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EDITORIALS S\*?f ok
. : . : under no circumstances wuul:l Perot gm' into the race.) Furth
P@? ty Of O?’Z@ more, election laws in & number of states, like Oldo 2nd Tex

would prevent McCain from accepting cross-endorsoments| A

[ 8 i Jesse Vieanara and his followers gone, Pat Buchansanow  inany case, why would MeCain, scion of admirals, want the :‘xm

'_ b has an absolute Jock oa the Reform Party nomidiation—but ination of an emopty shell ofa party freshly péapled by 8. uchans

51 1he party has seen any national appeal itmighthave had (oin- | 1tes when he was the first important Republican o denounct U
'l dependents destroyed in the process. Buchzoan’s nostelgia . brownshirted views in Pat’s latest book? ' k‘

0 for thirtics-style Amenica First politics vamished with med- Bxit polls in New Hargpahiro and polls in other smzs ,,:m
ern-day Tacist overtones, and the very public feuding beowern the  that bloc-cellar Buchanan voters are surging teward 2{eCais
Ress Perol/Buchanan alliance ond.Jesse'’s camp, wore eroding the  Although a series oflawsuits and FEC complaints by mmp Re
rencwed ipterest in Reforrn in the walke of Ventura's "98 elecdon.  formers seeking conmol of the party coffers and records vAllas

“Ohir involvenicat with the rations] party was huvting us at the | doubt easily be rcpu g2d by Pat's lawyers—1he coiirts and thl
locad level,” sayy chicf Venmra strategist Deao Barclay. Contrary  FEQ have oaditionally been relugiant 10 intcrfore in m:.mpam
to press specularion, Barclay makes it plaim that Venmra will ot squabblés—they only underscore the degradation of the party’s
try 10 create a new national party, instead concentratng on Min- . hinage, Buchanan’s fantasy of masses of anion members, ecomorm-
nesota polites as the 2002 gubemamnal election looma. © i¢ pavonaliss, rightwing, Cstholics and anti-choiears cusuc-.ciﬁg

Ventura—who was ngver gning to run himselfihis year—had  with the independent-minded lumpen middle classes defmitively
no tandidste to oppose Buchanan. He courted a reluctant Lowell  diedi in Nashville. Marginalized by Reform s imp! osiom—whish
Weicker. who's now campaiguing for.. John McCain. The puta-  eloo mcans the cod of any meaning(ul independent cengisi party
live candidacy of playbsy easino king Donald Tenmp (and his  foc the foresceable funire—and by his own incautious rbevonc
checkbook) was ahways just smoke and mirrors—although the  (like his recent defense of Austriz's Nazi-loving J8rg He:exr)
brilliant PR campaign srehestrated for The Domald by sulfurous  Buchenan won’t break ont of the low singlc digits in Nov Umbcr
GOP consultant Roger Stoac barnboozled the gullible and copy-  And that's good news for the GOPR. i Dout Lm.mn
hungry media inre giving the priapic devaloper a publicity bo- : . ' ‘ ' \
nanza he could ngver have purchased with the chump change Doug lreland writes freguently on polities for The Nuton - 1

Trump ended his flination with Reform after the raucous
February 12 meeting of the parTy's national commitice in
Nashville—called by the Perathots and the Buchananites ta durmp ;
the Ventura-backed party chairman, Jack Gurpan—degencrated @

3010 2 braw! 1o which locat police were called. Under the direeton te accond in a series of new ldeas nodlikely ta be heard in plec- 1‘
of Perols lonplime political commissar, Ruzs Yernoy—"Russ N don 2000 bwi ripe Jor public debale and action, —The Edizc)r:‘
Vermin,” Jaese called him—the mecting steaniroller=d all op-

positicn, unseating statc delegadons opposcd to Buchanan, Perot f polities got reai presidential candidates from both meajor
and Yernoy and scating favarable oncs, Amid shouts of “Gestapo parties maight apree that mothers and fathers need paid leave
marics,” dissenters were dragged kicking and screaming from the from their jubs so they can care properly for their newbom
microphones n foat of the TV pameras. i children, The arguments cowld sTart pver what's the best way

Some disgruntied Re formar.e...—mc:!udmg Trump’s now- 10 deliver paid leave. Nurturing a baby—learning how 1o carc

taskless spinners——have been trying 1o float a scennrio by which for him or her, becoming intimately attached 1o this new human
Perot, having merely nsed Buchanan to getrid of Ventura, would  being—is ane of life's mogt exslting capsricnces for men and
stagc an cndorsement of McCain If the Atizonan wins the GOP women alikie, Yet despite America’s great wealth and general pros-
nominatian, This is nothing mor than a pipe dmam. Even before,  perity, millions of patents me deprived of this expericence.
Nasbville. Garpan conceded that Buehanan would have mare than The commitment is i;spe:izlly difficult for those of modest
the one-third of the delegates at the August Reform nominating . mcims, wha cagnor afford 1o pass up paychecks. ' But the failire
convention nesdad ta block any such move, Echs Buchananites  is nor theiry, Ttis socicry’s, Since society depends emucially co
have already teken over the Reform alliliates in Now Hampshire, | families to sustain the continuity of its values, a public solution

. Massachusens, Comnecticut, South Dakows, Wyoming, WestVir-  is obvious: Pfovide the necessary financial support.

ginig, Alaska, Maryland, Novada, Uwah and Hawali and share Precidential comidididtes expross deep dovotion w mz'myﬂmiog~ .
contmw] of Texas with Perot loyalisis; only in Virginia, Jowe and  ical American family yet manage to ignore this straightforward
Wisconsin do Pitchfork Pars opponents have the upper hand. opportunity t do something for real-life families. Buta reform

