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OUTLINE OF CHILD SUPPORT PRESENTATION 
(Draft, 5/24/93) 

I. The Current State of Affairs 

o Single Parent Households, Poverty Rates 
o Child Support Enforcement Record 
o Child Support Enforcement Potential 

II. 	The Child Support Enforcement Structure and Problems With the , 
Current System 

o Present Administrative Structure 
o IV-D, non-IV-D Distinction 
o Lack of Paternity Establishment 
o Inadequate Awards 
o Fragmentation 
o Lack of Staff and Resources 
o The Burden of Enforcement is on the Mother 
o Enforcement is 'not Tough Enough 

I 

III. Key Issues to be Decided 

o Expanding Paternity Establishment 
o Universal Child Support Enforcement 
o Centralizing and Unifying the System 
o Federal Enforcement VS. State Enforcement 
o F~nding and Incentives . 
o Child Support Enforcement and Insurance/Assurance 

.(1- - c..S. 
",1+_ Vi"' .... 	",n,. 

§ 



'y 

The Current State of Affairs 

,, 
The Rise lin Single Parent Families, Driven by the Increasing 
Percentage of out-of-Wedlock Births l Leads to Increasing Poverty 
Rates for ,Children., ' 

o p~rcentage of births to unmarried mothers: 1960 
5.3%; 1970 - 10.7%, 1980 - 18.4%, 1989 - 27.1%. 
o Rates of divorce per 1000 of population: 1960 - 2.2 t 
1970 - 3.5,1980 - 5.2,1990 - 4,7, 
o One parent families as proportion of all f~ilies with 
children, 1970 - 12.9%, 1980 - 21.5%, 1990 - 28.1%. 
o Poverty rate of childreQ, female headed families: 1990 
- 53: 4%. Male present - 10.7%. 

o Also see tables 1, 2, 3, & 4, 

i 
The Present Child Support Enforcement System Provide$ Only Limited 
Assistance for Most Women.

o Percent of women eligible for child support payments, 
not awarded payments, 1918 - 40.9%, 1989 - 42.3%. 
o Percent of never married with children, not awarded 
child support' 1989 - 16%. 
o Of the women due payments, percent who received full 
amount: 1978 - 48.9%, 1989 - 51.4%. " 
o Mean child support payments received (by wornen who 
received 	payments)t divorced women: 1978 - $3,581, 1989 

$3,322. 
o Mean child support payments received (by women who 
received payments), never married, 1978 - $1,793, 1989 
$1,888., 
o Also see tables 5, 6, 7/ & B. 

Xhe IV-D Agencies are Establishing More Paternities, 

But, In Part, Because of Rising out-of-wedlock Births, the Overall 

Percentage Remains Poor~ 


o Tbtal numbers of IV-D paternities established, 1986 
244,966, 1989 - 339,243, 1991 - 419,066. 
Q !IV-D paternities established per out-of-wedlock 
birt!'s, 1986 - 27.9%, 1989 - 31%. 

o Also sea table 9. 
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The Current State of Affairs (page 2) 

The IV-O Agencies are Collecting More Support But Mostly Because of 
an Increase in the Number of Cases Being Handled or Funneled 
Through the IV-D Agencies, ~ather ~han Being Handled Privately., 

o Total IV-O collections: 1986 - $3.2 billion, 1989 
$5.2 billion, 1991 - $6.8 billion. 
o IV-D, AFDC caseload: 1986 - 5.7 million, 1989 - 5.7 
million, 1991 - 6.1 million. 
o IV,~O, Non-AFOC caseload: 1986 - 2.5 million, 1989 
4.2 million, 1991 - 5.3 million . 

., 
o Also see tables 10 & 11,. 

Closing the Collection Gap 
~. 

o Aggregate child support deficit: 1989 - 5.1 billicn 
dollars. ' 
o Estimated gap between what is nOw paid and what could 
poten'tially be received is in excess of 15 billion 
dolla'rs. 

I 
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Problems with The Current System 

o Lack of Paternity Establishment. There are over one million 
children born to unwed mothers every year and yet we are only 
establishing paternity for about 30% of them. In the past, 
paternity establishment has always been a low priority. The 
current system does nothing to establish paternity until the mother 
goes on welfare. This delay means that it is much harder to ever 
establish1paternity and some may never he established. And archaic 
laws comb:ined with poor agency incentives means that many more 
fathers escape their obligations.

I 
I. . 

o Inadequate Awards. Ch11d support awards are often 1nadequate, 
mostly because of a failure of a~ards to be updated. 

o FragmJntation. The present system involves every level and 
branch of government and fifty separate state systems. Thirty 
percent of the cases are interstate cases which pose severe 
collection problems. There is a further.lack of centralization at 
the state level and some programs are county based. Payment 
collectiop and disbursement is rarely centralized. ,Over-reliance 
on an overburdened court system means that many of the 
establishment and enforcement steps are slow and inefficient. 
Cases are treated differently depending upon, whether they are IV-D 
cases or non-IV-D, AFDC cases or non-AFDC. Because of the present 
incentivel system, nan-AFDC cases often receive second-hand 
treatment. As a result, many women do not enter the IV-D system at 
all and e'ither go without or handle the matter privately.i . 
a Lack of Staff and Resources. Child Support Enforcement Agencies 
and custo:dial parents seeking help in getting their support both 
cite the lack of staff and resources as a major reason why service 
is so poor. The lack of staff and resources is due to the fiscal 
problems of states, political short-sightedness of some states, and 
the present funding and incentives structure for states. Also, 
historically child support enforcement has been seen-as a women's 
issue. 

o The Burden of Enforcement is on the Mother. The custodial 
parent (usually the mother) often has the burden to secure 
enforcement. Mothers are often in an unequal power relationship 
and sometimes subject to intimidation, threats and abuse if they 
assert their right to support. As a result, they often go without 
rather than taking the chance of rocking-the-boat. In most non
AFDC cases there is absolutely no monitoring of payments by the 
court or !agency to insure that support is paid. 

o Enfor~ement is not Tougb Enough. Enforcement of child support 
obligations is often totally lacking or inadequate .. This leads to 
a perception that the system can be beat. States are often slow to 
adopt necessary enforcement procedures and techniques. Automated 
systems are only being slowly adopted. There is poor medical 
support enforcement. Wage withholding is not fully used and it is 
often not instituted immediately at time of hire. 
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Key Issues to,be Decided 
I

How Far to Push Paternity Establishment. 
o Should the government try to establish paternity for 

all out-of-wedlock births? 

o .How far do we 90 towards ,universal paternity 

establishment (And still protect mothers subject to 

abuse) - decouple paternity establishment from welfare, 

create new measures and incentives for states. offer 

carrots to encourage the mother' s cooperation, or use 

carrots and more sticks? 


Universal Child Support Enforcement. 
o Should child support enforcement be treated as part of 

a broader anti-poverty strategy that attempts to provide 

children in All single parent families with support from 

both parents? 

o If the 90al is broader I how far do we go towards a 

universal system? Should it be mandatory or optional? 

Opt-~ut only or opt-in only? 


, 
Centralizing and Unifying the System. 

o How far can we go in requiring states to centralize 

state operations and state collection/disbursement 

systems? 

o Should we mandate administrative process or # at least. 

create heavy incentives for administrative proce·ss? 

o. Ho,w far do we go in imposing mandates ·on the states to 

have'the necessary enforcement procedures and tools? 

o Do we decouple the child support program from welfare? 

I 
Federal Enforcement VB. State Based Enforcement. 

o If federal - Which agency would be responsible? what 

are the political ramifications. transition difficulties 

and costs? 

o If state - What type of federal-state role and federal 

financial participation would promote states to insure 

that 'adequate staff, resources and attention are paid to 

child support enforcement? Is there room for an expanded

federal role even if a state based system 'is retained? 


Funding and Incentives~ 
o Is the federal government willin9 to spend more money 

to provide child support enforcement as a service and 

support system for all single parents or should we just 

be concerned with recouping AFDC dollars? 

o To what extent are incentives, supports, and services for 
non-custodial parents worthwhile and affordable? 

Child Support Enforcement and Insurance/Assurance. 
o What are the benefits and drawbacks to a CSEI program? 
o Should we implement CSEI as a national program? 

State-based phased-in? State demonstrations? 




-' 


GROSS ADDITIONS to CHILDREN in MOTHER·ONLY FAMILIES 
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FEl\1ALE HEADED FAMILIES with CHILDREN 

"ALL" and "IN POVERTY" 


8mlL 8.0 mil. 

8 mil. All Female Headed 
Families with Children 

4 mil. 
3.$ mll 

2,GmU. 

