
,, 
10.000 New Child S\lpport Workers 

At a recent meeting of child support advocates and state staff, several barriers were cited 
as obstacles to c,?l1ecting more child support: 

1) 	 Slales aren't investing enough money -- even though two thirds afstate costs are 
fl!nded by the federal govemment, many states are not i~1Vcsting adequate 
resources in their child support efforts. Research shows there's a correlation 
between child support staff resources and child support collections. However 
rJnding alone is not the issue -- the state of Ohio doubled its child support 
rJnding and increased its collection rate from about 25 to about 30 percent., 

2) 	 State political stmctures interfere with efficient operations. In many states, the 
state, the counties, and the district attorneys all playa role, creating many 
b~reaucratic procedures. The agency that collects child support is often not 
rewarded with the incentive funding the state earns for its performance. , 

To help overcome these obstacles, we could propose to fund 10,000 new child support 
workers, but make them available only to states that agree to certain structural reforms. States 
could fill some of these positions with fomler welfare recipients or fathers who owe child 
support. This increase of 10,000 child support workers would increase child support staff by 
about 20 percent. 

Exclude from Medicnre Doctors that Owe Child Support 

We have ,two health related child support proposals: 1) to exclude doctors and other 
providers who are delinquent in child support from the Medicare program, i.e., don't allow them 
to bill services tq Medicare and 2) provide health professional loans only to those who attest that 
they do not owe child support. Legislative changes would be needed for both o[these. 

Child Support Law Enforcement Initiative 

, 
This initiative will increase the prosecution of egregious child support violators by 

establishing multi-agency investigative teams to identify, analyze, and investigate cases for 
prosecution. This investigative effort will result in more cases being referred to the U.S. 
Attorney offices ready to prosecute. HHS's Officc of Child Support Enforcement, Office of the 
I,nspector General, and Office of Investigations, working with state and local law enforcement 
and child support agencies, have already launched a pilot project in Columbus Ohio, which will 
cover 5 states (l11inois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, and Ohio). This proposal would put these 
units in place all' across the nation within the next several years. Additionally, it would provide 
paralegals dedic~ted to child support cases to the 83 U.S. Attorneys offices that do not now have 
them. In July, you signed into law the Deadbeat Parents Punishment Act, creating two new 
categories of felonies for the most egregious child support evaders. (Cost: about $10 million 
over 5 years). 
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February 2, 1993 

The Honorable Bruce Reed 

Deputy Assistant to the President 

The White House 

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20500 


Dear Bruce: 

I understand you are handling chL1d support issues for the 
Administration so I am writing to solicit the Administration's 
support forJanother of Senator Bumpers' initiatives, his Child 
Support Tax Equity Act, which is about to be reintroduced. 

This bill has enough sides to it so that it fits well in the 
President's econo~ic stimulus, investment or def~cit reduction 
bills or in:an Administration child support initiative. 

It provides' financial relief to mothers and kids where the father 
is not payin9 child support -- the mothers receive a bad debt 
deduction for the amount of child support-not paid. This means 
it could bet included in the stimulus or investment bills. , 
According to the Joint Tax Committee it cuts the deficit by $47 
miliion over five years in a progressive way by imposing a tax on 
the fathers'who cannot collect child support -- a discharge of 
indebtedness * This means it could be included in the deficit 
reduction bill ~ , . " ., 

, . 
This is the only practical-proposal that will guarantee a cash 
payment to these mothers: and kids. Every other child suppqrt 
bill puts more pressure on fathers to pay ~~ which might or might 
not lead to:more payments -- or, proposes to Federalize the 
payment process -- which will 'break the. b~nk:, 

, , ,.'
It is consistent with every~otner proposal'to increase 
enforcement. The father~ remai~ obligated to pay t~e full amount 
owod l so it· does noth~ng to dis~our~ge full enforcement. It's 
endorsed by· a whole range of child support groups. * 

c' • .. I. 

It's another of those innovative 'bills that I try to produce for. 
Bumpers and Congressional Democrats'. .' . 

A copy of our Dear Colleague on it'is enclosed' for your review. 
!

I look forward to working with you on this and other initiatives. 
I ca,: be reached at 202-224-3095; 4f8 Huss7,?-l BUIldng, 
wash1ngton,!D.c. 20510. • .. ' :;/ , ,'nt.flY, !l _I(/i ,..---­

~k 
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January 21, 1993 

Child Support Tax Equity Act of 1993 

I 
, 

Dear CoHea91'e., 
This letter solicits your support as a cosponsor of legislation we 
will shortly reintroduce to provide tax equity between. the 
custodial parents, principally mothers, who are unable to collect 
child support due to them and the non-custodial parents, 
princ~pally fathers, who refuse to pay the support they owe. 

~his bill was introduced last year as S. 2514, was cosponsored on 
a bipartisan basis by 22 Senators, and was included in the Senate 
Finance committee version of H~R. 11, the Revenue Act of 1992. A 
list of the cosponsors of the bill in the last Congress is 
attached. 

This bill outs cash directly into the hands of the families that 
are not receiving the child support payments to which they are 
entitled. We support other child support bills that focus on 
enforcement of child support orders and these bills may eventually
increase payments of.child support, but this bill guarantees that 
these families will receive additional financial support while they
await these payments and even if they never receive these payments. 

This financial support for families and children does not cost the 
government anything and does not aggravate the budget deficit. In 
fact, the Joint Tax Committee has found that this bill raises $47 
million on a net basis over six years, so the bill helps to reduce 
the budget deficit. 

The bill has two interrelated provisions. 

Pirst, a business that cannot collect a debt can take a bad debt 
deduction, but a mother who cannot collect the child support that 
is owed to her cannot. This is wrong and the Child Suppcrt Tax 
Equity Act will correct this inequity by permitting mothers to take 
a bad debt deduction for the amount of the child support they 
cannot collect. 

Second, when a lender discharges the debt of a borrower the 
borrower is taxed on the amount of the debt that is discharged, but 
a father who fails to pay child support pays no tax on his windfall 
gain. This'is wrong and the Child Support Tax Equity Act will 
correct thi:s inequity by requiring fathers to pay income tax on the 
amount of the child support debts that they refuse to pay. 

I 



., 

The bill raises revenue on a net basis because fathers tend to be 

, in higher tax brackets than mothers. The bill applies the revenue 
gain to reduce the budget deficit. 

'rIlis iaa bill that provide.s tax equity. It will help families in 
distress and penalize those who are responsible for this distress. 
The bill provides an additional weapon to use in attacking the 
national crisis with unpaid child support. And it helps to reduce 
the government budget deficit. 

If you have any questions about the legislation or would like to 
cosponsor the legislation please have your staff contact Chuck 
Ludlam of Senator Bumpers' staff at x43095 or Katherine Freis. of 
Senator Durenberger's staff at x43244. An outline of the 
legislation and the anti-abuse provisions and a case study of how 
the. legislation works are attached for your review. 

We intend to introduce the leqislation the week of January 25., 
," 

Sincerely, 

O~ 

oale Bumpers 



.! 
t, 

LIST OF CQSPOlISQRS OP S. 2514 
II!! lQ211D CQl!G!U!SS 

Bumpers
OUrenberger* 

IIunn 

Grass ley'


Levin 

Shelby


Lieberman 

Breaux* 
Inouye

Reid 


Kerry

Fowler 


Dodd 

Glenn 


Domenici 
Rollb 


Harkin 

DeConcini 

Sanford 

Conrad* 

Simon 
Burns 

* Member Senate Finance Committee 



IOUtline: Child SUpport Tax Bgulty .llCt of 1993 

Bill uses tax law regarding bad debt deductions and discharge of 
indebtedness to help parents who cannot collect child support and 
to prevent, windfall for parents who do not pay child support. 

Bad Il!!bt Il!i!duction 

• Clarifies that taxpayers, principally ~thers, who are not paid
child support owed to them to take a bad, debt deduction for the 

.lIJDount of the child support that is not paid. 

• Il!i!duction is allowed for taxpayers who do not itemize their 
deductions. Above the line deduction. 

I 
• Bad debt 'deduction is allowable up to $5,000 in unpaid child 
support per child par year. Threshold is indexed for inflation. 

• Deduction is allowable only if taxpayer's adjusted gross income 
does not exceed $50,000 per year. Threshold is indexed . 

.. Deduction is allowable for any periodic payment of a fixed amount 
that is required to be paid. 

• Requirement for payment to be made must be found 'in a legally
enforceable'aqreement, decree or order. Encourages taxpayer to 
obtain enforceable child support right. 

• No deduction is allowed for first year in which payments are not 
made. Encoura~es taxpayers who owe or are owed child support to 
work out initial problems with payments. 

, 
.. In subsequ_ent years, the deduction is allowable only if at least 
$500 in ohild support payments have not been paid. Once threshold 
is exceeded, full amount of non-payment is deductible. 

• The taxpayer claiming the deduction must identify the children 
with respect to whom child support payment. are required to be made 
and, to the ,extent poSSible, ,th.e taxpayer who is required to make 
these payments. Same standard as in welfare reform law. 

• '!'he deduction is allowed for child support payments to any child 
for whom an lexemption for a dependent is allowable. 

• If the child support payments for which a deduction has been 
taken subsequently are paid the mother must include payments as 
taxable income in the year in which they are paid. 

• Mother is Inot barred from seeking to collect the child support
that is owed by father. Value of deduction is only 15~ or 28% of 
value of payments, so mother has incentive to seek collection of 
full amount rather than simply taking deduction. 



I Discharge of Indebtedness 
. I"

• Requires taxpayers, principally fathers, to pay tax on the amount 
of any child support payments they do not make as a discharge of 
such indebtedness. 'Prevents windfall for fathers who fail to pay 
child SUppoit. I 
• When mother claims had debt deduction, father is notified by the 
mother or the I.R.S. of the amount lof the unpaid child support 
payments and that he must 'include th~B amount in his qross income 

,,,,,_on his next Itl1X return. 
, , 
I, i 

• If the father subsequently pays the Ichild support that is due, he 
.may claim a deduction for such payments in the year in which they 
are paid. I' 
• Minimal I.R.S. burden involved. Taxpayer claiming deduction must 
have l .... ally enforceable order and record of non-payment. Taxpayer
who allegedly has failed to make payments may dispute obligation to 
pay 'or provide, records of payments. A simple and objective 
process. Current penalties for fraudulent tax claims prevents 
abuse. 

Budget Impact of Legislation 

• Joint Tax 'C~ittee finds that taxlproviBions of the bill raise 
$47 million in revenue over a six iyear period. This is true 
because fathers, who pay tax, are in higher tax brackets than 
mothers, who claim deduction. 

Policy Issues With Legislation 
, 

, , 
• A mother who cannot collect a child support debt should be 
treated the, same for tax purposes ~s a businessman who cannot 
collect a debt. This is simple equity. 

, I
• A father who refuses to pay child support payment debt should be 
treated the same for tax purposes asia borrower who is discharged 
from a debt by, the lender. This is simple equity. 

, I 
• Legislation gives mothers incentive to obtain legal order 
requiring payments to be made and gives fathers incentive to make 
payment to mother rather than to I.Ris. . I 
• Legislation helps children of families where no child support 
payments are made. It penalizes fathers who fail to make required 
child support payments. I 

, 

• Discharge of indebtedness for fathers pays for bad debt deduction 
for mothers and helps to reduce the deficit~ 

I I , , 



Child Support ZAZ Rguity Act of 1993. 
ftqltiple Anti-AbuB~ Provisions 

I 
, The Child Support Tax Equity Act of 1993 contains multiple 
anti-abuse ~rOV1eions. 'I ' 
1. Legal Obligation, Child support obligation must be a payment 
that i8 "required to be paid to such Itaxpayer during 'such taxable 
year by an individual under .. support instrument •.• • (Page 4, 
lines 4-6). The ·support instrument"1 must be -.. decree of divorce 
or separate maintenance or a written instrument incident to such a 
decree I ~ *6 written separation agreement,* or another decree *0£ 
a court or: administrative agency ~irlnq a parent to 'make 
payments for the support or ma~ntenanca of one or more children of 
Buch parent.; II 

i 
2. 'rype of ~aymentl The payment must, be a "periodic payment of a 
fixed aroount II or "poyment of a med;cal or educational expense J 

insurance prem1uln r or other similar item. ~I , I 
3. Cooling Off ,Period: No deduction is allowed for the first year
in which child support payments are not made. 

i ,I 
4. De Minimis Non Payment I No deduction is allowed unless at least 
$500 in child support payments have not been made. . 

, I ' 
5. Identification Requirements: The taxpayer claiming the deduction 
must give the I.R~S. "the n~, address, and taxpayer
identification number" of each child with respect to whom child 
support is owed. The taxpayer claiming the deduction must giva tha 
I.R.S. the "name, address, and taxpaYer identification number" of 
the person who owes the child support 1£ this information is 
"known" to the, taxpayer. 

6. Dependants I The taxpayer .... y only claim the deduction for a 
child which that taxpayer .... y claim dS a dependent (not older than 
19 unless is a'student, in which case can be 24 years old), 

7, Automatic A,\dit: lihen the taxpayer claims the bad debt deduction 
taxpayer who has allegedly failed to make payment is notified of 
obligation to pey tax on discharge of indebtedness. Taxpayer who 
has allegedly failed to make payment lis given chance to show that 
no obligation exists or that payment 'has been made. 

I 



I Child SUpport Tax Rguitv Act o£ 1~?3, 
Ca80 Study of HOw Deduction and 	, Debt Discharge Works 

I ' 
Following is a case study of how the bad debt deduction and 

discharge of indebtedness would workl ' 

1. In early, 1992 a mother obtains child support order for one 
child. I 0' 

I 
2. Father fails to pay $5,000 	in child support in 1992. 

, 	 I 
3. No deduction for mother allowed on her 1992 tax return because 
occur. during first year. This first; year is a cooling off period
when mother and father can attempt to work out satisfactory and 
reliable paym~,nt of obligations. I 
4. But" father,lfaUs to pay child support in 1993 and at end of the 

0year he owes $5, 000 to mother. ! 

5. Mother ,may Claim deduction for $5,000 on her 1993 ta~ return for 
payments not made by father in 1993.1 Her tax return claiming the 
deduction is filed with I.R.S, on April 15, 1994. 

6. I.R.S. gives notice to father in 
, 
May of 1994 that he must pay 

'tax 	on $5,000 discharge of indebtedD.ess on his 1994 tax return. 
Father is now obligated to pay ~ax on $5,000 discharge of 
indebtedness on his 1994 tax returt) (to be filed by April 15, 
1995). , 

7. Despite thi~ I.R.S. notice with Iregard to the discharge of 
indebtedness for his failure to make child support payments in 
1993, the father fails to pay child support in 1994 Bnd at end of 
year he owes another $5,000 to the mother. 

, 	 I 
8. Father pays tax on $5,000 discharge of indebtedness on his 1994 
tax return (filed by April 15,' 1995) lor is subject to enforcement 
penalties for 'failing to pay tax that is due. 

, 	 I 
9. Hother claima deduction for $5,000 on her 1994 tax return for 
child support; payments not made in 1994. Her tax return claiming 
the deductio,n:+s filed with the I.R.S. on April 15, 1995. 

10. I.R.S. g'i~es notice to father in IMaY of 1995 that he must pay 
tax on $5,000 on discharge of 	indebteaness on his 1995 tax return. 
Father is now obligated to pay tax on $5,000 discharge of 
indebtedness on his 1995 tax return (to be filed by April 15, 
1996). • 	 I 
11. In June of 1995 the father decides to pay the $5,000 in child 
support owed, for 1993 and the $5,000 c,hUd support owed in 1994. lie 
makes all payments on time thereafter.

I 0 

12. On her 1995 tax return (filed on April 15, 1996) the mother 



pays income 'tax on the $10,000 she has received from the father 
(offsetting ,~e value of the deductions she had taken on her 1993 
and 1994 tax returns. ' , 

, , 
13. On his 1995 tax return (filed on April IS, 1996) father takes 
$5,000 deduction for child support payment made to the mother 
(canceling out 'the $5,000 tax on the discharge of indebtedness for 
1993). , 	 I 
lL Also on his 1995 tax return (fi:t:ed on APril 15, 1996) father 

,:pays $5,000 tax on discharge of indebtedness for child support 
'~'ipayments not'msde in 1994 and takes $5,000 deduction for payment of 
,~i,~..ame in 1995 (the deduction offsets the tax due). 
~, 	 I 

12. MOther gets no bad debt deducti~n on 1995 or subseguent tax 
returns. She, is paid child support on time and in full. 

, :. 	 I 
13, Pather is, not taxed on discharge of indebtedness on 1996 or 
subsequent tax returns because he 'now pays all child support 
payments <;>n time and in full. ,~ 

Chart Outl1n1nq Ahoy! Case Study 

IMother 	 Father 
, 

,I 
1992 	 No deduction. 

1993 	 Takes $5,000 deduction 
on 1993 tax return. 

1994 	 Takes $5,000 deduction 
on 1994 	tax return. 

I 
I 

1995 No deduction. 

No pay $5,000 in child support. 

No pay $5,000 in child support. 

Given notice by I.R.S. to pay 
tag on discharge of 
indebtedness on his 1994 tax 
return. 

INo pay $5,000 in child support. 

GiJ,en notice by I.R.S. to pay 
tax on discharge of 
indebtedness on his 1995 tax 
return. 

I 
Pays tax on $5,000 discharge of 
indebtedness for 1993 or faces 
penalties.

I pays $10,000 in child support 
duei for 1993 and 1994. 

Pays $5000 in child support due 
for' 1995 on time and in full 



, 

I

1996 No' deduction. 

pays tax on S10,000 
in child support 
payments made for 
1993 and 1994 

1997 No deduction. 

I 
I 
1 I 

I 

I 


I 

i 
, 

Takes deduction for $5,000 
paYment for 1993. 

pa~ tax on $5,000 discharqe of 
indebtedness for 1994 but 
takes deduction for payment of 
$51,000 for 1994 (offsetting 
transactional 

NO! tax on discharge of . 
indebtedness. 
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JOlt. PM West blvd, 
Swte IOM31 
Austin. TIl 78131 
(111) 800w2219 
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September 30, 1'993 

Mr. Bruce Reed 
Deputy Director, Dome'itic PoHcy 
Office of the President of the United States 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D,C. 20500 

Dear Bruce, 

Wa!!hlngwn, oc otf;;:e: Wfil R.eg«X'l31 OIUt!';: 
lOOO t Strtet, NW ll:Kl B\;tlrw Drive 
Suite 102 $at.filmtntu. CA ",S25 
Wuhlngloo, DC 20016 (9Ib) ,81,"U6 
\2(2) 72a·7~B1 

I greatly appreciated your taking the time last Monday to meet with me and Claude Butler, 
President of Ger:tetic Design, Inc., and Greg Gill ana Chuck Dolan of Cassidy and 
Associates. 

Baseo"uPon our 'communications during the last two ye,ars, I know of your interest and 
com'mitment 'ii) improving child's'upport eriforc~menf.' Nothing is 'olore 'important to this 
effort than' paternity establishment-I-. .... ~ '.:.' r : \ \, I' ".: !t:,,, ,~ 1"~ ~ ~ ,(:r;' :j:(~ P'... 1:; ,. .~,.;. : 

I 

As we discussed>'two 'federal initiritives"c~uld makel paternity es,tabl1shmeni·a'~top priority of 
al1 state and loC~1 IV-D agencies. The first step would be to makt~ all administrative costs, , 
relating to IV-D agencies' efforts to establish paternity eligible for enhanced (90 percent) 
federal funding .1 Currently, only costs of parentageleslablishment testing and automated child 

1support systems, development are eligible for these enhanced federal IV-O funds. 

The se~ond fed~~1 initiative that would improve palernity establishment efforts would be a 
federal mandatelthat stat~ paternity establishment la{.vs must include DNA testing. and that 
DNA testing can , include testing of, not only blood, but other "bodily fluids and tissue," 

This requirement would make the use of buccal swabs possible in all fifty states, permitting 
paternity testing immediately following the birth of ~ child while the parents are still present 
and available for testing. ! 

We are develo in le isJation to implement these two to sals and: wlll forward a copy to 
you. 'We are very anxious to have t e support of the Administration' for' these two initiatives, 

. .". .',. " '" . " ... . I " . _ . 
~g~m; thank. ~OU' v~f'( ~u~h, f~r ~h~ op'p?~~mt?' torr,slt abou.t_ thiS, l~,~ue" pl.~se let ~~ know 
If l can provlde,addltlonal mformatlon_about thiS or any.other matenal pertalmng to child 
support "enforcement, .: ". ' .~ . , '" -', -. . 



Da yll W. Grubbs 
President 

, 
cc: 	 Claude Buller, President, Genetic Design, Inc. 

Greg Gill, Vice President, Cassidy and Ass6ciates 
Chuck Dolan, Senior Vice President, Cassidy and Associates 
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CHILD SUPPORT ISSUE PAPER 

I 
DRAFr 8f.t1 
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. 

OVERVIEW 

ChHd Support is a critical component for ensuring economic stability for millions of 

single~parent families. Research points clearly to t~e economic risk .. of raising children 
I 

without the support of two parents. While many single parents can and do mise their 

children well on their own, the financial burden fro~ serving as the family's sole provider 

can be devastating. Unfortunately, however, the pr6ent child support enforcement system 

too often fails to ensure that the financial support fJr these families comes from both parents. 