“ can nover imagine Ross doing such a thing—never!™ ex-  campaign is under way without thexn—and has already builea
plodes the party s new chairmna, Pat Chom:c a Perot loyalistwhe promising beachhesd Iis stratepy {5 aliped a8 the suates, sizes
was the Tiny Texror's veep cundidate in ‘96 and who eriginally ~ Washington has become a burial ground for important ideas, at
brokered the Buchanan/Perst 2llinnce. ““Weo didn't build this party.  least those social refarms not on the political agenda of businges,
e give it to the Republicans,” (Choate, who is niow operating out The refoemers intend 10 persuade state governments to 8dd paid
of Buchanan's campaign headquaricrs, also fladly declarcy that  family leave fo the benefits provided by wiemployment insurence

fab
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systams, financad by payroll taxes an employcrs. The National
Parmerchip for Wornen & Fanilics (Wmnomlpamcrsbm org),
which led the long campaign for the Fimily-and Medical Leave
- Act of 1993 (calling for up 10 (welve weeks of unpaid leave for
tending 10 newberns and family ilinesses), points 1 the actas a

model of how states can proseed. }’owms;mhﬁiyjand, Mag.
sachusetts, Vermont snd Washingion—are working to pass

legislation addin cave 10T IAEATTara 30 thoir un-
emplayment 5:cms Orhers ane desigrung their own approach:
Cajifornia. New Jersey, for nstanec, may decide

that family-leave benefits should be channcled throupl temporary
disakjlity ipsuranca rather than uneaployment programs. Presi-
_dent Clinton has proposcd spending 320 rulion o study new
ways for statcs to offer paid leave. Based on the unemployment
modcl, the paig 1eave sTugnt typically replace one-half 1o rwo-
thirds 0I'a Worker's fegular wages. That would still gravely limit
choires for those wath lvwer incomes, burit'’s a lot bener than zevo.
The family leave campaign is following the classic path of
socigl reform—singzing in progressive states and building support
for national legislation, It ook nine years of local campaigning
before Washingion adopted unpaid family leave. By then, thirty
" or so smies wiready had their own lews and many lcompani:s
routiely granted laave to employecs. .
What might it cost the naton? A lot less than you perhnps
imagine. The Labor Dcparnment estimates n for
the four states sceking permission to axperiment. In Californie,
S ———
the mDST POPUIOWS SEIE, Twelve-wetk Jsaves for newborns might
cost $768 million, New York $409 rhillion, New Jorsey 5266 mil-
Hon, according to estimates by the Institute for Women’s Poligy
Research (www.iwpr.ong). If those cstimates are vight; & s moedezt
 program oatoawids might fall berween S5 billion and £10 bil-
lion a ycar. (By way of comparison, Sénstor John McCain has
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caumcd morc than 36 bsﬂmn in annual pork warrel appro
for the Penngon thar it didn’t ask for and dossy! tne:}i)
Bul genuine reform may eostmoro because another Jas:
lem fas w be confronted—ihe failure of the existing L‘&Lc
men? insurance system o COVET znast workers. AS com
have reorganized the labor marker, genersring wmillion$ ¢
jobs withour any benefing or job security, the covemge
_ employment insurance has shrunk diamarieally. In thic
joblags benefiy ecovesed an average of 49 pereent vf L
_ cmployzd; that figure, which rose to a peak of 75 percent:
“ geventies, is now 35 percent, A Takas study found that oail 2
. centof unemployed women reccive bensfits, only 8.5 p‘l&rc
pnrb-mnc workers, omly 18 petzent of low-wage workers,
if paid leave wers added to the pregent untmpleym::nf cove
1bose who most need this help would not get in - =0 :\.1-

The time is ripe for reforming beth, acecrding 10 the Naz
Employment Law Project (wweeneip.org). Staro msmrmw\ﬁ
supported by zmployer 1axes, have become flush with surpl
during 1he-1ast few years of falling unemployment, In nf
states, businesses kave received the eguivalent of mejor E{
as their unemployment insurance rates wers reduced, 2udio
states are planuing the satwic, So the labor-law reformers
waking commen cause with the family-leave reformers. |

Their swategy i3 smandy grounded in US social “.mrm
shonld surceed do time. But the spproach zlso mises mmbi
quesdoas abaut our sovia] valuss and the barriers 1o gcnunr
form. Why take an incremental ronte o such & canval goal? By
of this new campaign achieves victory, it will sudl be far shon
what many familics need, Al 2t point, additonel irn‘przwm%.r
could become ormimusty difficult 1o ascomplish, and the bencfi
might be rapped at inadequate Jevels for less afflucnt fawdlic
This outcorne is also the history of American social reform

An alternative approach would szek gpciery’s unambiguoy
~ commitinent to the central importanee of childrearing. Thar gos
" agsumies a smaightforward obligation to equality for familisa w ;L\.
less income. nod it xeeognizes the.essentia) yole of fathers, =n.