'" Female Headed 
2 mil...., 1.5 miL Families with Children 

in Poverty 

O~-.-.~-'-.-""-.-r-r-r.-.-~~~-r-r.-.-r-,,,,~-.-r'-~
60 65 70 75 80 85 

Year 

Source: U.S. Bureau of 1he Census, Current Population Reports, series P-60, No. 181. 

~ 


90 



Poverty Trends, 1959-91 

(Female-headed vs. Other Families) 
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AWARD AND RECIPIENCY RATES OF WOMEN 
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CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS AWARDED 

Women 15 years and oldorwlth own children under 21 years 01 age present from absent fath8rs as of spring 1990. 
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MEAN CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS RECEIVED 
By Current Marital Status 
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UNWED BIRTHS & PATERNITIES ESTABLISHED 
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TOTAL DISTRIBUTED COLLECTIONS 
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HYPOTHETICAL PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT & CHILD SUPPORT CASE 

Typical Problems & Delays 

Age of 
Child iActiontEvent Problem 

0 Uhwed mother gives birth No attempt is made 10 establish 
tola child at a hospital paternity al time of birth 

I Mother applies at welfare office No attempt is made to 
fo'r assislance and enters the establish paternity until 
welfare system case load mother goes on welfare 

2 else file reaches top of IV-D office is another agency 
pile in the IV·D office and is understaffed 

I 
, 

3 Paper served, blood test made, Court system is 
trial is held, and support set overburdened and slow 

4 Father is summoned 10 Enforcement actions are slow 
coun after failure to pay due to lack of staff & resources 

I 
5 Father moves to another , Interstate processing causes 

state; case is transferred significant delay 

I 
6 Mother takes a job Agency makes little effort 

and moves off welfare when nol pushed by mother 

7 Mother pushes agency; Court system delays 
father is brought to court 
I 

8 Father moves up into higber Support payment not adjusted 
Paying job; wages garnished unless mother pushes f~r review 

I 
9 Father quites current job Father's new job location is 

and finds a new job hard to identify 

10 Father moves to another Delays continue 
state; case is transferred 

I).. 
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PATERNITY CASE PROCESSING • 
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PATERNITY CASE PROCESSING 
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Table I 
Children in Female-Headed Families 
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II 	There is a large and increasing number of children in 
female-headed families 


I 


• 	 A substantial proportion of the children in female-headed 
families 	is poor 


I 
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Table II 


Gross'Additions to Children in Mother-Only 

Families 


Annual Additions from Unwed Childbearing and Divorce 

Net of Remarriage 
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Vol .', No" 9, Supplem.nl, Ftbruary 25. 1993. 

• 	 Female-headed families are formed by divorce and by birth to 
unmarried mothers, but in recent years births to unmarried 
mothers have become the major contributor to the growth of 
femaie-headed families 

i ,,, 
• 	 The trend is even more dramatic when remarriage is taken 

into account 

90 
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Table III a 
Distribution of Financial COl1tributiol1s by Fathers & 


Mothers in Families with Children by Type of Family 

In Some ICases, The Husband, Wife, or Female-Head Will Not 

I Be the Biological Parent of the Children 

Child support 
Father's earnings and alimony In MotMr's earnings Mother's earnings 
In husband-wife female-headed In husband-wife In female-headad 

Contribution families tamill&s families families 

NOM 
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$10,000 - $14,999 : 
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525,000 or over 

Total 
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$8,696 

31.4% 
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5.5% 

11.5% 

13.1% 

10.3'10 

7.1% 

12.2% 

100.0% 

$10,462 

• 	 A primary reason for the low income status of female
headed families is that income is coming basically from, 
only one parent 

; 
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Table III b 
Award and Recipiency Rates of Women 
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i 

10 million iwomen in 1989 Hved with children and the father was not present 

SOURCE: 	 U.S. 8UfEl3U 01 the Census, CWlfnl Pcpulatian Reports, $elias. P~6D. No, 113 

Of the 10 million women theoretically eligible for child support
I 

• 	 42% had no award 

I
, 


II Only 26% had an award in place and received the 

full amount due 




Table IV 

Child Support Payments Awarded and 

Received by Marital Status 
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SOURCE: U,S, 811"~ of tM CIfl$tl$. CUllen! PQpu!allon Reports, sarllS P-60, ~. 173 

• 	 Child. support awards and amounts received vary dramatically 
by marital status 


i 

• 

• 	 Among never married mothers, the fastest growing segment 
of tHe single parent population, only 24% had awards, 15% 
received support and the average amount received was only 
$1,888 
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Table V a 
The Collection Gap 
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• The potential for increased child support is very large 

i Potential 
. I 

• 1983 estlmato Id)Llslad by CPILl 
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Table V b 
i • Total Distributed Collections 
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• Child support is collected both inside and outside the IV-D system 

• 	 Total child support collections have risen, but only modestly in the, 
last few years 

• 	 Child support collections through the IV-O system have risen 
dramati~ally, but that appears to result mostly from a movement 
of non-AFDC cases into the system

I 	 . 
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Table VI 
Unwed Births &Paternities Established 
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• 	 A major problem in child support is the establishment of 
paternity in cases of births to unmarried mothers , 

• 	 Currently, paternity is established for only about a third of 
unm~rried births; the percentage has risen only modestly 
in the last few years

I 



. Table VII 

Age-Earnings Profile for Teen Fathers 
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SOURCE: Maureen A. PirogMGOOd, 'Teen Fatheu and the Child Support Enforcement System' (1992) 
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I 

III 	 The child support system has· historically paid litlle attention 

to unmarried fathers, especially teen fathers, because current 
earnings are so low 

I 

, 

• 	 Over time, however, even teen fathers develop the earning 
capacity to make contributions , 

HWnp15X11 



Table VIII a 
Establish Support Order 


Paternity 

-

---

~ }----

---
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 Table VIII b 
Hypo'lheUcal Paternity Establishment and 


Child Support Case 

Potential Problems and Delays 

: " ',i ,;' ,1ACtioniEvenf~ ·r;' :;"~ ",'
• 	 ,} ,.' . .1, J' 

\ 

• 	 Unwed mother gives birth to a • No attempt is made to establish 
child at 'a hospital paternity at time of birth 

• 	 Mother applies at IV-A office • No attempt is made to establish 
tor assistance and enters the paternity until mother goes on 
welfare system case load welfare ' 

• 	 Case file reaches top of pile • IV-O olfice is separate agency from 
in the 1\(-0 office , IV-A and allen understalfed , 


i 

• Papers served, blood test given, • Court system is overburdened and 

trial held: and support set slow 

I 


• Father is summoned to court 	 • Enforcement actions are slow from 
after 	failure to pay lack of staff and resources; states 

often lack administrative process 

• 	 Father moves to another state; • Interstate processing causes 

case is transferred significant delay


I , 
• 	 Mother bikes a job and moves • Agency.makes little effort when 


off welfare , nol pushed by mother 

I 

I
• 	 Mother pushes agency; father • Lack of system for monitoring 

is brought to court payments and court system delays 

• 	 Father moves up into higher • Support payment not adjusted 
paying job; wages garnished unless mother pushes for review 

• 	 Father quits current job and • It takes months to locate father 

finds a new job after a job change
, 


I 

• 	 Father moves to another • Delays continue ... 


state; case, is transferred 

, 



. . " Table IX 
Key Issues To Be Decided 


• 	 How far to push paternity establishment 


• 	 Universal child support enforcement 

• 	 Centralizing and unifying the system 
• 
I 

• 	 Fe~eral enforcement vs. state-based 
enforcement , 

, 
• 	 Funding and incentives 

I 
• 	 Child support enforcement and insurance/ 

assurance 
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COST EFFECTIVENESS 

(TOTAL COLLECTIONS PER DOLLAR OF 


TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURES) 
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ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDITURES 
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DISTRIBUTED COLLECTIONS 

Billions 
$7.0"-----------------------------------------------, 


$6.0 f-....................... 


$5.0 f-........ .................. ..................................................... ...................................................................... ·······················1 


$4.0 f-. ....................... ........................ . .................. __ ._---------_. __ ...........-.-. __ .....................-.. ------_ ... _-_................ 


$3.0 =1 

$2.0 f-. .......................................................................~ ........... 

$1.0 

$0.0 
1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

II Non-AFDC ~ AFDC/FC 

Source: OCSE Program Data 
FY 1992 Data are Preliminary 

COLLIDYIt.CHT 

1 



• 


------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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ANNUAL MEAN CHILD SUPPORT SUPPOSED 

AND ACTUALLY RECEIVED 
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Table B: 
Roverty Status_otRelated Children Under-1BYears-in Families, 
by Type of Family, Race, and Hispanic Origin: 1987 

Point #1: Children in Poverty 

Approximately 20% of all children in all families 

were in poverty in 1987; 45% of the children in all _ 


c 
Black families were in poverty and 39% of children ~ 


in all Hispanic families were living in poverty. .f 


Nationality 

'ror'--------------------------------, 

Point #2: Female-Headed HousehOlds ell .... ·······,,····· 

More that half of all children in families headed by 

I '" a woman with no husband were living in poverty . .. ~ 
,. 