I 
This paper addresses both the growing need for adequate support enforcement 

throughout the ";'untry as well as the problems and I:omPlexities plaguing the child support 
I . 

system today. 

BACKGROUl'.ll 
I , 

The American famHy has undergone dramatil structural change over the last several 

decades, Increases in the percentage of out-of-wedlhck births coupled with high rates of 

divorces are denying children the traditional suppo~ of a two-parent family and, because 
I 

single mothers are much more likely to struggle economically, are subjecling millions of 
, 

children to a childhood of poverty, 

, 
The Rise of tbe Single-Parent Family 

, . 
Even though the total number of children under the age of 18 fell from 69 million in 

1970 to 65 million in 1991, the number of children ~ffected by divorce, separation and 

unwed parents c~ntinued to rise. Over the last thrJ decades) increasing numbers of children' 

I 
1 

http:BACKGROUl'.ll


, , 

have faced life in a single-parent family .~ jn 1991, 14.5 minion children under the age of 18 

lived in a female-headed family, more than doubJe the number in 1960 (Table 1). This 

means that now nearly one out of every lour children is living in a single-parent home. 
I I 

Taken over time, the changes look even more bleak. According to recent estimates~ about 

half aj all children bom in the 1980s will spend sobe lime in a singie-parerujamily, 

1 

The rise in single parent families affects all Foomic classes as weU as all races. 

Eighty percent of aU African American children, 43 percent of aU Mexican-American 

children, and 36 percent of all white children will jpend at least some lime in a single-parent 

family before reaching age 16. 

Clearly, the days of Ozzi. and Hamel are gbne. In 1960, less than six percent of all 

births occurred ~utside of marriage and intact. two-~arent families were the norm, not the 

exception. Now, the number of divorced parents has almost tripled since 1970, while the 
I 

number of never-married parents has grown more than twelvefold. Overall, nearly one half 

of all marriages end in divorce and over one million chHdren are born out of wedlock each 

year. Of these newly formed single-parent familiesl a large majority - 86 percent -- are 

headed by women. 

Despite the high rate of divorce, which has l)'mained fairly steady since the mid 


1980s, this recent rise in one-parent families is attributed largely to the dramatic growth in 

I 

out-of-wedlock births during the 1980s (Table II). The number of unwed mothers increased 

by 64 percent since 1980. As a result, one out oje~ery jour children in rhe United Srales is 

now born oul oj wedlock. 

I 

Broken down by race, 67 percent of all blacli mothers compared to 20 percent of all 
, I 

white mothers and 37 percent of all Hispanic mothels gave birth to children out of wedlock 

in 1990. However, despite the higher rate for black women, births to unmarried women rose 

much faster for white women during the 1980s -- actually doubling for white women while 

rising 43 percent for black women. 

2 



Contrary!to what many people believe, however, most of these out~of-wedlock births 

are nol to teenage mothers, Unmarried teen mothets, age 19 or younger, were responsible 
I 

for only about a third of all out-of-wedlock births in 1991. In fact, the proportion of aU 

births to unmarried women has increased for all agds except for young teens age. 15 to 17; 

while the rise in ·nonmaritaI birth rates for women bktween the ages of 25 to 39 in particular 

has had the greaiest impact on non marital childbearihg. 

Single-Pa...,nt F~milies Are Much More Likely to l. Poor 

The most disturbing aspect of these trends is that children in femalt.-headp.d families 

arejive limes more likely to be poor. In 1991,56 J,re.,nt of all children in mother-only
I 

families lived in poverty compared to only Ii percent of children in two~parent families. In 

fact, the National Commission on Children reported ~hat three of every four chHdren growing 

up in a single-parent family will live in poverty at solme point during their first ten years of 
I 

life. Also1 these children are much more likely to remain poor longer. According to a 

recent study, children raised in a single-parent famil~ are at very high risk of facing long­

term poverty -- as many as 61 percent will live in porerty for at least seven years compared 

to only two percent of aU children growing up in a two--parent family. 

I 
Teen mothers, who are the least likely to receive child support and paternity services, 

I 
are particularly susceptible to a lifetime of poverty . .('\ccorrling to a 1988 Children', Defense 

Fund report, 73 percent of unmarried teens received welfare within four years of giving
I 

birth. A Wisconsin study also found that only 20 perCent of single, teen mothers pursued 

palernity establishment; and only one in ten of these ~oung mothers ever received child 

supportt compared to one in four older mothers. 

Household lharacteristics clearly have a major impact on a family's economic weli­


being. Studies show that children born to never-married mothers are much more likely to 


live in poverty than those living with divorced or rem~rried mothers. And many single 
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mothers who manage to remain off of welfare are either teetering on the edge of poverty or 
I 

are faced with on-going economic insecurity even a:t much higher income levels. 

This low income status of female-headed fa~ilies is not surprising when one parent is 

suddenly expected to do the job of two. Because many non-custodial parents fail to provide 
, I 

fmancial support, single parents must serve the dif~cult and dual role as bath nurturer and 

provider, Full-time work must be balanced with tne need for child care, the management of 

daily crises including sick children. doctor's visits, and school holidays, as wen as every day 

obligations such as packing lunches and putting dinner on the table. These responsibilities, 

coupled witll traditionally low wages, limit seriouSl~ how much a woman can earn. 
I 

ACCOrding to 1990 Census data, the average annual income for all working, single mothers is 

only $13,092 insufficient to raise a family of four 4ut of poverty. , 

And non~ustodial parents often provide littl~ assislance. As Table III shows, single 

mothers often become the sole financial contributo,!, to the family. While 91 percent of 

fathers in married-rouple families contribute more than $2,500 in earnings to their families . , I 
! I / annually, and 64 percent have earnings greater than $20,000, (ess {han 6 percent offathers to 

families headed by lhe mother contribute more thaA $2,500 annually. Thus" typical, single 

mother only r";'ives a total of $1,070 a year in barh child support and alimony, Such 

payments, taken alone, are rarely enough to support a child. In fact, a recent governmental 

study estimated that the average cost to raise a chilb under age 18 ranges from $3,930 to 
, ! 

$5,860 per year. I 

i 

THE CURRENT STATE OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

I 

Despite significant improvements achieved through almost two decades of legislation. 

as well as bold initiatives taken by a number of S~tes, the record of the child support 

enforcement system remains pooL Rising numberl of children potentially eligible for child 

support, due pqmarily to the surge in out~of-wedldck births across the nation. are pressuring 

already overburdened Slate systems to both """ute land enforee adequate and consistent child 



support payments from noncustodial parents. The! current child support structure, given its 

complicated layers of government and widespread [inefficiencies, is ill-equipped to handle this 

growing need. i 
, 

I i 


The Structure of tbe Cbild Support Enforcement System 

I I 
The present child support enforcement program, operated at the State and local levels, 

I 
i. overseen by the Federal government through the' Omce of Child Support Enforcement 

I 
(OCSE), OCSE provides technical assistance and funding to States to operate IY-D child 

i 
support programs -. SO called because of their location in Title IY-D of the Social Security 

I 

Act. 

I 
State lY-D programs must provide child support services to all IY-D cases -- both 

AFDC recipients (who must assign all rights to child support over to the State) and all 

individuals requesting assistance from the Stale to shure and enforce their support 

obligations. Non~IV-D cases -- all other cases not included in the IV-D system -~ are 
. I 

handled through, private arrangements. It is now estimated that as many as one half or more 

of all collections come through the IV-D collection Isystem, 30 percent of which are AFDC , 

collections. (Precise estimates are not possible since cases. outside of the IV~D system are 

not tracked). 

The Evolution of tbe Child Support System 

Historically, family law was based SOlely on State law, leaving all legal matters 

concerning the family to the discretion of tile State, Until 1975, only a handful of States 
, 

even operated child support programs, The enactment of the Child Support Enforcement 
l 

program in 1975, requiring each State to develop its own IV-D child support program, was 

the first in a series of steps taken by Congress that tlegan to influence significantly State laws 

in the areas of patemity establishment and child supJ,ort enforcement. 
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Additional reforms nearly a decade later, through the Child Support Amendments of 

1984, gave more ~pecific directives to states and man1dated the adoption of a number of State 

laws and procedures. Most significantly, the Amendlnents required States to make child 
. I 

support services available to all children regardless of their welfare status. 

The Family Support Act of 1988 further strengthened the Child Support program by 

requiring major changes in Slate practices including Jtandards for paternity establishment, 

immediate income withholding from noncustodial p.,kts, presumptive support guidelines for 

setting child suppOrt awards, and the periodic review and adjustment of IV"D orders. Also, 

to improve process efficiency and to bring States up to date technologically, the Act required 
I 

States to develop automated systems statewide by October I, 1995 for the tracking and 

monitoring of child support cases. 

Child Support Enforcement Today 

Many observers credit the series of Federal a¢ts and mandates on the states for the 

significant improvements in child ~upport enforceme~t from where the system would 
l

otherwise be. TOlaIIV-D collections are on the rise -" increasing from 3.9 billion in 1987 to 

6.9 billion in 1991. And total paternities established has risen from 269,000 in 1987 to 

515,000 in 1992. 

Still, despite these improvements, States in m~y respects are simply treading water, 

Even though States are showing marked improvemJt in collections, in relative terms gains 
1 

have only been modest. The dramatic rise is due primarily to the growing number of 
. I 

parents chooSing to handle their child support cases ~hrollgh the government rather than 

exchanging the support privately (Table IV). 

The mean child support payment due, the mekn amount receiVed, and the per capita 

payment received has virtually remained unchanged ~ver the past decade. See Tahle V. 
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And even though lhe IV-D agencies are establishing more paternitiest in part because 

of rising out-of-wedlock births, the overall percenJge remains poor. In 1986, paternity was 
I 

established for approximately 28 percent of all births; today the percentage has only risen to 

about 34 percent. 

The fact: still remains that very few eligible women report receiving consistent child 

support payments, Of the 10 million women potentially eligible for support, 42 percent do 

not bave a child support award in place (Table VI)t And the total has changed little over 

the last decade, actually increasing by two percenJge points over the period, This means 

that the _fa_the" of 4.2 million~,~il!!ie=s!..:b:::a::v.::e~n:::o~l.::eg~aJFI~oh~likga~t:!!io~n"ro",-,:;r~ov:.:i;,:d::e.:;a:::nYL:.s~up~po~rt~to 
their children. 

There is also no guarantee that those noncustodial pareuts with. legal obligation will 

actually pay, Only 26 percent of all the women ~tentiallY eligible had an award in place
I 

rulli received the full amount they were due, while! 12 percent had an award but received 

nothing. In other words, over halfof 011 women p~leniiallY eligible for child sappan (5,4 

million families) received no payment at all. 

Whether child support is awarded and support is actually received, varies dramatically 

by income and 'marital status, As many as 57 perdent of all poor women potentially eligible 
I 

for support have no child support awards. And, of those that do, only 25 percent actually 

receive any payment. 

In addition, never-married mothers face a rhuch higher risk of never receiving child 

support from the father than womcn in other mari~1 arrangements, and their child support , 
payments, when received. tend to be lower. On1124 percent of never-married worn~n were 

awarded child support compared to 77 porcent of divorced women (Table VJ!). And, of all 

never-married ~omen. only 15 percent actually rJeived support payments with an average 

amount received of just $1.888 annuallYl comparJ to 54 percent of divorced women who 

received an average amount of $3,322 a year. 
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Because most States lack adequate support enforcement and many noncustodial 

parents find a w~y to get off the book, there is an ikmense gap between the amount that is 

currently due in child support ($16.3 billion) and thb amount that is actually collected ($11.2) 

-- currently five billion dollars a year. And this onl~ takes into account awards now in 

place. If aU thoie potentially eligible for support rJeived an adequate award, and aU awards , 
were updated to reflect the noncustodial parents' cur\:ent ability to pay, the potential gap is 

estimated to be at leastE.~ annually (Table 1Jl1 - to be revised). 

Fundamental ReConn Is Needed 

I 
As the number of parents needing and requesting child support enforcement services 

continues to rise; States must be equipped to handle ~ver.increasing caseload,. Unless 

dramatic and fundamental changes in the child suP~rt system are made, however, States will 

be sorely prepared to adjust to the rapidly changing beedS of the child support population. 

Problems with the current system are imbedded in thle very way we treat the support 
I 

obligation and the different individuals involved. All too often the custodial parents are 
. I 

punished because of the noncustodial parents' lack ofi support ~- often leaving welfare as their 

only alternative - while the noncustodial parents Sim~IY walk away. 

.,..I.a 
Child support must be treated as a central element of social policy, not because it willI ,.. 

save welfare donars. though it will. but because children have a fundamental right to support 

from their parents. It is the right thing to do. It is obtral to a new concept of government, 
I 

one where the role of government is to aid and reinforce the proper efforts of parents to 
I 

provide for their children, rather than the government substituting for them. Child support 
, I 

must be an essential part of a system of supports for single parents that will enable them to 

provide for their family" needs adequately and Witholut relying upon welfare. 
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I'ROBLEMS WITH TIlE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCFMENT SYSTEM 
I 

In order to bring about the necessary Change! in the child support system, we must 

better understand where the system is failing the Nolion's children and the barriers to further 

improvements, 

Lack of Paternity Establishment 

Paternity establishment is the first. crucial step towards securing an emotional and 

financial connection between the father and the child!. Without this connection, the child is 
· I 

denied a lifetime'of emotional, psychological and economic benefits. Not only does a legal 
• I 

parental link open the doors to possible governmental benefits and medical support, but also 

to less quantifiable henefits such as the value to the Jhild of knowing his or her father. an 

opportunity for e~tended family ties l and access to Jedical history and genetic information. 
· I, 

Despite th~se benefits, paternity is not establi!hed for the majority of children born 

out of wedlock. in fact, of a million out-of-WedlocJbirths each year, only about one-third 

actually have paternity established (Table IX). , 

Barriers to PlUemity Establishment 

Several possible explanations account for the low paternity establishment rate. As 

mentioned above, States are wor~ng against rapid trbnds towards increasing numbers of out­

of~wedlock births~ Even more telling, however, is ~at paternity establishment has not been 
, 

a high social or governmental priority in the past. Unless the mother goes on welfare, 

paternity has been viewed as a private matter for which the State has no responsibility. This 

can be seen in current State practice. In most States] the paternity establishment process 

does not begin until the mother applies for welfare 01 seeks support from the child support 

agency. Mothers with no ties to welfare at the time br the child's birth are often left on their 

own. 
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I 

Those w~o do choose to establish paternity face many more hurdles. Despite changes 

in public laws: and perceptions, current rules and procedures still often reflect archaic laws 
I 

which made it a crime to parent a child out of wedlnck. As a result, the process, which has 

typically fallen under the domain of family courts, !:an be intimidating and adversarial both 
I 

for the mother and the putative father, and can engender a lack of cooperntion and trust. In 
I I 

addition, the complexity of the process leads to prolonged and frequent delays. Numerous 

layers of bureaucracy and several court hearings arl often necessary to process even the most 

simple cases. 

While automation has begun to catch up with Stites -- Stites are required to be fully 

automated stltewide by October, 1994 -- many are l"i11 plagued by delays in case tracking , 
and processing. A number of States, such as WasHington and Montana, have begun to make 

the process more of an administrative function, eli~inating unnecessary steps and . 

establishing paternity quickly for cases in which thJ father acknowledged paternity 
I 

vOluntaQly or genetic tests prove a presumption of paternity with an extraordinarily high 

degree of accuracy.
I 

Those individuals faced with the decision tOI pursue paternity, as well as the State 

involved, often lack the incentives to complete the process. For example, if the father's 

earnings are low, both mothers and States see littlelpayoff in the short-run if he is ordered to 
i 

pay any support. However, recent research strongly suggests that the earnings of unwed 

fathers, although initially low, have the potential t~ rise significantly over time. Within a 

few years after birth, unwed fathers' earnings nearly match those of other fathers (Table X). 

Experience indicates that timing is essentiaL A number of studies suggest that the 
I 

mother almost always knows the identity of the father as well as his location at the time of 

the child's birth, and that she is usually willing to bake the iofomation available. In fact, 

research has shown that the majority of births to ybuog, unmarried parents are not the result ,, 
of casual encounters, but instead, almost half of these parents were living together before the 

baby's birth. \~hiJe ties are dose, many fathers sdow a clear desire to acknowledge their 
, ' 
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connection to the child. But as lime passes, intere*t often fades, and the chances for 

successful paternity establishment decline rapidly. 

Recent research, as welt as tbe experiences of some States, have pointed to the 
I 

hospital as one of the best places to establish paterrlity. One study of young parents found 

that two-thirds of father. to children born out of wJolock actually come to the hospital for 
: 

the birth and a large percentage feel that it is important for the father's name appear on the 

birth certificate" In addition, the State of WaShingtbn, which offers paternity establishment , 
services in hospitals statewide, expects to have doubled the number of paternity affidavits 

signed between 1991 and 1988, before the program Ibegan. While only a few states are now 

attempting to establish paternity at birth, the Administration's paternity proposal as part of 
I 

the Budget Reconciliation package will require aU S;tates to provide in~hospital paternity 

programs. 

Inadequate Child Support Awards 

Child support awards are often inequitable and inadequate and, in too many cases, the 

child's best interests do not always seem to be met Until very recently, awards were left to 

the discretion of individual judges. Now, awards must be set hased on State guidelines 
I 

which have at least assured more uniformity within States. However, with 54 different 

guidelines, there is still little equity between. States. Awards for chlldren in similar 

circumstances vary dramatically depending on the State where the award was set. 

, I 
Further problems arise with the failure of child support awards to be updated to 

reflect the noncustodial parent's ability to pay. wheh child support awards aro determined 

initially! the award is set using current guidelines w~ich take into account the income of the 

noncustodial parent (and sometimes the custodial par~nt as well), But parent's situations 

change over time, as do their incomes. Typically, lJe noncustodial parent's income increases 

and the value of the award declines with inflation. yJt often awards remain at their Original 

level. 
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,
Non·updating of awards can hurt eilher parent. If custodial parents wish to have the 

l
award update<!, the burden is place<! on them to seek the change. If, on the other hand, the 

noncustodial parenCs income declines. such as throU~h a sudden job loss for which he or she 

has no control t that individual has difficulty seeking ~ downward modification of the award 

and instead faceslgrowing arrears which cannot be Jid: 

Periodic updating of awards is ne<:essary to improve the fairness of the system. The 

Family Support Act reflecte<! this notion by requirinJ that, beginning in October of 1993, all 

orders be updated every three years for AFDC easesl and at the request of non-AFDC cases. 

However, several major problems remain. First, States with court~based systems may have 

difficulty complying with the standard unless their p~ocOOures for updating undergo dramatic 

change towards a more streamlined, administrative s}stem. In addition, non-AFDC parents 

still must initiate a review leaving the burden on the bustodial parent to raise what is often a 

controversial and adversarial issue for both parents, 

Lack of Enforcement 

,j"ki 
Since so many noncustodial parents who owe!support have successfully ~ed state 

officials, there is a perception among many that the system can be beaL This perception 
I 

must change. Payment of child support should be as inescapable as death and taxes, and, for 

those who are able to pay, collection must be swift'\'d certain. A broad variety of 

enforcement tools have been me<! succesSfully in a nhmber of states -- reporting of new 
I

hires, matching delinquent payors with other state data bases to find asset and income 

information, attaching financial accounts and seizing Iproperty, and placing administrative 

holds on driver's 'or occupationallkenses. I 

Still, States often lack the necessary tools andl resources to locate individuals and 

enforce orders across State lines. As the U.S. com~ission on Interstate Child Support 

reported, some of the State's most difficult cases invhlve families which reside in different 

States. Because States do not have similar laws govJrning essential functions -~ such as the 
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enforcement of Lpport, service of process and jurisdiction -- handling interstate cases is far 

more time-eonsuming and complex and does not allays achieve favorable results. 

Fragmentation 

I 

Before States can be expected to improve their records of enforcement and collection. 
I 

the child support enforcement system must be simpl~fied and made more uniform. Problems 
, 

of duplication, coordination, and lack of auiomationj complicated by States' continued. over 

reliance on overburdened court systems, have predui:oo lengthy delays and widespread 

inefficiencies. Incremental reform efforts Ultimatelylget bogged down in the myriad of 

systems and bureaucratic barriers involved in the pI'QCess, 
i 

The present child support system involves evlry level of government and 54 separate
! 

State systems with their own unique laws and procedures. At the State level, there is a 

further l~ck of centralization and uniformity, as ma.n~ programs are county-based, creating 

tremendous variation in program operations even within individual States. In addition, 

functions that might more effectively utilize resourcel if they were centra1l1.eO. -- such as 

payment collection and dishursement of child support obligations -- rarely are. 
I 

Individual eases are also treated differenti y de\,ending on their status -- IV· D cases 
I 

(including AFDC and non-AFDC cases} and non-IV-D cases (all non-AFDC cases) ­

resUlting in widespread inequities. Incentives designJct to encourage States to assist AFDC 
I 

cases have biased efforts inadvertently against non-AFDC cases, And the poor reputation of 

many child support agencies often deters many wQmeh from entering the system at an ­

allowing those wo·men who can afford to do so to haJdle their matters privately. 

