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Child-support payments·rise-

Collection of funds jumps 132% 

By AMY RINARD 
Sentinel Madison Bureau 

Madison - A two-county state 
test" program in which non-custo
dial parents either pay the delin
quent child support they owe or 
work at non-paying jobs has in
creased.payments by 132%, state 
officials said. 

In Racine County, people who 
were referred to the program 
stepped up their child-support 
payments by 237%; in Fond du 
Lac County, payments by pro
gram participants jumped 61 %. 

"This data indicates that many 
individuals can pay, and when 
their feet are to the fire, do," said 
Gerald Whitburn, secretary of the 
Department of Health and Social 
Services. 

"It appears this modei Is work
ing and making a significant dif
ference." 

The program, called "Children 
First," was implemented In Fond 
du lac and Racine counties in 
1990. In January it was expanded 
to Dane, Dunn, Florence, Outa
gamie, Shawano, Waukesha and 
Waupaca counties. 

under test program 
Counties' administer the. pro

gram and receive: $200 for every 

. 'pe~:: ::::~l~:~:::·.:.c.~e.:.c.i:""s=-=e-'--xp"":'e--'ct:..:ce"-d--~~-
". .'.ThiS data Indicates that 
many individuals can pay, 
and when their feet are to 
the fire, do." 

-  GERALD WHITBURN 
secretary, 

Department of Health and Social Services 

More than 75% of program 
participants are men. 

Whitburn said too many men 
father children with no intention 
of fulfilling their obligation to see 
to their children's needs. 

"These data demonstrate that, 
when nudged by a program like 
this, significantly higher levels of 
payments are forthcoming," he 
said. 

Under the program, an unem
ployed or underemployed parent 
who Is delinquent In child sup
port payments is referred to a 
court by a county child support 
agency. 

The parent then Is ordered into 
the Children First program and 
'given the choice of paying full 
child support for three consecu
tive months or completing 16 
weeks of assigned work without 
pay; 77% start making their pay
ments. 

. When a parent is determined to 
be In need of job training, a case 
manager enrolls the parent in . 
training, education or job search 
activities if the parent does not 
make child-support payments im
mediately. 

Failure to comply with pro
gram requirements can land the 
delinquent parent In jail. 

to pay $212,400 to the counties 
under the program. 

An evaluation of the Children 
'First program Whitburn released 
shows that non-custodial parents 
in Racine County paid an average 
of $107 during a six-month peri
od before entering the program, 
compared with an average of 
$361 in the six months after they 
started the program. 

In Fond du Lac County, the six 

months of average payments rose 

from $206 before the program to, 

$333 after.

. Whitburn said the program is v. 
succeeding in "putting more mon
ey into the hands of poor fami
lies," most of which are headed 
by single women. 

Children First and other state 
efforts to step up the rate :of 

. child-support payments are need
ed to help "knock down the :$1 

, billion in arrears we have in Wis
consin" in support payments, 
Whitburn said. 

r---------------------------------------~--------------------------------------------------------------------~----. I 
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~Wi5consin Makes Parents Work or Pay; Washington Paying RttentionC 

~Edsl AI.SO on nat iona. I r'lews I iy,es,!< 

~By JENNIFER DIXON= . 

~Associated Press Writer= . . 


WASHINGTON (RP) Parents who fall behiy,d (;11"1 chi ld sLlooort get a 
choice in Wisconsini Pay UP or pai~t oark benches for 16 weeks. 
. Nearly four Ollt of five corne lIO

i with the money. The rest dc. 
painting or other maintel",ance or c:lerlC.'al wor.k, attel",d parenting 
classes, spend' .time with 'their Chitldrer) and look for Jobs. TMose 
who refuse or backslide maybe Jailed • 

.: Knoi-m as Child'ren' First, Wisconsin'sget-tougM excerimel".t has 
': b,if'o.· 'ght '.results in ,two counties and has' caught the eY,e of exoerts 

,,}.::. "\, ',' • > "ton iUl' thEl.·,Cl inton adminii.str·· icm,;tries to .. ·overhaul the. 
.,~ ,J:,~!1rEi/ }~~'~~,~~~~ ". .,,, " ",;~~. t.: ~~':' , ,,' 'f ,:;,: , " :~~~·:t,: ::i\ \.:;:.~~.. . ",~;" 

·t'''C;H'ntoi'ii''hii's··pr·omised'.to'm Hd. support· enforcement 
.' ". ," hp'h'i~ft"IH,s wel.farereforin pian', t".~f]~he eftd: of .the year. 
"Onl'Y'-:ol'le-third 'of single parents nt:,w get' BnY'court-ordered .chi ld 
silpp~r't~:,.:,.and·l:H 11 ion'!'! 'Of: dollars' order~a':t'<?r/be paid, never are, says 
Cl ,'nton weI fal"e· adviser David To Ellwood.. . 

That money, Ellwood arDue~. could be used to lift sinDle oarents 
and their childrel'" out of'pc.vel'ty laY,d c,ff the welT<O\re <'c,lls. 

"'Non-custod ial oarents need tol pay, they need to' I:r",y more, ",nd 
they. Y'I.eed to pay Itlc.refrequey,t·ly,' 'I lYlsi sts Je,an Re.gers, Ch i loren 

"10' administrator.· ,. 
, .' in, offlci'als say their' modest 'exper'±'rnent, ne.w iI", its 

in. Racine «Ind Fond du lac co'unties, is p",yil",g off 
" ,; ."".~1:, ~:~ ~.~ ,: "':!:,.;,: ... ". . I.;' :'~r ~~/r 

(, Gerald :,Whit'bul"n, .. the state's se?retary:, of health ay,d social 
liier.vic:es,say.s it may ultimately make men and worney, thir'd,( twice 

ir;;;~~\~;~fr.~:i".f,,;i;%til?!" /6~f~~,e;.h~vi ng chH dl"en.·' ...' i '."~~~·"'h.'· 
". ' .• 'We have too many d",ds who father chiTdren without aYlY real 

plans to look ~ut ~or the 'inanciai responsibilities associated 
with parenting. And that's wrong,i~ he says • 

.Robert Rector, a' pol icy aY,alyst Ifor welfare issl.les at the 
.conservative Heritage Foundation, agrees, t,he. program could 
discourage people from ha~ing chil~ren out of wedlock if they know 
, 'someone is gOil",g to seriously corne after them for chi Id 

: suppoi-t •. ' , ...... '..... '1." ,,'c',"· 
;,' t1~1,.:;~~;f:~t tiers' sholt 1d be""respons i bla Ifor Sll pporti ng t'he i'r~..:."1 .... 

childl"en. This is the first serious program to make t~at a 
reality," . Rector says. I' 

And it could playa role in the debate over welfare reForm. 
Wh i.t bury, discussed it with Ellwood Ilast s~'l'l'IIneY'. befe're El11-1,=,,=.d was 
named assistant secretary for planrying and evaluation at the 
Decartment of Health and Hw~an Services . 

. Most parents _ 77 oercent _ ass~gned ~y the courts to Children 
First decided to Day chi Id supo,=,rt'l : 

The rest spend one day a week looking for Jobs ",nd 32 hours a 
week cleaninD UD parks. paintinoo~cnic tables or doinc Qthe~' . 
rnainterlance ~r clel"icai JODS rei;: a"!;ioverr,((ler-~t at;:eY'tcy Cf;" )""cr'!-::.'I~"'c\fi't; 
organization _ work that would oth~~wise.be done by volunteer•• 
Racine County oarticioants may alsdattend carenting classes and. 
are excected to soend time with their children~ 

'"", .,. ..., ............ ~'.'·"'·l A few who'refuse tel D~Y ~I"":' wClr~..(. !e:rld '~tD behi.,.;·;j ~a:-"'S .. ~oqe,;"=-; said
'" 

she f':II.lYH:i ei.~h't: iY'1 ,,~ai.l ~(: Re:1c:ne CjCIIJf,ty' c1I..lriYl;; a r"ecet':'I; vi:5.::":., 
C,-:i d Sl~t~!),:,j',t ':Jay~!teY'd:s t..... ::-r... e na"/f::l incr'"'e.:as8a '/ ~~,37 ':)2·,.,,~:,,:?r'";.'~ .?\;-',.:: 

t~E nu~~er of oaren~s oay~y:; Chl~d ~~~CQrt ~as ~~c~'~~S~t: ~y ~2 

oercerlt .. In ;::oYld dli L-~c,!' c,:"i Id sU:;::,l;Ot't :;'c;'\ynH".:~Yts d;'''t? :X:j 5: ' ,·"r_'E:.'('q; 
and the number of oarents Davino i~ UD 37 oercent. Ea~"lie~ th s 
year, seven additional Wisco~si~ c0.nties .dooted Children First. 

The prCtl;p"'am~ "clI.~eyer~ is rrCl7; a oal"Jacea .. It aonl ies Ct,"'I} Y Y,i) 
pa~ent5 who ha~e be~n or~e"2d to ,~a~ ·child ~llOO~t .. t~ Natlonally~ 
only 60 oercent of sincle oa~e~ts hkve an O~der • 
. ~nd sorna eM Idl'en's"-a~vclcates =a~t!or! a9aiYJs~ fGc:Jsin~ on~y on 

tne,r~i:lt"leY .. !:lwed~ " .' .' ,I,' , 
"E?g i s~.:~~~~; :~;c/'~::)~: ~~: .~~v:~~ ~~·~;G;~(·,~·~',;~~' t ~~5;:~:~ ~':.~~;~ i, iii; ",t: 
CC,I"\Y'IC.i~,, a ~as.;h:i~t~~tclrl advocacy gt'Ctt~'). ~ 'lhe say £.i.Ur.;DC!'I'''''~: y<":!u ..... 

C'h{~cir~2n ir, tVJCI w~ys f:'·(";~Y'tc~a~.ly ~Y"IC eniQ't ~c("la~ ~y .. ~_t:=t ~~" :-1<-,-\<,'(2 

states l''''ec~:t·:rrtiz£:> t~e vall~;f.? r.':.f ;.J,:d;~' t;.:1 C;I i 1,drr.:n"'! .. ' ~ 

. i Y'C~~:::S;,:,~~'::~~:~,s~a{=, ~: :~~::~~~,:t.,~~O~:::;r;;a~.~~~~;~:~ ~/t~'~'~~~l<:I~~::: ~., 
. I • 

teach itl Raci~,e!'" ~';'''H:? say=~... , ~s '~:';,?~

\::::~~::' ~;:i:::~~ i~~~:h:~ h:: ~:vll.a:eo:~...:~~~~:i~e;:.~:~~~~:~~~nwith the motMe~' of h s eMil 
: d. ,~nat's oositive with ~he c~, ' 

:=c~r SQrr;l=,. she Sav,72.... ,. t:-! 5 lS a ~eve]atio~,.'! 

A~I-~D~-e6-22-32 ~4J8CD7{ 
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PUBLIC LIVES I 
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By Joe Klein 
I 

. . I 
. '. 	 I 

~Make the Daddies Pay'

, I 	 . 

. ' 

0,.nce, during a wonderfully rowdy lunch with Daniel 
Patrick Moynihan, I asked how he'd begin to attack the 
social pathologies that lie at the heart of chronic wei· 

, fare dependency. "Make ... thedaddies ...pay!' he replied, 
in an inimitable burst of pyrotechnic syncopation. The sena· 
tor had isolated the most obvioU8-8nd most frequently 
overlooked-moral imperative of the welfare-reform de
bate. A great deal of attention is paid the moms; they are the 
subject of endless scrutiny and demagoguery and'sermoniz. 
ing. They are asked to be both mother and father, to raise 
children responsibly in often dangerous neighborhoods 
while Iinding some· way to become.' 
self-sufficient. . , 

But what about the dads? It's 

almost as if all these unfortun~te 

conceptions were immaculate. The 

fathers, in m08t{66 percentofall out
of-wedlock) cases, are never identi
lied. And, if identified, they are aI
'most never forced to be responsible 
for their acts. Only 18 percent pay 
child support. This is a remarkable 
8C8Jldal. "Anything we expect of 
the mothers," says David Ellwood, 
a noted welfare-reform expert now 
working in the Clinton administra
tion, "we have to be able to expect 
from the fathers.'" 

If we can find them. In Racine, 

Wis., they are working hard at it, 

and making progress-but it's not 

easy. Racine is one of two counties, 

in the fourth year of an experiment ' 

launched by Gov. Tommy Thomp

. son; one of the rare 'public officials 
who take welfare refo~ seriously. 
It is called Children First. The gov· I • 

I 

i 
; I 

impressive and modest: most child-support offenders in Ra· 
cine still manage to beat the rap... In Wisconsin, we11 lind a 
third and get th~m to pay, and there's a third we'll never 
find," ~ys Kevin Van Kamp, a Racine Family CoUrt com· 
missioner. "This program gives us a shot at the other third." 

Wisco'nsin works harder at this than most other states. 
Its 33.4 'percent enforcement rate ranks second in the na· 
tion. Children Filst is succeeding in Racine only ~use 
the couhty already had an unusually assiduous "daddy 
locating~' apparatus in place-with a population of about 
175,000'1' it initiated 972 nonsupport hearings last year, . 