0:' r 
Naliooatlty 

o AI f'3 WhI•• ~~ • H~oC> 

• Prnsons 01 tl~nIC OtQill may be any raco. 
"Source; Curren~P~ulaU~~ R~s. Department of Commerce 
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Table 1 

Financial OvelView for Five Consecutive Fiscal Years 

T otalIV-O Collections ($OOO) 

AFDCIFC Collections 


S!a!eShare 


Federal Sharf) 


PaymenlS to Families 


IncenUve Payments 


NQtl-AFQC CoIloctJoos 

Tolar 1'1-0 Admlntstratlve Expendlturos {$OOO} 

Slale Share 

Fooaral Share 

Com-Efhx;Uvoness Ratios 

TOHllffc!al 

AFOCfToial . -- ._. -_.",-,- --
NCI1~AFOCfTolal 

Soorca: OCSE Financial Data as RepOf1ed by Iha St..los, 
Note: Dala {Of Uscal year 1992 are- preliminary, 

1988 

$4,505,01-6 

1,485.597 

52<1,858 

449,027 

289,3OS 

222,406 

3,119,422 

$1,170,714 

366,263 

604.451 

3.93 

1.27 

2.66 

1989 

\ $$,240,676 

1,593,{l67 

563.21>5 

457,572 

306.581 

265,649 

3,S47,€09 

$1.363,209 

425.581 

937,628 

3.... 

1.17 

2,68 

1990 

$6,010.1<5 

1.750,125 

620.001 

532,737 

3J3.727 

263,6:60 

4,260,000 

$'.600.065 

545,192 

1,060.872 

3.74 

1,09 

2.65 

,99, '992 

$6.885,619 $7,951,148 

1,963.962 2.252,595 

699.647 78$,894 

625.601 73GA~87 

381,150 430,~SS 

277,564 299,366 

4,901.657 5.698,553 

$1.804,104 $1,994,710 

592.520 651.814 

1,211.584 1.3<42,896 

3.82 3.99 

',10. .1.13. 

Z12 2,66 



--------

-:1 
Statistical Overview for Five Consecutive Fiscal Years 

,9aB 1989 1990 1991 1992 

TOlallV-O Caso!oad 1\,O1!.603 11.878,435 12,796,31$$ 13,422.739 15,160,'044 

AFDC1FC Caseload 5,702,756 5,708,730 5,971,637 6,166,43$ 6,755,640 

Non-AFDC CaseloJd 3,576,978 4.266,395 4,B42.a94 5,388,503 5,453.014 

AFDC Affsars Ooly Caseload 1,797,869 1,901,310 2,001,857 1,867,798 1,951,300 

AFOC and Af-OC Anoars Ooly Caso!oad 7,500,625 7.610,040 7,953,494 8,034.236 8,707,030 

TOlal Cases 10( Whleh a Collection was Made 1.aSS,224 2,107,246 2,287,820 2.588.29i 2,834.517 

AFOCif!C Cases with Ccllecllons 621,083 657,565 700,903 755,328 831.150 

Non-AFDC Cases with Collections 1,063,125 1.247,228 1,362,821 1.554,740 1,148,410 

AFDC Ane.us Only Cases with CoIlocllMs 181,016 202,433 224,196 278,223 254,957 

PaH;antage of Total Cases with Collections 17.~ 17.7% 1],9% 19.3% 

Percent of AFDCfFC Cases with Collections 10.9% 11.5% 1t.9% 12.2°,.i, 

Percent 01 NOf\~AFOC Cases with Collectloos 30.3% 29.2% 28.1% 28.9% 

Per(;on! 01 AFDe Arrears with Collections 10.1% 10,6% 10.8% 14,9~ 

Total LocaHQ~~M!dJI.~___ . _ "___ :~e7,924 1.628,120 2,061,709 2.577,082 3,703,891- _._- - ---- --- --
Total Paternltles Established 307,135 339,243 393.304 472,105 515.557 

Total Support Orders Eslablished n.a. (l.a, n.a, 820.917 892,852 

Percentage of AFDC Payments FlOCOVSfed 9,8% 10,8% 10.3% ,0.7% 11,4 

Soufce: OCSE StatisHcal Dala as AepOrlOO by the Stales. 
Note: Dala for liseal year '992 are prollminary. 
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TableS 

Program Trends - FY 1991-1992 

1991 1992 Percent Change 

Tala) IV -0 Collections ($000) $6,885,6'9 $7,9S1.14a 

AFOC/fC Collections $1.963.962 $2,252.595 

Non-AFOC Collections $4,901,657 $$,696.553 

TotalIV~O Mmlnlslrati~ ExjlOndJlurQS($OOO) $1.804,104 $1,994.710 

TotaIIV-O Caooload 13.422.73'9 15, H50,044 12.9°, 

Total Cases for Which a CoUec11on was Made 2,568,291 2,834,517 

Total locations Made 2,5n,082 3.103,691 

TOIal Paternities Established 472.105 515.557 

Total Support Orders Established 820.917 892.852 

"~._- I - .. -, 

Source: OCSE Financial .and staliSltcal Dala as RepOftOO by the Stales. 

Nola: Data 1(It fiSCal year 1992 are prollmil'lary. 
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r am p~t vOlthand, th~ m~ther of t~o 911}3, stacy age 7 ana Becky ~~e S,
who are O~~ ov.r SlO,OO~ In unpaid child &upport. UhQn I 6m able. J 
wotk as a mn::ses alde eaznlnca just abovQ m1nlnum ",age.. We art once 
4qaln on ~lfar~ because we have not received any Chl1a ~uvvuxt pmyment~ 
1n over 4 yeh'r~ The g1l'ls' fathe: \las oIdered to pay $26-4 p~L wvnth 10 
child support :when he lett us and moved to L¢uUHana , y~<t:r5 d'JU. I 
1l1lrnMlately concocted my local chIld support agency Ln Wl:st;ulI:!>1n and 
qave them the 4<!4resa .nei place of ctnployment of tTly e1"lllC:ren"s tatluu. lsI 
LQ·)lciana. 'rhi! 9i~t:s have cllceived SQ'ppoct, but the payment5 hd""tt not 
been conslstant. Durlnq periods "'hen I f'l,ave been s1<..'k ut: laid off fro", 
W9.)s1 we have becn Eotced to tell', on welfaro only because the ~hl1d 
:)!"l!?POtt is not; coming with any ,eliul.u:ltr. 

In eatlf 198~ti Wisroo51n declded to file 4n URES~ petltton to the &t~te 
of t.ou181ana to try t.o vLrLctlu chUd Dupport £0):; m:r dQu9htcec. It t;:(H}k 
(I mont:hs tOI:' the paperwork to leave WIsconsin -anti whtm it.. Eina;l.ll' dId 
leave, they sent It to the wrong place in r..o\)1S1ana aod t!vea't\olblly it 
was lost. ttCti'tfte:r Louislana nor Wl:sC'omUn 1-"ZlUWl::I ",h(tt. hf).ppaned, e<"-\ch 
state la 1>J."nH'ng the other fur losln9' tne Pdl't:'itwutJo.. . 

/l.f: t:'he end of' l'lS~ my chlld.l'.tln's fat hex: be.gan to voluntari.1y make 
reguHtt c:hlle: "support pOy!ftlwtlt.~. The pal'ment.s wt:,t<: Unall.:r <=(>Ming l)h 
time every month, but tht" only lilllHe<J lox <:. t1l:lW ,"uttlh:. lJ~cao~c one'''=' 
agaIn, they s~opped coming. r 

