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Background: The Committee’s Charge and Methods

This committee was asked to advise the deans about how to apply the findings and recommendations of the Vision 2020 report of September 2006 to the Krieger School. (That report by the University Committee on the Status of Women did not break down findings and recommendations by division).  Our task was to consider how the Krieger School might respond to, prioritize, and implement recommendations from that report, and in general how it might adapt that report’s findings to the Krieger School.  

The committee met with Deans Falk and Bell on 1 February 2008.  Committee members met regularly through the spring semester of 2008.  We reviewed and discussed past reports on the status of women, extending back to 1985, reviewed the Vision 2020 report, examined recent data on the composition of the Krieger faculty, and reviewed the Hopkins website for information on benefits.  We drew on our experiences at Hopkins extending back decades and on our knowledge of other institutions.   We compared historical and recent data from the Institutional Research office, and the committee chair attended the Diversity Leadership Council meeting to learn what was going on elsewhere at Hopkins.  This report summarizes our findings and recommendations, for discussion on May 16, 2008 with Deans Falk and Bell.
Identifying Priorities

As our committee was composed entirely of faculty from the School, we were not able to address staff and student issues with the necessary expertise.  We set these issues aside in order to focus on faculty-related problems (but see the Appendix on dependent care benefits).  This does not mean that we regard staff and student issues as unimportant: we have recommended below that a staff committee parallel to ours be formed to address these concerns.  In addition there is a Provost’s committee dealing with issues of climate and civility, and we did not wish to duplicate that committee’s work.  Finally, student-related issues are being addressed in part by regular surveys conducted through the Equity Office.  Presumably these results are being distributed to and discussed by the appropriate individuals who deal with student affairs (including the students themselves). 

In directing attention to faculty-related topics, our starting point was the report by the Landau committee, submitted to the Krieger School in 2003.  We received an update from Deans Falk and Bell on the changes made in response to that report.  

In examining data on the number and professional rank of women faculty in the Krieger School, it was clear that on the whole the picture at Hopkins today is much the same as in 2003, and in certain respects is the same as in 1985.  The report of 1985 (which covered both Homewood schools) noted that “with a tenure-track faculty that is only 7 percent female, Homewood lags far behind the nation’s 50 leading universities, where by 1980 women held more than 16 percent of all tenured and tenure-track appointments....The scarcity of women on the tenured and tenure-track faculty at Homewood becomes evident, not only when Hopkins is compared to other institutions, but when the composition of the Hopkins faculty is compared to the composition of the recruitment pool from which it is chosen.”
  
These conclusions about Hopkins lagging behind peer institutions and about faculty composition not reflecting the recruitment pool are still relevant today.  Looking at the Krieger School, women made up 17 percent of full-time tenure or tenure-track faculty in 1997, 22 percent in 2003, and 25 percent in 2007 (see Table 1).   At the rank of Professor, the percentage of women has been slightly lower.  Women constituted 11 percent of faculty at professorial rank in 1997, 18 percent in 2003 and 21 percent in 2007.  The underrepresentation of women is striking in the natural sciences and in the economics department, but is also low in humanities departments.  There is only one department (Anthropology) in which women are in the majority.
These figures are alarming in comparison to the dramatic increase in the proportion of women in the pool of Ph.D.’s.  Women constitute the majority in most disciplines in the humanities and social sciences, and their numbers have been rising at impressive rates in the sciences.  The number of doctorates awarded to women in Physics, Medicine and Cognitive Science, for example, has risen five-fold over the last 30 years.  In Biology women constituted 44 percent of doctorates as of 2005.
  We note as well that the Krieger School has not found it difficult to find women worthy of teaching our undergraduates: 66.7% of the lecturers were women in 2006.  This evidence points not just to gender inequity but to a failure on the part of the School to command the intellectual resources which the new pool of doctorates represents.