Further, cases that are particularly problematic to work are interstate cases where the 

noncustodial parent resides in a different State than thb custodial parent Because the 

coordination and handling of cases across State lines i~ much more complex, collection for 
I 

interstate cases fares far worse than for those cases within a State. According to a recent 
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GAO report, even though interstate cases are just as ,likely to have awards in place, the 

chance of then receiving a payment is 40 percent gnJater for jn~state versus interstate cases. 
, I 

This discrepancy raises a significant problem given that interstate cases represent almost 30 
I 

percent of all child support awards, yet only yield seven percent of all public collections. 
, I 

I 

I 


CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AND INSURANCE 
I 

Child suP~rt Enforcement and Insurance (CSEl or Child Support AssuranCe, as it is 

also called) is an idea that is beginning to receive mdre and more attention. CSEI is a 
i 

program that would combine a dramatically improved chUd support enforcement system with 

the payment of a minimum insured child support pay bent if the non-custodial parent were 
I 

unable to pay support. It is premised on the notion that parents have the primary 
I ' 

responsibility for providing econornlc support for the~r children, irrespective of the parental 

relationship. But the program also recognil&S that th1! burden of nonsupport from one parent 
, 

should not be placed entirety on the custodial parent if the non-custodial parent is unable to 

fulfill his legal obligation. 

Proponents argue that. CSEI system would reinforce work and family. Single 

mothers need a consistent level of support from the nblleustodial parent if they are to 
I 

maintain their own jobs and provide for their children'. However, the reality for many low-

income noncustodial parents is a tenuous job market Jaused by frequent layoffs and 

increasingly low wages. Since many single mothers 410ne cannot earn enough money to keep 

a family of four out of poverty -- it takes a good payibg job, at I""st SO percent above 

minimum wage, with medical benefits to escape povehy -- and support payments are often 

inconsistent or never received, welfare often becomes\ inevitable. 

ResearChe~ a~d advocates claim that a CSEI Jrogram would change the incentives for 
I 

the custodial parent, making work a more realistic and viable alternative. Single-parents 

could combine earnings with an assured benefit withoht penalty ~- currently welfare benefits 
I 
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are generally reduced dollar for dollar with earnings -~ increasing their opportunities and , 
incentives to choose work over welfare. 

I 
On the cither hand, some observers are cautious about the incentive effects that would 

I.
be crealed by a CSEI program as well as lhe potenual CO.ls. They call for a slower __ 

demonstration ~rst - approach. 
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Children in Female+Headed Families 
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• 	 There is a large and increasing number of children in 
female-headed families 

• 	 A substantial proportion of the children in female-headed 
families is poor ' 
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• 	 Female-headed families are for~ed by divorce and by birth to 
unmarried mothers, but in recent years births to unmarried 
mothers have become the majof contributor to the growth of 
female-headed families 

• The trend is even more dramatic when remarriage is taken 
into account 
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Table III 
I 

Distribution of Financial Contributions by Fathers & 

Mothers in Families with Children by Type of Family


I 
In Some Cases, The Husband, Wif,e, or Female-Head Will Not 

Be the Biological Parent of the Children , 	 I , 	 , 

, 


, 
1 Child suppo,tl 
Father's earnings .nd alimony In Mothor's e.rnings Molhe,'s earnings 
'in tlUsband-wlfe fem.le-ho.ded In husband-wIfe In I.mala-headed 

Contribution families lamille. 
I 

families famill.s 

Nooo 

$1 - $2,499 

$2,500 - $4.999 

$5,000 - $9.999 

$10.000 - $14,999 

$15.000 - $19,999 

$20.000 - $24.999 

$25,000 or over 

Total 

Overall .v..age 

5.3% 

1.9% 

1.9% 

5.6% 

10.1% 

11.1% 

12.5% 

51.6% 

100.0% 

$27.963 

91.1% 


65.4% 

21.0% 

6.0% 

3,8% 

tO% 

0.3% 

0.2% 

0.2% 

100.0% 

$1,070 

5.5% 


30.1% 

11.2% 

7.4% 

14.2% 

12.9% 

9.7% 

6.4%, 

a.O% 

100.0% 

$6.696 

31.4% 

6.9% 

5.5% 

11.5% 

13.1% 

10.3% 

7.1% 

12.2% 

100.0% 

$10,462 

, 
• 	 A primary reason for the low income status of female­

headed families is that income Iis coming basically from 
only one parent 



(Moe' Non-AFDC) 

AfDC -

Table IV
I 

Total Distributedl Collections 

Total & IV-O Collections (1989 dollars) 

112.-------------1--------, 

O~--~~-.--.-_.--._-.~,r--.--,--r~.-,-~ 
1978 1980 1982 1984 1985 1988 1990 1992 

pre!. 

SOURCE: U,S, Bureau of the C~n$U~ C\lffenl Population ReeOl'ts, 5tMS P~60. No. 173. 
I 

• 	 Child support is collected both inside and outside the IV-D system 

• 	 Total child support collections have ri~en, but only modestly in the 
last few years I 


I 

• 	 Child support ,collections through the Ir-t-D system have risen 

dramatically, but that appears to result mostly from a movement 
of non-AFDCcases into the system 
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Table V 

MEAN CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS 
-- --" 

Women 15 year. and okIer with own children under 21 year$ of aga present from absllni fathers as of spring 1990. 

$6,000 ! 

'"-'"" $4,000 Mean Payment Due 

" 0> 
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Per capita Payment Received 

$ 
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Year 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series P·23, No. 173. 
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Table WI 
Award and Recipienc 

I 

Rates of Women 

Awarded and 
No support received full amount 

awarded 'Iii"WlilUIis 26% 
42% 

Awarded and 
received less 

than full amount 
12% 

Awarded and 
not due in 1989 

8% 

10 million women in 1989 lived with childre~ and the father was not present 
I 

SOURCE; u:s., 6ureau of 1M C6nsuS, tuuMI PopUlation R~pOfh, sefiiiS 1";-60, No.. 173 

I 

Awarded and 
received nothing 

12% 

Of the 10 million women theoretically eligible for child support 
, 

• 42% had no award 

• Only 26% had an award in place and received the 
full amount due 
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Married Divorced 

Awarded-t< "'!!i Received 

i
Women 15 yom ani$ older wHh own ehIldlen under 21 years. of age pHlsunl flOm absent bloor$ as 01 spllng 1990 

I 
SOURCE; U.S. SUieau r,;f Ihe Census. CUfftnt Pop1JhtlOI'i Roeorts, 5$110$ P-60, No. 113 

I 

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

• 	 Among never married mothers, th~ fastest growing segment, 	 , 
of the single parent population, only 24% had awards, 15% 
received support and the average lamount received was only 
$1,888 , 	 . 



Table 
The Col Gap 


4Q,-------------------------+-----------__________~ 
36 billion­

35 
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o 
Polenlial 

• 19a3 estimate adjusted by ~P1U 

SOURCE: U.S. Buteau 01 lhe Census, CUnen1 P~atlon Reporls, serIes ,. 173 

• The potential for increased support is very large 
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Table IX 
! 

Unwed Births & PatemiUes Established 


1.2-,-----;-----------i-----------,60 

'>'It\OJ 
£vn •••••••••
••• • 

to 50 

0,8 

34%

••Pmcent of paternities estabtiShed ........ ..
I ......

•••••••••••••••••••.'.'...... . 

] 
'"<G

,393 20 Cc 

I
Number Qf patcrnilies established 

I 

.111 

O~-~--r--,-_r-~--r-~--r-._-._-._-~O 
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SOURCE: Nallonal Cen1er fill Health SlallsUcs, Vital Siatisllcs of 1h(l UnIted States, annual and Monthly \Iital Stai!stics Rilpofl, Vol. 41, 


No, 9, Supplement, February 25, 1~3; Commillee 00 Ways and Mfads, Overview {If Entitlement Plograms, 19S2 Gte~ 8001(. 

I 
! 

• 	 A major problem in child suppor I is the establishment of 
patemity in cases of births to unmarried mothers 

I 

• 	 Currently, paternity is established, for only about a third of 

unmarried births; the percentage has risen only modestly 
in the last few years 

, 

10 
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Table ~ 

1 

Age-Earnings Profile for Teen Fathers 
, 
I 

! 
: 

12~----~-----------------+------------------~ 

I .­
Absent teenage tathers » , 

I , . ,
10 ,. 

//" 
,;. .

.,' ./
'I • .,,; --< Present teenage lathers.' 

2 

24 26 28 

SOURCE: Maureen A. Pifog~Gocd, 'hen Falhors and the Child Support EnlQleemen' System- (19S2) 

• The child support system has historically paid little attention 
to unmarried fathers, especially tden fathers, because current 
earnings are so low 

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



August 31, 1993 

MEMORANDUM; FOR PAUL LEGLER 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: Comments on 8/11 Draft of Child Support paper 

Good job. The paper includes. some very good stuff. With a 
little more work I it should attract~ some attention. 

Here are my general thoughts, ?long with a few more detailed 
~la: . 

I. The paper should open with in introduction that,
summarizes the key findings in bull~t form. If we're going to 
make news, we've got to spell out what is new. (Ifll make a 
list. ) I 

2. The theme of personal responsibility should appear 
throughout i the paper. "People who bring children into this world 
have a responsibility to take care of them. Governments don't 
raise Children: people do." 

* 



August 24, 1993 

To: 

From: 

Mary Jo BaYle 
David Ellwood 

J/Bruce Reed 

Wendell E. Primus 

Re: Corurr.ents on the chilo support issue paper \ 

Attached is a preliminary vers~on of our first working ~\~V"I' 
paper, I would like you to give COmr:lents to Paul Legler directly \ '}r
(the primary author along with Hendy Taylor) or myself by ~on, 

- rl iday, A"'3u.~H, 19.9.3,. 1'\!lo1l;T~ W?/ 
In my opinion, the paper still has a ways to go, but before 


I give r.1y comments to paul, :;: thought you should also comment for 

there is no reason to have Paul make all of my suggested changes 

if you basically" agree w~th the form of the current product, 


, I 
In general, l'teel the paper s~ould be more academic, 


Numbers or facts should be footnoted but not to the standards of 

an economics journa:: or law review drticle. For example, an 

entire section where all the number~ are from one source could be 

noted as such. Graphs should be br6ught into the text and 

Ylumbored in arabic form, Supporting numbCL!;."S for each graph (for 

the aid and credibility of the press) should be put at the end in 

an appendix. The words defining th~ primary point of each graph 

should be removed; this r:tay work for the large charts but is not 

appropriate, for a written paper. I 


This paper is supposed to make :the case for why our current 

system of paternity establishment an!d child support enforcement. 

needs to be reformed. In addition, lithe paper should focus on how 

expensive the current system is to t~ansfer only $11 billion 

between private parties, the lack ofl an automated system, the 

incentives facing states to do a better job on interstate or 

paternity cases, the fact that the system is reactive instead of 

proactive and the amount of paperwork in the system, While some 

of these thoughts are in the paper, I believe they could all be 

better deve~oped, 


i 

Ron Mincy is adding the section'on the father's ability to 


pay, I will have a version of this late this week. There is a 

question of 'whether this should be one paper or two. Both paul 

and I believe it makes more sense tOlmerge the two papers, but 

you may believe differently 


~he v~sion for this paper ~s th case for child support 
enforcement and paternity establishrn~nt, Issues surrounding ) 1./0
child sllppor,t assurance should be le~t for a different paper. ,J.:::.::­



i 
'ro g~t this paper out before the New Jersey hearing requires

the following schedule: 	 i 

August 27 	 Comments from ~Orking GrQup Chairs 

3 	 f b'l'lty to payAugust 1 	 C~rcu'1ate reV~$e,I d era ' t w~t'h a l 
section to a wider aUdience (Steering Commit­
tee) I 

September 2, Comments due fItom above group; 
Two- to three-page release drafted by press 

, office ], 
Seotember 7, , New revised dr ft 


, 

Septe~er a 	 potential release date 

I 

cc; 	 Howa~d Rolston 
Jeremy Ben-Ami 
Melissa Skolfield 



HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

• 1 

STATE HOUSE AUGUSTA 04333·0002, 
287·1400 

Sean F. Faircloth 
122 Maple Sttlet 


Elal'oor, M.!n. ~Ol 

l.g'&latlvt Toll Fri.; 


. '-800"'23-2900 


July 23, 1993 

Bruce Reed, Co-Chair 

Workini Group on Welfare Ratorm 

Old Executive Office 8u11dinq

Room 216' 

Washington, DC 20500 


Dear Mr. Reed: 

I understand the Working Group on Welfare Reform will be 
making' reconunendations to the PrG.sident regarding national 
welfare reform proposals this faUI• 

,. , 
I urge you to recommend MaineJ's new law (enclosed) as a 

m"del for, .the nation. This le'1is1'ation allows for su.pension
of profes~ional and driver's l~~~of absent parents who 
disobey child support orders. Recently, Senator Moynihan Was 
asked his top priority regardinq welfare reform. His answer: 
"Make the daddies pay. n As you know, delinquent child support
is a chief cause of child pove~ty.: 

.With this legislation, lIaine's \Office of Fiscal and Program 
Review projected $9.7 mil110n in'savings for the State of Maine 
over the biennium whiCh began July!l," and $3.3 million in 14_1.,.,. i.\. 
savings to the federal government over the same period. Maine • 
only bas 1.2 million people. Expansion of this proqram to a 'I -\>,-'-t 
national seale would saVe billions \ot dollars. s...,." j;....,Hu? . 

There has been an odor of chauvinism in federal welfare. ' .pol,ey in recent administrations. ~e woman who cares for her 
child has been villified. Meanwhile, legions of absent parents
(the vast majority of tham man) pa~ not a dime in support witb 
impunity. I served as Assistant At~orney General handling 
support eases. The problem (particularly with self-employed
fathers not subject to wage garnishment) is rampant. The 
threat of license suspension will persuade many absent parents 
to obey child support Orders. 

Let me,qive you a brief history reqarding this 
legislation. Republican stats senator Philip Harriman 
introduced~a Governor's bill, LO lsi4, the so-called "Deadbeat 
Dads" bill, and presented it to the IJud1ciary Committee on 
which I serve. Members of that committee were concerned that 
an absent parent's dUG process rights might be violated by the 

District 118 Part 9£ Bangor 
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legislation because the Department of Human Servicos (DHS)
could proceed to a 11conse suspension based upon an 
administrative hearing rather than a court proceeding.

; . ! 

. I was assigned to a Judiciary Subcommittee to consider this 
issue. 'Though the due process concerns were leqitlmate l I 
thought'they could be remedied. ir,contacted Deputy Attorney 
General Christopher Leighton, vho supervises the Human Services 
Division in Maine's Office ot the Attorney General. Mis 
expertise in Human Services issues is well respected. Deputy
Leighton designed an amendment to LD 1514 that protects due 
process rights- of absent par&nts! Most importantly, the [
amendment provides that a OKS 110&n&e suspension action will be 
automatically stayed if an absent parent moves to amend the 
support ,order~ \ 

It works like this. Assuma an absent parent has disobeyed 
an orde~ ot weekly child support ~or a period in excess Qf 90 
days. DRS serves notice on the absant parent that it shall 
move administratively to suspend hi. licensQ. The absent 
parent may move to amend the support order. If they so move. 
the DHS administrative action is automatically stayed~ The 
absent parent must then convince a judge that circumstances 
have Changed and he no longer has~the ability to oboy the court 
order. If tho absent parent faile to meet his burden, the 
license suspension aetion may qo forward. 

i
I presented the amendment to the Appropriations committee 

whiCh incorporated LO 1514 with my amendment into Maine~s 
biannial 'budget, LD 283. , I 

some states are consid'erinq ltIakinq license suspension
another sanction available in contempt. This method is 
oertainly a step in the riqht direction, but the Maine version 
is preforable for two reasons. Ffr&t, under contempt the 
burden 1"a on the womant the child land the. taxpayers to prove 
contempt and secure the license suspension sanction. More 
justly, the absent parents should be required to e~lain Why 
they disobey a court order _ I ' , 

Second. savin9S from usinq a c~ntempt version would be much 
lees. Florida estimated savinqs ot $530,000 for such a 
program, vhile Maine (one-tenth Florida's population) estimated 
far greater savinqs. States should be free to act 
administratively on the Child's behalf while leaving it to the 
absent parent to go to court if they so choose. 

i 

As you knov, President Clintonlin Putting People Firat, A 
Rational Economic Strategy for America, emphaeited that we must 
"craok down on deadbeat parents· by takinq tough measures such 
as "reporting them to credit agencies, sO thay can't borrow 
money for 'themaelvea when they're not taking care of their 
children." The Kaine license euspension plan is consistent 
with the President's vision that we should "take our 
responsibilities as seriously as our rights.", 

I 
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ADD 2: 

The Mbine p14h is de8i~nedl not to e~8pena ~IQU8and. ot 

1 j cemulA. but .rather to. er..ate a !crodibl. IlIanotion that wlll. 

mQtiv.~G deadbeat P4rents to pay jUp. The Maine ltcenae plftn nn 
a naticnal Deals would; 1) holp pundrc4a of thousand. ot 
children; 2) protect the due proe~as 

• 

State 

r1~hta of ~••nt paronto}
and 3) eava billions or dollar.. I urqe you to BtU~y this plan
and tak. thi. opportunity. 

EnclOGure 

, • '" • •• e" < 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. FISLER, PRESIDENT 

NEW JERSEY CHILD SUPPORT COUNCIL 
1

BEFORE 
I

THE WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM 

FAMILY SUPPORT ANti 'INDEPENDENCE 


I 
September 9 1993f 

1On behalf of the Executive Board and over 800 members of the New 
Jersey Chi'ld support Council (NJCSC):, I would like to thank you for 
giving me) the opportunity to participate in this Public Forum 
addressing the important issues of welfare reform and child 
support. ' , 

My name is Bob Fisler and I am pr4sentlY the Vicinage Assistant 
Chief Probation Officer in Camden County and am responsible for 
supervising the child support enforcbment program in that vicinage. 
I am here as President of NJCSC andlmy statements are made in the 
spirit of improving the child support'program, especially as it may 
relate to welfare reform. 1 

The NJCSC is a non-profit corporati9n established to serve as the 
professional organization for all persons working in the field of 
child support or those individuals or groups interested in 
improving the delivery of child support services. Established in 
1988, the ·major project of the ,Council is aur annual training 
seminar which affords professionals 1throughout the state, as well 
as representatives from other jur~sdictions the opportunity to 
network, exchange ideas and establish relationships to increase 
program efficiency. In addition, the training provided each year 
is timely to current issues and always well received. 

While the issue of welfare reform a~d 'its direct' relationship to 
child support enforcement could be perceived as cumbersome and an 
area which ,too difficult to approacq( we applaud the work of this 
committee taking on this project and certainly look forward to 
providing you with any input you may need J either through this 
testimony or in the future~ I am particularly pleased to see that 
your committee recognizes the fact that true welfare reform cannot 
take place (without the inclusion of ithe child support program. A 
strong working relationship must be forged and maintained to insure 
that reform occurs and is long lastfng. 

I . .If I was ask ed to put my reconunendatl.ons ~nto one phrase or 
sentence. is would be "KEEP IT SIKPLEt.. While those of us working 
within the child support program ar~ always faced with burdensome 
caseloads, often in eKcess of lOOQ, jthis is a complaint I am sure 
you have heard in the past, and, no doubt, will hear long into the 
future. This is a situation that ca~ no longer be ignored and will 
be addresse~ in our recommendations fpr improving the chi Id support 
program. However J afte~ addressing the issue of workload/ perhaps 



-

the. best reform that could occur would be to simplify the system 
within which the overworked caseload officer operates. ," 

The biggest problem we face tOday,1 other than excessive workload 
and non-existent support for adequate resources' to' achieve our 
tasks, is the complexity of ~he regulations .and. enabling 
legislation that guide our every day decision making process'.- This~ -" 

system is in desperate need of a simplified standardization of the _: "~­
rules and regulations which lnust begin at the top of the . 
bureaucracy and filter down tol the line workers. As an 
administrator 1 I constantly hear cOJllplaintfJ' about "incompetency or 
complacengy" from a very frustrated clientele, either obligors or . 
Obligees. As a practitioner in this field for over twenty (20) 
yaars, I can assure you that the ~taff performing this admirable. : 
task in New Jersey is neither ,of the above. The majority of our.' 
people are very dedicated, sincere and competent people.' -They are 
asked, however, to perform their assignments in,an-arena that"is·-':.~. 
overburdened by rules and regulations designed to strengthen the _"~_ . 
program, but, in the end, probably weaken it- and make it easier to .-~ ... 
avoid ones obligation. In view o~ these problems we offer the 
following ,recommendations for cons~deration, with,the concept of 
SIMPLICITY being the basic foundation for change~' ~. 

l. Establish a clearly defined and singular goal for,the 

child support program~ Then prioritize tasks within that' 

program to achieve this goal and eliminate tasks which 

are counterproductive to this!overall "goal.7 ,- ~ - '. :. _ • 


2. Establish a standardized maximum" figure for child­

support caseloads and mandate :programs participating.in .. _ 

the Title IV-O Program to meet that standard. 