1'11i! W1BCOn&ln 'chlld HI.lPP(l"'rt age.ncy 'I%u14 not ,tx:y to locat., the qlIIIJ 
fathe:r::6 Th$,Y told flU. LIIII.l .t hat) to UnCI out wheu;. he ltvcd and whG.te hQ 
...as worki!l9. : When I dl<t f1n<J out: that" tie was living d;f1U wl'JLJl.lng tTl 
T~xa~, the wl&COnSln chl1~ support agency retu$cu Lv ~end an~ pftperwo~k 
to Texas b.cau~. tney sald that Texaa Wl11 no~ CUu~uL4te on Inter3tole 
caGe"". J w"'s told that. J. ehould just forget. auvul Lel.:tivltv;; c::hll(1 
~YPpOtt as 10"9 as he cont1nued to llvo In Texas. Now I hav~ ItQ~nea 
that my chlldren'. lathe.r Is no lOn~E!r 11v1nq If' TttX(ll) , b\:lt my ,loe~l 
dI;Jeney tell::; me that s1nce ttli.. case 1$ 4: little: mOr;ot ulfflcult, .and 
bc:t;"\.l~~ t1ie aq'ency 4ot\& not have t:noll<]f\ stat f QJ:: :r::e50lltCeS t:hey t.4111 !lot 
sp*na on,¥ m,o%e time 0% money on thIs ease. 1'fH~ only r~",UH.HI Lhi~ caGe 
hal5 been \11fficl.11t 13 because Wlscullslu te!uses to take "flY action., 

a~caU$e of the laCK o( coope%atlon bqtY@sn the state~, my daughters a$ 
IoItHl a.& many othel: cnHdren ln t.htt u.s. ore in. odelS'pe~at« need o( $ 

nd.t1onal .. unifoxm chl.!d: support 6)'8tem:. The offlce u£ ChIld SUPliod: 
6ofot:cemtnt (OCSE) ne~d~ to be placed wltnin trle VUL ~o chile shoul(l 
have to go thtOU9h th~ f1nancial d~va$tat1on that my 4aQ9htet5 h~ve h~ 
to expe'l~ncClae d l:esult ~f not recelvtn9 tho1~ ch11~ 'suPPQ~t~ 

i 

http:r~",UH.HI
http:voluntari.1y
http:Eina;l.ll
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I .am JUllL11nft rhC'~, :t $lnq'~ IlftiTfOnt. with t\fO children whn are en.titled to 
rhnt1 !'tll['lDt'lyt., t.o"'.Al1.(ll~ $12.<)00. t ....ork f1Jl1 time an ~ (;le:rk". 1 earn 
814.000 pel:' Y'l~t. I ap'['Il,p.n fol' r.hl1d $UIlPort services at the LOG 
Anl]~l@s Olstz:lct Attotn~yj~ Offlr.", In 1'988. At that t1m~. T q&vc I;.htufl 
my t'X-hllS band ~ s '1 ;asi:. known Bode ess wh t("h W;l~ InK ~rn·hlS. 1 spec1f h::d-l1y 
tQld t:h. PAI& 'n!£1CQ that: r 'WlUI un~ul:"~! the hl::l #>\It'''~1 ~fl~nrlt:l' nlJmber 
and did not belleve ~~ was still in KQo&as.

I 

I


The Los An9cles Dl.trlct Attorn~yl$.Off!r.~ n~v~r v~r)flea the ~ddr~s~ or 
social s~t":tlrtt.y nllrn't'UH r hi'l~ <liven thoro. tnl;tt.@:rlfl l they ~cnt MI URESA to 
Kanr.as. Ka~sas then spent almoST thy.~~ yP.AT~ tTyl~Q to 5e~~~ ~ap~rs to 
the wxon~ ~.t.Qn~ I have mad~ ~~v~T.~1 ~All~ tn r.h~ LO$ An~elea D15trir.t 
Ath1x-ne:rt$ Off1ce .. tht K.,nRa~ ("htl(1 ~flPpO'(t ofUcQ .. the state lV-O 
ofUc~ In Sat::'raNM'fl., r:;:f11 '('i'rn.Ll I'Ind the Federal Regional Offices of 
r:hnl"l $lnDVo""t.~ Nnnf': Of r.hlllts& 'JOVfrnment aqencies have eVel: tried to 
vodfy hh :.d4ro!ls 0'1:: 1J"1vctn nlf!o .;u;i{>llu"tA OT l"t';9ula:t statlJ.s, repo:r::ts~ The 
Los An9ultu) Dietr let .Attor:nel"t! O££\ce h .. s not: '/IWde af'l), "t;t;~m[)t!'\ tt) 

locate my ex-hu~bdnd. 

Out of a.spe:ral:;.loh ,~n Novemb«'C of 19510" 1 hil:ed a private lnve&t19atOl:# 
wh.o 1n 20 minutes, located my .:.::-hl1snan(l. f {jl1Vt'l atl of this 
In!o'l::ln.lltlol"l. to the Los Al'l.tlele~ tHs.tricot At"t¢rn~yl,::; O;nr:A rm n."t":fO:mhe.r 5 .. 
i!l90~ Onec a<:Jal" the DA'!1 office took no oct:ion on ZI\)r' ease olnc3 !loth!.n.;; 
els.., he.1\ bl!\f,n l donel :;\ncO' that timo. 

I 
Ol,)t' f~m.ily 'lIM"ftFH~ f<Jl" fnnfl rd:AntpS, but; not ).FDC, f do 1"I:ot kno\04 bow 
muoll tongel: II (H\,., ,$uppoz:t my tamlly 4,lone. I f\1n t.14<"l fMnt:h!'O hAh1nd 00 
<l11 of ml' bl~tl$. ll!-CAUIH'" r itn nnt. n.Wf\ ,IU\:( medical eoveJ:a-gt) fClX fAY 
chi~d~ef'l, f 4150 hay~ many ~npald madlcal bl118~ ~c may be £Qxc~d ~n 90 
on AF'DC if they start 90~nlsh.in9 my paycheck to collect tnt: ur·l,a.Jtj 
11\edlcal billa. 

Il. the qO .... ~'l::rlrM~nl;; chi14 ~upl?Qrt: a<)etotl~. l:;~'lan t"t"I)'4"f,,;~If\g l:',ft :tll~J:l:ort 
and mode tit}" <u,;"huab>lnd 91:t l'I'I¢dlclll coverage £0:' my chi l~r.n, I ",ould I'\ot 
hay" to WOt~y about qoing on welfare. 

mailto:tnl;tt.@:rlfl
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I am Mario Sims and I live in Detroit, Michigan. I am an Af~icnn 
American single parent. My six year old son and I received AFDC, 
because he has not received regular timely payments since the court 
order was: e'stablished in 1985. When Ashley was born we lived in 
Chicago, paternity was established when he was four months o.\d" 
Ashley's father was ordered to pay $240 a month. Shortly after 
paternity waG established he moved to Mississippi. sinoe he has 
been in ~ississippi he has easily been able to abandon his ehild 
and fail to: meet his legal and ~ral child support obligations. 

The child support agency haG bean able. to attaoh his IRS tax refund 
twice. Yet, they tell me that they cannot locate his place oj:' 
employment *: This does- not make any sense, the place of employnlEmt
is listed on the W-2 attached to the tax return This must be ona 

file in order for the agency to take the tax refund to collect "the 
child support arrearagee. It should be a routine activity for the 
IRS to repo'rt the employer listed on the tax return to the ohild' 
support agenoy, so that a payroll deduction to oollect the child 
support cani be done. 

In the 6 years: that I have been trying to oollect support" the 
child support agency has never taken any enforcement action on my 
case without prompting. The only action ever taken on my cuso i~ 
when I called and specifically told them what to do. What hap!.'"no 
to a.ll the children whose mothers donlt know they _can request
specific actions? ~hat happens to all the children whoso parents 
are unable to specificallY ask for action, "because they do not know 
the chtld support laws? What happens to all the children Whose 
parents don1t have assertive perqonalities? 

Government agencies should know what action to take to locat(1} 
absent parente, and what action to take to collect the S\I~pOl;,"t 
payments. They should take this action without having to be call~cl 
and reminded to do SQ. Federal law currently requires this, y.t 
the government ignores its' own laws! . 

My recommendations for improving the child support system are to 
improve communication between the IRS and the child SUP~%t 
agencies. To make the IRS take a more active role in enforcement 
such as enforcin<J and oolleotins payments ~ They have in<:otna 
information on solf-employed non-payors from 1099 forms, they have 
employer information from W-2's filed with returns, they are 
expert. in collecting money. Right now the only action they C<lke 
i. attaehment of income tax refunds and IRS Full' Collection 
Service. The IRS Full Collection Service is rarely used, because 
the IRS charges the state $l22.~O per caee. State Child support
Agencies will not spend that muoh money on a easel even when it 
~ould move a child out of poverty. 

State Child Support Agencies say our ohildren are not worth them 
paying S 122 • ~O, they want the low incOlIIe mothers to pay the 
S122~SO. This is impossible for, most low income single parents.
There should not be a fee for the IRS Full Colleetion Service. 



• 
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It makes sanse for the IRS - who is a federal agency, and deals 
with all of the states to be muoh more active on interstate cases 
and to be involved in enforcement and collection of payments. It 
is time to , make children as important as taxes in the u.s. 
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THE IMPACT OF NONSUPPORT 
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o FOR ~HE CUSTODIAL PARENT, TYPICALLY AWOMAN 
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THE IMPACT OF NONSUPPORT (CONT.) 

o FOR SOCIETY AT LARGE 

"EXCE1T FOR TRAFFIC COURT, I'IORE AMERICANS COME INTO CONTACT 

WITH OUR JuDICIAL SYSTE~l THROUGH THE FAm LY COURTS THAN 
I 

THROUGH ANY OTHER ASPECT OF THE LAW. IT IS ESTIMATED THAT
I . 