Previous reports also note that the low number of women faculty cannot be attributed to a pipeline problem (although in one or two disciplines this might be the case).   But whether or not there are pipeline problems, it is important to consider the causes operating within Hopkins that have made it difficult to recruit and retain women faculty.  These may include: a tenure system that made it difficult to recruit and retain women; the lack of timely new hires at the junior level caused by too few retirements of senior faculty; and lack of resources either to create new positions or to exploit targets of opportunity.  There may be other causes operating that relate to the climate of Hopkins.  Hopkins has long trailed its peer institutions and must make up for years of neglect of this problem.   In this respect we agree with one of the main recommendations of the Vision 2020 report:  that we need more women among the tenured and tenure-track faculty.
We view the underrepresentation of women as a problem that has an adverse impact on the intellectual life of Hopkins, on the training of students at all levels, and on the ability of the School and the University to exert leadership in our various disciplines and in new interdisciplinary endeavors.  Our aim is to create a strong, forward-looking School by encouraging Hopkins to adapt to new social realities, to think strategically several years into the future, and to be prepared to invest now in reforms that will improve the School. 
This committee’s main conclusion is that the highest priority is to hire and retain more tenured and tenure-track women faculty.  The other recommendations discussed in this report, while very important, should be seen as supporting this key goal.  Tto ensure that the Krieger School moves forward deliberately, we emphasize the need to implement the recommendations of Section D (Implementation, Oversight, and Communication).
We therefore urge the deans to suggest specific steps to be taken to address the problem of underrepresentation of women faculty.  Such steps should aim for steady and sustained progress (as opposed to temporary progress followed by backsliding) and specify how progress will be defined for the next 5, 10, and 20 years.  We would like our conversation on May 16 to focus specifically on this issue of what steps can be taken to achieve sustained progress in hiring and retaining women faculty. 

Recommendations and Discussion
A.  Hiring of Women Faculty.   We recommend the following to increase hires of full-time women faculty:
1.  Aggressive efforts to attract women at the junior level.  

Hiring at the junior level is probably the most effective way to recruit women faculty.  We strongly endorse this solution, which is already the preferred strategy in the Krieger School.  Departments should be strongly encouraged to identify women candidates, whether in the course of regular job searches or as “targets of opportunity”.  Especially in departments with long-standing underrepresentation of women, the need to move quickly when an opportunity arises is crucial.

Flexibility in defining the level of appointment.  The ability to grant tenure at the associate professor level can be a key recruitment tool.  An attractive offer might require an up-grade to associate professor with tenure, when a suitable candidate emerges in the course of a job search.  We recognize that the Academic Council plays an important role in granting tenure and recommend also that the Academic Council think about its procedures and its ability to respond to opportunities that arise in the course of job searches.
2.  Strategic planning and fund-raising: building on the Provost’s initiatives.   


The Provost’s Mosaic Initiative, announced in April 2008, is a 5-year plan providing $5 million to the University to promote hires that increase diversity (including by hiring women).  The Initiative provides $250,000 over three years for each such hire, which largely restricts the hires to junior-level faculty.  In addition to using these funds for hires within the Krieger School, the School should use this opportunity to fund-raise specifically for future Krieger School needs. 

Strategic Planning.  The announcement of this initiative raises other questions about the role the Provost’s office can play in relation to Krieger School plans.  The Provost’s office is coordinating a process of strategic planning that will involve articulating core School and departmental needs, as well as needs that cut across schools.  These discussions should give prominent attention to the need to create resources for hiring and retention of women and people in under-represented groups.  This topic should be considered by all the planning sub-committees.

3.  Fostering cultural changes within departments through regular meetings and reviews.


There are opportunities for promoting cultural change within departments every time there is a conversation between departments and deans, as for example during the regular fall meetings with Chairs, at the time of job searches, or during year-end salary reviews.  Especially important vehicles for these discussions are the reviews by the Academic Council.  Within humanities departments especially, the low numbers of women faculty suggest that there may be cultural problems that can be explored.

We recommend that the reviews by the Academic Council be used more deliberately and more effectively to explore departmental culture and activity in relation to hires of women faculty or training of women students.  The Council’s instructions about department self-studies should be specific as to what information is required relating to the hiring or retention of women (and related issues, such as training of students).   Self-studies that do not respond adequately should be returned to departments with specific requests for more information.
4.  Departmental incentives.

