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, ",-"'« """"'~ \~ 
unclE:!' no ClfCLm'lSUlUCcS wu..ud Perot get into t.~ nIce,) fLril:bPa1..ty 0/ One mOfC:, clec;tiOIlll\w~ in a number of:statc:i.likc Omo 1Uld TC:A 

· would prevent McCain from accepting cross-cndor.so:o.b.rs 1A 
im, Jes$e VlUlturn .and his fu/lowem gone, Pat Bllclm:n.:an nO":" ill any Case. why would Met,aio. scioQ ofa~s, W.;L.')( 1.h.!: bOl 
has an absolute Joe,ok on me Reform P!U1Y nom.irlatiOn-bu[ ioatiim ofanero:pfy shell of-a patt'J freshly p,;oplcd by Buch.k... 
the party 11:3.S B~el) My =tioAAl <lI'Pc.Qj it mightj\.!w~ h.ad (0 io.- 1!t:1l wben. he ~ the finr! important R2publitllTI to dcnoUDd rJ 

Wdependents destroyed jn the process, Buc~'U.l. 's W)strugi!i, browruhined views 'in P:at'~ ltUc:s~ book? ' ' '\ 
furthlnies-s[)'leAO);enca First politics. varnished with mod- E.xit polls in New Han:.pl'.hiro and polli in ot-I)C! $l2t,;!;5 £310 

em-day 1'3cis{ OIIt::rtoueS, a:e.d the very public feuding betwf:l:n thi:: that blue-collar, Buchanan. vorers are Sutgtng tcwMd Meeh'l 
ft,o,.,s Pc;-ot/Buch.:lll!m nllisnce nnd,~~e"" c::mlp, were eroding; thc Although a saies oflawsuit~ and FEe cowplJlims by rurr:p Re 
ren-e,...,.d int~st in .Rdo:rl'tl. i:n the wako ofVUIltllI'a's '9!S el!:ctioQ. fonners ~~d:.iIlg contrOl ofthe P:u-t)' ooffers ~d records ,<,(mIa, 
"Our irwolvcmellC wlth tht: n;:\li~na.l p~ WlB bl.U1iJtS us at t.b.e , doubt easily be rcpulstd by Pa.t's IBwyers-the courts and 1111 
10l:W h:'''VI:V' :s~ c:hiefVt:nrura l'traU!giS't Dello Barclay. CO:Qtrsry FEC have ti;3d.ition:"lly bc;en l'clLl.Ctnflt to inU;fi'qe III inU".3.J)~~ 
to pl'esS s~ui.atiOn, B&elay makC:Slt plam tbat Vtnrura will not squabbles-they only underscore "Ille tkgr:Ub.tio.o of the P:l.rl~'$ 
cry to c.rea~ a new tlB.tional partY. ln~te!ld CL:>nCentr.iting ,on Mio- ,hnagc. Buchanan"s fantaSy of1.1las"es ofunlOI' rr.embers, f:.CC:l1oin" 
fl.C>.OL:I politics 35 the 2002 gubemitori3.l clectloo loom:;, ic natio.oalisrs, right-wins, Cailiollcs and anti-choic= CQ3.k:~~g 

Venl:lUa-who w:1Sncvcr ~"OiDg to run bltnselfIhiS year--;.Il.act with the inde:pendeTlt-rninrled lumpcfI middlo cLu.Ss.c~ dc.fmttivcly 
no c:andidatt:: (0 oppose Buchanan. He eOurti!d a n::ll.luant !.Dwell dj~d inJ:l./9.$hvillc, l'rla.rSi~liz-cd by Reform':; impJDSio[)--whldh 
Weic:kc:r. who's now campJ.ie;uing (or -, ,1ohn McCain. The puw.- a1aa mcnn:; the em! of lUl)' meaci.nsfwl independent cenui..51 p~f 
live cand.ida.cy of playboy C3sino king DOll!lld Ttump (and his for tho fOIt!seeable filrut~d by roil own i:lerwticus rhctori'c 
chcd:,bo.ok) wu iilways jll~t smoke 3lld mi.rro~thouSh the (like his reCall defense ofAustria's Nazi-loving JOrf; Haid"=r), 
brillls.."lt PR e:unp:lign or;.ocstrnted fQrTbc Donald by sulfurous 6uc.b.an:tn won't btea.i:: out ofthe low si.IJgh: digits i~ No'Vcmbci, 
GOP CODsult:l:ll.t Ro"'cc Sl:O.nc bumbQozl~ the gullible and copy- And that's good news for the GOP.. . DoUG lP..EL.;.Nd 
hungcy mcdi~ into ~ivin~ the priapi!! oevelopc( a pUbIlcity bc>-. ' _ ' \ ' 
nal'll;8 he could n~ver have purcllased~th the chUltlp ehaoge Doug Jnillo/ld wrilr:J·fre.t;u.~~tfy 011 pO}ilir:sfor 1'11, Natiun. ' \ 

he =;:::d~~:~~:~o':;J;;;~:~aft" the rnu,~u, '::Ili~rufJJ1EJJJj1~J ...J:
~::;~:~c~~~co:e:!t~:~:~5~a~i~~:~~r~:~dL &1 ;;1-\ 

