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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Thousands of California workers and em-
ployers are affected by the daily “juggling
acts” performed by workers who must meet
the demancs of their job while simuftane-
ously mwrs’eém'ng éheld?,re and safety of
young n and ¢ parents. r
half of California women m’t’h children under
six are in the workforce. More than one-
quarter of workers over 40 years old provide
care for elderly relatives. And many are
respons ‘e for both young children and
fly relatives.

When family obligations collide with work,
when the babysitter does not arrive on time,
or when grandma breaks a hip and must be
rushed to the emergency room during work
hours, employers as well as workers are
affected. Some employers have addressed
these confiicts through innovative alterna-
tive schedules, counseling, leave policies,
and child and elder care benefits.

Durning the fall of 1990, the Assembly
Office of Research surveyed a representa-
tive sample of 1,000 California employers
from the gublic and piivate sectors. Based
on a 1987 national survey conducted by the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and a 1989
Washington State survey of employers, the
California questionnaire documented cur-
rent employer practices regarding family
policies and benefits, employer knowigdge
and use of the Califomia State Child Care
1ax Credit, and employer attitudes and opin-
ions regarding these programs.

A total of 476 surveys were included in
the analysis, representing 8 industry types
(construction and mining; manufacturing;
transportation and utilities; wholesale trade;
retail trade; finance, insurance and real es-
fate,; services; and government). Private
sector responses were analyzed by the size
of the workforce (10-49 employees, 50-249
employees, and 250+ employees).

Major findings of the survey were as follows:
Provision of Family Policles and Benefits

-- More than 4 out of 5 employers permit at
least some employees 10 work alterna-
tive schedules, indud:g.anvoiumary re-
duced work time, job ing, work at
home, and part-time work. These work
schedules are more common in the pni-
vate than the public sector.

-- Four out of 10 employers offer parental
leave with a job guarantee after the birth
of a child. Public and , pnvate
employers offer leave most ently.

-- Slightly fewer than 5 out of 10 employers
permit employees fo use accrued sick
leave to care for a family member who is
ill. Public employers are much more
likely to offer family sick leave than pri-
vate employers.

-- One outof 7 California employers (com-
pared to 1 in 20 nationally) offer family
counseling services or family seminars.

-- One out of 9 California employers (as
wellas naﬁonaﬂy#:fferone or more child
care benefits. ese benefits include
employer-sponsored child care centers,
financial assistance, resource and refer-
ral services, and mildly-ill child care. Fi-
?argcdial assistance is most frequently of-
ered.

-- One out of 25 employers offer elder care
benefits, including financial assistance
and resource and referral services.

-- Private employers with over 250 employ-
ees and public employers most frequently
offer family benefits. Private employers
with fewer than 50 employess are least
likely to offer the benefits.



California State Child Care Tax Credit

--  Only about 1 out of 100 private employ-
ers currently use the California State
Child Care Tax Credit enacted in 1988.

Attitudes and Cpinions Regarding
Family Policles and Benefits

-  Most empioyers are either unsure of the
effects of family policies and benefits, or
believe thatthe programs have no effe:xt
on their workforce.

-- Emplo show only limited interest in
obtaim{w;ﬁmm information on family poli-
cies and benefits. Topics of greatest
interest include the employer tax credit,
costs of providing vanious benefits, and
research on the effects of these pro-
grams on productivity.

Based on these findings, the Assembly
Office of Research offers the following
recommendations:

1. The CaliforniaLegislature should extend
the sunset date for the Child Care Tax
Credit from 1992 to at least 1996. This
should aflow sufficient time to encourage
greater employers use of the tax incen-
tive and to evaluate the effects of the
credit. If, after5 the tax credit has
been proven effective in encouraging
employers to establish child care pro-
grams, it should be extended to elder
care programs.

2. The Child Development Programs Ad-
visory Committee, in parninership with
the Commission for Economic Deveicp-
ment and employer organizations,
should broaden their ongoing activities
promoting emplayer sponsored child
care to include information on family
policies and benefits which have been
successiully implementec by empioy-
ers.

3. The California Legislature should direct
the California Policy Seminar to solicit
broad-based research studies from the
University of California on the costs and
benefits to employers of family policies
and benefits.
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The California workforce has grown and

substantially changed in the last three dec-
ades. As women have entered the job
market in unprecedented numbers, and as
the workforce has begun to age, more and
more workers are finding themselves jug-
gling work and family obligations. Today,
over half of all California women with chii-
drenunder 6, and nearly two-thirds of women
with childrenages 610 i-! areinthe workforce.
' Of workers over 40 years old, 25 to 30%
provide some form of care for elderly rela-
tives.? Many have responsibility forthe care
of both children and eiderly relatives.

For many workers, balancing the de-
mands of both family and job relies on
precise schedules, vast quantities of en-
ergy, and fervent hopes that child care
arrangements are not disturbed by sick-
ness or unreliability, or that elderly parents
remain independent and healthy. Inevita-
bly, however, arrangements for care peri-
odically break down, and family emergen-
cies arise. In such situations, conflict be-
tween work and family responsibilities may
be unavoidable. A recent corsporate study
found that 15% of male and 68% of female
employees with children under age 6 re-
ported agreat deal of conflict between work
and family.?

INTRODUCTION __

Employsee tardiness and absenteeism may
increase, and productivity and morale de-
cline if a worker has to take time offto finda
substitute child care provider, spend time
talking to a “latchkey child” on the telephone,
or use energy wornying about inadequate
care for an elderly parent.