3. ,.Eliminate conflicting regUl~t"i~ns that hinder "Workers . .. -. 
. -~ '.','- _.from achieving maximum efficierl'cy in their .tasks directly :;;. . . '/' /-'

related to the goal of the prdgram. ~ ."'. '" : . .. t 
4. Redirect incentive payments so that they are put ~ 

directly into the child support program ':rather than 

becoming additional income to ilocal governing officials 

who refuse to reinvest in program improvements~ 


5. Streamline interstate enfo*cement by mandating that 

employers honor income withholding orders from any: state, 

thus 'elimi'mn:ing the bureaucr~cy of interstate income 

withholding procadures~ In addition, at, this time the 

NJCSC would like to endorse the implementation of UIFSA',_ 

The U~iform Interstate Family SUpport Act, which has been, ": 

recommended by the National ConferencQ of Commissioners 

on Uniform State Laws. Perhaps the most frustrating
, , , .' 

cases to a d~l~gent caseworkeF ~s one where they have 

performed every task to the bes~ of their ability and the 

court in another state has not taken timely action to 

establish or enforce the order. 
 Clients of the system do 

http:participating.in
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not understand, nor do they c~re, that the local office 
has acted efficiently. It must be clearly. understood by 
all committee members that states simply do,not cooperate 
with: each other as' was the intention of current - URESA 
legislation~ In addition, the committee is urged to ,_ 
recommend that the UIFSA legi~lation be adopted by each, 
jurisdiction verbatim in order to avoid.' the same.. ,":. J 

situation from occurring agairL ". 
I, , 

6. Mandate a nationwide, hospital-based - .paternity 
acknowledgment program simila~ to those which have.been 
piloted and appear to be worki~g successfully_ This will 
facilitate faster and mo+e efficient paternity
establishment while saving valuable court.tirne"for the~ _ 
primary goal of establishin? and enforcing support 
orders. 

7. Eliminate or modify regulations which "hinder" "/ 
caseworkers in the performance of "their','duties .in :an ;"1 
efficient manner such as confidentiality _ of Social" I. 
security Numbers of children on support ',orders. ; These" .'1 ' 
numbers are often required by employers: for. medical ,. ,'_ 
coverage or by the IRS for an obligors tax return.' The,' " 
current regulation requires .the caseworker to ·.stop:-all' 4 •• 

enforcement work while they attempt to, obtain .consent of:, ", ... :', .'. , 

the custodial parent to .release. these numbers" ,to the,;,,: :: ',-, .. " 

obligor who, in our opinion.: has every right to:. the 

number as the obligee. 


, , 

To summar~ze, 'I believe my conunents !can be put- quite simply,' 'It is 

vital to give the child support program the necessary resources.to. 

'complete ~ll of the tasks identifi~d as being part of the overall 


,goal and to simplify the procedur~s. so ,that, the caseworkers can ", 
perform efficiently the tasks ,identified-as necessary as~meeting 
the overall goal of the program. It\ addition I simplification will, 
assist our clientele, whether they lare the obligee or obligor,. to 
eliminate1the myriad of red tape ahd.regulations which are'quite 
often frustrating and probably one of the leading causes of 
complaint~ against the program. I 
I also·thfnk it is vitally important that we not-lose sight of .the 
objectiveithat keeps all of our programs running from'day to daYI 
namely OU~ ardent desire to champion the cause of those ~ho have. no 
voice in the system, the children.1 We urge each of, you to keep 
them in mind when .making your deliberations and~ultimately~your 
recommendations to the Administrat~on# . ., ,,', 

Again, th~nk you for giving me Je .opportunity to present this 

testimony 'on behalf of the New Jetsey Child support council. ,We 

wish you well and certainly stand 
ready to provide any further 

input or information you may need. 


. .~... , .. ­
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MEMOIlANDVM 

TO: Bruce Ret!d 
FR! 11m Fang 
R.E: Summary or State Child Support Proposals as reported in clippings 
ffi': 6/24/93 

New York 

In April 1993, a biJ] pa,"sed the legislature which induded the following proposals.: 


• Projected to save an e...timated $6.4 million by cracking down on absentee parents 
I 

• Would force parents covered by medical itL<;urancc lo sign on their children 
,I 

• Require an _<mlI!loycr to withhold the PM of workers who fail to cover dependent'> 

• Provide direct CfJ!!iact between the workers who deaJ with child supon cases and the Department of Taxa.tlon 
and Finance 

• Allow unmarried {ather to acknowJcd~_p-~19_mity_!Uh~ hQ§pital. immediately upon the birth of the baby 

ArIz... I 
ApriJ 1993 proposal IlOm governor (failed in legislature): 

• Change rollediollS from a primarily judiciary ptoC(!s.s: to administrative one 

• ASU rescarehers fmd that non-custodial parents who fecI they have a high degree of control in the live of 
their thUdrcn wiU pay for their support , 

Massachusetts; I 


Aprij 1993 WeJd's administralion introduced a bill: 


• Would increa.'ie child suport payrnenL<; by $95 million annually 

• Cut the state's $I billion-a-year in weUare payments by $60 million 

• State Revenue Department would get power to inspect a wide range of recorlli;.. including utility and crdil-card 
billing lists I 

• Require banks and money-market fund managers 10 [urnish fh}iil'!£i!U!lli?J:ro!l!i211Ji~lX instead or annually 

• Set up new procedures for the stale to revoke tlle wiven,' liceruoes and profeR'iiofl,sllicenscl/. of "deadbeat dads" 
• 

• Fathers of ehidlren born out of wedlock \'lowd be required to sign a sworn statement 00 child's birth certiHcale 
acknowledging they arc the bioiogical father - ­

• New advisory committee including probate and divorce lawyers to oversee Revenue Department e;<aminers 
who enforce child-support orders 

Revenue Department has enacted additional policies: 
• PoNt lwo ~len mru>t wantcd~ posters of fathcr owing tcns of thousands of dollars ill child support 



". 


• Wider us-c of computers 10 sillp clliJd-:;upport hems on state-issued unemployment and workers' compensation 
checks 	 ' • 

• Require employers to send a copy of federal foml within 14 days of hiring new employee 
, 

California 

• Chiid-support'enfOfccmcnl would be !!~ out of the hands of count)' district auomcj's to a ncw state 
Department of Cbild Support Enforcement wilniu lite Heahh and Welfare Agency 

• Stale administtaHve law judges wQyJg..'ssuc chiJd-suPp,Qfl orders accQTrling to state guidelines, 

Minnesota 

• Requite msuram::c companies, banks ami labor unions to help locate an :<1x~t patent 

• Give counties a $100 ~Q,m,I" for each )!alcllIity established. and $50 for each modification of a child support 
order ­

• Allow any child support payment of more than $100 thaI is more than 2QJJays Jate to he turl},cJ:!.J1Y£t--\2J! 
co!tccJ!Qn ag,cpPl' which could charge a fcc of up to 30% of the amount due 

• Require 10% interest on lale pa~rrl~!!l'!
• 

• IDcrellse the fine}tJr nOl'!.~!!pport from $300 to $700 while reducing the crime from a rctony to II gros.~ 
misdemeanor 	 ! 

, 
• Allow judges to re!U!ir~ eilher patent In enroU the child in a grnun hea!!1Lp"lan, Judge could r~luirc the 
Ilollcuslodia) pareDI to pay $50 a month ff)[ medical expcnSC$ or insurance 

• Require parent 10 n01iiy"J;mpl.ro:£r...QU!u~~f~~aJt4jnsu!'J!l!£.<1 requirements, and require the 
employer to witbhold the premiums 

• Raise fmOl $4000 to $7500 the monthly income that is subject to child support under stolte guldeJincs 

• Require the state to rcstru"cture the system to create mfoImal stateWide process that will not usc aUOfij~-
New Jersey 

• Give slate pmbatitm officer::> aeceSl-i ~J?""YJlriQjLQL;.QNrJ!s from public utilities, DMV, and Stale Treasury 
Departmenl 

• Penalties for nonpayment include suspension or f(wocation of licenscs for such professions as law, medicine. 
plumbing and electrical work, truck driving. and hilirdrcssing 

• Iomosc restrictions on drivcrs l licenses. 'lcns on motor vchides. or required oommwlity !>Ccvice. 

• lntercept tlX refunds 

• Seize lotteo' winpin,y;>_-
• Confiscate setllcmcnts from class-actjon lawsuits 



• Allow proltalion division to contract wi!1u~rivate agencies to collect overdue support payments 

• Make falher'slsignaturc on back of It birth cerucate lcgaJJy bindIng, 
• Oose Inonhol£§ in rmdieal coverage 

• Allow ~i!hhoJdif!g of awards in dvii SUil" fnr 30 days to detetminc if recirient owes child support 
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This paper was prepared as p.art of the Parents' Fair Share Demonstration 
(PFS). a multi-site demonstration of programs providing employment and 
other services to unemployed noncustodial parenu of children receiving 111\welfare. 
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1 
fNOTE TO READERS 

IThis paper describes a s.tudy of the child support enforcement (CSE) processes in two ., 
populous urban counties in a large state. The names of the statc and the counties have been ,Idisguised for two reasons. First. the purpose of the study is not to assess the CSE progr4m in any 

particuiar state, but rather to identify and describe generic issues that affec: the system nationwide 

in order to inform future policy in this vital area. Although each state's CSE program operates .'
differently. the issues identified in this paper probably affect all states to some degree. Second. the 

organizational structure of the CSE program in the study counties has changed in several respects t'

.':UflU the last time researchers visited more than a year ago, and a new, highly sophisticated 

computet system has been implemented. Thus, in several respects, the paper does not describe the 

I'
,. 

l 
CSE program in the study counties as it operates today. 

Tbanks are due the child support enforcement workers and managers whose observations and 

insights make the quantitative data in this paper come- to life. Staff gave generously of their time 

for interviews, patiently fielded follow-up questions, and helped in obtaining and interpreting child 

support enforcement casefile data. For obvious reasons, all of them cannot be named here, but their •
Iassistance is much appredated, 

This paper could not have b~n completed without the guidance and support of Fred I, 
Doolittle, ,..;>ho conceived and oversaw the study. conducted interviews, helped design the analysis. 

and commented on drafts, Gordon Berlin offered insightful comments on drafts, and Janet Quint 

played an important role in the project's early design. Patti Anderson and Adria Gallup-Black Jobtained and processed the computeril.ed child support enforcement data. Maggie Sarachek, 

I 
" 

Corinne Hdman, and Bob Winthrop coded CSE casefiles. Judith Greissman reviewed the paper 

and Pan Porttevolpe produced the tables. The members of MORe's Committee on Employment 

Studies also offered helpful guidance. Panicul.r thanks are due Phil Robins, lrv Garlinkel, and I,
Barbara Paulin for their comments. 
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 PREFACE 

I, 
., This ~s one of a series of Working Papers that was inaugurated to supplement MDRC's 

publication of major research project reports. A wealth of thought-provoking analysis is being 

produced by social policy researchers that can both inform and augment demonstration and 

evaluation r~search. Our goal with this series is to provide a vehicle for examples of such work to 

reach the goJernment officials, grantmakers, program administrators, and front-line service delivery I , 

, 

staff who are grappling with the problems of poverty. The ideas and analysis presented in a 

Working Paper might represent early explorations, promising segments of larger, ongoing projects, 

'.
If I 

or innovative methods of investigation. In all cases, however, they are featured because we believe 

they can contribute to the task of developing effective policies and programs to improve the lives , 
of disadvantdged people. 

" 

.' 
, 

I 

'. 
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 I. Introduction 

:, With child poverty and welfare fe<:eipt on the rise, policymakets have increasingly focused 

on child $Upport as a c.ritical source of additional income for children living in poor. single-parem 

I, 
 families. During tne past two decades. new federal laws. have sought to impro,,-e the performance 


of states incoHecting child suppOrt, especially for children receiving Aid 10 Families with Dependent 

Children (AFDC), the nation's major federally funded ca,h welfare program.:. 
I 

In 1~91, a. consortium of private foundations and federal agencies l and the Manpower 

Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) initiated a new 9-state pilot project - the Parents' 
i:1 FalT Share Demonstration (PFS) - which focuses on a vital aspect of the chiid suppon problem: 
, 

unemployment or unstable employmem among the noncustodial parents (generally the fathers} ofIi 
, 


children on AFDe, which prevents these individuals from making regular support payments. PFS 


programs provide employment services, training, and other assistance to unemployed noncustodial 


t patents, with the goal of increasing their earnings and child support payments! 


In preparation for PFS, MDRe conducted background research on a variety of topics 

relevant to the demonstration in a number of states, Some of these states later became part of the , 
demonstration and others did not. One component of this effort was a small·scale study of the child 

support enfbrcement (CSE) process in tWO urban counties in a large state (referred to in this paper II• 
f 

as "the State," or the "study State"). It focuses on cases where the children eligible for support were 

receiving AFDe. The two study counties - which will be referred to as "County A" and "County 

B" - had p,anicuiar relevance to PFS because, during pan of the period under study, both had.' 
I 

'... 
, 

procedures in place to refer noncustodial parents to the State's Job Opportunities and Basic Skills 

Training aOBS) programJ for job search assistance when unemployment prevented them from 

meeting their coun-ordered child support obligations, 

'.
I' 

A, The Goab of th. Study 

The study had severa! goals. First, in building:a knowledge base for PFS, it "''as vital to iearn 

more about' the workings of the child suppOrt enforcement system. which is generally responsible 

'I· 
fThe consortium members are lined on the copyright page of this paper. ,if 

• 
!More deciiled information 011 the P~rents' Fair Share Demonmuion can be found in the appendix to this 

paper. 
ICreated by Congress In the Family Suppon Act of 1988, the JOBS program provides funding to states for 

employment and training services for AFDC recipjents. Noncustodial parents of APOC children are not 
nonnally eligible for JOBS services, 

·1·.ar 
1 



.,.1 

fot identifying and feeding clientS JntO Parents' Fair Share programs, enforcing (ane 1!1 some cases 1 
facilit,uing) their compliance with program ruies, and translating their earnings into child suppOrt 

payments. Second, the State's job search program for noncustodial parents preceded PFS, providing I, 
an opportunity for the study to "preview" the interaction between the CSE system and l PFS~like 

interventlon, Third, by obtaining and analyzing computerized and manual data from l CSE l ,progrlm, ~1DRC WlS able to learn a numbet of valuable lessons that influenced the research and 

data collection strategies for the larger PFS demonstration, .. 
B. 	 An Overview of the Fiodines 

In principlel the basic steps required to process a child support enforcement case in whi(:h \. 
the children are receiving AFDe are relatively straightforward: When a single parent applies for 

AFDC, she4 is required to provide information about the noncuStodial parent(s) of her children. \1 
This information is then transferred to CSE staff who - along with other agencies such as courts. 


sheriffs. and prosecuting attorneys - attempt to establish legal paternity for each child (if .11 

necessari'). set a child support order for the noncustodial parent if an order does nOl already exist, 


collect payments, and enforce the order when payments are not made. 

• 

In reality, the system's poor record of collecting support for children on AFDC nationwide t' 
is weB known, and the experiences of the study counties are no exception to the national picture. t
Regular child support payments were collected in fewer than ont out of every 1Q cases examined 

in this analysis. In the majority of cases., the CSE program was nev~ able to accomplish the first \f 
key task - legal identification of the noncustodia.l parent - without which no further action is 

possible, A child suppOrt order was obtained in only about one-third of the cases. rl,
Although the reasons for this pattern are complex, three broad themes errn::rge from the 


quantitative and qualitatlve data used in this analysis; 
 \1 
• 	 The economic circumstances and lifestyles of noncustodial parents 


bamper CSE efforts. CSE staff spend inordinate amounts of time simply 

trying to locate noncustodial parents, many of whom move and change jobs 
 II 
with great frequency. Even the most sophisticated location tools avaHable 
to staff usually cannot provide information that is current enough to be 
useful. This makes it extremely difftcult for staff to establish legal paternity l 


,I

·For simplicity. this paper uses masruline pronouns when referring to noncustodial parents and feminine 

pronouns when referring to custodial parents. In fact. some custodial parents are men and some noncuuodial .,parents are women, 
~PaterrUty establishment is not needed when a child IS born to married parents. This is true for fewer chan 

ha.lf of the children in AFDC households. 

·2· t
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,I; 
J, 	 and a support order> since both stepS generally requite personal contact with 

the noncustodial pJrent. Similarly, once a child suppOrt order is established. 
it is difficult for the system to collect payments from parents who are 
c~ronically unemployed. have highly unstable employment patterns, orwho 
'?fork in the underground economy. I 	 , 

• 	 There are few incentives for either parent to coopente. It seems likely 
that the burden on CSE staff would be greatly reduced if custodial and 
n:oncustodial parents were more willing to cooperate with the system. 
Custodial puents could provide valuable assistance in locating noncustodtai I'.' parents, and noncustodial parents could expedite the process by voluntarily 
agreeing to establish patettlity and pay suPPOrt, and by informing CSE case 
~orkers when they move or change jobs. In practice, such cooperation

" seems relatively rare in AFDe cases. This i.s. probably related to the fact :;(,.. ......... ",,/csA 
that most suppon collected for AFDC children is retained by the state as 
reimbursement for welfare COsts;' This reduces. the extent to which formal .. support payments affect the income of AFDe households and weakens the 
incentive for custodial parents to cooperate. For their part. noncustodial 
parents often feel that payments made [hrough the formal system do not t, reach their children, Thus, .rome of those who pay do so informally. "under 
t~e table,~; Custodial parems may prefer these informal. direct payments, 
even though they may risk welfare fraud charges jf they do not report them 

II to the AFDC program.~ 

• 	 The system is overwhelmed. The two counties used a variety of 
organi1.ational schemes in their CSE programs during the period under ... study. However. under all structures. most CSE case workers were 
responsible for well over 500 cases at anyone time, many of which require 

I, frequent attention. With this volume of work, most staff are unable to take 
appropriate '3.ction on aU of their cases in a timely manner. Meanwhile, 
other agencies that play vital roles in the process {e.g., the courts, the sheriff, 
and AFDC eligibility staff) are also overwhelmed and cannm respond:1, quickly when they are ne<ded. 

I, 	 Working in tandem, these factors make It extremely difficult for CSE staff to make progress 

toward their ultimate objectives, Instead of "working" each case as appropriate, staff are foreed to 

l adopt a ~riety of formal and informal "triage~ systems to quickly identify the relatively small 
• 
minority of cases where progress is most hkely. and to focus their eftO"S primarily on these cases. 

\1, 
·Under federal law, the first $50 In child suppOrt collected each month i£ "passed through" to the custodial 

parent to provide an incentive for her to cooperate with the system. Any child support collected above this 

'. 
II amount IS ruai~ed by the nate. 

'Of course, the absence of:l formal child support order also allows the noncustodial parent to roouce his 
contributions or, to stOp making payments altogether without Ibe threat of legal action, 

'See Frank F. Fuutcnberg, Jr.• Kay K Sherwood, and Mercer L. Sullivan, Caring and Paying: What Fathm 
and MMhro SayC4baut Child SuppOrt (New Yo", MDRe. 1992), 

I

.' 	
.3­



,I'.Thus, most cases receive litde attention. and many are ignored for long periods. 


Many researcher,; have observed that CSE programs throughout the country tend to place 


low priority on certain categories of difficult cases. This tendency may result, in part. from the 
 \.
federal financing ,;tructure for CSE. which pr~id.es incent.~~~_p~yments to states wit~gh ratios . 
of COllectIOns to administrative costs. ThIs synem may 	push states to avoid spending scarce-	 I
administrative resources on cases that are uniike1y to produce :support payments quickly. Thus, a 

1990 publiation by the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement noted that states often "pursue 

most aggressively cases that promise short-term financial rewards,'" Many observus have suggested 
'.''.

that cases requiring paternity establishment are especially likely to be deemphasized because they 

often consume substantial resources in the short run without producing immediate collections.,lo "~I:.Interviews with CSE staff at the ~street level" in the two study counties confirm the gener;!l 


tendency to focus on easier cases. However. at least in the paternity establishment process. the 
 , 

criteria for defining an "easy" case appear to have more to do with the ability to locate noncustodial 

parents than with likely payment performance. Staff agreed that ~vl~J~ood tnformat.i~ .11 
noncustodia1 parent (where he lives. where he works. his.social security number) - and thus having_.--....... ­ ;1the ability to locate him - is often the key criterion that determines whether a case can be 

processed su<:cessfully, 

Recent federal regulations, written in response to the Family SuppOrt Act of 1988 (FSA), are t' 
designed to press states to take appropriate action on all CSE cases within certain prescribed time 

limJu, (FSA also created new performanc.e standards for paternity eStablishment,) Under the new ,I" 
regulations. states arc: permitted to assign higher priority to certain cases, but all must be dealt with 

in conformity with the time limits. In response to states' c.omments on the proposed regulations. it: 
federal officials wrote: "Case prioritization is not a system to determine which workable cases not 

to work."u However. the authors of the regulations also recognized that this transition would not ,j 
be easy, and warned that most states would have to "review and in many cases radically change 

existing bureaucratic procedures" in order to comply with the neW rules. The data presented in this ;"
paper appear to lend support to this prediction. 

'. 
\1' 

, 'U.s. Department of Health and Human Servlces. Office of Child Support Enforcement, 'l"m! Changing Face 
Qf Child Support En/()'t'(:J!;mem: IncentifJf!. fQ Work with Young piIm'lfS (Washington, D.C,: U,S. Department of 
Health and Human Services:, 1m), 

I~anjel Meyer, "Paternity and Public Poliry,· Focus 1~, 00. 2 (Summer 199:2): 1-9. Prepared by the Institute 
for Research on Poverty. University of Wisconsin-Madison. 