. 	 which required an average of about 
350 hearings of one sort or anothe.r 
each week, which, in turn, required 
the full·time attention of 35 em· 
ployees (as well as a sophisticated 
computer system and a sympathetic 
state law that automatically gar. 
nishees the payments from the fa
ther's salary). Most communities in 
most states don't have the will or the 

. wherewithal to make that sort ofef· 
fort; most politicians would rather 
spend money on schools and high. 
w,ays than on welfare reform. 

Patamlty pool: Tommy Thompson 
bas tried a half-dozen different 
(some quite controversial) approach. 
es to the problem' and managed to 
reduce his state's caseload by 17 Per. 
cent since 1987-but the out-of..wed· 
lock birthrate is soaring and there 
is a sense of swimming against the 
tide. The welfare system pays for one 
. out of every three births in Wiscon
sin; it recent study of major welfare 

IRA~PORNEWSWE&K hospitals showed that paternity was 
ernor summarizes it succinctly: "If Whe~ s Papa? Wanted. deadpeat dads established in less than 40 percent 
you can't pay child support, we put .1 of the births. Remember, the state 
you to work doing community service (without pay]. If 
you're not willing to do that, we put you in jail:'l\nd they. 
do. Lastweek in Racine, eight men were sitting in thecountjr 
jail for failure to pay child support. !'We've got some slow 
. learners," said County Executive Dennis Kornwolf. "But 
the word's beginning to get around that we're serious." 

. Indeed, most-77 percent-of the deadbeat dads sent 
into the program simply choose to pay up. For those who 
can't, community service is loosely defined. It can include 
job training, job Searching or parental-responsibility class
es. Few actually wind up shagging litter for the county 
without pay; the emphasis is on Iinding work. "We have 
three goals," says Jean RogerS, the program admirustrator:. 
"To get them to pay, to pay more and to pay more frequent-: 
Iy." Pay they have. A reCent study shows thatChildren First· 
bas increased tpe number of child-support payers by 83 
percent and the amount paid by 237 percen(. This is, at once, 

collects from only a third of the fathers it can find: one 
third of ~wo fifths is, hmm, very depressing-maybe 13 
percent of all" welfare fathers" in a state that really works 
at makinB the daddies pay. . 
. Even ifthe paternity pool could somehow be enlarged, the 

hordes o( public employees necessary to bring a program 
like Chil~en First to a city the size of, say, Milwaukee, 
would be ~taggering. Which may be why no one talks about 
child:.aupportenforcementvery much; coercing the mothers 
who receive the checks is much easier. But unless something 
is done ~ reach the dads, the immaculate conceptions will 
continue+-indeed, out-of-wedlock births have exploded na
tionally, from 544,000 in 1978 to 1.1 million in 1990, each 
bringing With i~a greater likelihood of'criminal behavior, ill 
health ana welfare dependency. Children First gives a hint 
of where the solution to this disaster may lie, but also of the 
enormouS resources that will be required to get there. 

1\' 
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INTRODUCTION' 

The Community Work Experience Pro~ram for Nonc'ustodial Parents, also referred to as the 

Children First program, has operated 10 Racine' and :Fond du lac counties since January 1, 

1990. Effective January 1, 1993. seven additional counties have begun to implement t.he 

Children First program. With .the expansion of the Iprogram. there has,been a heightened 

interest in the imract the Children First program r:nay be having., This report examines 


'. three fundamenta results of the program: the effe'ct oLenroIlment in the Children First 

program on child support payments. on the number of participants actually paying some 

child'support, and on the frequency by which noncustodial parents pay some amount of child 


, support. " ' , , ',. 'I . . . .. ' . ' 
In order to measure the impact of the Children First pro~ram on these variables, a"pre~ 
/post_U test was designed, allowing a comparison lof child support payments made by
noncustodial parents during six months' prior to their enrollment in Children First to' 
payments made during six 1'J1onths, after their enrollment. The research design and 
methodology will be explained in furthe~ detail later in this report. . 

I 
This analysis of child support payments is limited to Fond du Lac and Racine counties. 
Obviously, the seven counties that began operating· the Children First program January 1, 
1993, have not had enough time to establish adequate payment histones for noncustodial 

, par~nts enrolled in their programs. I 

I 

It should be noted that the Children First progra1n in both Fond du Lac and Racine 

counties was the subject of a study by the Office of Policy and Budget (OPB) done in May~ 

1991. This report wil! prov!~e updat<:d informationj as a basis of coo:parison to the study

conducted by OPB. Slmllanues and differences between the two studies (to my knowledge 


. the only studies available on the Children First program) Will be noted where appropriate. 


I 

RESEARCH DESIGN· I 


For the purPoses of this report, a :simple researc~ design was constructed in order, to 
compare the three variables or' outcomes affected! by enrollment in the Children First 
program. Two time periods were compared. The first or "pre-enrollment period" is defined 
as six full months prior to the day before enrollment in the Children First program.. The 
.second or "post-enrollment period" includes the date of enrollment for each client and six 
full months subsequent to that date. The division of:child support payments into these two 
time periods allows ope' to compare actual paym1ents hefore and after enrollment in 
Children First. ' i.'" 

I 
It should. be pointed out, however, :that the' post-enrollment payment will not capture 
completely the effect of Children First, for two reasons. First and most obvious,. this 
definition and analysis will not measure what long-term effects enrollment in the Children, 
First program may have. Does th~, amount of or :frequency of child support, payments
continue to increase or taper off after a period of time? This question is beyond the scope
of this' report. 

CHILDREN FIRST 
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. Secondly, during the compilation of payment data, it Lcame evident that the act of,bringing 
to court a noncustodial parent who is delinquent in the payment of child support seems to 
coincide with some child support payment being malde around the time of the cO!Jrt date. 
Many records indicate that the child support agency receives some payment around the time 
that a parent is scheduled to appear In,court. The beneficial impact (Le., child support 
payments) of bringing the parent before the cou~t for referral i,nto Children First is 
attributed to the program only when payment is ma<:Je during the rost-enrol.lment period. 
When a parent is notified in advance of a court date for, referra into the program and 
payments' are made prior to that referral date, they are not included in post-enrollment 
payments in this report (and thus appear as regular ipre-enrollment ,pay-ments, discounting 
any effect of Children First). In other words,therei may be some "spill-over" effects that 
underestimate the true impact the' Children First Iprogram is having on child support 
payments. ' ' ., ',' ' , 

METHODOLOGY 	 ! 

As mentioned ,in the. Introduction, ;a compari~on b~tween ;the pre-enroilment and post
enrollmentpenods will be ~ade for the follOWIng t?ree vanabJes,: ' 

., .',' i ". '. 	 , 

1. 	 Child support cpllections. This is measured by the total amount of child 
support collected from Children First participants before and after referral to 
the pro~ram. This total is the avenig.<r for t~e '~o six-month periods. As a 
re~ult, It represents the average' palo' dunng SlX months, not a monthly 
average; . ,'.1 ' , 

2. 	 The number of parents paying child I support. This number looks at the 
Children First participants for each county and compares the total number of 
parents who made any child s4ppon payment at all during the pre- alld post
'enrollment periods; '. '" i' " ' 

\ , . . . i ' 	 "'I 

3, The frequ~ncy of child support payme~ts.. The frequency by which payments 
are made IS measured by countIng the lnumqer of months each parent made 

,any amount of payment 'during the pre- and post-enrollment periods. It 
identifies whether a payment Was made in a given month; therefore multiple 
payments ~n one month count only on~e. As a result, this measurement only 
captures monthly frequency and does not take into account the amount paid 
or ,whether payments: were made on more than one occasion during the 
month. ' . ' . . 	 , , 

Each of the two counties in this report were analyzed separately. Data for Racine County 
was compiled and verified by the author. The data for Fond du Lac County was provided 
by staff Of the county's child support agency 'and Children First program. It is important to 
note that most of this data was collected andcalcul~ted by hand, with the inherent risk of 
human error. This section will eXplain in detail the p'rocess by which this data was gathered
and calculated for the two counties included in this Istudy. ' " ' , 

CHILDREN FIRST 
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Racine County 

The first step in gathering data for Racine County was to contact"Goodwill Industries of 
Racine, the,subcontractor for Children First case mandgement services. Goodwill generated 

. a list of all individuals who were referred by the court to the Children First program at any 
. time during 1992. This totalled 426 individuals. Fro;m this weresubtracted 10 individuals 
. referred to but not enrolled .in the program duringl1992. for a subtotal of 416 persons 
enrolled in 1992. In addition, there were 155 refer.rals who had not been in the program 
long enough to accumulate six month's worth'of child ~upport payment history (i.e., they had 
l?een referred after August 3, 1992, which was less tlian six months before the cutoff date 
on which the child support payment recprds were printed for this analysis, Febfl!ary 3, 1993).

.' - . , . 
I 

This left a subtotal of 261 individuals who were referred to and enrol'led in the Children 
First program during 1992, who had at least six months of child support payn:tent data (six 
months after the date of enrollment). ' I·, ' 

From this adjust~d total of 261 pa'rtic'ipants a random! sample was drawn.. This process was 
done with the assistance and advice of OPB, which generated a table of random numbers. 
Based on the numbers in ihis table, the payment hist'ories of 80 individuals were selected. 
After obtaining hard-copy printouts of these payme~t histories from the Racine County 
Child Support Agency, it was found that 8 individuals had insufficient data to be included 
in the sample. (In effect, their child support orders had not be established six full months 
prior to their enrollment in Children First; thus underestimating their total pre-enrollment 
payments.) These individuals were excluded from th~ sample, for a final sample size of 72 ' 
~hi.I~ren First participants. This sample represents 28 pe!cent of the,population of the 261 
lOdlvlduals referred to and enrolled .m the' program (Junng 1992, wIth, complete payment 
data. " . I 

'The following is a summary of this selection/exclusi~n process: 

UNIVERSE I 

Total number of indi'viduals ~eferred' tJthe Children First program during 
:.1992; . . i 

10 	 Individuals who were referred to the 'pLgrani but d'id not enroll in' 
Children First during 1992; . 'I' . ' 

, 	 ., 
I 

155 .. Individuals who had: been enrolled after August 3, 1992, and who . 
consequently did not have a full six months of post-enrollment paymen~ 
history at the date this study began;, .1, . 

2Of. Adjusted total I 
." 

CHILDREN FIRST 
page J 

i 
, 

I 



\' 


SAMPLE .1 

,,80, 'Cases randomly selected from the 261 adjusted total; 
, ..... I ' \ 

Cases had to 'be excluded. d'ue to ins4fficient pre-enrollment payme.nt 
history; 

8 

. ' '. , I 

Adjusted sample (28 perc~nt of 261) 1 

.' . ' ! ' , 

After the 7i individuals were identified for the sample. their payment records were printed 
for six months prior to and six months after their enrollment In the Children First program. 
A record was printed for every case in, which an order was established. 'Many individuals 
had more than one .established paternity case and/or child support order, all of which were 
t~en summed based on the date of referral,and the pllr~-enrollment. post-enrollment criteri~ . 
cited above. . . , ... .. 

, , . " '. '. ' ' . 'i 

After totals for each case with the payment data for the 72 individuals had been calculated, 

the results were reviewed by the Compliance Supervisor of the Racine County Child Support 

Agenl.:y. Each individual case was examined, with! some adjustments made. The major 

adjustment included the subtraction of all child Sl\pport payments received throu~h the 


, federal and state tax intercept programs. These payments are not always coded tn the 
payment records and there was no way to identify I them except to go through each case, 
tndividually. It was determined. that because these payments do not : represent a willful 
payment from the parent (not even coming from the parent) and are not a function of any 
Children First activity or .action, they should not be counted as a result of the Children First 
program. This view was shared by the directors of th~ child support agencies in both Racine 
and Fonddu Lac counties. Therefqre all tax inter~ept payments were excluded from the 
payment data for both counties. . I . '" '. ' 
Purges are another type of lump-sum payments that are recorded on a noncustodial parent's 
payment history. Often times, a noncustodial parent who is delinquent in child support is 
ordered by the court to pay an amount, i.e., a purge,: instead of being sent to jail. They are 
a response to no~compliance with the re.quirementSof the child support order, including 
.enrollment in the Children First program. It is thf!ough the Children First program that 
these parents are actually brought before the court for the issue of noncompliance. 
Although all parents delinquent in their child support payments can be ordered to pay. a . 

. pur~e, these amounts are included in this analysis for both time frames--the pre-enrollment 
. 'penod and the post-enrollment period~-because the Children .First program is a factor in 
their being monitored and_ brought before the court:. :,.., . 
, . '. . . I' , , ' 
After totals had been calculated for each of the 72 in~ividuals in the sample, they were then 
entered into a spreadsheet to obtain a grand total of pre-:enrolIment and post-enrollment 
data. Also counted was the total numb.er of parents making child support payments and the 
frequency of the payments. . . . I ". '. ' . 

i 

I 
'I>. , 

I 

.' , 

CHILDREN FIRST . 
page 4 

http:payme.nt


.. i, 
" ',". ' I 

: . ", : ..~ . . "..