me VcotuJ<I-ba.cked parr,y ch;rirx:n.ao" Jack G~cgi:~tcd~ , , , ~' 
into a brawl to wbich local police were calle, .1_ Under tbl! diroction 711t: ':1I:;;G"rui if) a series oJntNI JaclJ.$ nOt lif;.dy fa be heard iF- eh:c" !\ 
of PeTal's looEtime political commissar, RullS Vcmc:r-"'Ru::ls lion 2000 ow ripe jar public debate and action. :-Th.: Editors 
Vermin," J~!lSe c:l.Jl~d hiro-tht; roC1:t.ing IStC5'Jllrollcrcd all op- ' . ' 
f>ositic.o. Ul'I.:l'b!:lting !>'t)tc deleg.wons opposed 10 Euchanan, Perot f PO?U,cs ,got real, preSidential candidates from bOtJ:', major 
a.."1d YCI"fl0y :md seAting f<\yornblc ones, ,\mid shouts or-'Gi!stapo parties mrght .agree th:l.t mot1.C1S lUlU famc!::! llC-::d p..'!ld l:;:ayc 

InO Ii !;s:' di:SSC1l1C'N wen;: dregged kicking and Sl:n::aming from the from their jub:; &0 they can care properly fat tbeir newbDrn 
mit:rophones to. front of the TV ,cameras. . cb.ildr~1l. The ~ems couJd sun: over what'!: !..Ill!: best way 

Some disgrunlled Refonne:I'&.---including Ttuttlp'::l 110W­ to deliver pai.d leaVe. NurturitlS;.!!I biby...;......l~~b:rc; how to =xcI
lils.kleS!l spi!l!l!!rs--huve been tl)'inc to float a '::;Ct;;n!!.rio by which for him or her. ht.:.COllllng i.D.timately attached to tll.i,,'; new hl.l.l:!'laU 
Petot, h~vin£ merGly uslld Buchanan to get rid orven~ \lIOu(d 'being--is one of life'!S most C)(31tmg e;>o;pcricD.t;CS f9r meD urui 
stage :m cndox$emcnl of McCain Ifme ATiumaD wltl..~ the GOP w~num alike. Yet dcsplwAmerica1:0 ~t wc:.elth aud general pros­
nornirultion, This is nothing mote th.:m a "pipe ~,Ev~ ~fore . perity. :million:'; ofpar.cn!.;! l:ll't: dgJrived Oflllls experience. 
Na:;hviHe. G8J"fJUl .conceded tnat ;su~would h~ve more than Th.: commltxnCllt ~ ;';;specially difficult fo! 'those of roodt~l 
!be ooe-third of the dele:gatcS:lt the Augusf Reform nomiU;:l.tlng 
cOllvention net:dec to block .:my sut;h .mOY':;. Eclu Buch:matlites 
M",¢ :.ll"'<!!l.dy t.Ckcn ove!' 'the Reform aITili4tcs in Nov tinmpshi.re, 
M.lSsll.C.husert$. CQtu'lecti=t. Sour.h Dilko~, Wyoming, West Vir­
ginia, Al:l.;ik.:!, Marylanc;t. Ncvada. Ulan and Hawaii 3lld share 
control ofTt::?(J:l:$ \¥llh Perot loyalists; only in V~jni:!, Iowa and 
Wiscousin (J.o P'i:a::bforl.: faI's opponent.\: h!\vo the upper 1:w1d. 

"1 can ncYer imlginc R.oss aOing sucn f\ 1h.ing--never.l" ex­
plMes fbe p..<\.r'C}'·s 'flew cnaircnl"J.l'1. Pllt Chol1te,.a Pefot loy;Ui/ltwho 
was the Tiny Terror'$ veep Ci1ndidale in '96 8l.1d who originally 
bro.te.n:d Ule B~ehanAnJPerot aJli:mcc;, "We didn't build this pany 
10 give it 10 the RepUblicans," (Choate, who is now operating out 
of 13ucna.n.:m's c:l.tnp:\i~l hc;.adquanc':i, <lbe Oarly dechrc:l that 

roc:ms, who ColUIDQ[ atIhrd to pMS up 'Payeb:ecJ..::Q. 'But the failu:.-.: 
i3 nm rhei.rs. 1t is socieJ;}'s, Since: wciery dt:peni:ls cruci:illy CD ' 

f:irniU~s to s~tai.n the couUnuity of its ~a.lues, ~ public solt:r±ion 
is obvious: Pidv:idt: the n.ec~sary finlUldial support, . 