During the past few years, public
makers and employers have sought
new ways to alleviate these work/family con-
flicts. Twenty-seven states have approved
legisiation requiring employers to offer un-
paid leave to emplioyees after the birth of a
child, or to care for ailing family members.*
Some employers provide financial assis-
tance to pay for care or offer child care at the
worksite. Other employers permit employ-
ees to meet family responsibilities by “flex-
it?g" their schedules or shortening their work
ours.

policy

Although two national studies of fam-
ily policies and benefits offeredety employ-
ers have been recently completed,” there is
only limited, localized information on pro-
grams offered by California employers.® To
obtain information regarding cument em-
ployer practices and employer attitudes
about family care policies and benefits and
tax benefits within California, Assembly-
woman Delaine Eastin requested that the
Assembly Office of Research conducta sur-

Employers as well as employees are Hnrni
affected wher family care and work collide, 8Y ©f California employers.
California Employers
Sample
Jm
155,928 481
Public 9,833 54
Sampte Size Private 145,005 027
The sample of emplayers surveysd Goods Producing 38,091 &a
was dasigned 1o rofiact the proportion Service Providing 108,004 339
of each industy, by size, in ths total Numbes

populaton of Califemia. of employess
10- 49 112,720 291
50 - 249 28,185 101



During the fall of 1980, a survey was

designed and distributed to a representative
sample of 1,000 Calitornia publicand private
employers with at least 10 employees. The
survey instrument was based on a 1987
national survey conducted by the U.S. Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics,” and a 1989 survey
vq\f' elt\"yployersé conducteds%ycl}he S[t)ate of

ashington oyment i gpart-
ment.'ng!ha Cr:ﬁifomia Familynp,olicy and
Benefits Survey was composed of three
sehcttions. lThe first section documenteg cur-
rent employer practices regarding family

liciesandbenefits. Employers ware asked
if they provided various types of aiternative
schedules; family sick leave and parental
leave; family counseling and seminars; child
care programs; and elder care programs.
Program utilization was not measured; par-
ticipation could be limited to as few as one
employee.

The second section of the survey
examined employer knowledge and use of
the Californiz State Child Care Tax Credit.

The third section ofthe questionnaire
measured employer opinions regarding the
effects of family policies and benefits on
their employees. Employers were asked to
assess the programs’ effects on recruit-
ment, retention, absenteeism, tardiness,
stress, morale, loyalty, productivity, andtrain-
ingcosts. Employers were also askedifthe
nesded more information on any of the poli-
cies or benefits covaered by the survey.

The samgle was designed to be rep-
resentative of the population of California
employers. Questionnaires were sent to a
random sample of 1,000 employers, strati-
fied by 9 industry types: construction and
mining; manufacturing; transportation and
utilities; wholesaletrade; retailtrade; finance,
insurance and real estate; services; agricul-
ture; and government. Three sizes of em-
plogyee workforce (10 to 49 employees, 50to
249employees, and 250 employees or mors)
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were represented. Emggrer information
was obtained from the fornia Employ-
ment Development Department.

Slightly more than one-quarter of the
Surveys é 79) worm returned by mail. An
additional 241 emp:oyers, who had not re-
sponded to the sn questionnaire, were
surveyed by lelaphone in order to obtain
adequate represerniation from oW industry
types and sizes. Comparison o7 {i-e results
from surveys mailed in with those conducted
by tal:&hone showed no significant statisti-
cal difterences. Including both mailed-in
surveys and talephone interviews, 520 sur-
veys were received, for a retum rate of 52%.

Before the data were analyzed, the
39 surveys returned by emplaogers in the
agriculture industry were deleteq, in orderto
make California data comparableto national
and Washington state data. (The other
surveys had not included information from
3gricultural employers.) Therefors, atotal of
1 completed surveys was included in the
sample set for analysis, representing 8 in-
dustry types.

To reduce statistical error resulting
from small sample size, data from private
sector industries were regrouped into two
categories: goods-producingindustries (con-
struction and mining, and manufacturing)
and service-providing industries (transpor-

Y tation and utilities; wholesale trade; retail

trade; finance, insurance and real estate;
and services). Only private industry data
were grouped by size of the emplovee
workforce (small 10-49, medium 50-249,
large 250 and more). Public sector data
were not grouped by workforce size be-
cause the original sample did not accurately
represent the size of governmental agen-
cies. On the basis of the survey methodol-
ogy presented in this section, the data pre-
sented below can be viewed as estimates of
the statewide employer population.
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Emp!oyers are much more likely to
offer certain types of family policies and
benefitsthan others. Alternative work sched-
ules are most frequently offered, foliowed by
parental and family sick leave, counseling
and seminars, finally, direct child and
gider care benefits.

SURVEY FINDINGS:
CURRENT EMPLOYER PRACTICES

Alternative Work Schedules

Alternative work schedules are of-
fered by over four-fifths of all California em-
ployers. These options inciude both em-
ployee-initiated voluntary alternative work
schedules (such as flexible work hours, vol-
untary reduced work hours, job sharing, and
working at home), and employer-established
part-time schedules.

Scheduling options permit employ-
ees to vary or reduce their work hours to
meet family and work responsibilities. They
also frequently benefit employers. Costing
little or nothing to implement, alternative
work schedules can provide employee cov-
erage durin? extended or peak work hours,

e ——

lutionplans by gring commute hours.
ggley aiso offer s%?igcam flexibility to em-
ployers, since they can be limited to c
employees or certain jobs, and can be im-
plemented in a workforce of any size.

Flexibie Work Hours

Flexible hours, often known as flex-
time, permit employees to setthe times the
begin and end theirworkday, within their full-
time work assignment. Generally, employ-
ers establish minimum attendance hours
and approve schedules set by employess.
Examples of flexible hours include a 7 a.m.
to 4 p.m. workday, which would enable a
parent to be home after school; a 10 a.m. to
7 p.m. schedule; or a 10-hour workday with
a 2-hour lunch break to allow time for er-
rands. California and Washington state
employers are more likely than employers
nationally to permit employees to work fiex-
ible hours. Almost 57% of California em-
ployers, and 58.3% of Washington employ-
ers permit flexible scheduling, compared to
43.2% nationally.

or help employers meet regional traffic or ai _ Private industry ieads the public sec-

P empioy gionaltraficorair tor in offering flexible scheduling, perhaps

because of longer work-

ing hours. Service-pro-

Table 1 viding industries, with

ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULES: longer, more flexible

COMPARISON OF CALIFORNIA, hours are much mcre

WASHINGTON AND NATIONAL DATA ON kel 10 e s option

PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYERS WHO OFFER THE BENEFIT || i-atrias (Such as mining.