I 
THE WIllTE HOUSE 

• . . • • j 

. WASffiNGTON,DCrSOO 

, '" ",' "It: .... ~ " 
-i ' 

. ,.,,' " , ,,I .. -." ' -
'~'. FAX COVER SHEE~' 

," 

DATE: 

TO: ' 

I 
, I 

PHONE: FAX il:. ' 
--------~~--~----

%
"· ,", , JIl/), 't '--c--'--'---------'----- 

FROM:, ~~'{UMUI'
" , .' I,·':" ' , 'I' 

" . ". " . , " 

, ' 

I 

i 
',' .PHONE:' (202) 456- PAG~S AFTER COvER: 

--------'--,-~ I --------- 

COMMENTS: 


. ( .. I 


I ' 


I 

I 

'I 



Fond du Lac County 
I 
I 

.	As previously mentioned. Fond du Lac County cOnlpiled and tabulated their own data.. 
They provided a list of all individuals who had been e:nrolled in the Children First program 
during 1992. This list included the child support orde,r date. the referral date into Children 

. First. the total amount of child support received six months prior to the referral date, and 
the total amount of child support received six month's after referral. The list included 85 
individuals who had been enrolled in Children Firstpuring 1992.. >. 

From this were excluded 30 individuals with insuffici~nt payment histqries (Le., their order 

had not been established six full months before enrollment leaving them with insufficient 

pre-enrollment data or they were enrolled in the program late in 1992 provi.ding insufficient 

post-enro!lme~t data) .. This provided an adjusted total of 55 individuals, all of whom were 

Included In this analysIs. No sample was used. . I . . 


The following data. on the 55 Children First part.icipants was then entered into tDe 

spreadsheet: participant's name, the total amount of child support received six months prior 

to the enrollment date, and .the total amount of chiJd support received six months after 

enrollment. No data on the frequency of payments was obtained. . . '. 


I 	 • • 

RESULTS 

Several measurements illustrate the positive impact the Children First program is having on . 

tbe three variables analyzed in this report . I " • • 
 • 

As previously mentioned,' a fundame~tal impact that Ithis report has set out to measure is 

the effec! 9f the .Children First progra'm on child sUp'pprt p~yments of n<?ncustodial parents 

who particIpate In the pro~rain.A1though the expenences In both counties vary, both Fond 

du Lac and Racine counties registered increases. in tfie .amount of child support collected 

from Children First participants: 


the avera ix-month child su ort n 
noncustodial arents who artici ated in hildren First 'um e 237 after 
enrollment, as compared to the averagelof their payments six mo s efore 
enrollment in the program. Prior to enrollment in Children First, the av:erage li/;..., 
of the total child support collected d~ring. six months from parents who • J v 
p~rticipated in the program was $107.11!. After their enrollment in Children • ...,~. 
First, the average total payment was $3.60.89. (Both' amounts, represent an 
average of the total paid during the six-month time frames identified above.) 

In 1992 in Fond du Lac County. the avera~e six-month child support payment 
by noncustodial parents who participated In Children First jumped 61% after 
enrollment, as compared to the average;of their payments six months before 
enrollment in the progr~m. Prior to enrollment in Children First, the avera~e 
of the total child support during six mon'ths fr~m pa~ents wh? participated In 
theprogra,m was $206.43. After enrollplent In Children FIrSt, the average 
tot.al pay:nent wa~ $332.50..(Both amo~lnts r~present an aver~ge of the total ' 
paid dunng the s\X-momh time frames .Identified above.) ,. .' 

) . 
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Given the above data, some observations can be madb.Firsl of all, it"is evident that Racine 
County witne~sed a much higher incr,ease in the six-month average child support payment" 

, , after enrollment in Children 'First, 'compared to Fond du' Lac County's increase. This 
supports the finding of the Children First evalua~ion,lconductedby the Office of Policy and 
Bud~et (OPB, May, 1991). Perhaps'some of this difference may be due to the enhanced 
services (additional motivational classes and support groups) that are offered in Racine 
County, although currently this remains conjecture. I It is important to (,oint out that the 
initial average payments of Fond du Lac Children First particlpaO\s are Significantly higher 
than those in Racine., The average monthly pre-enrpllment payme,nt is $107.11 in Racine 
compared to the $206.43 average monthly pre-enrollment payment In Fond du Lac--almost 
double Racine's average. One could argue that there is more "room for improvement" in 
Racine. 

I 

Interestingly, the payment differences in the, two counties are Jess 'apparent when looking 
at their!ost-enrollment averages. Racine's average is slightly higher, at $360.89 compared 
to Fon du Lac's $332.50. \Vhether this can be attributed to Racine's Children First 
services,' however~ needs further analysis and is beyond the scope of this study. 

. i . 
. A second and important observation can be made on the average payments for both 
counties. For RaCine and Fond du Lac counties com~ined, the average of six month's child 
support payments after enrollment ,is $348.59, compared to a p.r~-enrollment ~verage. of 
$150.12, for an average net dollar Increase of $198J47 per artlClpant. All things being
equal, the avera e noncustodial arent waul a n ex ra 1 8.4 in hi) u' v r ix 
months if s/he enrolled in the Children First program'. In other words. the state's $200 cost 
it reimburses counties for each Children First participant is. on average. offset with a nearly 
identical increase in child support payments Within six months after· enrollment. ' 

In addition to the effect' Children' First has on thJamount of child supp~r't payments 
, received from program participants, other observatio:ns can be made. One IS the effect of 
Children First 01) the total number of noncustodial parents who make no payments at all 
or, conversely, the number of parents who make anyl child support payments: ' 

. I.·· , 

In Racine County in 1992.. the number of 'parents paying' child suppOrt
increased 83% after they had been enrolled in Children First. During the 
pre-enrollment period, 29 (or 40%) of the sample of 72 parents had made at 
least one payment during the six months; during the post-enrollment period, 
53 (or 74%) of the sample of 72 par~nts had made at least one payment 
during t~e six months. . 

In Fond du Lac Countv in 1'992. the number of parents paying child su~port
increased 37%--from 30 out of the 55 parents during the pre-enrolment 
period, to 41 out of the 55 parents during the' post-enrollment period. (See
Table II.) " ' i ' .' 

I 
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Given that many ()f the custodial parents and children receiving child support payments tend 
to be at or near the poverty level. the receipt ofl child support becomes an important 
component in financial planning. Being able to cQunt' on regular child support payment 
becomes more acute;.sporadic payments make it difficult for financial planning. As a result. 
the freque~cy with which child ~upport payments ar;e made is an impc;>rtan!. and therefor.e 
was the third effect of the Children First program to be analyzed In this report. This 
variable··the average number of months' during the! defined six·month periods before and 
after program enrollment during which some child :support is paid··was obtained only for 
Racine County:. . I . 

I 

Before enrollment in Children First. nbncustodial parents paid some amount 
of child support on average less than qne month (.875 month) during the six
month. pre-enrollment peri.od. Af~e,r enrc;>lImentin Children First, child 
support payments were received dU(lng an average of t.44 months during the 
six-month post-enrollment, period .. In other words, the frequency of child" 
support payments in Racine County iAcreased179% after enrollment in the 
Children First program. I ' 

I 

i 
I 

. All three of these variables (amount of child support collected, number of parents paying 
child support. and the frequency of child support payments) were included in the Office of 
Policy and Budget's evaluation of the Children First program in 1991. As a comparison, 
OPB's findings and those of this report are summa1ized on the following page: 
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Summary of Findings from OPB a:nd DES Evaluations 
I 

! 
OPB EV;JILlatiQn Sl21 . DES R~I2QU ~L23 
,Racine FDL Racin~ .IDL

I 
, Average' Total Child I 


Support Payments: "+ 145% +28% +237% +61% 

I 
I 
I 

Number of Parents Paying I 
I 


Child Support: +94% +44% +83% +37% 

I 
I 
I 

Average Number of 
Months Each Parent Paid I 
during 6-month Period: + 154% +132% +179% NA 

! 
CONCLUSION I 
The data analyzed in this report shows that enro'llmeJt in the Children First program seems 
to increase the amount of child support collected, inqrease the number of parents who pay 
support, .and increase, the frequ~ncy by which child isupp.ort payme~ts are f!1ade. These 
observations are for noncustodial parents who enroll m. the Children FIrst progra~ , 
comparing their child support payment histories six months before to six months after their, 
enrollment in the program. , '," 

, '. I 
An interesting point of these findings is the extent to which they mirror the earlier findings 
of the Children First evaluation conducted by OPB. While the measurements of all 
variables identified above increased for the post-enrollment period, the rates of increases 
differed between Racine and Fond du Lac counties. In all cases, these differing rates were 
identified in both the OPB· evaluation and this current DES report. Also, the .increase in 

,child support collections in both counties is even more substantial comparing the data from 
1991 to 1993, perhaps a reflection of the counties having had a longer period of time to 
,implement the Children First program~ , I ' 

Refer to the fo'llowing pages for tables that summarife the findings of this report.', 
I 

. 
I· 
I 

I 
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.TABLE 
I 
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Avg. Paid Before/Aft~rEnrollment 


. . I . 
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I 

. i 
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, TABLE\ II·' :'" ' 
, \. . 

Parents Paying Before/After Enrollment 

. , .' I' ' 

I
I ' 
I 

53 

, 41 

. I . . 
. Racine County ,Fond d~ Lac County , 

II~ Berore Enloftmert (!.ZJ Mer ~ODmeR. I " 

I
i '0' 

\ 
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Summary' 
. I 

Children First, or the Community Work ExPerience Program for Non-Custodial 
Parents (CWEP-NCP), was designed to provide unsubsidized work experience to 
unemployed non-custodial parents who are delinquent in their child support payments. 
The purpose of the program is to motivate these qon-custodial parents to find a job and 
pay their support. . , 

i r 

The program was authorized by 1987 Wisc6nsin Act 413 and has been operating 
as a pilot in Fond du Lac and Racine counties since the beginning of 1990. The 
Governor's budget recently proposed expanding t~e program to more counties, with the 
eventual goal of implementing Children First in al~' counties in the state. 

Program Design 

The program uses two strategies to increase the amount of child support paid by 
unemployed non-custodial parents; First, the program uses participation in an 
unsubsidized work experience and the threat of a jail sentence for non-compliance as a 
motivation to non-custodial parents to pay their support. Second, the program is 
designed to help some clients develop skills so that they may find a job and pay support. 

The program was designed to provide a basic unsubsidized work experience 
similar to the one provided in the Community Work Experience Program (CWEP). 
According to the statutes, clients .may not be required to participate for more than 32 
hours per week or for more than 16 weeks per yeaL The Division of Economic Support 
(DES) further restricted the number of hours that a client may be required to participate 
in work experience to a percent of a work week. ,under DES guidelines, the number of 
hours a client-is required to participate in work eX:perience is dete~mined by the number 
of children he or she is obligated to support. I 

Program Implementation 

Fond du Lac and Racine counties implemented the program differently .. Fond du 
Lac followed DES guidelines closely when it implt~mented the program and provided 
clients with abasic work experience with few additional services: Racine, on the other 
hand, provided clients with a broad range of services to help address employment 
barriers. . Racine County also integrated a work search requireme..nt into its Children First 
program. Under this requirement, clients were expected to conduct a work search, 

. record their activities and report to the case manager. 



Program Outcomes 

Two analyses were conducted'to identify the impact of Children First on child 
support payments. First, an analysis was conducted which focused on changes in child 
support payments made by clients six months before and after referral to the program. 
Second, an analysis was conducted of child support payments made by calendar year for 
both Children First clients and a comparison group . 

• Both Racine and Fond du Lac experienced an increase in total collections after 
clients were referred to the program. ,Racine experienced a 145 percent increase, while 

-, Fond du Lac experienced a 28 percent increase. , 

.The number of clients who were making payments after referral also increased~ 
, In Racine, 31 of the clients we~e making payments before referral to the program,with 

60 making payments after referral for an increase iof 94 percent. Likewise, Fond du Lac 
experienced an increase from 18 clients paying be(ore referral to 26 clients paying after 
referral, for an increase of 44 percent. t 

.The average amount of money paid by those clients who made payments 
increased in Racine County by 27 percent, but decreased in Fond du Lac by 12 percent. 
This indicates that Racine County was able to achieve increases not only by impacting' 
the number of clients paying, but also by increasing the amount each client pays. 
Racine County may have accomplished this by prqviding a broader range of services 
designed to impact barriers to employment. i 

; 

.Children First clients appear to be more s:uccessful at making their ~hild support 
payments than are those non-custodial parents whb did not participate in Children First. 
Increases in child support payments also appeared to be less temporary for Children 
First clients than for those non-custodial parents who received no services. Based on 
estimated payments for 1991, Raciine County app¢ared to be the most successful at 
maintaining increases in child support payments over time. ' . , 

Recommendations 

The goal of the Children First program is to increase child support payments. 
Several recommendations were made to enhance that goal. • 

The program should be modified to allow counties to provide clients with a 
broader range of services in order to better address the barriers to employment that 
some' clients possess. Clients should be monitored by a case manager until they find . , 

employment and pay their child support. Currently, it is possible for a client to 
"successfully complete" the program without making any child support payments. 