~idem:i.a.1 t::Illd.id:i!W:i cxprcs:s deep ~on to th.e m.Y1ht:lliJ~­
ieal A.nlcrican family yet manage to igDOre tb.is l:traig:huorwal'd 
opportunity to do :soc:u:1iliugfor real-life fam.Wes. But a r.<::for:n 
campaiRn 1$ under way without them.--and h~ already buiJ ( '~ 
prcmUii.nl! beaet\.lleaa.. Its stcatc:;~y Js .aiJ.nt::d at the f:U\tcs, sw.ce 

WashingtCln has become a burial gro=ci for importallt 'itka.::, IIi 
least tlIose social reform;: not on th.:: politicil.l.asen6. ofb~i.n~s, 

The. reformers intend 10 ~I.\:l.de stak.gaveuIIn'ents to add pnid 
1amily Ie.we to the benefits pl'QVid«J by WlvroplQymcru lft.'iut",ru:;c 
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s),sl<!ms, financlld by p:\yroll UlXCS oq cmploycrs'~3tion:L! 
P&:tll:l"'..hip,for WO~ &: fiunilics (www.nadonalpartDc.rshiLl.Otg), 
w~~~gn. for the Flimilyand Medical Leave 
Aet of 1993 (cwling fot' up 1:0 welve weeks of l.U'lpa.id lellY~ for 
tmdi.'1g to neWborns and family illnesses), pointS ta the. act a!l a 
model of bow l>'t.aW9. C:lll prot;<;c:d. Fa\::! etJ:ite3~M.ar>,Il1f.:u:1, MaR· 
sachust:tts, Vermont and Washing[Oli-'-are uloX'lODa.to piUS 
l~sislu1iEadding paiafafuilY lea....e for Ji$nt care 10 thr::lrUIl­
employment l!;Y.stcm.s. OrheI8 Il.t)\ deSi~ngitheir own ~~~h: 
C<tlifrimla. New Yqp; .and New Jen:c:y. or lDJli:mcc:, nwy dt:clde 
that fam.ily-leltVe benefits .\lhciuld I»cll3nru::lcd througb.rempol~U:Y 
ai::abilitj' ill~ea t:lmcr than tUlon1f!loymCllt progta!:rul. F"resi· 

, dcm Clinton has propQsx::d spr:nding $20 million unmdy new 
ways for states to offer paid }I!ave. Based on the unemployment 
modtl, die: paid leave miiht typically replace olle-hlllf to tWO­

thirds of n worl.::er'!: reg\llar wasos. Thll.t V(()uld still g.ra'(l:ly limit 
choices for thos~ with IQwer inco.m.:=s, but il 'lI eo IOl ~ than nm. 

The family leave campaign is following the da"si; 2,l1th of 
S«:iil rcforrn-smrrlPB in prolUESSivr: Sw.tes and buil.dWs sl1pport 
for nation.a \ legislation. It mole nine ye.:m; of loCal =-paignhIE 
bdort; WasmngtoJ'\ adnptetl ut:lpaid f~l)' lea.ve. By !hell, 1J1lic), 

.. or so St;a1t:S aI.:r~ady had their own laws tmd tWmy eomp3Diell 
'routinely Sr.mted lo~ve to ~:mplO)'ces. . . , 

\i/h.!lt mi8,ht it cost the nation7 A lot less 'lban you perh;ips. 
i.m.aginc. TIle Labor Dcpanmcnt estimates only S6B mWjon for· 
me fow St'4h::s! sccldng permission to er:i.mcnt. In California. 
tbt; mos popu ous sta. e vcrwetk eaves for neWborns might 
COst S763 million, N~York $409 rPjllion, N~ Jersey 52.66 mil­
lion, according to estimates by the lllstitute foc WCllllm~ PoJiqy 
Re$e:u-ch (www,iwpr.Ol-g). lftho:;e estimateS are right; ~ mo~t 
prog-r:m'l o;lponwide mighl fali be~al $5 billion and.Sl 0 bil~ 
lion a yea., (By W'd.'j of c.ornparison. Srm>tor lohn McC;u1'l has 

, . . 


co1.Ultcd 111.Orc thim S6 bjlJiDn in annu:1l ~k-l:IrL-rel 

for tho Pemngan iliar it didn't u.sk fox a;''ld cl~r.·[ 


But genuine! l.-efonn may cost mOfO b~ca= a.~t:hcr 

Jem ~ ro be t:onfrolll~-ID':: f~ilu.ro ofthe c;tisilDg 

meril insunmc:e cystem to cov'c;r IDOst \vorke.rS. As 

have. reorg:an~ the Ia.bor m:rrker, genenlring milli 

jobs without any bent:fir.s or; jabsecuriry,.the 

e:llploymem jnSllI's:nc.e hal:: sb.r1.Ulk di';ltIulcic:::t.!ly, In tb'c : 

jobJess benefit~ cove:.(l!d :tn IlVl!T:l'.go of 49 pC1'I:c:nt oft 


· tmpJoycd;tbal figure, \vb}.c.h rose to a peak of75 pel:ciot 

· s~e.nti..es, is IlOW 3$ percent. A Tc;w s'O.HiY iOill.\dthat =1:" ~ 


· cent ofu:nempJoyed worneT! ret:.;ive bellef:iL~;only 8.5 pe!rc 
, . . . \

pl1:rt'-tunc work:cfS. only 1g percent Of !QU'-Q,'Sge wOfl',as. 


'ifpaid leav~ wev: added to the prest:nt u:ne::mployrn:::nt co1yt 

those who ll'10St neiU1 this' help wo~ld lIot gct j;;, . ~.:.:J: 


!:be time is ri~ for n:fon:n:ing botli, acccrdil1£ 1.0 the N':J..:: 
·EmplO)'llll.lnt Law Projcr:r (,YWW..Dclp.or&). Stsio msu.ranc.c\fi 

.aupportcd by !:.hlploye:jta."(e~, have ~come f]ush with surpl 

during the'laSt. few years of falling' unemploymi!nt. In f;l.f 

S'WfIS, bUltill.esse,q hAve received th:; equivalent of rol'jo f 1:3)'. 