FLEX REDUCED WORK  PART ustries (such as mining,

WORK WORK  JOB AT  TIME construction, and manu-

HOURS  TIME SHARE HOME WORK facturing) which have tra-

ALL EMPL%:'F::M wor s c:ji?onall ogel"atedon rig-

. . 15.0% 165% 65.50% i y schedu ed shifis.

Moty s ex  ise am - || company size does not

PUBLIC EMPLOYERS appear to he asignificant

Califomia 351%  326%  340% 151% B33% factor.

Washington 460%  3WS%  438%  54% -

PRVATE LR e B B A Voluntarily Reduced

Califomia 577%  52.1% 137% 166% 64.2% Work Time o

Wochingmn rex  mor ool o About half (50.8%) of

i 5



California employers -
parmit one or more of

'm company has an mm nwk tamily obhgations.

theiremployeestotem- #fXPe progam” The type of work per-
porarily reduce their ~ ~ e uslly formed inythe hmya%:s
work hours to meet per- W DT ST 20 work @t home only widely, from accounting to

sanal or family needs,
compared to 34.8% of
employers nationaily.
More than half of the
private employers op-
erating small compa-
nies, where individual
employees are usually
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social services to business
management. A few large
public and private employ-
ers have estatlished teie-
commuting programs ai-
lowing employees to use
computers in their homes,

kKnown on a personal . Wwam-bymem and to communicate with
basis, offer this option. - smat xsiness their offices by modems.
The majority of employ- - Work at home is rarely uti-
ars surveyed in serv- MMW”WW lized in goods-producing
ice-providing industries mm when asked, on an indviduat companies, where
Alsoofferreducedwork manufacturing equipment

nours. Only aboutone-
third of publicagencises
permst temporary cutbacks en hours

Job Sharing

A job sharing amangement allows
two or more employees to split the hours,
salary, and benefits of a single jeb. Rela-
tively few California employers (15%) Eermct
employeas to share jobs, with slightly higher
rates among large employers than small or
medium employers. Thirty-four percent
(34.0%) of publicemployers, butonly 13.7%
of piivate employers, pemmit job sharing.
Service-providir. industries use more job
sharing than goods producing firms.

Californiarates for‘lob sharing(15.0%)
are very close to national rates (15.5%}); job
sharing is more popularin Washington state,

where 25.2% of employers allow the prac-
tica.

WQrk at Hume

"About 1 out of 6 California employers
permit employees to perform some or all of
their assigned woik at their homes. Working
at home reduces the number of hours an
employee spends out of the home by cutting
out cornmute time. it also permits employ-
eags to schedute their work hours around

is located at the worksite.

California employers (16.5%) are
slightly more likely than Washington em-
ployers (13.2%), and almost twice as likely
as U.S. employers (8.3%) to allow employ-
ees {o work at home.

Pan-ﬂme WOrk

In addition to emp!oyee -initiated voi-
untary scheduling options, nearly two-thirds
of Calitornia employers provide part-time
work, including 83.3% of public employers
and 64.2% of private employers. Although
pan-time work is usually established to meet
business needs for peak-hour or peak sea-
son coverage, pan-time positions may also
provide some workers with the opportunity
to spend more time with their families.

Part-time work is much more fre-
quently offered by employers in the service-
providing sector (72.9%) than thase in the
goods-producing sector ofthe private econ-
omy (39.7%). itis offered more fraquently by
large employers (75.6%) than medium
(65.8%) or small employers (63.5%). No

comparative data were available from the
national or Washington state surveys.



FIGURE 1
ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULES
Public vs Private Employers (% Provided)
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" FIGURE 2
ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULES
by Size of Private Employers (% Provided)
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FAMILY [.EAVE POLICIES

Fami!y leave policies, including sick

leave and parental leave, are the second
most popular type of family policy or benefit.

Familx Sick Leave

Family sick leave allows emp!cyees
to use accrued sick leave to care for a family
member who is ifl. Nearly half (46.5%) of
California employers allow family sick leave.
Three-quaners of all public employers
(75.2%) allow this policy, comparedtoslightly
more than 2 out of 5(44.6%) private empl!
ers. Washington state data is similar; U. é
data is unavailabie.

Perceived high costs of family sick
leave may prevent some employers from
implementing the program. Logically, the
usage (andthusthecost) of sick leave would
be expected to rise if family coverage is
added to an employee's sick leave, if only
because children become sick more often
than adult workers. Increased usage and
cost may actually remain about the same,
however, if employees had previously
claimed some of their own sick leave to care

for their children.

Parental Leave

Parental leave was defined in the
rgpont as "leave (paid or unpaid) to ba taken

. We offer three personal leave days
psryaar nQ reason required.”
-~ meium fnancial company -
'Wene;mft&' 5 sicK [eave without

eonpemamn b with a;otxgmxan
- unmmswmm |
‘Tbereafamanmnyam:ses with fam-

Ay sick feave.”
Ce—yn sdent:ﬁedempfayer

“We offer WMMMNM'
ualmtsmmsnmmsmpw :
benefits,” - miaodmm

Pﬁﬂ)’
“Our i .«1. ,
| rrw:by m&w they

Isave; union leave; ecucation leave;
and anhanced leave mfwlsy«oﬂs\are R
threarened.” . ‘
— large utility

by mothers and fathers after the birth or

adoption of a child, with a guarantee to
return to the same or a similar job.” ltis
oftered in addition to anv pregnancy disabil-
ity leave.

Qverall, 41.2% of California employ-
ers offer parental leave. Public employers
(54.9%) and large emptc{er‘s (60.5%) are
most likely to offer parental leave, usually as
a formal, written policy. Small employers
(37.2%) are much less likely to offer leave.
When they do, it is usually an informal,
individualized arrangement. No comparable
data is available from the Washington state
or U.S. surveys.

