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To: .,  Barbara Woolley, Deputy Dircctor, Office for Women's Initiatives and Outreach,
‘ Fax: 456-6218

From: Joan Entmacher, Women’s Legal Defense’ Fmé

Re: Child Support and Welfare Y .

Date: June 17, 1996 ‘
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1. "Child Support Reform: It Isn't Just:a Welfaré ‘zm »
?
So fa.r zhc Administration has prz}poseé child szzppoa reform as part of \aeifarc reform.
There are connections between the wWo issues; child support can help women get off and/or
siay off welfare. However, child support reform is much more than a welfare issue. More /
than_half of the caseload of state child child suppont enforcement sgencies consists of non-
AFDC cases. Those women desperately want a system that works, and many already feel their
cases take second place to recovering welfare payments, Women don’t see child suppan ;
reform as only, or even primanly; a welfare issue; it shomldn t be. framed that way. . '
]
.- The reforms proposed by the Administration, starting with the welfare bil m the 103:d
{:z}:zgrcss, ‘would improve enforcemeént for all children. (These reforms include cstabhshmg _
pew state and federal case registries, and pew state and federal new hire registries; requiring
states 10 centralize the collection and disbursement of child suppont; requiring greater use of
income witholding and other proven collection techniques such as Hoense suspension and
administrative lfiens; requiring states to adopt uniform rules for imterstate erforcement; and
simplifying the establishiment of pstemity). These measures have broad bipartisan support
A separate child support bill, HR 3465, has been introduced; a message from the
. Administration that Congress should move on child sxxppazt, and not hold it hostage 1o debates
over welfare and Medjca;d, would be ne%cemeé by women. - : -

-

2. C}uld Support Reform as 3 Wcifm issue 1

Child Sugggﬁa

Child support znferccmcm is on¢ | of the few areas in welfare rz:farm which emphasxlcs
- the responsibility of absent rale parenis. Women at all income . Jevels bave experienced
problems collecting child support. A message that says: "We need to get tough with mothers
on welfare bocause it 1s their fault that fathers aren’t paying <hild support,” does not conform
1o the experience of women. , Women will not go back 1o a time of an institutionalized double

- stapdard and cizscnmmatzan agamst children born out of wedlock. :

t

3 }gg;ngmg Ch id Sz.wmrt Enfcrccmcm in_Welfare {Zases Non»Cooneratmn is. pot_the
Problem

_ e

, Since 1975, mothers applying for AFDC have been required to cooperawe .in child
support enforcoment, upless they have good cause not to (good cause is defined o inclide

. domestic viclence, or the conception of a child as a result of rape or incest). Welfare agencies
are responsible for determining whether or not a mother is cooperating with«child support
enforcement, and in most states welfare agencies do the mma! child support enforcement
interview, .

B T

e P e B - ¥ wwmm——— w'm-




This system has not worked well. However, the GAQ, academic researchers, and child

support agency directors agree that the problem is with the systern. not with uncooperative

mothers. In many cases, the welfare office does a poor job interviewing clicnts; it has other
priorities, and often does not know what the child support agency needs. Even if the
information is collected, 1t may not get 1o the child support agency; the GAQ found that onc

« in six cases simply fell through the cracks. And, even if it gers there, the information may not

be used in a timely way. Many states have greatly increased their establishraent of paternity
and support -- without imposing new requirements or tougher sanctions on mothers -- through
systemic reform: providing welfare workers with betier fraining on child support enforcement,
the appwpna:e forms, and a linked computer system, of co-locating child support and welfare
agencies, so a ¢hild suppornt worker can do the intake interview,

Unfortunately, pending welfare reform proposals focus on tougher enforcement of
cooperation requirements, not systemic reform, They would give child support sgencies the
responsibility for delermining cooperation, and would allow states fo define cooperation and
pood causz. Some states are already experimenting in these areas — with or without waivers -
- and some of the potential problems are becoming apparent. Endorsing "get tough™ proposals,
and ¢ncouraging states to move forward prematurely, would put maoy womnen and children at
risk.

4. Having Child Suppo The Problem of Domestic

Vielence Must Be Addr LTS

Most child support workers, by inclination, training, and job description, are not social
workers. They don’t work with families in a holistic way; they collect money {or try o).
Most frecly admit that they know very little about domestic viclence, and don’t want the
responsibility for dealing with . Unfortunately, if they have responsibility for detcmzmmg
cooperation, the responsibility will be unavordable. Even if the responsibility for det

good cause” for non-cooperation is g,wen to welfare agencics, child sapport agencies will have
to know what the good. cause exception is, inform all applicants about 7t atd Be knowledgeable
mﬁ@?‘m}m violende, and the signs of abuse, 16 be able to identify and refer cases
when 2 woman has not raised the issue berself, but might have good grounds 1o do so.

A tecent case in Maryland highlights the problem. A woman applied for AFDC
benefits for her new baby. She had left the baby’s father because of his many acts of violence
toward her and her other children (which was under investigation by Child Protective Services).
She wzs not t1okd about the "good cause” exception, but was simply told that to get benefits,
she had 10 give the father’s pame. She did. She had had no contact with the father for about
a vear, but efier he reccived notice of the hearing, he started driving by her house and
threatening her. She called 10 report it to the agency, and to ask if she could be excused: she
was told that nothing could be done, and that if she failed to appear, she would be arrested,
She only learned about the “good cause” exception when she contacted the "Legal Forms
Helpling” of the Family Law Ceoter of Maryland; followup calls by an attorney at the Center
confirmed that ignorance of the exception and the process for claiming it was widespread.