TWO- TH I RDS OF THE CH I lOREN BORN TH I S YEAR \~I LL ENCOUNTER THE
1 • 

CHILDISUPPORT SYSTE,1: HALF WILL BENA~lED AS RECIPIENTS OF 
, . 

CHILD SUPPORT, HALF WILL BE EITHER PAYORS OR PAYEES WHEN 

ADULTS. IT IS NO WONDER niAT THERE .IS AN EROSION OF CONFiDENCE 
, . '" .. ,,~,: 

IN OUR COUNTRY'S LAI~S AND INSTITUTIONS WHEN C0l1PUANCEIS;'SQ, . 
LOW WiTH COURT ORDERS RELATED TO SOMETHING OFSLJCH IMPORTANCE,"

I 
, 

(SOURCE: REPRESENTATIVE BARBARA KENNELLY OF 
I 

NOVEMBER 1983),
, 

! 

CONNECTICUT~ 

,, 
\ 

, , 


...•..'." ....•..__ ... __•.•.• ...... __. __ ........_ ..•._.__...........,....";";";';iOI:"
..,liii'iiiii liIliiilli 



, CRITlOUES WIT4 NATlONAL APPLICABILITY 
I • ,u, 

•A. ORGANIZATIONAL FRAGMENTATION AND LACK OF ACCOUNTABIlITY , , 


I 

"THE SYSTEM FOR COLLECTING SUPPORT IS A JUMBLE OF UNCONNECTED 

PARTS, EACH CREATED FOR A DIFFERENT PURPOSE AND NONE EXISTING 

PRIMARILY TO FACILITATE SUPPORT COLLECTION. THE SYSTEM LACKS' 

CENTRALIZED AUTHORITY: MANY AGENCIES ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR SOME 

PIECE OF THE PROCESS, BUT NO SINGLE PERSON OR GROUP' HAS OVER. ' . 
'. 

ALL RESPONSIBILITY. THIS LACK OF ORGANIZATION CAUSES CONFUSION 

AND DELAY" FRUSTRAilNG AND DISCOURAGING THOSE SEEKING THE MONEY 

THEY NEED )0 SURVIVE. THOUGH THERE ARE SEVERAL AVENUES BY WHICH 
I 

SUPPORT CAN BE OBTAINED, PARENTS GET LITTLE OR NO GUIDANCE TO 

HELP THEr1 CHOOSE THE ROUTE MOST LIKELY TO BE EFFECTIVE." 

, ' 

(SOURCE: "ECONOMI C CHI LD ABUSE; A REPORT ON CHI LD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
, 

IN MASSACHUSETTS," SOUTH MIDDLESEX OPPORTUN lTY COUNC 1L, INC" 1985)
I, 

B. INADEQUATE RECORDKEEPI NG 

IT IS "., •INDEED DISHEARTENING TO KNOW THAT IT IS POSSIBLE TO 

CALL THE WASHINGTor~ SUBURBAN SANITARY COMMISSION AND OBTAIN AN 

UP-TO-DATE' AND ACCURATE READ OUT ON ANY HOMEOWNER'S WATER BILL 

IN THIS COUNTY, BUT NEXT TO IMPOSSIBLE TO OBTAIN THE SAME IN

FORMATION WITH REGARD TO THE AMOLINT OF CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS 
I 

DUE, RECEIVED AND DISBURSED ON EVEN THE MOST ROUTINE OF CASES." 
I 
. 

(SOURCE: REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE ON CHILD SUPPORT APPOINTED BY THE, 

PRINCE GEORGES !COUNiY, tiARYLAND COUNTY COUNCIL, MARCH, 1985) 
i , 
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TESTIMONY OF GERALDINE JENSEN, PRESIDENT 
THE ASSOCIATION FOR CHILDREN FOR ENFORCMENT 

, OF SUPPORT, INC. (ACES) . 
HUMAN RESOURCES SUB COHHITTEE, MARCH 18, 1993 

, 
I 

ACES is the largest chi1d support advocacy organization in the U.$~ We 
have almost 300 chapters in 49 states with over 25,000 members. ACES 
members are typical of the 10 million families entitled to child ~upport 
payments in the U.S. We have joined together to seek improved child 
support enforcement so that our children are protected from the crime of 
non-support .. a cr,ime which causes poverty. 

ACES is a member! of the Nations1 Chi ld Support Assurance Consortium, 
which was formed, along with the Health and Welfare council Of Lang 
Island and the Center, for Law a"d Socdal Pol icy. We interviewed 325 
families about their experience with-in the f.irst year after the father 
left the family. , The follOwing is a summary of the effects of family 
breakup on children in America. 

- 15% of the'families did not receive child support 
p'ayments 
5'8. Qxperienced a housing crisis (10~ ~ent to 

Shelters y 48S move in with friends or relatives to 
avoid homelessness) 

- 36X of the children did not get medical care when ill 
- 32'S of the chi ldren experienced hunger 
- S7S of the children 10ss regu1ar day care 
- 26% of the children were left unsupervised while their 

1 mother worked 
- 49% of the children could not afford to participate in 

school activities due to lack of funds 

These statistics prove that the current state based support enforcement 
system is failing to serve the children and that this causeS child 
poverty~ The system needs radical, fundamental restructuring if it is 
to become a program which ensures that both parents aro responsible for 
the well being of their children and decreases the burden of welfare 
costs 'placed on the taxpayers. The child support anforcemen~ system 
needs to be a Un'if'orm Federa 1 System. In, A Vision Of Change For 
America, it is estimated that $328 m1llion dQllars can be saved in the 
next fout" years. if child support enforcement is improved. ACES 
believes $500 million can be saveo if we federalize the system. 

Improvement is t.rul y needed 1 over 20 mi 1 1 ion en i 1dren are owed over 
$23.5 billion dollars in unpaid child support. This largo amount of 
debt to children is really only about one-half Of what is truly duet 
because about 4S~ of the entitled children do not yet have ehild support 
orderS. " 

• 
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In 1991, almost ,three million childr-en needed paternity established. 
Paternity was established for only about 17~ of these children through 

,the use of the traditional court based "ystem. In stat.. s where 
administrative process for establfshin9 paternity was used this figure
increased to 50S~ (examples include: 47S in washington State and S5~ in 
Minnesota.) 

I 
I 

The administrative paternity establishment. process needs to include a 
user friendly system for volUntarily acknowledging paternlty by Signing 
the birth certifieate at the hospital, or completing an affidavit at the 
Tit 1e I v-o en i 1 d support agency or other commun i ty or government agency. 
In cases where there is a diapu~e or Question about paternity, genetic
tis"ue or b100d testing should be readily available at the Title IV-D 
agency, hospital, or clinic. New tests allow for a small piece of 
tissue to be removed from the inside of the mouth of the mother, child, 
and alleged father. This tissue can then be tested to prove paternity. 
There 1s no longer a need for '-&,iting six months after the chi ld 1 s bi rth 
to Obtain blood samples. The ~ew genetic tests are much faster and cost 
the same os the H1..A blood testing method., Genetic test results of 98" 
or hi9her should be a .presumption of paternity. Paternity caseS should 
only be in tho court system if there is a dispute over the chain of 
custody of the tissue samples. ' 

For those child~en who have child support orders, collections were 
received in only SOlt of t.he· cases. Even in the worst and most 
devastating economic times, we did not have a 50~ unemployment rate. 
this means that many parents who have the ability to pay child support 
are simply ignoring their obligations and that our law enforcement 
system is 1etting them get away wjt~ it. 

A syste~heLe W~4 forms act as a reporting .tool so that child support 
can be payro11ed'deaucted is needed. current1y, anl~ about 20S of the 
cases where payments are rec.ived come from income withholdin9~ 
Amazingly, this accounts for almost 2/3 t s of the money Collected. In 
Minnesota and Washington State, W-,( Reporting has been proven to be 
effective. The tax savings is tremendous b"ecause the government does 
not need t.o spend resources trackin9 down· the non-;:H.lYOr's place of 
eruployment~ Employers send a copy of all new hires W-4 forms to the 
child"support en.forcoment agency who then compares it with child support 
records to det.ermine if support is due. The agency then notifies the 
employer to payrOll deduct the support. Since 30S of all chi1d support 
cases involve more than one state, 8. national registry needs to be 
established for 1>1-4 forms to be compared with existing child support 
record and to issue the income withholding notice to the employer. 