The question of whether to provide incentives or rewards to departments has been controversial with regard to the creation of new faculty positions.  The Provost’s Mosaic Initiative addresses the need for such incentives, at least on the short term.  We believe that incentives can play a role in encouraging departments to think differently (for instance, see below under B.4) and if presented in the right way, these need not be considered coercive or as interfering with departmental self-governance.  For the purpose of our meeting, we would like to explore how incentives might assist departments in hiring or retaining women faculty.
5. Spousal or domestic-partner hires. 
  
We strongly encourage the dean’s office to help with spousal or domestic-partner hires, perhaps by involving the Provost’s office to generate extra funds or incentives.  Other universities have offices dedicated to helping with spousal/partner hires and are more open in expressing a commitment to providing assistance, even during job searches.  

 Hopkins can also partner with area institutions and make better use of resources or networks in the region.  This committee learned of the Higher Education Research Consortium (HERC), a website program that helps couples search for positions through a joint, regional job posting site.  Participation in the Mid-Atlantic HERC or other equivalent partnerships should be explored.

B.  Retention of Women Faculty.  We recommend the following to improve retention of women faculty:
1. Monitor the impact of the new tenure rules on retention of women.

The new tenure rules make it easier to hire at the Associate Professor level, but how do they affect promotions through the system?  The deans’ offices and Academic Council should monitor and evaluate the impact of the new regulations on promotion and retention of women faculty over the next 5 years.

2. Conduct annual equity reviews of salaries.


Annual reviews should be routine.  We realize they are done by Central Administration and not by the Krieger School, but we stress that they must be done annually.  Equity monitoring goes beyond salary reviews, however, and includes information about start-up packages, other resource allocations and perks.   Analysis of such allocations should be considered part of equity reviews.  In addition, the School should provide public information about median or mean salaries at each faculty rank.    Results of equity reviews and information about median salaries should be posted on the website.
3. Improve the level of mentoring of young faculty, postdoctoral fellows and students.


For additional recommendations related to mentoring, see section below on “implementation, oversight, and communication.”

Mentoring (whether of faculty, postdocs, students or staff) is of great importance, particularly the kind of mentoring that occurs with someone outside of one’s own department and with whom one can share confidences.  Mentoring has an impact on retention of faculty, and affects the quality of the Hopkins environment.  

 
Informal mentoring is very effective, but there is also an important place for formal activities, whether they are one-time events or ongoing practices.   Hopkins should not reinvent the wheel, but can assess what is working elsewhere and adapt models to the Hopkins environment.  For example, UC San Francisco established a faculty mentoring program in 2006.  This program as well as those at other institutions can be studied.  Possibly Hopkins can partner with area institutions in developing mentoring networks.


The Faculty Assembly is an important forum when particular problems arise that need to be discussed among faculty and administration.  But often there is no specific issue that draws faculty to meetings, with the result that many meetings are sparsely attended.   Possibly the steering committee that runs the Faculty Assembly can adopt a different role during the times when there is no major issue for discussion.  With support from the Vice Provost for Institutional Equity, the Assembly could be the vehicle for an annual mentoring symposium or related event for the Hopkins community.  We emphasize that such programs are beneficial to all faculty and staff, as well as to postdoctoral fellows and students.
4.  Tenure, parental leave, and stop-the-clock rules.


Our current culture regards parental leave and the stop-the-clock requests as exceptional conditions.  Faculty must request these in a timely way, and they require approval by chairs and deans in order to be granted.  The wording of our tenure regulations (website of Academic Council) on this point dates from 2004 and clearly implies the exceptional nature of such requests.


We recommend that it be assumed that parental leave will be taken and that stopping the tenure clock will be the norm, unless the faculty member wishes to be brought up for tenure without this additional time.  It should also be taken for granted that when returning to work after a pregnancy or adoption, some teaching relief may be required: such relief should be considered normal.  [There is a Hopkins precedent: The School of Public Health has just altered the wording of its “stop-the-clock” policy, such that the “stop” (for pregnancy or adoption) will be automatic and does not need to be requested or applied for.]


Departmental incentives and assistance.  A corollary to the need for parental leave and teaching relief is that departments should not be disadvantaged by such contingencies.  Resources should be made available to departments to offset the inconvenience they experience when faculty require leaves or release time from teaching.