, . . ,
£IS illelt uneroplnyroerLt 11lSl.lranr:e rates wert: :reduced. all.(\lo. 
$tll1es ate pla~uiDg the sari1\;, So the labor-ll>"-' r~fO=fl~ 
making common cause with the family-leave reforolm. \ 

Their su-at.I:gy is !l!'l:Ul)"tly g1OwlIu:d 1:.0 US social rcfornl : 
should sur:c~l:d io ~. But The appro!lch also Qises t:rrrubJ: 
quesdons about CUI" soci:lJ valu-.;;s tl.lld tht; barrJ2ro to gr.:.oUiuh. .. , 
form. Why ta.ke lIJl il'l.cti::~tal rotlte to ..lich S =.!nll goal? Ev 
if this 'IlI:;",V cllmpcign achieves victory, it v-in still be far shoh 
wh:i.t ~yf~t:s need. At 1ill;u point, additiCtncl imp:O\·=6­
eQuld bc.c<:>mc ;<<In:urous1y difficult to ;;.c.comp.l.0!,;3lld Tho bcw:f; 
might be trapped at inadeqWlte levels fOf less "mUCII! faxnilk 
This outcQtne is also th~ histoty ofAmerican $acia! reform. \ 

An alt=~tive appro3£.h would seck !>,ooiery's UWl:rnoiSu,ol! 
coromitincnt to the central importance ofcblJdrt:::tting, ~S~!; 
assumes ll. SU':!l.igbtforward ObligntiOD to equality fOT fumili<:ii \'\·j,U. 

Ic:ss income. a.nd it ;rt:eogni::£es tht!.esse.!:lrisll'Ilh: ofJailic[s, I'!h 
,aoling tbc.ro. to sl:i.arC mote :fu II)' :in p1ltenthooL!'s j oys and burocnls 
It also adkncwledges ~tAm~e" ClUl =sily -atlord 1.0 0.0 wd! 
the io.dustrial nation.:; ofEurope lll'Ive long m:m.agctl . \ 
. In G«TIULnV , for instance:, borh parenTS l3.('e /!lltitled.tD oaid J,;,ave

~.. . . .\ 
with 100 pcrt:cntWllgc ~placel1\.Cnt for tile first fuun...~ weeks\ 
thC(l:L!oarly twO years ofjob leaveSl1.'U:iili gt:netous hc.ncfilS SCJilcd 
to th.: family'S income. In Fr;mc~, it's 100 ptl'Ctut for sL,:(leed 
wcel<s. extending up to tht-ee years a.t il fu.t Tllto. In S'¥ede.n, the 
[mtt yt':::Il' pro'Vj~s support c:qUtlI to 80 pcr=nt ofprior earningf-. 
Even Brilain pI'ovidas 90 p=c;nt for !be f"J.l'$T six W!!e.Icll, fo\Jo-""",;:d 

by twdv<:o weeks of substantial aid. Europel>n p;0ve..r1u:ncnts are 
debllb1lg c;utbl\Cks in wellarc P(oE,!J:3ms, but I10?orly is t.hrc.!:dC'cio~ 
to dirolnish these family ri~hts. (in fact, p:!['l;)n\.alle~ve b=c[i(! 

~yc: b~en expanded in the Ellrop~!in Union to includc father:;) 
The.evidt:nco from thes~ pubHc-tp.mdiilg ~bllt;:l(iom is in· 

estapable; .EuropeJ:llS p~t! ~ higher vnlue 011 childJ:t:Jll:ll:ld famil} 
life than do Amwcuns. Ifpolities !:,"at 1't:1:Il in this COUllU)'. then 
migllt be II robust debate akut why this is so. WlLUAM CiP..E1DB 

-- ._--.__. 
mlliam On:jd':~'iS:The Nations mmarltl} IJ!fIJ,'rs correspondent. 

:. 
1.,, ­

, .' 

http:lltitled.tD
http:YWW..Dclp.or
http:IlVl!T:l'.go
http:vorke.rS
http:f~ilu.ro
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Paid family leave bill goes to 
Regional news 
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public hearing 

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

MONTPELIER, Vermont (AP) Cecile Johnstqn of Cabot held 
down two part-time jobs until the birth of her second daughter 
in November. Now she"'has one part-time paycheck, which. 
she said, when combined with that of her full~time working 
husband, barely allows the couple to eke out a living. 

"What I'm making now can hardly caver our expenses," 
Johnston said. "The majority of famllies today cannot survive 
on one income alone. Raising a family shouldn't be a luxury." 

Johnston was among those testifying before the Senate' 
General Affairs Committee Thursday night in support of a bill 
to establish a pilot program that would pay new parents when 
they take time off from wock for family leave. 

The three-year program would tap the sizable unemployment 
insurance trust fund, or possibly the state's general fundi ,to 
provide weekly payments up to $287 for a maximum of 12 
weeks to new parents. 

The bill also proposes dropping unemployment tax rates for 
employers by 0.1 percentage,points, or about $2 million. 

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 who pay about 
$44 million annually in payroll taxes who would ,bear the risk 
of the new prograrn. 