' abling thew to share move fully 26 parenthood’s joys and bu:d::nis.
It also atknowledges that America can casily afford o go whal
the industral natiens of Enrope hnve loag managed ‘

In Gegmeny, for instance, both parenrs gre entitled.to paid }cave
with 100 percent wage replacernent for the first fourieen wack >l
then nearly two vears of job leaves with generons benefiis sea cd
to the family's income, In France, it's 100 percent for sixiees

N weeks, extending up to theee years 8t 2 flat reto, In Swedes, the

first year provides support equal to 80 pereont of prior earnings.
BEven Britain provides 90 percent far the finr six weeks, followad
by twelve weeks of substantial aid. European governments are
debating cutbacks in wellare programs, but nobody is threatening
to dirttinish these fam;ly rights (in fact, pareniul leave banefit:
have been expanded in the European Union to include fathers)

The evidenco from these public-spending obligations is in-
escapable; Ewropeans place a higher valie on children snd Tamily
{ifis than do Amedeuns, If politics got real in this CounTy, thers
might be a rabust debate sbowt why this is s0. WiLLIam GREDE:

e

Witliarn Creideri3 The Naton ¥ palonal affairs correspondent,

Rl
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Bed’ paid family leave bill goes to

Regi l
Teglenal %= bublic hearing

Massachusetts

Rhoda lsland By Mike Eckel, Associated Press, 2/17/2000 21:48

Maine MONTPELIER, Verment (AP} Cecile Johnston of Cabot held

%@@_@_ﬁ% { down two part-time jobs uritil the birth of her second daughter
W in November. Now she*has one part-time paycheck, which,
D Tor she said, when combined with that of her full-time working
. husband, barely allows the couple to eke out a living,
g";ﬁsw"es a Come home 10
2B0rs “What I'm making now can hardly cover our expenses,” d ;
m,?“s;wness Johnston said. "The majority of families today cannot survive YOURTOWN ,
Technology on one income alone. Raising a family shouldn't be a luxury.”
Washington ‘ ,
N—a—t—‘-‘fﬁ Johnston was among those testifying before the Senate-
World General Affairs Committee Thursday night in support of a bill
‘ : to establish a pilot program that wouid pay new parents when

Lottery #s they take time off from work for family leave.
Da'l!‘ 3'9-.(”7 . .

h : .
&;fé’i!% The three-year program would tap the sizable unemployment
?T~H~2dO-3}2-33 insurance trust fund, or possibly the state's general fund, to

uasday i g i

et provide weekly payments up to $287 for a maximum of 12

10-16-26-27-32.37  WeekKs to new parents.
Eonus; 22 (Monoay)

Meaabucks’ - The hill also proposes dropping unemployment tax rates for
2&;:;2;%32'42 employers by 0.1 percentage points, or about $2 millien.

For some employers and business groups, such as the
Vermont Chamber of Commerce, however, tapping the
unemployment insurance trust fund would be taboo.
Ultimately, they say, it would be employers whe pay about
$44 million annually in payroll taxes who would bear the risk
of the new program.

This “will hurt the unemployed by jeopardizing the solvency of
the unemployment {rust fund,” Mike Lannon, human
resources director at Rutland Flywood Corp., told the
committee. "The passage (of this bill) will make an employee
as uncomfortable as a collision with a cactus,”

Lannon said the issue shOuld not be $o0 much gwmg new
parents money to raise their children, as finding ways to slow
the increasing cost of child care.

Donna Lenhoff, of the Washington, D.C.-based National :
Q&ﬁggmwmﬂﬁi argued the
unémployment insurance system was a relic of a bygone era,

one in which most households had one, usually male,

torz ' . ' B 2170000 939 PM
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preaawinner ana women prmarily were neR-working
mothers.

The warkforce has changed, she said, wnh more women,
and mothers, working, and more families reqmrmg two
incomes just {o get by,

"We need to update the system to reﬂect the realities of
today's workforece;" she said. :

Committee Chairwoman Susan Bartlett, D-Lamoille, said
other states were considering similar measures to provide
paid family leave. She emphasized that any measure passed
in Vermont would have a "mathematical trigger” that would
reduce paid leave benefits should the econorny gink inta
recession or otherwise siow down,

Currently, the strong economy and robust tax revenues have
swollen the state's unemployment trust fund to more than
$270 million, according to the state Department of

- Employment and Training. The proposed plan would cost
between $2 million and $9 million annually to administer.

Two of the committee members, Sens. Jan Backus,
D-Chittenden, and Ben Ptashnik, D-Windsor, are among the

- sponsors of the measure. At least one senator on the
committee Wednesday. night voiced keen support for the bill, .

"“This bill is 8 wonderful preventative thing that helps families
welcome their children into the world with a great start,” said
Sen. Janet Munt, D- Ch:ttenden

The unempioyrment insurance fund is a type of rainy-day
reserve, funded by a tax'on employers to ensure that benefit
payments will be available for the unempIOyed even durmg an
economic downiurn. -
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wsws 'y, Bill proposes paid parental leave

< At A Glance

‘Rufand County — Pebruary 15, 2000
' Wom |
- Nagnat By FREDERICK BEVER Vermont Press Burcau
- Business

‘,__..L_.__..____..p“ le and Places M{ONTPELIER - Should parents be paxd 10 spend

time with their babies?—
\___““__—‘____.

State law requires employers to offer parents unpaid
. leave when a child is born or adopted, but a bill that

is gaining momentum in the Senate would provide

new parents some financial help as well - if it gets

OB!TU&RIES ¥

e e

.. WEATHER |

__SPORTS % past the business interests tha‘( have lined up in

Opposition.

The bill would tap an employer-financed fund that

L_LESURE % 0w pays weekly benefits that average $191 fo

- Restaurant Guide  workers who have lost their jobs and want new ones.