Options to place clients into paid work experience should be developed so that 
child support can be collected while the client builds job skills. Finally, the percent of a 
work week restriction established by DES should be eliminated allowing counties to refer 
clients to work experience for up to 32 hours per week. This change would provide 

. clients with a more realistic work experience. 
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Introductidn 
(, . 

Children First, or Community Work Experience Program for Non-CustodialParents 
(CWEP-NCP), was authorized by Wisconsin's 1987 Welfare Reforin Act to provide work 
experience to non-custodial parents who have not made regular child support payments 
and who claim to be unemployed. The purpose ofthe program is to use unsubsidized 
community work experience to motivate clients to ;find a job and pay their child support· 
obligations. .Clients who participate in unsubsidized work experience are not paid for' 
their work.' • .I 

Under sections 46.253 and 767.295 of 1987 Wisconsin Act 413, the Department of 
. Health and Social Services was authorized to estal?lish CWEP-NCP as a pilot in two 
counties. A copy of this legislation is included in ti\ppendix A. An effort was made to 
select one rural and one urban county, each with a low unemployment rate, to serve as 
pilots for the program. Because the program was idesigned to use resources available 
under work experience programs developed for p4blic assistance recipients, an additional 
effort was made to target counties with a strong reputation for administering existing 
work experience programs efficiently. ' 

Children First has been operating as a pilot ih Racine and Fo~d du Lac counties 

since the beginning of 1990. The program is entir~ly funded by the state. The counties 

receive a reimbursement of $200 from the state for each client served. In 1990, Racine 

was reimbursed $80,000 for serving approximately 400 clients and Fonddu Lac was . 

reimbursed a little over $12,000 for serving about ~o clients. 


The Governor's 1991-1993 budget recently included a proposal to expand Children 
First to include more, counties. The goal is to eventually implement the program in all 
counties in the state. 

The administrator of the Division ofEcononiic Support requested that the Office of 
Policy and Budget conduct an evaluation of Children First.' The primary purpose of the, 
evaluation is to describe how each of the pilots ha's implemented the program, to 
determine whether or not the program has been s~ccessful in increasing the amount of. 
child support paid and to identify strategies for increasing the effectiveness and efficiency 
of the program. .1

I 

• I 

, 
Program DescJfiption . 

The goal of Children First is to increase child support payments. 
, . 

The goal of Children First is to increase the ,amount of child support collected by 

the counties and to increase the number of non-custodial parents who pay their child 

support obligations. In particular, Children First is supposed to increase child support 

payments made ~y unemployed non-custodial parents. 




To accomplish this goal, the program incorporates two strategies. The first strategy 
is primarily punitive in nature. The program was designed with the belief that by 
requiring Clients to participate in unsubsidized wor:k experience and presenting them with 
the threat of a jail sentence for non-compliance, t~ey would be motivated to either find a 
job or pay their support obligations from "hidden i,ncome". 

The second strategy. focuses on helping some; clients develop job skills so that they 
may lind a job and pay their support obligation. Work experience is supposed to help 
them develop these skills. i. 

'The original intent of the legislation was to etnphasize the first strategy and take a .. 	 more punitive approach to motivate clients to p~y: their support obligations. To 
accomplish this, the program was designed to proJide a basic work experience to the 
client: Orientation, placement in an unsubsidized Work experience and monitoring for 
compliance. 	 ' I 

Non-custodial parents have a iegal obligation~ to support their children. A major 
challenge of the Children First program is to bala:t:lce this legal obligation against the 
desire to help non-custodial parents who need assIstance in acquiring a job . 
• 

The original planning document submitted to, counties. by the Department of Health 
'and Social Services outlined the basic program components of Children First. According 
to the document, clients were to be referred to the program by the courts,' receive an 
orientation and assessment, and then be referred to a work site where they were to be 
monitored for compliance. ' 

, Children First is different from traditional work experience programs. 
, , 

Traditionally, work experience programs are designed for public assistance 
recipients who need skills to acquire paid employment to become self-sufficient. 
However, unemployed non-custodial parents do not necessarily receive public assistance. 
As a result, Children First cljentsmight be expected to be more likely than regular'work 
experience clients to already have job skills and be prepared to find work. 

. . , i 
," I 	 ' 

• 	 The goal of the Children First program is not only to make clients employable and 
self-sufficient, but also to make them willing to ac~ept financial responsibility for their 
children. In fact, this goal may be more difficult t~ achieve than making the client more 
employable. According to program staff, many Ofi the parents referred to the program 
have refused to 'meet their child support obligatiorts not because they are unable to work, 
but rather bec~use they do not teel responsible for their children~ 

t 

2 




I, , 
i , 

The statutes identify how the program should imp~ct child support obligations. 
, . 

Although the work experience. in this program is unsubsidized, the legislation 
stipulates that the client will continue to accrue arrearage on his or her child support· 
obligation while he or she is enrolled in the progra,m at the rate of the minimum wage 
for a forty hour work week multiplied by the percentage standard applicable to the 
client.1 . " 

I 
Under the .percentage standard, the amount qf support a' non-custodial parent is'• 

required to pay is determined by the number of cHildren he or she is required to support: 
For example, if a non-custodial parent supports on,e child,' his or her support obligation is 
set at~cent of the parent's income, for two children the level of support is set at 25 
percent of tOi'at1ncome, 29 percent for 3 children" 31 percent for 4 children and 34 
percent for 50r more children. 

. , . I . 
. After a client successfully completes the. program, the court then establishes a 
support order based on the actual earnings of the ~lient multiplied by the percentage 
standard. 

, 
If the custo(jial parent has accrued an Aid to' Families with Dependent Children 

(AFDC) liability while caring for children covered under this program, then the non
custodial parent's participation also impacts that liability. Technically, any person in the 
state of Wisconsin who receives AFDC is liable fot repaying those grants under certain 

. drcumstances.2 Under Children First, the custodi~l parent's liability is reduced by the 
ainount of the federal minimum hourly wage for e1ach hour the non-custodial parent 
participates in the program.3 . 

, 

I 

Participation requirements were established in both the statutes and in Department of 
Health and Social Services guidelines. 

Section 46.253 of Wisconsin State Statutes stipulates that non-custodial parents who 
have failed to pay child support and who are orde:red by the court into the. Children First 
program "shall participate in a community work e~erience program if a job placement is 
available." 4 . I 

,., I 
I 
, 

.', 

1 Wisconsin State Statutes,Wisconsin Act 413, s. 767.295 (2) (c), 1987. 
i 

2 Wisconsin State Statutes, s.49.195 I 
I 

3 Wisconsin Act 413, s. 46.253. (2) (g)! 

4 Wisconsin Act 413, s. 46.253 (3) (a): 
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According to the statutes, non-custodial parents are to be referred to this program if 
they are residents of the county in which the program is operating, are able to work full 
time, are employed for less than 32 hours per week, are not participating in another 
employment Or training program and are earning lrss than forty times the federal 
minimum hourly wage each week. 5 The court can I determine exemptions for good 
cause. ... I'. . 

. The legislation further stipulates that clients lay not be required to ~articipate in a 
.work site for more than 16 weeks out of a year, nor may they be required to work for 
more than 32 hours per week. If a person is required to participate in another work or 
training program, the hours he or she is required to participate in a Children First work 
site cannot exceed 32 hours less the number of hmirs he or she participates in the other 
·program. 6 . . i' .. 

The Department of Health and Social Servic~s further restricts the number of hours I 
,that a client can be required to participate. Depar;tment ,guidelines apply the percentage 
standard' used to establish support obligations to the work week to restrict the number of 
hours per week that a client can be required to participate in a work eXperience. For . 
example, if the court order covers one child, a .client is only required to participate in 
work experience for 17 percent of a work week or !about 6.S hours per week. Table A 
outlines the number of hours per week and the totftl hours that a client can be required 
.to participate over the 16 week period of the program. 7 . 

Table A . ; 
Participation Requirements for Children First Clients8 

Number' of ·Children . Hours/Week Total Hours 
. Covered by the Order of Participation.: of Participation 

Over 16 Week Period 

,1 6.S 104 
2 10.0 160 
3 l1.S 184 
4 12.S 200 
Sor more 13'.S 216 

I 

5 Wi~consin Act 413; s. 767.295 (2) (a)~ 


6 Wisconsin Act 413, s.46.253. 


7 Division of Economic Support Guide1in~s, Memo sent from Division of 

Economic Support to Counties, Department of ~Hea1th and Social Services, 
Madison, Wisconsin, May 17, 1989. 

8 DES Guidelines, pg.2 
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Both the statutes and Division of Economic Support (DES) guidelines stipulate that 

a client may fulfill participation requirements by either successfully completing a work ' 

experience or by paying the full amount of ordered support for three consecutive 

months.9,., 


Division of Economic Support guidelines outline a process for resolving non-compliance 
. . , cases. ~ 

According to DES guidelines, a non-custodial parent may be considered to be in 
non-compliance with the program "if he or she refuses, or fails, without good cause, to 
cooperate with CWEP-NCP requirements,' Non-compliance falls into two categories: 1) 
refusal or failure to enroll; 2) refusal to comply with the requirements of the 

.program."IO ',' , " 
i ' . , 
i 

If a client fails to appear for enrollment and 9rientation, then a second appointment 

is to be scheduled within two weeks to conduct a f~ct-finding session. 


If the fact-finding session does not resolve the issues surrounding the non

compliance, then the child support agency, the clerk of courts and the ,non-custodial 

parent are notified and the client may face prosecution for contempt of court. 


i ' 

, The client has the right to pursue an administrative hearing, if he or she requests it 

within 10 days of receipt of a notice of non-compli~mce. If a client requests a hearing, no 

further action will be' taken until a hearing decisio~ is rendered. 


According to the guidelines, courts will "consider cases in non-compliance to be in 

contempt of court and will take appropriate action. II 11 Thi& action is usually a jail 

sentence. 


Participant Flow: Fond du Lac County 

fond du Lac County's Children First Program closely reflects the guidelines established, 

by the Department of Health and Social Services. : 


Based on interviews with staff from ,Fond du 4c Coun'ty and on the program 

planning document submitted by the county to Department of Health and Social 

Services, Fond du Lac County implemented the Children First program so that it closely 

reflects the requirements established in DES guidelines. 


9 Wisconsin Act 413, s. 767.295 (2) (c) and DES Guidelines, pg.2. 

10 DES Guidelines, pg.4. 

llDES Guidelines, pg. 5. 
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, 	 , 

The existing child support caseload in Fond d~ Lac was reviewed to identify 
individuals who were physically able to work, who earned less than the equivalent of the 
federal minimum wage multiplied by a forty hour work week and whO were not in 
compliance With an existing court order for suppo~t. Priority was 'placed on selecting' 
those individuals whose children were being supported by AFDC grants, but the program 
is not restricted solely to this population. Additio~al cases are to be referred on a case 
by case basis as they come before the court.12 't . . , _. 

Once the child support agency. identifies a pot~ntial Children Fir~t client, they 
" 	 schedule ,a hearing before the Family Court Commissioner. The couri commissioner 

hears the case and, ifhe deems it appropriate, refers the non-custodial parent to the 
Children First program. ' . 

During enrollment, clients in Fond du Lac County are given generalinfdrmation 
about their responsibilities under the program and' the case manager collects information 
to help him identify an appropriate work experienfe for the client. 

Clients are then referred to a three day orientation session. In Fond', du Lac County, 
the orientation program was ori~inally developed ~o serve participants of the Job 
Opportunity and Basic Skills (JOBS) prog~am. Clfents of Children First attend the 
sessions with clients of JOBS. The orientation sessions include motivational components 
designed to help improve the self-image of the cli~nts. In addition, the sessions provide 
practical advice in finding a job, including resume :Writing skills and interviewing 
techniques. . i' 

, ' 

Once clients have completed enrollment :and Jrientation, they meet with the case 
manager to identify a work experience appropriate for the client. In a few cases, clients 
h~ve been referred to educational programs in lie'l:l of placement at a work site. . 

There are a variety of work sites available. In' general,' clients may be referred to 
clet:ical, construction or maintenance jobs for local non-profit agencies. Clients are 
expected to develop basic job skills such as good attendance, how to follow directions 
and how to dress appropriately for a job .. 

,. Work site supervisors provide day to day monitoring for those clients who participate 
in a work experience. One work site supervisor iri Fond du Lac said that he initially 
att,empts to address minor problems such as tardir;tess himself. If these problems become 
persistent or if a more serious problem occurs, th<?n he reports them to the case 
manager. 

12 Fond du Lac's Planning Document for Children First. Planning, Document 
submitted to the Department of Health and Social Services by Fond du Lac 
County's Employment, Training and Assi'stance Department, Fond du Lac, 
Wisconsin. November, 1989. 
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Most non-compliance cases involve failure to e:nroll or failure to show up at a work 
site. The client is usually given a second chance to comply. However, once it is clear 

. 	 I 

that the client is not going to comply, the client is referred back to the child support 
agency. The child support agenCy schedules the client to go before a judge on contempt 
of court charges. . 