This "will hurt the unemployed by jeopardizing the soivency of 
tMe unemployment trust fund," Mike Lannon, human 
resources director at Rutland Plywood 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 $0 much giving new 
parents money to raise their Children, as finding ways to slow 
the increaSing cost of child care. 

00 enhoff. of the Washin9~on, D,C;.:bas9d National 
Partners i or omen • argued the 
unemp oyment insurance system was a relic of a bygone era, 
one in which m'ost households had one, usually male, ' 
t." .. ,f ".', So ••t •••••••" ••• ,'I •••1,' •• 

I 

COOle home to 

YOURTO'WN 


, 01'2 
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breaowlnner ana women pnma(lly' were non-WOrKIng 
mothers. 

The workforce has changed, she said, with more women, 
and mothers, working, and more families requiring two 
incomes just to get by. 

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

Committee Chairwoman Susan Bartlett, D~Lamoille. said 
other states were considering similar measures to provide 
paid family leave, She emphasiz.ed that any measure passed 
in Vermont would have a "mathematical trigger" that would 
reduce paid leave benefits should the economy Sink into 
recession or otherwise slow down. 

Currently, the strong economy anel robust tax revenues have 
swollen the state's unemployment trust fund to more than 
$270 million, according to th'e state Department of 
Employment and Training. The proposed plan would cost 
between $2 million and $9 million annually to ~dminister. 

Two of the comrnittee members, Sens. Jan Backus, 
D-Chittenelen, and Ben Ptashnik, D-Windso~, are among the 

. sponsors of the measure. At least one! senatCir on the 
committee Weelnesday. night voiced keen support for the birl. 

"This bill is a wonderfUl preventative thing th9t helps families 
we/come their children into the world with a great start," said 
Sen, Janet Munt, P·Chittenden. . 

The unemployment insurance fund is a type of rainy-day 
reserve, funded by a taxon employerS to ensure that benefit 
payments will be available for the unemployed even during an 
economic downturn. . 
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Bill proposes paid parental leave 
February 15 2000 

' 

By FREDERICK BEVER Vennoht Press Bureau 

MONTPELIER - Should parents be paid to 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 - ifit gets 
past the business interests that have lined up in 
opposition. 

The bill would tap an employer-financed fund that 
now pays weekly benefits that average $191 to 
workers who have lost theil' jobs and want new ones. 
In today's robusT economy. thestate.'s 
Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund has grown to 
$275 million. making it one ofthe strongeSt in the 
nation and a revenue source some policy-makers 
find tempting. 

A recent change in federal law pushed by the 
Clinton administration allows experimental use of 
the trust fund for parental leave programs, Some 
Senate Democrats want to siphon off between $2 
million and $2.5 mil1ion a year for a three-year 
program that would finance up to 12 weeks of paid 
leave for men and women with children under a year 
old or newly adopted children. : 

Supporters say the bill would give 10o/~ and 
moderate-income workers whose 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. . 

VFRuliug 

Vermont 
Poll crI! 
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Working from 1998 figu!es, the state Deparrn1ent of 
Employment and Training estimates that roughly , 
2,300 new Vermont parents - mothers and fathers· 
would take advantage of leave financed by the trust 
fund in the program's first year. Parents would take 
an average. of six weeks off, according to the . . 
legislative Joint Fiscal Office. 

According to the fiscal office, th~ trust fund's 
condition isumore than adequate" to n'leet 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 ofthis.proposal would 
adversely affect the solvency ofVenn ant's. . 
(unemployment insurance) trust f'Und/' wrote Mark 
Perrault, a joint fiscal office analyst, in a recent 
memo. 

To sweeten the deal, lawmakers have proposed 
redudng the unemployment insurance tax by 
roughly $2 million a year, from its current overall 
level ofaboUt $44 million in Vennont. The· 
reduction alnounts to abOut $9 per employee per 
year,; roughly equal to the estimated cost of the 
parental leave program. 

Vennont labor unions back the proposal. they say 
societal changes that have brought more women 
away from home and into the workforce necessitate 
a change in unemployment po]icy that recognizes 
the needs of working parents. : 

"Vermonters' - many of them single mothers - arE: 
being forced to choose between a possible fmancial 
crisis an~ their new babies' needs during those most 
critical first twelve weeks of life," said Ron 
Pickering, presidemofthe Vermont chapter of the 
AFL.. CI9 umbrella labor organitation. 

"Each parent has to make a decision about what they 
want to do, and Ihis perhaps will make that decision 
a little bit easier," Pickering said. "It is the right 
thing for Vermont families. 11 

Supponers cite a federal report showing that close to 
60 percent ofmothers with babies under a year old 

. are in the labor force. And when they are offered 
paid family leave. the same report said>, women stay 
at work longer into their pregnancies and returh to 
work sooner. 

The business community, backed by Gov. Howard 
B. Dean, nevertheless opposes the bilL .Groups like 

the Associated Ihdustiies of Vermont and the 

Vermont Chamber of Commerce say the trust fund 
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was created solely to tide over able and willing 
workers while they looked for a new job. They also 
say the fund is entirely financed by taxes on 
business. ' 

"This is the last safety net for V ennonters.' , said . 
Gerard Morris, a lobbyist, for NY. "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 . 
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, and in 
Vermont last year averaged at abo.ut 2.6 percent of 
taxable wages. That was the lowest rate in New 
England. excepting New Hampshire. The fund 
provides the benefit - toughly S8 percenl'ofwages, 
up l:O $275 - for qualifying workers for as long as 26 
weeks. 