The cost of parental leave was a
majur issue for employers during recent
debates of state and federal parental leave
legislation. A 1991 nationwide study of
10,000 employers conducted by the US
Small Business Admimistration may  miti-
gate some of theseconcerns, however. The.

i
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The study reported that since most em- the employee who is on leave to co-workers
Flo ers already use other types of leave, Ordelaythe work until the employee returns

kL;giin sick Ieave and vacation, tol c‘;:er gﬂ':fp?g;:gtg? ;Naggﬂg:mms % ?Lm
childbirth, adding a specific parental leave )
policy may notaddtoexistingcosts. Further, leave is always substantially smalier than
the report noted that most employers donot  the cost of terminating an employee [the
replace employees on leave with a costly alternative to granting leave].
substitute; they either re-assign the work of

FIGURE 3
FAMILY LEAVE POLICIES
Public vs Private Employers (% Provided)
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FIGURE 4
FAMILY LEAVE POLICIES
by Size of Private Employsr (% Provided)
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The thirg most popular type of family policy
or benefit is family counseling services or
seminars. Family counseling and seminars
are often used as a first step by employers
who are interested in offering family policies
and benefits, but are unsure of employee
interest, or are unable to invest in more
expensive programs

Counseling programs, often known
as Employee Assistance Programs, are fre-
quently offered to employees and their fami-
liesinco éunctlon with health benefits. They
may be offered either by a gald employee of
theestabhshmentorthroug contract with an
outside counsseling service. In most cases,
they address a wide variety of family prob-
lems, including drug, alcohol, stress, and
family counseling.

Child and elder care advice usually
comprise a relatively small portion of their
services.

Anemployer may also provide worksite semi-
nars or workshops on family issues, such as
parenting, child care, or coping with elderly
parents. They are often held after work or
during the lunch hour, and may be exten-
sive, ongoing programs or one-time meet-
ings.

California employers are well ahead
of the rest of the country in offering family
counseling services and seminars. While
14.0% ofthe Californiaemployers offerthese

programs, only 5.1% of employers nation-
any, and 4.5% of Washington state employ-
ers do so.

Government anc large employers
provide family counseling and seminars al-
most five times as frequently as private and
small employers. Intheprivate sector, goods-
producing employers are more likely to pro-
vide such programs than service-providing
employers.

€1 TABLEZ
 COUNSELING AND SEMINARS: -
MMOFCAM
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CHILD AND ELDER CARE BENEFITS
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Caiitornia employers are least likely
to provide specific child or elder care bene-
fits. Child care benefits included in the
survey were child care centers, financial
assistance, resource and referral services,
and care for mildly ill children. Elder care
benefits incluc .d financial assistance, re-
source and referral services, and long-term
<are insurance.

Cost appears to be a significant ob-
stacle to program implementation. Some of
the direct benefits, such as financial assis-
tance with child or elder care expensss,
long-term care insurance, or onsite child
care, may involve a substantial monetary
commitment, whict: many employers cannot
afford. Other benefits, however, such as
resource and referral or dependent care
assistance plans, cost little to implement.
Size or composition of the workforce may
also restrict implementation of child and
elder care benefits. Small employers with
only a few employees, or those who hire

primarily young, single aduits, may consider
family benefits impractical, or too expensive
to serve so few employees. Employers may
also be reiuctant to offer benefits to limited
groups of employees, i.e., parents of young
children or employees with elderly parents.

Chiid Care
Overall, 11.5% of California employ-
ers offer one or more of the child care
benefits included in the survey. These in-
clude care for children in an employer-spon-
sored center near the worksite, financial
assistance for employees’ child care ex-
penses, information on local child care serv-
ices, referrals to child care providers, or
special care for children who are mildly ill.

Public
TABLE 3 sector em-
ployers have
CHILD CARE: takenthe lead
COMPARISON OF CALIFORNIA, WASHINGTON in offering
AND NATIONAL DATA ON EMPLOYERS :
child care
benefits, with
CHILD CARE FOR almost three
CARE FINANCIAL RESOURCE MILDLY iLL tmesas many
CENTERS  ASSISTANCE REFERRALS CHILDREN govemmental
employers
ALL EMPLOYERS VY

Calibmia 23% 7.0% 45% 0.5% providing
Washington 24% 34% 1.7% - these serv-
Nationafly 21% 3.1% 5.1% - ices (32.9%)
PUBLIC EMPLOYERS as'pnvate en-
Califomia 10.2% 20.7% 14.0% 1.5% pilo Jer $
Washington 12.2% 133% 12.8% - (11.1%). In
Matcnally 94% 29% 15.8% - the private
sector, indus-

PRIVATE EMPLOYERS . s 1WA
Caftomnia 18% 8.1% 38% 0.5% tries providing
Washington 24% 33% 1.6% - services offer
Natonatly 1.6% 3.1% 4.3% - child care
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ben its slightly more frequently (11.4%)
than goods-producing industries (10.0%).

Size of the business is directly re-
lated to implementation of benefits: asthe
number of employees increase, provision
of child care benefits also increases.

These trends are similar {0 those
found in the national Bureau of Labor

Statistics survey. Nationally, 11.1% of all
employers offer one or more child care
benefits. Asin Cali-
fornia, the national
survey showed

Eiﬁi‘p‘laj?er;éponsofed N
Child Care Centers

Only 2.3% of the employers surveyed
provide care for children of employees in child
care centers at or near the worksite. These
centers may be as smallas aroom, oraslarge
as an entire building. Services range from
short-ierm care during the evening or on week-
ends during peak work season, to 24-hour

care.

Public sector agencies and large pri-
vate employers are far
more likely to provide
child care centers than

public employers
and large prnivate
employers to be
much more likely
to offer benefits
than private or
smail employers.

Uniike California,
however, the na-
tional survey re-
portedthat service-
providing indus-
tries are consider-
ably more likely to
offer child care
benefits than
goods-producing
industries. This
discrepancy may
be due to the fact
that the national
sample of service
industriesincluded

“Chikd arxitor elder care should not be em-
ploysr subsidized; the state shoukt not give
fax credis or berehts!”

— wndentified employer

¥ aremaking majorexpansions in chikd and
ol care benes, but do not have Bnancial
FOSOUTES 10 Sccomplish on-site facilties.” —

We have Morvessoni fpreschood] at
a discouns rate for theee o four famifies.”
~ Dusinass with 30 employees

We provide m-sé'e chikd care on Saturdays

ckuring tax season.”
~ large accourting firm

“Whea my secratary s child gets sick &t schod,
$ tef her to g get him and bring him to work —
he can fe down ort the couch in my brother's
office.” — owner of & small transportation
company

other employers. Within
the private sector, goods-
producing industries are
slightly more likely than
service-providing Iindus-
tries to provide care.