.If found guilty, the client may be either sent to' jail or re-ordered to participate in the' 
program.' . "i'," 

• 	 Both Fond du Lac and Racine counties reported that it was not unusual for a client 
to be found in non-compliance sevi:mil times befor~ he or she takes· the program 
seriously and begins to participate. Sometimes it was necessary for a client to be found 
in non-compliance several times, his or her case re'ported to the child 'support agency and 
for the client to be sc1i.eduI~d for court before indiFating a willingness to cooperate., 

Participant Flow: ~acine County 

Racine County otT~red clients a broad range of services. 

Racine County implemented Children First di~fen;nt1y from Fond duLac. Clients 
were re~erred to a wider variety of services than in Fond du Lac. ' 

Prior to implementation of Children First, une~ployed non-custodial parents in both 
Fond du Lac and Racine counties were most freq~ent1y ordered to conduct an 
independent job search, record their employment tontacts and report this information 
back to the court. Racine County integrated this ~ctivity into the Children First program. 
In addition, the case manager has the option of re:ferring clients to any combination of 
basic education courses, a parental responsibility class or work experience. . 

, 	 , ' 

As in Fond du Lac County, the child support agency identifies potential clients to be 
referred to the program. A hearing before the Family Court Commissioner is scheduled 
for the non-custodial parent. . 

If the court commissioner finds sufficient evidence that a non-custodial parent 
qualifies for Children First, pe or she orders the p'arent ,to participate in the program. 
The case manager for Children First' is usually pr~sent at the hearing to provide new 
clients with information about the program and td schedule an appointment for intake. 

, 
Racine County's Children First program is operated by Goodwill Industries, who 

holds a subcontract from the county's department!of humarf s'@rvfee-S. =cii:fcjUwIIT has 
employed a case manager specifically for handling Children First clients. ' In addition, 
they are responsible for' administering other employment programs for the county and 
have utilized these resources to process clients'fo~ Children First. 

I 
I, 
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Clients -report to .the case 'manager at their sch~duled time to fill out assessment 
forms~ The case manager uses the information he 'collects on these forms to refer clients 
to program components. 

Racine County has integrated the following program components into its Children 
First program: I 

I 

I 
• Parental Responsibility Class.- A class designed to provide clients with a sense of 
responsibility for their children. The philosophy of this class is that non-custodial· 
parents must understand ~nd accept their responsibility to support their children 
before they are likely to be motivated to pay their support obligations. During the 
course of the program, clients are confronted· and must deal with their feelings 
about the custodial parent and their children .. At one point in the program, clients 

. must write their own obituaries as they would be written by their children. The 
class lasts one week. . 

.Job·Seeking Skills - A class to help the clierlt develop basic job seeking skills such 
as learning to write a resume and how to con:duct an interview. 

• Work Assessment - An activity to determine the work abilities of the client. 

• Educational Center - An activity to provide :basic education to the client. 

• Work Search - Clients conduct a work search, record theIr employment contacts 
and report to the case manager. . ! . , 

I 
.Job Club - A group to help clients find work. Clients may use telephones to call 
about job prospects and may be provided with transportation to and from 
interviews.' . ' 

• Work Experience - Clients are placed in an: unpaid work experience. 

Clients are referred to any combination of these program components by the case 
manager. The Parental Responsibility course was Inot developed and implemented until . 
after Children First began. When it was designed; the staff at Racine County intended to 

,refer all Children First clients to the component p'rior to referral to a work site. 
However, this was not possible because of the large number of Children First clients. As 
a result, the case manager has established priorities for referral to this component and is 
more likely to refer clients with young children. 

Clients' cases are reviewed regularly to deterimine whether or not they are in' 
compliance with the participation requirements as:signed to them by the case manager. A 
compliance report is submitted to the child support agency at this time. If a client has 
been found to be out of compliance, the case is scheduled in court. A client who is 
found guilty at a trial is usually either given another opportunity to comply or sent to jail. 

8 I 
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Oient Characteristics 

Children First clients in Racine and Fond du Lac counties are similar in many ways. 

Clients provide a variety of information on th~ir assessment form in Fond du Lac 
, including information about their age, education, rlflce, sex and ~arital 'status. This data' 
, was analyzed for those clients who were referred to the program between January and 
October of 1990., " ,,'j , '," , , 

,In . additio~, the case ma~ager of the childrej. First program in Racine County 
provided deIl10graphic data he had collected for 168 early participants in his program. 

i 
The average age of clients in both counties 'wks very similar.' In Racine, the average 

age of clients was 29 years old. In Fond du Lac, t~e average age was 30 years. 
I 

i 
In both Fond du Lac and Racine, clients had ,an average of approximately 11 years 

'of education. In Fond du Lac, only 56 percent of the clients referred to the program had 
a high school diploma or aGED.' ' 

There was a significant difference in the raci~l composition of participants in the 
two pilot counties. In Fond du Lac, about 91 percent of the clients were white. In 
Racine, 21 percent were white, 62 percent were bl~ck and 17 percent were Hispanic. . , 

1 
"I '. ' ,

Most non-custodial parents are male. Forexflmple, in Fond du Lac 89 percent of. 
all clients were male. 

. . i 
, In Racine, 10 percent reported that they were married, 25 percent reported that 

they were divorced and 65 percent reportedthat they were single. InFond du Lac, 18 
percent were married, 24 percent were divorced and 58 percent were single. Racine 
reported that'its clients had responsibility for supporting an average of 2 children. In 
Fond du Lac the' average was 1.4 children. 

, ' 

The case manager in Racine ide'ntified other ,characteristics in his analysis.' He 
, found that 20 percent of his clients reported they had felony convictions, 10 percent 

reported having had a1coholand other drug 'abuse: treatment and 11 percent 
reported having disabilities. His clients reported having had an average of 14 months of 

.. unemployment prior to enrollment in the, programt ' ' 

Participation P~ttems 

There was a high rate of non-compliance in both Racine and Fond du Lac counties. 

Both Racine and Fond du Lac countIes reported that there was a high rate of non
compliance among Children First participants. Most commonly, clients failed to show lip 
for orientation and ,assessment or at a work site once referred to the program. 
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In Fond du Lac County, 83 percent of all clients were found in non-compliance, at . 
least once during participation. In Racine,. 85 perc<1nt of all c1ients were found in non
compliance at least once.' i 

I 

Clients w~re found in non-compliance an avetage of 1.6 times in Fond du Lac and 
an average of 1.2 times in Racine. ' 

Often clients are given a second chance to comply with the program once they are 
out of compliance. As a result, clients may be referred to the program more than once . • 	 In Fond du Lac, clients were referred to the program an average of 1.2 times. In Racine 
the average number of referrals was 1.5 per client., . 

Clients who are in non-cOITIpliance may be referred to the courts to be tried on 
. contempt of court charges. If found guilty, a clien~ may then be sentenced to serve jail ' 

time. 

. 	 I . .' 
."In Fond du Lac, for example, an analysis of 48 clients13 referred to the. program 

between January and October of 1990 revealed th~t 54 percent were scheduled or will be . 
scheduled shortly to go before a judg~ on contempt of court charges. A total of 35 
percent have had at least one hearing before !l judge. Six .clients, or 12.5 percent, have 
served time in jail. i . 

. Although similar data was not readily available from Racine, it is clear that several 
clients have been referred to court and sentenced to jail terms' as a result of non
compliance with the program. According to county child support staff, anyone who is 
found in non-compliance 'is referred to court for litigation and a jai1 sentence is imposed 
on those who they find in non-compliance. The court then issues a stay of the jail 
sentence which remains in effect as long as the client is in compliance with the program' 
or is making payments .. If the client falls out of compliance again, the stay is lifted and 
the non-custodial parent is sent to jail. . 

County child support staff note that Racine C,?unty has a strong judicial system which 
does not hesitate to imposea jail sentence for nOI1-payment ofsupport. In their opinion, 
this has been a crucial factor in helping them collect child support. 

, 	 . 

, " 	 . ! 
Most clients were not referred to work experience.: 

t 

An analysis of 47 known cases who were referred to Chi1dren First in Fond du Lac 
County betWeen January and October of 1990 revealed that only 23 or 49 percent were 
ever referred to a work site. Of those referred, only five clients or 11 percent of the . 

, total, actually successfully completed the 16 week ~ork experience. 

l3 Clients with missing data were excluded from analysis. As a result, ' 
the total number of clients analyzed for both Fond du Lac and Racine will vary . 
from analysis to analysis to reflect the extent to which information was 
available on the clients. 
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. . 
In Racine, the number of clients referred to work experience was much lower. In an 

analysis of 74 cases, only four or 5 percent were e~er referred to work experience. 
I 

" I 
In Fond du Lac, the low number of work exp~rience referrals is attributed to high 

rates of non-compliance prior to orientation and assessment. In addition, people who 
find full-time paid employment are exempt from work experience participation. 

I '. 
I' 

In Racine, clients were primarily referred to ~lternative program components in lieu 
of work experience. Based on an analysis of 74 clients referred to Children First . 
between January and October of 1990, the following table illustrates referral patterns for 

. Children First in Racine County: . . 

Table B 

Referrals to Children First Program Components: 


Racine County 

. I 

, 
Program Component Number of Clients 'Referred Percent* 

Parental Responsibility Class 6 8% 
Job Seeking Skills . 16 22% 
Work ,Assessment 1 1% 
Education .16 22% 
Work Search 59 80% 
Job Club 45 61% 

. 5% Work Experience '4 

*Percent will total more than 100 because cli¢nts are usually referred to more than 
one program component. Percents were rouhded to the nearest whole number. . , 

Most clients did not successfully complete aU of the requirements for Children First . . 
. . ' , 

According to the statutes' and DES guidelines; clients may successfully complete th~ 
program by either paying their child support obligations for three consecutive months or 

.':1:) by successfully completing participation in their work experience. 

Of 45 cases examined from Fond du Lac County, only 35 percent have successfully. 
completed one of these two requirements. Of 16 ~lients who had successfully completed 
the'requirements for the program, 11 had done so by paying while five had completed 
the program by participating in a work experience', 

I. 
'. In Racine, 39 percent of a sa~ple of 89 ciientk who had been referred to the . 

I . 

program between January and October of 1990 had successfully completed the program 
by either paying their child support obligations or 'completing participation requirements. 

i 

Table C outlines the .current status of all Fond du Lac c1ients who had been referred 
between January and October of 1990•• 
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Table C I 

Current Status*· of Children First Clients 
in Fond duLac C,ounty 

i 
I 

Status Number of Clients Percent* * 

Completed Program: 
. By Paying 11 

By Participating 2 

Total Completing Program 16 

Did Not Complete Program:, 
Currently Paying 6 
Scheduled for Court 10 
Served Jail Time 6 
Currently in Work Experience 3 
Other . ..1 

Total Not Completing Program 29 . 

Total Number of Known 
Cases Analyzed: 45 

I 

24%. 
11% 

35% 

13% 
22% 
13% 
7% 
9% 

64% 
r 

*Status for clients referred to the program between ,January 1, 1990 and October 1, 
"1990. Status as of April, 1991. L· 

!. 

**Percent column does not total 100 due .to r~.unding. Percents were rounded to the 
nearest whole number. . I·. 

) 

/)
c::; 

I, . 

.. 
, 

, ,. 
I 
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Impact on Child SUPpOrt Payments 

Child support payments from Children First clients increased after they were referred to 
the program. 

To identify whether or not the program increased the number of people paying child 
. support and the amount of child support paid, two, analyses were conducted of child 
support payments made by Children First participants. 

The first analysis 'compares pay~ents made by participants six months prior to 
referral to the program and six months after refertal. 

'iii • I 

. . " .. , : '. 

Data were' analyzed for both Racine and Fond du Lac counties ..Table D outlines 
the results of this analysis. The dollar amounts identified for total collections, collections 
per client, and average amount paid per paying client reflect child support col1ections for 

. the entire six month period. I' 

From this data, it appears that there was a significant increase in the number' of 
clients paying support, as well as the total amount ,of child support collected from this 
group. Racine appeared to experience the greatest increase in total child support 
collections and the average amount of child support collected per client. Both counties 
experienced an increase in the number of clients paying. 

I 

Racine experienced an increase not only in the total collections and the number of 
clients who made payments, but also in the averag~ amount of money paid by those who 
made payments. However, in' Fond du Lac the av~rage amount of money paid by those 
who made payments decreased. ' 

This increase in Racine in the· average amount paid· by those clients who made 
payments may have occurred because of improvements in the local economy. However, 
since Racine County implemented the program mqre broadly and offered clients more 
services, the increase may have occurred because Racine County was effective at dealing 
with some of the underlying barriers to employmeBt faced by their clients .. 