Since 1990, according to the joint fiscal office, 1he 
fund's lotal payouts to workers have exceeded its 
income from employers. B.ut interest income on the 
principle has more than covered the gap. 

The bill as drafted would try to take advaritage ofthe 
interest income for a program separate from parental 
Jeave; it would create a Special fund to finance 
workforce training initiatives aimed' at helping 
workers gain skills needed in the modern 
marketplace. That workforce fund would be started 
with interest that the tmemploymentfund currently 
earns, but the principle would remam available for 

. paying unemployment benefits. 

A $1.5 million workforce training i~tiative was 
funded last year from the state's general fund, in a 
last-minute deal between the House and Gov. 
Howard B. Dean that ended a showdown over 
whether Vennont should join the multi-state 
Powerballionery. Dean has ptoposedthe same level 
of funding f'tom a projected surplus in fiscal 200 1. 

Christopher Barbieri, president of the Vennont 
Chamber of Commerce, said that while businesses 
supported both workforce training and parental leave 
benefits, neither should be paid for bYthe 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 oftheir own to help with the 
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transition into the next job. II 

The business community had opposed the 
unemploymen! insurance fund in the first place, back 
in 1935. when it was cresl:ed as a New Deal 
initiative. But businesses have come to value the 
program, Barbieri said, a~ they saw the stability it 
brought to the workforce. 

"It solves a lot of social needs and in some cases 
employers' needs 10 have somebody be away a 

. month or two,'1 he said, referring JO the program's 
protections for seasonal workers who are 
periodically laid off and then rehired. IIBm the 
difference here is between what an unemployed 
breadwinner needs from what someOne volumarily 
taking parental leave nel:!ds. n 

While the' fund may be healthy now. Barbieri added, 
businesses well remember the late 19708 and early 
1980s. when it went broke, The state had to borrow 
from the federal government, and businesses were 
hit with a surcharge to help the fund out of the hole. 
Worst-case scenarios developed by the Department 
of Employment and Training show that in a severe 
economic downturn, the fund could once again fall 
short in 2004. 

That could necessitate tax hikes, reduced benefits, 
state borrowing) or all three. Although the parental 
leave and workforce training initiatives might not 
significantly haSten that scenario, Barbieri said, 
allowing the fund to be used for ho:tl-traditional uses 
would inevitably lead to further expansions that 
would have a significant effect. . 

And he was skeptical of lawmakers' argument that 
the new initiatives would be provisional and could 
be rescinded if the fund proved to be endangered. 
Once a new parental leave be:p.efit was added, he 
said, lawmakers would contin.ue the program even 
after its initial three-year run. 

, 
"If we all agree that parental leave is a legitimate 
public purpose, then it should be a public policy that 
is supported by the public a~ large. whether itls 
through the general fund or a new, broad-based tax 
.or any other way," Barbieri said. . 

1 • 

He was rebutted by Sen. Jan Backus. D-Chittenden, 
who has pushed for years to use the furtd not only 
for paremalleave> but for broader family leave 
benefits and medical leave, Backus sits' on the 
Senate General Affairs and Housing Cdmmittee, ) 
which will hold a State House hearing on the issue 
Thursday at 6 p.m. 

.. 
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"This is nor 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 to employers, as do the traditional benefits 
like workers' compensation. andtraditional 
unemployment insurance." 

More news 
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State Family-Leave In'come Initiatives: 
Making Family,Leave More Affordable 

Around the country, activists for women, children, seniors, and 
working families are organizing to make family leave more 
affordable throughfamily leave income. Efforts have been 
undertaken in at least eleven states to provide family leave benefits. 
For example, many states are considering expanding . 
unemployment or disability insurance to provide some pay during 
periods ofunpaid family and·medical leave . 

• Most Americans "'. fully 82% ofwomen and 75% ofmen _ft 

suppon such "family leaveinSlltance" proposals. (National 
Partnership for Women & Families, Familv..Mal1erj: A , 
National Survey ofWomen and Men (1998». 

Currently, the federal Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) 
guarantees covered employees 12 weeks ofzmpaidleave each year 
to care for a newborn Of newly adopted child or seriously ill fami!y 
member (family leave), or to recover from their own serious health 
condition (medi~alle~ve), The FMLA was an essential step toward 
recogniziIlgAmericans' work and family reSponsibilities. However, 
because FMLA leave is unpaid, many employees cannot afford to 
take time off at the very time their families need them most . 

• The bipartisan'FamUy Leave Commission foUnd that nearly 
two~thirds ofemployees who needed but did not take family 
or medical leave cited lost wages as the reason. (Commission 
on Leave, A Workable Balance: Repnrrro Congress on 
Family and Medical Leave Policies (1996)). 

Existing public and private responses ate limited. For instance, 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 ~yemployers voluntarily· offer 
TDI as an employee benefit. While TDI covers disabilities arising 
from pregnancy ot childbirth, TDI currently offers no benefit~ for 
employees who take leave beyond the period ofmate mal disability, 
or take leave forpatemity, for adOption, or to care for seriously ill 
family members. And while the five states with TOI systems 
employ 22% ofworkirtg Americans, employees in the other states 
have no such coverage guarantees. 

