
(NAEYC). While 36 percent of all work-site daycare centers are accredited, the national average for all childcare centers is only 5 
percent.

A sim ilar picture is round at John Hancock, which houses one of the largest -- and arguably the most lavish -- on-site daycare 
centers in New England. Hancock's daycare center is a showplace: palm trees and a rock garden greet the visitor on the ground 
floor; just beyond, a full-time chef prepares meals for the children in a sunken kitchen with a large open passthrough -- sushi bar 
style -- so that the children can watch him cook; toilets are available in five different heights; each classroom (here calied a "home 
h ^ e ") is small enough for the children not to feel intimidated by a 40,000-square-foot center that serves 200 children; and a 
" i r a i e  "get well" center is available for mildly ill children, with two nurses and a separate ventilation system. Each home base 

^ io  more than nine kids and the student/teacher ratio is about 3 to 1. This low ratio facilitates great flexibility; if a teacher is out 
sick, he or she need not be replaced for that day and the children do not need to be exposed to an unfamiliar provider. Like Lotus, 
Hancock's center is accredited by the NAEYC.
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Hancock's commitment to high quality has made its on-site daycare center a visible part of the 3,000-employee firm's "family 
friendly" image. Page Palmer, vice president of human resources at Hancock, has estimated that her company's work-life benefits 
package as a whole (which includes a host of other "family friendly" programs to reduce the stress on busy families, such as one 
that offers hot take-home dinners for purchase at the end of the day) saves the company $700,000 a year, approximately one- 

h of 1 percent of their net operating income.
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The center also helps with recruitment. According to Kathy Hazzard, manager of work-life programs, a number of Hancock 
employees have rejected job offers from other companies, citing their own firm's work-life benefits. Lotus, too, has found that on­
site care is a valuable tool for recruiting high-tech workers in today's white-hot labor market, and for retaining them against the 
onslaught of headhunters. "Without our childcare center, we just wouldn't be able iO compete in this market," says Paul Labelle, 
director of communications at Lotus.

COST AND AFFORDABILITYAII this quality comes at a cost. And one of the first is space. A quality daycare center requires 
approximately 60 to 100 square feet of indoor play space, and 75 to 100 squqre feet of outdoor play space, per child (in 
Massachusetts the state minimum is 35 square feet indoors and 75 square feet outdoors). This means that if a center expects to 
accommodate 75 kids, it will need approximately 4,500 square feet of indoor play space (plus more for a kitchen, staff offices, and 
other necessities) and 5,600 square feet of outdoor space. If it is to house infants, most state fire regulations require it to be ouill 
on the first or second floor. In some instances, a company just doesn’t have such space available. In others, it is ferociously 
expensive, particularly in large urban centers such as Boston, where rental rates for Class A office space are now $50 to $70 per 
square foot. Second, construction costs can run between $65 and $150 a square foot, depending on the physical layout. 
Equipment costs average about $2,500 per child. In short, even for a small center, we are talking about a substantial initial 
investment -- anywhere from 1.5 to 2.5 million dollars, according to Kerry Malczewski, a daycare development consultant for 
Americare. At more elaborate centers like those at Hancock or Lotus, the costs can be much higher.

Operating ousts normally run between $7,500 to $13,000 per child per year. Staff salaries can account for up to 90 percent of 
operations a. work-site centers, where the pay is normally much higher than in the typical stand-alone center. The average 
national full-t. Tie pay for daycare workers is about $12,000 a year, At many high-quality work-site centers, the pay can reach 
$25,000 to $30,000 a year.

Such high costs raise the issue of what parents can afford to pay, which is the bete noire of corporate childcare and the flip side to 
j t e &h quality. Most companies cover construction and other up-front costs, and don't expect to be paid back. Many also provide an 
® ffl}o ing  subsidy to cover operations such as maintenance, utilities, and liability insurance. The remaining costs can still be so 

nigh, however, that some employees cannot afford to pay them. Companies have different policies for dealing with this problem. 
Some simply charge the going rate in the community -- which can approach $325 a week for infants and $260 a week for toddlers 
in Boston -- and boost their subsidy to cover the increased operating costs (such as higher staff salaries) that are necessary to 
achieve the higher 'evel of quality that they provide. Lotus, for instance, has adopted this approach.

Other companies offer a sliding scale and subsidize the difference. At Hancock, the tuition at the childcare center is based on an 
employee’s annual salary, with price breaks beginning at incomes under $80,000 a year, and more significant discounts available 
for those who earn less than $30,000. But, depending on the size of the discounts and the number of low-income employees who 
use them, sliding scales can vastly increase the annual subsidy paid by a firm. Lotus once offered a sliding seal-? but was forced to 
drop it as too costly. Today, they face the poignant fact that many of the administrative assistants, receptionists, and even some of 
the childcare teachers themselves -- despite their better-than-average salaries -- cannot afford to send their own children to the 
childcare center. Even so, Lotus has no shortage of demand for its childcare services, with up to a one year waiting list.

While subsidies and sliding scales can solve the problem of affordability, they can raise other difficulties. For one, firms must deal 
with potential resentment. If a firm offers assistance to workers with lower salaries, it can cause problems both among higher- 
salaried employees and alsc among those with sim ilar salaries who do not use the benefit (and wonder why they can't get help 
with eldercare or special healthcare expenses instead). Potential resentment may also arise from childless employees -- or those 
who prefer other childcare arrangements -- to the subsidization of a chiidcare center at all. "It's hard to gauge resentment," says 
Elinor Burkett, author of the recent book The Baby Boon: How Family-Friendly America Cheats the Childless. But, as childcare in 
the workplace becomes more common, Burkett argues, concerns about inequity are bound to surface. "If you were working in a 
workplace that gave a $5,000 fertility benefit to the person sitting next to you, how would you feel?".

There is also the sensitive political issue of what to do if a senior executive or a hot new hire needs a slot that is occupied by a 
low-salaried worker. And, there is the problem of how an employee of a company that offers onsite care feels when it is not at his 
or her own work-site or when the waiting list is too long. Caught between the potential resentment of employees who don't receive 

^ ^ i e n e f i t  and the high cost of making it available to all workers, some companies may simply retreat.

And some workers may just prefer the cash. Back in 1971, when Stride Rite first opened its daycare center, then CEO and leading 
force behind the center, Arnold Hiatt, remembers a conversation with a union leader who said, "If you can spend so much money 
on the daycare center, why can't we get a raise?".
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Most companies, however, report few visible signs of resentment. Hancock, for instance, says that while only a small percentage 
of its employees actually use the center, there have been few if any complaints. Managers appreciate the center's flexibiliiy, which 
is open 11 hours a day to accommodate employees who use flex time or simply work long hours. And, despite warnings of a 
growing backlash, this kind of acceptance does not seem to be unusual. A 1996 Gallup poll asked workers how they would 

J®fepond if their employer asked them to contribute a percentage of their income to on-site childcare. Almost 60 percent said that 
would contribute, with one in ten offering a full 10 percent of their pay. Of course, 10 percent of the average employee's pay 

would hardly cover the costs of full-time daycare, if they had children. Still, perhaps the most surprising .esult of the survey was 
that it did not break down according to whether the respondents were parents, with 54 percent of childless employees saying that 
they would be willing to contribute some portion of their income.

THE SMALL WORKPLACEAIthough larger companies may face problems with waiting lists and fairness, smaller companies or 
work-sites have to solve the problem of scale. According to llene Hoffer, of Bright Horizons, if an employer has fewer than 800 to 
1,000 employees at one work-site -- or expects to enroll fewer than 50 or so kids in its center -- special challenges can arise. If a 
company has relatively few employees, even a slight dip in childbearing rates can cause a significant loss of revenue. Although in 
general a company can expect between five and eight children to enroll for every 100 employees, experts counsel that employee 
surveys alone are a poor way to project demand, because some expected enrollments just never materialize.

Some parents may prefer not to use on-site daycare because they are put off by the idea of having to commute with a child, 
especially if the employer is located downtown and they would have to use public transportation. Unless both parents work at the 
same place, on-site care also would seem to put all of the pickup and drop-off responsibility on one parent. Some may find it more 
convenient to use childcare in their own neighborhood. And, if a family has more than two children, it may be more economical to 
hire a nanny. Ownes Corning closed one of its brand-new corporate daycare centers only a few years ago because of just such a 
miscalculation of demand.

Distribution of demand is another consideration; if one expects to run a full-service center -- with separate space and teachers for 
infants, toddlers, and preschoolers -- one is in effect running several different centers at once. Without a steady pipeline, 
unbalanced demand can cause a center to run at less than full capacity.

Overhead, too, can be a problem at smaller centers. Although some operating costs may vary smoothly with enrollment, other 
costs like construction and equipment, that must be paid up front, can be prohibitive. As Hoffer points out, however, this all 

^ » e n d s  on the company and the need it is trying to fill. Some companies have empty space that can easily be converted. Others 
w g»b such highly valuable employees that they will go to practically any lengths to retain them. Bright Horizons manages some 
work-site daycare centers with as few as 28 kids.

Hill, Holliday, Connors, Cosmopulos, Inc., an advertising firm with 250 employees at its Boston site, has had on-site daycare since 
1985, accommodating 36 kids, infants through kindergarten. Hill, Holliday solved the problem of small size by opening vacant 
spots to the outside community, who pay full freight. "We never need to advertise a vacancy," recounts Sandy McGauley, the 
center's director, who juggles the delicate balance between the company's mission and the community's needs. "Children from the 
community can be bumped with 30 days' notice if someone from Hill, Holliday needs the slot, but we've rarely had to do it.".

Opening a corporate daycare center to the outside community is not uncommon and creates a way to offer childcare at companies 
that might otherwise be too small to afford it. Without the extra revenue, many smaller on-site daycare centers like Hill, Holliday 
would struggle to survive. With it they can thrive, offering a high-quality program and even a sliding scale for employee tuition.

Many even smaller companies, however, couldn't begin to afford to do this. Given that 37 percent of all American workers are at 
firms with fewer than 100 employees (while 55 percent of all employees work at sites this small), on-site daycare seems out of 
reach for many. And even some sites as large as Hill, Hoi iday or larger might have problems if they were located in less urban 
areas where there was not so much demand in the neighboring community. Although companies could share a center, this is rare, 
according to Hoffer. More common is for a small firm to buy the number of slots that it needs at a local daycare center.

Another strategy -- employed both by small companies and I hose larger ones that are reluctant to commit to full-time on-site 
childcare -- is to opt for the safer alternative of backup childcare. With backup care, several companies band together to sponsor a 
center, each one paying for a fixed number of slots that it can then ration for its employees to use throughout the year. When the 
nanny calls in sick, or school is unexpectedly cancelled, a parent doesn't have to miss a day of work. ChildrenFirst, one of the 
leaders in the backup childcare industry, sells its slots to corporations for about $32,000 a year. The companies may thus offer 
childcare benefits to their employees and be spared the worry and headache of having to build and run a childcare center 
♦j^m selves. And the savings are a dream: ChildrenFirst cites an estimate by WFD Consulting that the typical return averages $3 

J h m I for every $1 that a company invests.

Yet another recent trend has been "sick childcare," where companies contract with freestanding centers, sometimes affiliated with 
local hospitals, to provide daycare for mildly ill children, so that their parents can go to work. While some parents may not like this 
benefit, for fear that it may be used to pressure them to come into work when they would choose to do otherwise, others do

IUtp://firstsearch.oclc.orgAVebZ/FSPage?pagcnamc=fta.scii:pagetype=pnnt:eniiiyprinting=triie:entitycuneci... 3/6/2002



FirstSearch: Full Text Page 5 of 6
appreciate it. In companies that are beholden, to their "billable hours" -- or in any company where an employee absence might be 
especially costly -- such a benefit might recover a substantial portion of the savings from reduced absenteeism, without incurring 
the full expense of offering on-site daycare.

« *« -D IN G  THE FUTUREOn-site daycare is not for every company. Given lingering uncertainty over the economic benefit it offers, 
iP r la rg e  up-front costs, and the difficulties for small firms, many companies have remained reluctant to take the plunge.

Not surprisingly, most places that offer on-site daycare don’t make the initial decision based strictly on dollars and cents. As 
Lotus's Marcia Lewis put it, "We don’t do this to break even." Even after they have instituted on-site care, few companies bother to 
try to quantify the benefits, convinced that some of the greatest savings are in such things as morale and performance, which are 
hardest to measure. Thus, opening a corporate daycare center remains something of a "leap of faith." And, most companies cite a 
moral dimension to their mission. They do it not just for the economics, but because it is "the right thing to do.".

Will on-site daycare someday become as commonplace as health insurance or 401 (k) plans in the menu of employee benefits? 
Even if it does not, the relatively small percentage of companies that offer childcare have already had an outsized effect on the 
national debate about the standard of quality that can be met in daycare and the importance of providing good care for our 
children. As one watches the smiling toddlers walk past Lotus's Director Marcia Lewis, each spontaneously giving her a hug on 
the legs as they go outside to play, one becomes convinced that every child's future deserves to look something like this.

Added material.

Photographs by Kelier and Keller.

CHILDCARE CHOICES.

Primary childcare arrangements for children under five with employed mothers.

(TABLE)Daycare center (workplace and community) 32%Parent care(FN‘ ) 240ther family member 23Family daycare 16Nanny or 
babysitter 6.

^ ^ ) T N O T E ’ Mother and father work alternate schedules; father stays home to care for the child; parent cares for the child at 
work; self-employed parent cares for the child at home.

SOURCE: THE URBAN INSTITUTE, 2000.

PORTRAIT OF A DAYCARE PROVIDER.

(TABLE)EMPLOYER PERCENT THAT PROVIDECHARACTERISTICS ON-SITE CHILDCARE All companies 9BY NUMBER OF 
EMPLOYEES fewer than 250 7 250-999 5 1,000 or more 18BY INDUSTRY Professional services 15 Finance/Ins irance/Real 
estate 11 Other services 0 Manufacturing/Construction/Agriculture 5 Wholesale/Retail trade 3BY % OF EXECUTIVE POSITIONS 
FILLED BY WOMEN 0-24% 4 25-49% 10 50% and more 19.

SOURCE: FAMILIES AND WORK INSTITUTE, 1998.

A full-service work-site daycare center usually has separate classes for infants, toddlers, and preschoolers; some even offer full- 
day kindergarten.

Hancock's open-floor plan takes advantage of intimate spaces at just the right height.

Anloften overlooked necessity in offering work-site daycare is the availability of sufficient outdoor play space.

While their parents work elsewhere, children prove the truth of the maxim that "Play is the work of childhood.".

CHILDCARE is  THEIR BUSINESSDespite the best of intentions, most companies face the barrier that providing on-site daycare 
j^ & jts id e  their primary business expertise. In the past, firms had no choice but to hire experts to advise them as they constructed 
^ ■ in te r ,  designed a curriculum, and hired their own staff. In 1986, Bright Horizons arrived on the scene to help. Currently the 
largest vendor for childcare services in the United States, Bright Horizons manages centers for 75 of the 100 Fortune 500 
companies that have them. Along with other providers such as Mulberry end Kindercare, Bright Horizons will do an initial needs 
assessment and demographic analysis. After this, they will oversee construction, design a curriculum, hire and train staff, and 
seek accreditation. They can also customize a center to match a company's image or mission. In recent years, Bright Horizons
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built a center for Carnival Cruise Lines with portholes and a nautical theme, and one for Cisco Systems with toddler-height 
computers at every turn. For Motorola, they designed a curriculum with special emphasis on science and technology.

^ im b e r la n d  Corporation recently built a new on-site daycare center at its corporate headquarters in Stratham, Now Hampshire. As 
■ g a m m o n  with most new centers -- these days only one in four choose to self-manage -- Timberland chose a vendor, in this case 
^ S fg h t Horizons. When Timberland's CEO Jeff Swartz appointed an employee task force to look into it, they found a genuine need 

for daycare, not only for their own employees but also in the surrounding area. In fact, Bright Horizons had already identified 
Timberland as a likely candidate for on-site daycare -- based on their size and number of employees at one worksite -  and sent 
them a letter. Attracted by Bright Horizons' reputation for quality and community service (they run a pro bono center for homeless 
kids in Boston), Timberland signed up. "Running a childcare center is definitely outside our expertise. Bright Horizons made it a lot 
easier for us to decide to do this," says Jackie Mitchell, senior manager of work/life programs.

When it opens this fall, Timberland's center will accommodate 102 kids from ages six weeks to six years, and it will be open to the 
outside community. Still, in keeping with another recent trend, they will not be able to afford to offer a sliding scale.
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C h i l d  C a r e  O p e n i n g s  i n  J u n e a u

M a r c h  2 1 ,  2 0 0 2

# Active Programs Capacity l/T openings Preschool Total
Registered
Programs

70 350* 8 28 36

Licensed Family 
Childcare

17 136 0 5 5

Licensed Group 
Homes

8 96 0 0 0

Centers
(not including school 
aqe proqrams)

7 172 0 2 2

TOTAL 102 754 8 35 43

Registered program capacity is based on 5 slots each. Actual desired capacity may be 
less in some relative care programs.

Currently registered programs may care for up to 8 children; as of May 31, approved 
programs may care for up to 5.

• Waiting lists at centers vary: one program has ten, one has 18, one has approximately 
30. One program has 48 on the waiting list and is expanding their center with 40 
additional slots as of May 1. Some of these children may be on more than one waiting 
list. Some of these children are moving to town, or moving from a different childcare 
program.

Prepared by NAEYC-SEA

Joy Lyon
Executive Director 
3100 Channel Drive 
Juneau AK 99801

907-789-1235 
907-789-1238 fax



Caring for Infants and Toddlers

E m p l o y e r  S u p p o r t s  f o r  

P a r e n t s  w i t h  Y o u n g  C h i l d r e n

Dana E. Friedman

The com peting interests o f  employers, work­
ing parents, and very young children collide 
in decisions over work schedules, child care 
arrangements, prom otions, children’s sick­
nesses, and overtime hours. With die rising 
num ber o f wom en in the labor force, more 
and more employers are concerned about 
how their workers balance work and family 
priorities. This article examines the supports 
that employers provide to help parents with 
young children juggle demands on their time 
and attention. It reviews the availability o f 
traditional benefits, such as vacation and 
health insurance, and describes family-friend­
ly initiatives. Exciting progress is being made 
in this arena by leading employers, but cover­
age remains uneven:

Employers say they provide family-friendly 
policies and program s to improve staff 
recruitm ent and retention, reduce absen­
teeism, and increase job satisfaction and 
company loyalty. Evaluations demonstrate 
positive impacts on each of these valued 
outcomes.