Fond du Lac, on the other hand, implemented their program according to Division 
of Economic Support guidelines. Clients were offered fewer services. As a result, 

'. increases in the average amount of money paid by! those clients making payments might 
. not be expected to increase as much as in Racine.: 
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Table D 

Comparison of Child Support Payments Made by Clients 


Six Mo~ths Before and After Referral 


ISix Months 
1 

Six Months' Percent 
Prior to Referral After Referral Change* 

Racine County 

'-., 

.' 
Total Cases Analyzed: 
Total Collections: 
Collections Per Client: 

Average Number of Months Each 
Client Paid During Six 
Month Period: 

Number of Clients Paying:' . 

Average Amount Paid Per 
Paying Client: 

Fond du Lac County 

Total Cases Ailalyzed: 
Total Collections: 
Collections Per Client: 

Average Number of Months Each 
. Client Paid During Six 
Month Period: 

Number of Clients Paying: 

,~ 

.... 

Average Amount Paid Per 
Paying Client: 

104 
$9608 

$92.38 
I. 
1 

. 69 

31 

$309.94 

i 
I, 

48 
$6334 
$131.96 

·1.46 

18 

$351.89 

. 104 
~23,583 

$226.76 

1.75 . 

60 

$393.05 

·48 
$8086 
$168.46 

3.38 

26 

$311.00 

+145% . 
+145% 

+154% 

.+94% 

+27% 

+28%. 
+28% 

+132% 

+44% 

-12% 

*Percents were rounded to the nearest whole number. 

I
I' 
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The impact of Children First on child support payments was significant even when 
compared to a control group. ,: 

, , 

A second analysis compared child support pa~ments made by Children First clients 
to payments made by a group of clients who had Qeen referred to the Jail Alternatives 
program in Racine. This analysis included paymerit data for calendar years 1989, 1990 
and projected payments for 1991. " 

i 
I 

. I 

The Jail Alternatives' program operated in Rafine County prior to Children First. 
The program basically involved placing unemployed, non-custodial parents into a job 
search monitored by the courts. Clients conducted a job search and reported their 
employment contacts to the court. ' The search waS not monitored by a case manager and 
non-custodial parents were not offered additional ~ervices to assist them in ttteir efforts 
to find a job. ' This strategy is similar to that used iby most counties to try to motivate 
unemployed non-custodial parents 

, 

to pay support. , 
I 

Several files for the Jail Alternatives program 'were' transferred to Children First, but 
none of these parents were enrolled or received arty services from the Children First 

, , 
program. 

Payment histories for 24 clients of the Jail Alternatives program were collected, 
analyzed and compared to the payment' histories of both Racine and Fond du Lac 
Children, First clients. Child support data for each, group of clients from the three 
calendar years ,was compared. 

The data from 1989 represents a period of time before Children First was 
implemented. Calendar year 1990 represents a period of time when clients were being 
referred and began participating in the program. Counties should have begun to 
experience the effects on child support payments 9uring this period, C?f time. 

Projections were made to develop an estimat~ of child support payments made in 
1991'. Actual child support payment data was coll~cted f<?f the first two months of 1991 
in Racine and for the first three months of the year in Fond du Lac. This data was then 

'used to estimate the total amount of money and the number of months clients are 
expected to pay in 1991. Table E presents the findings for this analysis. 

, Although the projections are somewhat crude~ the estimates for 1991 provide some 
indication of how child support payment patterns ipay change after clients complete ' 
participation in Children First. All clients in this apalysis were referred to the program 

'between January and October of ~990. As a result, almost all clients had theoppodunity 
to complete enrollment, orientation and a 16 week work experience by the time 1991 
data was collected. Although actual payment data'should be collected and analyzed at 
the end of the year before a final determination can be made about the long-term impact 
of the program on child 

. 
support payments, the estimates for 1991 can provide some , 

indication of whether or not'increases achieved during participation in either Children 
First or the Jail Alternatives program were tempoFary or whether they are likely to be 
maintained on a longer term basis. ' . ' 
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Table E ! 

Comparison of Child Support From Children First and 
. Racine CountY Jail Alternative Clients 

by Calendar Y~ar . 

Fond du Lac . I' Racine Racine Jail 
Children First Children First Alternatives Clients 

1 • 

Known Cases 41 " i 104' 24 
t 

1989 
I, 

Total Collections: $13,697 $33,007 $6,500 
Amount Per Client: $334.07 $317.38 $270.83 
Average Number of 

Months Each Client 
Made Payments: 2.5 1.6 1.5 . , 

1990. 

Total Collections: $17,813 (+30%) $44:,375' (+34%) $8,379 (+29%) 
Amount Per Client: . . $434.46 (+ 30% ) $426.68 (+ 34%) $349.13 (+29%) 
Average Number of 

Months Each Client 
Made Payments: . 3.6 (+44%) 3.2 (+100%) 2.7(+80%) 

1991 Estimates·· 

Total Collections: $17,665' (-1 %) $61',296 ( + 38% ) $4,511 (-46%)· 
Amount Per Client: $430.85 (-1 % ) $589.38 (+ 38%) $187.96 (-46%) 
Average Number of 

I .Months Each Client I 

Made Payments: 3~7(+3%) : 4.4 (+38%) 1.5 (-44%)• 
1 

.1 
I 

, I 
*Amount ih parenthesis indicates percent change from previous year. 

**Estimates were developed using actual payment patterns established for the first 
two months of 1991 in Racine and the first thtee months in Fond du Lac. Estimates 
assume these payment patterns will continue throughout 1991. . " 

I 

/ 
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i 
From this table, it is clear that in 1990 there 'Yas an increase in total collections, 

average collections per client and the number of 1I10nths in which collections were made 
for all three groups. I 

i 

I 

However, iIi 1991, the projected total' amount ;paid by the Jail Alternatives control 

group actually declined by 46 percent. Fond du Lac County's collections also declined 

slightly, but only by 1 percent. Racine County's collections, on 'the other hand, are 

projected to increase by 38 percent. . I. 


Similar trends were apparent in the average nillnber of months each client paid 
during the. calendar year. The average number of months that each client made 
payments during the year increased for all three groups between 1989 and .1990. In 1991, 
however, the average number of payment months is eXpected to increase for both 
Children First groups while the average number of months Jail Alternatives clients are 
expected to pay their child support is expected to decline dramatically. 

. . i . 
In fact, according to these estimates, the average number of payment months, total 

collections and the average amount paid by each of the Jail Alternatives clients is 
expected to drop to their 19891evel or below. ! 

Although the estimates are crude, this analysis suggests that Racine County's model 
for implementing Children First may be successful :at not only increasing child support 
payments during participation, but also at maintaining those increases after clients 
complete their participation requirements. " 

Fond du Lac County was also successful at inc:reasing child support payments while 
clients participated in Children First. Although they may experience a slight decline in 
the amount of support collected from these clients in 1991, it will be a significantly 

. smaller decline than that anticipated for those clients in Racine County who received no 
Children First services. . 

Summary of Findings 
I 
I 

" 

Children First motivates some non-custodial parents to pay their support obligation . 

. Children First was designed to either motivate: clients to pay their support 
obligations or to help them build job skills so that they could find a job to pay their child 
support. There are two ways in which the progralI1 was supposed to motivate non
custodial parents to pay support. qients were exp¢cted to pay their suppor~ obligations 
either from "hidden income" or they were expected to find a job and begin paying 
support rather than participate in unsubsidized work experience . 
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i 

. . In fact, in Fond du Lac County, over twice as 'many people completed their' 
participation requirements by making payments th~m did by completing participation in a 

. work experience. Staff in both counties could only; identify a few isolated cases where 
clients produced these payments from "hidden income." Most of those clients who were 
motivated to pay support did so by finding a job and by making their payments from 
their income. In that sense, Children First was successful as a motivation to clients to 
pay their support.' .. , . 

Many non-c,;,stodial parents face barriers to employment. 
I 

While the program motivated some clients to !find a job, many of the parents who 
were enrolled in the program faced barriers to employment .. Although these clients were 
expected to have more job skills than participants in work experience programs designed 
for public assistance recipients, the demographic analysis from both counties revealed 
that many non-custodial parents faced serious barr:iers to employment. For example, the 
demographic analysis from the pilot counties reveal that many of the unemployed non
custodial parents referred to Children First did not have a high school diploma. In Fond 
du Lac, for example, only 56 percent, of all clients had either a high school diploma or a 
GED. In Racine, 20 percent of the parents referred to the program had felony 
convictions. 

Staff in both counties feel strongly that they need to be able to offer some clients 
more than work experience to overcome their barriers to employment. In fact, both· 
Fond du Lac and Racine counties have made effottsto integrate more services into their. 
Children First program than was initially mandate9. 

. For example, Fond du Lac incorporat~s a mo:tivational element into its orientation 
session for Children First clients. Racine took an even broader approach and developed 
a wide range of services to which clients may be referred. 

The two counties implemented the program' differently. 
I 

Of the two counties, Fond du Lac implemented its program most closely to 

legislative intent; Clients who attended orientatio~ anQ assessment meetings were 

referred directly to work experience .. Clients succ¢ssfully completed the program by 

either completing their work'experience or payingi their support obligation. 


. I 

Racine County referred most of its clients to ,alternative activities. Most commonly, 
they referred clients to job search activities which :were monitored closely by the case 
manager. . Few clients were referred to a work experience. 
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, , 

, " 

Both counties were successful in increasing 'child support payments. 
I 
I 

Although Racine's model does not fit neatly with the legislative intent for the 

, program, data reveals that this approach was very successful in increasing both the total 


amount of money collected for each client and the: average amount collected for each 

, ,I 

client who made payments. In addition, RacineO;>unty was successful in maintaining , 
, that increase in payments beyond the time when 1110st of these clients' would have 
completed their participation requirements. These' trends hold up even when Children 
First clients are compared to a control group from: the same county. 

. I 

Fond du Lac County's approach, whieh follows the legislative intent for Children 
First, Was also successful in increasing the number of clients who made payments and the 
number of payments made by each client. Fond du Lac also experienced increases in the 
amount of support collected in 1990. This increase is not projected to continue to grow' 
for 1991. Also, the average amount of money paid by those cli~nts who made payments 
did not increase, suggesting that the program, when implemented according to legislative 
intent, may not increase the average wage received by participants., 

One strength of this progrllm is that it assigns a case manager to particularly difficult 
child support collection cases. ' " 

'One of the strengths of this program is that it assigns a case manager to follow-up 
and monitor unemployed non-custodial parents.P:reviously, clients were required to 

'report their job seeking activities to the court. By in!cording and reporting whether 
clients are complying with the program requirements, the case manager helps to hold 
clients accountable to the court. Inon.e county, the case manager is referred to as the 
"eyes and ears of the court" in child support cases. Children First has helped to establish 
this important role. , . ' . 

" Recommendations 

Activities to help some clients build job skills should be provided. 

Racine County provided clients with a broad' range of services closely associated 
with the Job Opportunity and Basic Skills (JOBS) ,program. That program provides 
public assistance clients with training in remedial education and job skills. The current 
statutory language for Children First only authorizes counties to use money from the 
program to provide a basic work experience for clients~ It does not allow money to be 
used for other skill building activities like those associated with the JOBS program. 
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As mentioned earlier, both Racine and Fond 9u .Lac counties were successful at 
increasing total collections and the total amount of support paid by those clients referred 
to Children First. However, only Racine County was successful at increasing the average 
amount of support paid by those clients who made: payments. That is, not only were 
total collections increased in Racine County because more clients were paying, but also 
because each client paid more money. This increa~e may have occurred because Racine 
County was more successful in reducing clients' barriers to employment by providing 
them with a broader range of services. ' 

I 

It is clear from the demographics that clients do face barriers to employment. Staff 
,. in both pilot counties feel that it is important for them to, be able to address these 
barriers. To achieve this goal, the current statutory language should be changed to allow 
counties to offer clients a broader range of services. 

, , , 

Clients should be monitored until they find a job and start paying support. 

The goal of Children First is to increase child ~upport payments. Children First was 
designed to achieve this goal by either motivating non-custodial parents to pay their child 
support or by helping them develop job skills. For either strategy, the most likely 
successful outcome is for 'a non-custodial parent to find a job and pay child support. 
However, the statutes and Dep~rtment guidelines do not assure that Children First 
achieves this goaL ' 

Currently, it is possil;>le under existing guidelines for a client to comply, participate 

and successfully complete all elements of the progtam, including work experience, and 

still never pay any child support. In fact, of the fi~e clients who completed the work' 

experience in Fond du Lac County, only one client has ever made any child support 

payments. 


I . : 
Department guidelines should be changed to help assure that clients are monitore~ 

until they find a job and start paying support. Clients should not be given credit for 
'!successfully completing" the program until they fi~d employment and begin making 

, payments.' : ' 

Finding paid employment for these non-cust09ial parents, whether it's done by 
motivating them or by helping them build job skills, should take priority over all other 
activities. Even in cases where clients need additional skills, clients should be expected to 
cqnduct a job search for paid employment while they participate in' skil1 building 
, activities. ' This job search should be monitored by the case manager and should begin as 
soon as the non-custodial parent is enrolled. It should continue until the client has found 

, a job and pays child support. 
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Racine Co~nty has taken' steps in this direc~iok Clients are frequently referred to 
multiple activities designed to help. them become "job ready". In addition, they are 
placed on a work search. Even clients who successfully complete the work experience 
requirements established in the guidelines are then. required· to conduct a work search 
.monitored by the case manager. The primary goal of Racine County's approach is to 
assure that clients become employed and make child support payments. . 

