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RBPOm' SIKMS INCREASE III CHILD SUPPORI' COLLEC'J'IOIIS, 
BUr -I!(f]CB 1fOF(11 NBBDS ro lIB DONB,· SIfJILALA SAYS 

Nearly-$8 billion in child support payments was collected in 

fiscal year 1992, almost 16 percent over the previous fiscal year, 

~ccordinq to the 11th Annual Report to Congress on Child SUpport 

Enforcement released today_ 

But "much more needs to be done to assure that all parents are 

providing the support their children deserve," HHS Secretary Donna 

E. Shalala said in releasing the report. 

"We must strengthen the current system for identifying parents
I 

who are not meeting their responsibilities, and we must take new 
I 
steps to ensure that children get the support they need," Secretary 

,
Sbalala said. "Tbat is why president Clinton haa charged the 

Working Group on Welfare Reform. Family Support and Independence 

'witb suqqesting ways to dramatically improve child support 

enforcamsnt." 

Tbe report released today describes collections and other child 
support activities nationwide. According to the report, during

.fiscal year 1992, 895,000 child support orders were established 
Ian increase of 9 percent over the prior year t and 516 t 949 
Ipaternities were established -- an increase of 9.5 percent over the 
prior year. Tbe Federal Parent Locator service proceesed 3.9 

:million requests to locate absent parents during fiscal year 1992. 
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"These findings indicate better results from continued efforts 
by state and local child support offices to vigorously assist 
families in obtaininq support from a parent living outside of the 
home,» said Mary Jo Bane, assistant secretary for children and 
families. "Tne quality of life of OUX' nation's children will greatly
improve as more parents meet their emotional and financial 
responsibilities to their children." 

With states' full implementation of the Family Support Act, 
collections are expected to continue increasinq. For example, 
states must now use guidelines for determining the amount of child 
support to be awarded, unless the guidelines can be shown to be 
unjust or inappropriate in a particular case. In addition, states 
must review and modify (If appropriate) Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children child support cases every three years to keep
award amounts 'at a fair level. Non-AFDC cases must be reviewed 
every three years at the request of either parGnt~ 

Immediate wage withholding is also required for all child 
support cases beinq enforced through the child support prograM, 
unless both parents and/or the court agree to a different plan. For 
every $1 spent.,by the program, $4 was collected in 1992. 

Of the l5'2 million child support cases in the public support
enforcement sy~teM in fiscal year 1992, only 8.5 million, or 56 
percent, had support orders. That left more than 6.6 million cases 
without orders\to pay child support. Even when support orders were 
in place, enforcement to the point of an actual collection was by no 
means ensured. States reported collectinq only about one-fourth of 
the child support due for fiscal year 1992 and prior years. 

"Children need the emotional and financial support of both of 
their parents f ", Bane said. "Parents who are not. meeting tbeir 
financial obligations to their children must be required to do so 
and we must fin~ ways to enable non-cQstodial parents to participate 
in raiSing their children.". 

The child support enforcement proqra. is administered by state 
and local governments with oversight and financial support qiv&n by
HaS' Administration tor Children and Families. 

The Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and 
Independence, appointed by president Clinton in June, is developing
strateqies to improve child support enforcement as part of its 
recommendations to reform the welfare system. Bane is a co-chair of 
the working group. 
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NEED FOR STUDY OF USE OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY IN CHILO SUPPORT 

ENFORCEMENT REFORM
I, 

o The child support enforcement proposals under consideration will 
markedly change the collection and use of information. For 
instancc t ,central registries of child support orders. could be 
created that would eventually contain a record of all child support 
obligations~ centralized collections and disburse~ent could use 
technologY 1 now used by banks and financial institutions t such as 
advanced remittance processing machines or electronic funds 
transfer f to record all collections and the disbursements to 
custodial parents. Eluployers may report the hiring of all new 
employees to a government agency. Matches could be made on a 
frequent and massive scale against state and'federal data bases to 
find location, income~ and asset information. 

o Child support assurance t whether adopted nationally or on a 
demonstration basis, will require automated systems to record 
collections and di,sbursements on a much larger scale. 

o The automated systems required under the Family support Act by 
1995 could serve as a basis for much of the present proposals. 
Still, significant questions remain about the ability of the 

"automated I systems to deal with the increased caseloads and 
.' functions., Major enhancements may be needed to handle the 

increased processing and storage requirements. Expanding to a more 
universal caseload may require data conversion costs and tfclean-up' 
of exi~ting case data on a significant sc~le. 

o Major questions concern the feasibility and cost of various 
centralizeid or decentralized operations. central registries, 
directories of new hires, or central collection and disbursement 
clearinghouses could be maintained at federal, regional, or state 
locations~: Each option has its own costs and benefits: 

o In addition, there are many other possibilities for using 
emergent technolo9Y. Plastic card and l'electronic id's,j, EST and 
smart cards, expert systens, neural networks, and relational data 
bases·' and: gateways, have all been sU9gested as having possible 
applications . 

. " I 
o We need! to determine how information technology can best be used 
for the most efficient delivery of services. Consideration of 
state-of-the-art technology is important to ensure that the program 
redesign can be supported by the appropriate technology and to 
provide insight into how it can lIshape" the child support 
enforcement improvements and maximize productivity and 
effectiveness. 
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o There are two possible avenues to pursue. One would be to 
consult with a contractor. This would probably bast ensure that 
the requisi,te exper ience and expertise would be applied ~ A rough 
estimate is: that this CQuid possibly be done at a cost of $300,000 
to $600,000. The downside to this approach is that it could take 
several months to get a contract placed and then another couple of 
months to g'et the full benefit of an informed consultation. This 
would mean that the information would not arrive when it could most 
optimally be used. during the program design discussions. 

o The s~cond possibility is to create a team within the 
administration to devote the next month or two to a study. If this 
option was Ichosent it would be critical to find someone with the 
necessary experience for this type of study. Neither the present 
OCSE staff j nor the systems division probably have the level of 
necessary expertise. However, there is someone in SSA who 
reportedly has the expertise and has worked on state child support 
automated s'ystem previously. Someone of that nature would have to 
be obtained, along with a number of other experts from various 
agencies, to proceed with this option. 
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SUBJECT; 	 HHS proposed Testimony on Child SUpPV2't. 
Entorcem~nt 

,
DBADLIHE: 

COKKSNT8; ~ho attaoh.4 t ••t1aony ie tor _ 6/10/93 ovo.aiqnt 
b.*rin9 before the Human Resources suboo~l~lee of the W01$ 
an4 HeanG OQmmittau. 

OMS requA~t.1; the views 01' your agency on \...h~ (l,wve 5ubjc¢t beforo. 
advising on its relationship to the prograro of the Presid9nt., In 
QCCOrdoCl1'loC wit.h OMS Circular A-39. ' 

Please Ddv1&e us if this item vill Affeot 4ir.ct .pon4in9 or 
rec.oiptG for paz-po"•• of the 't118 flPly-a.-You-Go·· provisions of 
Title XI!I of the Qmfi1hUs BU4qet Reconciliation Act of lttO. 

cc: 
S. Sawhill 
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R. BaviQl:' 
$. ICoss 
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R. Creen 
'1'. Stack 
n. Domus 
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b. Ree<2 
l{. Wily 
G. 	 Simon/,r. 

Kohlenbu,rger 
v. F03t.er 
D. Mot.1Qy 
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linA (you will be connected ~o voice mail if the analyst dOQ~ not 
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F,-mAi.! message, Please inoludu the LRM number ohown above, iiIInd 
tht! .u.~j.(.1t ahown ~lo\l. 
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Offic~ ot H3no9Qm~nt and Bud9at 
Fax Numbl?r: p,: 0;' j 395-6148 
Analyst/Attorney's birect Number; (202) 3.5-7362 
Branch-Wide Line (to rQ3ch Qocr~t~yy): (202:) J~5-7J62 

FROM: 	 (Data) 

(Name) 

(Agency) 
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SVtwECT: 	 RHS prCIJr.J6..Hl 'tesl;imc>ny on child Support 
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th. fathllin ill h.\i.j).nd~vit. fU,Uta cOritribl>."' • ...:.,. !.lu,n n,$110 11\ 
oU'Olnoll afuuully j.1Id ,. lfOreoAt baH .'''(l10l' ;rut.; ttlfln 
n.o,ooo:. IIU\ 11> .l....h-l"."iI... t_U!•• _b 5.5 ,.HIIlt ot .u 
t,ell.;. "Y"IH:.u~.. t":lO&ltO ""~I\ 1:I,iOO a1'l1l1>.1111)'_ to t.~ l1iOt.h.ro ~I\ 
u.ny c ......ra \tIM'.",h C;Qlltr1bll'",,, t.v t.h6 , __ of UI. faA.ily. 
A t)lJoloal _1.1$;1. DOuer oall' ••u;1.b.... "na). .1 U. 010 (ft ..lin.. 
_I.$»o,n al\4 d~tly:. The to.IIlf. .1. on.n I lu. ot plwut:y t.,. tho 
childrt~ ift thl.\ t...la~ha.4.d t68111. 
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cn114 'UpPOr~'.n~occsMQnt WA. hlltOtlC411Y.1 run~tlon IO!C11" of tk" .t<.l.,. 'rh. qGile~nt'~ inter.lt. 11\ chUd 11,lpport WI' 
",ilt$_' ..... e-1'II.fly .....d "'1\ • d"d=,,, too 1'.4iU1. 01; .::d.II\~... t'" t."'e 
t>,lldLe h"r~." "', '''f1O'''rt..i.n, du. "'....I.1d "h,.. t'" ,.. .. 1,.." ~.{h..t t(l de 
..", ..y",.... tx ..", ":t>i .. ..1 .... 1 ......._ ..... ~...... • t"... • 4"." .. 1,.... 
ptlOt.1'ty 0)' tillil .~,,\:c. IIW.! \,11.. ".,...41. "I"~.(.' 1' .. ...... "'''... "'''J'''.. 
Q"Ol'Iceu'l ot i.hfl t.d..re1 , • .".",..., .............. "Aof ",he lOY p.,.IUU'I.."I" .$ 
l>l.l'tluJ ~4 vlI_d flllto:1'I .... eM low dJ.~.~. r6"Oo ."..1 1.1>. L...t \;11'lt 
He'tb: t"o,",,1 "\1",,01'1. vu p¥o'l'14.4 for tM chU4nr; in til' <:6",
r!>..,=- dW .dn. , 

Nt 1.11. <I~" ~vl. I\rPC i"IGipl.ne. '1~'- 4n t.", u,~. en4 Ute•• 
\:1\. 0;.'1.". tIJ ",QUa,.:!) trom tn.. e ••n,=- ,01'.11....1 .... ~.."'... ..1..... \,11, 
rnot1"flrl;.lor. .UI\Il'I\.d.! trom tb. diu!.,., 1.1# ••,J~.. _U",. (l'nu ..fiUe 
1....,,1"'1 c>'tfi.1I:' c._. ,;!nr.Quist.d... 4,,'1 .y.t_ of .uPJiOi't. CIIIotl''1Wd, 
0 .... '!...._ ..... tor ,,,..If'f' ..... Jt.l~...... "Ni· ..... tlol'lp"l.llory. 
&.II,4nn nf I.n lP",ic~n'~~'1 _.ok ..~i~ ,. 'W.~ .,&~ ... ~o ~~1).¢~ 
.Vppr.>J\'. lOw\; 1~ .. !til '::n 1"$ .. j ..~ \o).w tol10r1il .""'¢,.-n ...... " 101'1." " • 
......10".J)' lllU".Mle .".Uf 1..... 10 "tao .;"'.1 ot 1?"'U:"l~r 
"Ubl.U~I\~ and. ¢I!.U.e 'UJlJort: .nfOrHII'Mt, ...,hhUol\ 1'" 1"" 
.od_4 .. fI_ put" 1.0 t.it.l. tv vi t.b. 1I0(11o.l. O:IICIOt'tty "'e~ ~lc:h 
~.'l..L~." th...tAU·... t ... ,ut,..bl J .. h "t."'. otti.u•• foil:' <:hitcl .UI1lXlH; 
....,~C"........n'\, io.1.1..~ t\l~li' .. 'i...."r."i • l"1>11<1 .UN'Ott.II,," i .... l_..fc 
¢ntQ""__"1, ,"Y.".!!!Ij'" .. "o<:l41~1~tI 01 "'."'.....' ,,( ;-'••ou,,~ ",,",,..l1i ••" 
Arl)(;. ':'hv l..!jIU1U,lon "l~\lI c".·ud .. l'I$tl.vu.l (;ott,H•• "I <1<4.1..1 
S~ppoC"t :pf~r~.~.~t ~u ~~!tq~ ~~, .~.~a.,, 

e ..... tb.t -.l:. not xv.. !) /:.,'.. , th<ot. la. 116t v"'lf,u~·. a••••. 
_&9 I..,,. hI ,h. p .. "-....,OIt ••1'......... 
 'tid•••" .... \1 ......""'......!. .. " ... l,... t"~ 
Ch!l.d' tllIP\X't\, ~1(V~U_"" &Ilt'...."Ii.. " ot U6....,,,1.,... 111 .,."to. 't. ... 

Qtt.,. lV"U .eNloe. w ntm-Al'1:Ie )lAlCII"••• _1.1, ..-.rh",p••• ""'''''" 
a. on. bo1f Qr ~. ~t .11 ~tl.ct1Qn' nev ~. th~,h ~h' IV-O 
1'J"",*rnNl'I'tl ool1ect.ion 1O)'lIt1;:l'l. Q don't knQw t-o..· .Ut'. \;u'la\l~= 
"h...... "0 ,."••1o;h\," ~l CO ....II QtIt.i1St« tn.. fV~D .yat._, St1l1, "nOr 
£oo~ ""m.LAJ .t..i1r •• ",.t• .s~ " ••ipl...",••~4, .eeQrd!ny t~ ~ny 
"~,,."".~... UI. t'<t•••"", t",•..IiI'lI, ...01. in...... :!............ },e ..... ,1)' ", .. L"h"•• 
t.ov.. l'tlO ~. "'''IN 0'••••• "<I' ,;h.1: nQII-MI;;I' ".1". '1 .... 1...... ~',.... ',.i"',), 

""1" t,lI.. "",.i ".rt, I;.h. .y.tM. i. ,.ac:1.1v. t .. t".r th."" 
P"'''''O'I.:I."., '!')o,• .::".:"",.. 1,,'1 1"".'" ( ......U)' th. _h....) often h.,.. the 
~",.ll ;... ....\11''1;: i C"Jlhr1UI_l\t, ~h\l'..t.. h.. ttl.. h"r<l.... I)f 
lnJ.tl.~r"y ."'l...~ ....."....\o .~ .. i ..AIt ..h .. n ~ .... t .... t. .. ~· t .. 41 .. .... ""Y' In 
dlany I!&~", ••pOC'lI.uy tJQt\..;UOLl"l; .,r m,og-;V"'O" ......ar, ..w~bJ.,,'J h J"n~ 

Qntl1 tho moeh.r j t.k.. &oUQn, :-n folnj":rv"D c"'... rh'l'.rCi i. 
,.:ru!lI'dl:\" nl) &(lllhMh., ot 9li1i:r-nt•• t .U. lily loh. ~QVn'1II"."t ,n 
.~""..... "~h••• : .......~t 1fo~ .........,.,tly h, .......U.IHl.\ ~r 
..·.l.l.i""'..h1i' .<14 (l.~"1 ~.n 10••w>;...~ ".. £.."'~1d.tion, "h"",.....,.,'" 
~LtLl" .1# th.y .....,III.n U•• ,I.r t 4j1I," \. .... ....J'f"9E", A... ~.''\ih, .;"~y 
otl:.n lJO .It.bout rll.'t/'!n' tlltJl 1:,);:.I.nl the CMrH;-' fill. ."Qok.ln~_t.l'._uw.I., 

Chlld ."rrQrt .ato~~dt &D. ,h. raaily '.,ppo•• ~ 

:rl.. rwty ",,;p<;>rt. Mt J-. UII .......1..,,11''' !ntot' i" toh. :richt 
11.1.""9t1...... :It ..OUt..."..." .. ll'illVf.....-t ." ..£t£..."" ,",""",1.11\0. 'to 
1l!!prov. lJnil4 ''lPJI'Qr't .nt~u·..:._nt, "~.""~,,i\.l"'I' vf d'>lI' """."'"'."1 
••tab11.~ftt Pt~l.a and _ locv. Qn ~••~t1nt pA't.:rIlJ,tl•• 
••ublillh..1i t.hrO\l~t. tbe IV .. I> syltte$ h.. bdp414. "tlCl'liirlt.9 
'II.a,h'alill<l'a ... " ,..l>.a\:,uiltl. p.l: ....""'*'"1 .. ,, 1-~ "._"..11, hit t-o t..v. 
..... ,,,,1 t..4 .1.11 bJ.'ib .. ~: .{l' _:Hi .'fIIltliblu .......... ....,. ".l"~l>"'.t&t.f\" f, 
..lni 1no....... 11'lo'1y. Ulf'l_"tw ••w. "",to! l>Qf>!t\.il;.. t,ul ., .VNlIU'''' of 
'til. QCl.l.ot.l.onlll ..,ltI:l111 tmt 1"'-)1 1II1a~.Q, Tlao;! l''''<;."h'''''~''l0 th.. t. 
auttl h.y. "loIt.0'a6ud IIIYilt... 1. a9ndC.,..d .. da.T .t.,. "..... ,,(1•• 
__ .ftioi.nt .~t_, tm,h Uw UU d.-dUM tor 1II,,"""".Ud 
_),111"'_' ,. 1_i"'9 viI.!• .,.,.,1y • 1r-~l;1"1\ nl th••toot.•• ¢ ..n:.,,\.1,y 
"~ o.nith4 "no! , ....,.. ....... 'u"•• who _y h....", ••r1ou, 
CIJ.:cclcn.1"1 -.d".;l ..... 4•••U ... . 
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ltIlel e.ra....'" \ 

lh 'Q1W c•••&; alllln a# porJ.Q41t; £,.,,1....n" ...J .... t.>o..",. .. ( 
#ut"('l)J"t oHlin and itltUl'ldOQ ot 1nu111.u v_;;_ w1t:bMld{n, to o.n, 
(OuhU", t.I'I. l\l'.~ f\1''!11U,," the n_tutory J'!jIouinullti Of th# ramlly 
/I\I!'j>Qrt ;,,,~ .... II;~ .U"I!t;I.",. 1.'1I'tH 1 .. ~ .. ". +:lIit Vbflt 6r tt.. 
b49i.l'ltllA, 91 nh ..' WI>.. " t"l1,. hoor1c,"o..tod1. U •• ",kild ...p,.,....~ 
prbvblCtlG -1.1\ ~h' r&l'l,U)' $ ..pp.:H ),¢t. wHl Uk-l)' lull .... f..auh"", 
lucr"."d ecll"o~1o"... vet..... pro~~l)' c~n'e o~p".t t~ 
1t..t>=" ...... I\1:JI 1:Q "t,tlU.tcll1'Itly lilt... \.I,. pict... " 01 non~P<'ylll"I'>t:. 
teo ..... f..aM_r>\!~) '!"h~n\l" h. 4ddt''''.l.n", !"h.. 1>~~111.",. 0",,1:;1;'/1.« 1>'1111)\01 
hi ....,d~·.d. 

Thtoug4 tn. rWl)' bllppgct I\<.:t:. C""'~"'e" .1-1> • .,......... U ... v.e, 
CowUion 011 Inter.t4te el\Hd jj:V)pttrt, n:. 1,11..,'11. "tell U> "".t'IIY>, 
to COf'fNlali on ne_ll\l:h,tlUll, to .I./Iopn;I.., I.b. 1ntl•• t.\. 
ntoU.""'fmt .",et .nfarr.lllllln!;. ~t 0111111 "''''PfOOtt tI\IU41. In Allq.."" 
UU !\; ....!uJ.i...... I. t.U til.,,, .........1. to e...I'III"'.... Dntil.':'.d, 
'1jupporUfI'II ",,",c l:hUo1nn, A IlI<"'prl.n\; tOl' ,",tOr:f\·, fllit..iHr.g U~ 
reOOlll'll."Cla1;J,on•. 'tI?-l IilIIjc;.4"h.l r.~l't ~o1< .. DIHII1"nbflo"ltv. "V'prQ_C)., 
that IIIlChl r~lIIIlll1!tion_ that: llllptUi'\; -.ohlr Oil .I.,.LI'.,," .. \:6 ClU.O IIIJ 
~ll •• int.rltlt. ~.,•• , ~hl e~.'£OA ,~uld b6 ~~e"d.d vl.th 
r..-odv."bf .11 .I«'.qo,,~. li .. t: tlf rloomendaU.ona l.fJ>On whl-:h ... cln 
\x;\J.W. 