The overall per-
centage of Californiaem-
ployers (2.3%) offering
childcarecentersis simi-
lar to the results of the
natiocnal (2.1%) and
Washington state (2.4%)
surveys.

FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE
Financial assistance, the
most popularof child care
benefits, is offered by
7.0% of all Caiforniaem-

ployers. Thistype of as-
sistance may include di-
rect payment to employ-

child care providers, who often provide
care to their employees’ children, while
the California sample did not include child
;are providers. Data on the frequency of
combined child care benefits were not
available from Washington state.

ges or to child care providers to offset the cost
of care: flexible benefits (cafeteria) plans which
include child care; or a pre-tax dependent
care assistance plan, which may be funded by
either the employer, the employee, or both
(see sidebar). Most commonly, employers
establish and operate flexible benefits or de-
pendent care assistance plans, but do not
make additional employer contnbutions to-
ward paying actual child care expenses.

I'5 13



Public employers (20.7%) are more than
three times ma. e likely to ofer some form of
financial assistance than pnvate industry
{6.1%]), and large companies (26.7%) offer
the benefit tar more frequently than small
employers (5.4%). Sernvice-providing indus-
tries offer inancial assistance stightty more
frequently than goods-producing firms.

California employers are ahead of
national and Washington employers in pto-

viding financial assistance for child care.

Resource
and Referral Services

Resource and reterral services ofier
information about local child care setrvices.
Provided either airecily by an employer or
through contract with another agency, the
services range from simplelisis of local child
care providers to computerized fites with
specific information on individual programs
ans available openings.

About 4.5% of California empioyers pro-
vide these services {0 empioyees. As with
other child care benefits, government and
large private employers are more likely than
others {o provide resource and reterral ser-
VICES.

Overall/ fewer employers in Califor-
nia (4.5%) offer resource and referrai serv-
ices than employers inthe nation as a whole
(5.1%). This may be due to the fact that
California’s system of publicty-funded Child
Care Rescurce and Referral Agencies is
more sophisticated and widespread than
services in other states. Since these serv-
ices are already available to all parents in
Calitornia, employers may not feel that they
are needed as an empioyee benefit

“From e to time amployeeas bang chuikdren if
there spostterathomeorifthechidis 8. They
stay *the office apantment "— smak motel

~=7]
Pre-Tax -Cars
Assistance o

A pre-tax dependent care sesistance plan

established by an empioyer permits an employee
to designate that op to $5,000 annually may Le
witheld from his or her salary 0 pay chisd or
eider care expenses. The amount desigrated for
withholding avoxis federal and state income and
payroll taxes. Employers may also cowtribrte
funds to match enmspioyee costridgions. If em-
ployers choose Bt to make contribetions, en:-
ployer costs are limited t0 administration of the
plan.

Expesses related to the care of a chid
under the age of 15, or & mentally or physially
incapacitated dependent of 3ny age, can be paid or
- reimbursed. Dependent care maust be mecessary
for the employee to remain employed. Employees
participating in a dependent care plan may not
claim the state or federai chikd care credits for the
samme expenses covered by the dependent care
plan.

ABlowable expensesinclude chidd or elder
day care centers, family day care, care provided
in the home of a child or elderly dependent by a
non-relstive, ssmmer day camp, snd hosschold
services related to the care of a child or elderly
dependent.

Care tor Mildly Hi Children

Many employers have expressed
concern about the amount of employee ab-
senteeism due 10 the itiness of employees’
children. Numerous newspaper and maga-
zine anicles have described employer re-
sponses {o the problem, including provision
of financial assistance to parents, or sub-
scriptions to a home health service or child
care center where mildly ill children can
receive care. Only 0.5% of the California
employers surveyed, hovie «er, actually ot
ter some torm of benetttto employeestorthe
care of sick children. Public employers
(1.5%) offer the benefit slightly more fre-
quently than private employers {0.5%). Ttus
eption was hot surveyed in the national ot
Washington state surveys.
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FIGURE 7

CHILD CARE BENEFITS
Public vs Private Employers (% Provided)

FIGURE 8
CHILD CARE BENEFITS
by Size of Private Employer (% Provided)
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Elder Care Benafits

_ Asthesize of Califomia’s elderly popu-
lation grows, more and more employees
spend time and resources caring for slderly
parents and other relatives. Yet very littie
research has been done on the effects of
elder-care responsibilities on workers orem-
ployers.'® This survey asked California em-
ployers if they provided eider care assis-
tance to employees, including financial as-
sistance, resource and referral services, or
lontg-term care insurance for elderly par-
ents.

Overall, only 4.3% of all employers
surveyed offer one or more of the eider care
benefits, including 3.8% of private employ-
ers and 11.2% of government employers.
Among private sector employers, those with
a large workforce are much more likely to
offer elder care benefits. Employers inserv-
ice-providing industries are slightly more
likelg than those in goods-producing indus-
tries to offer the benefits. The national anc
Washington state surveys did not include
elder care.

cial assistance. Those who do usually pro-
vide assistance through a pre-tax depend-
ent care assistance plan, which may be
used for both child and elder care.”” Public
em?loyers and large employers are most
likely to provide assistance.

Financial Assistance

Financial assistance, which may be
provided through the same plans as child
care, is the most frequently offered elder
care benefit, although only 3.0% of all em-
ployers provide any form of elder care finan-

16

Resource and Retferral Services

Only 1.8% of all employers offer elder
care resource and referral services to their
employees. Public employers offerthe serv-
ice most frequently.

Long-Term Care Insurance

Available literature on gemgrams for
the elderly and on employee venefits has,
over the past few years, discussed imple-
menting group long-term care insurance as
an employee benefit. This of insur-
ance, which would usually be financed by
the employee with no employer contribution,
could cover either the worker and/or elderi
parents. This survey asked employers if
they had implemented any long-term care
insurance program covering eldery parents.
Not a single employer had done so.