& Employee benefits and w ork/fam ily sup­
ports seldom reach all layers o f the work 
force, and low-income workers who need 
assistance the most are the least likely to 
receive or take advantage of it.

* Understandably, employer policies seek to 
maximize productive work time. However, 
it is often in the best interests o f children 
for a parent to be able to set work aside to 
address urgent family concerns.

T he au th o r concludes th a t concrete 
work/fam ily supports like on-site child care, 
paid leave, and flextime are im portant inno­
vations. Ultimately, the most valuable aid to 
employees would be a family-friendly work­
place culture, with supportive supervision 
and m anagem ent practices.

Dana E. Friedman, Ed.D., is senior advisor a t Bright 
Horizons Family Solutions in Watertown, M A.
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E mployers play a significant role in helping 
families care for their infants and toddlers 
through a varicry o f  work-based policies, prac­
tices, and programs. M ost employers have 

long provided basic benefits, such as health insurance 
and maternity benefits. More recent initiatives by a small 
but growing num ber o f employers address parents’ 
needs for time off and scheduling flexibility, assistance in 
finding or paying for child care, or access to quality serv­
ices on site. Employers provide tliis support through 
internal human resource policies, philanthropic contri­
butions, and volunteer efforts that expand or improve 
children’s programs in the communities in which they 
do business.

Despite enthusiasm for these family-friendly policies and 
programs on die part of employees and family advo­
cates, the extent o f  employer support is limited, and 
access by working parents is not at all equal. Support 
varies by the region o f the country, the size o f die com­
pany, and whedier the employee works full dme or part 
time. Lower-income employees who most need employ­
er supports are the least likely to enjoy family-friendly 
employment.

The Employee’s  Perspective
The need for employer supports is primarily a function of 
the increasing labor force participation o f mothers. The 
most rapid growth in employment has occurred among 
mothers o f very young children: 32% o f mothers with 
children under age six worked in 1970; in 1999, some

64% o f  mothers with children under age six and 59% of 
mothers with children under age two were in the labor 
force.1 Some 6% of the workforce is comprised o f modi- 
ers who do not have the support o f the child’s father and 
are raising the children on dieir ow n .2 For companies 
experiencing labor siiortagcs, it is significant that 60% of 
labor force growth is expected to come from women .5
On the other hand, die portion o f households with two 
employed parents has doubled since 1950, making dual­
earner couples the largest group of families in die work­
place. According to the U.S. Bureau o f Labor Statistics, 
in 1996, members of dual-earner families made up 45% 
of die working population .'1 Analyses o f die General 
Social Survey from 1973 through 1994 indicate diat 
work hours have increased at a faster rate for dual-earner 
couples dian for die population o f workers as a whole. In 
1994, working couples spent seven hours m ore at work 
each week than such couples spent in 1973.R

Although women are more likely dian men to work part 
time, the majority o f men and women have full-time 
jobs. While 72% of employees work daytime schedules, 
the remaining 28% work evenings, nights, and on rotat­
ing, split, and variable shifts.6 Such schedules create chal­
lenges for those seeking a stable family life. It is not 
surprising that dual-earner couples have less discre­
tionary rime than bre3dwinner-homemaker couples, and 
that more and more dual-earner couples report feeling 
rushed, stressed, and crunched for time .7
How parents handle the dual demands o f  home and 
work influences the success they experience in each 
sphere o f their lives. Generally, studies show that men 
and women tend to feel more successful at home than 
at work—except when a couple has young children. 
Women with young children feel less successful in their 
family lives than m en .5 These working mothers are not 
suffering from role overload, where success at work 
competes with success at home, but rather they report 
feeling that they can barely manage in either domain. 
Researchers suggest that the structure o f  work and fr-n- 
ily relationships “makes children in the home a condi­
tion in which resources are outstripped by demands, 
especially in terms o f time,”y

Studies have examined the extent to  which work spills 
over into the employee’s personal life and vice versa. 
“Spillover” from home-to-job is determined by asking
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W idespread implementation o f employer programs did  no t occur 
until the late 1980s, when a shrinking labor pool forced 

companies to compete for talent.

respondents to indicate how much responsibilities at 
home reduce their ability to  do their work and be avail­
able tc coworkers, or increase feelings o f  pressure at 
work. Likewise, the job-to-hom e spillover scale asks 
respondents to indicate how much responsibilities at 
work reduce their availability to family members and 
friends, or leave them in a bad mood. Both national stud­
ies and individual company studies have consistently 
found that work is about three times more likely to have 
a negative effect on one’s home life, than home life is to 
negatively affect work.1"

In other words, w ork/life conflict is more likely to orig­
inate from work rather than from home. Therefore, 
employer support focusing on family problems will have 
limited impact on work/family conflict. Instead, corpo­
rations should focus on changes involving die corporate 
culture and work practices if they hope to reduce much 
o f the stress their employees are facing.

The Employer’s Perspective

Historically, employers have supported families and child 
care during wartime. Employers first became involved in 
child care during the Civil War so that women could help 
in the war effort. For the same reason, child care centers 
proliferated during World War I and World War II (then 
with government assistance). In World War II, employ­
ers realized that die needs o f “ Rosie the Riveter” went 
beyond child care, and they allowed women to  bring 
their laundry to the work site for someone else to do, 
and to take home a hot dinner for the family. N ot until 
a half century later did these supports resurface."

After World War II, employer-provided family supports 
virtually disappeared until the 1960s, when co.poratc 
social responsibility prom pted some employers to fund 
local child care programs. In 1968, the Stride Rite shoe 
manufacturer opened a child care center in Roxbury, 
Massachusetts, to  ease racial tensions in the communi­
ty.12 Such pioneering efforts and campaigns by govern­
ment and community leaders to educate employers 
about the need for family support achieved little during 
the 1970s and 1980s, however. Widespread impiemen-

The Future of Children

tation o f employer programs did not occur until the late 
1980s, when a shrinking labor pool forced companies to 
compete for talent.1-’ Employers then continued to 
inu-oducc initiatives to help working families, even dur­
ing the recession o f  the early 1990s when family-friend­
ly policies proved to be a helpful antidote to morale 
problems resulting from massive downsizing. Such poli­
cies were also effective in motivating those who kept 
their jobs but were asked to work harder in a lean and 
mean environment. 14
Recruitment and retention remain tire primary motiva­
tions for employers to address their employees’ family 
and personal needs. The U.S. Department o f Labor 
reports that the U.S. labor force is growing less than 1% 
annually, and the number of available workers between 
ages 25 and 44 will shrink between now and 2006.15 The 
need for qualified people is forcing companies to rethink 
their recruitment efforts, productivity incentives, benefit 
plans, work schedules, and work processes, since these 
policies were designed for a different generation of work­
ers with different lifestyles and working conditions.

Retention o f  employees appears to  be a more important 
motivation for family-friendly policies than recruitment. 
In 2000, Bright Horizons Family Solutions and William 
M. Mercer, Inc. conducted a survey of companies with 
more than 500 employees (the BHFS/M ercer study). 
The survey asked companies why they adopted a 
work/life focus. As Figure I shows, retention topped the 
list o f  objectives for 71% o f responding companies, while 
recruitment was the primary goal o f  only 47%.10 A 1999 
survey by the Society o f Human Resources Management 
found that 41% o f  human resources professionals 
believed employees with work/family conflicts posed a 
threat to their company’s retention efforts.17

Uneven Availability of Benefits

Despite the compelling reasons why companies should 
support the family needs o f their workers, and despite 
the excitement about what pioneering companies have 
done, the majority o f U.S. employers have not respond­
ed to the needs o f working parents. Traditional supports
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Most Important Objectives for a 
Work/Life Foci's

Stated by managers at large corporations.

Figure 1

Source:2000 Survey ol Work/life Initiatives. New York: 
Bright Horizons Family Solutions and William M. Mercer, 
inc.,2001,see p. 9. Based on a survey of companies with 
more than 500 employees.

Based on a random sample of 450 organizations 
with at least 500 employees. The respondents 
were primarily hitman resources staff.

Retention: 71%

Employee morale: 53%

Recruitment: 47%

Employee productivity: 30%

Attendance: 13%

Employee commitment: 28%

Employee performance: 27%

like health insurance and leaves are provided by most 
employers, but newer efforts, such as child care supports 
for families with young children, are offered by only a 
small portion of die nation’s 60 million employers.

Large companies are the leaders in providing new ben­
efits. They have the human resource departments to 
investigate options and the financial resources to imple­
ment them. Smaller companies less often expand their 
benefit packages but are more likely than large compa­
nies to offer employees flexible work hours.1* Several 
studies o f large company benefits have found some 
regional differences. For instance, medical coverage for 
same-sex parmcrs is offered by 35% to 37% of compa­
nies in the West and Northeast, but by only 13% to 18% 
o f companies in the South and Midwest.19 Industry dif­
ferences prevail in family-friendliness, as well. Financial 
service providers, professional firms, and pharmaceutical 
companies are leaders in most areas of w ork/life sup­
port. Manufacturing firms and firms with many union­
ized workers tend to offer longer parental leaves but 
fewer flexible work options, because it is difficult to 
allow manager discretion in a grievance environment. 
Companies in the wholesale and retail trades offer the 
least generous leaves and provide fewer w ork/life sup­

ports to  their workers, who arc typically at the lower end 
of the income scale.2"

Not surprisingly, a survey o f  companies widi more than 
100 employees (the 1998 Business Work/Life Study, 
conducted by the Families and Work Institute) revealed 
that companies with high proportions o f  women are 
more likely to offer a range o f  family support policies.1* 
There are limits to this gender effect, however. The 
B H FS/M ercer study o f  companies with more than 500 
employees found that companies are most likely to offer 
a range o f family supports when women occupy between 
30% and 70% o f the workforce. Fewer such supports arc 
offered in companies where more than 70% of employ­
ees are female. Many sex-segregated industries diat 
employ women (such as retail trades) offer lower pay and 
seldom provide generous family supports .21
As Table 1 shows, these industry differences are con­
firmed in reports from employees. A study of 536 
employed parents with children younger than age six, 
interviewed as part o f the 1997 National Study o f  the 
Changing Workforce, found consistent inequities in the 
reach o f a range o f family support policies. For instance, 
fathers have greater access to family support policies than
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Table 1

Access to Corporate Work/Life Policies by Employees with Children Under Age Six

Percentage of Employees wilh Access to the Policy

Employee Group Sample
Size*

Family
Health
Insurance

Paid
Vacation
Days

Paid
Holidays

Paid Leave Traditional 
for Sick Flextime 
Children

Daily
Flexti

All parents with children 513-536 86% 85% 84% 49% 44% 26%
under age six
Gender

Mothers 228-231 78% 78% 80% N/A 39% 20%
Fathers 303-306 89% 89% 88% N/A 48% 31%

Work Status
Part-time 69-72 57% 57% 63% 34% N/A N/A
Full-time 450-462 89% 89% 87% 51% N/A N/A

Marital Status
Single 77-79 73% 58% 71% 37% N/A N/A
Married/partnered 443-456 86% 89% 86% 51% N/A N/A

Hourly Earnings
< S7.70 115-122 66% 69% 67% 37% 42% 18%
S7.71 to S19.25 247-254 87% 88% 87% 48% 35% 19%

> 519.25 124-126 95% 91% 93% 61% 61% 44%
Family Income

< $28,000 per year 109-116 69% 78% 74% 36% 31% 13%
S28.000 to S71.500 280-293 86% 86% 85% 48% 41% 22%
> $71,600 per year 106-120 93% 88% 93% 66% 62% 47%

'Sample sizes vary due to missing data on specific variables. This sample includes employed mothers and fathers with children under age six, 
drawn from a randomly selected national sample of 3,552 employed men and women ages 18 and older.

N/A indicates not available.

Sourcc:Ga!iiisky, E.,an<J Bond. J.T. Supporting families as primary cnrepiversrTtie role of Hie workplace. In Intanls anil toddlers in out-of-home cure. D. Cryerand T. Harms,eds. 
Baltimore. MD:Paul Brookes Publishing, 2000,pp. 309-50.

mothers, and in an even larger gap, fiill-time employees 
with young children have more access than part-timers. 
Single parents are less likely than those with partners to 
receive even the most basic family supports, such as 
health insurance and paid time off. Most troubling is that 
parents earning less than $7.70 per hour are significant­
ly less likely than those who earn over $19.25 per hour 
to receive family health insurance, paid vacation days, 
paid holidays, paid leave for sick children, and flextime.22 
In other words, the families in greatest need have the 
least access to work/family support.

Even low-paid employees who are employed by family- 
friendly employers are less likely than higher-paid work­
ers in the same firms to  use available programs. This 
author’s observations, based on 15 years of work/life 
consulting projects with nearly 50 large companies, sug­
gest that lower-paid workers have not been intentionally 
excluded from the benefits offered. Instead, utilization 
is constrained by the structure o f  certain benefits or by 
the types o f  jobs employees hold. Nevertheless, compa- 
nie should look at diese disparities and address them 
directly. The B H FS/M erccr study found that nearly 
one-third (31%) o f  companies feel that low-wage popu­
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appropriate. A new industry has sprung up to help 
employers with this steep learning curve by providing 
research into employee needs, community resources, 
and competitor responses. It is im portant to remember 
the level o f  effort that is required to implement the solu­
tions described below.

Flexible Work Schedules
Any survey o f  employees’ needs will reveal that one o f 
the biggest problems confronting working parents is 
time, as employees work longer hours and have more 
responsibilities outside o f work. Some parents can afford 
to work part time, in temporary positions, permanent 
part-time jobs, or job-sharing arrangements (where two 
people work part time performing one job). Others may 
adjust the start and end times for their workday, while 
working full time through a flextime program. Some 
prefer compressed workweeks and put in four 10 -hour 
days a week, or work 80 hours in nine days over a two- 
week period. Finally, a form o f  flexibility that saves time 
by eliminating the commute to work is telecommuting 
(where employees work at home or in a satellite office).

According to the 199S Business Work/Life Study, two- 
thirds o f  companies allow traditional flextime—which 
lets employees start 3iid end their workday on an indi­
vidual but consistent schedule. Only one-quarter o f these 
companies allow the start and stop times to  vary on a 
day-to-day basis— this is known as daily flextime. Most 
employers allow part-time work, but only 3S% allow it in 
the form o f job sharing. M ore than one-half o f firms 
allow employees to  telecommute occasionally, while one- 
third allow it two or three times a week.24
It is important to remember that these statistics reflect 
the number o f companies offering each option— not the 
number of employees using them. In fact, in 1999, 
unpublished surveys o f three large companies found sim­
ilar patterns o f  employee use for each policy in all o f the 
companies. About 20% o f employees use flextime, and 
no more than 5% use compressed workweeks, telecom­
muting, or job-sharing arrangements.25
One reason for low utilization is that many companies 
add these flexible work options to  die list of policies in 
their employee handbooks, but they rarely provide train- 
ing for managers, or tools to help employees make sched­
uling choices. More importantly, the corporate culture 
often sanctifies ‘face time” by focusing evaluations on die
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lations should be specially targeted because o f their 
unique needs, but less than one-quarter (2 2 %) have 
made a special effort to address those needs.23

Innovative Solutions

Initially, many employers thought that building an on ­
site child care center was the best solution for the work­
ing parents they empioyed. It became apparent, 
however, that this approach does not work for most 
employers, nor can it serve die majority o f employees. 
Now, family-friendly employers offer a range ofinitiatives 
that include on-site programs like child care, time-off 
policies, flexible work schedules, financial assistance ben­
efits, and information and counseling services. M ore­
over, companies that have created an array o f initiatives 
have begun to realize that, while policies and programs 
are necessary, diey are no t sufficient for helping employ­
ees to achieve a work/family balance. Systemic changes 
in workplace culture and supervision arc also needed.

Many employers, however, find themselves unprepared 
to select and design new solutions. They typically lack 
data on the demographics o f  die people they employ 
and are unfamiliar with the responses that would be
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Any survey o f employees’ needs will reveal that one o f  die biggest 
problems confronting working parents is time, as employees work 

longer hours and have more responsibilities outside o f work.

number o f  hours an employee is present at work. Work­
ing parents often feel judged by their need to leave at 
5:00 r.M. to avoid dollar-a-minute late charges at child 
care, and believe that no one looks at the quality or quan­
tity o f work they complete (which may happen, for exam­
ple, only after dinner is finished, the children are in bed, 
and the laundry is done). These concerns make parents 
hesitant to request flexible schedules, fearing that priori­
tizing family will cause unwanted career repercussions.

Time-off Policies
For many parents, the issue is not working the same 
number o f hours in a different part o f  the day, but being 
able to leave work for a few hours, days, or weeks. The 
Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) and odicr poli­
cies allow employees time off to be with their children or 
attend school functions or doctors’ appointments.

The days when women were fired for being pregnant 
have passed, but the responses o f employers still vary 
when women announce they are pregnant. The law 
requires employers with more than 50 employees to pro­
vide 12  weeks o f unpaid leave for the birth or adoption 
o f children. A bout onc-diird o f employers in the 1998 
Business W ork/Life Study provided more than the 12 
weeks o f leave required by the FMLA, and 16% offered 
more than 12 weeks o f paternity leave.26 Larger employ­
ers were more likely than smaller employers to extend 
the leaves offered under the FMLA. Manufacturing firms 
and unionized companies were most likely to provide 
some wage replacement during die period o f leave. (See 
the article by Asher and Lenhoffin this journal issue.)