'tOI CltrU111t au,t. or C''I116 ....,,... "''' ."t..~·__." 
elVIn. the iru:r.uJinq n,,!lIiIlc ot <:rhl14rel!! poclI'nti.Uy "l1,..U.':'. 

for et!U" ."pport.! Mn 1116 fP\.l.UItI v11J. l.ac. I J\~.:i (,#"..0,. 

.d.~~.t. 'AU c~.t.l'lnt chIld M"PpG.t P'~II\' from non_~II'l.oJ1.1 
pIIL.uta. Yilt: the ro;oa,... r .1lfO....IMCT h•• "lilli_I:! di.~l ~rnf 
mo.~ crl~le.lly, ~. ~_~el'd. &11 & whqlo, t. nq~'!mp~¢vj~? ~A .~1 
.1qniUcll.nt .lttenti AI tUh Ut b 1t>d:ioa",~o, .,.. .. y 10'" .."""t". 
oouh;t,.nt ehUd .uppon: plyrqM_.. Ot ttl. lO ",.1.111";1;\ WQ1'Mt" 

pO\$ntll111r .~'9ib~. '4# eQP?Oct, 42 percent ~v. no ohild IUPPQrt 
.".. '" 01. au, Onl,. Ii' "''''''.M 10." .... _"'I'd ill p1&OO1 &Ad neidved 
tM tul1 _"Ulil dl.t ...u 4 ..... vtoUo 12 rreo!lt "'QtOl"'U? l>cd art 
a\lUd bUt ne,lUO! l)(It:binV' OVItt haU 0 &11 _r. .~t...tl..ny 
.U,iD11 '"r .. ehUt f\lPPQft 4V4l:~ r&ea4'11" u'" hlf... ,,:.:i.., 

CioUI! .~fpot't· a_rAa, ",,,,,II .""rppo.t 4el\l.1l~ ,..e.~~d, VAry
d:r...~lqlll1r _,. ..iL~&l atatu,," A~~q na"",t-a",rri.d .otntr" lbe 
r"~_lt vruvtrt~ ••~nt .l tkl> aI.R~l.~~"'''.ftt pnpulatLon, only 2. 
ptN.nt MO aVdirdll, l5 ...(",.,,1. t:.l:a''''e4, o"'.ld "lIJ!fOrt- a1l1'1 Ua 
8"lr.o_ amount t~e1¥ed t~t th~. th~t ra~.L~d .vppor~l ~.t Qftly 
fLUI. nJ.,,,r<t;t4 \rlO!l\CtI tar. mac:h ~.t.t.u, bUt attU QlIly 11 p.r<1'''~
ba4 .~ .war. tn pla~., 01111 Si parcen~ aotu.l1y ~.ae1veQ Ilipp011. 
and: t.ha a..rA,. ~~ftt ' ....L".d ~~ "n1, J3.lIZ. 

Ttl. lAC); 6t "~"4"'.'tt lfllPP"'~" .,.t"ilil.I*"'''''' .:....". ~hll>t- tho,a i • 
• 11 ~.ft&e q,p bet~en vblit 1. ~~r~.n~lr 4~~ 1n oh114 ....fPoct .ftd 
..I\.t, t. aet.al1y nc.!va" -- S bUU,o" do,Uu. alln-\l"'Uy, 'ria 
pOt.Mid g.", U !,.1l tho.e ,U\11ble r.e.ivd *" .G''iIUft••"'''''4; 
whi,ob _a 1ip........ :"." ...n.tH th. JlOn~o\lttdidi.dil pUe1iu' OUltUJ'l1 
A~lUty W "ay. 1~ "''l~t.t>ri to "' 1S hltUtm dl;'>llull ollnU,Uy. 
(ta. 'able v ai. 

I _"t. t.n bto d.ur thdit I an, ~t eraieal of p.oph 'oIQl:ki"'l in 
coh.i.1.4 .llJI>Ol't iltIforo.I!IIIt"t at eithtt the fut!nl or a~l.t. ~a~orl. 
F,u l.iM _ ... pa-n.; that .... hiOhly <kdle.U4 p~pl. tl!'Ylft! ttl 40' 
the ~..t ~y ~IA -.t A v.~ .1f'Lo~lt ~•• k. ~ prObl~ I "4th 
th. ohUd 'UPpol''t .r.ton:.""'~\' .r_t;... hulf - .. IIl:v.t.. t.ll""- u ....&t'tt 
t.!,t b••t. dfortl of th' tutt tl1.n )II-Vi".... tn "ladv. 11.",,-_, 
t.b. nlliOlMu .ho\oI tbat p",4r'" 111.1 tau1, ,",11' b .." _d.",. .... 
ubl.. Y to ........ tQtal ,,"Hd fllIO~l't ~llUU.j ~ 101'1' oal1d ,"'tP\lOf1
.n!orQGllJ4t _,aMlS-.1I b.av. 1"1../\ dn-..,ieAUy. b'.It: pr1JMZUy bDC&II"111)'. ploph Ilt••vlII!Un. tbl)....lv.. 1)1 t:hI v~"..rMant. !H)il'~tLcH'1C 
urvio. Uthet than pudnll \,M ot.Ud ..uptlor" '''lvatlly.
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P.~~l.~. ~~4k ~L. C~~l~ .-¥fY~~ ••tw.w....~ .1.L"~ 

lap~QVin9 th. ~p1ld ,~ppo~t .nt~~~.n.nt 'Y'k*~ will t.~_ mora 
than aU,ht It,,uJ'anhl. I.lhalllle., The Pl:ObleN n. i~dded 111 \h. 
"'.r¥ ....,,)' "'to thl"k ..h""t: M... rlU."E"a <>1 t.hlO r.hl!~ ."~rt. ublJqlOl;J.OI'I 
cki1d ..""I'....~ ""............. t ...................""....1 ..1 .._ ...............i 
....,ll"'l' " .... 1. 1.;'''''''1>': i1. ..iu ...."....ll.~·. olto1h,,,•• \,tr",,,.,t-. L\. ...~n. 
):;lIn. "0.." .... 1", , ...n. r1'll'l'l. \1'I1n9 'to w_ 11< 1......."""1 ~o 11 nGV 
q~hl.l'F\ Of 9~£~.n\. onll ..h.,. 1.1'1. ~ol", ~f ioY.r~n~ 4...):;> a1d 
and r"lnfQ\g. Lh., prov-r _lfor,. ~t p&".n•• t.. pro~1d. t~c ,p.lr 
..~ll"£'''\, .--th... dt!'ll'o t.li. ,Oyu·nlMill.!': .1Ibu,!,."tioW Lor Ut*U. CI,Ud 
""l'V"lit u .........~t1."'t. l'''''''' at ...)"iU..... o( ."p"",rt:. to.;!; ",il\\Jl. 
1'-.11\;" lOb"......~ll .,,, .. 1.1.. \>h_".lv.;. t. ,.......J. .... *t>¥ .. " ..1.· t ....Uy·" 
nno:••d..~"'''t.l1 .'":"1 ..11.10""... 4..11,1."," lit'''''' ...t.e." •. 

Ifa bt". to .n~h1f1k Hi. 1UllY ..,. !ilil .ntGrl:-.ant. l'a~flt c.f 
ovbll(l ."'J'f"'/'<;I' ti<U .. 10 " ......l'I .iII< i ....." .. p.1:I1•• A~4 "'. lll"'. tQ ~r ....~ • 
.. " ....._"••t" ".iopO'l'I",ibUhy ... tell,." ..n p"".""'I l' .... t\ ... 1'h.. 
b~..,t.,"•• 01 ..~ ....1"1", ........101....."",..,.. I • ., ..hLl........ , elntlvJ.".,
tn. "'.Y "'. tlli-ul>. .I.I .... \. ",,1,Ud .loIfll"'1li" ...-.""h-•• tt..." ..... ",.,dw.r"tllnd 
aOM Qf tn• .t\lru:lMllil?tIl1 ptQltliII'I\JI "'hb 1;11. ciln:.rurl; 'YH.m. 

t...elt .. t , ..".,.,,*,".,. ~: 
i••.•"li"h_..t. 

'lh.li. ''''"II QV.I; r.oa m.l.llu." "h!ld:...-II. ~l''' t.., 1111.... 01 _t.;'~I"" ,(:1'\ 

tn10 Ccj)Un~.r)" .. " ...ry f,n.r .,14 it.1. ....... " v>111 .......Li.hh,L..'* It.~...",h., 
fO'r UlilloIt )0 p.rg","" ot thllJII. "10 "u ,.at otM....... bee-oll,e 
p....b!ty .'t.~lt.~"t ~.... low prior\~y, • .c.fi~ly, h~~.~. ~. 
h.... ".lIl1n 1'<> I"'" """". at.t.ntiQf\, Th. pW.l.y .\i$>1"'r~ 0\=1. 11\ ).U• 
...t r .........L"y ...".lIoti.. ,...,.... ..c ".t." for .t-.. t... AA II r"",',' t ...~ d ... 
J.\\,,~......" .~t.nd ....~ '"'' .N .,,,"uU..,.hill'll .-",C! p,,,....t,,,._. ;1\ an 
..he o~.t.W ",upp"'rl< 0)'01:;""" .......1.r11.. I1"" ~n,t .............u.ld.... , .or £0:._ 
an,Ht in 11111. T.t, tP. pUCoem:owe O'f jHlt..rni't1u .",ubthhO'd 
inCl,.~..ad CiI'Ily m<.>4~::"tlY, (he Tat>u V;o 

C'h.......~. LI:\ ..n'v.d. bL..th.. 11' _1.y p.... -IOf u,. ,..~~.." "'" d.Hl 
.... \.-Iob}i..'" r-".,..l"y , .......ty ..w..t. ...bJ..... of ..~d L.l~lI••. 
MoOl.r m.jvl,' t .....I,,,~ 1. I.l._ .....1. .... , ...1 !.k.. ...:."••"''' ..."' ....... 1 .. ,. 
""'1o!~1 ..hII!8,,1:; f,(oe .... _, 1...... t ..1l1n9 'tilll!n" .e,.l pl' .. "...... ..,<oJ 
ina..",tlv.., 