"Federn! RegiMr 54, no. 149, Part IV (August 4, 1989), 32303. 
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C. 	 'Iff Qr~anization of This Pane:( 

The next section describes the study design and data used in this analys.is. while Section II1 

provides some background information on the Slate'S child support enforcement sy5tern and the two 

study counties. Section N uses quantitative data to provide a broad overview of the most common 

.' 

.'

.' , 
paths cases take through the CSE process. Sectiom V and V[ focus on two major stages in the child 

support enfJrcemem process: (1) establishment of paternity and a support order~ and (2) 

enforcement of support orders. These sections combine qualitative and quantitative data to describe 

how staff view these processes and the results they achieve, Section VII presents some condusions. 

" 	 , 
II, Th. Stygy i&liIW and Data Sources 

This paper examines the child support enforcement process in the study counties from threc I 	 I 

I 
somewhat different perspectives; using dat,a that are generally available to CSE staff. First, MORe

,I obtained somc limited information about all children receiving AFDe whose CSE cases were 

" referred from the AFDe program to the CSE program in the study counties during a three-year 
I 

period (1987.89), The data. obtained from tbe State's st.1tewide CSE computer system, covered 

roughly 16,000 children, and induded current information about: , 

• 	 the child (name, blrthdate, and social security number); 

• 	 the child's custodial parent (social security number, name, and zip ,ode}; 

• 	 the JegaJ or presumed noncustodial parent (race. sex, age. zip code. social 
Je(;urity number); and 

• 	 the child support case (case- open date. whetber legal paternity had been.'
I, 

, 

established~ the size of the most recent child support order). 

Together, these data provide a snapshot of the- !tatus of the children's CSE cases itt one point in time 

l - Apri11991 - 17~52 months after the cases openedY 

~ike many systems of iu kind, this CSE computer system is designed to provide current information about 
the $taNl of cases, rather than a history of key events. For example, when an existing child support order 1$ 

changed, the date and amount of the original order are replaced by those of thl! nl!w order, Thus, the 
computeriz.ed data could genetally be used to determine whether an event had ~ever~ happened on or before the,I, 

l 
date when da~ were extracted. However, if the event could have happened more than once, the sy,nem could 
only provide thl! dne (or the most recent occurrence. Similarly, although all of the .;hildrl!n in the file entered 
the CSE system (i.e" had a -case open date,,) during the study period (1987-89), this was not necessarily the fim 
time they em'eted the system; an earlier case open date may have been overwritten if tht> caM!" closed and 
reopened, i 

" -5­
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To learn more about these caSeS, the analysis focused on a randomly chosen group of about \1 

200 of them and examined their ~Case Comro! Cards: handwritten runnLng narratives that CSE 


staff produce to describe their activities relating to a particular case. These narratives provide more 


detailed information than is available in the automated system, and allowed the researchers to 


construct a history for each case. MDRe staff reviewed the Control Cards to identify and dale a 
 .J
• 

number of key events and activities (e.g" location of the noncl.istodiaJ parent, paternity and support 

order establishment, and payments collected) that took place between the "case open date" and May 

1991. Usable information was obtained for 187 cases, A similar process ~';1s repeated for about 100 'J 
different cases in which the noncustodial parent was referred to the JOBS program for Job search 

services in 1990. This yielded usable information for 92 cases. ,.' 
Much of the analysis relies on the Control Card dara, (or the reasons just noted. However, ilsince the number of cases examined in this manner was reLatively small and the Control Cards were 

sometimes quate difficult to interpret, the results are generally presented as rough estimatesY ,II
' ­

However, the overall picture presented by the 187 cases in the Control Card subsample is generally 

confirmed by data from the much larger file drawn from the computer system, as will be disc.ussed 

below. 

Finally, MORe staff visited both counties. interviewing line staff and supervisors in the child 

support enforcement and JOBS prognuns, and repre~ntatives of the judiciary. Structured interview '.'guides were used to cover a standard Set of topics with Staff in similar positions. Discussions with 

staft' focused on such issues as case processing procedures, employee performance evaluation " 
methods, and typical strategies for coping with heavy 'workloads, 


These qualitative and quantitative data are combined to present a picture of the child support 
 t' 
enforcement process in the study counties. A key goal of the analysis is to understand why so few 

cases result in successful outcomes,. and the factors that determine why particular cases. do or do not 

progress through the system. '. 
l 

Under amendments to the Social Security Act passed by Congress in 1975, each state is ,I' 
required. to designate if. single agency to oversee the provision of child suppOrt enforcement services :, 

]JMore detailed and aC(,"\.Irate information might have been obtained by reviewing the entire contenu. of each 
CSE clisefile, rather than juSt the Control Card, However. a data coHeetion effort of this scale W'J.s. beyond the 
scope of this analysis. In addition, other research projects that have used child roppan enforcement casefiles hllVe 
encountered some $t'!rious difficulties In interpreting these dau. '. 

I 

I 




to all AFDe recipients (and to non·AFDC clients by request). This agency is charged with seeking 

legal paterniiY .and a child support order for each child on AIDe, collecting support payments, and 
~ 

enforeing sup'pon orders when necessary.•' A, <;hild Sypport Enforcement in the State, 
In the State examined in this. analysis, as in most States. the human services agency 

responsible for AFDe a1£o administers tbe CSE program. The institutional and legal structure of 

the child support enforcement process is different in each state. The study State's CSE system is'.,
,', 
.' 


court·based. meaning that key steps. in the process, such as the establishment of legal paternity or 


a suppOrt order. must involve a judge (or a hearing officer acting on behalf of a judge), 


Noncustodi~ parents can consent to take these steps: voluntarily - in which case a formal hearing 


,t may not be required - but a judge must sign off on all orders. In some other states, key actions 


can be processed adminiscr;l.\ivcly with little or no COUrt involvement. 


\1 As inlother states. child support orders in the State are generally set according to guidelines 


devdoped by the state.l~ These guidelines consider the income of both custodial and noncustodial 


f. parents and 'result in a fixed dollar amount that is usually due either week'Yt bi-weekly, semi~ 


monthly, or· monthly. Judges have discretion to deviate slightiy from the guidelines with no 


explanation, but must provide written documentation of the reasons for 1arger deviations. 


If the noncustodial parent is unemployed when the order is set, the court can impute an 


1, 


.'
I, , 
income level for the suppOrt order calculation baS«! on either his previous employment history or 


the minimu~ wage. This is done primarily for two reasons: (1) it is seen as important to take 


advantage of any opportunity to establish a suppOrt order because it is often difficult and time­


consuming t~ locate noncustodial p.arents and bring them to court (see below), and (2) many feel ., 
 that establishing an order that takes effect immediately gives the noncustodial parent an incentive 


to find employment and begin paying support quickly to avoid accumulating arrearages, 

The performance of the State's child suppOrt enforcement program is roughly average by
" 

national standards. In 1989, the State ranked slightly above the national average in one key measure 

of state performance - the fraction of AFDe cases that were affected by the $50 pasHhrough [t.e., 

'I, received child suppOrt) - and somewhat below the nadonai average on two other measures:'-
, 

col1ections per dollar of administrative costs, and the ratio of paternities established by the CSE 

'.
,I, 

'·A 1984 f~raI law required each State to develop such guidelines. The Family Suppon Act of 1988 required 
sut!~s to use the guidelines in setting orders unless the judge provides a writttn explanation of his or her 
deviation. 

I -7­
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•
Iagency to total out-of-wedlock births in the State in 1989, However, in these latter measures, the 

State's performance was roughly similar to that of other states with large AFDe caseloads. 

B. The LQcal CSE Pf9~GI!ll> l
~~ 

County A and County B art both urban counties with large welfare populations and ,=hild 

support enforcement caseloads. In ~1arch 1991, there were more than 40,000 open child support ·1 
cases in County A, about two-thirds of which involved current or former AFDC recipients, More 

than S2 million in suppOrt payments was collected in the month (including about $600,000 for I 
AFDe cases). County B is of similar size. 

The organizational structure of the CSE program was in flux in both counties during the ,I'.. 
study period. When MDRe staff first visited the counties, most case workers specialized in a 

specific stage in the CSE process. For example. in County '8, workers were grouped into units that \1. 
specialized in either intake. location, establishment (of paternity and child support orders), or 

enforcement, Cases wert passed from unit to unit as they moved through the process. One unit, 'I 
along with private attorneys contracted to represent the CSB agency, was responsible for raking 

., 

cases to court. Staff also spedalized in either public assistance (PA) Ca$e$, where the children J 
received AFDC, or nonwpublic.assist3nce (NPA) cases, .j 

CSE case workers: were also specialized in County A when researchers first visited in 1990 I
(although each unit included workers from each functional area so cases could remain In the same 

unit as they moved through the system). .By mid-1991. however. line Staff responsibilities in County 

A had shifted to a more generic model, where the same worker handled her or his cases through '.
1several stages in the CSE process." 

As will be discussed below, there appear to be advantages and disadvantages to both 

organizational models. Specialization allows workers to become experts in a panicular part of a 

highly complex process. However. some staff complained that workers who specialized in the 

earlier phases of the process had fewer incentives to do a good job because the consequences of poor 
'.'.work were borne primarily by staff in later stages. 

.. 
I~Some shifts in organizational structure were linked to the implementation of ~n ebbor.ltt new suttwide 

management information system (MIS) covering both AFDC and eSE, Under the new synem, counties maintain l 
specialized intake units. but after intake, cases are passed to generic workers. who mainttin responsibility for elses 
from that point forw:trd. These workers may be assisted by location or court spccidistS-, but they do liot -hand 
off~ their casts. The new system began operating shonly after the period covered by this study, ,and may have I 
created ch~nges in the CSE process: described in thiS p2per. 

.g. 
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J C. Who Are the Noncustodial Parents? 

Table 11 provides some basic demographic information about the noncusrodial parents of 

children receiving AFDC who were referred to the CSE program in (he study counties in 1987,II , 

1988. and 1989, as reported in the CSE computer system.16 As expected, the vast majority of 

l­ noncustodial1parems (88 percent) are male (although staff suggested that the proportion of female 

noncustodial parents is much larger than it was ;jj decade ago). The largest fraction of noncustOdi"l

I, parents was between 25 to 34 yean old when their cases opened. The ethnic! racial characteristics 

of the noncustodial parents differ slightly across ihe counties: County A's casdoad is abOUT one~ 

" 
fourth white and three-fourths black, while County B's includes ~ substantial Hispanic minority. 

Altho~gh data on noncustodial parents' income and employment patterns were not available 

for this analy~i$ (and are generally difficult to obtain), other research suggests that tht> noncustodial 

parents of children on AFDC may be a disadvantaged group.:' To some extent, this reflects• 
I 

national trends. which ha"\!e seen the earnings and employment raiC'S of young males decline sharply 

since the 1979s. particularly among members of minority groups who have limited education. Many ••.' experts suggest that these poor economic outcomes are linked to high rates of out-of-wedloclt births, 

crime, and o~her social problerru. ' * ' 
Table 2 examines the paternity status of the children appearing in the computer system file 

I 
as of April 1991. Overall, paternity was coded as "not an issue" for about one-fourth (27 percent)I' 

, 

of the children, This was typically because the child was born to married parents or becau~ the 

noncustodial parent was the child's mother. This means that paternity establishment w.u required 'I, 
for the rest ?f the cases (nearly three-fourths of the toul), suggesting that most of these children 

l , 
wert born out of wedlock. As shown in the table, patetnity had betn established fot il percent 

of the children (1S percent of those who needed it) by April 1991, and was needed but not 

established f?r 62 percem,l9 

'.
I, 

, 

"'The demographics cover both legal absent pnents and putative absent parents who were identified by 
cunodial parenu but who had not established paternity for the child 1n question. 

ll$ome recent research suggestS thllt the income of noncustodial parents of AFDC children, though low,., initially, ~ r_ise subsunti-aUy over time. See Daniel R, Meyer, ~Can Fathers Support Children Born Outside 
of Marriage? Data on Fathers' Incomes Over T1me.· In Pamniry ESltth/ishmtnt: A Pubiic Policy Confortna. 
Special Report 'no. 56-B (Madison, Wis.; Institute lor Researth on Poverty) lJniveuity of Wi5comin~Mad;son, 
1992), : 

IISet, e,g" Gordon Berlin and Andrew Sum, Toward a MfIfe Perfect Union: Basic Skills, Poar Families, and Our 
Economic Futu~ {New York: Ford Foundation, 198:8}; William Julius Wilson, The Truly Disadvantaged (Chicago~'. 

" 

I University of Chicago Press, 198'7), 

.' 
l"Natlonwide. Just over 60 percent of tbe AFDC households with one adult present involve no marriage tie 

{suggesting thin paternity establishment would be required}. The figure for the study counties is !omewhal 
higher, This may be related to the fact that tbe AFDe population in the study counties is more he3Nily black 

I (continued".) 
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-flTABLE I 

J 
.," 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
OF THE NONCUSTODiAl PARENTS IN THE lWO STUDY COUNTIeS 

Full Sample County A County B 
Characteristic (%) (%) (%) 

Gender 

Male 
Female 
Missing 

/I!l!l (Years) 

14-16 
17·18 
19-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45·54 
55·75 
MisSing (a) 

Ethnicity 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Other 
Mlssing 

88 
12 
o 

I 
4 

23 
39 
14 
3 
I 

IS 

25 
68 
6 
1 
1 

Sampleslze 11,313 (b) 

89 
11 
o 

1 
4 

22 
35 
12 
3 
1 

23 

22 
74 

1 
I 
I 

6,034 

87 
13 
o 

1 
4 

23 
44 
17 
4 
I 
6 

28 
60 
11 
1 
1 

5,279 

•
'. 

'J 

I 

I 


• 

~:,'.
• 


SOURCE: Computerized Child Support Enforcement Data, 

NOTES: Because of rounding, some distributions may not total 100 percent 
(a) Includes ages less than 14 and greater than 75, in addition to those with mISSing 

informabon. 
(b) The total number of absent parents is less than the total number of children 

(reported ear1ler as approximately 16,000) because some absent parents are linked to more than 
one child, In this table, only one randomly selected observation for those noncustodial parents has 
been chosen; "duplicate" obsefVations have been dropped . 

• 

" 
'. 
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'I' 
I TABLE 2 

, J 
•... 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE PATERNITY STATUS IN APRIL 1991 
OF CHILDREN WHO ENTERED THE CSE PROCESS IN THE TWO STUDY COUNTIES 

IN 1987439, BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE NONCUSTODIAL PARENT 

Paternity 
Establishment Paternity Paternity Not 

CharacteristiC of Not Needed Established EstablishedI Noncustodial "Parent (%) (%) (%) 

I Paternity St.tus 01 
All Child"," 27 11 62 

I, Noncustodial Parent's Ethnicitv 

I 
.. 
, 

Whit. 38 5 58 
Black 23 14 63 
Hispanic 32 3 65 

Noncustodial Parent's Age (YeatS) 

•.' 
•• 

14-16 10 5 
17-18 12 13 
19-24 21 15 
25-34 33 11 
35....4 33 10 
45-54 30 10 
55-75 38 10 

" 

SOURCE: Computerized Child Support Enforcement Data, Sample size is 16,202, 

NOTE: Because of rounding. some distributions (rows) may not total 100 percent..,
• 

I 
I 

Demographic characteristics indude both legal and putative noncustodial parents. 

' 

I 

I 




The age and ethnic!t}, differences in paterniry Status also reflect broader patterns of (amily 


structure. Paternity establishment is more likely iO be necessary if the noncustodial parent is 


younger and jf he is black. For example> paternity was coded as "not an issue" for 38 percent of 


the cases involving white noncustodial parents. but onJy 2) percent of toe cases involving black 


noncustodial parents. This reflects the relatively lower marriage and higher out~of·wedlQck birth 
 1ratcs for blacks, and the fact that younger noncustodial parents: are less likely to have be~n married 

I 
.. 

to the custodial parent. 


Despite the prevalence of nonmarital births, these data generaIly do not support the popular 


stereotype of the noncustodial parents of AFDe children as men who father many children with 
 ,
multiple partners. Although about half of th~ noncustodial parents appearing in the computeriz.td 

file were associated with mote tban one chifd, only about J percent were linked with more than 

one custodial parent, Of course, these data may not present a full picture of the parenting behavior I 
of these fathers, since they cover only children receiving AFDC and can provide information only 

about relationships that are known to the CSE system. 'I 
l 

Figure 1. based on the ComroI Card subsampJe described in Section n. illustrates how cases 


progressed through the CSE process during the study period. As noted earlier. all of these cases 
 I 
opened betwten January 1987 and December 1989. As the figure shows, the noncustodial parent 


was legally identified by May 1991 (17-52 month, later) in Ie" than half of all cases (-15 percent). 


This total includes both out-o-f·wedlock births where paternity was legally established and cases in 


which paternity establishment was not necessary (e.g., i~-wedlock births and l;1Ses where the 


noncustodial parent is the child's mother.) A child support order was established in about one-third 


of all cases (31 percent), and at least one chiid support payment was received in about one-fifth of 


I 
~•the cases (18 pt'rcenr).:W Only about 7 percent o{ the cases te«Jved payments in more than half 

"( .-"",contIfiU"...) 
than the national avef2ge, and the national percentage of AFDC households with no marriage tie is higher for ,.
bla.cks thlln for whites. 

<-Vfhe figures in this section are derived from the Con{roi Card SIlmple, The fr1!;tion of cases in which the 
absent paWl! was legally identified and the fraction ...·ith ;; -child suppon order were also estimated using the Ilarger file drawn from the computer system. Thtse estimates were,}& percent and 21 percent. respectively. both 
lower than the figures obtained. using the contTt)1 card datll., There ate ~\'ernl possible explanations for this 
disparity. First. the follow-up period for the Control Card $ample was slighdy longer, and afew cax:s establi~hed 
paternity or a child support order too l;;~ for this information to appear in the computer system, Second, there I 

(continued.. ,) ..•1 
-10- . I 
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FIGURE 1 


PROGRESS AS OF MAY 1991 OF 100 TYPICAL CHILD SUPPORT CASES 

OPENED IN 1987-89 IN THE TWO STUDY COUNTIES 


All cases 

Abs4nt parent 
legally Identlflid 

Child support order 
ever established Any payment made 

Regular paymerns 
(Any payment made 
in 50% or more of 
the months owed) 

100 45 31 18 7 

NOTE: Figures represent pe«:entages of the 187 caSas for which child support case records were reviewed. 



the months when one was due. Since these figures do not cover the full life of these CSE cases, the 

number of cases that ~ever" reach these milestones is probably somewhat higher, However, the data 

In Section V suggest that rate of activlty an cases slows considerably if no progress 15 made in the 'I
first 2·3 ye3rs, 

II• I Although useful as a broad overview. Figure 1 masks important differences in the progress 

of cases whose status differed when they entered the system. Figures 2, 3, and 4 examine these I 

patterns. IFigure 2 mustrates the fact that cases enter the system in very different situations. For 

example, the noncustodial parent had already been legally identified at the caSe open date in 32 

percent of cases, usually because the children were born to a married couple, the noncustodial parent 't 
was the child's mother. or paternity had been legally established prior to that point,ll In nearJy 

half of these cases (15 percent of the overall tOtal). a child SUppOl"t order was also in place when the I 
case opened. These orders may have been established during a divoree settlement or through earlier 

CSE efforts. The rest of the cases in which the noncustodial parent was legally identified at the case t 
open date (17 percent of :aU cases) had no child suppOrt order in place,l: However, as migh( be 

expected given the earlier data on the prevalence of nonmarital births. the vast majority of cases (69 I 

I 
I 

percent) began the study period needing both paternity and child support order establishment. This 

helps to explain why the task facing CSE staff is so difficult. i' 
Figure 3 shows how the progress of cases during the study period differs depending on the 

initial case status. In the most common situation Qabeled Status A). where both paternity and child :. 
W(...continutd} .. 

is some evidence that the computer systtm was not always updated correctly when paternity or child support 
orders were tstablished. Third, the computerized data includes only rurrent information. thus. paternity or child 
support order data may have been deleted from the system when cases dosed (e,g.. because the youngest child ,Ireached age 18), Fourth, the computer system file wu organiUli by (hlld, while the control card file was 
organiud by case; this could cause a disparity depending on the number of children in P'\rtku!ar COUts, For 
example. if the analysis looked at two cases, one with three children (paternity established for all three) and one 
with one child (paternity not established), the child-based dam would suggest that paternity was established for I 
75 percent of the children while the c.ue-bu~ data would say it had been establiShed for 5C percent of ca$es. 
Fifth, the 13 cases for which no usable control card data were available may have been cases that were less likely 
to establish paternity and a support order, If these cases had been coded and included in the control cud sample, 
the pe~ctntages may h,we been lower. 

lIThe data .in this figure are, i.n part. an artifact of the data collection methodology. A'S noted earlier. some 
of th~ cues may have ente~~ the CSE system earlier than the case open date. Thus, the statu!; of a Cl1St 011 

the case open date does not necessarily correspond to its status when it first entered the CSE system, This meam '.
1 

that {he study period does not always cover aU of the CSE program's activities and accomplishmenu for.lI cues. " 

llThese may be households in which the {».rents are married and living apart but not legally sepanited. Thus, 
paternity establishment is not needed, but no support order was established during a legal divorce or separation. I 
Such households :lccount for about 15 percent <if aU AFDC cases nationwide. 