R In today's robust economy, the state's
-SesVermont  Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund has grown to

$275 million, making it one of the strongest in the
naton and a revenue source some policy-makers

+ Hunting/Fishing find tempting.
N ung

‘ Ol Iﬁg

- Lamping

- Arecent changc in federal law pushed by the
o . Clinton adminjstration allows experimental use of
. cuassipien 5 the trust fund for parental leave programs, Some
- Jobs Senate Democrats want 1o siphon off between 32
- Autos million-and $2.5 million a year for a three-year
- Real Estate : 3
Feomie e program that would finance up to 12 weeks of paid
- Auctions leave for men and women with chxldren under a year

Place an ad old or newly adopted children. *

SPONSORS }. . .
ShonsoRs & Supperters say the bill would give low- and
moderate-income workers wliose companies rarely

offer paid leave the financial breathing room needed’

to get their children off to a good start. Opponents
say that's a fine goal, but it shouldn't be funded from
the existing tax on employers,

ver iom
T EGISLAT URE

VI Ruling

Vermaont

Poll @

2/15/2000 1:530 Pm
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Working from 1998 figures, the state Deparrmem of
Employment and Training estimates that roughly
2,300 new Vermont parents - mothers and fathers -
would 1ake advantage of leave financed by the trus:
fund in the program's first year. Parents would take
an average of six weeks off, according to the
legislative J omt Fiscal Oiﬁce ‘

AccOrdmg to the fiscal office, the trost fund 8
condition is “more than adcquate" 10 meet its
obligations in the foreseeable future. Vermont's trust
. fund ranked in the top 10 states in each of four
separate measures of its health, the ofﬁce said.

"It is unlikely that enactment of this proposal would
adversely affect the solvency of Vermont's.
(unemployment insurance) trust fund," wrote Mark
Perrault, a joint fiscal office analyst, in 4 recent
memo.

To sweeten the deal, lawmakers have proposed
reducing the unemployment insurance 1ax by
roughly $2 million a year, from its current overall

. level of about $44 million in Vermont. The -
reduction amounts to about $9 per employee per
year - roughly equal to the estimated cost of the
parental leave proaram L

Vermont labor unions back the proposal. ’I‘hey say .
societal changes that have brought more women
away from home and into the workforce necessitate
a change in unemployment policy that recognizes
the needs of working parents.

"Vermonters - many of them single rnothers - are
being forced to choose between a possible financial
crisis and their new babies' needs during those most
critical first twelve weeks of life," said Ron
Pickering, president of the Vermont chapter of the
AFL-CIO umbrella labor orgamzatmn

"Each parent has to rhake a decision about what they
want to do, and this perhaps will make that decision
a little bit easier,” Pickering said, "It is the right
thing for Vermont families," :

Supporters cite a federal report showing that close to

60 percent of mothers with babies under a year old

-are in the labor force. And when they are offered

paid family leave, the same repert said, women stay '
at work loncer Into their pregnancies and rerurn to

work sooner. :

The business comrhunity, backed by Gov. Howard
B. Dean, nevertheless opposes the bill. Groups like
the Associated Industries of Vermont and the

Vermont Chamber of Commerce say the trust fund

o ’ - o ' 2/15/2000 1:50 PM
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was created solely to tide over able and willing
workers while they locked for a new job. They also
say the fund is entirely financed by taxes on
business. o

© "This is the last safety net for Vermonters,” said |

Gerard Morris, a lobbyist for ATV, "We call them
survival dollars.”

The unemployment insurance fund is financed by
employer taxes that vary year-to-year depending on
the health of the fund, the health of the economy,
and according to how much a particular employer's .

T-339

workers have drawn from the fund in previous years.

The taxes can amount to anywhere from less than 1
percent to 5 percent of a company's payroll, ahd in
Vermont last year averaged at about 2.6 percent of
1axable wages. That was the lowest rate in New
England, excepting New Hampshire. The fund
provides the benefit - roughly 58 percent'of wages,
up 10 $275 - for qualifying workers for as long as 26
weeks, ) ‘

Since 1990, according to the jeint fiscal office, the
fund's 1otal payouts 1o workers have exceeded its
income from employers. But interest income on the
principle has more than covered the gap.

The bill as drafted would try to take advantage of the
interest income for a program separate from parental
leave; it would create a special fund 1o finance
workforce training initiatives aimed'at helping
workers gain skills needed in the modemn
marketplace. That workforce fund would be started
with interest that the unemployment fund currently
earns, but the principle would remain available for

.paying unemployment benefits.

A $1.5 million workforce training initiative was
funded Jast year from the state's general fund, ina
last-minute deal between the House and Gov.
Howard B, Dean that ended a showdown aver
whether Vermont should join the multi-state

- Powerball lottery. Dean has proposed the same level

of funding from a projected surplus in fiscal 2001.

Christopher Barbieri, president of the Vermont
Chamber of Commerce, said that while businesses

- supported both workforce training and parental leave

benefits, neither should be paid for by the trust fund.

“It's the proverbial camel's nose under the tent," he
said. "We believe the unemployment insurance trust
fund should be held absolutely sacred on this issue...
It was created to help those who are unemployed
through no fault of their own to help with the

1

p.08/18
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1ransition into the next job."

The business community had opposed the
unemployment insurance fund in the first place, back
in 1935, when it was created as 2 New Deal
initiative. But businesses have come to value the
program, Barbieri said, as they saw the stability it
broughr to the workforce, -

"It solves a lot of social needs and in some cases
employers' needs 1 have somcbody be away a

-month or two," he said, referring to the program's

protections for seasonal workers who are
periodically laid off and then rehired. "But the .
difference here is between what an unemployed
breadwinner needs from what someone volunrarily
taking parcntal leave needs.”

While the fund may be healthy now, Barbmn added,
businesses well remember the late 1970s and early
1980s, when it went broke. The state had to borrow
from the federal government, and businesses were
hit with a surcharge 10 help the fund out of the hole.
Worst-case scenarios developed by the Department
of Employment and Training show that in a severe
economic dowrntum, the fund could once again fall
short in2004.