Q,.. "ooon C1\,," u,. l'..t"I'"H¥ .lIt"b1htm... t, ....t. h. "I) It'll it 
.." ..t. ,.....lini.t:r ....~..I ...""""" • .w." ft>#. "......,.l.ty tr.9J.U ,...... .1.1 th.. 
~~~ 'ppl!•• fv~;.vlt•••. ~ ~ 9~1~i~h ..1 $.~.ip. wC Arb¢ • 
_\1\..1' tl•• t9 •••tib ller rl~I\" -eo .upport ",,0 TOt;" .tat. "'.... 1.11..1. \;1... 
• tet••• ft '''X r.1mbur'em8ftt f~r t~ I1ft.no1al 'UPP~I~ prQ,,'4'4 ,~ 
the ....t.I1.r. 11'1 Nny 1".o;lIn1H1A, hoWey.~. the obJ.1d ia .o",,.>!!;l l'••~. 
oU ~ t>J.dfl" by •.~. d ..... ~..... _ ..he.!: ,pp1J.•• tg~ ,,,_If.~." rt..dt... 
d ... "."...,. t. " .... " _C!l> h.....r, '1'11- ,_ of th......""11;1\0. 111 
••,,",,\:'.lItuy ••".,cn1tl .0 "h... li~O 10ftV"'1t' t.\'. cI..tar "\ee.. U•• 
:boil'tn. tn. he, UJ;.l)' it la "bill. ~t..~"hl .tll eVlOIr \oil' ..~.b1ia"... . 

I 
BY.1d~(W fls~mlly ,\In.,t.. \h.t p....£nit.l> .....b!bh_,..~ ""'iht. 

t.y "' .. v,.\ .... u.. Iob·tll of fh.. ~..t14. 1'h.\e i • ..,. .... t.llv .1.•• b.t~.'" 
~h. !fIO"n.," liad f.'lollior &1. 1.11. vi..... " ••..1 "I..... 1.......1 " .... h .. -... 
GOkn9Vl~.. t.hA QOnn.c~I¢n Vlth tna '.t«'OJ. ~ •••&~h .h\iw.. ~h6~ 
t.1nJ thIn'. of tU.h.i, J.n <:a••• It'f IIn....11 blc,"M .gt\lall)' v_ to tl'le 
hn.IOpi.tal...~ h1 ... U1o .,,., .. 1..:<1/_ ".xolint.p vt tetliN:...,,4 ....t.h.n j" 
\.h.......... i ••l h' i. li'11p(>l'\.."'t ll,,_t d •• t..I..Io..II';" .........ppau ..... 
the "'h·1.11 .."U",U1iOioli.. tb.... • Loll ••t_an "I... _-" _ch.", .,,4 
1.",11... ortu l1leU.nl,.J~ .tt.~· "t ... I;, C"'.. ~." .. L... .... _ ....I......10"• ., .,..,,, 
~~ f.th.r fAll. ote '.p4411 .0 tn.t ,be '~~bOT,~¥.4.troa ~h. 
d... 0' td.rth the !..or. 41fiiQ\llt It;. 1 .. to oouDlun pu.u,u,)'. 
' ..I;. cll'Il¥ , ..... ta", .nalllt., .\lob a. -,••Bl.nlJ~~1\ an4...-J.J9inu. bani' 
.Ito•• ...... a.~~J. ..h p.t.t... it¥ .~ hirth. ' 

i on. /iu••t:,L_ ~1_ u,~"" uk 1._ wl.o.lo.he..:' 11< 4..........)' , .... "' ­
.',&J)).:l.ab acr. p.".nll~".. WllA'n ....~ :r~""'1 .t.tl..". .n ,....1' 
t.h.aaIo.l...... ¥h1h: h 1. tN' ~bat. lllal\)' ),,,,1)1'1, t.lben M",' 19.. , 
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L~o~.. • .~~~~L.ln, ~¥c.n~'9. c.~ ~¢~trLpy~••o~th'Af $OW~d. 
ttl. j".pp."'" .1 i1hti...1>1.14. "0". ill'l'utall:tl),. '""o..n" .,.....1:",,1'1 hu 
atlQVU "'Ule. )'QlIlI'l ht~.r.' LI1C'Wlu 9."",raU,y 1:11<1:'1'0"" .'tor ."0 
b"i<'tJ! 41! 1:1'10 chHd. &0 t.hat 1,., .. f6V :yo•.u t~"1r .11\<:0_. ,..••1"11 
lriliteh t.Ut ol oth.t' hUlltU. 'h.bl. vn .~ tbhi i,"'OU••Lnf 
..hit!t.)' t:t> oQnL.dbuto 1:.. flU'I't:>!:"!., It b ,t,""l))CIrtant. to ,ut«l>lbh 
l"....;tflit), 't"l .....,y ","A t ......." ._ ~"rf',!>,.t .ohlt.,.. tl"ft ......... it 
;1. ...1.,. ...11, 1", i ....." .. u ........." ... , ..... 1 .. \.1..."- "o.\i•• ~k..y , ...,,'" • 
~ ••f"',.l"l1l"t t,,~ ~h...hIi" ,,1,01. 1.t''111Ui ..~ "j.~\.1,. "to." 1,.1>0 <:,UUd 
'lip~,,1t; 01>11'.1011.101> can "0 .tl\(l~."'. 'ioIt'i.~ ,,~ '."net '. IncOlMJ 
.f.l'IDr'f"'••• ' ODnc.('fI .bo1.it to_r f/ll"Mr••bOVid Lo dh'.ct..'; t."or4. 
hol",!n, tb_ £-riar ..,. t.b.h "'.\111."110. IlO\; \.'11 ••"'.~ 1.lo*1r 
Q~14'.'d"l\. to tll!,.1:r ('hU<:t*l'I, l'I: i •• t'!NM>"-'"lItR\f to );,,_ tI,,.f fhI • 
.....t,CI_''''... I ..... ; -o;l&,..A«)' " .. ("10,. .. 1)' .o...,t«•••d .. It........ ,I.. ,. '11­
hoJipltel. Pllt.-'''j.~.r ... ~d.<1J...lIII,..I' .. ,t.. " ..... u ....,~~"" ",J,,,t\ \.1>......J~.~, 

MotMt "'l'Qbl<>;. J.o I;)."'t 90Uttlity enabH.b.nto:M 11101. and 
pT.."".""r•••,.. uioopl)' r .... t...t in ,.."to.iv l.!I-.r. toruu:. bAVC nil';' Ioo.,.t U-i> 
..i.Lh oh.......... !t; ~.."., I" , .... 1 .. \1 ' ..,,1"',,1...,)<, "1,.1 • .... ,.NO"" 
t ...hn..l0Jr i .. 1. p .....J.~.~ ~ .,t..h~ .M.l~. ~h. "li.~. t.,,~.,. ~lr 
~ .... ~ 1...... 1..ye1 Qt " , ..." .... t "iii t.i'lhlll' LI> YLrltv.elly ...cry ...... 
T~ ~.lb.r4\.ivu' 'lp.Otl 0: pat.rni"y .,.e~11.n~t'!t nQW.r. 
JIli".lmGl, y;.~ thO jpcGe.4uru ~e ••u'DU.b ••Ul'nlt.)' n .. _ net IUlpt
1".0.. 1" .....ny 0.... , ._.c.l OQIICt. h.••rinw••r4 MC••••t1 ..v..n t~ 
Id.•p)1' pUlIIorl'lhl'i e;U!lH.. 'I.'MII. pl'cbt_. ecabil'ln with $lOtH' 
lAO.a,lv.. ;~r ~~ ~~h.r. .~ .~&nQL.. ~* •••k ~.~ .. 'ni~1 
",..t;.~11.11j~.,,"', ~.".. U.... ~_ ......I : ..1010.1'. • ...... p. ...h-..LI' 
obl1o;_t.Lofl•• 

t.__d.~~kt. ~~4.lt.I~~I'~1••t UI4__l1D, 

et.U..t IU1l'pui\. ___.4•.no- otto.. :!.n....'SV.".. I .. _ .. t ".'iI•• 
......." .. v•• t ........... ~11. "I... _ ........, \.t.. ..1>11'* "~j>"~"" .."'.1'••,,\, .... . 
lU9__ 1.1 41core'tl0nny With ,lIch j,,~'i'" all. "'••,; ."............. 
IJIiJ.a.u...... "(;,Q d ....UJl"M ~lIo &II'\O\ln~ 9", the" I:"nl1d .apptill'~ !;>l:/U94UQr>, 
Thu it .\I ~J., SMlpcovement;. 11\." lire r..4.a til ll1.J'u\.1I1la to au.•", I;h. 
&d.qu",y ",f tblo 1',....." .. .,..d-t"ti,.,... ..t.!,.,h VU")' i"* .tll.... to ."at"""". _10" """'........, h_......... 4. 'h. , .."1.,,,.. oC ..,.. .. .,..1. 10<0 I.", UI,di ..~ • .t 
\.... "., .... I,. ..La..,.d ".1~ ........1o.""'''''', o .. i ...U......n .....4 \<1 -41>~o~"" 
• ~ru.l'· oUIGU81) DC Il.Ippoctt lie: 'tb. ~"'" u ••~ ~bo ............ " " .....". 
by..,., in ."9a .v~ir't, "'pt;lfI t.b. 1>WI-t:\lU,1;I4t,u, !>U'.lI.t·a 1f10oa. al: 'lOh. 
dllW:h circwut.ne•• ot tba puent. IUId ohillS GhacI_ QV.r J;J.TU~. 
tlq........... 1'11... non..e...tt..n.t I'l<ren_.• ' 1_0r0.. 't),pt('l. 11' ii'l~n:.... j\>.. 

•:rUJ> 't.ht; ..w.rd ... ,.'t. ."il,. J.nfl&'f."n ..1.. ...4........ ".... " ...). .... ;:,l.w.I;"(I.. ll!l\., •••_..;.. ""II " •• "'.. "".... lo~_T ••••",.,1lI&1?, l<......... ,.,J 


.rut04.tr: lIphtin'1 of cbHd $llPI"'o'irt awa:t-t:f. \t{)t,\ld g:eroeruJ.y 
incr•••••" .."d••\) l.ln;. thO? ._naO\. Ulli~ o ... irl'."1; ",iiit)' 91 \.1,.
ftoft-ouat04i.L p.~nt (~ ~nn~rjhu~. to lb.....pporl. Qt thai.. ehtld. 
:t:1'o "'0.....1010. ';'110 "'...... ",,.,,,1. ..... ..,.. ."P$'O.I:" 1>.......... &".11«1>1 .. to.. 
,,)"" ..... ,l1<1. 1Iv~: ..II..... kin, ,,"',,- ...... "''''.11..1. ....... "'.... L1I.._ ...... 
<lOl;lJ.l.BK. 'tIM a"arC/. ne:e<l. 1:0 i>I" .aJUO"" ..w..pw....~... v,..J.nl..., _ ..1..1 
loo,r•••• ~h4 lnt••grLt), .IN (.d.t".... ~I t:h••)'.t.lI. e!v,,_cua\04J.«l· 
parwnt••~l4 no~ bo t.ceO _itn obl1.6t~. ~b.y ~a~Qt p6t, .~d 
~~.~. ~ld bo 10•••8foPft~nt p"obt... ~C.~.I te4' peopl. uou14 
104 'D .~s:••",p. ! 

the r&lfl11y ,~port !\C~ addr...lhi tn. htllUJ 9: \li'ilIUh9 ••,udo 
thrQl.IVh a raqV'l~nt thlt ~,lnnJ.n, 10 OQ~~. 1'.1 III ~rI 
~.t ~ y~.t.d .v.(j I;hr•• io.rl toc At~ c•••• 4nd a~ the ~.qq••t 
or '~M , __1..0 , .. "",,,-UK 'tilt. _ .. ..,""'" .. t ..rt. ..t.9..... 

.lIoM.....1... 1.1.. ,.,..",,,1- ..1t......." , .. 4...Ll• • ..n 1 .. 1:...0 " ..,.""'•.,-1t:."• .1~ 11,t11 Ilg\ ';".1 ..hh \..I.. t ...",. $1 __ ."..........,. ,.1_, t.<> 
lJIIp.1...,I\1) t.lIll reql11r.-nc '1,t-1tO I\Illo,u:t,""-d al",I..- ,-",,\. .1U. 10".... 
rIJ,,!tllNlty hanllUI'I' tb. vo11i11W ot 0..... CilIIIIIly!n'i ,,!til ~~I.. 
Hqlilr_nt. ,lill: he uO\lbh.CMIIIt f;>r ... Itatel. \lnb.. th.,r
.ts_t.1(N1oUy ('1l.'II',. ,.,kalr pr_o4u:~... 101' lIpdat1h' lall llIOVe to ...."'. 
otro_U,.,.._ • ..-8ht....tt". _,..t;_. '.1"0,..11. ".........he ,....·.nt.....1n 
I..,v. ,;.... '~"""~ ....."..... ~hl• .,.... to.........Pn .... uo ....t..dl.l,.".,..t, 1,111I"U., tt•• _1.10•• , ~o Lnh:.;",.. 'lth. roo....1_ .....\1..... •..fty , 
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.1'$£11), 'IQ wtt."b\Uo!." IMI"•••• ba.<>...... ot h ... ~ of ul,...ttitt9 thIIJ. 

....t.... p."lIb" •• »,...IiI•• t."... " ....."pro".... 10••••,j""'"."1:1...1, 

.hf~re".nt. i ••o~:~ou,b &no~,n or y••~ e&ovgn 

Ihhte'!Mnt 01 e/,:11<1 .uppOrt ubUo;&tlbna 15 oft." tOhHy
)...~lo(",., .. , ....tl"o;"~,, •. 1';"J .. 1.."ri. to .. t'...."'.rtl~ t~"'t th<- #)"t_
CI." loa .....t.. 't"....,t.. ..... .. "'......... .... ""'0"",,. why .nl......"'''''''''\. 
",...1<., .~...... .1.... .'11....... ..."'............1 ...1"......._" 

j" 
..
""-.....h ••" ".. 

f'!l:O••""lllll' ..nit ....... lll.,i'!....... ,,,,...._-.:.";11 .:r'~"'" ore .,,,.:y "'_'I>, flQ\<ty 
..dept...". 'ttl.c.: 'hi p_r Hil1ol1 'IIW0.rt. .n'lq.l'e....>lt. tf.,.
w.l.thh.ld.in'l j". "vb t\l;l1)' ~,.4 I-nd h h of"." lwt l",.Ut"td 
iJl\ll\... dh~.fI1y 'i: tiil\~ of til,... , 

1'1l.......... ~~J. • .;t 0;.' ....y. ~I,." "". &1 .. 1,0'" .......!;.i,I.l.,,,... 
1_Q:ptlQ1•• -.nG il0"' I '''''''In 0.. \.,." .. f'01lI'_n" or ....ppc>" .. 11>«1'111\'" ... 
1nOIGApA»lQ •• q••th efta to.~•. Th••• ran,_ rr~ 1ncc••'~Q Q•• 0: 
Ibn••nd CIIlport1nlf to tt.dh. bIlUAIl" 1,1:1 ~liblbJrJ.ll\l Ibt. vt thfl 
"'11110 I~V.\' "'.11.10.1:1. tor I:hUd. ollppor\.. A ayatem Dr: r&pOt'!.ll1'o1 lit on". 
till·... ""h1('n nuj I,,,\'~I'I triDd .tJce••• t ....11y in til. IIIt.tllt el! 
_••h4n,\<,)"" IIQ>.lloi~. >.l.",d ~" ."..clo ..... 'P" "it.hhul..t1n, ." \;1)" '.1 ..01, 
jI'1'1oih_"~. ,.. ".",\1 .." ,u.,,,l.,,,,",, .. '''''r ..."'I~ 1.11""'\111. 1" "t"'" ...... 
C~Lft" t.~G p.~".p,~on. of ~". 'r'I,,~, 

t •• 1:; Ill" .0), ... ''''H'' "hal"!: thh b ..,tn.... fit '\fAt.td,"\f U>I't'I\, 
""""'."'.. '" , _ """,,,,1.! .1.. ., O<""""O'il' ..~,.....II q ...........d "'". t ... ~ th.~ 
...1.11"."••r ...'........ ~ ..,..I..... 1 p.r....1o'" 9. l".l' .'h.~L", ."41." '''rr.~. 
",,,,11, .. t1,,1,. ~.-,: .. l.d" :n,.. :01:; ... , ...h!;l",1~ 1;,. jN• .t\'1~1It .. j'n....,. 
pon!!)l.. w. fl••." \.0 ........ the 'Agot UI.t truI, CI'IU1I '\lPi'.,~t 11 
>.llti~t.iy tu ~rov. th~ liv•• of ~~l~4rlft. 1~ 40.. 1ittl. qood 
t,e 1.....1 .n .b••n~ " ..r.",t, ... ·41!IJ.~"1I:. il,d.. ·, And qhlldHl1I n.,l:l 
;..1... 1"".....<1 ..,.".1". 9t ~l.. ab••.,1.. ...."'_eu.U>CI1..1 I'''~''''''' ...... tt ... 
,,4.. lL....."'l..1 ."',r:-"" .... W", .~l,t .1..........,k " ........ .a. LII",.~'_J."f 
Cti.h4 Viet.II; .... l""" aM .m1ablv ,vl.A\;.!.,m.lIJ.jI. VS: f«"'I'!I"., 

JI'.......t..t.icm 


~~ ""'••Q~ ..hit. "'~pp'~. ~(~II;~~• • y&~" 'nv.!~.... "V.rf 
1.~.1 ..a4 ~.n*b ., ~""~n., ~"'nYvl~"w • .1(.r ••~~.;..~ .~••~ 
.y»\._. f ..t- V'~U'i~) .... 10....11.I_Q.....";..iI'" ....&><>1....." """!1.... \,l.~",
IIACn .!tAU M' j.,..: own uni'lY. 14V1 tot14 ,r_duro.. o.1nC. tl'>1nr 
".:;o.nt of t.t......... ,} .. l""'el.'I't.AIi" c •••• , ....(on:mnl: .Ofil•••'tet. 

lin•• f .......".".: ••lll~~i.~ .~.l~. 


tbefil J.•• '~II;n.~ l ••k .t .'G~...li••~4~ .~ .b••~~tq 1.v.. L 
Ill\« ._ ,.;r...,ir..........,... 'iI ......."tl .......... !tar_.\.. ...4
",ol.l_.. ;..t",,, 
dl.tI\lr.~t" .u 1'1.1,.1.1 CIU'~"IU.". ~•••• a ... ,"("..~.Ii dlU1I:l'#u"ly
d.,.ndin9 uPQn wh..~b.r th~y core IY-P ~•••• ~ non~tV@D. Arbe e•••, 
.... ft."...."DC, II."';,,•• of t:h.. p ......"" 1ru::1I:nl"iv,. .Y."IUIO. Mh'~::1C 
.,."••••" ... ~ ..L""; ••"ond.I... ,od t~....",_P\. a..... ,..,. ...1.,. "~"r ...""'.... 
d. P.~ .n~ ... ~~. tv-p .7M~U_ ....~1 .~~ .~.h.r .. ~i.h.~~ ... b ..~~l* 
,h....t~.~ p~Lv"~.~T. 

•
O\lu.rdilln.c.:on en ovor»~rd.n.ed c(r\1rt lIy.t..~ 0)..0 ..lIl1nl eh.t 

"' .... 1 .t ..". .. .. ".Iil i .hlll.."" ..nd .,,,/<Ui>UI.. ,,t. ..t.i!lP" ••• ,1<.>" .tld 
it",;.ltt..L.",-e=,. J\ "~"'r I..w ..............,,1••• "t...hi.,.n, It....... (1<)"",<.-_ 

"' • ...a4 &1-"_ ...h .... II"., 1" \.I,. p""" ~""n.. I. ,...od lqt,. L", ."t..".".tMn .. , 
aut. '~)' 01 ",ht,e COlIrt-band. .yn.", hl.vI hA9 4.""11. Ill'l<l flr. 
in.t'l~l.n~ly ru~, i ~.t ar. 111 Iquipp.d by th.lf nAturo to ~•• I 
wltlt tru:. tt.q)..n41n~' yol_ 01 0.... , "'TAt>l. vn, .bIN" the .t.~. 
.........&t)' t;~ j .... t. ••t_toll .." ••"wart ....<1...1' In O'toat.rnL'l:Y e.,. 11'1 
.. ~~b&.o4 .~~... Cl.~r~y, ~b. compl••i~1 i~velv.~ I_ 
...~.____ . .~....... ~h&" .... ,"lni.~r."l.... f ............ , .,,11'1, •• ~ .... 
01'011901\ At<Q M'A'l'I.Lft.,tOfl, l.eL 'U\l~ 1:1111 p,fl1>4l_". _k.. tll.h' ...""u ••" • ./. .." 
."tort. _lih &>I1S"••l:l.icJ.."'t tt._ll .. "'11"'''~.'.o • .f&t.. , ".ny .... ~" 
dlr.oto~. ~.p~~t0611 .o~l~ pr.t.r _ ..~l.t o1Aply .Qnin~~trlltl"'• 
• ro~••• , . 

.., 1 
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<;1)11.# .Uppo;l,"~! e"t"';:'l'..-Ilt IV$M-i'''' .n4 g~.'t9d:.l«l paten"" 
••'~.1n9 hUp Hi 9"t,tllH, tAUt" "IIPpo&t !:>Ott! elt. t..h. 1.<;): 01 .taU 
.n4 ; ••o~re•••• a u.jOt t',,",on YhVI ••~1c. ~. '~~r. 'be lac\ 
(;f ",VI" IIol'\d rU.ln~e... h hi_.!, "part:. 0," t.h~ fJ."'l:l-l pr~l_ • 
•• • " ....1'. 11"'.: "".......h. ,........ t I .....,..!_.~ ..... tv..... ;, .. , 

"""'""1.-nl.. "lrh,,.\l:r ry,..'j' "t;"",, ...1",,,, .. 1'"..1i1l ...... hL'l" ."'1'1'''''''''' 
"nt':U:\:(lIr..nt. 'M .IlQrrtrU....tin'i ~"obh"u ......... t ... U" "'I"" .Iw",,­
.i!iltreRn••• ,,' 1;1"1"1::1".'. ~t.1,.". /itt-In ),001<; ~mi.x·<l t.h. 1mNr41.~.. 
)'Ii'U'. i.tllrtoo't !;In the blll:$q_t ntfl,.,. ",han tnv••tiroq in improdll<; tob.. 
1''''''"9''- ..tIi""., "",,,ttl' I"'Y it...u:....... ! ... ~j>,.. 1_9 tn'",·. 

i 
Chllo! lJ..I'PIo"·~ .11''''...._''" "n4 Ill' ....'''•• 

QUI .r... th_t. 11 be",1nninw,\'¢ UCIJ,.\l1 rt<>r. Iml ""Ol"~ ,,1:\;111\;1.1>:. 
.1" ChUIi fi ..i'p.... t thf...~~"'... '" .tld In,,, ... ,,,,,,.. , (.:)t. Ct.Ud 'IoIPPO$"'t.
"."""."<'140 . •• ,~. t ...h,c can.dl, ttl1.f a .. provr.m that. _1oI\d 
.......p1. " ..._ ...~" .L"'l'~"'.~_"l.-..... " ~t ... <.1.11& .... Pf'''''rt ", ..U.<"tion .YII't"'''' 
.. L .. " lin .n.,,u:'..:1 M~im_ ",rdld ""P.f<'''--l p.,,_"" II''' "hll" "h. al"". 
p.,..nt <OIUG eoun~ ~n .<:111\. ;:1;11\1 II'1i~: ~ """"..." ....." ....... " du. t.d,..~ 
v ......",abtll tll pay. 

C'hJ.lrl ....pp"....,IIQ$"O;:O:""U";; la • kay ~"I:'\ oil ,,1\1. PlI'oPQ•• L 'tn. 
' ...... lIlrf\l"'U'" .. " .... td , .... ~ 1,."",1.1.... "",11'15 ..",,, l".,,1'1'd Iro",.t!r ""i ...... I,.. 
h •• th'"" ,*",n.. "".~1" ,t•. '1 "".... 1.1..... "",,, _1.1.... ;. ':-"1"1''''.'' flYo,,", ..b. 
atl.on" po,r'Hn;. .1"", .,\.ii1, ,,1,., ...1\1 t.- "'.......\,..... 1."" «';'1,­
oll.toC"l pu·.nt II•• llt.tl. Oi" n.. lnC'Ok. Ttl. IlIlWGry "'lOilio (.ne 
prllPCl'.~ is "hal; j ..,.t. II. \0111 h,,,o ••,.,"_ ;of \I'n,~lo,...,.nt inlnraneq 
tor Vi>rlr.t/l \,/fIn tlU. tftCH: ,all', _ 00\1.10 ad0l'1,; II .1m! vi ehlhl 
.....,.."" .l..........._ i .. • "........ U,-&l< *"*1<, ...b.!HI 'I"'~. ._.. ""rrm.-t, 
Vl'll..U,. 1;"•.u...1.....t' ....1,,,..., " Qtlthl • ...,.o... \; ."4.." ....... ",,. ...,J 

I.IU\lif'Jl~. I'¥'UVr..,,, ,<;:""ll" " ~.J.V''''"I ..... "''''''''ou ......"'''''',. '!to"'"
baOaU'. 1~ eou14 al1vW .iDt,a ,.c.nta ~o ¢~.l&e earnlni" .1~h th" 
child ,LlPi>l)n. PfYlMn!; wlt;hOl.lt ,,_Itdt,. ."",h.i_1l1;. t<> t>onsth" 
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Table I 
Children In Female-Headed. Families -	 "All 'Related" and "In Poverty' 

I I 
, 

, 

.. 

'" 

• 	 There Is a 'arge ana Increasing number of chRdren in 
femala-headtd families 

• 	 A sUbstantial, proporHon 01 lI1e children In femala-headed 
families Is poor 
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Table II 
Gross Additions to Children In Mother-Only 

• 	 , Families . 
Annual 	Additions from Unwed Childbearing and Divorce 

Net of Remarriage 

t, 

,. 
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~I\ n ~ .. ~1~1.IWWlt U. an., 

,
• 	 remale-neauea families arB lormed by dlvOfCII and by "lith 10 

unmarried mothers, but In racent years births 10 Ilnmauled 
molhels have become the major contributor ·to the growth of 
female-headed familIes 

• 	 The trend Is even more dramatic when remarriage Is taken 

Into accounl I 
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Table III a 
Distribution 01 Flranclal Contrlbullons by Fathers & 

Mothers In Families with Children by Type Of family
• 

In Some Cases, The Husband, Wife, or Female-Head Will Not 
!lP, 1111:1 Rh,h,!]h,.1 PM.enl of IIlH r.hlldren 
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• 	 A primary reason for Ihe low Income slailis 01 lemale­
haadeo families, IS lhal Income Is comlng basically 110m 
only ona parani 



, 

seNT IIIY'>( .. ro~ '!'''!''",,'pl .. ,· 1(J2! , $_ ,,~~t , e~UAI. : 

• 

Table III b 
Award and ~ecipiency Rates of Women 

Awar~ed and 
No ,upport racelved fUn amount 

awarded 26% 
421\ 

Awarded and 
received I... 

than lui amount 
12% 

Awarded and
,Awarded and rOOOived nothing
not due In 1989 12%

$% ' 

10 million women In 1989 lived WI!~ Clllldron and the father "IS ",t " ... n! 
. . 

fO\!lIeli u&. t .. ON <If \Q ~e.itt~l ' ....._ fe_h, ..t~ • .....a.".... it, 

Of tM 10 mfliion women theoretically eDglble for ~hlld 5Uppo,t 

• 42% had no award 

; • Only 26% I\a~ 1111 award In place and received the 
I IuD amount due 

! I , ­
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Table V a 
The Collection Gap 
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• The polenllal for IllCr6!Sed child ~UppOJ ( Is very ("'yo 
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Table VI 
Unwed Blrlhs & Paternities Established 
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• 	 A major plOblerri In Child support IS 1M establlshmenl Of 
paternity In caus of blIths to unmarried mothers 

•. Clirrenlly, patemHy Is establi$had tOi Only about a third of 
unmarried births;ilhe percentage has rlsan only modestly 
In the last lew years 

-



Table V b 
Total plstrlbufed CUHBctJOnS 

• 	 Total 8< Iy-o Collections (1989 dOllars) . 

"I 
, .., ...... .........·····1
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• 	 Child support Is collected both InSide and outside the IV-O system 

• 	 Total chilo suppOtl ClII19Clions have risen, !lUt only modaslly in the 
last few years 

• 	 Child support coUoclions through the tV-!) system have risen 
dramatically. but that, appears to rasult moslly lrom a movement 
of non-AfOC cases Into the system, , 
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Table IV 
Child Support Payments Awarded and 

• 	 Recel'i:ed bV Marital Status 

_ Awttdtd 

... ltac!lvell 

""""I~ \I '"'' ,!Ii ........!II> ..... "'.~'01 \II"" n !H'''.! ~J' ......1.".. *"....i I,,,..,, n *! .""', ..~ 
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• 	 r.hfld support awards and amounts received vary dram.lioally 
by marital status • 

• 	 Among nevar married molhllrs, the faslest' growing segment 
of Ilia single parent population, only 24% had awards, 15% 
recalved support and the average amount received was only 
$t688 ' 



1319 
)02 ,., dl •• I.'. 

Table VII 
Age-Earnlng~ Profile for Teen Fathers 

12 

I· 
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• 	 Tna child support system has hlslorlcall)' paId Of lis allenllon 
to 	unmarried lalnerS, especlaly leen falher~, becan,s currenl 
earnln,gs are so 10\,,/ 

, 

• 	Over time, hOWev9r, even tacn fathers davBlop thB earning 
capacity to makecontrllutlons, 
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Table VIII 
Support Order 

Paterriily 
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Congressional 

and 


Federal Update 


January I, 1993 

Of the several bills affeeting child 
support enforcement which were introduced in 
Ihe l02nd Congress (which commenced in 
January 1991 and adjourned on October 9, 
1992) only twO - the 'Child Support 
Recovery Art of 1m" (Sbelby, I)..AL) and 
the "Ted Weiss' Child Support Enforcement 
Act of 1992" (LaRocco, I)..lD) (discussed 
below) - were passed by both Houses and 
signed into law by President Bush. Many - if 
not all - of the other, unsuccessful, legislative 
proposals will be reintroduced when the 103rd 
Congress convenes on January 5. 1993. 
Among these :will be House and Senate 
companion bills, which contain the major. ,
reeommendations proposed by the U.S. 
Commission on Interstate Child Support in its 
final report to Congress, and were introduced 
late in the I02nd Congress by 
Congresswoman Marge Roukema (R-NJ) 
and Senator Bill Bradley (I)..NJ) - both 
members of the Commission. 

I. Rrwmmendl!!ions of Ihe U,S, 
Commission on Interstate Child Support. 

On Aug~'t 4, 1992 the U.S. Commis­
sion on Interstate Child Support, established 
under the Family Support Act of 1988, 
submitted its final report to Congress, thereby 
concluding two years of work on ways to 

improve interstate child support enforcement. 
On August II, 1992, Congressman Thomas 
Downey (D-NY), Acti ng Chairman of the 
Human Resources Subcommittee of the House 
Ways and Means Committee, conducted a 
hearing on the Commission's report, and on 
October I , 1992 Senator Bill Bradley 
introduced S,3291 in the Senate and 
Congresswoman Marge Roukema (R·NJl 
introduced a companion bill, H,&,6091, in 
the House to bring before the Congress, as a 
single legislative proposal. the Commission's 
recommendations for reforming interstate 
chUd support enforcement. 

In pursuing its congressional mandate 
to examine the issues of interstate child 
support enforcement and to identify ways to 
improve it, the Commission held hearings 
around the country and received testimony 
from representatives of federal and state child 
support enforcement agencies and professional 
organizations, advocacy groups, the judiciary. 
and the private oar. Its final recommenda­
tions display the broad sweep of the 
Commission's investigations into v;rtuaHy 
every aspeet of child support enforcemenl, 
both interstate and intrastate. Indeed, three of 
the Commissioners, in minority reports, while 
affirming most of the recommendations, 
expre.o;;sed concern that the Commission had 
exceeded its mandate by entering upon areas 
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properly reserved for state law and legal 
processes. 

A. 5.3291 bv Bradley (D­

N.JlIH.R.6091 by Roukerna (R-N.D. 

The Bradley and Roukerna bills. 
reflecting the dozens of recommendations 
contained in the final report of the Interstate 
Commission, have some sixty·three separate 
provisions affecting both interstate and 
intrastate child support enforcement. Many 
of the provIsIOns, if enacted, would 
strengthen the national child support program; 
others are problematical and will not be 
universally welcomed by child support 
enforcement professionals. Indeed, overall 
the Commission's recommendations - and 
hence the provisions of these bills . will 
impose greater work burdens on the already 
overworked state IV-D programs. Moreover, 
they make heavy demands with little 
indication of how· and to what extent· the 
needed additional funding will be provided for 
this currently underfunded. but critically 
important national program. 

The provisions of the proposed legislation 
are topically arranged in the following 
manner: 

,I. Locate and Case Tracking: 
Building upon the Federal Parent Locator 
,System~and the automated data retrieval and 
processing systems which all states must have 
fully operational by October, 1995, a new 
national network for the location of parents 
would be established by the Department of 
Health and Human Services through the 
federal Office of Child Support Enforcement 
(OCSE). This network would enable each 
state's IV-D agency to have direct, automated 
on-line or batch access, not only to federal 
data bases for locate purposes, but also to the 

data bases of all other states. State data bases 
would include all sources of information 
concerning residential addresses, employers 
and employer addresses, income and assets, 
and medical insurance benefits of absent 