Many companies allow (and require) that employees use 
vacation time, personal days, or paid sick leave as part of 
their 12 weeks ofFM LA  leave. These policies strand new 
parents with no vacation time or sick leave when diey 
return to work and place dicir infant in someone elsc’s 
care. Parents dien have no recourse when the child 
becomes ill or child care breaks down. However, one 
heartening finding from the BHFS/M ercer study done 
in 1998, and repeated in 2000, was a dramatic increase 
in the number o f  companies offering paid parental leaves. 
Paid maternity leave beyond the period o f disability

jumped from 16% in 1998 to  52% in 2000, the percent­
age offering paid paternity leave went from 10% to 41%, 
and those offering leaves for adoptive parents rose from 
16% to 46%.27

Despite what companies may offer or the law may allow, 
the average amount o f time that mothers take off when 
they have a new baby is only about 10 weeks. Men typi­
cally take (hr less time and tend to  patch together vaca­
tion time and personal days rather than request a formal 
leave.211 Many do what Prime Minister Tony Blair did as 
the father o f a new baby in 2000—he took a few personal 
days and worked more at home, bur was never more 
than a phone call away from his job.

An employer’s time-off policies can provide employees 
with an informal form o f flexibility. Sick leave policies 
have a tremendous impact on a parent’s ability to be with 
a child in need. Many companies have “occurrence” 
policies that allow five days o f absence, but warn the 
employee once three days have been used, and terminate 
employment after the five days are taken. Occurrence 
policies are often applied inconsistently. A sympathetic 
manager may overlook the reasons for the absence, or 
allow an employee to  use personal sick time to  care for a 
child. In low-wage workplaces, like call centers and retail 
operations, supervisors may use occurrence policies to 
threaten workers. Parents in such workplaces may leave a 
sick child at home alone, waiting for one o f two daily 
breaks to call home. One company with multiple m anu­
facturing plants installed more pay phones in the lobby, 
and notified employees more quickly about incoming 
calls, so that sick or worried children could be more in 
touch with their parents.

On-site Services 
Child Care
Employer responses to the child care needs o f working 
parents are influenced by the inadequacies o f the child 
care market. Not only is there not enough care, but it is 
often below the quality parents want and not available 
during nontraditional work hours. Creating child care on 
site allows employers to  design a program that conforms 
to work demands, with hours that can accommodate all
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Table 2

Employer Work/Life Programs Vary by Company Size

Percentage of Companies Offering the Program 

Employer Program

On-site Services 
Child care center 
Backup child care 
Sick child care 

Financial Assistance 
Family health insurance 
DCAP plan.pretax dollars 

for child care 
Vouchers or direct child 

care subsidies 
Information & Counseling 

Employee assistance program 
Child care resource 

and referral 
Work/life seminars 

Broad Child Care Supports 
Community contributions 
Public/private projects

All Companies 
with 100+ 
Employees

100 to 250 
Employees

95%
50%

5%

56%
36%

25%

9%
11%

92%
34%

3%

40%
24%

17%

6%
16%

250 to 999 
Employees

1,000+
Employees

Significance of 
Difference in 
Company Size

96%
54%

6%

58%
39%

22%

99%
71%

9%

79%
50%

40%

13%
9%

Sample sizes vary due to missing data on specific variables.
* A difference this size would occur by chance only 5 in 100 times.
*’ A difference this size would occur by chance only 1 in 100 times.

A difference this size would occur by chance only 1 in 1,000 times.

Source: Gnlinshy, E. and Bond. J.T.,Supporting families as primary caregivers: 
The role of the workplace. In Infants anti toditlcis in out-of-home cam. D. Cryer 
and T. Harms,eds. Baltimore, MDrPaul Brookes Publishing, 2000,pp. 309-50.

shifts, and adjustable capacity to meet variable demand 
(for instance, when school is closed and the office is 
open). M ost importantly, employer-sponsored child care 
programs are typically o f  much higher quality than most 
centers in the community. The company subsidizes the 
difference between what quality costs and what parents 
can afford to pay. The level o f subsidy determines 
whether employees at all income levels can afford to use 
the center.

As Table 2 shows, the 1998 Business Work/Life Study 
found that 9% o f  all employers with more than 100 
employees sponsored on- or near-site child care centers, 
as did 18% o f companies with 1,000  or more employ­

ees.18 A surprising number o f companies sponsor more 
than one work site center: 26% o f  companies with a cen­
ter had between two and five centers, and 15% had more 
than five. Companies sometimes turn to outside firms to 
create and manage their centers.

Increasingly, employers are not opening full-time child care 
centers, but backup or emergency centers that are designed 
to handle breakdowns in child care arrangements. With far 
less investment than is required by a full-time center, back­
up care yields a more direct return on investment. Table 2 
shows that 4% o f companies with more than 100 employ­
ees offer backup care, and the BHFS/Mercer study o f firms 
with more dian 500 employees found that 13% offer this
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support.29 For instance, J.P. M organ Chase currently  spon­
sors 10 backup centers for their em ployees m ound die 
country, and has six m ore in developm ent. A novel feature 
o f  the Chase centers is tha t w om en retu rn ing  from  m ater­

nity leave can place dieir infants in die backup centers for 
eight weeks a t a nom inal cost, to  ease th e  transition period 
to  w ork and child care.

Similarly, som e com pan ies address the  need  for child 
care by focusing  o n  m ildly ill ch ild ren . T able 2 show s 
d ia t a b o u t 5% o f  com pan ies w ith m ore  th an  100 
em ployees o ffer dais su p p o rt, as d o  9% o f  larger com pa­
n ies.1" C o m p an ies  m ay sp o n so r d ie ir ow n  cen ters, create  
a netw ork  o f  fam ily child  care hom es to  take in sick ch il­
d ren , co n tra c t w ith  hospitals o ffe ring  this service, o r 
o ffer in -h o m e n u rsin g  services sponsored  by such a g e n ­
cies as th e  V isiting  N u rse  A ssociation. A ld io u g h  these 
initiatives are in te n d ed  to  su p p o rt paren ts (an d  keep 
th e m  a t w ork), they raise ques tions a b o u t w hat is best 
for paren ts o f  y o u n g  ch ild ren . W h ere  do  m ost ch ildren  
w an t to  be w h en  they a rc  sick? P robab ly  w ith a paren t. 
Sick-child p ro g ram s m ay n o t fo rce p a ren ts  to  leave sick 
ch ild ren , b u t they  re in fo rce  a co rp o ra te  cu ltu re  th a t  says 
they  shou ld .

Other On-site Services

O n-site  p ro g ram s, know n  as concierge o r convenience 
services, help w ork ing  paren ts  by elim inating  chores th a t 
w ould  o therw ise  have to  be d o n e  after w ork  o r  on  the 
w eekends, for exam ple, car inspections, d ry  cleaning, 
p h o to  d ev e lo p m en t, bank ing , o r  filling prescriptions. 
T h ese  services are m o st popu la r in d ie  N o rth ea s t and 
am o n g  large com pan ies w ith a high percen tage o f  
w o m en , acco rd in g  to  th e  B H F S /M e rc c r  study.3" T h e  
m ost po p u la r concierge service is d isco u n t tickets for 
en te rta in m en t, w hich  46%  o f  com panies offer. A b o u t 
30% offer free o r  subsid ized  meals at w ork, 13% provide 
tak e-h o m e d in n ers , an d  1% offer on line g rocery  sh o p ­
p in g  w ith g roceries delivered to  th e  w ork site and avail­
able for pick up at the  en d  o f  the workday.

A n o th e r  o n -site  service increasingly m andated  by local o r 
sta te  g o v ern m en ts  is lac ta tion  su p p o rt. In  the  sta te  o f  
M in n eso ta , firms w ith  m ore  than  50  em ployees m ust 
allocate private space for new  m o thers  to  express milk 
an d  store it. O th e r  com panies have arranged  for rentals 
o f  breast p u m p s, as well as counseling  to  help m o th e rs  
th ro u g h  d ie  b reast-feed ing  experience.

Financial Assistance
E m ployers also help  their em ployees deal w ith the  costs 
o f  having and  raising ch ild ren  by p rov id ing  financial 
assistance fo r hea lth  insurance costs, an d  subsidies o r  
vouchers to  help pay for child carc.

A long-standing  financial benefit offered by employers is 
access to  com prehensive health insurance. F or instance, 
em ployees w ith  good  healdi coverage can avail themselves 
o f  d ie  latest tests to  d e tec t birdi defects an d  o ther preg­
nancy o r  fetal healdi problem s. Policies also include p re­
natal care and well-baby visits once the  baby is born .31 T he 
majority o f  em ployers offer health coverage for the entire 
family b u t, as Table 1 show ed, em ployees w ith young  chil­
dren  w ho are single and low  incom e are less likely than 
o th e r parents to  have such coverage. A b o u t one-th ird  o f  
part-tim e w orkers receive som e health  care benefits, and 
only 19% receive th e  same coverage as full-tim ers.111

E m ployer co n trib u tio n s  to  cover child  care costs can also 
be critical to  paren ts w ith young  ch ild ren , th o u g h  it is 
less c o m m o n  than  health insurance. A rec en t study  o f
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; ;; F; Originally a service to help parents find child care services, R& R 
! :'MB has become a multimillion dollar industry offering help for a host 
o f personal life issues, such as elder care, home mortgages, pet care, and 
financial planning.

child care costs in 10  cities found  d ia t the average cost 
for in fan t care was m ore  th an  $ 5 ,5 0 0  per year.32 Paren ts 
pay a b o u t 75% o f  all U .S . dollars spen t on  child care, 
governm en t pays a b o u t 24% , and em ployers cover less 
than 1%.33 T h e  d o m in an t financing strategy used by 
em ployers is th e  D e p e n d e n t C are Assistance Plan 
(D C A P ), w hich allow s paren ts to  use pretax dollars to  
cover their child  care expenses, and reduce the  am o u n t 
o f  their incom e th a t is sub ject to  taxation. As Table 2 
show s, o n e -h a lf  o f  all com panies w ith m ore than 100 
em ployees o ffer these  plans, includ ing  fully 71% o f  co m ­
panies w ith  m o re  th an  1 ,000 em ployees.1*

O nly a handful o f  com panies offer em ployer subsidies, o r 
d irec t c o n tr ib u tio n s , tow ard  em ployees’ child  care 
expenses. T able 2 show s th a t vouchers are offered by 
ab o u t 5% o f  sm aller em ployers and 9% o f  larger em ploy­
ers.1''* Clearly, those  em ployers w ho sponsor on-site child 
care p rogram s subsid ize the  care provided the re  by off­
se tting  som e o f  th e  costs o f  the operation  th a t w ould  

o therw ise raise p a re n t fees. Overall, how ever, financial 
supports ta rg e tin g  parents o f  young  children are lim ited 
in the  ex ten t o f  th e  assistance offered and in the  nu m b er 

o f  w ork ing  paren ts  w h o  can take advantage o f  d iem . As 
w ith m ost fo rm s o f  em ployer supports , the least su p p o rt 
is available to  low er-w age-earning families.

Information and Counseling
Sim ple in fo rm ation  can also be an im p o rtan t su p p o rt to  
em ployees as d icy  navigate th e  stages o f  child rearing. 
For exam ple, a financial assessm ent can suggest w hether 
the tim ing  is r ig h t; o the rs m ay need health-related  in fo r­
m ation reg a rd in g  con cep tio n , prenatal care, b irth , o r 
breast-feeding. T h e  need for paren t education  is o n g o in g  
as children m ove from  one stage an d  age to  another. 
P roviding answ ers to  paren ts’ questions can reduce the 
stress th a t m ay in terfere  w ith  their p roductiv ity  o r a tte n ­
dance. M o re  d ian  o n e-h a lf  o f  today’s paren ts already 
believe they arc n o t d o in g  as good  a job  in rearing  their 
children  as th e ir  paren ts d id .34 Em ployers have been p a r­
ticularly helpful to  many y o u n g  paren ts by helping d iem  
to access the in fo rm ation  they  w ant and need.

Em ployee Assistance P rogram s (EA Ps) are the m ost 
prevalent way em ployers o ffer in fo rm ation  an d  counsel­
ing su p p o rt to  em ployees. B egun  as a trea tm e n t p rogram  
for alcoholics, EAPs now  prov ide counseling  on  a range 
o f  issues includ ing  paren tin g , m arital stress, and d o m e s­
tic violence. Em ployers with a t least 1 ,0 0 0  em ployees are 
ab o u t tw ice as likely to  offer EAPs as those w ith  fewer 
than 2 5 0  em ployees (79%  versus 40% ).3S

Em ployers also provide in fo rm ation  to  paren ts d iroug li 
em ployee h an dbooks and new sletters, lunch tim e sem i­
nars led  by experts, p a ren t su p p o r t g ro u p s and on line 
chat ro o m s, and  w ork site fairs w here  local service a g e n ­
cies d istribu te  in fo rm ation . T h e  B H F S /M c rc e r  study  
found  th a t betw een  o n e -q u a rte r  and  o n e -h a lf  o f  large 
com panies offer these  o p tio n s .30

R esource and Referral (R & R ) program s offer a m ore  
com prehensive in form ation  approach  dia t m ay include 
the above strategies, in add ition  to  on line o r  te lephone 
hotline access. A bou t o n e -h a lf  o f  d ie  largest com panies 
and o n e  q u a rte r  o f  th e  sm allest com panies offer R & R  
services.11* O riginally a service to  help paren ts find child  
care services, R & R  has becom e a m ultim iliion  dollar 
industry  offering help for a ho st o f  personal life issues, 
such as elder care, h o m e m ortgages, p e t care, and  finan­
cial p lanning. T h e  n o n p ro fit, com m unity-based  R & R  
agencies th a t provide child care in fo rm ation  to  the public 
have, in m any cases, been  bypassed by these larger R & R  
businesses, w hich link d ie em ployees o f  d ieir custom ers to  
in form ation  th ro u g h  a database and online service.

As b o th  R & R s and EAPs expand , m any com panies have 
beg u n  using o n e  v endo r to  p rov ide b o th  services. T h e  
B H F S /M e rc e r  study found  d ia t d in te -q u arte rs  o f  large 
com panies w ith  bo th  services w ere using  o n e  vendor. 
This developm ent raises concerns th a t d ie  “n o rm a l” 
focus o f  R & R  agencies and  d ie ir  preventative approach  
to  p rob lem s may give way to  th e  “social w ork” m odel o f  
tre a tm e n t th a t  is used by EA Ps. F o r instance, a p a ren t 
w ho  seeks advice a b o u t a to d d le r  w ho bites an o th e r  child 
a t th e  child care cen ter shou ld  be to ld  th a t th is can be 3 
typical stage in norm al developm ent, n o t th a t it may be
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a sym ptom  o f  a larger problem  w arranting  therapy. 
These differences o f  focus mean that m erging the two 
services may n o t be the m ost advantageous path for 
w orking parents.

Workplace Practices
Com panies searching for program m atic solutions to  the 
w ork/life conflicts employees face have sought to  reduce 
or eliminate the w ork distractions created by family 
dem ands, for instance, by offering better child care to 
reduce absences or providing paren ting  inform ation to  
reduce stress. As helpful as these supports can be, how ­
ever, they canno t address the problem s tha t are rooted  in 
workplace attitudes and practices. Especially in a tim e o f  
low unem ploym ent, employers m ust d o  more than p ro ­
vide perks and services— they m ust also treat employees 
well. F or instance, a recent study found tha t 40% o f 
employees w ith unsupportive supervisors said they were 
likely to  look for a jo b  in the next year, while only 11% 
o f employees w ho rated their supervisors’ perform ance 
as excellent said diey m ight be jo b  hun ting .37

A C anadian study  found significant differences in 
employee responses to  their m anagers. A supportive

m anager was defined as som eone w ho  provides positive 
feedback, two-way com m unication , respect, consistency, 
and a focus on ou tpu t rather than hours. Em ployees with 
such managers reported significantly less stress, m ore 
w ork /life balance, m ore trust in m anagem ent, and 
greater satisfaction with the  com pany’s policies.311 (See 
Figure 2 .) Even so, very fbw com panies address 
w ork/life issues as a part o f  dieir ongo ing  m anagem ent 
training. Only about one qu arte r o f  large companies 
offer w ork /life training o f  any kind.39

W ork/life training is critical to  help  m anagers under­
stand how  they should react to  d ie  diversity am ong 
workers today. H ow  should m anagers define equity? I f  
they give a flexible schedule to  a new  parent, should diey 
give it to  everyone? H o w  can a decision be made 
between one paren t’s request to  a tten d  a school play and 
another parent’s need to  take a child to  the doctor?

Payoffs greet those m anagers w ho take steps to  be sensi­
tive and creative. In a study o f  m anagers w ho supervised 
employees on flexible w ork arrangem ents at Chase M an­
hattan Bank, two-thirds felt the experience m ade them  
better managers. It took extra e ffo rt to  w ork tilings o u t

m m a s s

Figure 2

The Positive Impact of 
Manager Support

Based on survey responses from 
40,000 private-sector employees 
living in Canada.

n Non supportive manager 
Supportive manager

Source: Adapted from Duxbury, L and Higgins, C. 
Suppoi We mamgers: Whit ire they? Why ho they 
nailer?Minneapolis, MN: Minnesota Center lor 
Corporate Responsibility, 1997.

Measure of employee well-being or attitude
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. Mii retention efforts, reduce absenteeism and tardiness, and increase 
job satisfaction and company loyalty.