FIGURE S
ELDER CARE BENEFITS
Public vs Private Employers (% Provided)
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To encourage more employers to

ofter child care benefits, the California Leg-
islature enacted the California State Child
Care Tax Credit in 1988. This tax incentive
allows employers to claim a 30% tax credit
on startup costs (up to $50,000 per year) for
new child care programs, i.e., financial as-
sistance or resource and referral, and em-
rloyer-sponsored child care centers. The
aw also allows an annual 50% tax credit for
ongoing operational costs of child care pro-
grams (up to $600 for each eligible em-
ployee).

To date, the incentive has not been
effective. A January 1991 study issued by
the Child Development Programs
AdvisoryCommittee reported that very few

employers have filed for the credit. Forthe
1988 and 1989 tax years, only an estimated

687 claimswere filed, for a total of $900,000.
Further, employerknowledge of the tax credit
was reported to be very low.”

This lack of knowledge and limited
use of the tax credit was documented by the
AOR California Family Policy and Benefits
Survey.” Only 16.8% of private employers
surveyed are familiarwith the credit and only
1.1% actually use it. (Because public and
most non-profit employers are not subjectto
taxation, they are not able to claim the tax
credit.) The credit is currently due to sunset
December 1, 1992, although legislation has
been introduced to extend it.
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Emp!oyer opinions about the value

of family policies and benefits may partiaily
explain the relatively low use of many family

programs.

This survey asked employers to rate
the effects ( ive, negative, uncertain, or

no effect) of family policies and bensefits on
selected employee behaviors and person-
nel costs, including morale, retention, loy-
alty, recruitment, stress, productivity, ab-
senteeism, tan:lmess and training costs.*

Overall, the results indicate that, on
all but two behaviors (retention and morale)
fewer than haif of the employers view the
policies as clearly beneficial. For the re-
maining seven behaviors, the majority of
employasrs believe family pahc:es and bene-
fits have either no effect or an uncertain
effect on employees. Very few employers
c?fgder the program to have a negative
e

Generally, large private employers are
more likely o view family policies and bene-
fits positively than others. Small employers
are least likely 1o see positive effects. Public
empicyers are slightly more supportive than
private employers, psrhaps due to educa-
tional efforts undertaken by associations of
county and city governments over the last
three years. Specific results include:

Morale

Employers judge the effects of family poli-
cies and benefits to be most positive on
employee morale. Overall, 51.6% of em-
ployers, including over half of those in both
the pubiic (61.6%) and private (51.0%) sec-
tors feel that family policies and benefits
positively affect employee morale. Con-
versely, one-quaner of private employers
(25.0%) and R.2% of public employers see
noeffector .iorale, whilel.0% of private and
2.0% of public employers see a negative
effect.

Retention

Many employers implement family poli-
cies and benefits in the hope that they will
retain valued employees who have family
obligations. Inthis survey, halfof all employ-
ers indicate that *hey believe that family
nolicies and ber. s have a positive effect
on retention. Public employers (70.8%) and
large employers (68.1%) are more positive
than others. In the private sector, service-
providing employers (50.5%) are more sup-
portive of the benefits than goods-producing
employers (43.1%). Only 0.5% of all em-
ployers see negative effects.

| “Acaseafbewmddbammem
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Almost 46% of all employers, including a
majority of medium, large, and public em-
ployers, believe that employee loyalty is
enhanced by family policies and benefits.
Many employers (i.e., 33.0% of small em-
ployers and 36.9% of goods-producing em-
ployers), however, see no effect on em-

ployee loyalty.
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Recmitmem

Absenteeism

Employers who offer family policies and
benefits often report positive effects on em-
ployee recruitment. This view was sup-
ported by 44.7% of the employers surveyed.
Support is strongest among large private
(60.6%) and government (51.8%) employ-
ers, and remains relatively strong among
small private (42.3%) employers.

Stress

Working parents frequently complam of
stresscausedbyconflicisbe-

tween work and family obli- - <Somy = ishink :

gations. Family policies and e
benefits have been recom-
mended as means to allevi-

Advocates of family policies and benefits
claim that the programs reduce absentee-
ism among amployees with family responsi-
bilities by providing more time to attend to
family obligations during wurk hours, or pro-
viding more reliable child or elder care: how-
ever, fewer than one-third (30.8%) of the
employers surveyed appear to agres, yet
most of the remaining employers either are
uns-ire (24.8%), or see no eft: ct (40.3%) on
absentesism. Large employers (50.9%) are
. more likely than smaller
employsers to see positive
' effects on absenteeism.
Public employers are
... % slightly more positive than
on- . private employers.

ate this stress. Among the ' glamentad couldand wauldeven- .

employers surveyed, 37.7% - Amlly banknipt the entire frea eo- .

support the idea that these . [RFSEFEN. .. Tardiness

programs reduce stress, but i i supply i et Even fewer employers
30.2% are unsure and be-  gmfirishirsune wintam.  (26.5%) believe that family
lieve there is no effect on » g " T policies andbenefits reduce

reducing employee stress. . = &mal = o
Large employers and public " ‘

employers are more likely to report positive
effects.

Productivity

" employee tardiness. Most

e gmployers (71.0%) are ei-
ther unsure or believe that the policies have
no effect on tardiness. Large employers are
more supportive of the policies than others.

Perhaps the mostcritical judgment made
by an employer considering implemntation
of a new policy or benefit is the program’s
effect on productivity. On this question,
surveyed employers are about equally di-
vided: positive effects, 34.2%; no effect,
35.1%; and uncertain effect, 29.4%. Virtu-
ally no employer indicated a belief that fam-
ily policies and benefits had negative effects
on productivity. The responses of public
employers and private employers are simi-
lar, but more large (43.4%) than small
(32.5%%) employers note positive otfects on

productivity.

Tralning Costs

Previous studies of family policies and
benefits have included training costs as a
component of employee tumover." If tumn-
over is reduced by implementation of
familypolicies and benefits, training costs
may also be reduced. This idea was re-
jected soundly by employers in this survey.
Only 16.0% of public and 16.9% of private
employers indicate positive effects on re-
ducing training costs. Most goods-produc-
ing, and almost half of service-providing,
employers believe these policies have no
effects on training.