That could necessitate tax hikes, redut;ed benefits,
state berrowing, or all three. AlThOuUh the parcnral

-leave and workforce training initiatives might not

significant]ly hasten that scenario, Barbieri said,

allowing the fund 10 be used for non—traciitmnal uses
would mev:tably lead to further expansions that
would have a significant cffect

And he was skeptical of lawmaker’s' argumment that
the new initiatives would be provisional and could
be rescinded if the fund proved to be endangered.
Once a new parental leave benefit was added, he
said, lawmakers would continue the program even
a:tter its initial three—year nn.

“If we all agree that parental leave is a legitimate
public purpose, then it should be a public pohcy that -
1s supported by the public at large, whether it's
through the general fund or a new, broad-based tax

or any other way,' Ba:bzen Sald

i e

He was rebutied by Sen. Yan Backus, D-Chittenden,
who has pushed for years 10 use the fand not ounly
for parental leave, but for broader family leave
benefits and medical leave. Backus sits'on the
Senate General Affairs and Housing Committee,

which will hold a State House heanng on the issue
Thursday at 6 p m.

T ) 2/1572000
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"This 18 not a general fund obligation,” Backus said.
“It's strictly related to the marketplace, to the
workplace ... so it belongs in that area of taxes that is
related 1o employexs, as do the traditional benefits
like workers' compensanon, and waditonal
unemployment insurance.”

More news
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State Family-Leave Income Initiatives:
Making Family Leave Mqre Affordable

Around the country, activists for women, children, seniors, and
working families are organizing to make family leave more
affordable through family leave income. Efforts have been
undertaken in at least eleven states to provide family leave benefits.
For example, many states are considering expanding

periods of unpaid faxmly and medical leave.

o Most Americans < fully 82% of women and 75% of men -~
‘support such "family leave insurance” proposals. (National
Partnership for Women & Families, Family Maiters: A

National Survey az Women and Men (1998)).

Currently, the federal Farmly and Medxcal Leave Act (FMLA)
guarantees covered employees 12 weeks of unpaid leave each year
to care for a newborn or newly adopted child or seriously il family
member (family leave), or to recover from their own serious health
condition (medical leave). The FMLA was an essential step toward
recognizing Americans' work and famlly responsibilities, However,
because FMLA leave is unpsud many employees cannot afford to
take time off at the very nme their families need them most.

«» The bipartisan Family Leave Commxssxon found that nearly
two-thirds of employees who needed but did not take family
or medical leave cited lost wages as the reason. (Commission

on Leave, 4 Workable Balance: Report 1o Congress on
Family and Medical Leave Policies (1996)).

Existing public and private responses are limited. For 1 mstance five

~ states (as well as Puerto Rico) require employers to offer temporary

disability insurance (TDI), which provides partial wage
replacement to employees who are temporarily disabled for
non-work-related reasons, and many employers voluntarily offer
TDI as an employee benefit. While TDI covers disabilities arising
from pregnancy or childbirth, TDI currently offers no benefits for
employees who take leave beyond the period of maternal disability,
or take leave for paternity, for adoption, or to care for seriously ill
family members. And while the five states with TDI systems
employ 22% of working Americans, employees in the other states
have no such coverage guarantees.

To make family leave more affordable for more Americans, state
legislators, activists, and researchers are mobilizing behind a range
of innovative proposals Here isa samphng of current state efforts:

P.11/18
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California Connecticut Indiana lowa Maryland Massachusetts

Minnesota New Hampshire New Jersey New York Vermon! Washington

: Cahforma :

A dynarmc coalition of advocates for women, children, and labor
advanced a family leave agenda for the 1999 leglslauve session. In

11999, California enacted a law requiring a study of the cost of

cxtcndmg the state's TDI program to cover family leave, and
increasing the weekly TDI benefit cap from $336 to $490 Alsoin
1999, California passed a law requiring employers who offer paid
sick leave to let employees use some of their sick leave to care for a
sick child, parent, or spouse.

Contact:

Lisa Ecks
California Labor Federanon
(916) 444-3676

Netsy Firestein
Labor Project for Werking Faxmhes
(510) 643-6814

Aimee Durfee and Emily Katz Kishawi
Equal Rights Advocates
(415) 621-0672

Patricia Shiu
Employment Law Center
(415) 864-8848

Conunecticut

In November 1999, the co-chairs of the Counnecticut General
Assembly's Labor Commmee Representative Christopher .
Donovan and Senator Edith Pratgue, convened a task force to
investigate the problem of unpaid leave and to make ~

* recommendations about family leave i income legislation 1o be

introduced in the 2000 legislative session.
Contact:

State Representative Christopher Donovan
(860) 240-0540 :

Leslie Brett

Connecticut Permanent Commission on the Smtus of Women
(860) 240-8300 ; ; .

Indiana

In January, 2000, Indiana House legislators introduced and passed a
bill that would provide up to 12 weeks of unemployment insurance
benefits 1o parents who take leave to care for a newborn or newly
adopted child. The Senate now must consider the legislation and

i
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has referred it to the Commitiee on Pensions and Labor.
Contact:

State Senator Anita Bowser
(317) 232-9400

Towa
A bill introduced during the 1998 legislative session would have

established a fund for providing benefits to employees on family
leave. It would also have created a work and family task force to

- examine the impact of this family leave insurance program.

Contact:

~ State Senatof Michael Gronstal

(515) 281-3901 -
Maryland

A bill was introduced in February 2000 to provide up to 12 weeks
of uneniployment insurance benefits to parents who take leave to
care for a newborn or newly adopted child. During the 1999 A
session, Maryland passed a law requiring employers that grant paid
leave 1o workers following the birth of a child to grant the same
leave to employees who adopt a child.