-11­ '' '.J 
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FIGURE 2 


STATUS OF CHILD SUPPORT CASES IN THE TWO STUDY COUNTIES 


AT CASE OPEN DATE 


Absent parent not leoally 
Identified; no child support moor 

(69%) 

Absent parent legally Identltiod; 
child support order in place 

Absent parent legally identHled; 
no child StJPPOrt order 

NOTE: Figura i11pl'e$(lnt percentages 01 the 1a7 casas for which child support case records were reviewed 



FIGURE 3 


PROGRESS AS OF MAY 1991 OF 300 TYPICAL CHILO SUPPORT CASES OPENED IN 1987-89 

IN THE TWO STUDY COUNTIES. BY STATUS AT CASE OPEN DATE 


Regular payments 
(Any payment made 

Status al An cases In Noncustod!al parent Chl1d support order In SQ%. or more of 
Case Open Data this statU$ '''9ally I_led war established Any payment made the months owed} 

STATUS A 

Noncustodial parent 
not legally Identlfled; 
No child support 
order 
(69% 01 all eases) 

100 20 17 11 5 


STATUSB 

Noncustodial parent 
109"11y idenlilled: 
No ~hild support 
order 
(17% 01.".,....) 

100 100 26 19 10 


STATUSC 

Noncustodial parenl 
legally Identllted; 
Chlld $Upport order 
In place 
(15% of all cases) 

15100 100 100 52 
NOTE: Figures r6pfU9flt percGntag$S of the 187 cases for whleh child support cas& records Wets revlewed. 

__"../7 _, ... _ .• "".iIIIi _ .. _ .'. _,-_ •.•
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I· 
suPPOrt order establishment were required, one-fifth of the cases reached the first stage Qegal.1 . 

t 

identification of the noncustodial parent), In the cases where the noncustodial parent was legally 


identified when the case opened (Statuses B and C). part of the job Iud already been done, although 


I 

the remaining steps still presented major challenges. For example, in Path B, where the 


noncustodial parent was legally identified before the case open da:e out no child support order 


existed, .:hil~ support orders were established only about one-fourth (26 percent) o{·the time • 
.­

Figure -4 combines the data from the three previous figures, It illustrates that many of the I cases that re~ched the key milestones before the end of the study period (noncustodial parent legally 

identified Jd child support order established) had already reached these points when the cases , 
I 

I 
opened. For example, in more than two-thirds of the cases where the noncustodial parent wa.s ever 

• 
legally identified. this was already true on the case open date. This suggests that the number of cases

I where the CSE program was able to make substantial progress is relatively small. 

In sum. the data suggtst that the system's inabiliry to establish lemparentage and obtal!!.. 

support ord~rs for AFDe children is the most critical reason for low overall rates of payment.~)I _... ... ... ---"," 
Difficult:ies in the enforcement of child suppon orders. though clearly presem, affect only the 

I relatively small fraction of cases in which orders are in place. The nen section focuses in detail on, 
the first stage in the process, in an attempt to understand why so few cases reach the initial , 
esrablishment milestones. tJ. I}/",. t~J. ..I - I~~.'>' 'I~" "'""1"--rf'1P:.n;. f ((.~~ c ....~ 

if .{:.f/-.- vo!-'-17 {",....I v. Th~ Elm 51.." Iln.bli.bin~ P'lmllty and • Child S!l1ll'0rt Order (. I . .r ~;. ''Y' _ .1. '-hi) 

• There arc two prerequisites to collecting support for any child! (1) the identity of the 

noncustodiallparent must he legally established if the child was not born to a marned couple~ and 

(2) a child support order must be set to inform the noncustodial parent how mud and when he 

I I 
must pay. From the preceding seetion, it is clear that most AFDC child support cases never reach 

• either of thes1e esstntial milestones. This section examines why this is true, 

The section begins by focusing on the key preliminary steps and activities that are typicaliy 

required to reach the establishment phase. Information obtained through staff interviews lS used 

I to explain why casts frequently do not progress smoothly through these stages. The section 

concludes by! presenting quantitative data that illustrate the results of staff efforts and generally 

suppOrt the k~ points they raised. For the most part, this section focuses: on cases that entered theI I 

I 
llOther stud!es have reached the same conclusion. See, e.g., Meyer, 1992. 

I -12­
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FIGURE 4 

PROGRESS AS OF MAY 1991 OF 100 TYPICAL CHILD SUPPORT CASES OPENED IN 1987-89 
IN THE TWO STUDY COUNTIES, BY STATUS AT CASE OPEN DATE 

Status at NoncustodIal patent ChUd support or$;r 
l&gslly Identified $Wr estabtlshed Any payment made Case Qpen Date All eases-

STATUS A 

Norw;u$todIal paren! 
klgatly idantl8ed; 
ohild support 01 

(69% of an cas, 

• ;:;ST".:::ru=S~B 
mnK;\Jstodlal parenl 
legally l«:ktntllled; 
ChIki support 0 

{17% of an cas, 

STATUSC 

Noncustodial pal 
legally k:h.mtllloo; 
sl.iJ'P01t ordfllr II 

... 
"". 

..... 

... 
lid ,. 

, 

~ 

69 '3 

~ - - 17 
17 

'S ~ 

.S 

12 
~ 

4 '--­
-. 8 

.... 3 

15 
~ 8 

{15%.ct all cas 

45 31 1S'100 

'rho numberS repr$$efltlng -any payment made- do not total 1 a because of rounding. 

----~~--.---.-,--.-.-'-
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I study period needing both paternity establishment and a support order (those in Status A in Figure 

3), since the, data available for these cases seem to present the most complete picture of CSE 

act)VltJes,I 	
I 

A. Th. r...,limj••O' SIl:l>' 

I 	 SeverJl preliminary steps are generally required to establish paternity and a support order for 
I . 

an AFDC child, These basic tasks must be accomplished in all statts. However. the particular legal 

and organizational structure of each state's CSE program affects the way they occur there. The keyI 	 , 
stages ,orresp~md roughly to the division of staff responsibilities under the specialized organiutional 

mode! described in Section m, The stages are: 
I 

I
• • AFDe Application Interview. Under the Social Security Act, AFDC 

applicants are required to transfer their child suppOrt rights to the s.tate for 
as long as they remain on assistance, and to ~cooperate ~·ith [he State in 
est~blishing the paternity of a child born out of wedlock ... and in obtaining

I support payments." In the State that is the focus of this. s.tudy. applicants 

I 
mus.t complete an Absent Parem Basic Inforrru:tion Form, which requests <I 

wide variety of information about each noncustodial parent: name, address.. 
phone number, sodal security number, place and date of birth, race, sex, 

I 
employment information, past military service, arrest record, vehicle 
ideiltification data, and information about the noncustodial parents' parents. 
among other items. If the custodial parem cannot identify one individual 
with certainty, information may be obtained on more than one putative 

• 	
fath'er, This form is transferred to the CSE program,24

I , 

• 	 Child Support Intak<: Appointment. The child support division of the 
State human set\"tces agency attempts to hold a separate CSE Intake 

I 
t Interview with each approved AFDC applicant.l~ The purpose of this 

interview is to obtain the custodial parent's signa.ture on a Paternity 
Complaint (if paternity has not beetl established ror some or all 'of her 
children), to obtain additional information about the noncustodial p.arent 
that Iwill assist in locating him, or to ask additional questions if no putative 

I 
lathe'r was named during the AFDe application interview, The custodial 
parent must sign a Paternity Complaint in order for paternity to be 
established. At this point. it is also possible to determine what steps are 

I 
necessary to process the case (e.g' j paternity establishment. child support 
order esrabHshment, coHection. etc.). 

• 	 I 
:!fOurin& the study perioo. wbtn the AFDC and CSE progrnms maintained separate data systems. the Absent 

Parent Basic Information Form itself was sent to CSE. With the state's new dau system, this information may 

I be transmitted eleetronieally, 
;!~Jf his wbereabduts are known, the noncustodial parent is invited to tbis interview. However. stiff report 

tbat few attend. : 

I -13­
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·1 
• 	 Location of the Noncustodial Parent. In moSt cases, it is necessary for 

CSE staff to locale the non(:ustodiai parent in order to establish paternity or 
a suppOrt order. or to enforce an existing order. The specific location •
activities vary according to {he Idnc of information that is available, but 
most involve searches of large computerized databases that can be accessed I 
via the CSE compmer system. (Federal regulations :-equire states to access 

certain data sources where appropnate.) The most critical piece of 

information is the nonclJstodial parent's social security number, which 
 I 
aHows staff to access wage and employment information reported by 

employers in the Unemployment Insurance (1;1) system. tax records, and a 

variety of other databases. Another important source of tnformation is the 
 I 
Department of Motor Vehicles. which can sometimes provide a social 

security number if the noncustodial parent has. a driver's license and his 

name md birthdate are known. Postal verification letters are used to 
 tdetermine whether the noncustodial parent receives mail at specific addresses. 

• 	 Establishment of Paternity and a Support Order. Once the noncustodial I
parent is located, CSE staff must contact him to begin the process of 

establishing paternity (if needed) and a child suppOrt order. In the study 

State. this generally involves a court hearing. although the noncustodial 

parent may choose to stipulate (admit) to being the father and agree to pay 

child suppon. Before COurt hearings, it is generally necessary for the 

sheriff's department to personally serve the noncustodial parent with Jega! 
 :,I 
papers stating that he has been named as a father. As noted earlier, private 
law firms are contracted to represent the CSE agency in court. 

IThe analysis below iUustrates how the three broad factors described earlier - excesslve 

workloads, difficulty in l~ting noncustodial parents, and lad of cooperation by parents - hamper 

the efforts of CSE staff and cause large numbers of cases to become "stranded" at each of the I 
prdiminary stages described above. 	 '. 

1. AFDC Application Interview. The AFDC application interview is potentially the 


most important opportunity to obtain reliable information about the identity and whereabouts of 
 " 
noncustodial parents. All custodial parents attend a face~to·face interview with a human servICes I 
department staff person; many are probably in COntact with noncustodial parents; and the provision 

of this information is a condition of AFDe eligibility.1f. However, tn practice, the high volume I 
of cases processed by AFDC staff and the mability or unwlllingness: of many custodial parents to 

, 
fully cooperate 'With the system conspire to limit the amount of information that is typicallyr 	 I 

I 
UAFDC applicants can request a ~good cause~ exemption from providing infoouatiofi about the noncustodial 


parent jf they fear for their pen:onal nfety, If good cause i.s gr.mttd, the case is not transferred to the child 

suppon agem::y. This analysis does not include information about these cases:, but staff suggested that a relatively 

small fraction of cases fall into this category. 
 ~ 

·14· I 
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collected, Without this information, many dlild support cases are handicapped befo!"e they begin.1
; 

The ~rst problem is that it is difficult for AFDC workers to operationalize the requirement 

I 
 to cooperate. Some fraetJo!') of the custodial parents (probably not large) do not know the {jl:thers 


• 
of their children or, if they do, know little about them. Others may have been in touch with the 

father at sOnJc point. but mve since lost contact with him.!' Still others may be in regular contact 

but do not ~ish to provide information about his !demhy andlor whereabouts, for some of the 

I 

reawns described below. Unfortunately, it is nearly impossibie to determine whicb situation applies 


in a given case and thus is difficult to use the threat of denial of AFDC ben~E.u to cO~'pel custodial ~....:.~? 

parents: to cooperate fully, 

I Federal regulations: require states to define cooperation to include attending interviews and 

hearings and, providing "verbal or written information, or documentary evidence, known to.

I possessed by,~ or reasonably obtainable by the applicant or recipient: In practit;e. however. only 

the most blatant forms of noncooperation (e.g., missed appointments) are readily apparent. In cases 

where the custodial parem: simply does not provide much information, the ~urde~ll.generally_oo" 
the starf !2...flrov~_thaLshe-did.not.cooper~!!. fuUr; this is very diffi-cult to accomplish given the 

I limited resouices available to AFDC and CSE st~f, tv» N ... ""<., 10/", G..-",..t 

This problem is exacerbated by the faCt that completion of the Absent Parent &sic 

Information F,orm is one relatively minor part of a long and complex AIDe application interview,I , 

which focusesiprimarily on financial eligibility. Although both CSE and AIDe staff work for the 

I same agency, the divisions are administratively separate and, during the period under study, used 

different mankgemem information systems (this is true in many states). Thus, the AFDC 

application interview is conducted by staff who nave little expenise in child support maHeU, andI , 
, 

few incentives 10 focus much attention on this issue. CSE staff noted that the Absent Parent Basic 

I 
I 
I 

}} A study of ~aternity prQemt'$ in eight sites found that CSE mll.rul.gers frequently cited poor information 
providtrl in welfa~e appiiClltion interviews M one of the key barriers to effective paternity establishment. The 
authors conclude that this is more likely to be true when the CSE 2nd AFDC programs are housed in different 
agencies. The dau: in this paper suggest thllt the problem ~n exist even when the twO programs are operated 
by the same agericy. See Charles Adams, David undsbergen, and David Hecht, "inter·Organi2ational 
Dependencies and Patemity Establishment." Paper prepared for Paternity Establishment, A Public Policy 

• 
Conference, Washington, D.C .• February 2f.r27, 1~2, 

lIQther research suggests that unmarried nOllcustodi:.a1 f2then are often dosely connected to custodial parent$ 
and children at the rime of birth. For example, one study found that 60 percent of unmarritrl fathers were 
present at the binhs of their children. However, these fathers may lose contact over time, and many custodial 
parents do not apply for AFDC immediately after their child is born. (About half the children in the 

I computeriz.ed file tlsed in this analysis were at least -4 years oid at the case open date.) See Esther Wattenberg, 
Rose Brewer, and Michael Resnick, "Executive Summary of a Study of Paternity Dt(is~ons~ Perspectives from 
Young Mothers and Fathers: Summary of a report prepared for the Ford Foundation, February 1991. 
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I 
Information Form often arrives from the AFDe unit with little useful information, In extreme I 
cases, the noncustodial parent may be identified by a name like "John Unknown," and the form 

may include his race and little else. I'2. Child SUPPQrt Intake. During visits to counties, it became clear that the volume 


of new cases made it impossible for CSE staff to interview aU custodial parents who were referred 
 Ifrom the AFDC unit in a timely manner." In April 1991, County B intake staff were 

interviewing custodial parents who had .1ppiied for AFDC in August 1990 (an eight-month lag), I'Sy the time the interviews were scheduled. some of the custodial parents were no longer receiving 

AFDC. During a visit to County A a few months later. generic case workers were also supposed 

to interview the custodial parent in all new cases. However. the CSf case workers were responsibie I 
for 600 to 800 cases each. were receiving 25 to )0 new cases per month. -and could not. hope to 

interview all custodial parents within a shon period after application. lO I 
Faced with this overwhelming volume of work. intake staff and supervIsors typically 


developed a "triage" system: Staff quickJy evaluated cases and worked first with those wbere 
 I 
progress seemed most likely. Other cases received much less attention. The criteria for rating the 

difficulty of cases varied from worker to worker. One worker said that ~ases where chUd"support I 
was already_being.paid (this information is sometimes obtained during the AFDC interview) ~ 

pushed to the- frQrtt of the- line, Another said that cases where the custodial parent showed interest I 
~ 

and requested quick action were interviewed more quickly (although the staff person also noted that 

this happens: much less often WJth AFDC cases than with non~AFDC cases, where child support I 
directly affects the custodial parent's income). Another, perhaps only half-jokingly, :said that she 

targeted cases where available income data showed that the noncustodial parent "makes more than I' 
a child suppOrt casc worker." 


One case worktr described how clerical staff began the process by conducting some mutine 
 I! 
automated location attempts usi~g the information collected on the Absent Parent Basic Information 


Form. IT these turned up useful leads. the worker would schedule an intake interview with the 
 I' 
custodial parent. Other cases received lower priority and, in some instances, were not interviewed 

at all. As wit) be described below, formal or informal strategies that prioritize cases based on the 

2'If paternity has already b~ esublished lI:t this point (or is not necessary). it is not strictly ne!:~ry for 
the CSE lI.gency to interview the custodial parent. If the legal father is known, the State will pursue child support 
With or without the custodial parent's oooperation. H01lO-eve-r, the inform.uion she can provide during suth 1I 

$e$$ion can be critical to location effortS. 
'Vfhe study State's AFDC case-load grew by 22 percent btt'Wtefl 1990 and 1991. 
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I 
quality of available location information are pervasive at all stages in the process. 

When staff do attempt to interview custodial parents. the issue of noncooperation becomes 

rdevant. This is first manifested in the no-show rate for intake interviews. Staff in the County B 
I 

intake unit scheduJed 14 interviews per daYj on (he assumption that 7 custodial parents would show '.
I 

up (no-show, rates of 50 percent are also seen in employment .programs for AFDC re~ipients).I 	 ,When a cust6&al parent does not show up for either of tWO scheduled interviews and does not caU 

to reschedul~. CSE staff report her noncooperation to the AFDC division, CSE staff knew little 

I about how regularly AFDC workers followed up on these reports) but suspected that their 

workloads prevented quick action. In some cases, the custodial parent is: no longer receiving AFDC 

I by the time notification of noncooperation is received. 
I 

As is the case in AFDC application interviews, custodial parents often fail to provide useful

I 	 I 

information ?uring CSE imake inten·jews. Staff who conduct intake interviews cited the following 

factors in discussing why custodia] parents might or might not be willing to provide complete 

I information land to continue cooperating after the initial interview: 

• Some custodial parents are receiving informal child support that is notI 	 reponed to the AFDe program. and are reluctant to jeopardize this by 
identifying the noncustodial parent. 

I • If the custodial, parent is receiving AFDC because of some temporary 
C;ircumstafiCe and expects to be off assistance soon, she may be more likely 
to cooperate because the child support would soon be paid to her diret::t1y.

I 	 , 
• 	 The noncustodial parent and custodial parent may be living together without 

ihformjng the AFDC system.ll 

I • The current state of the relationship between the parents is a major factor. 
For example, if the relationship is poor, the custodial parent may identify 
the noncustodial parent to "get back at him."I 	 , 

The end result is that' many cases are "deferred" at this early point because the agency simply 
. ,I has no leads 
. 

to pursue. Deferred 
, 

cases are reviewed periodically (e.g., the custodial parent is 

recontacted land automatic Icomputer inquiries continue)1 but generally seemed 10 receive low 

I priority. Other cases are dosed, for example, because the custodial parent tS no longer on AFDC 

when she is interviewed, or because the noncustodial patent is deceased, 

I 
HSome O'f these couples ma~ have been eligible for assistance under the AFDC-UP program for two-parentI families, However> at the time Of the vrnts, the State had only recently created its AFDe-UP program, and staff 

felt that knowledge of the program was not yet widespread in the community, 

.' 
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noncustodial parents. 

·1 
3. Location, 	 Location efforts typically begin soon after a case opens and contmue 

:oughout its existence, J1 The fact that location is cOflSldered :II distinct stage in the CSE process 

_________/d, at some points, was handled by specialized .>.talf suggests that it is rarely straightforward to find I: 

"('f)V ~..know where the noncustodial parent was several months earlier, but not where he is currently. 

\ V The ben example is wag~reporting information, Each quarter. employers rtpon: to the 

f~<I \~ State's Unemployment Insurance (UI) program on the wages paid to each of their employees, If I 
1.J; 'lv-~ 	the noncustodial parent's socia) security number is available, CSE staff can access a work history 

for him that includes both quarterly earnings and the name of each employer in the quaner. This I 
can be an excellent source of information about a noncustodial parent's recent work history, and 


these data are used routinely in almost aU CSE C~1Ses. Unfortunately, reliable data are typically not 
 .1 
available until six months after the earnings occur. Thus, when CSE staff receiv-e the data and 

contact the noncustodial parent's last employer, they frequently find that he no longer works there, I 
One CSE case worker suggested that if an uncooperative noncustodial parent moves and changes 

jobs morc than once every six months. he is nearly impossible to find without assistance (e.g" from I 
the custodial parent) or luck. 

Once again, with an overwhelming workload, location specialists tended to focus on the cases I 
where progress was most likely. One location worker in County B. with a caseload of more than 

700, potnted to a vast mound of paper on her desk, which she described as her "maiLM For the I 
most part, these were responses to various inquiries she had made attempting to locate the 

noncustodial parents in her caseload. Many of these inquiries are initiated automatically by the I 
ULocation effom are not alw:ays necesury, In romeCJlSeS, the absent p4tem', wheieabouts<1re already known 

when the ca!ie opens. in others. a child support order is already in place, and only collection activities are I 
required. However. most (ases require location efforts. at $Orne point. 
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Much of the activity rewrded on Control Card narratives is related to 

location efforts. and inability to keep track of noncuStodial parents is perhaps the greatest single Ifrustration for staff. Several facton help to explain why location is often so difficult. 