26
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' EMPLOYER INFORMATION NEEDS

W

Adequate information plays a critical
role in shaping employers’ opinions and
decisions to initiate new employee policies
or benefits. Although newspapers, televi-
sion, and business joumais have provided
some coverage of family policies and bene-
fits, such articles have usually been limited
to child care or parental leave, with relatively
little attention focused on eider care, alter-
native work schedule, or other family-ori-
ented policies and benefits.

This survey gskgd employers if they
needed more information about eight spe-
cific policies and benefits: examples. of
childor eider care programs; informatiop on
flexible work hours oralternative work sched-
ules; leave policies; employer tax credits;
the cost of various benefits, any liability

issues regarding child or elder care pro-
grams; and research on the effects of family
policies or benefits on productivity.

Employers as a whole are most inter-
ested in the employer tax credits (42.4%),
research on productivity (37.7%), and cos:
of benefits (36.4%). Fewerthan one-third of
all employers indicate a need for more infor-
mation on any of the other five topics.

By large margins, publicemployers show
more interest than private employers. inthe
private sector, topics of interest show slight
variation by size of the employee workforce.
Large employers are most interested in the
effects of family policies on productivity,
while medium and smali employers are most
interested in the employer tax credit.

N 23
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FIGURE 14
EMPLOYER NEED FOR INFORMATION
Public vs Private Employers (% Requested)

Prog Example (Child)

Prog Exampie (Elder)

Flex Work Hours &
Alternative Work Sched.ules

Leave Policies
Employer Tax Credits

Cost of Benefit
Liability Issues
Productivity Reseach

caeureanree

1 1 1 R

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

BB Public | Private

Q 24 ‘) (g

EMC A &

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



FIGURE 15

EMPLOYER NEED FOR INFORMATION
by Size of Private Employer (% Requested)
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Severaloverallcondusions emerge from
the AOR California Family Policy and Bene-
fits Survey. First, cost and benef: Jetermi-
nations appear to play a significant role in
provision of family policies and benefits.

Empioyers inthis survey were mostlikel
foimplement family policies or benefits whi
have low costs and provide clear benefits to
the employer, as well as the smployee.
Thus, alternative work schedules, which are
inexpensive to implement and grovide the
employer with schedule flexibiiity or in-
creased coverage duning peak hours, are

most popular.

Conversely, child and elder care bene-
fits, which are considered more expensive
by most employers and which offerlessdirect

benefits to employers, are least popular.

26

The imporiance of cost is underscored by
employer comments mlaﬁt;g fears that any
new program would “drive them out of busi-
ness.”

Secondl[v, the surveysed employers do
not generally believe that family policies and
benefits have significant positive effects on
employee behavior. A majority of employers
are either unsure of the effects or see no
effects. Moreover, some employers indi-
cated thatthegsbeliave that support of family
policies and benefits is inappropriate, and
employers should not be involved in family
concems.

Finally, the limited interest shown in ob-
laining more information on family policies
and benefits indicates that employers feef
little sense of urgency to implement new
programs.
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As we move toward the 21st Century,
the population group that previously com-
prised California’s andthe nation’s workforce
— men, and childiess women between the
ages of 18 and 65— will shrink, asthe “baby
bust” generations of the 1960s and 1970s
mature, and baby-boomers begin to retire.
As businesses continue to grow and ex-
pand, employers will find it necessary to
recruit new groups of workers, including
women who have current, ongoing family-
care responsibilities. Family care issues
will assume greater imporance as both
employers and workers must coordinate
inavitable conflicts biween work and family
To be ready for these changes, the state of

RECOMMENDATIONS

- E e — -

California should take a leadership role in-
developing a partnership with employers
that will encourage continued growth in the
workforce. Support of family care policies
must be a part of this effort. This support
must include addressing concerns of em-
ployers as well as employees; emphasis
must be placed on assessing the effects of
family policies and benefits on employee
productivity and employee behavior.

Employers should be encouraged to im-
plement family policies and benefits only if
such programs are both cost effective and
valuable to employees.

tions, rather than public agencies.

SRS - 11 LT D —

The California Legislature should extend the State Child Care Tax Credit from
1992t0 at least 1996. This would aliow sufficient time to encourage employer use
of the tax incentive and to evaluate the effects of the credit. If, after five years, the
tax credit has been proven effective in encouraging employers to establish child
care programs, it should be extended to eider care programs.

RN -1+ 131 T

The Chlid Development Programs Advisory Commiitee, in partnership with the
Commission for Economic Development and employer organizations, should
broaden ongoing activities promoting employer-sponsored child care to inciude
information about successful vamily careprograms. Whenever possible, specif.c
information such as cost/benefitanalyses or expected employee behavior should
be included. To increase the applicability of the information, materials should be
tallored to specific industry groups and provided through employer organiza-

The California Legisiature should direct the California Policy Seminar to solicit
broad-based research studies from the University of California on the costs and
benefits to employers of family policies and benefits.
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APPENDIX

Table A-1 Alternative Work Schedules By Characteristic of Employer

Table A-2 Family Leave Policies By Characteristic of Employer

Table A-3 Family Counseling and Seminars By Characteristic of Employer
Table A-4 Employer Dependent Care Tax Credit By Characteristic of Employer
Table A-5 Child Care By Characteristic of Employer

Table A-6 Elder Care By Characteristic of Employer

Table A-7 Employer Assessment of Family Policies and Benefits, All Empioyer
Table A-8 Employer Need For Information By Characteristic of Employer
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TABLE A~}
ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULES:
PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYERS
WHO OFFER THE BENEFIT