parents - e.g" state revenue or taxation 
departments, state motor vehicle registration 
departments, state crime information systems, 
state professional! recreational! occ upational 
licensing departments, credit reporting 
agencies 10cated in the state, and publicly 
regulated utility companies. Federal matching 
funds at a rate of 90 percent would be 
available to states to develop the capacity to 
participate in the new network. 

Perhaps the most important of the state 
data bases is the state employment security 
department. To make effective use of this 
source of information, the Commission 
recommended· and the legislation provides· 
that a modified WA form be used to report 
all new hires, as well as the child support 
obligations of all new employees, promptly to 
the state child support agency. A new 
employee would be required to identify on the 
W·4 form any support obligation owed, the 
payee of that obligation, and if the employee 
has health insurance available. If a support 
amount was owed, the employer would begin 
immediate wage withholding and remit the 
amount to the designated payee and report the 
total amount of withheld support on the W-2 
form. The employer would also promptly 
(the Commission recommended within 10 
days of the first payroll cycle) send the W-4 
to the state employment security agency 
which in tum would provide information on 
the form to the state child support 
enforcement agency. The enforcement 
agency would check the information against 
its registry of child support orders, which all 
states would be required to maintain, and 
broadcast the information over the national 
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network to the child support agencies and 
registries of support orders in all the other 
states, The information on the W -4 form 
could. thus~ be verified: whether or not a 
new empJoyee did or did not owe a support 
obligation anywhere in the country and 
whether the amount of any support obligation 
declared on the form was correctly stated. 
Where an employee gave incorrect or 
incomplete irlformation. the state child 
support agency would immediately notify the 
employer, The designated payee would be 
promptly notified when a match had been 
made between information on a W-4 form and 
an order in a state child support registry, 

Aceess to the Federal Parent Locator 
Service woul4 be made available to l1.Illh 
parents for child support purposes (not just, 
as currently. to the custodial parent), subject 
to appropriate! safeguards for the proper use 
of locate information, and private attorneys 
and pro se, obligees would have access to state 
locator resources, tax refund offsets, and 
"other pubJid enforcement techniques" for 
child support ,enforcement actions, Federal. 
state and local child support agencies would 
able to access information contained in the 
systems of the National Crime Information 
Center, the' National Law Enforcement 
Telecommuni,calions Network and other 
sirni1ar national or regional system. 
Information 6n failure-to-appear warrants, 
capiases, and bench warrants issued by courts , 
in parentage and child support cases would be 
broadcast over state crime information 
systems, 

2. Establishment: Perhaps the most 
challenging of the tasks undertaken by the 
Interstate Commission was the attempt to 
resolve the complex issues of jurisdiction in 
interstate enforcement. The Commission's 

proposals on jurisdiction - incorporated in the 
legislation - adhere to the principle that only 
one support order be effective at anyone time 
in order to avoid the sorts of confusion which 
currently attend the establishment and 
enforcement of interstate support. (The 
Commission's proposals on jurisdiction are in 
accord with proviSIons of the new Uniform 
[nterstate Family Support Act which was 
adopted on August 5. 1992 by the National 
Conference of Commissioners on Uniform 
State Laws to replace the Uniform Reciprocal 
Enforcement Support Act - URESA - and its 
revISions, ) 

All states would be required to adopt 
a uniform long~ann statute - with' eight 
spedflc bases identified in the legislation - to 
exercise personal jurisdiction over a non M 

resident defendant. Moreover, it would be 
the sense of Congress that a state in which a 
child resides could exercise personal 
jurisdiction over a nonresident parent, 
regardless of that parent's contacts with the 
forum state, States must treat out-of~st.ate 

service of proeess in parentage and child 
support actions in the same manner as in-state 
service of process, and, furthermore j they 
must provide for service by personal delivery. 
mail, or publication in a manner reasonably 
calculated to gi ve actual notice and to provide 
sufficient time for response. In any action, 
other than an initial action to establish 
paternity and support. the last address which 
a party is required to give to a court or 
agency is presumed to be the correct address 
for providing sufficient notice of an action, 
unless the obligee in a case, in good faith. 
provides a different address. 

An order for parentage and/or child 
support rendered in one state would be 
recognized and enforced, without 
modification, by any other state, 
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Furthermore. the state which established a 
support order would ordinarily retain 
continuing, exclusive jurisdiction - including 
jurisdiction to modify ~ unless both parents 
and the child have left that state or both 
parents agree in writing to the eJl:ercise of 
jurisdiction hy another state. In any case, the 
law of the forum slate would be the law 
which applies in the establishment and 
modification of support orders. Custodial 
parents owed child support would be notified 
of any hearings in which the support 
obligation might be established, modified, or 
enforce<J, so as to be given the opportunity to 
appear "and present evidence. In addition, 
custodiX! parents must be provided with a 
copy of any order that establishes, modifies, 
or enforces a support obligation within 14 
days of the date of the issuance of the order. 

States would be required to have 
uniform laws and practices respecting: the 
joining of parentage adjudication and child 
support establishment in a single cause of 
action; venue for parentage adjudication in the 
county of the child's residence; the oontinuing 
jurisdiction within the state of the court which 
originally entered a parentage or child support 
order; the transfer of cases to the city, 
county, or district where the child resides. for 
the purpose of modification or enforcement, 
without'the need for refiling by the plaintiff 
or rc~servtng the defendant; the statewide 
jurisdiciion of any child support or state court 

""'-. .
that hears chtld support claims and the 
statewide effect of any order issued by that 
agency or court; and the separation of support 
and visitation claims. SO that visitation denial 
is not a defense to child support enforcement 
and the defense of nonsupport is not available 
when visitation is at issue. 

State child support agencies would 
have access to information available from a 

credit reporting agency relevant to the setting 
of a support amount, without the need. as 
currently, of Obtaining a court order to 

authorize access. Moreover1 state and local 
support agencies would have available for 
their use a national subpoena duces tecum to 
reach all infonnation regarding private, 
federal, stale. and local government 
employees. and state IV-D agencies, and, by 
state law, would be empowered to issue 
intrastate subpoenas to compel personal 
appearance of parties and the production and 
delivery of documents in support actions. 
Certified copies of out-of-state oroefS and 
decrees and judgments would be admissible if 
regular on their face, and states would be 
required to introduce electronically 
transmitted information and faxed documents 
- as well as written. audiotaped, or videotaped 
evidence - in child support or parentage cases, 
Nonresidential litigants would be allowed to 
participate in interstate parentage or child 
support cases by telephonic means. 

With respect to the setting of child 
support amounts, states would be required to 
make the application of the mandatory support 
guidelines a sufficient reason for modification 
of the sUpJXlrt obligation without the necessity 
of showing any other change in circumstance. 
By 1995, when all states must have fully 
operational automated systems, they must be 
able to make automatic calculations of the 
amount of support owed a child on the basis 
of the support guidelines. The state 
guidelines must take into account work-related 
or job-training related child care expenses of 
either parent, health insurance and related 
uninsured health care expenses. the remarried 
parent's spouse's income and school expenses 
incurred on behalf of the child. Moreover, 
state law must provide for a continuing 
support obligation until the child's eighteenth 
birthday or is no longer enrolled in secondary 
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school or its equivalent, whichever is later. 
[n order to study the desirability of national 
child support guidelines, Congress would 
create, no later than 1995. a National Child 
Support Guideline Commission. 

States would use a uniform abstract of 
a child support order, in a form developed by 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services, to record the facts of a child support 
order in the state registries of support orders, 
These abstracts would be used in various 
interstate actions where infonnation about the 
child support ~rder is required. 

Finally, by state law, social security 
numbers of parents would be recorded on 
marriage licenSes and child support orders. 

3. Parentage: In the light of some 
successful state programs to promote early, 
voluntary acknowledgement of paternity, the 
Commission :recommended and the 
legislation req uires ~ that ali states use 
paternity acknowledgement programs at 
hospitals and ~tablish other kinds of paternity,
outreach programs (e.g., through prenatal 
clinics and p~nt training programs) in order 
to achieve voluntary acknowledgement of 
paternity. For these activities states would 
receive federal matching funds at the rate of 
90 percent. 

Along with programs for the early 
acknowledgcm~nt of paternity, states must 
also develop simple civil consent procedures 
for the voluntary acknowledgement of 
paternity, including having the putative father 
sign his name as father on the birth 
certificate, thereby creating a rebuttable 
presumption of paternity with the birth 
certificate being admltted as evidence. States 
must use civil, instead of criminal, procedures 

for parentage actions, without joinder of the 
named child in the action, using a 
preponderance of the evidence s.tandard. In 
using genetic testing. states must establish 
threshold standards of probability of paternity 
or exc1usion in order to create a rebuttable 
presumption of paternity. Where a party 
refuses to submit to a court order for 
parentage testing, state law must provide for 
the resolution of parentage against that party. '. 
A finding of paternity must be treated as res 
judicata to the same extent as any other civil 
judgment and must, where appropriate. 
provide for temporary support orders. States 
must have procedures by which a default 
order in parentage cases may be entered 
against the defendant upon a showing of 
evidence and service of process on the 
defendant, 'without requiring the personal 
presence of the petitioner. 

4. Enforcement: Among the many 
provisions affecting the enforcement of child 
support obligations are several concerning 
wage withholding, which has proved to be a 
valuable enforcement tool but whi<:h in 
interstate cases is not always easily or 
effectively applied. The legislation provides 
that any individual or entity doing business in 
a state must honor lncome withholding notices 
or orders issued by a court of any other state, 
regardless of the location of. the employee's 
workplace, Such notices or: orders may be 
served directly or by first class mail upon the 
employer. without the requirement of 
registration with the child support agency in 
the employer's state, and copies of the notices 
must be given by the employer to the affected 
employees. If any contest arises concerning 
the correctness of a notice or there is a 
refusal to honor it. the state requesting 
withholding must then send an "informational 
copy" of the notice or order to the registry of 
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support orders in the state in which the 
employee is employed or the employer is 
located. 

If the employee contests the order on 
the basis of error of fact, a hearing must be 
held in the employee's or employer's state, 
with that state providing any necessary 
enforcement services to ensure that the 
interests of the payee are adequately 
represented. To simplify both interstate and 
intrastate wage withholding, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services is to develop a 
uniform~ withholding notice to be used by 
states iii" all withholding actions. Finally, the 
definition of income subject to withholding is 
to be expanded to include workers' 
compensation benefits, and the priority of 
withholding of wages shall be first to current 
support obligations, next to payments of 
premiums on health insurance for dependent 
children, and then to past due support and . 
unreimbursed health-care expenses. Where 
there are multiple withholding orders for the 
same employee, payments from withholding 
shall be made to each child on a pro rata 
basis. 

Another set of provisions relating to 
enforcement and taken from the 
Commission's recommendations has to do 
with th'e issuing or renewal of occupational, 
profeSSIOnal, and business licenses where an 
individual· is delinquent in child support 
paymeiiis. State and federal agencies 
responsible for issuing or renewing such 
licenses may not do so in the case of a 
delinquent obligor until the obligee, the 
obligee's attorney, or a state prosecutor 
releases the hold on the license or an 
expedited review is conducted, during which, 
time the obligor may have a temporary 30-day 

license. Also, state agencies must deny 


. licenses to any noncustodial parent whose 


name appears on the state's crime information 
system because of outstanding failure to 
appear warrants, capiases, and bench warrants 
related to a child support proceeding, until the 
parent's name is removed from the system. 
Similar restraints apply to issuing and 
renewing driver's licenses and motor vehicle 
registration, except that if the state licensing 
agency receives notice that someone already 
holding a driver's license or vehicle 
registration is the subject of a warrant related 
to a child support proceeding, that agency 
may issue a show cause order asking why the 
license or registration ought not to be 
suspended until the state issuing the warrant 
withdraws it. 

Mindful that one of every five obligors 
does not receive regular wages from which an 
amount for child support can be withheld, the 
Commission recommended that. there be 
stronger enforcement tools to reach the assets 
of the self-employed and others for whom 
wage withholding is not possible. Reflecting 
the Commission's recommendations, the 
legislation requires states to have procedures 
by which liens can systematically be placed 
on vehicle titles for child support arrearages, 
with such liens taking precedence over all 
other encumbrances other than a purchase 
money security interest. Furthermore, by 
state law bank accounts must be subject to 
post-judgment seizure, without the need to 
obtain a separate court order for the 
attachment. Winnings from lotteries, 
insurance settlements, awards and judgments 
from lawsuits, and proceeds from property 
seized and forfeited because of criminal 
conviction must all be directly available to the 
state child support agency for the enforcement 
of a support obligation. Public and private 
retirement funds may be attached by 
individuals owed child support, even if the 
distribution would cause a penalty or tax to 

6 




the obligor for early withdrawal. States must 
make information about delinquent obligors 
available, upon request, to credit reporting 
agencies if more than one month's ~orth of 
support is past due. Obligors not making 
timely payments of support will be required to 
post cash bonds, security deposits, or personal 
undertaking with the state child support 
enforcement agency, with refund of funds 
only after regular payments have been 
resumed for a specified period of time. 
Finally, the legislation calls for a simplified 
procedure for the use of full collection 
services of the Internal Revenue Service. 
(where child support arrearage is treated as 
though it were federal income tax 
indebtedness, ~gainst which all enforcement 
tools of the IRS, may be used) and conveys 
the sense of the Congress that the IRS should 
give high priority to full collection activities 
in support cases. 

Follow'ing the Commission's 
recommendations regarding the criminal 
prosecution of nonsupport, the legislation 
requires all states to have procedures under 
which criminal' nonsupport penalties may.be 
imposed. It also provides for an amendment 
of the federal code to impose a criminal 
penalty upon anyone convicted of leaving or 
remaining outside a state for the purpose of 
avoiding payment of child support arrearage 
arising from an order rendered in that state. 
(This provision for criminal flight to avoid ~ 
payment of support arrearage has now been 
superseded by the enactment into law of the 
"Child Support Recovery Act of 1992," 
discussed later.) 

Other provisions for enforcement of 
child support include several amendments to 
the Bankruptcy. Code to ensure that a child 
support aciion - including the establishment of 
paternity and of a support obligation, as well 

as the enforcement of an obligation - will 
proceed without interruption in case of a 
bankruptcy action. The legislation also 
provides that state child support enforcement 
agencies assess and collect interest on all 
child support judgments, in addition to any 
late payment fees, and that state laws permit 
the enforcement of any child support 
obligation until at least the child's 30th 
birthday. 

With respect to the enforcement of 
health care for dependent children, the 
legislation, following" Commission 
recommendations, requires' state IY-D 
agencies to adopt a nu-mber of new . . ..
procedures. First, It must be a rebuttable 
presumption that the obligee has the right to 
choose the appropriate health care insurance 
for'the children, on the assumption that the 
custodial parent would have a better sense of 
the health care needs of the dependent 
child(ren). The cost of the insurance 
premium, however, and any unreimbursed 
medical costs must be shared proportionately 
between the parents, according to a formula 
in the state child support guidelines and any 
insurance premium or sum-certain health care 
expenses to be paid by the noncustodial parent 
must be included in the support order. 

In order to ensure that the custodial 
parent receive the medical insurance coverage 
needed for the child(ren), .thecustodial parent 
must, by state law, be able to' act in the place 
of the insured, including making direct 
application for insurance and making claims 
and signing claim forms. If the obligated 
parent secures the medical insurance 
coverage, that parent must provide the 
custodial parent proof of coverage within 30 
days of the time the insurance coverage has 
been obtained or an application for insurance 
made. The employer offering an employee 
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henefit plan in the slate must provide the child 
support agency or the obligee. upon request j 
information on the insurance coverage. The 
employer, also, must make available to the 
custodial parent all necessary claim and 
reimbursement forms and must notify the 
custodial parent of any termination or change 
in the insurance coverage for the dependent 
child(ren). 

The legislation, also, provides several 
measures to facUitate the enforcement of child 
support "obligations against members of the 
armed forces and other persons entitled to 
payments by the federal government· an area 
of enforcement which currently presents a 

.. 	 number of impediments to effective action by 
slate child support agencies. 

Finally: again following the 
Commission's recommendations, the bills 
would require that. as a condition of receiving 
fedeml funding for their IV-D programs, all 
states adopt verbatim the Uniform Interstate 
Family Support Act (UIFSA) adopted by the 
National Conference of Commissioners on 
Uniform Slate Laws on August 5, 1992. This 
requirement would void the current Unifonn 
Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act (and 
its revisions and state versions) and would 
ensure that states adhere to the jurisdictional 
principl,es laid out in the legislation. inasmuch 
as the'se conform to the jurisdictional 
princip§ of UIFSA. 

S. Collection and Distribution of 
Support: The Commission recommended a 
signific.ant change- in the way collected 
support is distributed so that Slates would no 
longer have the option of directing amounts in 
excess of the current month's support 
obligation to either debts owed the family or 
to the state and federal governments as 
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recovery of public assistance already paid to 
the family. Under the Commission's 
recommendation - incorporated in the 
legislation - the second tier of distribution, 
after the current month's support obligation, 
would be to the family for any support 
arrearage owed the family. The Comptroller 
General of the United States is authorized to 
analyze the existing child support distribution 
system and authorize pilot projects for the 
new distribution scheme, 

6. federal Role in th. Child 
Support Enforcement Program: In an 
attempt to respond to the various concerns, 
voiced by slate IV-D agenCies about the 
placement of the federal Office of Child 
Support Enforcement (OCSE) within the 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
and about the deficiencies in the leadership 
role exercised by OCSE j the Commission 
made several proposals to make needed 
changes) all of which are contained as 
provisions of the bills. First, OCSE would be 
restructured so that it is headed by an 
assistant secretary appointed by the President 
and confirmed by the Senate who would 
report directly to the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. This would provide OCSE 
with the separate and distinct status intended 