To make family leave more affordabl~ for more Americans, state 
legislators, activists. and researchers are mobilizing behind a range 
of innovative proposals. Here is a sampling of current state effons: 

lof6 2/24f.2000 3: 18 PM 
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California Connecticut ~ Iowa Mar,xland Ma'lsachusens 

Minnesota New Hampsbire New Jersey New York Vennont Washington 

California 
I 

A dynamic coalition ofadvocates for women, children, and labor 
advanced a family leave agenda for the 1999 legislative session. In 

·1999. California enacted a law requiring a study of the cost of 
extending the State's TD! program to cover family leave, and 
increasing the weekly TDI benefit cap from $336 to $490. Also in 
1999, California passed a law requiring employers who offer paid 
sick leave to Jet employees use some of their sick leave to care for a 
sick child. parent, or spouse. 

Contact: 

Lisa Ecks 
California Labor Federation 
(916) 444-3676 

Netsy Firestein. . : 

Labor Project for Working Families 

(510)643-6814 


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

Patricia Shiu 
Emp]oyment Law Center 
(415) 864-8848 

Connecticut 

In November 1999, the co-chairs of the Connecticut General 

Assembly's Labor Committee, Representative. Christopher . 

Donovan and Senator Edith Praigue, convened a task force to 

investigate the, problem of unpaid leave and to make " 


. recommendations about family leave income legislation to be 
introduced in the 2000 legislative session .. 

Contact: 

State Representative Christopher Donovan 
(860) 240~0540 

Leslie Brett 
Connecticut Pennanent Commission on the Status 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 to parents who take leave to cate for a newborn Or newly 
adopted child. The Senate now must consider the legislation and 
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has referred it to the Com:n:iittee on Pensions and Labor. 

Contact: 

State Senator Anita Bowser 
(317) 232-9400 

Iowa 

A bill introduced during the 1998 legislative session would have 

established a fund forptoviding, benefits to employees on fami~y 

leave. It would also have created a work and family task force to 

examine the impactofthls family leave insurance program. 


Contact: 

State Senator Michael Gronstal 

(S15) 281-3901 


Maryland 

A bill was introduced in February 2900 to provide up to 12 weeks 
of unemployment insurance benefits to parents who take leave to 
care for a newborn or newly adopted child. During the 1999 . 
session, Maryland passed a law requiring employers that grant paid 
leave to workers following the birth of a child to grant the same 
leave to employees who adopt a child: 

Contact: 

Denise Davis 

Maryland Women's Law Center 

(410) 321..8761 

Debra Gardner 

Public Justice Center 

(410) 625·9409 

MaSS8'chusetts 

Spearheaded by the Women's Statewide Legislative Network. a 

diverse and active Family Leave Coalition is rallying support for a 

bill to extend unemployment benefit$ 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 ofthe unemployment insurance 

bill) held a hearing on two bills. A broad array o~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 arecutrently pending in the loint 

Committee on Commerce and Labor.:PUrther,Massachusens 

recently unveiled a $13 million plan to make the state a more' 

"family friendly" employer, including a proposal to allow state 

workers to use.upfo 12 weeks of accumulated sick leave for 
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lllatemity 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 Network 
(617) 426-1878 

Minnesota 

Since July 1998, a state-funded: at-home ihfanJ child care program 

has allowed working parents who fulfill income eligibility 

requirements to receive subsidies for caring for infants tUld,er the 

age ofone. 


Contact: 

Cherie Kotilineck 
Department of Children. Family and Learning 
(651) 582-8562 ' 

New Hampshire 

The New Hampshire House ofRepresentatives is currently , 

considering 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 family 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 TD! benefits to employees who take leave to care for an 

ill parent, child. or spoUli,e. Another l,1ill 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 woulddo so solely through the st~tewide TD! 

system. 


Contact: 

Laurel Brennan 

2124/2000 3: 10 PM~ of6 
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New Jersey AFL-CIO 
(609) 989-8730 

~er.YIFrank . 
New Jersey Coalition for Family & Medical Leave 
(732) 247-3561 

New York 

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

· NeW Yotk's TDI law to cover employees taking family leave. 

Contact: 

Assemblywoman Catherine Nolan 
Attention: Geri Riley 
Counsel for Labor Committee 

. New York State ASSembly 
Office ofProgram and CoUilSel 
(SI8) 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, a:nd to grant a 4.3% 
unemployment tax cut to employers. The estimated cost of 
providing income to workers on parental leave is less than 1'5 cents 
per week per employee. 

· COnTacT: 

State Senator Jan Backus 
(802) 655-7455 

State Senator Cheryl Rivers 
(802) 828-2228 

State Senate President Peter Shumlin 
(802) 828-2228 . 

Michael Sirotkin and Adam Necrason 
Vermont AFL-CIO 
(802) 223-9988 

Washington 

In February 2000, the Washmgton State Se~te Committee on 
Labor and Workforce Development passed a. bill providing 5 weeks 
ofunemployment benefits for employees taking leave to care for 
newborn or newly adopted children. Similar legislation.is also 

. pending in the Washington House of Represenfatives. Washington 
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law already allows employees to use accrued sicl, leave to care for 
sick children. 