Women Who Are Cooperating, but

Lamnot Prvzét thc Infonnatzoﬁ wire

As discussed in paragraph 3, the way many siates interview women to get information
about child suppon is seriously inadequate. “They fail to ask specific questions, and if women
cannot provide the information at the bme, they fail 1o follow up. Women who do call with
additional information find it hard to get through, or learn later that the information failed to
get into the file. States should try fo get more specific information than they do now. The
problem is that some states have decided 1o make providing specific information an absolute
requiremnent, and sanction women who are coopersting, buwt are unable fo pww&a the
information.’

Massachusetts adopted . o law which required all persons seeking public assistance
(including recipients who had qualified under its old law) to provide the name and social
security number of the putative father, or two ather pieces of information from a limited list.
The law required that the information be verifiable; thus, providing last known address or last
known employer was insufficient. Lack of knowledge was no excuse. About 1,800 families
had their benefits reduced under the policy, including women who had made extensive efforts
of their own to locate the father, and women who bad provided the father’s address and
employer when they first applied for AFDC, but which the state had pot used. A predinunary
injunction against the policy was issued by a Superior Court Judge in Massachusetts, who ruled
that it discriminated against women and non-marital children, and viclated due process because
there was no rational basis for sanctioning women who are cooperating, bt who cannot
provide the information, Even Governor William Weld conceded that in applying the law to
women whose children were bom before the Jaw tock effect, the stale may have made a
mistake; litigation continues over its application in the future.

Virginia requires all women, except in documented cases of rape, 1 name ihc father of
succeed in establishing good cause, they need not provide the additional memnon \&hmh
other women must provide to qualify. Evén if the State believes a woman's statement that she
does not have the required information, she will be sanctioned. Initially, only her share of the
grant will be cut; after six months, the entire family will lose AFDC. Virginia applies its
policy to children born years before; one of the plaintiffs in the lawsuit challenging the
Virginia policy had ber child 13 years ago, and applied for AFDC in 1994 when she izad 10
leave work because of a disability.

Virginia's insistence that battcred women name the father is a sericus problem. Even
without her further cooperation, the siate may attempt to proceed on its own. Thig is a risk
that will discoursge many victims of domestic vialence from seeking assistance they need to
survive on their own - or put them at risk if they do.

I would be happy to provide additional information.
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March 7, 19668 ,

The President " G{g“"; rF=
The White House fd,@ Ltk
1600 Pannsylvania Avenue ] ‘. 5
Washington,'DC 20510 2l /s / -{a

Desr Mr. President:

| am writing i‘a

Washington about Fiow the AF D.C.

mss zha grave concern of the Nati::mai Umau
appérent direction gl racent discussions
am should be reformed.

¥DBEar Trom press accounts of negutiatfons and of testimony

the other day by Sacrelary Donna Shalala that time limits on the
raceipt of benefits may well be Impossd and that there would be no
fedaral assurance of income support or employment for welfare
parents once thelr benefits explre.

Qur alarm about the prospect that this could becoma Tederal policy is
underscored by thres items | hava read In just the past week. They

are.

1) The accountin The Washington Poston Tusstay, February 27
about the kikely impact of welfare changes and social service
cuts on one community. As the newspaper reportad, "At a
minimum, social service providers said, the cuts would bring &
marked increase in the number of homeless men and women
begging for spare change and mentally il adults wandering
through shopping centers and other public places." The

community
the nation.

at risk is Falrfax County, one of the wealthiest in

&) The serles this week In The New York Times on the
+ devastating Impact of corporate downsizing on communities
and families. The story in Wednesday's paper documenis how '
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Dayton, Chlc has been ravaged by the changes, Plling tha
kinds of problems alluded to in The Washington Post article
onte the Daytons of this country, which have axponentiafly
mors wellare recipients than Falrfax County, wili further
dovastate the economles and quality of life of America's
struggling clfies,

3} Astudy co-authored by Virginia L. Carlson of the Uiniversity of
Wisconsin-Milwaukse and, | am proud to say, Nikolas C.
Thaodore of the Chicags Urban Leagus, gntitled: "Are Theore
Enough Jobs? Waltare Raform and Labor Market Reality.” In
their study of iabor markat candittons In IHingis, the authors
found that:

» There gre four workers in nesd of antry-lavel jobs for
every iob spening in the state.

u The gap bebweon oniry-level lob seekars and evelisble
Jobs is even larger in clties, namely six workers for
avery slot in Chicago and nins workers for svery job in
East St. Louis,

Thig means that substantial pumbers of parants cast off of wolfars
chie o time limils simpily will not be able to find work in lliinots, and
pragumably slaawhara. A sludy commissionad by the Maryland
Diepariment of Human Resources documented the same dilemma in
that state  As the Post reported on the findings of the study, "Mow do
you gt more than 78,000 peopls off the dole and into the workplace
whon vou have fewsr than 5,700 jebs io offer them?”

A few governors who have faced up to this stark reality, such as John
Engler of Michigan and Howard Dean of Varment, have decided that
they must graft public amploymant programs onto tha time limits so
that mothers, who are forced off of welfare and cannot subseguently
find lobs, aren't forced to fend with their children for thamsalves
alongsids the mantally il and homaeless on tha streats of our aitles.
Wa urge you not to subject the 1618 of these vulnarable Amerlcan
gitizana (o the viscieshudas of state policy or compassion. The impadt
on them and on cities of permurious and unenlightensd state and local
policles could be horriflc,
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When David Ellwood originelly advenced the idse of ending welfare
as we know i, he called for time limils couplod with guarenteed publia
lgba {to replace the wetfare ant@gmé’n?} Tor Tormar woltare recipiants
“who could not find private smployment, Wa implore you to inslet that
any welfare reform emerging from Congress smbody these twin

principles. Accepting the former without the latter would place poor
peopla and the cities they inhabil at unconsionable risk.

Thank you s very much for your consideration of our views.
Sinceraly,

L

Hugh®. Price
President