It is logical to! glace this nat.ional registry with-in the tRS since 
employers are alr~ady accustomed to sending the IRS regular reports and, 
payments. This would be the least burdensome for employers. The IRS 
needs to immediately begin to take a more aetivQ role in the enforcament 
of child support ,through the use of the IRS ',full collection. 

I , 'i 
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We must send a national message that supporting chi'dren is a 
fundamenta 1 respona ib11 i ty as paying ts)(es. A Nat ione 1 Chi 1 d Support 
Enforcement System needs to be adopted. such as; the national system 
which is out.lined in HR 773. The Federal Office of Child Support 
Enforcement. should be placed in the IRS. An Assistant Tax Commissioner 
should be apPointed to be Director of the IRS Child Support Division. 
This national agenoy must be given all the tools it needs, including 
improved information for locating &bsent parents and improved tOOls for 
making prompt and effective col1eetions t to aggressively pursue child 
support and medical support for children. ' 

The recommendation by the u.s~ COfNflissiol1 on Interstate Child Support, 
which call for employers to individually handle income withhold orders 
and issue checks directly to the payee is not good for American 
businesses. Th'ls type of plan would require the GMC factory in my 
hometown to issue 3,000 cheCMS a week to individual people from income 
withholding orders, rather than the one transaction to the child support 
agency. Instead of the gov"rnment distributing payments to the 
families, GMC will have to tak" over this'duty. Some of these checks 
will be for "'''OC tam; lies, so GMC will have to be told by the state 
agency which checks to send to families and which to send to the state. 
Since the average length of time a family is on AFDC is 17 months and 
that many femilies are on AFDC more than once, GMC will certainly be 
kept busy sorting out who gets which chock when. 

In order to know Which cases need child support enforcement action, we 
need a national system which records payments made and initiates 
appropriate enrorcement action to collect on delinquent accounts. 
Automated stat9 child support tracking systems were suppose to be this 
system~ but onlY ten states have statewide automated systems in p1ace. 
Eight of these report continued problems and need addjt~al_funding to 
make corrections and updates. In our annual survey, tnlrty-five state 
child support agGllcies told ACES, that they would sti 11 not have .. 
system in place by the lS9S deadline. We have already spent over $257 
million on automated systems. States are requestin9 an additional $863 
million to complete the projects. This w111 be " total over $1.1 
billion dollars. ACES requests Congress and the Adminlstration to 
investi9ate the, problems associated with the automated chi ld support 
~racking systems, before we continue to spend t~ dollars on a projects 
which are not ~or~jn9 and show little hope of peing in place by the 1995 
deadline. even "though most states have been working on it for over five,
years. :. 

To he 1p fund the chi 1 d SIJPport enforcement system and to act as an 
deterrent agains't fai lure to pay Qr making Tate payments. a fee should 
be assessed against the non-payor similar to those charged by utility 
companies against Gonsumers who are late with payments. Sinoe the 
del inquency rate' on chi ld support cases is presently about 80% I these 
late fees 

4
should save taxpayers millions of dollars! Interest is rarely 

col1ected on unpaid child support debts and ,late fees are not charged. 
This system acts as an incentive to accumulate a Chi ld support debt 
Since it can be paid off at anytime with nQ penalty or interest due. 

; 
3 I 
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In order for families to no longer need public assistance child support
payments and medical support is needed. In the National Child Support 
Consortium's Survey we found that 36$ of the mothers reportod that thoy 
wore unable to take thei r chi 1dren to the doctor ",hon 111, ,,,,d 55% 
missed regular check ups. 

Government studies have shown that about .1SS of the non-custodial 
pareMts ha~e health insurance available to them through their employer 
for their eh11d~en. Unfortunately, only 23k voluntarily provide their 
child this health insurance coverage. Therefore. strong laws are needed 
to reQuire the parent to provide medical coverage for their chi1dren 
after family break up. ACES members report that even when the non
custodial parent has health insurance for the Children they often cannot 
accesS it because the non-custodial parent fails to provida them with 
the insurance claim forms, 10 cards and plan information. Many of our 
members report that the non-cuGt.odial parent completes the" health 
insurance claim" form and checks off the box which requests that the 
insurance company pay the non-custodial parent rather than sending the 
money to the health care provider. Some non-custodial parents than cash 
the insurance check, spend the money on themselves, and fail to pay the 
health care provider. This causes chi1dren' to be denied health care 
because the hospitals and doctors were not paid. 

I 
About ten states have enacted laws which require employers to add 
chi ldren of non-:custodial parent.s to health insurance plans and payroll 
deduct any premiums, provide the custodial :parent claim forms and 10 
cards and requi~e claim payments to be made directly to the health care 
prov; der. unfortunate 1y, these state 1 aws do not reach i nsurence 
companies who are governed by ERISA (Employees Retirement Income 
Security Act). COngress needs to Bet to create an exemption under ERISA 
for state medical support laws. 

A federal law is needed requiring emp10yers to comply with an~ medical 
support court order from any state and for a" insurance companies to 
supply custodial parents needed information, forms and 10 cards for 
chi1dren covered under non-custodial parent insurance plans. Insurance 
companies should' be prohibited from refusing to cover a child which does 
not live wit.h the insured parent if that par,ent is required to provide 
medical support.: 

" I
All of the above reforms are needed if ..,e are to truly alleviate 
Childhood poverty~ Children are the innocent'victims of family break up 
and they shou1d' be protected from poverty. We shou1d adopt a child 
support assurance program that 9uarantees tnat child support will be a 
regular. reliable source of income- for children growing up with an 
absent parent. i 
A SYSTEM LIKE SOCIAL SECURITY IS NEEDED FaR CHILDREN ENTITLED TO CHILD 
SUPPORT TO INSURE THAT THEY RECEIVE REGUtAR PAYMENTS EVEN IF THE NON
CUSTOOIAL PARENT CANNOT BE FOUNO OR CANNOT PA Y OUE TO UNEMPLOYMENT. 
THIS CHILD SUPPOFIT ASSURANCE PROGRAM WILL REDUCE POVERTY IN THE U.S. SY 
42%. 

4 
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American Fruni1iJs entitled to $upport need an effective and fair 
enforcement system. The children need it to i GUrvlVe, to grow up seCure 
and safe~ It is' time to solve the problem jof 1'I0n~6f",1pport. we can do 
it. We have the resources and ability to do it. We need to set up B 
national child support enforcement system ana a child support assurance 
program to protect chi1dren from poverty. it is the right thing to do 
for our childronL 

I 

:. 
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T have added. you and William Galston, 
to our :nailing list, and I hope! that Child 
SUPEort Report will be as us~ful to you nnd 
President Clinton as it is to our 15.00Q 

rende.rs. 'I 

The :1cwsletter. !lOW in, its fifteenth year 

of publication has nn avid readership of 
st~1te and local child support practftioners. 
mUJI}l]gers. H:1d iHbn'cate.s thrO(lghout the coun trv. 
It is also sent to state Human Services Dircc,
tors. l(tgis. ttl tors + and governors. . I 

As YOll know, child support workers 
and managers are doing a very difficult Job 
under the reost austere budgc~ary conditions. 
At any Umc, should the President wish to,
communicate his thoughts on child support direct, . 

ly to the peop1c who are doi~S the work+ l 
nm most pleased to make Child Support Reeort 
nvnHnble to h1u: as the vehicle, . I . 

We are all hopeful a~,?ut the improve
ments that Presldent Glinton~s Adninistration 
will bting to the child supp6rt enforcement 
progrnm. 