C. Work-life Balance.

Work-life balance problems have traditionally been identified as “women’s” issues, but in fact they concern everyone in the Hopkins community.  We emphasize that improving the work environment and work-life balance for Hopkins employees benefits all members of the Hopkins community.  Tenure, parental-leave, and stop-the-clock rules, as discussed in the previous section, relate to problems of work-life balance that affect both men and women.   Problems of dependent care, taken up in this section, also affect the entire Krieger School community. 
Child-care and other dependent care.  

Both child care and, increasingly, elder care are extremely important problems for Hopkins faculty and staff.   Dealing with these problems is not the main responsibility of the Krieger School, inasmuch as the issues involve benefits and can be seen as a university-wide responsibility.   In our research on benefits (largely based on material found on the Hopkins website) we have noticed several things that should be addressed.   Details are given separately in the Appendix to this report.   Here we recommend the following:

1.  The problem of dependent care warrants thorough review as it relates to the Homewood community in particular.  This review can build on the 1997 Work and Family Task Force, but should focus specifically on the Homewood schools.    It should include review of services that are provided through the benefits office, but should not confine its attention to benefits issues or assume that dependent care is exclusively a benefits issue.   Restricting this problem to one of benefits automatically means that many part-time employees or staff are simply not part of the discussion.   Other divisions (notably the Medical School) have allocated divisional resources for services to their employees.  The Krieger School can also implement programs or allocate resources specifically for the Krieger community (although it makes sense to combine with the Whiting School and adopt a Homewood-wide strategy).   
2.  The effectiveness of the website as a means to inform employees about benefits and services needs to be evaluated and improved.   We need a well-organized website that focuses on relevant, up-to-date dependent care information, as well as information about benefits at Hopkins, and that is easy to find by a keyword search. While the Human Resources website is probably not intentionally hiding information about dependent care benefits, it has in fact succeeded in hiding information of special relevance to staff.    The voucher/subsidy program in particular is hard to locate on the web, because it cannot be found by doing a search on the Hopkins website.  A search for “day care” yields miscellaneous news pieces in the first few hits, while a search for “dependent care” takes you to a set of links describing the flexible spending account, but not the voucher program.  It requires perseverance to locate the information on the voucher program and on employee eligibility (http://hrnt.jhu.edu/worklife/programs/dependent/index.cfm ). 

D. Implementation, Oversight, and Communication.
It is crucial that the deans keep their “fingers on the pulse” of the School, that efforts be made to ensure that faculty and staff are able to get the information that affects their jobs, and that mechanisms be created to implement the kinds of recommendations we are making and to monitor progress toward them.   We strongly recommend the following:

1.  Create a new position within the dean’s office, equivalent to Assistant to the Dean of Faculty, with responsibility for gender and equity-related issues.  We envision this position as equivalent to 25 percent of a full-time faculty position and probably filled by a faculty member.  (The calculation of 25 percent is meant to suggest the equivalent of one day per week of commitment). 

The person selected to fill this position would be someone with authority, capable of handling very different tasks, and be creative and proactive rather than reactive.  The job description might include some or all of the following:  convene an annual committee to examine data and report to the dean about progress in the School;  oversee improvements in web design and access to information on the web;  collect and coordinate information relevant to spousal hires;  help to organize and coordinate mentoring symposia or conferences;  keep issues of equity firmly before deans and departments;  keep up with trends at other universities and think about how Hopkins can adapt programs;  serve as regular liaison with Provost’s office and the Development Office, as well with the Whiting School. 
2. Create an on-going faculty committee that would meet once or twice a year with the deans, to discuss and review concerns relating to status of women and to the Hopkins climate in general.  [This committee would be convened by the Assistant to the Dean, as described above].  With support from the Office of Institutional Equity and from Institutional Research, such groups have the ability to review the past and present data from Hopkins.  Possibly discussions with postdoctoral fellows and graduate students can be part of this annual process.
3. Use this report, or a version of this report, to generate discussion and obtain feedback from the faculty.   Although ours is not an official report, we hope that some version of this report and its recommendations could become the basis for sustained discussion at Chairs’ meetings or the Faculty Assembly, for example.  We would like to discuss how to generate feedback from faculty at our May 16 meeting.
3.  Use the web more effectively to communicate information about Hopkins, including information about salary equity reviews and hires.   Information about Hopkins is scattered in various locations, requiring each committee to hunt for past reports and rely on word of mouth to find things.   The office of Assistant to the Dean described above should also be the central clearing house for communication, ensuring that reports are kept in one place, that survey data are retained, and that the use of the website for communication is optimized.
4. Create a committee parallel to ours, to prioritize staff-related issues as revealed in the Vision 2020 report.
5. Ombuds Office.   The Provost’s committee on equity, climate and civility may be considering the creation of an Ombuds Office.  Whether this becomes one of their recommendations or not, we believe that an Ombuds office has an important role to play, not only as a mediator when there is a grievance, but also to help monitor the climate of Hopkins and draw the deans’ attention to problems.   We therefore support the idea of an Ombuds Office, especially if it can take a more proactive role.  
Table 1.  