for it in the founding legislation of the IV~D 
program. Moreover, OCSE would have its 
own legal counsel, which it currently lacks. 
Also~ in figuring the cos-ts of operating the 

I
•
I

IV·D program, OCSE would consider tbe 
factor of "cost-avoidance" -Le" the savings 
realized for the ta;<payer in helping families Iavoid having to turn to public assistance 
because of the successful enforeement of 
support obligations. 

In addition to providing stales with 
technical assistance in their IV-O programs, 



, 
OCSE would I be required to provide state 
IV-D agencies with assistance in establishing 
and operating training programs. for. their 
personnel. The Department of Health and 
Human Services is to report annually to 
Congress on ~raining activities. Also, the 
Secretary must study the staffing needs of 
state IY-D agencies and report the results of 
the study to Congress and the states. 

Other matters of imperative concern to 
state IV-D agencies are the federal funding 
formula for the IY-D program and the federal 
audit of state I programs, The Commission 
recommended '- and the legislation provides - . 
that a study be conducted of alternative ways' 
to fund the program, including the provision 
of incentives: tied to performance criteria 
which are not solely based upon 'cost­
effectiveness" criteria. As for the audit, the 
Secretary would be required to commission a 
study of the audit process to improve the 
criteria and methodology for the audit process 
and 10 report to Congress the results of the 
study. This study would also seek to redefine 
the penalty process so that a state failing to, 
comply substantially with the audit criteria 
would not be ~alized, as now, in its AFDC 
program, but that the penalty would involve 
the escrowing' of funds 10 be used by the 
states in a federally approved program of 
improvement. , 

The Secretary would oversee the! 
establishment of pilot projects to determine , 
the feasibility and usefulness of ·child support 
assurance" as a way to assure a minimum 
level of child support whether or not an 
obligated parent is aole or willing to meet an 
ordered support obligation. These projects 
would test alternative procedures and funding 
processes. 

Finally, the legistation would establish 
a Children's Trust Fund funded by voluntary 
contributions of taxpayers as indicated on 
their federal tax returns. This Fund would be 
dedicated to programs aimed at the prevention 
of child poverty and limited to the federal 
programs of AFDC and child support. 

7, State Role in the Child Support 
Enforcement Program: The legislation 
incorporates several Commission 
recommendations affecting the operation of 
state IY-D programs. Perhaps the most 
radical of these is that a suite IV-D agency 
must accept applications for services. from 
nonresidents of that state>~ a requirement 
which seems inimical to the purposes of 
UIFSA and the existence of a state·bated 
nationallY-D program as originally intended 
by Congress. 

Other provisions seek to Clarify the 
mission of the state IV~D agencies to promote 
the economic security of children and the duty 
of the state agencies to serve the concerns of 
custodial parents, although OCSE has asserted 
that non-custodial parents in noo-public 
assistance cases may also apply for IY-D 
services and that the state agency does not 
stand m a traditional attorney~cHent 

relationship. Also, stare and local child 
support enforcement agenci~ are called upon 
to provide a number of amenities for parents, 
including convenient hours and locations for 
parents and office environments conducive to 
discussion of legal and personal matters in 
privacy, e,g,. individual interview rooms and 
child care facilities. Finally, states are 
required to develop procedures whereby the 
designation of the child support payee may be 
changed without the requirement of a court 
hearing or order. 
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B. "The Child Support Recovery 
Act of 1992" - S. 1002 by Shelby ill-ALl. 

Following testimony before the Inter­
state Commission, Congressman Henry 
Hyde (R-IL) introduced H.R. 1241 on March 

5, 1991, imposing a federal criminal penalty 

for failure to pay child support in interstate, 
cases. H.R. 1241 and a companion bill - S. 
1002 - introduced on May 8, 1991 by 
Senator Richard Shelhy (D-AL) received 
considerable media attention when hearings 
on it were conducted in January, 1992 by 

'Congressman Charles Schumer (D-NY), 
chair of the House Judiciary Committee's 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice. 
Subsequent to these hearings, Congressman 
Schumer moved a subcommittee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute to H.R. 1241. 
This substitute was accepted by the 
subcommittee, and the amended bill - the 
"Child Support Recovery Act of 1992" ­
was approved for full committee action on . 
April 9, 1992, and on July I, 1992 the House 
Judiciary Committee voted, by voice vote, to 
report the bill to the House for action. The 
bill passed the House of Representatives 
without dissent by voice vote on August 4, 
1992. 

On July 29, 1992 the Senate Judiciary 
Committee's Subcommittee on Juvenile 

Justice held hearings on the companion bill, 

S.I002 by Shelby. On September 17, 1992 
the Senate Judiciary Committee considered 
the bill and reported it to the Senate, where 
the following day an amended version of the 
bill passed the Senate by unanimous consent. . 
On October 3, 1992 the bill was considered 
by the House and an amended version, 
combining provisions from the Hyde and 
Shelby bills, was passed by voice vote. On 

October 7, 1992 the Senate concurred in the 

House amendment, and on October 25, 1992 

President Bush signed the bill into law as 
Public Law 102-521. 

The new law imposes a federal 
criminal penalty for the wilful failure to pay 
a past due child support obligation that has 
remained unpaid for longer than a year or is 
greater than $5000 with respect to a child 
who resides in another state. Thus, for 
example, if the custodial parent were to leave 
a state with a child owed support and the 
noncustodial parent owing the support were to 
remain in the first state (or, conversely, if the 
noncustodial parent were to leave the state in 
which the child and custodial parent resided) 
and either accrue arrearage. amounting to 
$5,000 or more or become delinquent in 
payments for a year or longer, the obligated 
parent could be found guilty, under the 
provisions of this bill, of wilful failure to pay' 
past due support - a federal crime. For a first 
conviction the penalty would be a fine of 
$5,000 and/or imprisonment for not more 
than 6 months; for a second conviction, a fine 
of $250,000 and/or imprisonment for up to 2 
years. The court would also order restitution 
in an amount equal to the amount of child 
support past due at the time of conviction. 

The Act also amends Title I of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3711 et.seq.) to authorize 
the Director of the Bureau of Justice 
Assistance to make grants to states "to 
develop, implement, and enforce criminal 
interstate child support legislation and coordi~ 
nate criminal interstate child support 
enforcement efforts." The grants would 
provide for 75 percent of the total costs of a 
demonstration project, with no more than $10 
million in federal funds being appropriated for 
them for each of the fiscal years of 1994, 
1995, and 1996. 
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Finally" the law provides for the 

establishment of a Commission on Child and 
Family Welfare, composed, of fifteen 
members JOintl'y appointed by the President 
and Congress, The members will be 
individuals with expertise in laws and policies 
related to child and family welfare and others 
who represent organizations concerned with 
the civil rights of children and advocacy 
groups which work for the interests of 
children and both custodial and noncustodial 
parents. The task of the new commission will 
be to study issues affecting the best interests 
of children (e.g., abuse, family relations. 
services and, agencies for children and 
families, family and joveni)e courts) and the 
strengths and weaknesses of the Court systems 
as they relate to visitation, custody, and child 
support enforcement. With the expectation 
Ihat the membership of the Commission will 
be' appointed by no later than June 1, 1993, 
the Commission will submit an interim repon 
to Congress by not later than January I, 1994 
and a final report by January I, 1995 
containing the Commission's findings and its 
recommendations for legislation and 
administrative action. 

The new law draws upon federal tax 
statutes which impose a criminal penalty for 
willful failure to <olleet or pay taxe;. The 
,tandard, then, of the tax statutes is applied to 
a willful failure to pay past due child support 
for a child reSiding in another state, Under 
the felony tax provisions the government must 
prove beyond a reasonnble doubt that at the 
time the taxes were due, the taXpayer 
possessed the means to meet his obligation or 
voluntarily and intentionally depleted his 
funds so as not to pay the tax obligation. 
Thus, failure to pay child support, like failure 
to pay taxes, is a specific intent crime, 
requiring proof of an intentional violation of 
a known legal duty. 

While the threat of a federal criminal 
penalty may help deter child support 
delinquency, the new law leaves unaddressed 
most of the fundamental problems in interstate 
,upport enforcement and may prove very 
difficult to enforce. As for the proposed 
grants to states to promote criminal interstate 
enforcementj the $30 million to be allocated 
over the three fiscal years might be better 
spent assisting states to develop, and 
participate in, more effective, automated 
parent locator networks. Indeed, instead of 
this kind of federal criminal remedy, the 
problem of interstate support enforcement 
could be more effectively,addressed if there 
were enhanced federal funding (federal 
financiai participation at the rate of 90 
percent) for the participation of state child 
support agencies in locator networks and if 
there were (l) federally mandated state long­
arm statutes and (2) provision for the 
uniform, reciprocaJ recognition and enforce~ 
ment among states of income withholding 
orders, such as the Bradley and Roukema 
bills provide. 

C. H.R. 5123 by Schroeder (D-COJ. 

On May 7, 1992 Congresswoman 
Patricia Schroeder (D-CO) introduced H. R. 
5123 containing provisions to implement 
certain recommendations of the Interstate 
Commission. 

The first part of the bill contains 
fourteen provisions amending Title IV-D law, 
while the provisions in the bill's second part 
amends federal bankruptcy law with respect to 
spousal and child support. Among the 
provisions of the first pan are requirements: 
that states have uniform statewide ch.ild 
support enforcement programs; that the state 
tV·D agency have automated access to all 
appropriate state data bases; that enforcement 
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of a chHd support order continue until the 
child attain' the age of 18 or completes (or 
abandons) secondary school education or, if 
disabled, until the child marries or is 
emancipated by a court of competent 

" jurisdiction: that all income, of whatever kind.' 
or from whatever source, be subject to

" 
withholding; that states prohihit the issuance 
of professional licenses to any individual 
owing past-due child support exceeding 
$1,000; that there be no state time limits to 
the period during which a child support order 
may be enforced; that social security numbers 
appear ;9n all marriage license, and child 
support orders; that issues of visitation and 

.. 


., 

custody; be kept separate from any 
adjudication of child support, and vice versa; 
that there be federally mandaled time frames 
for responses to interstate locate requests; and 
that there be federal standardsaod prceedures 
for processlng interstate cases, 

Unlike the Interstate Commission's 
recommendations and the Bradley and 
Roukema bills' provi,ions for a study of 
possible changes to the federal funding 
scheme for the IV-D program, the Schroeder 
bill actually proposes a new funding structure 
whereby federal incentive payments to states 
for the performance of their JV~D programs 
would be eliminated, with federal financial 
particip'!.tion (FFP) being increased from Ihe 
current ".66 percent to 90 percent. As 
recomm_~nded by Ihe Commission, penalties 
for audiled noncompliance with federal IV-D 
requirements would fall upon the state IV-D 
program and not, as now, upon the IV-A 
(AFOC) program. Like the Bradley and 
Roulrema bills it also provides that all states 
be required to adopt verbatim, by a time 
certain, the proposed UnifortO Interstate 
Family Support Act and that Congress 
establish a commission on child support 
guidelines to devise recommendations for 

national guidelines for child support. The 
second part of the Schroeder bill contains 
amendments to bankruptcy law . of the sort 
recommended by the Commission and found 
in the Bradley and Roukema bills - to 
preserve and protect the support rights of 
spouses (and ex-spouses) and dependent 
children during banknlptcy proceedings. 

II. 	 Child SUllllQrt Enforcement Inli 
Consumer Credit Reportin2 
A£tndes. 

Following the recommend.tion of the 
Interstate Commission, the Bradley and 
Roukema bins contain provisions amending 
the Consumer Credit Protection Act to enable 
a child support enforcement agency to gain 
information from a credit reporting bureau 
relevant to the setting of an Initial or modified 
child support award, without the necessity, as 
currently. of obtaining a court order, Other 
legislative proposals introduced during the 
102nd Congress sought to make the reporting 
of child support delinquencies to consumer 
credit reporting agencies a more effective tool 
for enforcing child support obligations than it 
is under existing federal IV-D law. 

A. H,R. 3936 by "yjne /D. 
CA1IH.R,352{i by Torres (D-!:;Al• 

On November 26, 1991 Congressman 
Mel Levine (D-CAl introduced U.R. 3986 
amending the Consumer Credit Protection Act 
(15 U.S.C. 1681b) to require consumer credit 
reporting agencies to include in credit reports 
information on child support deIinquencies in 
Title IV-D cases. The bill also required slale 
Title IV-D agencies to routinely provide the 
consumer credit reporting agencies with 
information on support delinquencies, without 
(as currently) waiting for a request for this 
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information or requiring the payment of a fee 
for providing it. .(A companion bill, S.2896 
was introduced in the Senate by Senator Jay 
Rockefeller (D-WV).) 

The provisions of the Levine bill were 
added on March 5, 1992, to H,R. 3596 by 
Torres (D-CA) by voice vote of the Subcom­
mittee on Consumer Affairs of the House 
Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs 
Committee. The Torres bill was crafted as a 
major overhaul of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act "to insure 'the completeness and accuracy 
of consumer information maintained by credit 
reporting agencies, to better inform 
consumers of their rights under the act, and to 
improve enf,?rcement, and for other 
purposes," as the bill's official title indicated. 
On September 24, 1992 the bill was 
considered by the House and withdrawn by 
Torres when an amendment to delete certain 
federal preemption clauses, which would have 
voided stronger, state laws and which had been 
added to the original bill, was defeated. 

B. "Ted Weiss Child Support 
Enforcement Act of 1992," H,R,6Q22 by 
LaRocco fD-lD). 

In an effort to rescue some of the 
Levine/Torres provIsIOns regarding the 
reporting of child support delinquencies to 
consumer credit reporting agencies, 
Congressman Larry LaRocco (D'ID) 
introduced H.R~6022 on September 24, 1992. 
Named after Congressman Ted Weiss; who 
died on September 14, 1992, LaRocco's bill 
amended the Fillr Credit Reporting Act to 
require consumer credit reporting agencies to 
include in any consumer report information 
on child support delinquency provided or 
verified by stile or local child support 
enforcement agencies, which antedates the 
report by 7 years or less. (A companion bill, 

S.3306, by Senator Richard Bryan (D-NY), 
was introduced on October 2, 1992,) 

On September 29, 1992 the LaRocco 
bill passed in the House by voice vote and on 
September 30, 1992 referred to the Senate 
Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban 
Affairs. On October 5. 1992 the bill was 
passed by the Senate, and on October 27, \ 
1992 it was signed into law by President Bush 
as Public Law 102-537. 

C. Revenue Act of 1992, H.R.ll by 
Rostenkowski (D-ILl. ­

H.R.ll, introduced on January I, 
1991 by Congressman Dan Rostenkowski 
(D-IL) was amended on June 25, 1992 by the 
House Ways and Means Committee to include 
a provision offered by Representative 
Michael Andrews (0.TX) requiring state 
IV-D agencies "to report monthly to any 
consumer credit reporting agency the name of 
any parent who owes overdue support and is 
at least 2 months delinquent in the payment of 
such support and the amount of such 
delinquency unless the agency requests not to 
receive such information." However, the 
state IV-D agency would not have been 
required to provide information to any 
consumer reporting agency "which the State 
determines does not have sufficient capability 
to systematically and timely make accurate 
use of such information~ or [to] an entity 
which has not furnished evidence satisfactory 
to the State that the entity is a consumer 
reporting agency". This provision, however, 
along with other child support enforcement 
provisions, was stricken from H.R. II when 
the bill was amended by the Senate Finance 
Committee before being reported by the 
committee to the full Senate on August 3, 
1992. 
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III. 	 Child SUllllort and Wue 
WlthhQldlne and Access to Flnanc;al 
Inrounation. 

H.R.JISI and II.R.J677 by Snowe 
(R-ME). 

H.R. 3151. introduced on July 31, 
1991 by Congresswoman Olympia Snowe 
(R-ME), provides that states require 
employers who withhold wages from absent 
parents owing child support to remit the 
withheld amounts to the appropriate state 
agency within 10 days after the payment of 
the wages. H.R. 3977, introduced on 
October~"30, 1991, would facilitate access to 

. information about the financial assets of 
, noncustodial parents by protecting banks and 1 

7' 	other financiru institutions which cooperate 
with state child support enforcement agencies 
from any 	 liability for releasing financial 

• 	 information, To safeguard the confidentiality 
and limited use of such information by the 
child support enforcement agency, the bill 
calls for civil damages for unauthorized 
disclosure by any state officer or employee. 
The bill also provides that* as a condition of 
federal IV -D funding, states have procedures 
requiring absent parents, within 30 days of a 
new or modified support order. to provide 
medical insurance coverage for dependent 
children;: or otherwise cover the costs of 
medical care (including any insurance 
premiums paid for the dependent child by the 
custodial parent). Moreover, if a dependent 
child is enrolled in the noncustodial parent's 
insurance plan j insurers would be required to 
make payments directly to the custodial parent 
upon the submission of claims, Finally, state 
child support enforcement agencies would 
receive federal incentive payments for medical 
support enforcement. 

Other provisions of H,R. 3677 address 
the IRS income tax refund intercept. the 
annual report of the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services on the Title IV-D program to 
Congress, wage garnishment. and the creation 
of a new, national parent locate network, 
States with central depositories and the ability 
to verify arrearage would be required to take 
all past-due child support into account (not 
JUSt delinquency from the time a case 
becomes a IV~D case) in pursuing the income 
tax refund intercept. The Secretary would be 
required to report annually to Congress on 
states' compliance with performance standards 
articulated in the Family Support Act of 1988, 
Employers who fail to remit to the state child 
support agency within 10 days wages 
garniShed for child support would be subject 
to • $1,000 fine, which penalty must be 
reinvested by the state in its child support 
enforcement program, Finally, the federal 
Office of Child Support Enforcement would 
be required to develop a national parent locate 
network, incorporating state child support 
enforcement systems, to allow direct access 
by one state to another state's locator system, 
as well as to federal locator sources. 

While laudable in their intent to 
strengthen the national child support enforce~ 
ment program. the two bills by 
Congresswoman Snowe - at least in their 
introduced form - contain some troubling, 
proVISions. For example, it is doubtful 
whether H.R, 3677 really adds to the 
authority of current federal and states laws 
with respect to the accessibility of a 
depositor's financial records by governmental 
agencies, Under state law, financial records 
of a depository institution can probably 
already be obtained by child support 
enforcement agencies upon issuance of 
judicial subpoena, search warrant, service of 
citation or other appropriate process. The 
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federal "Right to Privacy Act" [12 U.S.C. 
§3401 et.sejj,] gives federal agencies specific 
and limited access to the financial records of 
individuals tor enforcement of federal law. 
The Snowe provision, however j amends no 
existing federal law, and it is difficult to see 
from the bill, as written, the federal statutory 
authority for requiring' state and local 
depository institutions to relinquish financial 
records to state agencies for child support 
enforcement purposes. Because of the 
particularity of the Snowe provision, the 
effect it seeks could hetter he obtained by 
amending Part, IV of Title D of the Social 
Security Act to provide that states with child 

,support enforcement programs, established 
pursuant to Title IV~D, enact appropriate laws 
to ensure the accessibility to a depositor's 
financial records for the purposes of IV-D 
child support enforcement. 

Other well intentioned provisions of 
the Snowe billsisimilarly have problems, and 
it is likely that; if the bill is reintroduced in 
the !03rd Congress, particular wrinkles will 
be ironed Ollt in the course of committee 
hearings and amendments. 

IV. 	 Child Support Enforcement 
Th!'O!!2h FedeDlI Income Tax 
Inlefl'.Ill. 

H,K, 124!u KanjQrski (D-PA}. 