Addressing w ork/life  concerns can improve recruitm ent and

w ith  em ployees an d  th e ir  cow orkers; ultim ately the m an ­
ager knew  m ore  a b o u t the  em ployee’s jo b , im proved 
com m unications, an d  cam e to  have m ore realistic expec­
ta tions for deliverables. T he m anagers a t C hase conc lud ­
ed th a t th is \'j the w ay they shou ld  m anage all em ployees, 
n o t ju st th o se  w ith  flexible schedules.'"1

Impact
Em ployers need to  see the im pact of" the p rogram s they 
im plem ent o n  the  co m p an y ’s b o tto m  line. Ironically, 
while em ployers w h o  are considering w o rk /life  p ro ­
gram s w an t im pact data, m ost com panies th a t have 
im plem ented  such so lu tions do  n o t w ant to  spend  m ore 
to  s tudy  th e ir  p ro g ram s. Instead , m ost arc c o n ten t to  rely 
on  u tiliza tion  rates an d  anecdotal evidence o f  em ployee 
satisfaction w ith  w o rk /life  p rogram s. N onetheless, 20  
years o f  study  have yielded a solid foundation  o f  research 
th a t suggests th a t addressing  w o rk /life  concerns can 
im prove re c ru itm e n t and re ten tio n  efforts, reduce absen­
teeism and tard iness, and increase jo b  satisfaction and 
com pany loyalty. T h e  target and  scope o fim p a c t will vary 
w ith a particu la r s tra tegy  and how  well it has been im ple­
m ented  an d  com m unica ted .

R°tention
Im pact stud ies indicate th a t w o rk /life  initiatives are 
effective at red u c in g  turnover. T his is g o o d  news to  
em ployers, since th e  cost o f  replacing an em ployee is esti­
m ated to  b e  150% to  200%  o f  an exem pt em ployee’s 
annual salary, and a t least 75% o f  a n o n ex em p t em ploy­
ee’s salary.41 O bviously, d iffe ren t policies will affect 
tu rnover differently.

Individual com pany  studies have consistently  show n tha t 

flexible w ork o p tio n s  increase the nu m b er o f  em ployees 
w ho  in te n d  to  stay w ith th e  com pany, and  longer 
parental leaves w ith  d ie  o p tio n  to  re tu rn  to  part-tim e 
hours increase th e  likelihood th a t new m others will 
retu rn  to  w ork . A t A etna In su rance , an increase in th e  
am o u n t o f  leave, coup led  w ith  flexible w ork op tions after 
the re tu rn  to  w ork , increased d ie re ten tio n  o f  the  h ig h ­
est perfo rm ers from  77% to  91% .42 A 1993 study  found 
tha t p re g n a n t w om en  w ho w ere allowed flexible w ork

hours w orked longer in to  th e ir  pregnancies, to o k  sh o r t­
er leaves, and were m o re  satisfied w ith  th e ir  jobs.2" A 
study a t Baxter H ea ld i C a re  fo u n d  th a t em ployees w h o  
believed tha t their requests  fo r flexible schedules w ould  
be tu n .  •• i down by th e ir  superv isors w ere  tw ice as likely 
as o thers to  say they expected  to  leave th e  com pany w ith ­
in the  year.43 A nd a six -com pany  s tu d y  o n  flexible w ork  
arrangem ents found  th a t S l%  o f  em ployees an d  76% o f  
m anagers believe th a t flexible w ork  arrangem en ts have a 
very positive effect o n  re te n tio n .44

Job Satisfaction
Research increasingly show s th a t jo b  satisfaction can be 
im proved w hen em ployees perceive the ir w ork  env iron­
m en t to  be m ore  suppo rtive , and  w o rk /life  policies and  
program s can affect em ployee percep tions o f  w orkplace 
support. M o st business executives can easily translate cus­
tom er satisfaction in to  profits, b u t they may see a happy 
em ployee as just happy, n o t as a factor th a t generates a 
gain for the com pany. H ow ever, a sem inal study o f  job  
satisfaction co n d u c ted  at Sears in 1 9 9 7  d o cu m en ted  a 
critical link betw een em ployee satisfaction an d  custom er 
satisfaction. T h e  Sears s tudy  show ed  d ia t i f  em ployee sa t­
isfaction w ere to  im prove by five p o in ts , th e re  w ould be a 
nvo -po in t im p ro v em en t in cu s to m er satisfaction, g en e ra t­
ing  revenue g row th  o f  1.6% d ie  follow ing quarter. O n e  o f  
d ie  five critical m a n ag e m en t actions th a t influenced 
em ployee satisfaction w as flexibility.45

Absenteeism
A ttendance a t w ork , an o d ie r  o u tc o m e  th a t m atters  to  

em ployers, is a fu nction  o f  b o th  the desire an d  ability to  
get to  work. E m ployees w h o  are satisfied w ith  the ir jobs 
and like the ir cow orkers and  bosses are m o re  likely to  g o  

to  w ork even w hen personal s ituations arise. T h o se  w h o  
are dissatisfied are m o re  likely to  let p ro b lem s derail their 
a ttem p ts  to  be at w ork . C rea tin g  a m o re  supportive  w ork  
en v ironm en t can be critical to  reduc ing  absen teeism .

C hild  care su p p o rts  o ffe r a g o o d  exam ple , since reliable 
child  care can elim ina te  ch ild  care b reak d o w n s an d  the  
absences th a t o ften  acco m p an y  such crises. A fter H o n ­
eywell o p en e d  an o n -s ite  ch ild  care cen te r, u icy  exam ­
ined a tten d a n ce  reco rd s  for those  p a re n ts  w h o  used the
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center. T h e  g ro u p  o f  cen te r-u sing  paren ts  had missed 
25 9  days o f  w ork in th e  12 m o n th s  before using  the 
center, b u r they m issed only  30  days in the 12 m o n th s  
after they began u sing  th e  cen ter.46 A n o th e r  study  co m ­
pared the users o f  C itib a n k ’s child care cen ter w ith par­
en ts on  the  w a itin g  list w ho  used ch ild  care in the 
com m unity . T h e  o n -site  cen te r users w ere absen t 0 .2 4  
days p er year, w h ile  d ie  com parison  g ro u p  missed 
3 .48  days per year. T h e  com pany  estim ated  th a t the ir 
child care cen te r saved 1 8 ,8 4 0  hou rs o f  w ork per year, 
w orth  $ 2 1 1 ,0 7 7 .47

Similarly, backup child care reduces the  absences caused 
by child care b reakdow ns. T h e  P rudential Insurance 
C om pany o f  A m erica purchased  10  slots in a backup care 
cen ter th a t w ere used by 1 ,700 em ployees. A ssum ing 
th a t o n e-ha lf o f  th o se  w orkers w ould  n o t  have found 
alternative arrangem en ts and w ould  have missed w ork, 
P rudential calculated the annual savings Horn 8 5 2  avoid­
ed  absences a t $ 1 6 6 ,0 0 0 . W ith  opera ting  costs o f  
$ 1 0 9 ,0 0 0 , die re tu rn  o n  P ru d e n tia l’s investm ent in 
backup child care w as $ 6 1 ,0 0 0 .4>l

Implications
Em ployers have m ade g rea t strides in help ing i arents o f  
young  children  to  succeed at w ork and provide th e  care 
their children need . Even so, su p p o rt rem ains lim ited ,

p irticu larly  for those  w ho need  it the  m ost. In tractable 
w orkplace practices can also u n d erm in e  th e  effectiveness 
o f  w o rk /life  initiatives th a t are o ffered .

Given rec en t trends, it is likely th a t m ore com panies will 
ad o p t w o rk /fam ily  supports  in the  fu tu re , especially 
large com panies in healthy in d u stry  sectors located  in the  
N o rth east and d ie  W est. Flexible w ork  op tio n s are likely 
to  expand in com panies o f  all sizes— often  spu rred  by 
issues o f  traffic, env ironm en t, and  technolog)'. N ational 
organ izations and com m unity  activists have m ade special 
efforts to  devise g ro u p  strategics to  help sm all and m id ­
size em ployers offer w o rk /life  p rog ram s, and these may 
be effective w ith the m ost profitab le organizations. 
H ow ever, unlike large co rp o ra tio n s, small and  m id-sized 
com panies arc seldom  m otivated  by th e  pressure fo r 
political co rrectness o r th e  desire to  be the “em ployei o f  
cho ice ,” so  they are less likely to  p rov ide child  care su p ­
p o rts  for the ir w ork ing  parents.

L ow -incom c families are even less likely to  have access to  
w orkplace supports. T h e  su p p o rtiv e  policies o f  m any 
large com panies do  n o t trickle d o w n  to  this sector o f  the 
w orkforce, and m any em ployers o f  low -w age w orkers are 
n o t as co m m itted  to  w o rk /life  su p p o rts . T h erefo re , g o v ­
e rn m en t tax credits for com panies th a t create child care 
solu tions shou ld  ta rge t em ployers o f  low -w age workers. 
T h e  public  policy goal shou ld  n o t  be to  increase the
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Friedman

• Generally, business has adopted a posture o f “no mandates” 
and lobbies against government proposals tha t would require 

companies to  offer new protections to employees.

number o f  employers offering such support as much as 
to motivate employers to help those in greatest need.

In addition, more employers may offer child care help 
through com m unity involvement and public-private 
partnerships. Employer expertise has been tapped by 
national and state efforts to investigate new financing 
structures for child care. Several corporate leaders have a 
long history o f  investment in children and family servic­
es, such as Johnson & Johnson, IBM, AT&T, Target 
stores, and Hewlett-Packard. Some have developed spe­
cial funds dedicated to improving services for young chil­
dren and families. M ost notable is the American Business 
Collaboration for Quality Dependent Care that has 
invested S I25 million from 25 major corporations in 
efforts to expand the supply and improve the quality o f 
child care and elder care services. More involvement on 
community task forces may help educate companies 
about the need for more targeted giving. The 1998 Busi­
ness W ork/Life Study found that only 13% o f large com­
panies and 6% o f  the smallest firms provided community 
support to  family programs.1*

The political clout o f  corporations is also an underused 
resource. Hum an resources staff rarely communicate 
with the company’s government affairs staff to lobby 
for government policies that could support family life for 
employees. Generally, business has adopted a posture of 
“no mandates” and lobbies against government propos­
als that would require companies to offer new protec­
tions to  employees (such as the FMLA). Even 
government initiatives that do not involve employer 
mandates, such as the earned income tax credit and 
funding for child care worker training or salaries, have 
not benefited from a supportive voice within the business 
community. Minimal efforts can go a long way, as was 
found in Florida, where a commitment made by business 
leaders to engage in one hour o f lobbying per month on 
children’s issues has resulted in significant improvements 
to child care delivery in the community.19

As this article makes clear, it is important not to  put too 
much emphasis on one support, like child care. Instead, 
the contributions that companies can make to working

parents should be seen in the context o f  broader work­
place changes. Many larger companies have renamed 
their efforts from work/family to work/life, as they seek 
to make their benefits packages equitable to a range o f 
employees. While this trend may help more companies 
feel comfortable with a work/life agenda, it may dimin­
ish a special focus on the needs o f families and children.

In an article in The Conference Board’s Across the Board 
Magazine, die author suggests that die drive by compa­
nies to create a compeddvc advantage and shareholder 
value has placed pressures on employees—pressures that 
have gotten out of hand.50 “. . . There is no longer any 
practical limitation to what a business can ask o f  its 
employees.” Even well-meaning managers who say, “I 
don’t want you here on weekends; I don’t want the phone 
or fax to interfere with your family time,” cannot follow 
through on diat commitment because of the pressures at 
work. The article concludes, “And so we suck more and 
more from people’s lives, and we regret diat that’s neces­
sary. . . .  and in response. . .  we build day-care centers and 
. .  . offer flextime and job sharing and telecommuting.. . . 
Then we sit back, satisfied that we’ve done what we can 
do, even though we know in our hearts diat this can’t be 
right, diat the problem . . .  is too deep and too real to be 
satisfactorily addressed by such superficial steps.”50

Work/life issues are influenced not only by personal and 
family factors, but by workplace factors that inhibit 
employees’ sense o f personal well-being and thereby, 
their full contribution to  the workplace. Therefore, 
employers must look at the culture o f the organization 
and the way that people are treated, valued, managed, 
and prom oted—even though these issues are much 
more difficult for companies to deal with than imple­
menting new benefits and services. The imperative is to 
find a w ork/life “ fit,” or at least a peaceful coexistence, 
by reconciling the two spheres o f life and keeping both 
spheres accountable. Companies must recognize that 
supports may be needed because o f  personal problems 
or excessive work demands. Either way, companies 
should anticipate these inevitabilities. Working parents, 
especially working mothers, arc here to stay. It is time 
now to give them the support they need.
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R ep re se n ta tiv e  Kerttu la 
S ta te  C ap ito l 
J u n e a u , A K  9 9 8 0 1 -1 1 8 2

G ree tin g s ,

T h an k  you  fo r  y ou r w o rk  to in c rea se  the availab ility o f  e a r ly  c a re  and educa tion  fo r  
ch ild ren  o f  sta te  em p lo y e e s . T he  em p lo y e r sp o n s o re d  child c a re  p rog ram  loca ted  in the 
F e d e ra l Build ing in Ju n eau  is an  ex am p le  o f  how  su cce ss fu l pub lic and  p rivate 
p a rtn e rsh ip s  can be  fo r  em p lo y e rs , w o rke rs , and  their fam ilies .

All b ra n c h e s  o f the U .S . M ilitary h ave  been  lead ing  the nation in o ffe ring  high quality, 
a c c e s s ib le , and a ffo rd ab le  child c a re  p rog ram s. L e ad e rs  in the m ilitary know  w hat m any 
la rg e  b u s in e s se s  a re  com ing to re a liz e : em p lo y e e s  w ho a re  su ppo rted  in m aintain ing 
high qua lity  ca re  and  educa tion  fo r  the ir young ch ild ren a re  e a s ie r  to  recruit, m aintain a 
s t ro n g e r loya lty , and  a re  m o re  p roductive with low e r a b sen te e  ra tes .

O u r a g en c y  op e ra te s  a  re fe rra l p rog ram  fo r  pa ren ts , and  m ain ta ins a d a ta b a se  o f  a ll 
lic en sed  and  app roved  p rog ram s in Jun eau , in addition to provid ing training, re so u rc e s  
and  su pp o rt fo r  child c a re  p rog ram s . T he need  fo r  add itiona l op tion s fo r  p a ren ts  is 
critical, and  reach ing a crisis s tage . In Ju n eau , th e re  a re  cu rren tly  no  op en ing s in 
lic en sed  p rog ram s fo r  in fants o r todd le rs , with long  waiting lists fo r  ch ild ren un d e r two 
and a h a lf y e a rs  o ld . W e  antic ipate that the few  op en ing s rem ain ing in ap p roved  
p rog ram s fo r  in fants and todd le rs  will be filled  by the end  o f M ay o f th is y e a r. T he  
ava ilab ility  o f  ca re  in A n cho rag e  is a ls o  ve ry  lim ited at th is tim e.

Last y e a r  w e w orked  with two loca l g roup s w ho w e re  in te res ted  in starting much n eed ed  
child c a re  cen te rs . N e ithe r g roup  w as ab le  to lo ca te  an  app rop ria te  and  a ffo rd ab le  
sp a c e . T h e  lack o f  c a re  in downtown Ju neau  is e sp ec ia lly  low , du e  to the add itiona l 
c o n c e rn s  o f  parking and o u td o o r p lay sp ace .

W e  a re  a v a ila b le  to p rov ide an y  add itiona l in fo rm ation  you  m ay need , and  w e th ank  you  
fo r  y o u r w o rk  tow ard so lu tion s  on  th is issue .

D irecto r

National Association for the Education of Young Children Main (907) 789-1235
Southeast A laska Referrals (907)789-1231
10002 G lacier Hwy Suite 301, Juneau, AK  99801 Fax (907) 789-1238
P.O. Box 22870, Juneau, AK  99802 Toll Free (888) 785-1235

email info@naeycsea.org 
Website www.naeycsea.org

mailto:info@naeycsea.org
http://www.naeycsea.org


March 26, 2002

T hank  you  fo r  HB 482 .

For th e  las t few  years , th e  S ta te  o f A laska has bem oaned th e  fa c t th a t h ig h -le ve l 
jo b s  in ce rta in  fie ld s  w e re  p ro v in g  d if f ic u lt to  fill and re ta in  em p loyees . Tw o fie ld s  I 
reca ll sp e c ifica lly  a re  In fo rm a tio n  T echno logy and p a y ro ll. H ow eve r, I know  o f 
seve ra l w om en w ho he ld  such jo b s  ( in c lud ing  m yse lf) w ho fee l th e y  w ere  p ra c tica lly  
fo rced  to  leave  th e ir  p o s itio n s  because o f th e  d if f ic u lty  o f ju g g lin g  o f w o rk  and fa m ily .

O n -s ite  dayca re  fa c ilit ie s  w ou ld  a llow  pa ren ts  to  be n ea r to  th e ir  lit t le  ones, and to  be 
m o re  inc lined  to  s ta y  in th e se  h a rd - to - f il l jo b s  — sav ing  th e  S ta te  m oney  in los t 
w o rk , tra in in g , h ir in g , and  re -h ir in g  fo r  pos itions . In d e e d , I kn o w  w om en and m en 
w ho  no ted  th a t th e y  w ou ld  s ta y  w ith  a jo b  th a t pays less b u t a llow s  th e m  to  check on 
th e ir  ch ild re n  and spend b reaks  and lunches w ith  th e m . I  know  c rit ic s  m a y  say th a t 
hav ing  a ch ild  in th e  sam e b u ild in g  m ay be a d is tra c tio n , b u t I  d isag ree . Parents w ho 
are  secu re  in th e  kn o w le d g e  th a t th e ir  ch ild  is happy, sa fe , and  ne a rb y  are m uch 
m ore  lik e ly  to  p u t in a fu ll d a y  o f hard  w ork .

I u rge  a ll le g is la to rs  to  e xp lo re  th is  op tion  as a w ay to  g e t and keep edu ca te d , h a rd ­
w o rk in g  in d iv id u a ls  in s ta te  e m p lo y m e n t. As you know , i t  is d if f ic u lt  to  ba lance w o rk  
and fa m ily ; m y fu tu re  v o te s  w ill go to  those  le g is la to rs  w ho u n d e rs ta n d  and s u p p o rt 
fa m ilie s  in th is  s tru g g le .

Rebecca Nurse 
A n a ly s t/P ro g ra m m e r I I I

D ear R epresentative K erttula,
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This letter is in support of HB482, providing the Department of Administration to 
work with state agencies that request a childcare facility to approve, administer, 
and coordinate the establishment of child care services to state employees.