. . , .~ 

To further enhance the goai of the program, work :sites that provide paid employment 
should be developed as an option for work experiepce. 

I 

Currently, all work experience is unsubsidized. While unsubsidized work experience 
helps create a stronger motivation for people. to find a job or pay rather·than participa'te, 
.it may actually detract from' the goal of increasing child' suppqrt payments for those who 
do end up in awork site. ' . 

Non-cu~todial parents who are not earning inyome are also not paying child support. 
The program would better serve its goals if, in addition to work sites designed to serve 
traditional CWEP participants who work in excharige for public assistance, options to 
place clients in paid work experience were develo~ed so that they could pay their child 

. support while they build job skills. 

For example, if efforts were. made to develop 'work experience in the ·private sector 
where clients' were paid a wage, the non-custodial parent would have income which could 
be used to help meet his or her support obligations. One family court commissioner 
suggested that a cooperative effort should be dev¢loped between temporary employment 
agencies and the county to help develop work sites. Whatever approach is used, it is 
preferable for clients to be placed in paid employment so that child support can be 
collected. i. 

The restriction on the number of hours a client may be required to work per week 
should be expanded from a percent of a work week to 32 hours per week. 

Currently, Division of Economic Support guidelines restrict the number of hours a 
client may be placed in work experience to a pertent of a work week. As mentioned . 
earlier, DES translated the percentage standard uked to establish support obligations to 
apply to the number of hours per .week that a clie:nt may be required to participate in ~ 
work site. For example, if a client has only one c~ild he or she may only be required to 
participate for 17 percent of a40 hour work week, or 6.5 hours per week. 

. This limitation on the number of required work hours detracts from program goals. 
Since the required number of work hours is usually quite small, it does not provide a' 

. significant incentive for clients to pursue the alternatives of paying their child support or 
finding a job. In addition, the small number ofho~rs severely restricts the ability of the 
program to provide realistic work experience and job skills to those who need this 
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assistance. In fact, the reason clients were not ref{frred to work experience in Racine 
County was because staff felt the restrictions on w9rk hours were unrealistic. The case 
manager'reported that It would be difficult to find ;an employer willing to train someone 
for ~nly 6.5 hours per week for 16 weeks. 

i 

If the program is expanded to other counties, the pepartment should identify guidelines 
to assure cooperation between county child support agencies, the courts and the work 
experience program . 

This program demands a high level of cooperation between child support agencies, 
the' courts and the income maintenance units that implement work experience programs 
in the .county. Although both of the pilot counties,achieved this cooperation, it may pose' 
a greater problem in other counties if the program is expanded to other counties. , , 

Staff from the pilot counties suggest that prio~ to implementation, agencies should 
condu<;t a meeting to discuss and agree upon program goals, who should be responsible 
for performing which tasks, what information should be collected and how information 
should be shared. According to staff, it is particularly important for judges and other 
representatives of the court to be present at these planning meetings so that a consensus 
can be built about who should be referred to the program.' . 

Conclusion 

In general, Children First appears to be succe~sfuL This report has identified 

several strengths and weaknesses of the ,program. i 


Counties strongly support this program. They, feel that it has given them the 
, opportunity to address some of the undewing causes for non-payment of child support. 

Child support collection data from both counties'suggest that the program has been 
successful in increasing child support payments frqm participants in Children' First. The 
program has captured a target group that 'has historically been under-served. 

Despite the strengths of this program, there are several issues which ~till need to be 
addressed. The goal of the program is to increase child support collections. Although 
the program has apparently been successful in increasing payments from unemployed 
non-custodial parents, there' is room for improvement. 

The recommendations outlined in this report ,Identify some strategies to enhance the 
'goal of increasing child support payments. These :recommendations include ' 
modifying the program to allow countIes to provide clients with more activities to help 
them develop job skills, increasing the amount of time case managers monitor clients to 
assure that they find a job and begin paying their support obligations, developing paid 
work experience options and lifting the current p¢rcent of a work week restriction on the 
number of hours a client may be requued to wor~. 
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T:'1e department shall establish a formula for disbursing funds 
::.;:>propriated under s. 20.435 (7) (p) to carry out a contract 
cnder this subsection. . 

,(Tm) The department may contract with or employ a 
..:;.)lIection agency, attorney or other person to enforce a 

, ;:upport obligation of a parent residing outside this state, or 
t.:I appear in an action in federal court to enforce such an 
.;:>obligation, or both. To pay for the department's administra
~'e costs of implementing this subsection, the department' 
may charge a fee to coulHies, retain up to 50% of any 
i:ocentive payment made to this state under 42 USC 658 for a 
.:ollection under this su bsection, and retain 30% of this state's 
;bare of a collection made under this subsection on behalf of 
:1 reCipient of aid to families with dependent children; 
. (8) The department may charge other states and counties 

:!O'!k.ing collection of child and spousal support for any 
;!administrative costs it incurs in providing services related to 
interstate child support collections, the federal parent locator 
;enice under 42 USC 653, the interception ofunemployment 
compensation under 42 USC 654 or the withholding of state 
':uxI federal income tax refunds under s. 46.255 and 42 USC 
664. 

(9) The department: . 
, (a) Shall adopt .and publish a standard for courts to use in 
determining a child support obligation based upon a percent
'gt! of the gross income and assets of either or both parents. 

(b) Shall establish guidelines for courts to consider in 
determining child support under ss. 767.25 (1m) and 767.51 
c5). and shall submit the guidelines to any appropriate 
sunding committee of the legislature for re-.;iew prior to 
publication. 

(c) Shall develop cost-of-Iiving indices and earnings indices 
fvr courts to consider in ordering adjusqnents in child 
:;;upport under s. 767.33 (I). 

(11) The department may, upon request, disclose to a 
consumer reporting agency, as defined under 45 CFR 303.105 
13/. the amount of overdue child support owed by a parent. 
Tbe department shall notify the parent prior to disClosing the 
information to the consumer reporting agency and inform the 
parent of the methods available for contesting the accuracy of 
the information. . 

(12) From the appropriations under s. 20.435 (7) (ch) and 
(aL). the'department shall, if sufficient funds are available, 
p:!~' a county $1 ()() for an action to establish paternity in 
'iliiUch all of the following conditions are met: 

(a) At the time of the child's birth the mother of the child is 
lIDder the age of 20 and is not married. , . 

(b) The attprney designated by that county under s. 767.45 
(6) (a) represents the state. 

,~. 
(c) Ajudgffient establishing the paternity ofthe child un€ler 

s... 767.51 is entered before the child's first birthday. 
li"1Stllf)-: 1915c. 82: 1971c. 26.29.203,418; 1979c.196. 221; 1981 c.20, 

9?; 1983 a. 27; 1985 a. 2955.861 m 10 866, 2390 10 2399; 1981 a. 27; 1987 a. 332 
s.. (.4; 1987 a. 399, 403. 413; 1989 a. 31. 

SOCIAL SERVICES 46.255 

(b)iA person may not be required to work more than 32 
hours per week in the program under this section. . 

. (c) A person may not be required.to work more than 16 
weekS during each 12-month period in a program under this 
section . 

(d); If a person is required' by a governmental entity to 
partisipate in another work or training program, the maxi
mum !number of hours in a week which the person may be 
required to work in a program under this section equak32 
minus the number of hours he or she is required to participate 
in the other work or training program in that week. 

(e) Ifa person is employed, the maximum number of hours 
in a week which the person may be required to work in a 
program under this section equals 80% of the difference 
between 40 hours and the number ofhours actually worked in 
the unsubsidized job during that week. 

(0 A person who works, on average, 32 ,hours or more per 
week in an unsubsidized job is not required to participate in a 
program under this section. ' 

(g)Jfthe person's child receives benefits under s. 49.19, the 
liability under s. 49.195 of a parent who is a member of the 
child's household is reduced by the amount of the federal' 
minimum hourly wage under 29 USC 206 (a) (I) for each 
hour the personparticipates in a program under this section. 
, (4):When a person completes 16 weeks of participation in a 

program under this section,' the county operating the pro
gram ishall inform the clerk of courts, by affidavit, of that 
completion. 

(5) A person participating in a community work experience 
program under this section in a county. is considered .an 
employe of that county for purposes of worker's compensa
tion benefits only. 

(6) A county shall reimburse a person f<?r reasonable 
transportation costs incurred because of participation in a 
program under this section up to Ii maximum of $25 per 
month. ' , 

(7)'The department shall pay a county $200 for each person 
who participates in the program under this section in that 
county. The county shall pay any additional costs of the 
program. 

History: ,1987 a. 413; 1989 a. 31. 

46.255 Certification of delinquent payments. (1) If a per
son obligated to provide child support or maintenance is 
delinquent in making court-ordered payments the clerk of 
court, upon application of the county designee under s. 59.07 
(97) or the department, shall certify the delinquent payment 
to the department. 

'(2) At least annually, the department of health and social 
serviCes shall provide to the department of revenue the 
certifications that it receives under sub. (I) and any certifica
tions' of delinquencies that it receives from another, state 
because the obligor resides in this state. . 

46...2.S3 Pilot community work experience program fo 
ab$ent parents. (1) In this section, "custodial parent" means 
a parent who lives with his or her child for substantial periods 
of time. . 

(2) The department may contract with up to 2 counties 
each v.ith a popUlation of less than 500,000 and with a low 
I'1!le of unemployment to establish a pilot community work 

, experience program for parents who are not cu~todial parents 
and who fail to pay child support. The department shall fund 
the pr:ogram from the appropriation under s, 20.435 (7) (dO: 

(3)' (a) Except as provided in par. (0, a person ordered to 
~ler under s. 767.295 (2) (a) shall participate in a commu

, nil). work ex perience program if a job placement is available. 

(2m)'At least annually, the department of health and social 
, services shall certify to the department of revenue any obliga

tionowed to the department of health and social services 
unde'r s. 46.10 if the obligation is rendered to a judgment. 

(3) Receipt ofa certification by the department of revenue 
shall' constitute a lien, equal to the amount certified, on any 
state tax refunds or credits owed to the obligor. Tne lien shall 
be foreclosed by the department of revenue as a setoff under 
s. 71.93 (3), (6) and (7). When the department of revenue 
determines that the obligor is otherwise entitled to a state tax 
refund or credit, it shall notify the obligor that the state 
intends to reduce any state. tax refund or credit due the 
obligor by the amount the obligor is delinquent under the 
support or maintenance order or by the amount due under s. 

http:required.to


767.28 ACTIONS AFFECTING THE FAMILY 

767.28 Maintenance, legal custody and support when 
divorce or separation denied. In ajudgment in an action for 
divorce or legal separation, although such divorce or legal 
separation is denied, the court may make such order for the 
legal custody of and periods of physical placement with any 
of the minor children and for the maintenance of either 
spouse and support of such children by either spouse out of 
property or income, as the nature of the case may render just 
and reasonable. 

His,ory: 1971 c.220; 1979~. )2 s. SO; Stats. 197~ s. 767,28; 1987 a. 355. 

767.29 Maintenance paym~nts, clerk of, court, family 
court commissioner, fees and compensation. (1) All orders 
or judgments providing for temporary or permanent mainte
nance payments or support of children shall direct the 
payment ofall such sums to the clerk of the court for the use 
of the person for whom the same has been awarded, except as 
otherwise determined by the department of health and social 
services under s. 46.257 (6). A party securing an order for 
temporary maintenance payments or support money shall 
forthwith file the 9rder, together with all pleadings in the 
action, with the c1erk"ofthe court. The clerk shall disburse the 
money so received under the judgment or order and take 
receipts therefor. All moneys received 'or disbursed under this 

" section shall be entered in a record kept by the clerk, which, 
'shall be open to inspection by the department of health and 
social services for the administration of the child and spousal 
support and establishment of paternity program under s. 
46.25, the parties to the action and their attorneys, and ,the 
family court cOJ!l.missioner. If the maintenance payments or 
support money adjudged or ordered to be paid shall not be 
paid to the clerk at the time provided in the judgment or 
order, the clerk or the family court commissioner of the 
county shall take such proceedings as either of them deems 
advisable to secure the payment of the sum including enforce
ment by contempt proceedings under ch. 785 or by other 
means. Copies of any order issued to compel the payment 
shall be mailed to counsel who represented each party when 

,the'maintenance payments or support money was awarded. 
'In, case, any fees of officers in any of the proceedings, 

including the compensation ofthe family court commissioner, 
at'the rate of $50 per day, unless the commissioner is on a 
salaried basis, is not collected from the person proceeded 
against, the fees shall be paid out of the county treasury upon 
the order of the presidingjudge and th,e certificate of the clerk 
of the court. 