On January 3, 1991, Congressman 
Paul lCanjorslci (D-PA) introduced H.R. 124, 
amending section 464«) of the Social Security 
Act [42 U.S,C. 664(0)] to permit requests for 
collections of past-due child support by use of 
federal income tax refund offset (or "inter­
cept") heyond the time the child to whom the 
support is owed attains the legal age of 

the use of the offset in the case of past -due 
support uowed to or on behalf of a minor 
child." This bill permits the use of the offset 
to recover any past-due support <as 
determined under a court or administrative 
order") "without regard to whether Of not the 
child involved is still a minor or is otherwise 
still currently entitled [0 such support from 
the noncustodiaJ parent. " 

The legislative history of the existing 
provision shows that it' was the intent of 
Congress in authorizing the collection of past 
due child support from federal income tax 

refunds [P,L, 97.-35, 2331(a), 1981J to limit 
the use of the federal income tax intercept to 
past due child support owed Illi.u2r children. 
however "minority" might be defined in state 
statute. The Child Support Amendments of 
1984 extended the use of the income tax 
intercept to non-AFDC cases but still 
restricted its use to support owed mjnor 
children. The amendment which the 
Kanjorslci bill proposes is an eminently 
equitable and reasonable modification of the 
current law, There is no good reason why 
the recovery of past~due support from federal 
income tax refunds should terminate once the 
child has reached majority I but there is every 
compelling reason why all legal avenues to 
collect past-due support should remain open 
and available to the obligee, : 

V. 	 Child SUDoort Pavments and 
Federal Income Tax. 

A, S, 2514 by BumpeD! !P-AID. 

Although not directly tied into the 
IV-D child suppon enforcement program, 
another bill, S. 2514, introduced by Senator 
Dale Bumpers (D-AR) on April 2, 1992, 

majority, The current federal statute permits provides some degree of tax relief to custodial 
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parents to whom child support is owed but 
not paid. Specifically. the bill - the "Child 
Support Tax Equity Act of 1992" - amends 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a 
bad debt deduction, in certain cases, for 
owed, but unpaid, child support payments and 

,. 	 to require the delinquent obligor to include 
the unpaid support amounts as taxable income 

, 	 on their federal income tax returns in the year , the payments were due but not paid. In 
addition to a standard or itemized deduction, 
a custodial parent owed child support would 
be able to claim between $500 and $10,000 in 
unpaid support as a personal bad debt, if less 
than half of the required payments of ordered, 
periodic.child support (including amounts for 
medical support or educational expenses) had 
been paid during the taxable year and if the 
custodial parent's adjusted gross income for 
the taxable year had not exceeded $40,000. 
The obligated parent would be informed that 
the custodial parent had claimed the bad debt 
deduction and that the obligated parent was 
required to treat the amount of the deduction 
(the unpaid child support) as taxable income. 
If and when, however, the custodial parent is 
paid the past due support, that amount would 
,have to be declared as taxable income by the 
custodial parent, and the obligated parent 
would then be able to claim the same amount 
as a deduction in the year in which it was 
paid. :r 

Senator Bumpers' bill underscores the 
,, 	 seriousness of delinquency in the payment of 

child support, especially for those custodial 
parents to whom the regular payment of the 
full amount of ordered child support can spell 
the difference between some degree of 
financial independence and poverty and 
welfare-dependence. It does, however, 
contain some potential problems. For 
example, there is the adjudication of 

. arrearage, particularly when there IS 

disagreement between the obligated parent 
and the custodial parent about what support 
has, or has not, been paid. Also, upon 
payment of overdue support and its 
declaration as taxable income, the custodial 
parent might be pushed into a higher tax 
bracket and be faced with an unmanageable 
tax burden. While the legislation may 
provide an effective way not only to remind 
obligated parents of their support obligations, 
but also to keep them current in their 
payments, careful consideration needs to be 
given to the bill's impact and ramifications. 

On June 30, 1992 the provisions of the 
Bumpers bill were incorporated into an 
amended H.R. 11 by the Senate Finance 
Committee. Although H.R.ll passed both 
the Senate and the House, it was ultimately 
vetoed by the President. It is possible that 
Senator Bumpers will re-introduce his original 
bill in the 103rd Congress. (Another 
provision of H. R.Il would have created a 
private right of action against any program, 
including Title IV-D, to which federal funds 
are paid under a title of the Social Security 
Act. This amendment to H.R. 11 was offered 
in reaction to a decision of the Supreme Court 
(Suter v, Artisl M" _V.S.__, 112 S.Ct. 
1360 (1992)) that beneficiaries of the Title 
IV-E program do not have a private right 
under provisions of the Social Security Act. 
This provision of H.R.ll may have had the 
potential. of making state IV-D agencies 
defendants in costly suits brought by. 
aggrieved recipients of IV-D services who do 
not believe that the agencies are acting 
effectively in pursuing child support 
enforcement actions.) 

B, H.R, by 	McCollum (R-FLl. 

On May 7, 1992 Congressman Bill 
McCollum (R-FL) introduced H.R. 5114 to 
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amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
permit the deduction of an amount equal to 
five percent of ordered child support 
payments. plus any alimony or separate 
maintenance payments! paid to a taxpayer 
during the taxable year, In addition, the bill 
provides for an increase of 10 percent in the 
federal income tax liability of any individual 
who owes, but fails to pay. ordered child 
support for periods aggregating 6 months or 
more during any taXable year. 

The purpose of the bill is two-fold: to 
provide a degree of tax relief for custodial 
parents who reeeive ordered child support; 
and to impose a penalty upon child support 

, obligors who fail to make ordered payments, 
The first purpose does not bespeak sound 
public policy: there is no equitable reason to 
provide special tax benefits to custodial 
parents raising .children who receive ordered 
support from absent parents, It would he 
equitable, howt:ver, to provide a tax credit for 
;ill minor children (as proposed, for example. 
by Senator John Rockefeller in S. 2237, 
discussed later), The second purpose is not 
workable: there would have to be confirmed 
arrearage and clear evidence of non·payment. 
Unless payments were required to have been 
paid lhrough a court or state child support 
enforcement registry, which kept payment 
records, and the registry were to provide 
evidence of non-payment to the Internal 
Revenue Service - or the obligee were 
required to report non-payment to the IRS, 
together with documentary proof of non­
payment - there would be no easy or effeetive 
way to enforee'the penalty, Certainly, there 
can be little I expectation that delinquent 
obligors will freely and re'ponsibly report 
their delinquencies to the IRS, 

VI. Internolilln,1 Cbild Support 
Aern:m~!l'S' 

n,R, 3243 by Kennelly ([)..CD, 

On August 2, 1991 Congresswoman 
Borbara Kennelly introduced H.R, 3243, 
providing for Congress to consent to the entry 
by states. into unilateral or multilateral 
agreements with foreign countries (or their 
political subdivisions) for the recognition and 
enforcement of spousal and child support 
order" It also call' upon the Seeretary of 
State to examine ,the several international 
convention, - including' the 1956 United 
Nations Convention on the Recovery Abroad 
of Maintenance, the 1958 Hague Convention 
Concerning the Recognition and Enforcement 
of Decisions Concerning Maintenance 
ToWards Children, the 1973 Hague 
Convention on the Recognition and 
Enforcement of Decislons Relating to 
Maintenance Obligations, and the 1989 Inter­
American Convention on Support Obligation ­
upon which some 57 other nations have 

established frameworks to ensure the 
international enforcement of spousal and child 
support obligations, Finally, it calls upon the 
President to submit to the Senate for consent 
to ratification any of the international 
convention's the President determines 
appropriate for ratification. 

The bill helps focus attention on the 
important matter of child support enforcement 
across national boundaries. Currently 
internationa1 child support enforcement is not 
part of the Title IV-D program, and the 
provision of federal financial participation for 
unilateral or multilateral agreements between 
states and foreign governments - at least to 
the extent state IV ~D agenCies would be 
involved in enforcement activities - would 
require a further act of Congress, 
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vn. 	 Interstate Cbild SUIlllllrt 
Jurisdiction. 

"Full Faith and Credit for Child 
Support Orders Act." ".R. 5304 bv Frank 
(D-MAl. 

On June 6, 1992 Congressman Barney ,." Frank (D·MA) introduced H,R, 5304 to 
provide that a state court may not modify an 

· order for child support which has been· 
rendered by a court of competent jurisdiction 
of another state unless the party to whom the 
supporf.is due resides in the state in which the 
modification is being sought or expressly 

... consents to seelcing the modification in the 
other state. On August 12, 1992 hearings on 
the bill were held before the Subcommittee on " 
Administrative Law and Governmental 
Relations of the House Committee on the 
Judiciary. On September 30, 1992, the full 
Committee considered the bill and accepted an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute which 
was offered by Congressman A. Mazzoli (D­

, 
K¥). The substitute significantly changed the · 

1" 	 character of the legislation to amend Chapter 
115 of Title 28, United States Code, to 
provide for full faith and credit to he given 
child support orders so that one state shall not

.' 	 modify a child support order of another state 
unless: =(1) it has jurisdiction to make such a 
support!order; and (2) the court of the other 
state no, longer has continuing exclusive 
jurisdiction of the order because the other 
state is no longer the residence of the child or 
of any party to the order or because all 
parties have tiled written consent for the 
second state to modify the order and assume 
continuing, exclusive jurisdiction of the order. 
On October 2, 1992 the amended bill was 
reported to the House and on October 3, 1992 
passed in the House. On October 8, 1992 it 
was sent to the Senate Committee on the 

Judiciary, but it was not considered by the 
Senate. 

The bill in its original form seemed to 
favor the concerns of custodla1 parents in 
interstate enforcement of support orders. The 
amended bill reflects the jurisdictional 
principles of the U.S. Commission on 
Interstate Child Support, now provided for in 
the Bradley and Roukema bills, These 
principles accord, as wen, with the provisions 
of the new Uniform Enterstate Family Support 
Act (UIFSA) which seek to eliminate the 
possibility (as is currently the case in 
interstate enforcement) of the prospective 
modification of a child support order rendered 
by a court in one state by a court in a state in 
which that order has been registered for 
enforcement. UIFSA strives to establish a 
"one-order" system for child support, after 
the model of the Uniform Child Custody 
Jurisdiction Act for custody determination. 
Full faith and credit would, thus, be extended 
to an out-of-state support order in spite of its 
lack of "finality." 

VIII. 	 Child SUl!llort Enforcement and 
Child SugP2rt Assurance. 

In addition to legislative proposals 
for strengthening the enforcement of child 
suppon obligations, there was a lively interest 
both inside and outside the f02nd Congress in 
dramatically changing aspects of the basic 
structure of child support in the nation. 
"Child support assurancc" of some type has 
been discussed as a way to guarantee a 
minimum child support benefit to all custodial 
parents. While the government would 
continue to enforce support obligations, it 
would make up any difference between the 
amount of support col1ected and a predeter­
mined minimum benefit level. Thus, the 
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custodial parent would receive an established secondary education) and to increase tax 
amount of child support, regaedless of the liabilities for higher income earners and for 
absent parent's ability or willingness to pay. corporations. Finally, the bill provided for 
It is hoped that such an assured amount of the creation of a "National Commission on 
support would save a family from financial Family Strengths· for the purpose of studying 

.• disruption res~lting from the obligor's loss of ways "to strengthen and preserve families and 
income due to. for example. job ioss, illness, noneconomic status of children. " 
or periods of unemployment Unlike welfare, 
the assured benefit would be universal, On March II, 1992 Senator Dodd 
without means-testing eligibility, and would introduced S. 2343, the "Child Support 
not be reduced by any earnings of the Assurance Act of 1992: the child support 
custodial parent The only condition of assurance proVIsions of which were extracted 
eligibility for receipt of the benefit (in most from his earlier bill (S. 1411). (These 
child support assurance schemes) would be '( provisions, under the same: title - "Child 
paternity and. order establishment. The , Support Assurance Act of 1992" - were also 
premise is th~t with stable and <.:onsistent contained in a bill, S. 2677,· introduced bv 
payments of support, custodial parents would Senator AJan Cranston (D-CA) on May 7, 
be able to pursue gainful employment in order 1992.) The provisions for child support 
to raise the standard of living of their children assurance demonstration projects require the 
and to avoid having to tum to welfare. submission of proposals by state Governors 

specifying, among other matters, whether the 
A. 	S, 1411IS,2343 by DQdd (I}.Cn. proposed project will be carned out statewide 

or in limited areas of the state, the number of 
In June, 1991 Senator Christopher children who will be eligible for assured 

Dodd (D-Cn introduced a bill - S. 1411 - minimum child support payments under the 
which, in addition to providing income tax project and the amounts to which they will be 
reHef to middle income families. would entitled, and the guidelines and review proce­
establish child support assurance dures in use in the state. States selected by 
demonstration projects in six states "in order the Secretary for participation in the 
to improve the economic circumstances of demonstration projects would have to commit 
children who do not receive a minimum level to the projects for a period of three to five 
of child support from the noncustodial parents consecutive fiscal years beginning with FFY 
of such children and to strengthen the , 1993 and offer assurances that, at the time of 
establishment and enforcement of child their selection, they are at, ·or above, the 
support awards!' [SEC. 201(b) of S. 1411, median paternity. establishment rate (as 
"Middle-Income Tax Relief and Family defined by 42 U.S.C 652(g)(2)) and that they 
Preservation Act"). The bill also contained will improve their performance, by at least 4 
provisions to amend the Internal Revenue percent each year of its demonstration project, 
Code of 1986 to increase tax benefits for in: (1) the number of cases in which paternity 
middle income families (including a is established, (2) the number of cases in 
refundable tax credit of $800 for each which support orders are obtained, and (3) the 
dependent child' and the restoration of prior number of obligated cases in which collec­
law exclusion from income taxes for tions are made. Moreover, the selected states 
scholarships and fellowships for post- must commit to using federal, state, and local 
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job training programs to assist individuals in 
meeting their child support obHgations and 
involve both the IV-A and IV-D agencies in 
Ihe design and operation of the child support 
assurance project. 

". 
In Senator Dodd's plan, the assured 

minimum support will be $3,000 per year for 
Ihe firsl child and $1,000 per year for Ihe 
second and each subsequent child (indexed 
annually for inflation) - offset and reduced, of 
course, to the extent that the custodial parent 
receives ordered child support from the 
noncustodial parent. Such benefit would be 
available to any child for whom a support 
order has been "sought" (thaI is, for whom an 
application for IV-D services has been made 
or for whom an order has been sought 
through representation by public or privale 
counselor pro se) or obtained or for whom a 
"gQ()(i cause" exception has been given for 
not seeking or enforcing a support order. In 
AFDC cases, one half of the assured benefit 
would be disregarded from income until the 

) total amount of child support and AFDC 
received equals Ihe federal poverty level. If 
the family as a whole becomes ineligible for 
AFDC because of the assured support 
benefits, the eligibility of the caretaker would 
be calculated without regard to the assured 
child support benefits. In non-AFDC cases, 
participation in the assured benefits program 
would ·require thaI the caretaker apply for 
IV-D services. 

The Dodd bill· further specifies Ihat 
IwO or more of the seleeted states be required 
to provide intensive integraled social services 
for . low-income participants (employment, 
housing, health, and education), and two or 
mOre of the seleeled states plan to cooperate 

. among themselves to integrate interstate estab­
lishment and enforcement of child support 
awards. Finally, all selected states would be 

required to make interim and fina] evaluations 
of the effectiveness of their projects, showing. 
among other malters, the impact of the project 
on tbe economk and noneconomic well~being 
of the participants and on the state's work 
force and AFDC participation rates. 

Senator Dodd's proposal is ambitious, 
but offers a promising way to lest the 
feasibilily of a child support assuranee 
program. What is especially noteworthy 
about his scheme is the integration of the IV~ 
A (AFDC) program into a support assurance 
plan, as well as the provision for the inclusion 
of those children for whom (for "good 
cause") it may not be possible to establish a 
support obligation. However, Ihe 
performanee goals required of participaling 
states (e.g., a 4 percent annual improvement 
in paternity and support order establishment) 
may be daunting for states already struggling 
to meet current requirements and may. in 
fact, exclude their participation, 

Another concern for all participating 
states will be the matter of funding the 
assurance projecls. A stale which meets Ihe 
performance goals will receive up 10 90 
pereent federal funding for the assurance 
project, whHe a state which fails to meet the 
goals will receive up to 80 percent federal 
funding. Thus, a state must provide either 
not less than 20 percent or 10 percent of the 
eosts of what will likely be a costly program, 
At the same time, a state must continue to 
maintain its level of expenditures for its IV-D 
program at, or above. its level of 
expenditures prior 10 participaIion in the 
assurance project. 

On June 6, 1992 Senator Dodd 
conducted hearings on his bill as chair of the 
Subcommittee on Children, Family, Drugs, 
and Alcoholism of the Senate Labor and 
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Human Resources Committee. Among those 
invited to present testimony were Senator 
John Rockefeller, Margaret Campbell Haynes, 
the chair of the U.S. Commission on 
Interstate Child Support, and Professor Irwin 
Garfinkle, the leading academic proponent of 
child support assurance in this country, 

B, S, 7231 by Rockefeller (0­
WVA), 

A bill,. S. 2237, similar in intent to 
Senator Dodd's, was introduced on February 
20, 1992 bv Senator John Rockefeller (0­
WVA), ROc~efeller's bill reflects the work 
of the National Commission on Children. a 
bipartisan study which he chaired, and which 
submitted, to the President and Congress, its 
findings in 1991. Established by Public Law 
100-203 in 1989, the 34-member Commission 
was "to serve as a forum on behalf of the 
children of the nation." Among the many 
recommendations put forth by (he 
Commission at the end of more than two 
years of hearings, site visits, and forums were 
some which found their way into Senator 
Rockefeller's bill. 

I 

The major components of the bill are: 
a $1,000 refundable tax credit for all 
children, regardless of family income, to 

replace the personal exemption for dependent 
children; Simplification of the Earned Income 
Credit for federal income taxes and further 
adjustments for family size; and child support 
"jnsurance" demonstration grants for four to 
six states, selected on the basis of their 
records of Performance in child support 
enforcement,particularly paternity establish-

I mcnt. The level of support assurance 
I provided for i,n the Rockefeller bill, however, 

is significantly lower Illan in the Dodd bill ­I only $1,500 for the first child, as compared 
with $3,000 in the Dodd hill, and $1,000 for\ 

the second and $500 for all subsequent 
children. In AFDC cases, the amount of 
child support insurance received would reduce 
by some percentage <as determined by the 
Secretary) the amount of AFDC paid a 
family, except that if the family as a whole 
becomes ineligible for AFDC because of 
insurance benefits, the caretaker may continue 
AFDC eligibility, As in the Dodd bill, non­
AFDC custodial parents would be required to 
apply for [V-D services to qualify for the 
insurance program. 

The Secretary wo~ld select states of 
which at least 2 provide intensive integrated 
social services for low~inc<?me participants, 2 
plan to .cooperate in integrated interstate 
enforcement activities, 2 contain large urban 
areas, and I contains large rural areas, Each 
state would make interim and final evaluations 
of the effectiveness of the project with respect 
to several, specified factors, and the Secretary 
would make interim and finaJ reports on the 
projects to Congress, The participating states 
would provide not less than 20 percent of the 
costs of the child support insurance projects, 