As a previous state employee, had they offered these services while I was 
working for the State I would have continued working. However, with the 
extreme shortage of childcare in Alaska (especially for infants and toddlers) and 
the lack of qualified, educated childcare providers, I opted to stay home with my 
children. In addition, I became a licensed provider myself. My aim was to 
promote an early learning program, which incorporated home-based educational 
learning with lots of outside experiences. Field trips to the co-op gardening plot, 
gymnastics, the library and hiking outdoors are just a few of many experiences, 
which help our children grow and learn. Although I understand that these  
opportunities would be more difficult to fulfill in a larger center, with the 
administration and coordination of the establishment, similar experiences can be 
enjoyed by those attending the center.

I understand that there used to be a similar type of center at the 
University several years ago and it was shut down due to operating expenses 
and having to pay staff. However, with the students there utilizing the early 
childhood development program, couldn't they establish a student-teach program  
where the students could practice their skills in an actual learning environment?
It would be a win-win situation for both students and the children attending the 
center - and save the State money at the same time.

I am very interested in assisting with the development and implementation of this 
bill. I have already sent out emails asking for the support of many State  
employees, university students and child care providers. If there is anything else 
I can do, please let me know.

Melissa McCormick
Creative Learning Family Home Child Care
mccormixx@aci.net
(907) 790-3949

D e a r  R e p r e s e n ta t iv e  Kerttula:

mailto:mccormixx@aci.net




F I S C A L  N O T E

2002. L E G IS L A T IV E  SESSION Bill Version: HB 483
() Publish Date: ______

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number: ______

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction):________________________ Dept. Affected^__________Administration
Title An Act authorizing state procurement of group BRU Centralized Administration Service
_______________ insurance for curtain private employees_________ Com ponent Retirement & Benefits
Sponsor Rep. Wilson, C issna___________________________  ________________________________
Requester House State Affairs____________________________ Component No. 64

Expenditures/Revenues______________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)__________________
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
O PERATING  EXPEND ITURES FY  2003 FY 2004 FY  2005 FY 2006 FY  2007 FY  2008

Personal Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
Miscellaneous
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Estimate o f any current year (FY2002) cost: 0-0
Check th is  box (X) if fund ing fo r th is  b ill is  inc luded in the G ove rnor's FY 2003 budget proposa l:

POSITIONS
Full-time 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Part-time 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Temporary 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

AN ALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)
This bill gives authority to the Commissioner of Administration to procure a health insurance policy to be 
offered to child care workers, adult care workers and nonprofit entities that receive state grants to provide 
services.
Start up costs in the first year include surveying the potential participants, developing a plan or plans to 
meet the needs, writing a request for proposals to obtain an insurer or insurers to administer the plan and 
mass mail out to invite those eligible to participate in the plan.

We also anticipate the need for a temporary half time employee to assist with the survey and initial 
enrollment and a permanent half-time position will continue in the following years funded by Benefit 
System Receipts.____________________________________________________________________________

Prepared by: Guy_Bell__________________________________________________  Phone 465-2292
Division Retirement and Benefits Date/Time 3/1/02 4:36 PM

Approved by: Jim Duncan, Commissioner_________________________________  Date 3/1/2002

Agency Department of Administration________________________________

(Revised 9/2001 OMB) Page 1 of_1__



A laska  S ta te L eg isla tu re
Representative Peggy Wilson 

Putting Alaska's Families First

SPONSOR STATEMENT
Sponsor: Representative Wilson

HB 483 “Authorizing State procurement of group health insurance for child and adult care 
workers and for employees of certain non-profit entities"

HB 483 authorizes the Commissioner of Administration to procure group health insurance for state 
grantees, nonprofit organizations, foster care homes, and child and adult care providers. This 
insurance pooling plan will create large enough groups to achieve economies of scale and thus 
more affordable premiums for the participants.

The vast majority of these employees are on a lower pay scale compared to the rest of the 
workforce, even though their services are critical to family stability and societal well-being. They 
often have no way to cover health insurance costs without cutting into basic cost-of-living 
expenses. HB 483 provides a means to offer affordable health insurance for these employees.

Many of the agencies receiving state grants to operate are now paying extremely high insurance 
rates. Under this legislation their insurance costs would be lowered due to being a part of a larger 
group. Thus more of their dollars could be used to provide services to the public rather than paying 
overhead costs.

The Department of Administration’s role under HB 483 is limited to procuring an insurance policy or 
policies from the private insurance industry, which eligible organizations may then elect to 
purchase from the insurance company. Premiums will be paid directly by the participant to the 
insurance company.

HB 483 makes two technical changes to the statute on state procurement of group insurance: it 
eliminates an obsolete provision (page 3, lines 26-29), and clarifies that a provision relating to state 
contributions for part-time employees pertains only to part-time state employees (page 4, line 5).

It also adds a provision authorizing the Commissioner of Administration to adopt regulations 
pertaining to the procurement of group insurance. The Commissioner has always had the implicit 
authority to adopt such regulations, but this bill would make the authority explicit.

HB 483 sponsor 3 -1 3 -0 2

Juneau: State Capitol, Rm. 409 ♦ Juneau, AK 99801-1121 ♦ ph: (907) 465-3824 • far. (907)465-3175 Wrangell LIO: PO Box 109 ♦ Wrangell, AK 99929 ♦ ph: (907) 874-3088 • fax: (907) 874-3955 Petersburg LIO: ph: (907)772-3829 * lax: (907) 772-3779 Sitka LIO: ph: (907) 747-4665 • fax: (907) 747-5807 
Representative_Peggy_WiIson@Legis.slate.ak.us ♦ http://www.akrepublicans.org * 1-800-685-3824

mailto:Representative_Peggy_WiIson@Legis.slate.ak.us
http://www.akrepublicans.org


S E C T I O N A L  A N A L Y S I S

H B  4 8 3

Amends AS 39.30 .090(a ) to give authority to the Departm ent of Administration to 
purchase health insurance policies for employees of special service 
organizations. Paym ent of premiums is the responsibility of the 
organization/employer electing coverage under the plan.

Paragraph 6 of the existing statute is being repealed. This section allows for the 
payment of dividends to employers participating in the political subdivision plan. 
The plan has not paid a dividend to participating employers in the past 20 years. 
Any excess money has been retained to reduce premiums for the political 
subdivision plan.

The rest of the section is renumbered because paragraph 6 is deleted.

Section 2:

Amends the definition of eligible em ployee to include employees of participating 
special services organizations.

Section 3:

Amends 39.30.090(b ) to include a definition of special services organization.
This legislation would extend health insurance coverage to em ployees in day 
care facilities, assic led living homes, nonprofit organizations and corporations 
receiving state funds to provide services if the employer elects to participate in 
the group plan.

Section 4:

Gives the commissioner of the Departm ent of Administration the authority to 
adopt regulations to implement AS 39 .30 .090-39 .30 .098 .

Section 5:

Section 1:

Gives an immediate effective date for Section 4.



P.O. Box 141689 Anchorage, AK 99514-1689 
3350 Commercial Drive, Second Floor 
Phone: (907) 563-1923 Fax: (907) 563-1959
Email: probinso@childcareconnection.org

Resolution in Support of Health Insurance for Child Care W orkers
2002-3

Whereas, the care and education of young children is a major economic sector in the state of 
Alaska; and

Whereas, the profession of child care employs more Alaskans than VECO, Alaska Airlines, BP, 
and GCI combined, with approximately 5000 workers; and

Whereas, less than one third of these workers have health insurance, and the average cost of 
purchased health insurance for small businesses (1-9 employees) for employee-only coverage is 
$400 per month.1 This is over one quarter of the average monthly income $1456 for a child care 
worker.

Whereas, the lack of health insurance benefits and an average wage of $8.40 per hour for child 
care workers in Alaska is the leading cause of the 40% turnover rate in the profession; and

Whereas, it is well known that stability and consistency in caregiver relationships is critical to a 
child’s healthy development and the quality of care; and

Whereas, a strong system of high quality, affordable, and accessible child care is critical to the 
economic success of families, to the economy, and most importantly to the healthy development 
of Alaskan children; and

Whereas, the State of Alaska has an extensive group health plan that could be expanded to allow 
participation by Alaskan child care workers through a buy-in provision; and

Whereas, offering a buy-in program for health insurance to child care workers will contribute to 
the stabilization of the child care workforce, decrease the employee turnover rate, and attract 
professional and well trained caregiver and educators to this important field;

Therefore, be it resolved, that the Success By 6 Board strongly urges the Alaska State 
Departments o f Administration, Health and Social Services, Education and Early Development, 
the Office o f the Governor, and the Alaska State Legislature to work together with child care 
professionals to develop and implement a health care buy-in program for child care workers.

Approved at the regular meeting of the Success By 6 Governance Board on January 31,2002.

A  U n ite d  W ay C o m m u n ity  P artnersh ip

Ernie Hall, Chair

SUCCESS BUY

1 Anchorage Access to Health Care Coalition Health Insurance Benefits Survey -  September 2001. Dr. Catherino Schumacher 907-272-7778.

mailto:probinso@childcareconnection.org


Alaska Community Mental Health Services Association 
3050 Fifth Avenue 
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

February 28, 2002 ^AR ® ® 2002

Representative John Coghill, Chair 
House State Affairs Committee 
Capitol Room 102 
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Representative Coghill:

W e urge you to schedule a hearing at your earliest convenience for HB 483, 
regarding procurement of group health insurance, sponsored by Representative 
Wilson. Our association, ACMHSA, strongly supports this legislation.

AC M H SA is a statewide association of non-profit mental health providers. Many 
of our members have endured three-fold increases in insurance premiums in the 
past few  years. With our income sources remaining flat, demand for our services 
rising, and regulatory constraints increasing, our escalating insurance premiums 
need some creative remedy which we may find with passage of this legislation.
W e hope that a pooling structure, as would-be established in the above legislation, 
would help us gain some control of this indispensable cost on services we provide.

W e thank you in advance for your consideration of the above.

Ron Adler, Chair
Alaska Community Mental Health Services Association 

RA/kdw

cc: Representative Wilson

Ron Aoter 
Chair
3050 Fifih Avenue 
Ketchikan, AK 99S01 
(907) 225-4135

Dave Meweil 
Vice Chair
1675 C Street, Suite 117 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
(907) 274-8281

8renda Knapp 
Secretary 
P.O. Box 22090 
Juneau, AK 99801 
(907) 463-3303

Diana Strzck 
Treasurer
2330 Nichols Street 
Anchorage, AK 99516 
(907)279-6617

Bill Hogan 
Member at Large 
230 East Paulson, Suite 68 
Wasilla, AK 99687 
(907)376-2411

Doug Veit 
Member at Large 
P.O. Box 806 
Craig, AK 99921 
(907) 826-3662

Chuck Bennett 
Member at Large 
P.O. Box 32839 
Juneau, AK 99803 
(907) 796-4123
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Alaska Association for the Education of Young Children

February 27, 2002

Representative Wilson 
State Capitol 
Juneau AK 99801-1182

Greetings,

We know that until long range fiscal solutions are in place, legislators and policy makers 
are facing increasing pressure to reduce spending. It is also true that investing in the 
care and education of young children is critical to a strong economic future for our state. 
We ask for your support in two creative solutions with little or no increase in state funds.

Lift the cap on the child care grant program. This program administered by the 
Department of Education and Early Development, provides federal quality initiative funds 
as direct support to licensed child care programs for educational supplies, materials, 
equipment and staff support. It also serves as an incentive for programs to accept 
families receivirg child care assistance who have irregular schedules; facilitating many 
families in finding the care that enables them to move from welfare into work.

Lifting this cap will allow the Department of Education and Early Development to allocate 
these federal quality initiative funds as an incentive to achieving higher 
quality standards.

Support a health insurance buy-in program for child care workers. This solution to 
the high turnover rate of child care workers has broad support across the state. In the 
initial stages of a public awareness campaign, the Alaska Association for the Education 
of Young Children has received over 100 signed resolutions from 30 communities 
across the state; from Craig to Barrow. These include resolutions from the City and 
Borough of Juneau, United Way of Anchorage, the Anchorage School District, NASW  
Alaska Chapter, Chugiak Children’s Services, Success By Six, Fairbanks Child Care 
Coalition, the Alaska Family Child Care Association, along with numerous businesses 
and children's programs.

Attached is a sample of the resolution in support of health insurance for child care 
workers. Please take a moment to review this and consider how your office can support

* Alaska AEYC » 570 Seater, Juneau AK 99801 • e-mail: jlyon@naeycsea.org • 907-789-1235•

mailto:jlyon@naeycsea.org


Hcaun insurance

Subject: Health Insurance

Date: Thu, 21 Feb 2002 11:45:45 -0900 

From: "Larry King - Changing Tides" < changing@mitkof.net>

To: < Jean_Ellis@legis.state.ak.us>

Jean,

I am so very pleased to hear that Representative Wilson has introduced a bill to allow those of us in the treatment 
field to pool for insurance. I am sending a fax to you with the latest quote I received from Blue Cross to provide 
health insurance for my agency. Our total budget is $161,981 which includes $106,649 from our state grant, and the 
rest from fees and other grants. The quote we received for health insurance for our two full-time employees was 
from a high of $1,388 per employee to a low of $1,087 per employee per month with no prescription coverage. That 
is about $33,000 per year, or 20% of our total budget. We have a total of 4 employees in the agency, two full-time 
and two half time.

I would be glad to talk with anyone concerning this very important issue. I can be reached at the office 
907-772-3552 or at home 907-772-3141. Thank Peggy again for all her help with this issue.

Sincerely,

Larry King, CAC II, NCAC I, CCS
Program Director Changing Tides Counseling
Vice-President Substance Abuse Directors Association

2/21/2002 2:40 PM

mailto:changing@mitkof.net
mailto:Jean_Ellis@legis.state.ak.us
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Sheri Feasel
Health Core Services 
F943

August 1, 2001

ALASKA ADDICTION REHABILITATION SERVICES, INC. 
3701 PALMER-WASILLA HIGHWAY 
WASILLA, AK 99687

US H e a lth c a re

RE: 453341

Aetna U.S. Healthcare is pleased to provide our financial analysis of your Group Insurance 
Benefit Program in connection with the 10/01/2001 renewal period.

The following factors are among those taken into consideration in determining your premium 
rates for the coming plan year:

• volume of coverage,
• the experience results for your plan,
• your benefit plan design, and
8 changes in the size of your group and the ages of the group members.

The rates for your Life insurance program are guaranteed for two years from their effective date. 
They will not change in the interim provided the underlying risk factors do not change by more 
than 15% during that time. Interim rate changes will be guaranteed for one year.

A major component of the change in your medical premium is trend. Trend is the combined 
impact of changes in the level of medical charges and the utilization of medical products and 
services. Some of the more significant causes for increases in trend include:

• advances in health care technology,
• aging population,
• increasing use of health care services,
• escalating costs of treatment for serious illnesses, and
• cost shifting of medical expense from the public to the private sector.

We have reviewed the experience results of your combined health insurance coverage and 
compared this experience with Aetna U.S. Healthcare’s overall book of business. The weight, or 
credibility, given to your own experience in determining your rates is based on the size of your 
group and the duration of the experience used.

Based on this analysis we have determined the future costs of your health insurance coverage. 
The resulting changes are displayed on your enclosed rate sheets. These sheets provide a 
comparison of your current and renewal rates which are effective on 10/01/2001.



Benefit plan design is an integral part of controlling costs and utilization. Aetna U.S. Healthcare 
has a full portfolio of products and benefit options designed to help control future health care 
costs. Your Aetna U.S. Healthcare representative will be pleased to consult with you to evaluate 
your current benefit program.

Aetna U.S. Healthcare values our relationship with your company and we look forward to the 
continued opportunity to provide you with quality service and insurance protection.

Sincerely,

Sheri Feasel 
Financial Underwriter



Alaska Addiction Rehabilitation Services 
453341

mm m m m  i  h  i  i s
SU M M A R Y  OF RATE ACTION
CMED
10/01/2001

CMED

(1) Enrolled Employees as of 06/01/2001 14

(2) Current Premium $85,053

Factor CMED
Change

Trend 1.174
Product Factor 1.000
Area Factor 1.094
Industry Factor 1.031
Case Size 1.010
Age/Gender 1.020
Total Experience Adjustment 1.120

TOTAL(multiply all change factors) 1.527

(3) Required Premium $129,884

(4) Percentage Change 52.7%
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/ 1 /fRP Alaska

Honorable John Coghill, Chair 
House State Affairs Committee 
Alaska Capitol, Room 102-A  
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

March 15, 2002  RE: HB 483 (Wilson, Cissna) - S U P P O R T

Dear Chair Coghill:

On behalf of the 112 ,000 members of AARP in Alaska, we urge you and your 
colleagues on the House State Affairs Committee to support HB 483 , authored by 
Representative Peggy Wilson of your Committee and co-authored by Representative  
Sharon Cissna.

HB 4 8 3  will allow state procurement of group insurance for employees of adult 
day care centers as well as em ployees of similar centers and agencies for child care.
Alaska has over 19% of our population under 65 without any health insurance at this 
time. HB 4 83  will make it easier to reduce the number of our uninsured. AARP  
believes that all Alaskans should have the benefit of insurance coverage and HB 483  
will help move us toward that goal for these employees in the human services.

A A RP recommends you and your Committee colleagues vote "AYE" when HB 
483 appears before your Committee.

Should you have any questions about our position, please feel free to contact 
Marie Darlin (907.586 .3637), Coordinator of the AARP Capitol City Task Force; Patrick 
Luby (907 .762 .3314), AARP Legislative Representative; or m e (907 .245 .5259).