Contact: SRR

Denise Davis
Maryland Women's Law Center
(410) 321-8761 :

Debra Gardner
Public Justice Center
(410) 625-9409

Massachusetts |
Spearheaded by the Women's Statewide Legislative Network, a

diverse and active Family Leave Coalition is rallying support for a
bill 10 extend unemployment benefits to employees taking family

~ and medical leave. The estimated cost of providing unemployment

benefits for family and medical leave is less than $1.25 per week

‘per employee. Also pending is a bill aiming to create a "family and

employment security trust fund." In April 1999, the state
legislature's Joint Committee on Commerce and Labor (chaired by
Senator Stephen Lynch, sponsor of the unemployment insurance
bill) held a hearing on two bills, A broad array of researchers,
legislators, advocates, and leave-takers testified in support of the
bills, and the hearing was widely and favorably reported by media
across the state. The bills are currently pending in the Joint
Committee on Commerce and Labor.' Further, Massachusetts
recently unveiled a $13 million plan to make the state a more
"family friendly" employer, including a proposal to allow state
workers to use.up.to 12 weeks of accumulated sick leave for

F-701
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maternity or adoptive leave without a doctor's note.
Contact:

Monica Halas
Greater Boston Legal Services
(617) 371-1270, ext. 621

Linda Johnson
Women's Statewide Legislative thwmk
(617) 426-1878

Minnesota

Since July 1998, a state-funded, at-home infant child care program
has allowed working parents who fulfill income eligibility
requirements to receive subsidies for caring for infants under the
age of one. :

Contact:

-Cherie Kotilineck

Department of Children, Family and Lemmng
(651) 582-8562

New Hampshire

The New Hampshire House of Representanves is currently
con51dcr1ng a bill to establish a committee to study a broad range of
options for providing benefits to New Hampshire employees who
take family and medical leave,

Contact:

Representative Mary Stuart Gile
(603) 224-2278

Jonathan Baird |
New Hampshire Legal Assistance
(603) 542-8795

‘New Jersey

The New Jersey legislature will consider at least two famﬂy leave

“income initiatives this session. Bill A3027, introduced this

February, would extend unemployment insurance benefits to
employees who take leave to care for a newborn or newly adopted
child and TDI benefits to employees who take leave to care for an
ill parent, child, or spouse. Another bill introduced this legislative
session — A1577 — would also extend benefits for leave taken to
care for newborn or newly adopted children or ill parents, children
or spouses, but would do so solely through the statewide TDI
system.

Contact:

Laurel Brennan

F=701
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New Jerséy AFL-CIO
(609) 989-8730

Meryl Frank
New Jersey Coalition for Family & Medical Leave
(732) 247-3561

| New York

A dedlcated group of labor unions-is generating support for family
leave insurance in New York. A bill has been introduced to amend

- New York's TDI law to cover employees taking family leave.

Contacr:

Assemblywoman Catherine Nolan
Attention: Geri Riley
Counsel for Labor Committee

‘New York State Assembly

Office of Program and Counsel
(518) 455-4311

Deborah King
New York Union Child Care Coalition, AFL-CIO

(212) 494-0524

Vermont

A bipartisan bill was introduced in the 2000 legislative session to

. authorize unemployment benefits for employees who take leave to

care for newborn or newly adopted children, and to grant a 4.3%
unemployment tax cut to employers. The estimated cost of
providing income to workers on parental leave is less than 15 cents
per week per employee.

. Conract:

State Senator Jan Backus

(802) 6355-7455

State Senator Cheryl Rivers
(802) 828-2228

State Senate Pres1dent Peter Shumlm
(802) 828-2228 -

Michael Sirotkin and Adam Nccrason
Vermont AFL-CIO

© (802)223-9988

Washington

In February 2000, the Washington State Senate Commitiee on
Labor and Workforce Development passed a bill providing 5 weeks
of unemployment benefits for employees taking leave to care for
newborn or newly adopted children. Similar legislation is also

" pending in the Washington House of Representatives. Washington

F-701
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law already allows employees to use accrued sick leave to care for
sick children.

i

Contact:

John Burbank '
Economic Opportunity Institute
(206) 633-6580

Jeff Johnson
Research Director, Washington State Labor Councﬂ AFL- CIO
(360) 943-0608

State Senator Lisa Brown
(360) 786-7604

State Representative Mary Lou Dickerson
(360) 786-7860 .

Search
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To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP@EOP, Eric P. Liu/OPDIEOP@EOP '

ce: Anna Richter/OPD/EOP@EOP, Ruby Shamir/OPD/EOP@EOP, Karin Kullman/OPD/EOP@EOP Lowell A,
Weiss/WHO/EOP@EOP

Subject: Radio Address

Bruce an(d Eric -

We are moving ahead with the radio address on FMLA/paid leave. | wanted to update you and raise a
few issues with you before proceeding. :

Right now, we are focusing on three issues: - a .
(1) FMLA legacy -- served approximately 20 million families, etc.

(2) Pushing for Expanded FMLA through the legislative agenda -- Support legislation that expands to
businesses with 25 employers or more and allows for 24 hours leave for school-related purposes (e.g.
parent-teacher conference) or non-emergeny medical issues (such as a child's doctors appointment).