unless they met performance goals in their 
IV-D programs, in which case they would 
provide not less than iO percent of the costs. 
Finally, the bill provides for the creation of 
community employment demonstration 
projects in economi,ally depressed 
communities to create emplpyment opportuni~ 
ties for parents receiving welfare assistance, 

Like Dodd's bill, the Rockefeller bill 
would require of participating stale. 
considerable expenditures for what wiJ) be 
costly "insurance" or "assurance" projects. 
Perhaps, as a first step to testing the / 
usefulness of such programs of "assured!! or 
"insured" child support benefits, participating /' t" 
,tates ought to be granted (as has been done 
in' New York) a waiver to use AFDC funds, 
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in AFDC cases, to finance a program of 
assured benefits in which AFDC benefits 
supplement child support paid by an obligated 
parent (to an assured minimum level of 
support). 

'" , 

IX. 	 Chanees 19 iItallb l!!SIIto"••• Audit. 
and Review and Modification 
Requirements• 

"Child liupoort Amendments of 
1!I?2."'S.3361 by MQynihan CD-NY). 

,-

'On September 16. 1991 Senator 

Daniel Patrick Moynihan, chair of the 
Senate Finance Committee's Subcommittee on 
Social Security and Family Policy, conducted 
hearings to consider COncerns of stale IV-D 
programs and others. particularly in efforts to 
carry out the requirements of the Family 
Support Act of 1988. As one of the architects 
of the Act, which introduced a number of 
significant ch",'gos in the Title IV-D program, 
Senator Moynihan was especially interested in 
learning first-hand from state IV-D director •• 
representatives of national social welfare 
organizations. and the federal Office of Child 
Support Enforcement (OCSE) about problem. 
confronting, the national child support 
enforcement program. ... 


_Testimony at the hearings focused 
upon several key concerns shared widely by 
state child support enforcement programs. 
They included concerns about the pace and 
magnitude of changes in federallV-D statutes 
and regulations which, especially since the 
passage of the 1984 Child Support Amend­
ments, have nearly outstripped the ability of 
state Iv-n programs to implement fully and 
effectively all the changes. Related to this 
were concerns about the strain upon the 

available resources of state programs 
(including not yet fully developed automated 
systems) imposed by the new requirement of 
periodic review and adjustment of aU IV~D 
support orders, as. well as of the mandatory 
provision of fullIV-D services to non-AFDC 
Medicaid applicants and recipients. FinaJly, 
concerns were expressed about the daunting 
difficulties experienced by state IV·D 
programs in trying to satisfy the myriad 
requirements of the federal triennial audit. 

As a result of the hearings, Senator 
Moynihan asked the National Council of State 
Child Support Enforcement Administrators. 
together with the American Public Welfare 
Association and the National Governors' 
Association to help him prepare legislation 
which he could sponsor to correct some of the 
perceived weaknesses in the current IV-D 
program. On October 5, 1992 Senator 
Moynihan intruduced S.3361. the "Child 
Support Amendments of 1992: which was 
then referred to the Senate Committee on 
Finance. 

This omnibus bill contains provisions 
for health insurance coverage for the 
dependent children - and where specified in a 
child support order, Ihe custudial parent of 
those children - of employees of both Ihe 
federal government and of private employers, 
Employers would have to enroll the children 
(as well as Ihe custudial parent) in an 
employee's health insurance plan and would 
be liable for any medical costs incurred 
because of the employer's failure to obtain or 
maintain the health insurance for the 
dependents, 

The bill also has provisions clarifying 
and simplifying the process for the periudic 
review and adjustment of support orders, as 
mandated by the Family Support Act of 1988. 
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According to these provisions, a stale would 
not be responsible for reviewing all support 
orders at least once every 36 months until it 
had a fully operational, certified automated 
system ~ which all states are required to have 
by October 1,1995, With respect to the new 
automated systems. the bill provides for an 
extension of enhanced federal matchings funds 
at 90 percent for the development of such 
systems until September 30, 2000 - a fun five 
years beyond the current statutory cutoff point 
for such funding. This would enable states to 
cover continuing design and implementation 
costs. 

The bill also specifies a period of 18 
months within which states are to achieve 
substantial compliance in their IV·D 
programs, from the time a corrective action 
plan is submitted after a finding of 
noncompliance arising from the triennial 
program audit. Moreover, the bill provides 
for the creation of a study committee, 
appointed by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, to make specific 
recommendations to improve the audit 
process. Finally, the legislation amends the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 (ERlSA) so that state laws requiring an 
employer to enroll an employee's child in any 
health insurance plan (inCluding ERISA 
governed plans which account for nearly half 
the employee benefit plans in the nation) 
cannot be preempted by ERISA, as they 
currently are. 

x. 	 R!:invCSmelll of Re!;oveml SuDll!Irt 
and Fedmil Incentives in State IV ·D 

Promms· 

'Child S1IPRort Reinvestmelll Act. " 
8.3343 by Kobl jD-Wn, 

On October 5, 1992 Senator Herb 
Kohl (D·Wn introduced 8.3343 to amend 
Title IV·D of the Social Security Act to 
require states to reinvest in their IV-D 
programs the state share of recovered public 
assistance and federal incentive payments, If 
tbe state's IV~D program is collecting over 50 
percent of the child support owed in its 
caseload. the state may request of the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services that 
up to 30 percent of its federal incentive 
payments and its share of retained AFDC 
collections be used to offset the state's AFDC 
costs. However, if the s!ate uses its share of 
retained collections and incentive payments to 
fund its IV~D program, it must invest an 
equivalent sum to fund other established or 
pilot social service programs, such as the 
AFDC program or a child support as,urance 
program. 

Senator Kohl's legislative proposal 
goes well beyond a requirement contained in 
the Bush Administration's budget proposal 
(contained in H.R. 4150 by Congressman 
Robert Michel (R·IL), introduced on 
February 4, 1992) that states reinvest their 
federal IV~D incentive payments in programs 
"to improve or protect the welfare of children 
within the State," which could include the 
enhancement of, the state's child support 
enforcement program.' While not 
unreasonable, Senator Kohl's proposal will 
likely meet as much resistance from state 
gQvemmcntsas did the Bush Administration's 
proposal. 

XI. 	 The Bush Administration's BUgilll 
and LHislatjve Proposals rOt the 
Title IV·D l'lvlIOlW. 

The Bush Administration's proposed 
. budget for FFY 1993, as it affected the Title 



IV-D program, contained provIsIons with 
potentially significant impact upon the IV-D 
program. These provisions were incorporated 
in a bill - H.R. 4150 by Congressman 
Robert Michel (R-IL) which was 
introduced on' February 4, 1992. (A 
companion bill, S. 2217, was introduced in 
the Senate by Senator Robert Dole (R-KS) 
on March 6, 1992.) The bill never came out 
of committee. 

Application and Services Fees: 
There would be a mandatory $25 application 
fee and $25 services fee for non-AFDC 
constituents, with the state having the option , of increasing the charge to $50 for each fee, 
except that if the state chooses to charge $50 
fees, these fees may not be charged to those 
non-AFDC IV-D applicants or recipients who 
have incomes below 185 percent of the 
poverty line. as adjusted annually by the ... Secretary. The fees may be paid by the 
individual seeking and receiving services or 
from the individual obligated to pay child 
support or by the state itself. If paid by the 
states, the fees would not be regarded as 
administrative costs to the states but as 
program Income. 

These two fee structures were 
contained in the Bush proposed budget for 
FFY 01992 and were built into the 
Administration's proposed budget for FFY 
1993. =.They were part of a new funding 
scheme"(the other part being a new incentive 
payment structure, described below) intended 
to reduce the level of federal funding for the 
Title IV-D program by some $686 million 
over the next three fiscal years. The 
proposed fee structure - in particular allowing 
a doubling of the fee for those non-AFDC 
applicants/recipients with incomes in excess 
of 185 percent of the poverty level - drew 
attention to the fact that, with the ever 

expanding IV-D caseload and statutory and 
regulatory requirements, the federal and state 
governments cannot afford any longer' to 
provide IV-D services free of charge, 
especially to those who might have the 
financial means to afford private counsel. 
From the standpoint of the states, however, 
the proposed new fee structure did not point 
to any significant increase in program 
revenues simply because such fe~s would 
have been considered program Income 
offsetting, dollar for dollar, program 
expenditures eligible for federal financial 
participation (FFP). What might make such 
a fee structure attractive to states would be a 
split between federal and state governments, 
with the state share !lQ1 reducing the amount 
of available FFP. 

While the means test with respect to 
the optional doubling of the two fees was not 
inequitable, it would have required of state 
programs another administrative step 
(determining income levels) in the processing 
of non-AFDC applications, which, in tum, 
would have meant higher administrative costs 
for both the state and federal governments. 
The question, then, was whether or not 
income from the optional doubling of the fee 
would have outweighed the additional 
administrative expense. If there is going to 
be a means test of any kind for the IV-D 
program, perhaps it ought to be for the 
purpose of making ineligible those non-AFDC 
individuals who can truly afford private 
counsel. 

The proposed fee structure would have 
had a damaging impact upon those states 
which currently elect nru to charge an 
application fee - that is, which pay the fee 
themselves rather than charging it to either 
the obligee or obligor. While currently these 
states may charge a nominal fee (say, I cent), 
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under the proposed fee structure they would 
have been reguired to charge at least $25 for 
each of the two fees. If, under the proposed 
fee structure,' they were to continue to pay 
these fees themselves, not only would the 

'outlay not have been regarded as program 
administrative costs eligible for FFP, it would 
have been treated as program income [42 
U.S.C. 654(6)(B)] which would, dollar for 
dollar. have reduced administrative costs 
eligible for FFP. Thus, the states electing to 
absorb the fees would have experienced a 
dQuble loss. 

i'erforman<e Based IncentlYes::r\ 	First, current cost-effectiveness performance 
measures would be augmented by new 
performance measures based upon (l) 
paternity establishment, (2) the establishment 
or modification of support orders, (3) the 
termination ofAFDC eases through su=ssful 
child support collections, and (4) any other 
performance 'standards which the Secretary 
may find appropriate. The Secretary would 
set a schedule of incentive payments for the 
new performance measures, with a limit on 
the amount of incentive payments for these 
new measures equal to 10 percent of the 
state'stotal AFDC child support collections in 
a fiscal year. Second, the amount of 
incentives for cost-effectiveness would be 
reduced from the current range of 6 to 10 
percent - depending upon the numerical value 
of a state's ;cost-effectiveness ratio ~ to a 
range of 3 to 5 percent, in quarter-percent 
increments. Finally, any incentive payment 
received by the state would have to be used 
"to improve or protect the welfare of 
children within the State: which could 
include the enhancement of the state's child 
support enforcement program .. 

If incentive payments are to be 
< retalned as part of the federal funding of the 

IV-D program. then there should be a broader 
basis than just cost-effectiveness for awarding 
the incentives. The establishment of paternity 
and support obligations clearly provide two 
areas of performance which can - and ought 
to be - measured, It is unfortunate - and 
somewhat troubling - that, besides the 
modification of support obligations and the 
removal of families from AFDC through 
support collections. the proposal left 
unidentified other performance standards 
which might be applied to the state programs. 
The indefiniteness of this part of the proposal 
left open the possibility.that unreasonable or 
onerous performance standards might be 
imposed solely because the Secretary of HHS 
found them appropriate. 

Of greater concern in the proposal was 
(I) the limiting of the amount of incentive 
payments for the new performance measures 
to JO percent of the state', AFDC collections 
and (2) the reduction, by half, of the incentive 
payments for cost~effectiveness. In gearing 
the incentive payments for performance in 
various program activities (e.g., paternity and 
support 	 obligation establishment) to a 
percentage of AFDC collections alone. the 
Bush Adminlstration once again showed the 
same sort of AFDC bias which informs the 
"capping" of non-AFDC collections to be 
included in the computation of incentives 
based upon cost~ effectiveness. The reduction 
of incentive payments for cost-effectiveness 
by 50 percent would have delivered a serious 
financial blow to those state programs which 
fund their child support enforcement 
programs largely (or even totally) from 
incentive payments together with retained 
AFDC collections and FFP. 

The full impact of the proposal for 
new incentive payments would not have bee~ 
fully known, however, until the Secretary set 
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a schedule for numericaUy rating the new 
performance measures. But even if, under 
this scheme, a state were able to score so wen 
in these new measures as to be awarded an 
incentive payment equal to 10 percent of its 
AFDC collections, the halving of the current 
level of incentive payments for cost­
effectiveness might have dramatically affected 
its overall amount of fe.deral incentive 
payments. 

It is easy to see, then, why the Bush 
Administration perceived in the adoption of 
the proposed incentive scheme considerable 
Itsavings" to the federal government over the 
next three fiscal years. Not only did this 
Administration proposal meet the "pay-as­
you-go" requirements of the Omnibus Budget 

• 	 Reconciliation Act of 1990 (i. e:, that no bill . 
should result· in an increase in the federal 
deficit). it greatly exceeded those require­
ments by actually decreasing the federal costs 
for the IV-D program. 

Cooperation of food stamp 
3Dolieantslm:ipieots with state IV-I) child 
support enforcement agencies: As a 
condition of eligibility for the receipt of food 
stamps, a natural or adoptive parent or any 
other individual having parental control Qver 
a child under the age of 18 years would have 
to cooperate with the state IV-D agency to 
establish, as needed, paternity andlor child 
suppori~ obligations and to enforce such 
obligations, unless there was a showing of 

, 	 good cause not to cooperate, as determined by 
the state agency administering the food stamp 
program. The IV-O agency would be 
required 10 provide fu!! child support services 
to such food stamp applicants/recipients 
without the requirement of an application or 
payment of rees or Ihe recovery of costs for 
these services. The food stamp agency would 
provide the IV·O agency with information 
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required by the IV·I) agency to undertake 
enforcement activities in those cases in which 
food stamp recipients are not already 
receiving IV-D services because they are also 
applying for or receiving ArDe or foster care 
benefits. 

The mandatory provision of fulllV-D 
services to those food stamp recipients not 
also receiving AFDC or foster care benefits 
could only have had a damaging impact upon 
the ability of the already overworked and 
understaffed state IV-0 agencies to deal 
effectively with ever-growing caselo.d,. 
Although it is not known just how greatly this 
requirement might have increased these 
caseIoads, there can be no doubt that the 
administrative burden and cost would have 
undercut the effons of the state IV-O 
programs to address the needs of their current 
public assistance and non-public assistance 
constituents. The actual benefits to the 
federal government by way of helping 
families leave the food stamp program or 
avoid having to turn to AFI)C would have 
been, by the Bush Administration's own 
admission) Itmodest" - although, in facl~ they 
would have likely been negligible, inasmuch 
as food stamp recipients: are in that program 
because of their poverty. or near~poverty, 
level of income, 

Mandatory Sgryices for Recipients or 
Certain Need-Based fl:deral or fl:deraliI 
Assisted Proerams' The proposed legislation 
would have added to the workload of state 
IV·D programs by requiring - in addition to 
ArDC, roster Care, and non-AFDC 
Medicaid cases - the mandatory provision of 
full [V-D services to individuals receiving 
need-based federal assistance in those pro­
grams in whIch cooperation with the state 
IV·O agency would be a condition of 
eligibility for such assistance. except as the 
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agency administering the need-based federal 
assistance program determined there was good 
cause for non-cooperation. 

This provision, as HHS Secretary 
.. ' Louis Sullivan acknowledged in a letter to 

House Speaker Foley, which accompanied the 
legislative proposal, "is structured to interact 
with complementary HUD and USDA 
proposa1s in the President's Budget." What 
was intended, of course, was that besides 
food stamp applicants and recipients, 
recipients of 'other federal programs - like 
federally subsidized housing -would have been 
required, as;a condition of eligibility for 
benefits, to cooperate with the IV-D agency in 
establishing paternity and securing child 
support. The Bush Administration allowed 
that such newl eligibility requirements in these 
federal assis~ce program would yield only 
"modest" savings. What was not figured into 
this proposal was the additional administrative 
cost to both state and federal governments to 
implement the requirement. More than that, 
there seems to have been no recognition of 
the potentially damaging effects this proposed 
requirement could have upon already 
overworked I and underfunded state IV-D 
programs. It is simply unrealistic to heap yet 
more responsibilities upon state IV·D 
programs when they are already struggling to 
respond to statutory requirement of providing 
full services I to non·AFDC Medicaid appli­
cants and reCipients, as well as to meet all of 
the many demands imposed upon them by 
provisions of the Family Support Act of 1988. 

Incentives for families with absent 
parents 101 cooperale wilh stale IV-D 
aeencies: The United States Housing Act of 
1937 would be amended to impute up to $550 
a year as family income (thereby affecting 

those families with an absent parent and 
dependent children which have an established 
obligation for child and spousal support 
payable to the resident parent and which have 
failed, absent good cause, to cooperate with 
the state IV-D agency to coHect such support 
from the absent parent. 

While the intent was to provide 
"incentives" for families receiving housing 
benefits to cooperate with the IV-D agency, 
likely many of those families with dependent 
children living in public housing projects are 
already receiving IV-D services because they 
are AFDC recipients: Still, there may be 
many other single-pare"nt families which have 
not applied for IV-D services and· which, to 
avoid the penalty contained in this provision, 
would have joined the IV-D caseload. What 
is riot clear from the bill provision is just how 
families with established child and spousal 
support obligations would have been identified 
and referred to the IV-O agency or whether, 
unlike food stamp recipients and Medicaid· 
only recipients, they would have had to apply 
for the IV-D services and pay the proposed 
mandatory application and services fees. 

XII. Restruclurine Ihe Nalional IV-D 
Program. 

The "Downev/Hvde Child Support 
Enforcement and· Assurance Proposal. 
Although never developed as a bill. a 
legislative proposal was developed during the 
I02nd· Congress by Congressman Thomas 
Downey (OoNy) and Congressman Henry 
Hyde (R-IL) to establish a national program 
of child support assurance and restructure and 
federalize the national child support 
enforcement program. Hearings on the 
"Downey/Hyde Child Support Enforcement 
and Assurance Proposal," which was released 
on May 12, 1992, were held on July 1-2, 
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1992 before the Subcommittee on Human 
Resources of the House Committee on Ways 
and Means, of which Congressman Downey 
was Acting Chairman. 

• "The Child Support Enforcement and 
, Assurance Proposal" called for the abolition 

r of the current Title IV-D program and the 
creation of a new enforcement program 

., . ". 	 affecting ill existing and new child support 
orders in the country. A new federal child 
support enforcement agency would be created, 
housed in both the Internal Revenue Service 
(IRS) and the Social Security Administration 
(SSA).'~,The primary responsibility of state 
enforcement agencies would be the initial 
locate of absent parents and the establishment 
of paternity and support obligations. After , ~ that, the enforcement, collection, and 

':.: 	 distribution of support would fall to the new 
I. 	 federal office, using the resources of the IRS 

and the SSA. States would receive federal " 
• funding (in a 'range of 70 to 90 percent, 

· depending upon the quality of a state's 
performance) for the "aggressive pursuit" of 

': the establishment of paternity and child 
..... 	 support orders. All child support awards 
.. 
• 	 would be reviewed for modification every two 
· 	 or three years (or earlier at the request of 

either parent) by the IRS, based upon national , guidelines and information on the parents' 