Numbers of full-time tenure and tenure-track faculty in the Krieger School in fall semester of 1997, 2003, and 2007.  (Note: data for foreign literature departments are consolidated under German and Romance Languages and Literature; data for Mathematics Department do not include J.J. Sylvester assistant professors). Data from Institutional Research.



                         FALL 2 0 0 7       FALL  2 0 0 3        FALL 1 9 9 7

	DEPARTMENT
	Total      
	  M
	  F
	 Total
	  M
	  F
	 Total
	 M
	 F   

	Anthropology
	    9
	  1
	 8
	   9
	  2
	 7
	    6
	  3
	 3

	Biology
	  25
	19
	 5
	 24
	20
	 4
	  23
	20
	 3

	Biophysics
	    8
	  5
	 3
	   7
	  5
	 2
	    5
	  5
	 0

	Chemistry
	  19
	17
	 2
	 18
	16
	 2
	  17
	16
	 1

	Classics
	    5
	  4
	 1
	   4
	  4
	 0
	    4
	  3
	 1

	Cognitive Science
	    8
	  5
	 3
	   8
	  5
	 3
	    7
	  5
	 2

	Earth & Planetary Sciences
	  13
	12
	 1
	 14
	13
	 1
	  13
	13
	 0

	Economics
	  13
	13
	 0
	 12
	12
	 0
	  12
	12
	 0

	English
	    7
	  4
	 3
	 10
	  6
	 4
	  11
	  9
	 2

	German/Romance Lang/Lit
	  14
	  9
	 5
	 15
	10
	 5
	  12
	  9
	 3

	History
	  22
	15
	 7
	 26
	18
	 8
	  23
	17
	 6

	History of Art
	   5
	  4
	 1
	   5
	  5
	 0
	    6
	  4
	 2

	History of Science/Tech
	   4
	  3
	 1
	   4
	  3
	 2
	    4
	  3
	 1

	Humanities Center
	   5
	  3
	 2
	   6
	  4
	 2
	    6
	  3
	 3

	Mathematics
	 18
	16
	 2
	 17
	17
	 0
	  20
	19
	 1

	Near Eastern Studies
	   7
	  6
	 1
	   7
	  6
	 1
	    6
	  5
	 1

	Philosophy
	   9
	  7
	 2
	 10
	  7
	 3
	    9
	  7
	 2

	Physics & Astronomy
	 31
	29
	 2
	 32
	29
	 3
	  32
	30
	 2

	Political Science
	 20
	14
	 6
	 19
	16
	 3
	  16
	14
	 2

	Psych & Brain Studies
	 12
	  8
	 4
	 11
	  7
	 4
	  16
	14
	 2

	Sociology
	 12
	  6
	 6
	 11
	  7
	 4
	    9
	  5
	 4

	Writing Seminars
	   6
	  3
	 3
	   4
	  3
	 1
	    5
	  4
	 1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTALS
	271
	203
	68
	 263
	215
	58
	 260
	217
	43


Appendix: Dependent Care Benefits at Hopkins

He rose from the table, and advancing to the master, basin and spoon in hand, said, somewhat alarmed at his own temerity:  “Please, sir, I want more.” ....There was a start.  Horror was depicted on every countenance.