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Marguerite Stetson 
AARP Alaska
Executive Council M em ber for Advocacy 
3009 Northwood Street 
Anchorage, AK 99517-1871  
907 .245 .5259  voice 
907 .245 .5279  fax 
fTmas@aurora.uaf.edu

cc: Rep. Peggy Wilson Rep. Jeannette Jam es Rep. Harry Crawford
Rep. “Bud" Fate Rep. G ary Stevens Rep. Joe Hayes Rep. Sharon Cissna

Alaska State Office | 3601 "C” Street, Suite 1420 ( Anchorage, A K  99503 \ Phone: 907-341-2277 | Fax: 907-341-2270 | www.aarp.org

mailto:fTmas@aurora.uaf.edu
http://www.aarp.org
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Melissa StoneBBBHMBBnMHMI

Subject;

From:
Sent:
To:

Melissa Stone [mstone@seward.net]
Thursday, March 1 4 ,2 0 0 2  2 :45 PM
Representative John Coghill (E-mail); Representative Norm Rokeberg (E-mail); 
Representative Peggy Wilson (E-mail)
Health Insurance Legislation

SeaView Community Services is a non profit organization in Seward with centralized management o f 12 state grant 
programs*. SeaView employs about 4 0  staff, serves 1300 people annually (we currently have served 911 at 8  months 
year-to-date), and has a budget o f about $2 .4 million.
Increases in health insurance costs are a serious threat to our ability to retain and recruit staff. Our story: SeaView was 
one o f many Alaskan United W ay agencies that were able to join the national United Way pool which provided excellent 
coverage and response to claims at a reasonable cost (BCBS Care First). In the fall o f 2001 we were notified that all o f 
the Alaska United W ay agencies were being removed from the national plan and would have to seek new coverage.
After months o f search, our best alternative was 150%  higher cost fo r the same level o f coverage. After several board 
meeting discussions, in order fo r the agency and staff to afford the monthly premium the decision was made to increase 
employee copay from $38  a month to $91/month and drop prevention, prescription, substance abuse coverage, dental, 
and mental health coverege. As a result o f th9 changes, the number o f insured employees went from 19 under the old 
insurance to 10 after the change. We are now In jeopardy of not having enough employees elected to take the insurance 
to qualify for the group benefit. Ironically, now that so many people have dropped insurance, we could afford the higher 
cost o f greater benefits.
I have absolutely no doubt that the high cost and poor coverage (we do not have dental or prescription coverage) will 
negatively impact our ability to retain current employees and recruit new ones. Seward is a lovely community but the 
cost o f living is high, it is remote, and recruitment is difficult especially fo r professional positions. Our programs are small 
- some employ only one full time and one part time person. A vacancy in the full timo position can render us incapable of 
providing service, o r triaging to take only the most emergent cases, or creating wait lists, o r modifying services to provide 
only the most basic necessities - and the clients and people o f the eastern Kenai community that we serve suffers.
I am very appreciative o f your attempts to create solutions for the non profit agencies to join larger pools for health care 
coverage. This is central to our ability to manage our budget, maintain stable personnel and do our job to provide 
services to the people o f Seward and the Eastern Kenai Peninsula.

* SeaView Grants Include: Community Mental Health, Infant Learning, Day Care Assistance, DFYS Family Support, 
Developmental Disabilities, Outpatinet Substance Abuse Treatment, Alcohol Safety Action Program, Community Action 
Against Substance Abuse, Rural Human Services, Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault, Incest Awareness Campaign, 
and Emergency Food and Shelter

Melissa Witzler Stone
Executive Director
SeaView Community Services
Seward
907-224-2960

1

mailto:mstone@seward.net


Alaska Community Mental^Health Services Association 
3050 Fifth Avenue 
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

February 28, 2002

Representative John Coghill, Chair 
House State Affairs Committee 
Capitol Room 102  
Juneau, AK 92801

Dear Representative Coghill:

W e  urge you to schedule a hearing at your earliest convenience for HB 483, 
regarding procurement of group health insurance, sponsored by Representative 
W ilson. Our association, ACMHSA, strongly supports this legislation.

A C M H S A  is a statewide association of non-profit mental health providers. Many 
of our members have endured three-fold increases in insurance premiums in the 
past few  years. W ith our income sources remaining flat, demand for our services 
rising, and regulatory constraints increasing, our escalating insurance premiums 
need some creative remedy which we may find with passage of this legislation.
W e  hope that a pooling structure, as would be established in the above legislation, 
would help us gain some control of this indispensable cost on services we provide.

W e  thank you in advance for your consideration of the above.

Sincerely, ,

Ron Adler, Chair
Alaska Community Mental Health Services Association 

RA/kdw

cc: Representative Wilson

Ron Adler 
Chair
3050 Fiflh Avenue 
Ketchikan, AK 99501 
(907) 225-4135

Dave Newell 
Vice Chair
1675 C Street, Suite 117 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
(907)274-8281

Brenda Knapp 
Secretary 
P.O Box 22090 
Juneau, AK 99801 
(907) 463-3303

Diana Slrzok 
Treasurer
2330 Nichols Street 
Anchorage, AK 99516 
(907) 279-6617

Bill Hogan 
Member at Large 
230 East Paulson, Suite 68 
Wasilla, AK 99687 
(907)376-2411

Doug Veil 
Member at Large 
P O. Box 806 
Craig, AK 99921 
(907) 826-3662

Chuck Bennett 
Member at Large 
P.O. Box 32839 
Juneau, AK 99803 
(907)796-4123



A laska  S ta te  le g is la tu re
Representative Peggy Wilson 

Putting Alaska's Families First

Date: M arch 13,2002

To: Representative John Coghill - * .j>
Chairm an House State Affairs Com mittee ‘

From: Representative Peggy W ilson

Re: HB 483 "An Act authorizing state procurem ent o f group insurance for em ployees o f child 
care facilities, entities licensed as residential child care facilities, entities licensed as 
residential child care facilities, child placem ent agencies, foster homes, and maternity 
houses, and certain adult residential and day services provides, and for em ployees o f 
certain nonprofit entities; repealing a provision o f  the state group insurance procurement 
law relating to paym ent o f dividends and clarifying a provision o f  that law relating to 
part-tim e employees; authorizing the com m issioner o f adm inistration to adopt regulations 
regarding state procurem ent o f  group insurance; and providing for an effective date.”

This is a formal request to schedule HB 4S3 for a hearing in front o f  House State Affairs ass soon 
as possible.

If you have any questions please d o n 't hesitate to contact me.

Juneau: State Capitol, Rm. 409 ♦ Juneau, AK 99801-1121 ♦ ph: (907) 465-3824 ♦ fax: (907) 465-3175 Wrangell LIO: PO Box 109 * Wrangell, AK 99929 * plr. (907) 874-3088 » fax: (907) 874-3955 Petersburg LIO: ptv. (907) 772-3829 ♦ fax: (907) 772-3779 Sltka LIO: plr. (907) 747-4655 • fax: (907) 747-5807 
Representative,i eggy_Wilson@Legis.state.ak.us » http://vMW.akrepublicans.org ♦ 1-800-686-3824

mailto:eggy_Wilson@Legis.state.ak.us
http://vMW.akrepublicans.org
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A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

Please enter into the record my testimony to the House State Affairs
committee name

Committee on HB 483 , dated March 2 8 ,2 0 0 2
bill # /  subject

The Kenai-Soldotna Women’s Resource &  Crisis Center strongly supports HB 483. Health 
insurance costs for our agency have risen over 30%  per year for the past several years. This 
legislation would assist non-profits in providing adequate health insurance for employees, thus 
ensuring that organizations remain stable and that critical services continue to be provided in 
the state. Please support this bill. Thank you.

Signed: Heather Arnett, Executive Director__________
Testifier

Kenai-Soldotna Women’s Resource & Crisis Center 
Representing (optional)

325 S. Spruce Kenai, AK 99611_____________
Address

(907) 283-9479 
Phone number
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A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

Please enter into the record my testimony to the / / s  Tfl
committee name

Committee on fj& </<?3  • dated 3  ~c3 ^-<32,
bill # / sub ject

Signed: —M z -  -(-> V c- g
Testifier

i ~ U o m ^ s  r  Z c .z o u .r c .e -  C /v d r /jr
Representing (op tiona l) / -

>/7‘ . _ /S < s^a ~ / i A - K . — 7 7 A - L /______
Address ^

/ 1 0 7 )  J 8 J - r * f 7 ?  -
Phone number



State Of Alaska 
Legislative Affairs Agency 
Kenai LIO
145 Main St Lp,Ste 217 
Kenai, AK 99611 
907-283-2030

Date: 3 ' IC 'D  2.

Please accept the enclosed original(s) of written testimony
for th e_________ t i S W ____________ teleconference hearing that
was scheduled on S - a S - o z  .

A copy of this testimony was transmitted to your committee
via fax on 3 ' 3 c  o z  &:<&/» .

Thank You,

C:\Documents and Settings\liocaly\Desktop\Forms\vvritten lest cmte.doc





A L A S K A  S T A T E  L E G I S L A T U R E

Interim:
600 East Railroad Avenue 
Wasilla, Alaska 99654 
(907) 373-1842 
Fax -(907) 373-4729

Session:
State Capitol Building, Room 24 

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 
(907) 465-2186 

Fax - (907) 465-3818

REPRESENTATIVE VIC ICOHRING
DISTRICT 26

MEMORANDUM

D ate : M arch  18, 2 0 0 2

To: Rep. J o h n  Coghill, C h a ir
H o u se  S ta te  A ffairs C o m m ittee

F rom : Rep. Vic K ohring

S u b je c t: HB 4 8 7  F irew o rk s  R eg u la tio n

P lease  sc h e d u le  a  h e a r in g  a s  so o n  a s  p o ssib le  o n  H B 4 8 7 , m y  b ill to  u p d a te  th e  
s ta te ’s  firew orks s ta tu te s .  E n c lo sed  in  th e  bill p a c k e t a re  m y  S p o n so r 
S ta te m e n t, S ec tio n a l A n a ly s is  (w ritten  on  th e  C S version), a n d  le tte r o f 
s u p p o r t .

A lso in c lu d e d  a lo n g  w ith  th e  o rig in a l Bill is  a  w o rk  d ra ft C o m m ittee  S u b s t i tu te  
w h ich  a d d s  u p d a te s  in  te rm in o lo g y  a n d  d e fin itio n s  in  th e  s ta tu te ,  a n d  a d d s  a  
p ro v is io n  u n d e r  E n fo rc e m e n t th a t  allow s th e  S ta te  F ire  M a rsh a ll to  en d  
re s tr ic t io n s  o r  s u sp e n s io n s  w h e n  a  v io la tion  h a s  b e e n  co rrec ted

T h e  C S a lso  a d d s  a  p ro v is io n  for a  fire  sa fe ty  p ro g ra m  a n d  e s ta b lis h e s  a n  
a c c o u n t  in  s ta te  t r e a s u re  fo r th e  sa fe ty  p ro g ra m  fees from  v en d o rs . T he 
le g is la tu re  m a y  a p p ro p ria te  m o n e y  from  th e  a c c o u n t to  th e  D e p a r tm e n t for 
c o s ts  in c u r re d  for th e  fire sa fe ty  p ro g ram .

I w o u ld  re q u e s t  th a t  th e  C o m m ittee  a d o p t th e  C S a s  th e ir  w o rk in g  d o c u m en t.

If y o u  h av e  a n y  q u e s tio n s , c o n ta c t  m y  s ta f f  a id e , S h a r ro n  O ’Dell.

T h a n k  y o u  v e r y  m u c h .

Wasilla • Fair view  Loop • Eklutna • Peters Creek
E-Mail: Rcpresentative_Vic_Kohring@Iegis.statc.ak.us • Tell Tree Year Rcw n l: 1800) J 6 S -H 8 6
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S P O N S O R  ST A T E M E N T

H O U SE  B ILL 4 8 7  

F I R E W O R K S  R E G U L A T IO N

T h e d is a s t ro u s  M iller’s  R ea ch  F ire  in  1 9 9 6  w a s  believed  to  h av e  b e e n  s ta r te d  b y  
th e  irre sp o n s ib le  u se  o f firew o rk s  d u r in g  a  h ig h  fire c o n d itio n  p e rio d . Legal 
a n d  f in a n c ia l effects o f th a t  fire a re  s till ongoing . T h is  d is a s te r  b r in g s  fo cu s  to  
th e  n e ed  to  u p d a te  th e  S ta te ’s  firew orks s ta tu te s  a n d  re g u la tio n s .

In 1969, th e  L eg is la tu re  p a s s e d  leg is la tio n  to  re g u la te  firew orks sa le s . 
C o n su m e r u s e  o f firew orks h a s  in c re a se d  a n d  th e  av a ilab ility  o f d iffe ren t ty p es  
o f firew orks h a s  c h a n g e d  over th e  y e a rs ; how ever, re g u la tio n s  h a v e  n o t  k e p t 
p ace  w ith  th e  c h an g es . HB 4 8 7  will:

« p lace  in to  s ta tu te  a u th o r ity  to  th e  S ta te  F ire  M arsh a l to  re s tr ic t  o r  lim it 
s a le  a n d  u s e  o f c e r ta in  firew orks b e tw e e n  A pril 1 a n d  S e p te m b e r  30 ;

• lim it th e  u s e  o f a ll firew orks a t  a n y  tim e  o f ex trem e  fire c o n d itio n s ;

• co m p le te ly  b a n  th e  sa le  o f b o ttle  ro c k e ts ;

• b r in g  th e  defin itio n  se c tio n  in  lin e  w ith  th e  s ta n d a rd  firew o rk s  d e fin itio n s
s e t  b y  th e  C o n su m e r P ro d u c ts  S a fe ty  C o m m issio n ; a n d

• c re a te  a  F irew o rk s A dvisory  C o m m ittee  a p p o in te d  b y  th e  S ta te  F ire
M a rs h a l to  a n n u a lly  review  fed era l re g u la tio n s , n a tio n a l fire co d es , s ta te  
s ta tu te s  a n d  re g u la tio n s , a n d  to ad v ise  th e  S ta te  F ire  M a rs h a l o f n e e d e d  
u p d a te s .

P a ssa g e  of H B 4 8 7  w ill e n s u re  firew orks re g u la tio n s  a re  k e p t  u p  to  d a te  
th e re b y  in c re a s in g  p ro te c tio n  to  th e  p u b lic  b y  red u c in g  fire d a n g e r  c a u s e d  b y  
th e  irre sp o n s ib le  u s e  o f firew orks.

Wasilla • Fairview Loop • Eklutna • Peters Creek
E-Mail: Pcprcscncative_V*c_Kohring(S legis.statc.ak.us • Toll Free Y ea rR ou ih l: (SCO) -ii’S -2186
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22-LS1385\L
Bannister

3/14/02

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 487( )

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

O ffe re d :
R e f e r r e d :

S p o n s o r s ) :  R E P R E S E N T A T I V E  K O H R IN G

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED 

"An Act relating to Fireworks, to a fire safety program , to a fire safety program  account, 

and *o certain criminal laws relating to explosives; and providing for an effective date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 11.81.900(b)(22) is amended to read:

(22) "explosive" means a chemical compound, mixture, or device that 

is commonly used or intended for the purpose of producing a chemical reaction 

resulting in a substantially instantaneous release of gas and heat, including dynamite, 

blasting powder, nitroglycerin, blasting caps, and nitrojelly, but excluding consumer 

[SALABLE] fireworks as defined in AS 18.72.100 [AS 18.72.050], black powder, 

smokeless powder, small arms ammunition, and small arms ammunition primers;

* Sec. 2. AS 18.72.020(a) is amended to read:

(a) A person holding a permit required by the fire safety code may sell or offer 

for sale consumer [SALABLE] fireworks [,] if the person

(1) [THE PERSON] has submitted to the state fire marshal a policy, or

-1-
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WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 22-LS1385\L

a certified true copy of a policy, of public liability and products liability insurance, 

including both accident and occurrence coverage, provided by the wholesale company 

selling fireworks to the person, in the amount of at least $200,000 for bodily injury or 

death and at least $50,000 property damage and the person is named as an insured 

party upon the policy and the policy is continuously in force while the person is 

engaged in the retail sale of fireworks; [AND]

(2) pays an endorsement fee of $500 [$10 IS PAID] to the state fire 

marshal for an endorsement that is valid for two years or portions of two years during 

which the permit holder is engaged in the retail sale of fireworks; and

(3) pays a fire safety program fee of $300 to the state fire marshal; 

the state fire m arshal shall transfer the am ount of the fees collected under this 

paragraph to the Departm ent of Revenue for depr.' in the fire safety program 

account created under AS 44.41.060 in the state treasury.

* Sec. 3. AS 18.72 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 18.72.035. Restrictions on certain fireworks, (a) Notwithstanding the 

other provisions of this chapter, a person, whether or not licensed under this chapter, 

may not sell a bottle rocket in the state. In this subsection, "bottle rocket" means a 

device that is a smaller version of a sky rocket, that is less than 16 inches long, and 

that contains 50 milligrams or less of material of pyrotechnic composition.

(b) Notwithstanding the other provisions o f this chapter, the state fire marshal 

may limit or restrict the sale of sky rockets and missile-type rockets from April 1 to 

September 30 in a region of the state as the state fire marshal determines to be 

appropriate to protect health and safety in that region.

(c) The state fire marshal may limit or restrict the use of some or all consumer 

fireworks in places where extreme fire conditions exist. This subsection does not 

affect or diminish the ability of the state to regulate the use o f fireworks under other 

state authority, including limiting burning on forested lands.

* Sec. 4. AS 18.72 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 18.72.045. Civil penalty. A person who recklessly violates a provision 

of this chapter is liable, after notice and an opportunity for a hearing, to the state for a 

civil penalty of $ 1,000 for each violation.

CSHB 487( ) -2-
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* Sec. 5. AS 18.72 is amended by adding new sections to read:

Sec. 18.72.070. Enforcement, (a) If the state fire marshal has reason to 

believe that a person who has a permit issued under AS 18.72.020 or 18.72.030 is 

violating this chapter or another law relating to health and safety in the use o f the 

permit, the state fire marshal may, after notice and un opportunity for a hearing, 

suspend or take other action against the person's permit until the violation has been 

corrected.