(2) If any party 'entitled to maintenance payments or 
support money. or both. is receiving public assistance under 
ch. 49, the party may assign the party's right thereto to the 
'county department under s. 46.215, 46.22 or 46.23 granting 
such assistance. SUj:h assignment shall be app'roved by order 
of the court granting the maintenance payments or support 
money, and may be terminated inlike manner; except that it 
shall not be terminated in cases where there is any delili
quency in ,the amount of maintenance payments and support 
money previously ordered or adjudged to be paid' to the 

'assignee,without the written consent of the assignee or~upon 
notice to the assignee and hearing. When an assignment of 
maintenance payments or support money, or both, has been 
approved by the order, the assignee shall be deemed a real 
party in interest within s. 803;0 I but solely for the purpose of 
securing payment of unpaid ,maintenance payments, or sup
port money adjudg~d or ordered to be paid, by participating 

, in proceedings to secure the payment thereof. Notwithstand
ing assignment under this subsection, and without further 

,order of the court, the clerk of court, upon receiving notice 
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that a 'party or a minor child of the parties is receiving aid 
under s. 49.19, shall forward all support assigned under s, 
49.19 (4) (h) I or 49.45 (19) to the department. ;. 

(3) If maintenance payments or support money, or both, is 
ordered to be paid for the benefit of any person, who is 
committed by court order to an institution or is in confine
ment, or whose legal custody is v.ested by court order under 
ch. 48 ,in an agency,. departJ!l.ent or relative, the court or 
family court commissioner may order such maintenance 
payments or support money to be paid to the relative or 
agency, institution, welfare department or.other entity having 
the leg~1 or actual custody of said person, and to be used for 
the latter's care and maintenance, without the appointment 
of a guardian under ch. 880. ' . . ' 

Hlstoiy: 1911 c. 41 s. 12; Sup, Cl. Order. 67 W (2d) 775; 1975 c. 82. 200; 
1915 c. 401 s.4; 1971 c. 105 s. 59; 1971 c. 271.418.441; 1979c. 32 S5. 50,92 (4); 
1979c, 257 s. 17; Stats. 1919 s. 767.29; 1981 c. 20 s. 2202 (20)(m); 1983 a, 27. 
302; 1985 a. 29. 176, . 

PubliJ welfare agency is entitled to collect unpaid alimony and suppOrt 
money which had aocumulated prior to the effective date of assignment under 
(2) and prior to assignor's receipt of welfare assistanoc. Schiavo v, Schiavo. 71 
W (2d) 136. 231 J'lW (2d)' 102. 
. Defense of laches is not available in an action or prOceeding brought to 
secure eRforcement of a child·support order in a divorce action. Paterson v. 
Patenon. 13 W (2d) ISO. 242 NW (2d) 907. ' 

Sec note to 785.03, citing In re Marriage of Biel v. Biel. 130 W (2d) 335.387 
NW (2d) 295 (el App. 1986). . 

Sub. (I) specifically authorizes family court commissioner to initiate con· 
tempt action to enforce child support orden punuant to 185.06, State ex rei. ' 
Stedman, v. Rohnet', 149 W (2d) 146. 438 NW (2d) 585 (1989). 

Commissioner acts in public interest, nol as private advocate, when bring. 
ing remedial contempt proceeding 10 enforce existing order or judgment under 
(I). 161'lIy. Ocn•. 21. 

767.29~ Communlty work experience program orders 
and ctilld support orders I" certain cases. (1) In this section, 

. "cust~ial parent" means a parent who lives with his or her 
child f()I: substantial periods of time. 

(2) (a) In an action for modification of a child support 
order under s. 767.32 or an action in which an order for child 
support is required under s. 767.25 (I) or 767.51 (3) in a 
county which contracts under s. 46.253 (2), the court shall 
order it" parent who lives in that, county and who is not a 
custodial parent to register for a community work experience 
program under s. 46.253, if all of the following conditions are 
met: ; 

I. lfhe parent is able to work full time. 
2. 'Jihe parent works, on average, less' than 32 hours per' 

week, and is not participating in an employment or training 
program which meets guidelines established by the depart
ment of health and social services. 

3.ihe parent's actual weekly gross income averages less 
than 40 times the federal minimum hourly wage. 

(h) Under this subsection, the parent is presumed to be able 
to work fuli time. The parent has the burden of proving that 
he or she is not able to work full time. ' 
, (c) Except as provided under par. (d), if the court deter· 

mines that the conditions under par. (a) exist, it shall order 
the parent to pay child support equal to the amount deter
mined by applying the percentage standard established under 
s. 46.2'5 (9) (a) to the income a person would earn by working 
40 hours per week for the federal minimum hourly w~ge , 
under 29 USC 206 (a) (I). The child support obligation 
calculated under this paragraph continues until the parent 
makes timely payment in full for 3 consec'utive monthS or 
until the person participates in the program under s, 46.~53 
for 16 weeks, whichever comes first. The court shall provtde 
in its order that the parent must make child support payments 
calcul!1ted under s. 767.25 (lj) or (1m) or 767.51 (4m) or (~) 
after the obligation to make payments calculated under thiS 
paragraph ceases. . ," . 
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(d) An order is not required if the court determines, based 
on written findings, that there is good cause not to issue the 
order. ' 
'History: 1987 a. 413. 

767.30 Enforcement of payments ordered. (1) If the court 
orders any payment for support ,or maintenance u'nder s. 
767.08, child support, family support or maintenance under s. 
767.23, childsupport under s. 767.25, maintenance under s. 
767.26, family support under s. 767.261, attorney fees under 
s. 767.262, paternity obligations under s. 767.51 or child or 
spousal support under s. 948.22 (7), the court may provide 
that any payment be paid in the amounts and at the times as it 
considers expedient., ' 

• 
(2) The court may impose liabiiity for any payment listed 

under sub. (I) as a c::harge upon any specific real estate of the 
party liable or 	may require that party to give sufficient' 
'security for payment. However, no ,such charge upon real 
estate may become effectual until the order or judgment 
imposing liability or a certified copy of iUs recorded in. the 
office of the register of deeds in the county in which the real 
estate is situated.' ' 

(3) If the party fails to pay a payment ordered under sub. 
(I) or to give security under sub. (2)~ the court:may by any 
appropriate remedy enforce the judgment,'or the order as if it 
were a final judgment, including any past due payment and 
interest. Appropriate remedies include but arenot limited to: 
, (a) Execution of the order or judgment. 

(b) Contempt of court under ch.785. 
,(c) Money judgment for past due payments. 

(d) Satisfaction under s. 81 1.23 of any property attached 
under ch. 811. 

,(e) Garnishment under ch. 812. 
History: 1971 c. 220; 1975 c. 401 s.4; 1977 c. 105; 1979 c. 32 ss. 50,92(4); 

1979 c. 196,221; 1979 c. 257 s. 17; 1979 c. 355; Stats. 1979 s. 767.30; 1983 a. 27; 
1985 a. 29; 1987 a. 332 s. 64. 

A court is justified in requiring the ,creation of a trust to secure the payment 
ofsupport money where the husband has a record of failing to obey pnor court 
orders. Foregger v. Foregger, 48 W (2d) 512, 180 NW (2d) 578. 

See note to 767.25, citing Slate ex reI. v. Reible, 91 W (2d) 394, 283 NW (2d) 
427 (Ct. App. 1979). , 

Court had power to order father to look for additional or alternative em
ployment or be, held in contempt. Proper contempt procedures discussed. 
Marriage of Dennis, 117 W'(2d) 249, 344 NW (2d) 128 (1984). 

767.305,Enforcemenl; contempt proceedings. In all cases 
'where a party has incurred, a financial obligation under s. 
767.23, 767.25, 767.255, 767.26, 767.261 or 767.262 and has 
failed within a reasonable time or as ordered by the court to 
satisfy such obligation, anq where the wage assignment 
proceeding under s. 767:265 is inapplicable, impractical ,or 
unfeasible, the court may on its own initiative, and shall on 
the application of the receiving party, issue an order requiring 
the payer to show cause at some reasonable time therein 
specified why he or she should not be punished for such 
misconduct as provided in ch. 785. 

History: 1977c.105; 1979c. 32ss. 50,92(4); 1979c.196; 1979c.257s.17; 
,Slats. 1979 s. 767.305. , ' ' 

, Contempt is appropriate means to enforce child support arrears after child 
has reached majority. Marriage of Gnffin v. Reeve, 141 W (2d) 699, 416 NW 
(2d) 612 (1987). ' ' 	 , ' 

767.31 Trustee maY'be appointed. The court may appoint 
a trustee, when deemed expedient, to receive any payments 
ordered, to 'invest and pay over the income for the mainte-
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, ' 

767.32 Revision of certain Judgments. (1) After ajudgment 
providing for child support under s. 767.25 or 767.51, mainte
nance l payments under s. 767.26 or family support payments 
underi s. 767.261 ,or for the appointment of trustees under s. 
767.31 the court may, from time to time, on the petition, 
'motio'n or order to show cause of either of the parties, or 
upon ithe petition, motion or'order toshow cause.of the 
depar~ment of health and social services, a county depart
ment lunder s. 46.215, 46.22 or, 46.23 or a child support 
'progr~m designee under s. 59.07 (97) if an assignment has 
been !hade under s. 49.19 (4) (h) or 49.45 (I 9) or if either party 
or th~ir minor children receives aid under ch. 49, and upon 
notice to the fa~ily court-commissioner, revise and al ter such 

judgment respecting the amount ofsuch maintenance or child 
supp6rt and the payment thereof, and also respecting the 
appro'priation and payment of the principal and income of 
the property so held in trust, and, may make any judgment 
respeCting any of the matters which such court might have 
made :in the original action, except that a judgment which 
waivd maintenance payments for either party shall not 
therdfter be revised or altered in that respect nor shall the 
proviSions of a judgm~nt with respect to final division of 
propehy be subject to revision or modification. Any change 
in child support because of alleged change in circumstances 
shall take into consideration each parent's' earning capacity 
and total economic circumstances. A consideration of a 
pa~enb earning capacity under this subsection shall be based 
on each parent's education, training and work experience and 

, 'the avkilabilityofwork in or near the parent's community. In 
'any action under this section, receipt of aid to familIes with 
depenCIent children under s. 49.19 or a 'substantial change in 
the co~t of living by either party or as measured by the federal 
bureau of labor statistics may be sufficient' to justify a 
reviSion ofjudgment, except that a change in,an obligor's cost 
of livirtg is not in itself sufficient if payments are expressed as 
a perd:ntage of. income." " , 

(1m) In an action under sub. (I) to revise a judgment 
providing for child suppo-rt, maintenance payments or family 
support payments, the court may not revise the amount of 
child :support, maintenance payments or family support 
payments due prior to the date that notice of the action is 
given to the respondent, except to correct previous errors in 

, I 
calculations. ,', 	 ' 

(3) After a finaljudgment requiring maintenance payments 
has been rendered and' the payee has remarried, the court 
shall, bn applicationo(the payer with notice to the payee and 
upon proof of remarriage, vacate the order requiring such 
payments. 

(4) In any case in which the state is a real party in interest 
under Is. 767.075, the department of health and social services 
shallrbview the support obligation periodically and whenever 
circurrtstances'so warrant, petition the court for revision of 
the judgment with respect to the support obligation. 

, , (5) !.\ summons or petition, motion or orde~ to show cause 
underlthis section shall include notification of theavailability 
of information under s. 767.081 (2). 	 ' 

History: t97t c. 220; 1977 c. 105 ss. 38, 48, 49; 1977 c. 418; 1979 c. 32 ss. 
SO, 92 (4); Stats. 1979 s. 767.32; 198,1 c. 20 5.2202 (20) (m); 1981 c. 314 5.146; 
1983 a. 27; 1985 a. 176; 1987 a. 27, 355,413; 1989 a. 2t2. , 

The fact that a child needs more support at 6 than at 2 is sufficient to justify 
an increase in payments if the father IS able to make them. Klipstein ,v. Klip

' stein, 47 W (2d) 314, t77 NW (2d) 57. . , 
Even though the mother took the children out of the state without court nance of the spouse entitled thereto ,or the support and, approval or lelling the father know,where he could visit them. the court may

education of any of the minor,children,or to pay over the not susPend payment of a support allowance without a hearing 'as to the effect 
on the children. Krause v. Krause, 58 W (2d) 499, 206 NW (2d) 589 . . principal sum in such proportions and at such times as the Even assuming the parties' agreement as to child support g~ve ri.se to con·

:/court directs.' The trustee shall give such bond, with such tractual obligations, these obligations remained subject to modification by the 
,- 'Sureties as the court requires, for' the faithful performance of court under this section., Vaccaro v. Vaccaro, 67 W (2d) 477,227 NW (2d) 62. 

While a divorced party owes no duty ofsexual fidelity to the former spouse, his or her trust. ' ' , . cohabitation by the party can be' acknowledged as a'change of circumstances 
, History: t971 c. 220; 1979c. 325. 50;1979c. 196;Stats. 19795. 767.31. affecting the former spouse's responsibility to provide alimony, with the man· , I 	 ' 
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