First, although the location tools available to staff seem potent, their limits quickly become 

apparent, especially since staff rely solely on these methods and virtually never leave the office to I 
locate noncustodial parents. In most cases, the automated data sources available to CSE staff provide 

information that is several months old. This can be quite useful in working with cases where the I 
noncustodial parent works steadily and lives in the same place for some time, but is of limtted use 

in locating a parent who moves and changes jobs frequently and seldom informs the CSE program I 
of these movements, There is a pervasive sense that staff are not operating in "real time"; they 

I 



I· I f 
I ' 

computer system. The wor~er described how she first tried to work with her "good. mail" {cal 

h IIruse u ')"b d mal at dHl~--____ 

'1 
I wereh t e mquuy" uncovered" pocenua f I"mtormatlon, va 'I" - .I.e., responses t h I 

not produce useful leam - had to wait, :and these cases might eventually be deferred. This might 

mean that only periodic automated searches would be initiated,)) 

Freq~ent AFDC case closures also hindered location effofts, In general, when a custodial I , 
parent leaves' AFDC, she is not obligated to continue receiving CSE services, and can instruct .the 

, 
CSE program to Stop working on her case. Although a noncustodial parent may be held liable for 

I th~ AFDe p~yments made to his children. it is in fa~ difficult to pursue: this" state debt" in cases , ..,
"""" .... w". , 

where paterniry has not even been estahlished. Some worken speculated that AFDe recipients H,;......-",-,? 
sometimes briefly closed their cases for one or two months when CSE staff were about TO locate /IJe.."........t.... 


• 
I 

-- W 
the noncustodial parent (e,g•• they had caUed and asked to speak with him). Other workers felt that ~..t'«::,~... 
these shifts ~ere more likely to be caused by AFDC rules or the unstable life CIrcumstances of ~*, ..... MbL 

custodial par~nts. and were seldom related to CSE issues.'" 

I 4. Establishment. Most workers saw the first goal of the establishment stage as 

"getting legaljservke." Cases wlfh good location informadon would be referred to the attorneys. , 
who would then request that the sheTiff's office serve the noncustodial parent with legal papersI 
informing him that he had been named the father of;1 specific child. Once the noncustodial parent 

I 'Was ~served," he would have to admit to being the father, request a blood test, or attend a pa.ternity 

hearing in court to argue his case. If he failed to attend this hearing. the court would likely enter 

I a "default .. ju~gment establishing him as the legal father.!S 

Serving a noncustodial parent in person obviously requires highly reliable location 

inf/Jrmati()n'~l In some cases, this is not availahle even in cases that are officially deemed ~located,"I 
, 

Fot example, under the specialized organizational structure, where cases are passed from unlt to unit 

I 
 as they move through the process, establishment staff complained that many cases that were 


I "Federal regulations require states to renew location efforts on tnese difficuit cases quarterly. (n tne CSE 
office described above, supervisors had developed 'systems to ensure that suff "touched" (i.e.• took some action 
on) every Clue periodic.llly, However, even these goals were Orten difficult to achieve. In addition, staff

I interviews suggest thit tbe definition of "touching- sumed to be open to $Orne interpretation. 
kOrher researcb confirms tbat ffill:ny AFDC recipients move on a.nd off assistance frequently due to 

adminlsrnuive is.rues, employment, changes in family status, and other reasons, See, e.g., Paul Warren and David 

I 
 Maxwell·Jolly, "'How California's Welfare Dynamic Affects Work Programs Sucb as GAIN." 

'''The noncustodial parent has 30 days to contest this judgment. 

I 
'"It is possible to obtain "substitute service" through a relative or someone else who knows where the 

noncustodial parent is and agrees to pass along the information. However j this is considered much less reliable 
than penonal seryice because a noncustodial parent who fails to attend a' nearing and has not been served 
peuonaUy can later claim that he was not infonned about the hearing. 
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transferred to them from the location unit were "not rea!!y located." An example would be a case 


where the Nlocation~ was based primarily on ponal verification$. This would indicate that the 


noncustodial parent has been receiving mail at a given address but, in many cases, does not prove 


that he lives there. Thus, it might be difficult for the sheriff to find the noncustodial parent at this 


location. Some staff suggested that the functional division of responsibilities treated a situation 
 Iwhere workers at earlier nages clid not "suffer the consequences" of poor work.. 

In other cases, reliable location information is available at the time service is requested) but 

delays and backlogs prevent the sheriffs office from taking immediate action. Then. by the time 

service is attempted, the location information is obsolete, Staff also complained that the sheriffs 

office was not persistent enough. often attempting to get service only once or twice. In these cases, '.
I 

CSE had the option 01 using a private process-server, which seemed to achieve SOffielJ,'hat better 

results. I 
Recognizing the potential problems with this adversarial approach, some staff attempted to 


avoid the necessity of:a hearing whenever reliable location jnformation v,-;u available and a paternity 


complaint had been signed. As noted above, in the study State) both establishment steps must be 
 • 
accomplished by a judge (or hearing officer, whh the judge's approval). However, if the I 
noncustodial parent is willing to "stipulate~ (admit) to paternity and agree to pay the appropriate 

amount of child support prior to a court hearing, a judge can simply approve the order, thereby 

eliminating the need for a hearing.17 

Some establishment specialists work~ hard to persuade alleged lathers to stipulate to 

paternity. These workers would routinely attempt to contact the alleged noncustodial parent and '. 
I 

schedule an appointment for him at the CSE office. Ifhe appeared. staff would describe the benefiu I 
01 establlshing paternity and also explain that blood tests are highly accurate and would eventually 

identify him even if he did not stipulate that he was the father. They would also explain that child 

support orders are: generally set accorcling to uniform guidelines that leave little discretion to coutts. •
Thus, the same order would likely result from a COurt hearing or a stipulation. A few staff said I 
they made these efforts because they recognized how much a stipulation could accelerate the process 

and save valuable court time. Others noted that the private attorneys wert often inexperienced in I 

I 


"Many eSE programs art mempting to increase voiunury acknowloogments a5 a strategy for decreasing the I 
length of the paternity procen and increasing the number of paternities embli$hed, See. e,g.. Ad;lms et aL, 1992. 
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I· 
I child support enforcement matters and failed to handle cases effectively 0\'1thout the assistance of 

I 

CSE mff. 


Although quite useful in rhe long run, effoTt.\ to increase stipulations were not the rule. 


I 

Many establishment workers .5aid they routinely referred all cases to the legal fifm without 


attempting to schedule an appointment with the noncustOdial parent. Some workers said they did 


this because 'meeting with noncustodial parents took too much time; others simply did not see 


interviews as part of their job. In this instance. it appeared that the system was simpj): not set up


I to encourage voluntary cooEfration by noncustodial parents. 

----- - .... 

I B. The Results 

The qualitative data above highlight the extraordinary difficulties staff face in locating 

I noncustodial parents, the overriding importance of fl~ocatability" in determining whether cases are 

I 
able to progress through the CSE process, and the key role p~ayed by custodial parents in furnishing 

initial information about the identity and whereabouts of the noncustodial parents of their children. 

I 
Staff strategies for coping 'With large caseloads suggest that cases considered strong by these criteria 

would progr~ss through the system, while others might easily bog down. The quantitative 

information supports this picture. 

1.: Where Do Cases Bog Down? When researchers visited County B in 1991, staff in 

eacb of the m~jor functional specialties were asked to estimate the fraction of ca~ that successfully • 
, 

I 
I moved throJgh their stage in the CSE process, The sequential case-bandling system made it 

relatively easj, to isolate each stage tn the process beause staff could think concretely about the 

fraction of cases they were able to "complete" and pass on to the next unit, Their estimates were 

as foHowS! 

I • Intake staff estimated rhat one-trurd of all cms were deferred a.t this point 

I 
because there were no leads to follow. Another 10 to 15 percent were 
dosed, because the custodia] parent was no longer receiving AFDe when she 
W!lS interviewed, tbe noncustodial parent was deceased, or for other reasons. 
T~us. roughly 5S percent of cases were passed on for location efforts. 

I • Location staff estimated that they had "3 good chance~ to locate roughly 
two-thirds of the cases referred from the intake unit. This would be about 
37: percent of all case~ (two-thirds of 55 percent). 

I 
I • Establishment staff estimated that paternity was eventuaUy established for 

about two-thirds of the cases referred from the location unit (or 25 percent 
of all cases). 
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Combining these estimates, as in Figure 5, suggests that J5 to 40 percent of cases are ever Ilocated, and roughly.25 percent establish paternity. A large proportion of location problems can 


be attributed to incomplete or insufficient information provided by custodial parents, since such a 
 Ilarge fuction of cases are never even referred for formallocatior. efforts. 


'MDRC's analysis of Control Card data produced similar results, although it was not possihle 
 Ito examine the link between intake and location using these data. In -anaiy-zing the results of 


location activities, MDRe created a strict definition of a successful location effort. In order to be 
 Iconsidered "located," a case had to meet one of the following criteria; 

• 	 Personal Contact. There was personal or telephone contact between the 

noncustodial parent and either CSE staff or staff in some other agency 

asso<:iated with the process. This would include office intervjews~ phone 
 •
conversations, attendance by the noncustodial parent at a court hearing) 

personaJ st"rvice by the sheriff, or other personal contacts. I 


• 	 Other Verified Information. The noncustodial parent was also considered 
to have been "foundn if CSE staff confirmed his current place of I 
employment j if he paid suppon during the foHow-up period, or if he was 
confirmed to be in jail or prison;'*' I 

By this definition, just over one-third of the cases that needed both paternity and support 


order establishment (those in Status A in Figure 3) were ever located by CSE staff during the follow­


up period. Of these, a little more than half - or 20 percent of the overall total - reached the stage 
 II 
of paternit}· establishment. I

2. Wbich Cases Make Progress? As noted earlier. some observers have suggested that 


child support agencies often do not stress paternity establishment (especially in cases involving 
 Iyoung noncustodial parents) because such efforts are expensive, unlikely to produce payments in the 


short run, and damaging to a state's cost-effet:tiveness ratio and federal incentive payments. (Of 
 Icourse, wirh a growing fraction of AIDe ases headed by never~married mothers. paternity cases 


represent a large fraction of all AFDC child support cases, which is why the Family Suppon Act 
 Irequires states to improve their paternity establishment performance.) 


The experience: in the study counties appears to have been slightly different, especially during 


the period when workers specialized in one phase of the CSE process. Under this organizational 
 I 

I
nThis df!finhion dots not net;essarily conform to any operational standard used in the CSE program. 

However, it was both relatively easy to recognize and code in the Control Cards and seemed to reflect the 
conserrnu among staff about the trpe~ of 100000tion information that tended to be most useful. For ex.ample, staff 
were wary of postal verifications and unconfirmed reports from custodial parents about the ",'hereabouts of I 
noncustodial parents, so these were not considered V1lid. 

I 

I 
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FIGURE 5 


STAFF ESTIMATES REGARDING THE PROPORTION OF AFDC CSE CASES 

EVER REACHING KEY MILESTONES IN THE PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT PROCESS 


cases referred Cases ever refeffed Cases located and Paternity established 
fromAFOC to from CSE Intake unit referred for establishment 

CSE Intak$ unit to Iocatlon unit of patemtly 



I 
model, there were few incentives for intake. location, or establishment workers to consider the I 
likelihood of payment in their decisions about how to prioritize cases. Their performance was 

evaluated on factors related to their functional area (e.g., number of interviews conducttd, taking I
the proper location steps, etc,). and staff insisted that they attempted to establish paternity for all 

cases that needed it. At these early stages, the abihty to locate the nom:ustodial parent appears 10 Ibe the overriding factor determining whkh cases progress through the system/~ 

Not :surprisingly, Staff suggested that cases where the noncustodial parent does not move or Ichange jobs frequently are most likely to move forward because these characteristics make location 

possible. They also highlighted cooperation by custodial parents as a critical factor. The 

quantitative data used for this paptr provide little evidence on this queStion because no reliable I 
information was available on the employment and residential patterns of the noncustodial parents 

or the types of information and assistance provided by custodial parents. However, the data do I 
suggest thai rates of paternity establishment {in 05eS where it is needed) are bigher among blacks 

than among whites (see e.g" Table 2). Other studies suggest that black unwed absent fathers are I 
more likely 10 live near and have frequent contact with their children than their white 

counterparts.~ This could serve to enhance their "locatability." The data also show that paternity I 
establishment rates are slightly higher for children born just before the case open date, whiCh is 

consistent with other research cited earlier about the patterns of interaction between never~married I 
fathers and their children. 

Finally, it is intettsting to note that simply having a legally identified noncustodial parent I 
does not necessarily mean that locating this parent) establishing an order, and collecting payments 

will be easy. In fact. it seems clear that knowing the identity of the- father i~ of little help unless I 
tbe system abo knows where he is. For example, there is a sharp difference between the- rate of 

child suppon order establtsbment among cases where paternity is established through the cffons of I 
CSE staff (nearly 90 percent of these cases obtained an order), and the corresponding rate in cases 

where paternity establishment was not required {only 26 percent of these: cases obtaitled an order)) I 
even though the identity of the noncustodial parent had been legally established in both instattCcs. 

This disparity probably stems from the fact that the successful paternity cases were located (indeed, I 
chad support orden are often set at the same hearing where paternity is established), a step that 

I 
"However, it $eems likely that, in the long run, case's that are easier to locate are tho~ whtre the absent 

parent worR" more steadily, lind these art likely to be the Slme cases where payment i1 most likely, 
~oben Lerman. "A National Profile of Young Unwed Fatners: Prepared for Conference on Unwed I 

Fathers, Catholic University, Washington, D.C., October 1, 1986, 
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I 
I appears 10 have presented difficulties in the majority of cases where paternity was nOt an issue. 

I 
3: How Long Does It Take? Some CSE staff noted that the constant pressure to focus 

on easier cases created a simation where ngood cases~ could make relatively rapid progress and 

difficult caseJ might be neglected for long periods, Once again. the data appear to bear oct their 

perceptions./However, it is important to note that factors beyond ihe control of CSE staff (e.g..I 
I 

the availabili9' of docket space, and the intensity of the sheriff's efforts to obtain service) help to 

I determine priocessing time, and also limit the speed with which any case can move through the, 
system. 

Although paternity establishment dates are not ayailable through the CSE computer system,

I it is possible to compare the paternity codes of groups of cases that entered the system at different 

times. Since ~he study period ended at the same time for all cases, this means that different cohorts 
. . 

of cases had been in the system for different lengths of time when the data were extracted. This 

provides a rough picture of the timing of paternity efforts. Figure u shows that children who

I entered the system in early 1987 and had four years of followoup (Bar 1) are only slightly more 

I 

likely to have had paternity established than those who entered in late 1989 and had two years of 

I fonow~up (Bar IV). Eleven percent of children in the former group had paternity established, 

compared to 9 percent of those in the lauer group. This suggests that if paternity is not established 

I within two years, it may be unlikely to bappen. 

Using the Control Card data, it is possible to obtain the date when a case was first located 

I and when p~ternity and a support order were established. An analysis of these data for the 

relatively small sample of cases n~ding both paternity and support orders "rho were in the system 

I for at least three years by May 1991 reveals roughly {he same pattern. For example, Figure 7 shows 

that: within the fint 18 months. about 31 percent of these cases were located sucr:essfully. However, 

I during the next 18 months, staff were able to locate only an additional 8 percent of the cases. This 

suggests that if a cast is not located relatively quickly, the chances or its ever happening drop 

I considerably.~t 

I VI. M9nilQtin~ and Enfordne Child Support Orders 

The p~evious sections illustrate that monitoring and enforcement of child support orders are 

I needed in nn,ly a relatively small fraction of all cases, since most noncustodial parents are never 

I ·'Other research confirms that CSE success rates tend to be higher when cases can be processed more quickly, 
Ste Meyer, 1992. 

I 
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FIGURE 6 

PATERNITY STATUS IN APRIL 1991 OF CHILD SUPPORT CASES OPENED IN 1987·89, 

BY CASE OPEN DATE 
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FIGURE 7 

CHILD SUPPORT CASES REACHING SELECTED MILESTONES WITHIN THREE YEARS 
OF CASE OPEN DATE 
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Ewu Located Evar EstabrlShed Ever Es1abll$hed a 
Paternity Child Support Order 

NOTE: Figures represent pereernages of the 12 casoo to( whleh chad support caM racotd$ ware r4M~ed, which were in Ute SystSffl for at 10051 3 years 
by May 1991, and which _ both patamlty and support orders estabnshed. 



I 
ordered to pay support. Nevertheless, these are a critical part of the CSE program's mission. I

As 111 other areas, the technological sophiStication of the collection and enforcement tools 


available to CSE staff has increased greatly in recent years. The most important tool for collections 
 IJS the Income Deduction Order (lDO), which allows staff to deduct child suppOrt payments directly 

from noncustodial parents' paychecks. Computerized monitoring SYStems inform workers fairly Iquickly when payments are not made .$(I that delinquent cases can be folJowed up, Staff can also 

intercept the tax returns or even lottery winnings of delinquent parents and, ultimately, refer them Ito court for contempt action. 


Although collections have grown substantially in recent years, the system's record is still 


relatively poor nationwide. In 1989, no payments were received in about one-fourth of the cases 
 I 
nationally that were supposed to receive payments. Another one-fourth received partial 

payments,41 In the study counties. Control Card d.m show that, (or about 40 percent of the cases I 
with orders in place, no payments were collected during the follow-up period.·) In about 23 

percent o( the cases with orders in place, payments were made in at least half the months for which I 
they were due. It appears that noncustodial parents were somewhat more likely to pay during the 

first few months after an order was set and generally less likely thereafter. In the thtee-month I 
period immediuely after an order was set noncustodial parents made.a payment in about 44 percent 

of the months. The: overall figure for ali months was 34 percent, I 
The three major challenges that affect CSE staff in other parts of the process - heavy 

workloads. inability to locate noncustodial parents, and lack of cooperation by patents - are also I 
present in the enforcement stage and limit the effectiveness of conection and enfor;:ement tools, 

Two examples are discussed below. I 

I
Child suppOrt payments have been deducted directly from the paychecks of noncustodial 


parents for some time. However. until recently. this method was used primarily with noncustodial 
 Iparents who failed to make court-ordered payments. More recently, the Family Support Act 

required st,ltes to begin to use wage withholding routinely in new support orders. 

In general. CSE staff in both counties agrttd that IDOs are ao extremely valuable tool for I 
collecting support payments. Staff noted that some noncustodial p.arenu prefer this arrangement 

I 
~1jhese dau are obtained from the Census and include all child support cases, :OOt JUSt AFDC cares. 

"Statinics from the study State show that, in the month of June 1991, approximatdy 31 percent of County 
 I 

A's AFDe cases with an obligation received any payment. 

I 

I 




I 
I as weI! because it means they do not have to remember to make payments. The Control Card data 

show that IDOs were successfully implemented at some point in about 40 percent of the cases with 

I orders. Payments tended to increase somewhat just after IDOs were pm in place, but it is not 

possible to determine how much of this is due to the fact that the noncustodial parent is employed, 

I 
 and how much to the presence of the IDO. 


However, the unstable employment patterns and low levels of cooperation that characterize 

the noncustodial parent population often make it difficult to implement withholding in practice.44 

I Most noncustodial parents do not routinely notify their CSE case worker when they get a new job. , 

In many instances, staff discover this employment by reviewing data from the quarterly wage 

I reporting system. However, as noted earlier, the data available through this system are typically 
, 

several months old. Thus, by the time staff contact the employer to verify employment and initiate 

an IDa, the noncustodial parent may be gone. The Control Cards were full of situations where I 
I 

, 

staff began the process of implementing an IDa only to discover that the noncustodial parent had 

I left a job. 

The p;evalence of underground or "off the books" employment also limits the effectiveness 

of wage withholding, since this type of income is much harder to uncover and generally cannot be I , , 
withheld. Although it is nearly impossible to obtain hard evidence about the prevalence of this 

kind of work; staff described a wide variety of jobs in the local economies of both counties that I 
, 

offered oppor'tunities for off·the-books income. The positions typically involved manual labor, and 

hired people for brief periods!~I , 
Staff had different views about whether noncustodial parents purposely left jobs or worked 

underground to escape IDOs. Some staff told of wily noncustodial parents who always seemed to 
,I 
I 

stay "one step ahead" of the system or knew how to work under a false social security number. 

Others felt that unstable employment patterns are simply part of the daily life of many noncustodial I 
I 

parents of children on AFDC, and that efforts to evade the CSE system probably explain only a 

small portion of this job·switching. Ironically, some staff speculated that the increasingI 
, 

sophistication:of the CSE system may actually drive some noncustodial parents further underground 

I or stimulate eyen more unstable employment patterns, since ever improving technology will make 

it increasingly' difficult to work steadily in the mainstream economy and avoid paying support. 

I 
I 

44This result 'was also found in Anne R. Gordon, Income WithhoLding, Medical Support, and Services to Non­
AFDC Gue.! After the ChiLd Support Enforcement Amendment.! of 1984 (princeton, N.J.: Mathematica Policy 
Research, 1991).: 


ULegitimate self-employment income presents many of the same problems. 
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I 
B. En(Qr<:emro! I 
Workloads at the enforcement stage were typically he4VY. CSE Case workers noted that cases 

making regular payments required little work, but that they were still unable to follow up quickly I 
on all those who did not comply, Some enforcement tooh - such as the Internal Revenue Service 

intercept - were implemented automatically through the computer system. However, this I 
collection method seems most useful with noru:uSTodial parents who work steadily in the 

mainstream economy, and it was used only in about J percent of the cases examined tn the Control I
c.rd anaiysis. 