Charles Dickens, Oliver Twist
Background

In 1997 a report was issued by the University Work and Family Task Force, available online on the Human Resources WorkLife website at: http://hrnt.jhu.edu/worklife/taskforce/report.cfm 

This committee, co-chaired by Audrey Smith (Vice President for Human Resources), Nicholas P. Jones (Professor, Civil Engineering), and Marguerite Sonneborn (Executive Assistant to the Senior Vice President for Administration), was charged with developing plans for a more “family friendly” and supportive environment at Hopkins.   The committee’s report was wide-ranging and is still a good starting point for the analysis of problems relating to dependent care at Hopkins.   With respect to child care, the committee rejected the idea of an on-site day care center as too expensive and for other reasons difficult to implement at Hopkins, but instead “searched for solutions that would serve and benefit the greatest number of people facing a broad array of child-care needs from infancy through adolescence.”  

The report recognized that individual divisions could use divisional funds to provide on-site daycare.  However, when the funding source was the benefits budget, such options were not considered appropriate.  Instead the key recommendation was to institute at Hopkins a pilot voucher/subsidy program that was “available to everyone on a sliding basis” but that would give priority to “parents with work-related child care expenses exceeding 10 % of family income.”  The report argued that programs offered through benefits “should be designed so that they address the needs of the entire Hopkins community regardless of work site or income level.”  

Since that report, two divisions have created or improved on-site day care for their employees.  The Medical School opened a new child care and early-learning center (Bright Horizons) in 2001, mostly serving employees of the East Baltimore divisions; and Bayview updated and expanded its day care facility in 2006, for use by its employees.   During the same period, the Weinberg Center at the YMCA near the Homewood campus opened a day care center in 2004.   Because Hopkins provided funds to cover some of the capital costs of that center, they agreed to reserve 50 places (of 92) for Hopkins employees.  Also, Hopkins had a previous relationship with Downtown Baltimore Childcare Center, which received support for some capital costs of renovation prior to the opening of Bright Horizons; that support ceased when Bright Horizons opened.
A voucher/subsidy/scholarship program was also implemented as a benefit administered by Human Resources, in conjunction with dependent flexible spending accounts.   These subsidies are available for use at any licensed day care facility.   Three centers bill Hopkins directly for parents receiving financial assistance (Downtown Baltimore Child Care, the Weinberg Center, and Bright Horizons); in other cases parents and providers submit monthly verification forms to receive payments.

Current policies and needs

Our report cannot assess the daycare problem fully, as it requires more research and data.  Instead we make the following observations based on preliminary investigation, largely obtained from the Hopkins website and by talking to local day care providers.  In general, the benefits programs approach Byzantine complexity; moreover they appear to give with one hand but take away with the other.  Some of this may be a consequence of federal law, but there appear to be inequities in the system that Hopkins can address.
1.  High-quality daycare centers benefit greatly from ongoing corporate sponsorship, as had been given to Downtown Baltimore Childcare Center (which received support from the Medical School for a time) and more recently to the Weinberg Center (which had not planned to open a daycare center originally, but received support to do so from Johns Hopkins and Union Memorial Hospital).   Even though the Krieger School cannot be expected fully to subsidize or operate its own daycare center, relatively modest levels of support to local day care centers can directly benefit Krieger employees.  As the Homewood schools are looking outward to the city of Baltimore, and working more with Baltimore schools, etc., we should remember that daycare centers are important partners providing vital support to our community.