(b) Notwithstanding (a) of this section, if a person with a permit issued under 

AS 18.72.020 or 18.72.030 is violating this chapter and the state fire marshal 

determines that the violation is causing a serious immediate threat to health or safety, 

the state fire marshal may restrict or suspend the sale of consumer fireworks by a 

person immediately without a hearing. The state fire marshal shall provide the person 

with a hearing on the next business day of the person's business to determine whether 

the restriction or suspension was justified and whether there is a reason to continue the 

restriction or suspension. The state fire marshal shall end the restriction or suspension 

as soon as the state fire marshal determines the violation is corrected.

(c) The Department of Public Safety shall establish by regulation the 

procedures to be followed under this section.

(d) Nothing in this section shall be construed to limit the state fire marshal's 

other enforcement authority under an applicable building code, the fire safety code, or 

other statutes.

Sec. 18.72.080. Fireworks Advisory Committee, (a) The Fireworks 

Advisory Committee is established in the Department of Public Safety. The 

committee consists of members appointed by the state fire marshal to provide a 

balanced representation from the rural and urban areas o f the state of persons who are 

fire service officials and manufacturers, distributors, retailers, and users of fireworks. 

The state fire marshal shall establish the number o f members to serve on the 

committee.

(b) Each year the committee shall familiarize itself with current federal 

regulations and national fire codes, thoroughly review existing state statutes and 

regulations, and advise the state fire marshal on any statutes and regulations that need

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 22-LSI385\L

-3 -
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]

CSHB 487( )



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 22-LS1385VL

to be enacted, adopted, amended, or repealed.

(c) The committee shall meet at least once each year. The state fire marshal 

shall chair the committee.

(d) A member o f the committee serves at the pleasure of the state fire marshal 

and does not receive compensation for the member's work on the committee.

(e) In this section, "committee" means the Fireworks Advisory Committee 

established by (a) of this section.

* Sec. 6. AS 18.72.100(1) is amended to read:

(1) "dangerous fireworks" includes all fireworks that are not defined as 

consumer [SALABLE] fireworks;

* Sec. 7. AS 18.72.100(3) is amended to read:

(3) "fireworks" means consumer [SALABLE] fireworks or dangerous

fireworks;

* Sec. 8. AS 18.72.100 is amended by adding new paragraphs to read:

(5) "aerial shell or mine" means a round or cylindrical paper or plastic

shell that

(A) contains material o f pyrotechnic composition and a lift

charge;

(B) is either loaded into a paper or plastic mortar that is 

designed to be placed on or in the ground, or preloaded in a paper or plastic 

mortar that is on a plastic or wooden base; and

(C) upon ignition, is designed to be propelled into the sky to 

burst and produce visible and audible effects;

(6) "aerial spinner," also known as a helicopter, means a tube that is 

composed of paper, plastic, or both paper and plastic, that contains material of 

pyrotechnic composition, that has a propeller or blade attached, that is designed to be 

placed on a flat area o f the ground or on a board, that is designed to rise into the air, 

and that is often followed by a visible or audible effect at or near the height of flight;

(7) "chaser" means a paper or cardboard tube that contains material of 

pyrotechnic composition or of pyrotechnic and explosive composition, that is designed 

to be placed on the ground, that is designed, upon ignition, to produce from the fuse

CSIIB 487( ) -4-
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end of the tube a whistling effect designed to cause the tube to travel along the ground, 

and that may end with a report;

(8) "combination item" means a device that is designed to produce the 

effects of more than one of the devices identified in (5) - (7), (9), (11), and (21) o f this 

section;

(9) "cone fountain" means a cardboard or heavy paper tube that has a 

cone shape, that contains material of pyrotechnic composition, that is designed to be 

placed on the ground, and that is designed, upon ignition, to produce effects that are 

the same as those of a cylindrical fountain;

(10) "consumer fireworks" means a device that is designed primarily to 

produce visible effects by combustion and that complies with the construction, 

chemical composition, and labeling requirements of the United States Consumer 

Product Safety Commission in 16 CFR 1500 and 1507; in this paragraph, "device that 

is designed primarily to produce visible effects by combustion" includes an aerial shell 

or mine, an aerial spinner, a chaser, a combination item, a cone fountain, a cylindrical 

fountain, a Firecracker, a flitter sparkler, a ground spinner, an illuminating torch, a 

missile-type rocket, a roman candle, a sky rocket, a sparkler, a toy smoke device, and 

a wheel;

(11) "cylindrical fountain" means a cardboard or heavy paper tube that 

has a cylindrical shape, that contains material of pyrotechnic composition, that is 

designed to be placed on or in the ground or held in the hand, that is designed, upon 

ignition, to produce a shower of colored sparks and sometimes a whistling effect or 

smoke, and that has

(A) a pike for insertion into the ground, and may be known as 

a spike fountain;

(B) a wooden or plastic base for placing on the ground, and 

may be known as a base fountain; or

(C) a wooden or cardboard handle that is held by hand, and 

may be known as a handle fountain;

(12) "firecracker" means a paper-wrapped or cardboard tube that 

contains material of explosive composition, that is designed to be placed on the

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 22-LS1385\L

-5- CSIIB 487( )
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 22-LS1385\L

ground or hung from a post or tree, and that is designed, upon ignition, to produce 

visible and audible effects;

(13) "flitter sparkler" means a paper lube that is attached to a stick or 

wire, that contains material of pyrotechnic composition, that is designed to be held in 

the hand, and that is designed, upon ignition, to produce a shower of sparks and color;

(14) "ground spinner" means a cardboard or heavy paper tube that has 

a cylindrical shape, that contains material of pyrotechnic composition, that is designed 

to be placed on flat ground, and that is designed, upon ignition, to produce a shower of 

sparks and color from a vent on the side that spins the device on the ground;

(15) "illuminating torch" means a cardboard or heavy paper tube that 

has a cylindrical shape, that contains material of pyrotechnic composition, that is 

designed to be placed on the ground or held in the hand, that is designed, upon 

ignition, to produce a colored flame, and that has

(A) a spike for insertion into the ground;

(B) a wooden or plastic base for placing on the ground; or

(C) a handle for holding by hand;

(16) "missile-type rocket" means an item that is similar to a sky rocket 

in size, composition, and effect, but that uses fins rather than a stick for guidance and 

stability;

(17) "roman candle," also known as a cake, means a heavy paper or 

cardboard tube that contains pellets of pyrotechnic composition, that is designed to be 

placed on or in the ground, and that is designed, upon ignition, to expel the pellets 

individually and to produce a visible effect, an audible effect, or visible and audible 

effects;

(18) "sky rocket" means a cylindrical tube that contains material of 

pyrotechnic composition, that has a wooden stick attached for guidance and stability, 

that is designed to be placed in a tube, that is designed, upon ignition, to fly into the 

air, and that, upon ignition and flight, may be followed by a visible or audible effect at 

or near the height of its flight;

(19) "sparkler" means a wire or stick that is coated with material of 

pyrotechnic composition, that is designed to be held in the hand, and that is designed,

CSIIB 487( ) -6-
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upon ignition, to produce a shower of sparks;

(20) "toy smoke device" means a plastic or paper ball or tube that 

contains material of pyrotechnic composition, that is designed to be placed on the 

ground, and’that is designed, upon ignition, to produce white or colored smoke;

(21) "wheel" means a paper or wooden item that has various shapes, 

including round, triangular, or square, that has an axis in the center, that has a driver 

that consists of a paper or cardboard tube that contains material of pyrotechnic 

composition, that is designed to be attached to a post or tree by a nail or string, and 

that is designed, upon ignition, to produce a shower of color and sparks and sometimes 

a whistling effect that causes the wheel to spin on the axis.

* Sec. 9. AS 37.05.146(b)(4) is amended by adding a new subparagraph to read:

(AAA) receipts of fees paid to the state fire marshal and for 

certain inspections deposited under AS 18.72.020(a)(3) in the fire safety 

program account created under AS 44.41.060;

* Sec. 10. AS 44.41 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 44.41.060. Fire safety program  account. The fire safety program 

account is created in the state treasury. The legislature may appropriate money from 

the account for necessary costs incurred by the Department of Public Safety for a fire 

safety program to promote fire safety in the state. Nothing in this section creates a 

dedicated fund or dedicates the money in the account for a specific purpose.

* Sec. 11. AS 18.72.100(4) is repealed.

* Sec. 12. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to 

read:

REGULATIONS. The Department of Public Safety may adopt regulations to 

implement AS 18.72.070, enacted by sec. 5 of this Act. The regulations take effect under 

AS 44.62, but not before the effective date of sec. 5 of this Act.

* Sec. 13. Section 12 of this Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

* Sec. 14. Sections 1 - 11 of this Act take effect December 1, 2002.

-7-
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L E G A L  S E R V i C E S

(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450 
FAX (907) 465-2029 
Mail Stop 3101

DIVISION O F L E G A L  A N D  R E S E A R C H  SE R V IC E S  
LEG ISLA T IVE  A F F A IR S  A G E N C Y  

ST A T E  O F  A L A S K A State Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 

Deliveries to: 129 6th St., Rm. 329

M E M O R A N D U M March 15, 2002

SUBJECT: Sectional summary of CSHB 487( ) relating to fireworks 
(Work Order No. 22-LS1385\L)

TO:

FROM:

Representative Vic Kohring 
Attn: Sharron

Theresa L. Bannister 
Legislative Counsel

You have requested a sectional summary of the bill described above.

As a preliminary matter, note that a sectional summary of a bill should not be considered 
an authoritative interpretation o f the bill and the bill itself is the best statement of its 
contents.

Section 1. Amends a definition in the criminal code to conform the definition to a 
change made in this bill and to correct an old cross-reference.

Section 2. Amends the subsection that identifies certain conditions that a person must 
meet to sell consumer fireworks. Substitutes the term "consumer fireworks" for "salable 
fireworks." Increases the endorsement fee to $500. Requires that the person pay a fire 
safety program fee of $300 to the state fire marshal.

Section 3. Adds a new section that sets restrictions on the sale of certain fireworks. 
Prohibits the sale of a bottle rocket in the state. Allows the state fire marshal to limit the 
sale of sky rockets and missile-type rockets from April 1 to September 30 in a region 
where the state fire marshal determines health and safety make the limit appropriate. 
Allows the state fire marshal to limit the use o f consumer fireworks where extreme fire 
conditions exist.

Section 4. Establishes a civil penalty of $1,000 for a person who recklessly violates a 
provision of AS 18.72. Requires notice and an opportunity for a hearing.

Section 5. Adds two new sections.

Sec. 18.72.070. Allows the state fire marshal to suspend or take other action against a 
person's permit where there is a reasonable belief that the person is violating this chapter 
or another law relating to health and safety in the use o f the permit. Requires notice and



an opportunity for a hearing. If a violation causes a serious immediate threat to health or 
safety, allows the state fire marshal to immediately restrict or suspend the sale of 
consumer fireworks without a hearing. Requires a hearing on the next business day. 
Requires that the restriction or suspension be ended as soon as the violation is corrected. 
Directs the Department of Public Safety to establish by regulation the procedures to be 
followed under the section. States that the section does not limit the state fire marshal's 
other enforcement authority.

Sec. 18.72.080. Establishes a Fireworks Advisory Committee in the Department of 
Public Safety. Establishes that the state fire marshal establishes the number of members 
on the committee and appoints the members. Provides that the members serve at the 
pleasure o f the state fire marshal. Requires the committee to familiarize itself with 
current federal regulations and national fire codes, review state statutes and regulations, 
and advise the state fire marshal on any statutes and regulations that need to be enacted, 
adopted, amended, or repealed. Establishes how frequently the committee must meet, 
who is to chair the committee, and that the members do not receive compensation.

Section 6. Amends the definition of "dangerous fireworks" to conform the definition to 
the use of the new term "consumer fireworks."

Section 7. Amends the definition of "fireworks" to conform the definition to the use of 
the new term "consumer fireworks."

Section 8. Defines the new term "consumer fireworks" and adds definitions for various 
types of named consumer fireworks.

Section 9. Adds the fire safety program fee receipts paid under AS 18.72.020(a)(3) to the 
list o f program receipts that are accounted for separately.

Section 10. Creates the fire safety program account in the state treasury.

Section 11. Repeals the current definition of "salable fireworks."

Section 12. Authorizes the Department of Public Safety to adopt regulations to 
implement AS 18.72.070.

Section 13. Gives sec. 12 of this bill an immediate effective date.

Section 14. Gives secs. 1 - 11 of this bill an effective date of December 1, 2002.

If I may be of further assistance, please advise.

TLB:med 
02-284.med

Representative Vic Kohring
March 15, 2002
Page 2



M A R - 1 8 - 0 2  0 2 : 1 6  P M P. 01

G o r i l l a  F i r e w o r k s
F ire w o rk s  M a k e  P e o p le  H a p p y

Phone: 9 0 7 -8 9 2 -6 5 5 7  Em ail: gorilIa@ alaska.net
T o ll Free: 888-G orilla
T oll Free: 8 8 8 -467 -4552  Snail M ail: P .O . B ox  871906 

Fax: 907 -8 9 2 -6 5 6 6  W asilla, AK 99687

March 18, 2002

Representative Vic Kobring 
State Capitol -  Room 24 
Juneau, AK 99801
Representative Vic Kohring:

RE: Support HB 487

I am pleased to confirm our full support for HB 487. Taken, as a whole HB 487 is 
a thoughtful proactive update of Alaska’s consumer fireworks statute.
The restrictions on bottle rockets and sky rockets should significantly reduce noise 
complaints, the possibility o f personal injuries and the possibility o f a wildland fire 
started by the misuse o f a rocket. The new fire safety education program is clearly 
a good idea. Raising the permit fees to offset the administrative cost is a 
reasonable cost of doing business.

mailto:gorilIa@alaska.net
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S P O N S O R  S T A T E M E N T

H O U SE B ILL 4 8 7

F I R E W O R K S  R E G U L A T I O N

T he d is a s tro u s  M iller’s  R each  F ire  in  1996  w a s  b e liev ed  to  h av e  b e e n  s ta r te d  by  
th e  jrre sp o n sib le  u s e  of firew orks d u r in g  a  h ig h  fire  co n d itio n  p eriod . Legal 
a n d  iiiia n e ia l effects of th a t  fire a re  s till ongo ing . T h is  d is a s te r  b r in g s  fo cu s  to  
th e  n e e d  to  u p d a te  th e  S ta te ’s  firew orks s ta tu te s  a n d  re g u la tio n s .

In 1969, th e  L eg is la tu re  p a s se d  leg is la tio n  to  re g u la te  firew orks sa le s . 
C o n su m e r u s e  o f firew orks h a s  in c re a se d  a n d  th e  av a ilab ility  o f d iffe ren t ty p es  
o f firew orks h a s  ch a n g ed  over th e  y e a rs ; h o w ev er, re g u la tio n s  h av e  n o t  k e p t 
pace  w ith  th e  ch an g es . HB 4 8 7  will:

• p lace  in to  s ta tu te  a u th o r ity  to  th e  S ta te  F ire  M a rsh a l to  r e s t i ic t  o r  lim it 
s a le  a n d  u s e  of c e r ta in  firew orks b e tw e e n  A pril 1 a n d  S e p te m b e r  30;

• lim it th e  u s e  of all firew orks a t  a n y  tim e  o f e x tre m e  fire co n d itio n s;

• co m p le te ly  b a n  th e  sa le  o f b o ttle  ro c k e ts ;

• b r in g  th e  defin ition  se c tio n  in  line  w ith  th e  s ta n d a r d  firew orks d e fin itio n s
s e t  b y  th e  C o n su m e r P ro d u c ts  S afe ty  C o m m iss io n ; a n d

• c re a te  a  F irew orks A dvisory  C o m m ittee  a p p o in te d  b y  th e  S ta te  F ire
M a rsh a l to  a n n u a lly  review  fed era l r e g u la tio n s , n a tio n a l fire co d es , s ta te  
s ta tu te s  a n d  reg u la tio n s , a n d  to  ad v ise  th e  S ta te  F ire  M a rsh a l o f n e e d e d  
u p d a te s .

P assag e  o f HB 4 8 7  will e n s u re  firew o rk s  r e g u la t io n s  a re  k e p t u p  to  d a te  
th e re b y  in c re a s in g  p ro te c tio n  to  th e  p u b lic  b y  r e d u c in g  fire d a n g e r  c a u s e d  b y  
th e  irre sp o n s ib le  u s e  o f firew orks.

W a s i l la  • F a i r v i e w  L o o p  • E k l u t n a  • P e te r s  C r e e k
E-Mail: Represcntative_Vic_Kohring@lcgis.statc.ak.us • Toll Free Year Roiiinl: (S00) 468-2186

mailto:Represcntative_Vic_Kohring@lcgis.statc.ak.us
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CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 487( )

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

O ffe re d :
R e fe r r e d :

S p o n s o r ( s ) :  R E P R E S E N T A T I V E  K O H R IN G

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED 

"An Act relating to fireworks, to a fire safety program, to a fire safety program account, 

and to certain criminal laws relating to explosives; and providing for an effective date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 11.81.900(b)(22) is amended to read:

(22) "explosive" means a chemical compound, mixture, or device that 

is commonly used or intended for the purpose of producing a chemical reaction 

resulting in a substantially instantaneous release of gas and heat, including dynamite, 

blasting powder, nitroglycerin, blasting caps, and nitrojelly, but excluding consumer 

[SALABLE] fireworks as defined in AS 18.72.100 [AS 18.72.050], black powder, 

smokeless powder, small arms ammunition, and small arms ammunition primers;

* Sec. 2. AS 18.72.020(a) is amended to read:

(a) A person holding a permit required by the fire safety code may sell or offer 

for sale consumer [SALABLE] fireworks [,] if the person

(1) [THE PERSON] has submitted to the state fire marshal a policy, or

- 1 -  C S H B  4 8 7 (  )
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a certified true copy of a policy, of public liability and products liability insurance, 

including both accident and occurrence coverage, provided by the wholesale company 

selling fireworks to the person, in the amount of at least $200,000 for bodily Injury or 

death and at least $50,000 property damage and the person is named as an insured 

party upon the policy and the policy is continuously in force while the person is 

engaged in the retail sale of fireworks; [AND]

(2) pays an endorsement fee of $500 [$10 IS PAID] to the state fire 

marshal for an endorsement that is valid for two years or portions of two years during 

which the permit holder is engaged in the retail sale of fireworks; and

(3̂ ) pays a fire safety program  fee of $300 to the state fire marshal; 

the state fire marshal shall transfer the am ount of the fees collected under this 

paragraph to the Departm ent of Revenue for deposit in the fire safefv program 

account created under AS 44.41.060 in the state treasury .