(3) Laying the ground work for the future by exploring paid leave -- Re-ititerate the BAA-UI regulation:
(comments are in and DOL hopes to have final reg done by end of April) and the $20 million for
competitive grants to states to explore ways to provide for paid leave. [The two issues we have with
promoting the Ul reg in this context is that the critics have accused us of using Ul to make FMLA paid
leave. DOL has tried to de-couple the FMLA and the proposed BAA-UI reg and is a bit concerned about
linking them. They are also concerned that the proponents of this reg would like to open.it up beyond new
parents to Family and Medical leave more generally -- Kennedy wrote a letter to Secty Herman on this
point. In this announcement we are talking about Ul in relation to new parents and then in our next breath
talking about allowing States to more generally expiore FMLA. | think that if we frame it in terms of
exploring a number of creative options to provide for paid leave that it will be fine, but it could leave us
open to some criticism from our friends who want us to do more. |

. There are several other F MLA issues that we have not commented on previously:

(1) The Dodd/Kennedy FIRST (Family Income to Respond to Significant Transitions) bill: Dodd sent a
letter to Podesta during our budget considerations to ask for the inclusion of $400 million in our FY 2001
to support this bill. The bill would authorize up to $400 million to provide demonstration projects in States
-to provide for paid leave through Ul or TDI, or other mechanisms. Our $20 million, as you know, would
only aliow for approx imately 15 competitive grants to States to explore options for developing pald jeave
initiatives.

| do not recommend that we support this bill. Instead, i think we point to the fact that we are allowing

~ States to explore paid leave in the case of new parents through Ul and, more generally, through grants to
States to look more in-depth at this issue through the $20 million. | do think, however, that in q&as we

should signal general kudos to the Senators for putting this on the table and should also signal the

support Dodd and Kennedy have demonstrated for our BAA-UI reg.




{2) Representative Maloney's extended family leave bill to expand F MLA to domestic partners,
parent-in-laws, aduit children, siblings, or grandparents. Internaily, we have discussed a desire to signal
support for this type of expansion, but Nicole and | did recognize that we wanted to continue to push for
the top legislative priorities of 25 employers and 24 hours before muddying the waters with this bill. |
would recommend, however, that at a later date we both rollout an EQ to open up FMLA for the Federal
government to domestic partners and others and to possibly endorse this bill. Do'you agree that we
should wait on the announcement of an intended EO and that at that time we might be able to 31gna| a
support for Maloney? :

-

Lowell Weiss is wrmng the speech and will share a draft wnth us tomorrow and we'll have press paper for
your review by Noon. -

Thanks.

-Ann




Paid Parental/Family Leave Initiatives

The objective of the options discussed below is to take the next step in addressing the problem
workers are facing with balancing work and the need for family and medical leave. Option 1
provides for demonstration grants to implement paid parental-leave programs in some States or -
sub-States as appropriate. Options 2 and 3 develop an information base that will help States
make decisions on policies to reduce the financial bamers that preclude workers from taking
needed family leave.

-

Option 1: Demonstration Grants. Provide $200 rriillion for a new competitive Federal grant
program for increasing the availability of paid parental leave. Grant money would be avallable
to a limited number of States or appropriate sub-State entities to be used for:

Subsidizing benefits in a demonstration or pilotprogram to provide paid leave to care for
newly born infants and adopted c_hildren.

Subsidizing admmlstratlve and startup costs for: promlsmg models of State-paid parental
leave.

Funding research that assesses the impact of existing and new paid leave activities.

The parental leave demonstrations would be targeted to low-income parents, but only one parent
in a family would be eligible for benefits for the same child.

Option 2: State Planning Grants. Provide $20 million to fund competitive planning grants for .
States and other interested parties that want to explore options to address the problem workers
have with balancing work with family and their own health-related needs.

This option would help interested States identify in more detail the workers that need financial
assistance to take advantage of parental/family leave and to develop options to aid these workers.
This would increase the visibility of the paid-leave discussion nationally, while developing
concrete data on the costs and benefits of strategies to make leave more accessible and
affordable.

Option 3: Research. Provide $2 million to fund additional research on recent experiences with
family leave.

i

This option would augment the $2 million provided to the Department of Labor for research in
FY 2000. Specifically, DOL is conducting a follow-up effort to evaluate the impact of Family

and Medical Leave Act and explore options to make leave accessible and affordable to more of
America’s working families. '




Federal Support for State Paid Parental Leave Initiatives
Backgrbund:

The Family Medical Leave Act (FMLA) signaled our nation’s recognition that American
workers face enormous obstacles in their struggle to balance work and family, and that the
federal government can, and should, play a role in helpmg to achieve that balance. The FMLA
enables millions of working Americans to care for a child after birth or adoption, by providing
up to 12 weeks a year of unpaid, job-protected leave. But many of those workers are unable to
take the full amount of time they need and are entitled to, because they simply cannot afford to
go that long without a paycheck. Other workers who are not protected by FMLA but have access
to unpaid leave can face the same dilemma.

Several state governments are exploring strategies to provide wage replacement for parents who
have access to and want to take leave to care for a newborn or newly adopted infant but cannot
afford to do so. The Department of Labor, at the direction of the President, has provided an
opportunity for State agencies that administer the Unemployment Compensation (UC) program
to pay, under a voluntary experimental program, UC to parents who take time off from
employment after the birth or placement for adoption of a child. The Administration could
further assist states in this effort, and encourage states to consider other paid leave initiatives,
through a federally funded grant program. The funds could be used by states to underwrite the
administrative and implementation (benefit) costs of starting up a state-funded benefit program;
and to evaluate the success of state or local initiatives. Supporting these initiatives would not
only benefit the working citizens of the individual states, but would also allow us to explore,
through the “laboratory of the states,” which approaches to paid parental leave work best and
possible promising models for a nation-wide paid leave plan.