federal!::;income tax returns. (All parents 
making'and receiving support payments would 

" be required to file an annual tax return, 
regardless of their actual income.) The 
collection 	 and distribution' of support 
payments would be handled by a component 
of the federal Internal Revenue Service. 
which would establish and maintain a central­
ized, national registry of all child support 
orders and payments. (Employees would be 
required to report their support obligations on 
the W-4 form for new hiring, and employers 
would be responsible for withholding from 
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wages the required amounts to meet support 
obligations, as they currently withhold for 
federal taxes.) Support payments would be 
monitored for on-going compliance and would 
be enforced using the enforcement tools of the 
Internal Revenue Service. Failure to pay 
ordered support in a timely manner would be 
prosecuted to the same extent as failure to pay 
federal taxes and, moreover, could result in 
the additional penalty of the imposition of the 
requirement that the delinquent obligor 
participate in "work-related activities." 

The proposaJ contained a number of 
other provisions, including medical support 
establishment and enforcement, advance 
payment of the earned income tax credit (as 
well as child support assurance benefits), and 
certain changes to the AFDC eligibility and 
benefit levels. 

XIII. Conclusion 

In the end. the 102nd Congress made 
few changes to child support laws in its two 
year session. It was, however, very active in 
considering and debating new legislative ideas 
that could, when picked up and carried 
forward by members of the 103rd Congress. 
lead to many changes in the child support 
program of the future. 

One fourth of the members of the 
103rd Congress that convenes on January 5, 
1993 will be new. About two weeks later, the 
42nd President of the United States will take 
office, bringing with him to Washington even 
more new faces, many of whom will be 
moving from state governments into key 
positions in federal agencies, including HHS. 

What impact wit! this tremendous 
change in leadership in Washington have on 
the child support program in 1993? 



It is fairly certain lhat President 
Clinton and his new administration will be 
urged by some advocates to scrap the entire 
Title IV ~D program as it is presently 
structured and start over again using a federal 
model that shifts enforcement and collection 
responsibilities to a federal agency. such as 
the Internal Revenue Service, 

Support for such a restructuring might 
tempt some state and local child support 
officials who, having faced increasing 
workloads and new regulatory demands from 
Washington over the last decade! may now be 
ready to "tum the tables" and let the federal 
governmenl try its hand at an effort for which 
the states have been so constantly criticized, 

Fortu~ately or unfortunately) 
depending upon one' s point of view I these 
sweeping proposals to restructure the child 
support program come at a time of growing 
concern by the electorate with the federal 
budget deficit.' The new members of Congress 
are very aware that they were elected with a 
mandate to reduce the deficit and hold the line 
on expensive new federal programs. 

Consequently, with estimates ranging 
from several billions to tens of billions of 
dollars to implement a federal child support 
collection and enforcement program and a 

.child support "assurance" plan, it is doubtful 
\ that such an expensive restructuring of the 
IV-D program will occur in the near future. 

Instead, in 1993 and beyond, Congress 
and the Clinton Administration are likely to 
focus on ways to improve the existing IV-D 
structure, with states and counties continuing 
to be largely responsible for child support 
establishment and enforcement. This also 
means the recommendations of the U.S. 
Commission on Interstate Child Support will 

be given careful consideration and legislation 
to implement the Commission's proposals are 
likely to be the center of Congressional child 
support debate during 1993. 

It a1so seems safe to assume that the 
federal child support role may be expanded in 
certain areas, such as improving coordination 
with, and providing more technical support 
and training to, state and local child support 
agencies. Authorization for some pilot 
projects for federal enforcement in certain 
interstate cases and demonstration projects to 
test child support assurance is also likely to 
be approved by Congress in the next year or 
two. 

Finally, as federal, state and local 
budgets strain under the expense of providing 
services to· an increasingly economically 
disadvantaged and needy population, more 
attention will be given to the role of the 
private sector, Private businesses will be 
encouraged through legislation to bring their 
resources and new technologies to support and 
supplement public sector efforts in a number 
of different social service programs, including 
child support establishment and enforcement. 

(C) Copyright 
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I .
t?r eee~in9 a ~UPPQ~t order without tirst requiring ~ny 

i 
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~(f) proceaurso whlcn provide thac (it any on,ec~lon to 
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,i 
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l:'c!:t"ult.s juay ba! ;i.ntroducQd in evidence, and (ii) !e no,, , 
ob,Qotion 10 m~dG, the beat resuLt~ are admiaaible a4, 
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evidence ot pa~ernity wlthou~ th_ naed tor foundation 

teatimony or othor proof at Authent10itf or _ccu~aoy. 

M(G) Prooedures whicn create a rebuttabl. or, at tho 

optiOn or the state. QQncluoivc pr~G~ption of paternity 

upon qenQ~lc t.est: 1n9' rseulta imU.Qotinq fl hhreDholci 
I 

prObabillty or:~n. alleged tathe~ being the rather of tbo 

child. , 
It (H) Procedu"res under wn:len stat.e t.r1buncls !lust enter 

f 1 
~e'ault ordera:j~ paternity cases upon a s~owln9 or service 
, 

of process and-whatever additional showinq may be required 

by State lil\{. II f a'nd 

(el by ·.dding the tollowing new par.graph after 

ana below ••etlon 466(01 (10) and before the sentonee 

blll9inninq:IINotwithstanain9 section 454(20) (B)tJ:; . 
U(ll) proCedures under which a State must qiv. full 

;faith and crodit :to a determination ot pat.rnity ~.ade by any 

9th~r stat., w~oth4r ostablishRd throu9h voluntary 

~cknoWled9m.ntjor through admini5tkative or judioial 

processes. It • 

(2) S.cti?n 'ZQ5(c){2){O){ii) ot tho social sOQurity Act 

, 

, 
(42 U.S.C. 40:;(0)'(2) (0) {1i») 1" rCO\dGEd9nated •• C.C~!QI"I 

466(a) {lZ) 
'j , 

~nd;rcloeated after ~n« below Gootion 466(a) (11) 
, 

and berora tne'sentence beginning "MotwithBtandln~ oo¢tion 

454.(20) (B)" an~ alllend'&d 

4 



(A) bY,atrixing out "In the .""'lntatr_ticn of any 
, 

law involyi~ thQ lSfilUeJlCe'· .rut 1nsertinv instead 

nprocadu~s'Wlder which; in the ..dmlnistratlon of any 

law involyinv the issuance, reiasuancc:, or anuJndment"; 

and 
, 

(B) ~Y lstrikinq out "anl PU1;pose other than for 

the enfor~am.nt of ~ild support orders in effect in 
i 

th9 State; ~nd insorting lnat&ad ~ather than child 
, 

, support purposes ft • 

,I ' 
(O) CONFORMIN~ AMENDMENTS.-­

i(1) sQoti~n.46B of. tho social. soourtty Act (4'" u.s~c~, 
~6a, is ropDal~d. 

. i 
(2) 5ecti~n 2¢S(c){2) (C) ot the Go~i.l Sec~rity Act (4Z 

, 
U.S.C. 405(c) (2) (C) is amended by redeai9natin~ cl~uBe 

, , 
, 

(111) ~eq1nn1ng "In ~ne aamln1serat1on or s~1on ,- as 

~laUg. (U). 

Cd) EFF~CTIVE;n~TE.--The amortdm$nt~ ~*d. by tni. ~t1on 

&ball hq~Q~••ffoctlv~ with resp.ct to a stat_ •• 

(1) on Ootober 1, 1993 or t it lat.r, 
,a) 

GIl l4W~ requiTod by ~uch cmendmento,, 
but in no event lct~r than the fir&t day ot the tlrot cQlendG. 

i 
quarter beqlnninq a~t~, the close ot ehe tic$t r09Ular BeRGiQn ot , 
the sta~e le91s1ature tnat pC91ns after the date ot enactment ot , 

; 

5 
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I 

I 
th1D Aot. For purpoaea ot the p~evious 50ntcnoo, in tho oaao ot, , 
4 state that haa IS two' yesr loqialat1vo aooDion, ~Qoh yoor of 

I . 
! I 

~uoh ~o~~ion ~hal1 be deemod to be a eeparate reqular acaaIon of 

":.he State. leqbloture. 

6 
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: atcTION-BY-SEC'l'ION SUMMARY 

SEC,.,;.., STATE l'A1'JlIUII'rY JlSTAI>LISl!I(I!;lIT _. 

Soction teA) would Amend .action 4~2(9) gt the Social 
security Act (the Act) to establish new paternity pertormftoce 
ntandards~ The proposed. new standar4 ....auld; require that IS 
State,ls paternity establishl'lsn't pe:rcenta9t3 be based on the most 
reoent data available which are round hy the secretary to be 
raliAbla, and DUst :(1) be 75 PQrcent~ or (2) have ineraasad by 3 
p9rQ9nta~& point. ~v.r tho pr.vioua f1aca1 lear for a State with 
a po~Qonta,. botwooD 50 and 75 porcont, or by 6 pereo"t~gG points 
over tha previoue ersoal yAar for a State with • poro8nta~. below 
eo perQGnt~ The 7$ peroent atan4ard haG boon ~9Gd in f.do~.l 
audita for $omG tIme in a040dQi~ sUbstantial oompliance with the 
uhild oupport ~nrO~Q~nt requircmer.ta.,, 

Seotion 2(b) ~uld a~end aection 466(a) of the Act l 

requirin9 eaoh Stote to have in effeot lavs requiring the use of 
cer~oin additionQl :prQC~4Ur05 to improve ~he ettectivene~e or 
paterpity e&taDli5~rnentl !ncluu!n~ procedures -­

(1) for;4 s1mple civil process for VOluntarily
aCKnowl&dqinq -paterni~y under Whicn Lne riqnts ana 
responsibilIties or aexnoWlQdglnq paternity are explalneQ 
ana. Clue process slltequaras are a:lfortled and which must 
inolude (A) a nosp1eal-basea prQ9ram tor ene VOlun~ary 
aCknowl@dqm&n~ of Pb~Qrn1ty aur1ng the par10d l~diately 
preceding or tOl1owinq the birth ot a child, and (aj ~~e 
inclu~1on of ~19~aturQ 11nQ~ on a~plioatlonE to~ ottiolal 
birth certlfio'ates which t once si9ned by the :father and the 
mot.her, cOf)llt.i1tut. a voluntary ackno"'l9d~l!1Vnt of patvenit)';,, 

(Ia) und.~r whioh -the volunt.-Ary aCkl\o"'16d~ont of 
paternity crea,t&s i!I: rebuttable, or at the option ot the 
state t conoluo1v~ preoumption of paternity, an4 under whioh 
such volunta.ry: aCk1'uwleli9l"llent& are admissible as evidence of 
pat-crnl t:O '. 

(3) "ndo~ ~hich"the voluntary aoknowlcd9ment of 
paternity must' be recognized as a basis tor soeking a 
~ypport order withQ~t ficat requi~in~ an¥ lurther 
proceedings to; establish paternity; 

(4) which provide that any objection to genetic
test1nv results must be ma~e in wrltln9 wl~nin a speCified 
number Qf days: prior to any hearing at which such results 
may Oe introduced in eVl~encef anQ ir no ooject1on is maCe, 
the test results "are admissible as evidence ot paternity 

http:volunta.ry
http:requircmer.ta
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w1thout tne neeG ,tor to~n~at1on testimony or other prOOL of 
authenticity or , aocuraoyt 

. (5) wnion. or.at. a re:ou't.t:.alHa or, at:: tha option or t?:s 
Stat. f conQl~Glvo p~esumptlon of paternity upon genetic 
t~gt1n9 r ...ulta i.ndlcat1n9 a threshold. probab.il.lty of' the­
alleged father:be1ng the father of the cr:114; an(1. . 

(6) unaer whlch Stote tribunals ~ust enter default 
Qrders in p.t.4ili-ni"ty o/Jr;aQa upon a ti'how1ng of sorvico of 
process and wh~tever additional sbowing ~y be required or 
StAte la,,* , 

section 2; (b) would 0.11:1'0 Qlftend Deoticn 466(a) of the Act to 
require states to have expedited processes tor paternity 
uatapli8hment in c~nte~te~ eases ~nd to require that A State give
tull faith and credit to det$rm1na~lons or paternity made by 
otner States. The ~tate plan requlreoente are Cyrthe& dmendea by 
requlrinq states to:llave in et.tect procedures und:er whioh, in the 
aQm1nlstratjon or any law invOlv1ng tne issuance, reissuanC8 1 Or 
amQnd~ent of a birth c~rtiticAtB, the state must require each 
pa¥:"litnt to furn1o:h tdo, ,$I0Clal sU'lcl,Ir1ty llU:.ber (SS!i) to assist in 
1t.1ont:~tyin9 tho parant.·g of tho child.. '!'he SSll could not appqar 
on tho birth c~rt1ficat~E and th$ UG4 of tho SSM 18 reatrictod to 
oh ild ~ iIl<upport purpof••,' 

j , 
$OQtiOM 2{d) p~ovl4c~ thee cmcn4ments mad$ br this ueotlon 

WQuld be etteC!tive (l}' on OotQber 1, 19~), or {21 it later, '.lpon 
onaotment by the utote leqi~lot~re o~ all lava required b~ such 
Qmendment~f but in no ~vent later than the tir~t calendar ~A~ter 
beqinnin9 otter the iclose of the first reqular session of the 
St~te legislature otter en~ctment of th1s b111~ 

I 



Childl Support Recovery:, 

I-fas Gone Up 20 Percent 


I ." 
HHS Says Collection Cains Prove 1996 Law Is lf0f1dng

I.. .. ...." 
By ]uDrrH HAvzMAN~ 
U'I(l!'~"'P<>t1 Fwil SWff1fl'lirr 

Nearly three ~a."$ after COngrm ordered states 
to get tough on child support by revoking d!ivrr's n. 
CMses and tracking OOv.n deadbeat p.aretlt$ on the 
job, coll«tians h3vt inrnased by about 20 petcent. 
acoorrlIDg to uC'W federal !i~ 

The Department oC Health and Human Services 
balled the record collection amounts as proof that the 
dlild support sections of the 1900 welfa.~ reform law 
are bc!,,'inllir.g to work And b!!Czu\C some of the 
scroogest provisions 111(' jU!it SUlrtifll; to t:lk£' effect,. 
state ofiicialsMe predicting !!!'eater pim in the future. 

Child support ooDI'Ct.ior~" have increa.st>d from $12 
billioo in 1996 to S14.-4 hlllioo in t998. The pemnt­
age of t'aSeS where some money was collected grr:w 
from 20.5 percent in 1996to 22,1 percent in 1997.. 

Oespite sud! gains., most chUdrclI are still not tt­
cciving the chikI support they arc due from their al>­
sent father or mother. t.'t~ ftgures shov.'. Oli\ia A 
Golden, Heahh and Hum;:n Service$. <l\lSiSli.l.1lt secre­
tary, eautioot.'d ili1t mort' JlI1.lWc~ is :J~ lor ~the 
millioo~ ofchi.!dren \ktm con 't rC(;::i>Je -chiki support.~ 

\VhiIe all SWtc!> have f),l~ laws allowing child 
suppOrt agencies ta revoke rlrivm', ptoiessiooal, and 
("VI!fi hunting and fishing iicr:rues.. most SUites have 
used their new powm ~ngly. laking littnses only 
in rare cases. 

"We do not want \0 It'VOke people's licenses, ~ said 
\'Ifalla~'e Dutlmwsiy,' run-ctor of child snpport in 
MiciJi~. "V.'e just'''..:ml tu ~t propJe's attention.­
He szid the state has rewk~-d k'WCf than athoUlWlrl 
licenses, "more Ow.n,\\'C wan1 10. because th~' jus!. 
drivt' %ithnot i1..~ 

One of the stronwist (caiures 0( the nN oatkma! 
b.w-a CompI.lterili'd na,iofUu child support clearing, 
hou~took efiea only In.~l. Octoba" bu! rMy -pr{l­
dc.ce more resulis than an}' other .,mgle cilange, 

Eventually. the clciringhousr .."rill contain 150 mil­
lioo employment records and about 16 millioo ccutt 
(l~ for child suppOrt, E'icO' nil!hl. Department of 
Heo.lth and Hurna.'l Service;; ernptoy.:es fred li$t.G at 
wor~' So..--iaJ Sct:urity J'J\!.'nbcrs into computers. in 
BahL"OOrt:, which spit out ma~ with outs\.'irld.ing 
ci!iW repport court orders aero;.:; the country, 

These matches are autom:llicaIly forwankd hack 
to thc sl.:llkS, tr,ggcring a fIi.'Slcm tt."lcier whleh em· 
ployers "'iill {'Vef;lwlly be required to withhold child 
!;Upport p;l}'IDCt!l<, ftom dC2db.:at wrnkeni, and then 
m:d! cliecks (0 be u!ied fOT; 1.ie workers' children. 

Fragmentary rcporb from s..'":lttered 5tatt$ ~ 
thaI llu: c!e:uinghouse may bvost the ('oI!etGoo ratesig­
nifr::ar,Uy when ;ill 50 SUItes arc in full complianre. Nine 
su.les., incluili:lg t~ m()$t pupuloos, Caliio:nia, ~till 
13ck S'..alt'\o\'ide tm::lputeruoo thud support f;)'$temi 

New ~' stale child f'Jpport o;lli."ials ~y It.ey 
have i:I1rn;4sed toi\!X;i'Jr.s Pj' a));x.'ITcnt in theP3st 

Paying Up 
The percentage ofparents· who o;Vc 
child mpprm and arc actuo.Ily .,: ':' 
papingit ha:r increascti, , ',",­

In millions 

f'a<ents owt\,1 cllild soroort 
• l'atems paying cll~d suppOr1 

10 

o 

-

I 

1993 1.994 19~5 1996 1997, 
1113% lU% lU% 20,S% 2Z.1"AI 

L..-- i'tfct::nl paYHlg __-" 
wild MJI'OOI'I " . 

'''''''''-........ <M~ ~''''''__ .,..wn 
SOUReL tltt.;. of 'Mo So."""", '_"m<'ol 

f'Jur months. NlMiy half VI thl) ~.:::anle from 
matches identill!:\! by the 11eV>' \LK!lfIU!erizctI. clear­
irq::hovse fOT child support orders. , 

Ariz:ona also has reported improvmumt in its 5v:o. 
tern. Since Ocl 1. it has processed rUllRbh' 15.o'.x) 
romputeri1.ed orrlm ID withhold child support par­
merUS from employee:;.' checks after the tmplWf~ 
wa.~ identified by a computer IMId' .. 

"\Ve c:ill it 1.:"10 look-m:Hlo--hand&~ '"rJge deduction 
pro«'SS. said Palrick F. &rrington, deputy thild SUf>" 
pori cnfon:emen: director for:.he state of A.-v.oiu. .. 

Stili, IldVOC-Ill'y groof\S nmain skeptical 0; ,flv' new 
law. "I don't see anythim; thal sh~'!\ me it is work­
ing: said Gtnldil\(" Jensen. head of the Associatio:l 
lor Children for Enforce:nent of Suppon, Sh,' f..'lid 
that whllejederallUJd stzle ofiic-iali\ dte the m::.rw 
parrow> tracked t,I()WtI thro--dgb the l'.tlelfI'JwW",-d 
new·hire directory, they are tJnablt~ to lI3}' h~'lThlllY 
of:hose parellts have beRun to pay. • , 

•{l;ijr UJa5l)ington ~Jost 
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Indian Trust Papers Missing, Interior Aide Says 

Lawyer, a Grievant Against Department,. Tells Court He Had Rifased to Dispose ofthe Records 
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By Wn.t.LOl CU.tIlO1QI:!! 
W,wnnp.n. 1'..»1 SrlljJlrWv 

An Interior Dtpartrnetlt lawyer 
willi says he refU!led an o«ler to 
get rid of Indl1lfl trust fe<XlM in­
'Vt;llved in a claM action lawsuit 
IilS/llfnst the govel'lU'fl!efrt bas testi­
fied that!OOfe than half tbe d0cu­
ments are now roWing. 

The lawyrr. Rrdpb Wiilliuns., 
who had the johnfreconciling dis­
erepande9 in the trost accounts. 
!laid in a df'(lOSiilim that he re­
fused to dispose of the material 
becaus.e he believed that doing so 
wuuld be illegal But when the 
d~ts---whkh ~ iWd he re­
turned to the department when 
he lett the proj~t in January 
1m-were shown to him 
We13nesday lIS part of the deposi· 
tioll. William! ~. "'That's not 
even half of it," according to a 
tranlllcr'ipt made puhlie yesterdJy. 

The '"'<>!l<m by William!, 
woo is under It court order pro­
terting him as ill wbisUelOOwer 
from tetaliatiort by the. Interior 
Department. came jim Mx weeks 
afteT Interiot ~t.ary Bruee 
Babbitt was dIed tor contempt by 
U.S. Distrlct Judge R~ C. 
f.amberth for failing to produce 
documents 50lIght by lru1ian trust 
ao:Qunt holden lU evWetl(C in 
their lawmllt against the govern­
menC 

lamberth is presiding IMT the 
suit again$l lnlerior For its ~ 
agemrnloJ 300,000 Native Aflrer­
jean land tt'\lst accounts worth 
mote than $500 million. In addi­
Hen to llie $500 million in trust.s 
0W'm'd by fndMduai IlldiallS, the 
department i, responsible- for 
$2.5 bUlloo in tribal lease revt> 
nut, mineral ttl'}wties and <:(lurt 
seltletntnts tbat Native Atfttf< 
k:an, a!Iege have been mfs.man.. 
aged for decade'$. 

Willi.arns. who still WOtk.~ in the 
dl:'J,Uf'tmrnt tIOtidtor'.!I office. said 
in thedeposilion and in an aIflda­
.II _ by Lambmh "" 
~ that Jnterior Deputy &lUd· 
tor Edward Cohen told him that 
orn::e he had reconciled payments 
to and disburS<."tlrellu (rmn the 
tnlllt accounls, "any tither ill­
funnation whkh was im:onsistent 
from my findings oouId be purged
from the files. ~ ,V1llia.m.J said he 
be1itwd that cmnptying with eo. 
hm', dlreetive "could hav1! result· 
ed in the destruction (It relrnW2l 
of information mating to pay­
ments" to lndWts and pertint:1lt 
to the lawsuit. 

At another pnilll in his t,,:stimo­
ny, W'illiaJ'l1S said Cohen ~did not 
want an}'titing J produced ". 
[that) wvuld not support (he 
nurnhml that I w.1$ supposed to 
pull __""""in< fwe 

-wrekli(lfl this project.. Ewrything 

~Ise. he"!\aid, wremtld~ rid of it 
if it doe:o;n't wpport this." . 

<.:oben did nut return a caD re­
qUl"$ting comment and tl1terior 

"I am confident that 
employees of the ­

Office ofthe 
Solicitor who have 
worked on this case 
have never 
instructed anyone 
to destroy any 
records relevant to 
this case," 

- tnterior $oDdtor John Leshr 

Solicitor John Lcshy Slid he had 
not read thedcprn;ilinn tl1'luscript 
and had 00 t."ummenL He relencd 
to an eMtier $1atement in which 
he said. "J am confident that f'1!}o 

p~of the Office of the Salki­

lor who have workcl on (hilt calle 
havt never jn~tructed anyone to 
destroy any rerords rdevant to 
thi~ tW,'. In my yt'3ts 01 working 
d()5.tly with ICohi!nl. [ haW! 
(ound him 10 hold the highest elb· 
ical standards ami' f am certain 
thi~ allegation win Ix- proved 
false." 

COOen'$ private aUGme}', W. 
Net1 Eggleslw). said it w.l.S "JI\OOO­
ceivab1e that Mr. Cohen would 
have asked Mr. Wdliant~ to en­
gage ill illegal or unethical con­
duct. and Mr, Cnhen did ont do 
w.o" £ggtes!on said U:lhen knew 
Omt W1!lliurm was a '~dL~nlled 
-empl~~ wb<1 had filed gru.v. 
a~ aplfL"t anoUK"f member 0( 
the !IOtidtflt's office ano that be 
had a~ked Williams ({) tcemld1c 
tht." tribal tnl!lt accounl.. "s a (em­
p<ll7lry task while aMllinn his 
tt,UWer to the us. Attom!:'Y'$ Of· 
fltt' in lbe District. 

fn hi~ deposition, Williamll. 
woo is bIad:. said be filed EqW 
Employment Opportunity Com­
mi1'iSltm and Merit Systems Prl)­
tt'ctloo Boord diJlcrimination 
romplaints against the solicitor'!! 
office bealuse or grievances 
aRainst his 1mperiufs, He said 
when he W:.l.-1: working on the trust 
fund'! project he bclieved "they 
wt're setting ;tl(' up to drop my 

• EEOC (t)Jt\fl1:rlnt off Ole tAble, fire 
me 

H~ lawyrr, ~mip E. lhUfDP" 
son, !l.1id yesterday hill client'$ al­
legation.~ had It'd to "a very tm!\!' 
situation- itl wnffi«". where WiI· 
lliuns rurrrnlly is wOTking on off· 
shore minerals mau('fs lind iSStle!l 
refuting tn Year 2000 compulIT 
gjitelin 

'l1mmpson $<lid the trw.<.t do('u· 
'Rents $lwWTI to Wdliatn~ 
Wednesday. were in a lite folder 
only one inch thick. while the 
I'lack of docWl'lf'llts Williams re­
turned In hi!! projr.ct supervisor 
last year W.8 at iea<;f si.J; incb('!\ 
high. ""Illt- mdN fron'! the judge 
was to turn 0Vff aUllt the docu· 
nrenls my client delivered. n~is 
isn't it,'" ThomIKO« llald . 

The 1T11erior OeJ)<1rtment r~ 
IcQ~ a Irafl:>a1pl of a voit"t.'-rnail 
message WiUiamslclt fQr his pro­
jeocl supef'liwt, David M0T3n.Ia.~t 

April 13 ill which William.~ !laid he 

had not produced anythingof sub­


. stance in his ttu'lt fund work be. 

C3U!1e he hall ¥nevcr really got a 

grip on the tequimnrots of the 

projecL" 

The dl'lJ.1flment aJfIO reka'lftl 
an affidavit by Mo('3o ,:ta\ing that 
Williams never had any ·unique 
;;crur~ lloc'lltllents" wh~ lOAA 
woulJ haw: ~ Irretrievable and 
lhat the reronciliation projm 
nevt'r nmtd havt! pjaced anyone in 
a llOSition to -aller or destroy tru~t 
fund account Mill. 

____._... __• ,... .. __ • __iI+~._"'_ 
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