* Sec. 3. AS 18.72 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 18.72.035. Restrictions on certain fireworks, (a) Notwithstanding the 

other provisions of this chapter, a person, whether or not licensed under this chapter, 

may not sell a bottle rocket in the state. In this subsection, "bottle rocket" means a 

device that is a smaller version of a sky rocket, that is less than 16 inches long, and 

that contains 50 milligrams or less of material of pyrotechnic composition.

(b) Notwithstanding the other provisions of this chapter, the state fire marshal 

may limit or restrict the sale of sky rockets and missile-type rockets from April 1 to 

September 30 in a region of the state as the state fire marshal determines to be 

appropriate to protect health and safety in that . egion.

(c) The state fire marshal may limit or restrict the use o f some or all consumer 

fireworks in places where extreme fire conditions exist. This subsection does not 

affect or diminish the ability of the state to regulate the use of fireworks under other 

state authority, including limiting burning on forested lands.

* Sec. 4. AS 18.72 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 18.72.045. Civil penalty. A person who recklessly violates a provision 

of this chapter is liable, after notice and an opportunity for a hearing, to the state for a 

civil penalty of $1,000 for each violation.

CSHB 48 7( ) -2-
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* Sec. 5. AS 18.72 is amended by adding new sections to read:

Sec. 18.72.070. Enforcement, (a) If the state fire marshal has reason to 

believe that a person who has a permit issued under AS 18.72.020 or 18.72.030 is 

violating this chapter or another law relating to health and safety in the use o f the 

permit, the state fire marshal may, after notice and an opportunity for a hearing, 

suspend or take other action against the person's permit until the violation has been 

corrected.

(b) Notwithstanding (a) of this section, if a person with a permit issued under 

AS 18.72.020 or IS.72.030 is violating this chapter and the state fire marshal 

determines that the violation is causing a serious immediate threat to health or safety, 

the state fire marshal may restrict or suspend the sale of consumer fireworks by a 

person immediately without a hearing. The state fire marshal shall provide the person 

with a hearing on the next business day of the person's business to determine whether 

the restriction or suspension was justified and whether there is a reason to continue the 

restriction or suspension. The state fire marshal shall end the restriction or suspension 

as soon as the state fire marshal determines the violation is corrected.

(c) The Department of Public Safety shall establish by regulation the 

procedures to be followed under this section.

(d) Nothing in this section shall be construed to limit the state fire marshal's 

other enforcement authority under an applicable building code, the fire safety code, or 

other statutes.

See. 18.72.080. Fireworks Advisory Committee, (a) The Fireworks 

Advisory Committee is established in the Depa’lment of Public Safety. The 

committee consists of members appointed by the state fire marshal to provide a 

balanced representation from the rural and urban areas o f the state of persons who are 

fire service officials and manufacturers, distributors, retailers, and users of fireworks. 

The state fire marshal shall establish the number of members to serve on the 

committee.

(b) Each year the committee shall familiarize itself with current federal 

regulations and national fire codes, thoroughly review existing state statutes and 

regulations, and advise the state fire marshal on any statutes and regulations that need

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 22-LS1385\L
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to be enacted, adopted, amended, or repealed.

(c) "'he committee shall meet at least once each year. The state fire marshal 

shall chair th. committee.

(d) A member of the committee serves at the pleasure of the state fire marshal 

and does not receive compensation for the member's work on the committee.

(e) In this section, "committee" means the Fireworks Advisory Committee 

established by (a) o f this section.

* Sec. 6. AS 18.72.100(1) is amended to read:

(1) "dangerous fireworks" includes all fireworks that are not defined as 

consumer [SALABLE] fireworks;

* Sec. 7. AS 18.72.100(3) is amended to read:

(3) "fireworks" means consumer [SALABLE] fireworks or dangerous

fireworks;

* Sec. 8. AS 18.72.100 is amended by adding new paragraphs to read:

(5) "aerial shell or mine" means a round or cylindrical paper or plastic

shell that

(A) contains material of pyrotechnic composition and a lift

charge;

(B) is either loaded into a paper or plastic mortar that is 

designed to be placed on or in the ground, or preloaded in a paper or plastic 

mortar that is on a plastic or wooden base; and

(C) upon ignition, is designed to be propelled into the sky to

burst and produce visible and audible effects;

(6) "aerial spinner," also known as a helicopter, means a tube that is 

composed of paper, plastic, or both paper and plastic, that conta:ns material of 

pyrotechnic composition, that has a propeller or blade attached, that is designed to be 

placed on a flat area of the ground or on a board, that is designed to rise into the air, 

and that is often followed by a visible or audible effect at or near the height of flight;

(7) "chaser" means a paper or cardboard tube that contains material of 

pyrotechnic composition or of pyrotechnic and explosive composition, that is designed 

to be placed on the ground, that is designed, upon ignition, to produce from the fuse

C S H B  4 8 7 (  ) -4-
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end of the tube a whistling effect designed to cause the tube to travel along the ground, 

and that may end with a report;

(8) "combination item" means a device that is designed to produce the 

effects of more than one of the devices identified in (5) - (7), (9), (11), and (21) o f this 

section;

(9) "cone fountain" means a cardboard or heavy paper tube that has a 

cone shape, that contains material of pyrotechnic composition, that is designed to be 

placed on the ground, and that is designed, upon ignition, to produce effects that are 

the same as those of a cylindrical fountain;

(10) "consumer fireworks" means a device that is designed primarily to 

produce visible effects by combustion and that complies with the construction, 

chemical composition, and labeling requirements of the United States Consumer 

Product Safety Commission in 16 CFR 1500 and 1507; in this paragraph, "device that 

is designed primarily to produce visible effects by combustion" includes an aerial shell 

or mine, an aerial spinner, a chaser, a combination item, a cone fountain, a cylindrical 

fountain, a firecracker, a flitter sparkler, a ground spinner, an illuminating torch, a 

missile-type rocket, a roman candle, a sky rocket, a sparkler, a toy smoke device, and 

a wheel;

(11) "cylindrical fountain" means a cardboard or heavy paper tube that 

has a cylindrical shape, that contains material of pyrotechnic composition, that is 

designed to be placed on or in the ground or held in the hand, that is designed, upon 

ignition, to produce a shower o f colored sparks and sometimes a whistling effect or 

smoke, and that has

(A) a spike for insertion into the ground, and may be known as 

a spike fountain;

(B) a wooden or plastic base for placing on the ground, and 

may be known as a base fountain; or

(C) a wooden or cardboard handle that is held by hand, and 

may be known as a handle fountain;

(12) "firecracker" means a paper-wrapped or cardboard tube that 

contains material of explosive composition, that is designed to be placed on the

-5-
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ground or hung from a post or tree, and that is designed, upon ignition, to produce 

visible and audible effects;

(13) "flitter sparkler" means a paner tube that is attached to a stick or

wire, that contains material o f pyrotechnic composition, that is designed to be held in

the hand, and that is designed, upon ignition, to produce a shower o f sparks and color;

(14) "ground spinner" means a cardboard or heavy paper tube that has 

a cylindrical shape, that contains material o f pyrotechnic composition, that is designed 

to be placed on flat ground, and that is designed, upon ignition, to produce a shower of 

sparks and color from a vent on the side that spins the device on the ground;

(15) "illuminating torch" means a cardboard or heavy paper tube that 

has a cylindrical shape, that contains material o f pyrotechnic composition, that is 

designed to be placed on the ground or held in the hand, that is designed, upon 

ignition, to produce a colored flame, and that has

(A) a spike for insertion into the ground;

(B) a wooden or plastic base for placing on the ground; or

(C) a handle for holding by hand;

(16) "missile-type rocket" means an item that is similar to a sky rocket 

in size, composition, and effect, but that uses fins rather than a stick for guidance and 

stability;

(17) "roman candle," also known as a cake, means a heavy paper or 

cardboard tube that contains pellets o f pyrotechnic composition, that is designed to be 

placed on or in the ground, and that is designed, upon ignition, to expel the pellets 

individually and to produce a visible effect, an audible effect, or visible and audible 

effects;

(18) "sky rocket" means a cylindrical tube that contains material o f 

pyrotechnic composition, that has a wooden stick attached for guidance and stability, 

that is designed to be placed in a tube, that is designed, upon ignition, to fly into the 

air, and that, upon ignition and flight, may be followed by a visible or audible effect at 

or near the height o f its flight;

(19) "sparkler" means a wire or stick that is coated with material of 

pyrotechnic composition, that is designed to be held in the hand, and that is designed,

CSHB 487( ) -6-
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upon ignition, to produce a shower of sparks;

(20) "toy smoke device" means a plastic or paper ball or tube that 

contains material o f pyrotechnic composition, that is designed to be placed on the 

ground, and that is designed, upon ignition, to produce white or colored smoke;

(21) "wheel" means a paper or wooden item that has various shapes, 

including round, triangular, or square, that has an axis in the center, that has a driver 

that consists of a paper or cardboard tube that contains material o f pyrotechnic 

composition, that is designed to be attached to a post or tree by a nail or string, and 

that is designed, upon ignition, to produce a shower of color and sparks and sometimes 

a whistling effect that causes the wheel to spin on the axis.

* Sec. 9. AS 37.05.146(b)(4) is amended by adding a new subparagraph to read:

(AAA) receipts of fees paid to the state fire marshal and for 

certain inspections deposited under AS 18.72.020(a)(3) in the fire safety 

program account created under AS 44.41.060;

* Sec. 10. AS 44.41 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 44.41.060. Fire safety program account. The fire safety program 

account is created in the state treasury. The legislature may appropriate money from 

the account for necessary costs incurred by the Department o f Public Safety for a fire 

safety program to promote fire safety in the state. Nothing in this section creates a 

dedicated fund or dedicates the money in the account for a specific purpose.

* Sec. 11. AS 18.72.100(4) is repealed.

* Sec. 12. The uncndified law o f the State o f Alaska is amended by adding a new section to

read:

REGULATIONS. The Department of Public Safety may adopt regulations to 

implement AS 18.72.070, enacted by sec. 5 o f this Act. The regulations take effect under 

AS 44.62, but not before the effective date of sec. 5 o f this Act.

* Sec. 13. Section 12 o f this Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

* Sec. 14. Sections 1 - 11 o f this Act take effect December 1, 2002.
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L E G A L  S E R V I C E S

(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450 
FAX (907) 465-2029 
Mail Stop 3101

DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES 
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY 

STATE OF ALASKA State Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 

Deliveries to: 129 6th St., Rm. 329

M E M O R  A N D U M March 15,2002

SUBJECT: Sectional summary o f CSHB 487( ) relating to fireworks 
(Work Order No. 22-LS1385\L)

TO: Representative Vic Kohring 
Attn: Sharron

FROM: Theresa L. Bannister 
Legislative Counsel

You have requested a sectional summary o f  the bill described above.

As a preliminary matter, note that a sectional sum m ary o f a bill should not be considered 
an authoritative interpretation o f the bill and the bill itself is the best statement o f its 
contents.

change made in this bill and to correct an old cross-reference.

Section 2. Amends the subsection that identifies certain conditions that a person must 
meet to sell consumer fireworks. Substitutes the term "consumer fireworks" for "salable 
fireworks." Increases the endorsement fee to $500. Requires that the person pay a fire 
safety program fee of $300 to the state fire marshal.

Section 3. Adds a new section that sets restrictions on the sale o f  certain fireworks. 
Prohibits the sale o f a bottle rocket in the state. Allows the state fire marshal to limit the 
sale o f sky rockets and missile-type rockets from April 1 to September 30 in a region 
where the state fire marshal determines health and safety make the limit appropriate. 
Allows the state fire marshal to limit the use o f  consumer fireworks where extreme fire 
conditions exist.

Section 4. Establishes a civil penalty o f $1,000 for a person who recklessly violates a 
provision o f AS 18.72. Requires notice and an opportunity for a hearing.

Section 5. Adds two new sections.

Section 1. Amends a definition in the criminal code to conform the definition to a

Sec. 18.72.070. Allows the state fire marshal to suspend or take other action against a 
person's permit where there is a reasonable belief that the person is violating this chapter 
oi another law relating to health and safety in the use o f the permit. Requires notice and



an opportunity for a hearing. If a violation causes a serious immediate threat to health or 
safety, allows the state fire marshal to immediately restrict or suspend the sale o f 
consumer fireworks without a hearing. Requires a hearing on the next business day. 
Requires that the restriction or suspension be ended as soon as the violation is corrected. 
Directs the Department of Public Safety to establish by regulation the procedures to be 
followed under the section. States that the section does not limit the state fire marshal's 
other enforcement authority.

Sec. 18.72.080. Establishes a Fireworks Advisory Committee in the Department o f 
Public Safety. Establishes that the state fire marshal establishes the number o f members 
on the committee and appoints the members. Provides that the members serve at the 
pleasure o f the state fire marshal. Requires the committee to familiarize itself with 
current federal regulations and national fire codes, review state statutes and regulations, 
and advise the state fire marshal on any statutes and regulations that need to be enacted, 
adopted, amended, or repealed. Establishes how frequently the committee must meet, 
who is to chair the committee, and that the members do not receive compensation.

Section 6. Amends the definition o f "dangerous fireworks" to conform the definition to 
the use o f the new term "consumer fireworks."

Section 7. Amends the definition o f "fireworks" to conform the definition to the use of 
the new term "consumer fireworks."

Section 8. Defines the new term "consumer fireworks" and adds definitions for various 
types o f named consumer fireworks.

Section 9. Adds the fire safety program fee receipts paid under AS 18.72.020(a)(3) to the 
list o f program receipts that are accounted for separately.

Section 10. Creates the fire safety program account in the state treasury.

Section jJL Repeals the current definition o f "salable fireworks."

Section 12. Authorizes the Department o f Public Safety to adopt regulations to 
implement AS 18.72.070.

Section 13. Gives sec. 12 o f this bill an immediate effective date.

Section 14. Gives secs. 1 - 11 o f this bill an effective date o f December 1, 2002.

If I may be o f further assistance, please advise.

R epresen tative V ic K ohring
M arch 15, 2002
Page 2

TLB:med
02-284.med



22-LS1385\C

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY R E P R E S E N T A T IV E  K O H R IN G

In tro d u ced : 2/19/02
Referred:

A  B I L L  

F O R  A N  A C T  E N T IT L E D

"A n Act relating to fireworks; and providing for an effective date."

B E  I T  E N A C TED  B Y  T H E  L E G IS L A T U R E  O F T H E  S T A T E  O F A L A S K A :

* Section 1. AS 18.72.020(a) is amended to read:

(a) A person holding a permit required by the fire safety code may sell or offer 

for sale salable fireworks [,] if

(1) the person has submitted to the state fire marshal a policy, or a 

certified true copy o f a policy, o f public liability and products liability insurance, 

including both accident and occurrence coverage, provided by the wholesale company 

selling fireworks to the person, in the amount of at least $200,000 for bodily injury or 

death and at least $50,000 property damage and the person is named as an insured 

party upon the policy and the policy is continuously in force while the person is 

engaged in the retail sale o f fireworks; and

(2) an endorsement fee of $500 [$10] is paid to the state fire marshal 

for an endorsement that is valid for two years or portions of two '-ears during which 

the permit holder is engaged in the retail sale o f fireworks.

HOUSE BILL NO. 487

HB0487a -1-
New T e x t  U n d e r l in e d  [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]

HB 487



22-LS1385\C

1 * Sec. 2. AS 18.72 is amended by adding a new section to read:

2 Sec. 18.72.035. Restrictions on certain fireworks, (a) Notwithstanding the

3 other provisions o f this chapter, a person, whether or not licensed under this chapter,

4 may not sell a bottle rocket in the state. In this subsection, "bottle rocket" means a

5 small cylindrical tube that contains a substance of pyrotechnic composition, that has a

6 wooden stick attached for guidance, and that, upon ignition, flies into the air.

7 (b) Notwithstanding the other provisions of this chapter, a person holding a

8 permit under AS 18.72.020 may not sell a non-mortar-type or non-cannon-type aerial

9 fireworks device in the state from April 1 through September 30 of eadi year.

10 * Sec. 3. AS 18.72 is amended by adding a new section to read:

11 Sec. 18.72.045. Civil penalty. A person who recklessly violates a provision

12 o f this chapter is liable, after notice and an opportunity for a hearing, to the state for a

13 civil penalty of $1000 for each violation.

14 * Sec. 4. AS 18.72 is amended by adding new sections to read:

15 Sec. 18.72.070. Enforcement, (a) If the state fire marshal has reason to

16 believe that a person who has a permit :ssued under AS 18.72.020 or 18.72.030 is

17 violating this chapter or another law relating to health and safety in the use of the

18 pennit, the state fire marshal may, after notice and an opportunity for a hearing,

19 suspend or take other action against the person's permit until the violation has been

20 corrected.

21 (b) Notwithstanding (a) of this section, if  a person with a permit issued under

22 AS 18.72.020 or 18.72.030 is violating this chapter or another law relating to health

23 and safety and the state fire marshal determines that there is an immediate threat to

24 health and safety, the state fire marshal may issue the person a cease and desist order

25 and close the business immediately without a hearing, but the state fire marshal shall

26 provide the person with a hearing the next business day to determine whether the

2" closure was justified and whether there is reason for continuing the closure.

28 (c) The Department of Public Safety shall establish by regulation the

29 procedures to be followed under this section.

30 Sec. 18.72.080. Fireworks Advisory Committee, (a) The Fireworks

31 Advisoiy Committee is established in the Department of Public Safety. The

BOB 487 -2-
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