One or Flexible Voluntary Work Part- |
More Work Reduced Job At Tinme
Employers Options Hours Hours Shere Home Work
TOTAL 155,928 82.2% 56.9% 50.8% 15.0% 16.5% 65.5%
TYPE OF EMPILOYER
{
FUBLIC 9,833 83.3% 45.1% 32.6% 34.0% 15.1% 83.3%!
PRIVATE 146,095 82.1% 57.7% 52.1% 13.7% 16.6% 64.2%
Goods- !
producer 38,091 64.4% 39.7% 30.5% 8.6% 6.3% 39.7% |
Service-
provider 108,004 88.5% 64.2% 59,.9% 15.6% 20.4% 72.9%
SIZE OF EMPLOYER
SMALL 112,720 82.7% 57.8% 53.0% 13.6% 17.5% 63.3%
(10~ 49
employees)
MEDIUM 28,183 80.9% 56.9% 49.2% 13.9% 14.2% 65.8%
(50 - 249
employaes)
LARGE 5,192 77.6% 61.1% 47.7% 16.1% 10.1% 75.6%1
(250 or more }
employees) ‘
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TABLE A=z
FANILY LEAVE POLICIES:
PERCENTAGE OF EMFLOYERS
WHO OFFER THE BENEFIT

Family

Sick Parental

Employers Leave Leave

TOTAL 185,928 46.5% 41.2%

PUBLIC 9,833 75.2% 54.9%

PRIVATE 146,095 44.6% 40.3%

Goods-producer 38,091 35.7% 27.4%

Service~provider 108,004 47.8% 44.9%
SIZE OF EMPILOYER

Small 112,720 41.3% 37.2%

Medium 28,183 56.1% 48.2%

Large 5,192 51.6% 60.5%
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TABLE A-3
FAMILY COUNSELING AND SEMINARS:
PERCENTAGE OF EXPLOYER
WHO OFFER THE BENEFIT
Counseling/
_ Employers Seminars
TOTAL 155,928 14.0%
PUBLIC 9,833 55.0%
PRIVATE 146,098 11.2%
Goods-producer 38,091 16.6%
Service-provider 108,004 9.2%
SIZE OF EMPLOYER
Small 112,720 8.4%
Medium 28,183 17.8%
Large 5,192 37.5%
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TABLE A-4
EMPLOYER CHILD CARE TAX CREDIT:
ENPLOYER AWARENESS

Know
Total about Use

Employers Credit Credit
PRIVATE 146,095 16.8% 1.1%
Goods-
producer 38,091 19.3% 0.0%
Service-
prqyider 108,004 15.8% 1.5%
SIZE OF EMPLOYER
Small 112,720 16.1% 1.0%
Medium 28,183 17.3% 0.9%
Large 5,192 27.2% S.0%
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TABLE A-S
CEILD CARE;
PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYERS
WHO OFFER THE BENEHFIT

ONE OR CHILD RESQURCE CARE FOR

TOTAL MORE CARE FINANCIAL AND  MILDLY ILL

EMPLOYERS BENEFITS CENTERS ASSISTANCE REFERRAL CHILDREN

TOTAL 155,928 11.5% 2.3% 7.0% 4.5% 0.5%

PUBLIC 9,833 32.9% 10.2% 20.7% 14.0% 1.58

PRIVATE 146,095 10.0% 1.8% 6.1% 3.8% 0.5%

Goods -producer 38,091 B.6% 3.1% 6.468 1.9% 0.1s

Sexrvice-provider 108,004 10.5% 1.3% 6.0% 4.5% 0.68
SIZE OF EMPLOYER

Small 112,720 8.3 1.29 5.4% 2.6% 0.68

Medium 28,1823 10.38 3.6% 5.1% 4. 68 0.0%

lLarge 5,192 44 .5% 4.3% 26.78 24.2% 0.9
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TABLE -

[ 4

ELDER CAle .
PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYERY
W¥HO OFFER THE BENEFIT

ONE OR RESOURCE  LONG-TERM
MORE FINANCIAL AND CARE
BENEFITS ASSISTANCE REFERRAL  INSURANCE
TOTAL &.3% 3.0% 1.88 0.0%
FUBLIC 11.2% 9.28 5.8 0.0%
PRIVATE I, 2.6% 1.5 0.0%
Good-producer 2.3% 2.2% 0.1% 0.0%
Service-provider 4. 4% 2.8% 2.08 0.0
L J
SIZE OF EMPLOYER
Small (10 - 49 workers) 2.48 2.08 0.6% 0.0%
Medium (50 - 249 workers) 7.6% 3.08 4.6% 0.0%
Large (250 or more werkers) 16.0% 13.4% 4. 5% 0.0%
§0




TABLE A-7
EMPLOYER ASSESSMENT OF
FAMILY POLICIES AND BENEFITS

POSITIVE NO NOT NEGATIVE

EFFECT EFFECT SURE EFFECT

Morale 51.6% 23.9% 23.3% 1.28
Retention 50.0% 29.5% 20,09 0.5%
Loyalty 45.8% 27.8% 25.5% 0.9%
Recruitment 44 .7 29.1s 25.5% 0.7%
Reduced Strass 37 7% 30.5% 30.2% 1.6%
Productivity 34.2% 35.18 29 .4% 1.3%
Reduced Absenteeism 30.8% 40.3% 24 8% 4.1%
Reduced Tardiness 26.5% 45.9% 25.18 2.5%
Reduced Training Costs 16.9% 52.2% 27.9% 3.0%




TABLE A-8

ENPLOYER NEED FOR IRFORMATION
BY CHARACTERXSTICS OF EMPLOYERS

CHARACTERISTICS OF EMPLOYERS

Total Public Z“rivatas Small Medium Large Goods Service
Employers Need
Information on:
Child
Care Programs 30.1% 57.6% 28.2% 25.09% 38.18 41.8% 25.1% 29.3%
Elder
Cara Programs 23.% 55.0% 21.1% 18.8% 25.5% 45.2% 23.3% 20.3%
Flex Hour &
Alternative
Schedules 23.9% 48.2% 22. 1% 18.4% 34.8% 32.7% 19.2% 23.1s
Leave
Policies 31.4% 51.0% 30.0% 27.4% 39.08 38.1s 29,0% 30.3s
Employer
Tax Credits 42.2% 53.7% 41.4% 38.8% 51.5% 39.3% 34.1% 43 8%
Cost of
Benaefits 36.4% 55.3% 35.2% 32.7% 43.4% 43.7% 34.2% 35.5%
Liabilicty
Issues 30.3% 58.1 28.4% 26.0% 35.68 41.1s 26.0% 29.2%
Research on
Productivity 37.7% 67.3% 35.6% 32.0% 46.8% 54,18 36.4% 35.3%
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