~~'Y<~'~~~U4~ 
Ann Slayton • 

.
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orchHd Enforcement 

Cl;:,:rU1t1 Topics ____________ 

Review and 
Adjustment 
of Child Support 
Orders . 

c)verview ojthe Need 

T hl..! dwllcoge of kecpin)ol ch:kl support orders 
: :,lP~!tH.l:HC h:l,~ 'cll:crgt.:.J :l.~ an issu<: of COIH;ern 

tor legislators, I policrmakcrs, IV·D fH.:r8onncL 
the judiciary. child udvOGUt:s .and parents. Cbild sup~ 
PO!! ordCfii cSl:lbliiilled prior to Ih<: a(iopflOn of M",lle 
guiddlnc!l may be groiisly inude,!u:ttc. Ev..:n th~ usc of 
g~idc,lim:1'> in (!5111bl!shing the inili:![ ;Iw;lfd :UllOUfit 
O()c$ noi cn"UfC !ha! orders, ",Vcr time. continul.· to 
me,:,t lhc support $t<l'nJanh set hy the guiddinc~L To 
addrl!ss this: probh:m', section 103 (c) of the 1988 Fami
Iy"Su ppof( At:t ph<lsCS i [l a requ ircment fOf the periodic 
a(~jtlS\ll).ml of suppo:rt order..;, in :lc(;ord,mce wilh \he 
iiUPP:()f( Ku!ddineS in the state, 
.';.liistOfically, st:lI~ bws govt:rning modification of 

cryild SllppOIt ()rtier.s hllvc required Ihal the.: party scck
ing.;\ change in th..: ';tward amount must provo.! that a 
lii,ar'c'fi;t) chango:: in cir~umstar1{':t:,~ hall occurred ISince 
entry of !lh! ordef Sev'l::-;;i slates rL'qulf<;; ,Il:!! the 
change iii clrl'Ullis:anccs be subslami;(ll ltnd c(jntinu~ 
in'g,,$liI! oihers impolSc a <:ondilion lil.A{ tho;: change be 
oo'e Ih:lt could nnl h;lVc beeo conlcmpl:,lted;1I Ihc time 
the'.onkr was initially establi:;hcd. Meeting thi:; hurden 
of: IHeof luIS often 'made obtaining ;I change in the 
am,out)! 01 child support a diffinJlc underl;,lking for 
nI;loy J);J rlks_ The t.:xi:;tl.'rKe of :..uch a M;lndard has 
frc'qm:ndy mC:lfll the need for an adversary procco.!d
irig ;tnd protracted litigation 10 demunstrate the oc
",' ", I 

u.s, Oeparlmelll of 

Ife-ahh and Humtl.ll S-.ervi(lt,. , 

Adminlsl~:"ti"n for {,':lIil<lr",.\ :).flJ Ftuullio::" 

Office (If !=hikl Sltpp<>r! f.nfof('('mefli 
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, I Micke"$ (riRblJ, Cpordim110r of Ih;~ AHA S)m~ 
on Review aluJ AdjllS",/1J1II of Cbild SUPfJurl Ordw~. 

! cOlifi,'rtmce Pdt'Jt'ciptlllI.1 wilh AIM'$ Sf111y 
Smallhwda. 

cun:lce of a suffldcm dUI.r'lge in circumstance" or to 
r{!!ih~ an alll.!"g:ltioo thai the requisite ch<loge in dr
cum~!ilnces h:ts I.xx:urrcd, 

'~hiS issue uf Child Support Report highlight?> 
5evl.'fal review and ndlUSlment topic.;. There arc ur· 
tkh;~ on tilt: fe:h;ral r .... t(ulathms. rt.:search finui:lgs. 1ill.! 
pro!~lem of identifying :I~Set$, uno some recent coun 
c:.se~ concerning "change in circl!mstances~ related to 
state guidelines, Some of the materi;.1 in this issue, 
incl~djng tht~ photographs, is drawn from a feCl.!nt 
!WO~(l:Jy I'.rmrmsium sron.~orecl by the Anh:ri<;:m Bar 
ASM~dalion Child Support projt:CT. 

1ht: sympo"ium indudcd five plenary ~cssions ,;no 
20 slU~tllcr workshops A s<lmpling of topic:.: feder.tl 
rcqt!ircmcms, Ihc slare IV-I) perspective, judici:il cun* 
L:crn.s, downward adjustment, tl_1C Unifllfm Interst;uc 
Family Support Al"l (lJlfSA), rt.m.llhe nUb :lnd bolts of 
h~n(IJjng <In ;Idjustmt:hl case. An oem information,
Mel1!orandutO summ::ui7jng the \....orkshups will be il>
sued in the rw:!r futute, • 

http:feder.tl
http:Humtl.ll
http:a(~jtlS\ll).ml
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Re 
1992/January 1993 

Tax Data Portrait of 
~sets ~ong Noncustodial Parents 

f·:: j 

I)y RIJhert ,if, Melia 
"l" ' , 
' ,,'co lax 5<:ason, under Ih\: paIns and penalties of The tmditi<mal view ot'1ax administrators is th:lllax


E, :perjuf;', more than tOO mlliion Americans docu data SilOUld only be !,Jscd IQ ;Idmloistcr the tax laws. 
.-' fiCO! their Income and a~sets fOf st:lte und fcder:tI This ~i!Jw is b:l1:icd on the belief that proteCting [be 

in~mllC I:O( :HJ(horitil.:"" To cO:'Utc the accur:H::V and priva\..J of tax ioforn:atwo helps ensure that taxpayer~ 
!.:on'jpl\;;'!CnCS5 of thili data, the Intero,ll R{:vcnu~ Ser will :ll:C\lfatdy report their earnings and 1I5~t:lS. AI· 
vil.:c:.{!RS) and most 5t!lte government.'> maint~lin mas- thollHIt mO~1 Mall,.' CSE progr;ulls do not hav(~ direct 
1>Jvc".'firmncial d;Ha hast'S <toJ temploy :IClnics of :'ccl..!s~ 10 Ihc~e wx and financial d:Ha ba:-.cs for the 
;llHtitPfi;, purpulse of cl>wbli..,.bing ;!nd enforcing child suppori 

o((h-:rJ, They have been able to gel certain kinds of 
inforrtlation that ttlXfl;lycrs ;!od finandal inslitulions 
report W st:lt..: and fcdcraLt:.x authorities. {See box.) 

In IMa::.sachysett", the CSE program 15 pari of Ihe 
Department 0/ Revenue, which means that child sup
port I~'wgram Ihao:lgets do h;lve gre;lier access to slate 
revt;:nuc data in the past several years, M:I,ssaclilbeHS 
h,as be,;:n <lhlC' 10 conduct stu<-lh:s using ;,wte t.ax and 
other lfinancial d:u .. for the purpose of m:oking in1~ 
pruvemcot$ to lhe CSE prugnlm,

I
lowme Portndt front Tax Dat;l 

In!Dne sTudy, Ihe CUIl:unonw~ahh's Department of 
Revenue merged !ltatc chill! support and slate income 
laX d::!a for 19':)0. The fC?UIt W<ll'! a revealing financial 
ponr:;it of 72,000 obligrttcd p.arcnts, mo~t of whom are 
delinquent in [h~ir child support p"ymenl$, 

(COllI ill/led on page 3) 

' ,T..!.~·de ,< " • ':'
~~l ••• . . ~ .I I ' . " , .. 

: . New PUblicaduns ..... , .............................. : ......... :.4 
:~ .Measurln~uExl:cJleiJ(.:c·Tbrough Sta.tlstlc::s ..... 5 

New SSN Ve,:iflc::atlon System· ..... ~...: .... : ............ 7 , . .' . 
.',, 

, : ~ . 
'.;' .. 
/.,:'1,' 

-~" 

u,s, O::~~~:~:~;O~ftl Servlu::s 
A<irnmiSIJJli{;n for Children and l'~rniJlc5 
Offi<':e t,l Cl~'ild Support Enforccment 
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Child EnftH"cement Vol. XIV, No. 1992 

J.H:~J.J.\.'i3pital Paternity Estal).Ji!~hJnu::nt a Hit 
in West Virginia

." . 

W
"",::' hen :t IhrCe-nW!llb In~ho:-,pit~ll p:!{cr
J l,\ity P!lo! project yidded a ,'W.r::rn'ol 

," }-,.',,;d.l1shml.·!l! r:ltc, West Vlrglnla los\ 
liltl .... riJJH.' in exp:!ndin:!{ Ihe numh<:( l,f p:tr
tidp:lling hiflhin~ l\tl;;p:':!l.~ fr<Hll Ihn:c 10 tW<.:Il
lv-fivl'!",.. 
. \Xfitl; tht: :nlppUn qf tl1:Jnha 11 ill , Din.:ClOr of 

tht: CliHd (\dv()~'at<: Office (CAO) which ad
!llinbie.r~ the CSE J1fn-gram, IX'<.:;,:t Virginia cs/ah· 
1):-;111:;1"(111: tn-! I, ',"11I!;, I P:!lo.:milv :~s!:lljli$hnK'nl 

proj<:c't~ Direc:cd hy G;try KrCf}S, I ~l ..' pr"gr,HIl 
h:1S esublbhcd I. too p:Hernili'.:l'i III the year 
folltH,,:in"g fhe progr;ljlj's inception in Scpn:m
ber ;'):J). n':fin:,~eo!in}( ,;0 pnCcnl uf an hirdH; 
to ufl\,:,cd Illotht,r:; in tll>!; p;lrtk,pating 11(),~pi. 
t:t!.'i. :\'~uH Iw{Hl1ird:- qf <::o:t:lblbbt'd p:nernilic:o: 
in volv~, 1\00·:\ FOe par<:I1I:;,

The.: State 11:1.\ had vulufll:lry acknotv. 
leJgt:J)H.'n; :lnJ :himinislmlLvc prou:durt:1i for 
r:1tt:r~!tr o.:1>!abli.~hmcm for "ev\.!r;;! re:HS. yd 
Hull! .\V;tS bdn,et done 10 m:1ximil-'.~ lhoslJ 
rOIit.'f~~ !U incn::I.'it: tht: number of .:"dy pakfoity <""Ii

!ablisl!pw/}!s. If w,,:, den Ib;lI e;;rly p:ut:rntly t:st:lb
Ibhm~llt gn'::lflr reduce:>, if not dimin:w::s, the co"t:o; 
in\'olv~tI with Inlaling :!ll<:ged fathers. genetic ie:>ling, 
:Hld co'tin <:u:.I:-. . . 