Contact: 

John Burbank 

Economic OpportUnity Institute 

(206) 633-6580 

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


State Senator Lisa Brown 

(360) 786-7604 


State Representative Mary Lou Dickerson 

(360) 786-7860 ' 

Return To Main Campaign for Family Ledvelnco,me,Page 
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Record Type: Record 
) 

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

cc: Anna Richter/OPD/EOP@EOP, Ruby Shamir/OPD/EOP@EOP, Karin Kuliman/OPD/EOP@EOP, Lowell A. 
WeissIWHO/EOP@EOP 

Subject: Radio Address 

Bruce and Eric ­

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

Right now, we are focusing on three issues: 

(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 iss.ues;(such as a child's doctors appointment). 

(3) Laying the ground work for the future by exploring paicJ.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 UI reg in this context is that the critics have accused us of using UI 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 UI in relatio.n to new parents and then in our ne'xt breath 
talking about allowing States to more generally explore FMLA. I 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 itcould leave us 
open to some criticism from our friends who want us to do more. ] 

\ 

. There are several other FMLA issues that we have f10t commen~ed on previously: 

(1) The Dodd/Kennedy FIRST (Family Income to Respond tq 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 UI or TDI. or other mechanisms. Our $20 million. as you know, would 
only allow for approximately 15 competitive grants to States to explore options for developing paid leave 
initiatives. 

I 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 UI and, more generally. through grants to 
States to look more in-depth at this issue through the $20 million. I 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. 



I 

(2) Representative Maloney's extended family leave bill to expand FMLA to domestic partners, 
parent-in-Iaws, adult children, siblings, or grandparents. Internally, we have discussed a desire to signal 
support for this type of expansion, but Nicole and I did recogflize 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 EO to open up FMLA for the Federal 
government to domestic partners and others and to possibly endon~e 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 signal a 
support for Maloney? 

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

Thanks. 

-Ann 

.' 

r===--~ __IIIiIl~. _ 



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 barriers that preclude workers from taking 
needed family leave. 

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

Subsidizing benefits in a demonstration or pilot'program to provide paid leave to care for 
newly born infants and adopted children. 

Subsidizing administrative and startup costs for, promising models of State-paid parental 
leave.. 

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

The parental leave demonstrations wO\lld 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 aCyessible and 
affordable. 

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

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 

Background: 

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, playa role in helping 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 ofunpaid, 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 ofLabor, at the direction of the President, has provided an 
opportunity for State agencies that administer the Unemployment Compensation (DC) program 
to pay, under a voluntary experimental program, UC to parents who take time off from 
employment after the birth or placement for adoption ofa 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 upa 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 state's, 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 leav~ plan. 

States could be invited to submit proposals, and grants could be awarded competitively, with the 
size arid 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 
legi~lationwould likely be necessary to authorize a Qlpre flexible and complete grant program. 
The following proposal is similaito legislation inttoduced 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 wha( the most effective mechanism is for 
providing wage replacement assistance. 

, r 

II. 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 the following: 

I) 	Subsidizing benefits in a demonstration, or pilot program, to provide paid leave to care for 
newly born infants and adopted children. ' 

http:combination.of
http:grants,.we


2) Subsidizing administrative and startup costs for promising models of state paid parental 
leave. 

3) Funding research that assesses the impact of existing and newpaid leave activitie~. 

Details ofproposal 

1) Subsidize benefits in a pilot or demonstration project: 

The cost ofa 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 locallevel)prognim ranges from $250,000 

to $2,500,000 per state (estimate based upon using UI system for delivery) -" assuming first year 

operating costs ofapproximately $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 UI 

(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 


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

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

• 	 At $200m, there would likely be no increase iIi administrative grants (not many more states 
than original 10 would be interested in administrative grants); with the additional $100m, 
benefit subsidies could be made available to 2 or 3 large states in.addition to the 3 to 4 
smaller benefit grants. 

• 	 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 
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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 increasing workers' ability to take new parent 
leave, if any; 

• 	 Multi-activity proposals would be considered (i.e., combining 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 pilot; 
• 	 Demonstrate sustainability of program -- likelihood of continuation without federal funding 

after demonstration/pilot period, if successful; 
• 	 Benefit recipient eligibility tied to need/income level (this would not apply to any VC based 

proposals); , , 

• 	 Benefit receipt eligibility includes workforce attachment requirement. 

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;, 

• 	 Wha~ are the specific criteria for selecting proposal~, including: 
- size' of population to be served; 
- issues to be addressed in research proposal; 
~'areas for evaluation, e.g., at what benefit levellbenefit duration are workers w~th 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 provide 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 

• 	 Minimizes federal dollars (compared to funding paId leave) by leveraging state funds; 
• 	 May encourage states to take advantage of new VI 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!pass~ge of federal legislation or lead to more states 

and private employers providing paid leave; , 
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• 	 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 (NGA, 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?); . 
• 	 Benefit subsidy (vs. just using federal funds to cover administration) may not be appropriate 

for a one-time intervention -- would states be willing to pay for funding program (Le. bent;fit) 
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. 

; . 
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