2.  Voucher/subsidy/scholarship and related benefits programs.   The voucher program provides up to $5,000 of assistance annually for the cost of day care in any licensed facility.  The committee understands that federal laws impose restrictions on tax-free benefits, although we do not have precise data on how Hopkins’ policies are affected by these laws.  We propose that an assessment of the current program should be made to find out where there is “wiggle room” for Hopkins to provide a higher level of benefit through these mechanisms, and also to ensure that these benefits are not only available but are also visible to the Hopkins community.  Here are observations based on information on the benefits website:

Restrictions on benefits.  The voucher program appears to be quite restrictive.  Eligible employees must have total net family (household) income of $50,000 or less.  Net income means the federal taxable income after the usual deductions and exemptions are taken.   This means that the program really is serving the poorest segment of the Hopkins community, and although it is described as a program for “faculty and staff” it is unlikely that many faculty would qualify.  It is laudable to serve the poor before the middle class, but the income ceiling still seems rather low, and there is no indication of whether annual inflationary adjustments will be made to this limit.  There are further restrictions, moreover: with net income of $40,001 to $50,000 the voucher will pay for a maximum of 20 percent of day care cost.  For net income under $40,000, a maximum of  40 percent of costs can be covered by the voucher.   A person whose net income goes from $40,000 to $40,001 loses half of the allowed benefit. 

The funds are not guaranteed even for eligible employees.    It is explained that “because funds are limited, eligibility is on first come, first served basis.”  This stipulation makes it clear that in effect the program is still being treated as a pilot project, and is not a benefit available to all who are eligible.   A decade after the Task Force’s report, it is time to assess whether this should still be a “pilot project” or a guaranteed benefit.   Any uncertainty as to whether eligible employees can receive this benefit is unacceptable.  It is unacceptable to put eligible employees on wait-lists for something this important.
The explanation of the benefit varies depending on where you look.   On the question of maximum allowable income (above), when you look at the description of eligibility for the Weinberg YMCA at Stadium Place, it is stated that the funds can be used by those with household incomes under $50,000.  The word “net” modifying “income” is not there, implying that this refers to gross income. 

“One dependent only” policy.  The program for child care is subsumed within the broader program for dependent care (including elderly care), but the policy stipulates that “one dependent only” can be covered.  Thus a family with two children can only receive a voucher for one of them at a time.  To quote from the website:  “One award is made per family for the Dependent Care Voucher Program and only one dependent’s care is eligible for reimbursement.” 

The voucher program is combined with the flexible spending account and other programs to make up a single benefit.   Hopkins employees can create flexible spending accounts (i.e. tax-exempt accounts) using their own money, which is reimbursed to them to cover dependent care costs.  This also has a federally stipulated maximum of $5,000.  However, the voucher and the flexible spending accounts are together used to calculate the $5,000 benefit (because both are tax-exempt).  That is, an employee cannot have both a voucher for $5,000 plus a flexible spending account of $5,000.   From the website:  “The maximum dependent care benefit is $5,000.  If an employee receives a Dependent Care Voucher, enrolls in a Dependent Care Reimbursement Account and uses the Sick, Emergency and Back-up Care Program, the combined total for all programs cannot exceed $5,000.” 
The dependent care program limits what the spouse/domestic partner can do.  The spouse or domestic partner must be employed, in school, or disabled in order to qualify for this benefit.  What happens when the spouse is self-employed (perhaps an artist or writer), or if the spouse is otherwise occupied (perhaps with elder-dependent care) and cannot look after a child?  Why is the spouse’s status relevant to receiving this benefit?

The program requires a lot of documentation, operates month-by-month, and adopts a language worthy of the IRS.   Employees must submit their IRS forms with the application, as well as a copy of the provider’s license and a completed Provider Enrollment Form.   To receive reimbursement, monthly cost verification forms must be sent in by both employee and provider.   WorkLife vigilantly does “random audits of day care providers” to “confirm that the amount being recorded on the monthly cost verification form reflects the payments that are being made to the provider.” 

The flexible spending account policy leaves it uncertain as to who may have an account. “It is important that the dependent care salary reduction option not be used disproportionately by higher-paid participants.  The university will, if necessary, reduce or stop contributions by higher-paid participants to prevent such disproportionate use.  You will be notified during the plan year of any necessary adjustment to your contribution amount resulting from the required discrimination testing.”   It should be stated more clearly what is meant by “higher-paid”.   

�  Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Status of Women, (Matthew Crenson, Chair), School of Arts and Sciences and G. W. C. Whiting School of Engineering, 1985, p. 46.


� W. Michael Cox and Richard Alm, “Scientists Are Made, Not Born,” New York Times, 28 February 2005, A25.
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