States could be invited to submit proposals, and grants could be awarded competitively, with the
size and number of awards dependent upon the amount of funding available. . In addition to new
funds for the grants, -we would need to have legislative authority for the grant program. It is
possible that legislative authority for current DOL programs could be used although new
legislation would likely be necessary to-authorize a more flexible and complete grant program.
The following proposal is similar to legislation introduced by Dodd/Woolsey this summer that
would establish a demonstration program to support states and political subdivisions provide
partial or full wage replacement to new parents and workers on other forms of FMLA leave.
This legislation would also provide experience on what the most effective mechanism is for
providing wage replacement assistance.

I1. Proposal
Provide $50 million to $250 million for a new competitive federal grant program for increasing
availability of paid parental leave. Grant monies would be available to states and appropriate

sub-state entities to be used for some combination of th¢ following:

1) Subsidizing benefits in a demonstration, or pilot program to provide paid leave to care for
newly born infants and adopted children.
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2) Subsidizing administrative and startup costs for promising models of state paid parental
leave.
3) Fundmg research that assesses the impact of existing and new paid leave act1v1t1es

Details of proposal

1) Subsidize benefits in a pilot or demonstration project:

The cost of a benefit subsidy (modeled after $200 a week federally paid leave proposal) is based
on a $200 benefit a week per person; benefit cost varies from $9m-$38m per state, assuming’
between 4 and 12 weeks of paid leave to women with infants. Benefit costs could be reduced if
assume a subsidy of less than $200 a week. The costs would, of course, increase up to two-fold
if new fathers were covered.

2) Funding administrative and startup costs:

Administrative costs for the start-up of new state (or local level) program ranges from $250,000
to $2,500,000 per state (estimate based upon using Ul system for delivery) - assuming first year
operating costs of approximately $3m to-$4m per state. A decision would need to made if it
would be limited to a TDI-type state program or if it could be used for states wishing to use Ul
(after DOL’s regulation is finalized).

3) Research and evaluation grants:
Cost per review—type paper estimated at $50,000. ,
Minimum funding for a single state commission including administration, travel and -

survey/review, assuming meets 6 times in one year is: travel $50,000.

Options for funding levels

o At $50m, the grants would probably be restricted to administrative grants and research;
perhaps 10 state-wide administrative grants and the rest in research.

e At $100m, 3 or 4 grants for sub-state benefit subsidies or small states subsidies could be
added to account for the additional $50m. :

e At $200m, there would likely be no increase in administrative grants (not many more states
than original 10 would be interested in administrative grants); with the additional $100m,
benefit subsidies could be made avallable to2or3 large states in.addition to the 3 to 4
smaller benefit grants.

e At $250m, another large state benefit grant could be added, for a total of 3-4 large state
benefit grants ($150m), 3-4 smaller state (or sub-state) benefit grants ($§50m), 10
administrative grants ($35m), and about $15m in research.

Preliminary Grant Elements




- Careful and targeted design of the grant program would be crucial, and should include the

. following factors: |

¢ Specific policy goals to be served in addition to 1ncreas1ng workers' ablllty to take new parent
leave, if any; .

¢ Multi-activity proposals would be considered (i.e. combmmg benefit subsidy and/or
administrative costs and/or research);

¢ Benefit subsidy/administrative costs proposals must include outcome measurement/ -
evaluation, perhaps with third party participation (such as universities) to assist in evaluation

activities; .

Defined duration of pllot

¢ Demonstrate sustainability of program -- likelihood of continuation without federal funding
after demonstration/pilot period, if successful;

¢ Benefit re01p1ent eligibility tied to need/income’ level (this would not apply to any UC based

" proposals);

¢ Benefit receipt eligibility includes workforce attachment requlrement

*

In addition, the following questions needed to be answered or criteria need to be developed while
designing the grant program: : - .

¢ How to limit the number of pilot benefit proposals; M

¢ What are the specific criteria for selecting proposals, including:

- size of population to be served,

- issues to be addressed in research proposal;

- areas for evaluation, ¢.g., at what benefit level/benefit duration are workers with various

© incomes more likely to take leave;

- what impact does paid leave have on new parents' return to the workforce

- what impact does paid leave have on employer incentives to prov1de paid leave or
unpaid leave (if not FMLA-covered); - )

- length or amount of benefit;

- ratio of federal subsidy to state dollars, and whether it could vary by proposal

III. Factors to be considered

Pros:

»  Minimizes federal dollars (compared to funding pald leave) by leveraging state funds,
= May encourage states to take advantage of new Ul option;

* Announcement could be coordinated with Dodd/Woolsey plans;

»

Expansion of programs such as TDI may have broader benefits than just parental leave (may

also be con if it dilutes message too much);

» Experience could help with development/passage of federal legislation or lead to more states
and private employers providing paid Ieave ~




Provides some real benefits to real people in‘need;.
Research and experimental program would be helpful in laying groundwork for widespread
provision of paid leave.

Cons:

Unclear if proposal is sufﬁcient to get interest of states' and third parties (N GA, AFL- CIO)

. particularly given large cost of funding benefits and lukewarm reception to the DOL -

proposed rule;

Difficulty in securing needed authorizing legislation;

Delivery systems and benefits would vary across states;

Possible conﬂicting signals with welfare to work (e.g., do we want low-income parents at
home with kids or in workplace‘7),

Benefit subsidy-(vs. just using federal funds to cover admmlstratlon) may not be appropriate
for a one-time intervention -- would states be willing to pay for funding program (i.e. beneﬁt)
costs in the out years?

Programs to provide government subsidized leave could create negative incentives for !
employers who currently, or might otherwise, provide paid leave for their employees.