Kn~),wing lhat In~I'o,~pil:tI rrograOl~ \Vl'fl" in PI;I~'\; in 
Vir~il\~t "projecl m:lfl<lgcr Crary KH.'pS \()ul,<-:d a h:w 
huspit,~lrl~,l!) learn h()\v ti1dr proW:lJlls.:v:'re (:k'signt.!d, 
the prOCI.O{hlreS, :1I'd l!t~' :~rnoun! ut ,".wt! l!llle !f1v(Jlv;:d. 
As ~H.."~:iA<":(J\'..::",·d. e:u'iv 1'):I\l.!rnlt'-' <:;;I,lblb~lJl""nt:; ,k'n't

.,j • , I 

!l(;CI:~s:lr~.'y "JUi>{ h:lpp..:n',·' :mo oflen m;:aJt ;ldd.:d w,Hk 
fur st:l:f, "" Kfl!;):> :!s;;cOlbleJ th(lol~ who wou!d b;:

" : " 1 
"; , 
;'~~: . ,,

tJ S, Ol'P3(tIIlt.'IU uf 
Hc;t!lb aud Uuw'm Sen'in"s("':!fr""'~,

\ ~. 	 AdmillhO,l1j{it\:'''f C1JtIJn:ll ,1lId F.unj"':~ 
('jltl,,',' ,d Child ~upjl,,,t Enfor~<:m~f1( 

, ".... '," 	
, 

,:~,; 

" \:J'"•. 
"'~ ..:v:.. 

'I, -' 1 
': l'...~ >', 

. • ,"I 

" OJ-' a olTl.'ppcd-l.Ip ~:'t:\bli$hmcnf effort. H(.' cx-
rlaiOl:tlt "!i'~ important 10 seU :Hl ide:. to thc right 
~~oplc,lw .!'rmg Ihc rigbt r!j}'t't~ tv th" t;lhl;: 10 work 
Llm,.;s ,jUt. 

Thclplayers in :11;" CISt' wt:rc Chuck Ibi:cy, Sta~t: 
Hl!gistrar for Vital St:l{i::.tics, "I~d, Hobt:r1 Whitier, vicc
pr..:;,idcht of the \XII.;"SI Virginia Ihn'ril;d I\;':i()dalio!), 
The gOld W,\S In m:lke in-hu~pit:\1 paternity estah· 
lishl11etll ;t \vin·win J,roicel bv ~lwrintJ dtlll~:S :~nd, 	 "~ 

Il;Iv:ng ,tlI<: 	 prop~'r partie.... uk;: r<.::.ponsihLliIY ~1j~ lhe,',,,,, iT""eu, 
{cvuliuIIC(/ ,11/ page 2! 

" ,"d'InSI em' 
,I . 

IhJostluM PalcrnhJes in ohiu : .. ;~.... " .. : .•: ... : ....... i 
:~' UU:SA Tn Replace URESA.:... ".'.•" ........................i, I ' , 

http:olTl.'ppcd-l.Ip
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Child XV. No.5, .,"arch 1993 

Hill Clil:tnn II:!!> m;I~!~ :ml'fOved d:ild 
if! <.:'nforcemelll a fl'!l1ml' "f Ih.: new 

I I r!l! dOfll<.::.tic ;t.'ll'nd:t, :\nd hob lO
t il HI his pU:llic l'L\lC11lL'llh. Donna I:. Shalal;l. 

S(cC,Jt:I(V 'lfllK' U.s DL'jmn!)\<:nt llffh::J!!lt :md Ibman 
Servic'd'II;!:> ;lho :-'lr<;,~sl.:d imprl)vl.'d chi!d iiUppoH en-
t\).rceln·ent. I 

r{)II(lwing ;lrc l.·xc~~rpl;; frqlll :Wtnc uf PresiJt!nl 
Clinton's and SL'cn;lary Sh:tbJa's n:cel1l public slate
Ilu:"nt's".l, 

, 
PreSident CUnlon (ldtlressitt8 the mid
wi"ter. meeting. of tile NIUiOll(l1 
GorJcrnor's Assoc/tlUon, Febrliliry 2? 
J993, , 

,,~ . 
i\",,('" need It.ught'r child supp"rf ('II/orcemeuf, All 

I'Mim~ilt'd 15 milfhw cbildn!H htU'lJ /1anmu u·hu couid 
pay c,hilti :WpfJiH1 but .hm 'to i\le Ift't.;(/ iii make SJlrf! Ihal 
lin:!' i"',_ Parents OUlt! hi1li«n~ !l/doll,.,,, iii cMid SUP!);>I'! 
fhal ,'i,~' UUplli,l_mOJw,>' thaI omit! go (j /(Hlg tNtl' 
'uweir't-, -cJltting fhe w~fltlrt' F,lIS <lnd fijllng sillgle 
1,art'lil,~ !Ill t r~/!l!!rerl)', II nd I1/U1/;.!)' (lull ,:ould8U tl itnlS 

11'(/)' (~/u'ard hdpin~~ liS cmoroj ~('t)t'nHnent .>xpe-ndi
turi'.,iand J'e(/III.'illg (}J,II dt'h!. lV'c'r(.' going ('J iollgbf!iI 
..:blh/,;Q({!w,rl(lJIjl!rc(.'tJlcnli>y" /)rwiiJ,1j fIJI! Sldh'3 go as 
far (~.;'. (b('), f1(jss(h~1' 'em 10 eswlJli,,'1.1 lUI/emit), {If tbe 
Iws/Jirttl !I.blnl children (/1'(, horn-cord if I call prel'dil 
liP JJIJ;·it, hy !ISing rhe IH.S I() t:ol/ec( III/paid slIi-'/,urf ill 
s(,l'ir!ll\h' ;ldiJl'IIIt'11f COSt'S, .. 

','
I,:;;i~ '_wid il ha!ill'/!, heCillr"l' ii's (b/l silll/,ie {rllliJ: 

J{l!H:I~I))II<!J1tS <filII 'I rui):l: cIJildl'{II1 jJ{'o!,!,! do .-lnd N!(;11 
',;:'" 

, ,.., ' 

u.s, nepartmem ..r 

Ih'ahh and Human ~trvke,. 


A,hllil1i~!r;'1nn )", ':I"U,,,",, "mll""'l,jk;~ 


Ollie',' 0" ';bi!d S\ll'p,,,1 1(!Jllin ':111>:111 


its Stand 


peop".'lw/Jo Ort'll'/ amI/lid (JflS'Jl It) do tiJeir purl to 
raise lbt'l' cbiJdrL'1l lfw)' briNG iJJlo Ibis ll'urJd.I . . ~ 

Preside,U ClillfOH (fddres!~/Hg ajoint ses
sion of Cangress, Febrll(lrjl 17. 1993. 
, LfiLr this year, w/! will uiler (t pitH! IV end wdfilre 
as we kU(lU' it,,, iVt-' ball(! til (mtl ",dlan! (I:; (l Wily ,if life 
and m~tke il n path /0 tJl(iepelldrJlU.'t, (iud diSHitl',, . 

i
Ou; He"W ,g!'t:ttt NiHi! should he ttl stl"engrhen (jllr 

jW;liUes. ! comphmeH/ the C'mIRn's" .lin' /HI-Hin!? the 
FamilJ' (flut ,~ledic{(1 fl,NWU .. let liS (I WlIId/irsl sle/J, 

i 
Bill it is lime I" dp Im,re, This /)hu/ will 8il'l: (bi.~ 

C(Jlll/l~jI the '''/lUb,!sl (bilt! ,,"nNw!'1 (,1~r(lrc(,lIlent it btb 

e/ler heuf. II is !imil to demand Ihlll Illm/,/e W/..'f.' 1'("'/1,)11
SiiJiliIJ;/()I' ,}Ie ellihllbtly hrill~! ill/" fhis /I'udd, 

i ' 
((.'(!llIillIl~'d (!II IhI,~(! 2): ,,, 

Inside... 
I 

()CSF. Annual Rcp'lrl..... ., ................................... .:\ 

Tccnagen. and ChlJd SUl'pnrt ......................... ·1 

OCSE Rcvhcs FI't,S Fn's .................................... 6 