As in the establishment phase, a few enforcement workers seemed to actively promote Ivoluntary cooperation among noncustodial parents. One CSE case worker, who claimed to have 

the best collection record in his unit. explained that he made it clear to noncustodial parents that 
• Ihe was riwjlling to work with them." In practice, this meant that he would not initiate legal action 

against them for nonpayment as long as noncustodial parents kept him up to date about their Icircumstances and appeared to be making a good faith effort to pay. This seemed to promote 

increased cooperation, which allowed rum to manage his cases more efficiently and improve the 

results. However, this type of proactive C2Se management dJG not seem typica.l, As in other stages, I 
most staff reliw on the stll1ldarcllegal process to enforce cooperation, This involved referring C;lSt$ 

to the attorneys for initiation of a contempt action. I 
In theory. noncustodial parents who willfully fail to pay support can be jailed. However, 

in practice. this process is constrained by several factors, First, the COUrt dockets tend to be quite I 
full - often with other types of Cases that receive higher priority - and it is flot always possible 

to get a child suppOrt contempt hearing onto the docket quickly. In County B, the court had I 
designated one hearing officer to handle only child support cases in order to reduce the backlog. 

Second, noncustodial parents must generally be served with legal papers prior to a contempt hearing, I 
Thus, location efforts are frequently required before a contempt hearing can be scheduled. 

According to the Control Card data, many of the cases that were ever located needed to be I 
relocated at some subsequent point. 

Finally, the system's treatment of cases where the delinquent noncustodial parent claims to I 
be unemployed effectively reSirkts the options available to staff. Since child support is a civil 

matter, noncustodial parents are generally not found in contempt of court unless the agency and its I 
attorneys can demonstrate that they had the means to pay support but wiUfully refused to do so. 

Gail is used to coerce people to payt not to punish them for not paying.) This is extremely difficult I 
·27· I 


I 




I 
I 
 to do, since the information available during the court hearing is often out of date, 


The re,~i1rch team observed several contempt hearings during which judgesstruggled without 

I success to de~ermine how much income was actually available to nonpaying noncustodial parents. 

many of whom had accumulated substantial arrearages. 1n mOSt of these cases, the judge had no 
I 

choice but to, set a "purge payment" (an amount that the noncustodial parent is dearly able to pay)I 	 and order the noncustodial parem 10 pay this sum within tWO weeks or go to jail. The purge 

sometimes aJ~ounted to a few hundred dollars out of a total chad support debt of several thousand,

I I 
but there wer'e few other options available, Staff were full of colorful tales of noncustodial parents 

I 
who had walked into the corridor after a hearing and returned moments later with hundreds or 

I 	 thousands of Hollars in cash to meet a purge payment and avoid jail. Their pattern of nonpayment 

then began ~ew.

I 	 C. A N<'!C Option 

I 	 This dilemma led to the creation of the JOBS/Child Support Enforcement Pilot Project in 

the study counties. Chlld suppOrt Staff and judicial authorities were aware that some noncustodial 

I patents needed assistance in finding and keeping jobs. Others were dearly working in the 

underground economy but simply refused to pay suppOrt. However, the courtS had few means to 

I uncover the truth in specific cases. 

I 
The pilot project provided judges and hearing officers with a new option: NoncuStodial 

parents who claimed to be unemployed during establishment Or contempt hearings could be ordered 

to participate 	in the JOBS program.40 This served two purposes: First. those who truly needed 

I assistance would receive it (although the services available to the noncustodial parems were quhe 

limited owing to the lack of special funding for this initiative), Second, those who were working 

I underground, when faced with an order to anend a program during working hours, frequently 

agreed to begin paying support. Staff suggested that this "smoke out" effect occurred in as many 

I 
as ooe--third of {he ca~ NoncuSlodial parents would confess in COUrt to having a job or would find 

one immediately after the hearing and never appear at the JOBS office.~1 

For this analysis, MORC examined Control Cards for 92 cases that were referred to JOBS

I m 1990, tracking them for about six months arter the referral (and also examining their child 

I , 

%EventuaIlYI~a provisional referral to JOBS was written into all new mpport orders. At that point, CSE staff 


could refer noncUstodial parents into the progfll.m directly without a court hearing whenever they claimed to be 

I unemployed. Hbwever, some staff felt that the order to participate carried more weight if issued by a judge. 
<IJudges were free to order noncustodial p;irenu to .seek employment before the pilot project began. but had 

few means to rnqnitor compliance with these orders. 
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rJ ~:-:.. support histories back to 19S7). In the abseuct- of a reliable comparison group, it is impossible to IIt-- jit.\~ 	 teU what would have happened to these individuals if the pilot project had not exi$ted. Howe¥er. 

it is dear from the data that noncustodial parents paid somewhat more regularly in the months I
following their referral to JOBS than in the months directly' preceding it. For example, 

noncustodial parents made SOffie payment in about 10 percent of the momhslmmedi.uely preceding Ithe referral; in the .six months after the referral, this figure rose to nearly 20 percent.4~ It also 

apptarS that one-third of the noncustodial parents obtained employment that was verified by CSE Istaff after their referral. However, in just over one-fourth of the cases, the CSE agency received 

notification from JOBS that the noncustodial parent had not participated in his assigned activities. IThese cases were supposed to be referred to caun far contempt action; since the noncustodial parent 

had been given an order with which he could comply (attending the program), the follow-up 

hearing could in principle result in a jail sentence. I 
In interviews, CSE staff were generaJly supponive of the JOBS pilot program. mostly because 

it provided the system with another option for dealing with parents who claimed to be unemployed. I 
However, severa) staff were skeptical of the program's abiiity to make much difference. They 

suggested that the real problem facing the noncustodi:al parents was not an inability to find any job, I 
but rather an inability (or unwillingness) to find a job they would keep_ Since JOBS offered simple 

job search assistance, rather than training or education that might build occupational skills, staff I 
speculated that it would nor break the cycle of unstable employment. 

I 
VII. Conclusions 

IThe analysis presented in this paper highlights several of the reasons why it is often difficult 

to collect suppOrt for children receiVing AFDC: Custodial and noncustodial parents have fe~' 

incentives to cooperate with the CSE ~stem; the data available to the staff respon~ble for locating I 
noncustodial parents and collecting payments are often too out-of..date to offer much help in keeping 

track of a highly mobile population; and the sheer volume of work at all points tn the process I 
makes it difficult for staff to devote much attention to anyone case or to follow up quickly on the 

information that is obtained. I 
Most recent federal efforts to improve states' performance have focused on squeezing better 

I 
<i Again. the absence of a control group against wbich torompare this outcome limits the utility of this figure. 

One might expect payment tates to increase after the referral bec.ouse the period prior to the referral was, by I 
definition. one of poor payment compliance. 
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to take necespf}' actions on all cases within prescribed time' limits, establishes new state staodard~. 

~I for p<lterruty;establishmem, and seeks to standardize support orders and increase the use of rellable 

collection to?ls such as wage withholding, 
, 

These'effons are bound to generate additional collections. However, the analysis presented I here suggests Ithat the recent reforms may address only a subset of the barriers facing CSE managers 

and staff. Fa; example,.:s long as staff selda!!! if ever leave their offices, and rely primarily on wage

I reporting and other data with long time lags, they will have difficulty keeping up with mobile 

noncustodial parents. Requiring emp:lo;:ers to report new hires might provide more timely data,

I and increased or redeployed CSE staffing structures might reduce the time needed to react to such 

data. Ultimat~ly, however, as long as the system provides AFDe parents with few incentives to 

I cooperate, CSE programs are likely to continue to have difficulty locating noncustodial parents and 

collecting pily1menu. Even if, as some have suggested, the Internal Revenue Service were to assume 

responsibility1 for collections, this would primarily affect noncustodial parents who work in the I I 

rnai.m.tream ~onomy. Ironically, those who ~'ork (and, in some castSl pay support) outside the 

I , 
forma) system might have even fewet incentives to come above ground. 

! 

There lu"e numerous strategies for improving the incentives facing parents, but each has real 

I or potential drawbacks. For example. increasing the size of the child support pass-through above 

the current $50 might provide an additional incentive for both custodial and noncustodial parents 

I to cooperate. bUi: would also reduce the amOllnt of AFDe reimbursemeot flowing totO state coffers. 

A child support assurance system, which would provide a guaranteed monthly payment to each 

I custodial parent with a support order, might increase the incentives for custodial parents on AFDC 
, 

I 
to accurately i?endfy noncustodial parents. The fact that this assured benefit would not be reduced 

by a custodial:parent's earned income would increase the rtwatds ftom working. However. such 
I 

I 
a system does not "PRear to substantially alteu_b_~ti.Ya.faciug noncustodi,y par~ts, and might 

actually reduce t~~e incentive for custodial p'arents to contin~~ providing information once an order 

I 
exists_ 

While they do not affect incentives directly, programs sucb as Parents' Fair Share, which 

offer employment services and training to unemployed noncustodial parents, can make the system 

seem mor-e balanced and responsive to tbese parents, while simultaneously providing CSE staff andI 
, 

I 
courts with a viable strategy for dealing with non-paying parents wbo claim to be unemployed. It 

seems dear that unemployment or unstable employment limits the ability of some noncustodial 

parents of AFDC children to meet their support obligations. Others may be working off the books, 
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claim to be unemployed when confronted by agency staff or courts about their lack of I
payments. In practice. it is neatly impossible for judges or staff to discern the truth in these 

situations. The opti.on of a mandatory referral for employment services can both ~smoke out" those I
who are work.ing underground and get services to those who need them. Parents' Fair Share aIm 

includes a peer support component that is specifically designed to heip change attitudes tov.'ard child I
support. 

None of these solutions is perfett, but experimentation and change seem critical. since the 

data presented here suggest that the potential of the current system may be inherently limited. I 

t 
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I TECHNICAL APPENDIX 

I This appendix focuses on the two major data sources used in the quantitative analysis in this 

paper: the computerized data, and the Control Card casefile data.

I 
I. Computerized Data 

I 
I The c?mpureriz.ed data were used to present a broad view of the progress of cases through 

the CSE system. The file included information (current as of 4/91) about all cases referred from ,, 
AFDC to CSE during a three-year period (1987-89).

i 

I A. The Pay 

!vIDR~ obtained a computer file containing 16,202 records, each corresponding to a child 

I receiving AFDe who had a CSE "case open date" between 1/1/87 and 12/31/89. Each child-record 

included the following information: 

I For the child: 

I 
For the child's custodial parent fep): 

I 
I , 


For the le~al Or putative noncustodial parent (NCP); 

I 

I 

I 


For the CSE case: 

I 

I 

I 


• name 
• social security number 
• birthdate 

• name 
• social security number 
• AFDC case number 
• zip code of residence 

• name 
• social security number 
• binhdate 
• gender 
• race 
• zip code and county of residence 

• case open date 
• child support order date 
• child support amount and frequency 
• paternity status (established, established 

with ffiA [blood test], ffiA test 
requested, no paternity [not needed], 
pending, closed, unknown)! 

lIn the analysis, these are collapsed into three categories: (1) paternity established (including the "established" 

I 
and "established with HLA" codes), (2) paternity not needed (including the "no paternity" code), and (3) paternity 
not established (including the "pending," "closed: "HLA test requested," and "unknown" codes). 

I 
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As noted in the text, all of these fields included CUTYtmt information as of April. 1991. when the data I 
were extracted. Thus, for example, the child suppon order date and amount referred to the mon 

recent order; information about earlier orders had been overwritten. I 
B. 	 Analysis Issues I 
In analyzing the computerized data, :tvIDRC staff encountered several difficult issues and 

made a number of simplifying assumptions, The most critical of these are discussed here. I 
1. 	 The Unit of Analysis. There were three main options: 

• 	 The Child. This meant essentially leaving the file as it was received t with Ieach record corresponding to a child, 

• 	 The Nopcustodial Parent, Since an NCP could appear on more than one Ichild-record, it "'as possible to use social security number to create a unique 

record for each noncustodial parent. including inforrmtion about each of his 

children and their custodial parent(,), 
 I 

• 	 '"Union," It was possible to identify an children linked to a specific pair of 

parents. and (hen to create one record for each such "union" including 
 Iinformatlon ahout each parent and aU relevant children. 

There were advantages and disadvantages: to taCh unit of analysis, and the most appropriate I
choice often varied dtpending on the research question being addressed. Here are three examples: 

• 	 In assessing the CSE system's success in establishing paternity for children Iborn out-of~wed1ock (or to determine how often paternity establishment was 

required). it seemed logical to address the question: "For what fractton of 

children was paternity established, not needed, not established, etc'?" In this 
 Icase, the child..based approach seemed most appropriate. 

• 	 In assessing the demographics of the NCPs, using the child·based ~le would Ihave given more weight to NCPs with more than one child. Thus, it was 

preferable to count each NCP once. Nonetheless. there were several 

problems with this approach. First, the same NCP could appear in the file 
 Imore than once with different demographics (e.g,. different binhdates). In 

these cases, it was necessary to randomly choose one of the records. Second, 

the demographic data include both legal and putative NCPs, Demographics 

eQuId easily be incorrect or missing for the latter group. Third, it is not 
 I 
possible to positively identify all situations where a given NCP appears more 

than once. For example, the same individual could have established 

paternity and have his social security number noted for one child. but 
 I 
appear under a pseuclo-social security number (because the real number was 
unknown} in another case. I 
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I 
I As a compromise, in analyzing the demographics of the NCPs. we first 

I 
examined whether using the child-based file would yield a substantially 
di,fferent demographic profile than an NCP-based file; it did not. While we 
use an NCP-based file in producing Table 2, the remaining analyses are 
based on the child-based file. 

I • In: assessing whether paternity status varies with NCP demographic 
cnaracteristics, there was no clear answer, since paternity codes refer to 

I 
children and demographics refer to NCPs. Thus, for example, the same 
NCP could easily appear in the file more than once with different paternity 
codes, making the NCP·based approach unreliable. However, the child­
based approach counts the same parent more than once if he appears in 
more than one child record. However, as discussed in the preceding point, 

I because the child-based file did not appear to be biased as a result of 
weighting NCPs with more than one child more heavily, we decided to use 
the child-based file, and avoid the disadvantages of an NCP-based file. 

I 2. Using Current lnfonnation. As noted above, the computerized file included only 
current information. This presented a particular problem for several of the key fields: 

I 
I • Child Support Order Date. In assessing the fraction of cases with child 

support orders, the analysis assumes that records with a date in this field had 
an: order at some point, and records with no date did not. 

I 
• Case Open Date. There is no ideal way to work with this date. It was 

simply necessary to recognize that this was not necessarily the first time the , 
case entered the system. 

I 

I • PalernitY Code. We assume that paternity codes are generally not a 

I 
pr9blem. However, 271 child records Oess than 2 percent of the total) had 
a "closed" code. In these cases, it is possible that a "paternity established" 
coce had been overwritten when the case closed. 

I II. Control Card Data 

To get a more detailed picture of CSE activities, MDRC requested photocopies of the Case 

I Control Card 'for a total of )00 cases. This included a random sample of 100 of the cases in the 

computerized file in each county; these 200 cases provided the data for the Control Card analysis 

I presented in this paper. It also included 50 other cases (not randomly selected) in each county in 

which the noncustodial parent had been referred to the JOBS program in 1990. The quantitative 

analysis in Section V.C. of this paper is drawn from the data provided by these 100 cases.I 
, 

I 
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MDRC developed a coding, sheet for usc in reviewing the Control Cards. Staff reviewed the 

Cards, looking for specific events or CSE activities, and coding the date(s} when they occurred. The I 
events and activities were: 

• 	 Location activities I 
• 	 Paternity establishment 
• 	 Support order establishment 
• 	 Noncustodial parent located 1
• 	 IRS refund intercept 
• 	 Income Deduction Order (IDO) put in place 
• 	 Noncustodial parent jailed for child support I
• 	 Noncustodial parent jailed for reasons other than child support 
• 	 Change of custodial parent 
• 	 Employment confirmations I• 	 Referral, to JOIIS 
• 	 Noncompliance with JOBS 
• 	 Contempt hearings held I• 	 CSE cue closures and deferrals 
• 	 AFDC case closures 
• 	 Support order suspensions and modifications I 
A host of complex problems and issues emerged in coding and analyzing the Control Card 1 

data. Here are the most critical examples: 

I 
• 	 ChoQsiU2: tbe Sam~le. Since Control Cards refer to a ..~" (essentially a 


CPINCP couple) r;l~her than a child, and the computerized file we drew the 

sample from was chad-ba~d. it was sometimes difflCUh to resolve 
 I 
discrepancies between the different definitions of a case. 

• 	 Missinl: mia. Some of the Control Cards for sample members could not I 
be located. Others were missing pages, or comained illegible pages, 

• 	 lncorrect "Unions." In some cases) the Control Card received referred to I 
the correct noncustodial parent, but a different CUStodial parent. This. 

combined with the "missing data" problem discussed above, account for the 

coding of 187 cases, rather than 200. 
 I 

• 	 Codjn" Problems. The coding v'as extremely difficult for several reasons: 

the quality of handwriting varied. many abbreviations were used, the 
 Iamount of documentation and the level of detail varied greatly. Complex 

rules had to be creat«l for each of the activities or events (e.g., the definition 

of location). Some of the codes were not used in the analysis because the 
 Icoding was not deemed reliable. 
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I 
I • Dealine with Pre-Case Open Date Activity. As noted earlier, the case open 

d~ue appearing in the computerized file was not necessarily the first time a 
case entered the CSE system. In coding the Control Cards, it was 

I sometimes clear that activity had occurred before the case open date 
appearing in the computerized file. In these cases, we usually coded the 
activity and supplied the case open date for the unknown date. 

I 

I 

I 
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THE PARENTS' FAIR SHARE DEMONSTRATION: I 
AN INITIATIVE FOR UNEMPLOYED NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS OF 

CHILDREN RECEIVING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE I 
The Parents' Fair Share Demonstration (PFS} is a challenging national demonstration project 

for unemployed noncustodial parents (usually fathers) of poor children. The project's central goals I 
are: 

I• to increase the employment and earnings of noncustodial parents (usually fathers) 
who are unemployed and unabie to adequately support their children; 

• to reduce poverty among children receiving public assistance by encouraging and Irequiring their noncustodial parents to esrablish paternity and pay child support; 
and 

• to aWst nonCustodial parents in providing other forms of support to their children I
'Vo'hen appropriate, 

The nine P"rents' Fair Share Demonstration programs use a variety of appro3<:hes, built around I 
four core services: employment and training, peer support and instruction in parenting skills, 

mediation, and enhanced child support enforcement. _The nine sites in the demonstration are listed I
at the end of this overview. 

Parents' Fair Share is the product of a unique public/private partnership~the Parents' Fair IShare Consortium-that includes The Pew Charitabie Trusts, the Ford Foundation, the AT&T 

Foundation, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, the U.s, Department of Labor, 

The McKnight Foundation, the Northwest Area Foundation, and the Manpower Demonstration I 
Rese.arch Corporation (MORC), a nonprofit organization that develops and evaluates programs to 

help the disuh--antaged become more self-sufficient. MDRC is responsible for coordinating the I 
demonstration and for evaluating its success. The other partnm set polley and provide overall 

gujdinct. I 
The demonstration was launched in early 1992 with an is-month to 2-year pilot phase. The 

project will be extended for st:veral more years if the pitot experience indicates the feasibility and I 
potential value of using a rigorous experimental research design to determine program effectiveness 

and benefits and costs for the participants and the agencies providing services. If this effort is 

successful, it will provide a model for meeting the employment and training needs of disadvantaged I 
unemployed men, while simultaneously helping to complete the vision of shared parental I'responsibility for children at the heart of current national welfare reforms. It will aIm show 

I 
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I 
I policymaken how <I broader attack on pOverty among children in single-parent families can be 

I 
mounted by involving both custodial and noncustodial parents. 

I The PTO~ Model 

I Parents' 'Fair Share presents major programmatic challenges. The results from evaluations of , 
previous employment programs that se:oveci disadvantaged men have generally been discouraging, 

l 

I Ethnographic research has described the many legal, financial and skills barriers these men face and 

the limited opportunities avaaable to them. However, while some researchers have also examined 

the characteristics of noncustodial parents using surveys or large national databases, little is known

I specifically about the noncustodial parents of AFDC children or their likely response to a targeted 
, 

interventton, Parents' FaiT Share is designed to answer these questions. 

I Given the lack o£ existing knowledge. demonstration programs are not expected to follow a 
I 

uniform design. Instead. the Consortium has encouraged states to meet some general requirements, 

I such as the est~blJ$hment of linkages and cooperation among the agencies involved in Parents' Fair 

I 
Share (including child support. judicial, welfare, and Job Training Partnership Act UTPA] 

employment and training agencies). In addition, programs must provide some levd of services in 

four key areas lthat MDRC's preliminary research suggested may be important to the success of this 
I 

initiative: (1) employment and training; (2) enhanced child suppOrt enforcement; (J) peer support 
II and instructiot). in parenting skills; and (4) mediation. 

Sites are free to vary the emphasis they place on these components. to add further services, and

I , 
to design programs that represent a range of possible options. For ex:mtple) some are "late 

intervention" programs dun work primarily with noncustodial parents who mve legally established 

I paternity but are tlot m~ing their child support obligations. These programs typically intervene 

when a nonwstodlal parent appear.; before the courts, elth-er because of failure to pay child support 

or wnen <Ul order is established, and informs the judge or hearing officer that he or she cannot pay I 
I 

I 
because he or she is unemployed. Such parents are referred to Parents:' Fair Share and required to 

particip.ate in lieu of legal action. Relatively small·scale ptograms of this type e"isted in a few 

I 
jurisdictions prj~or to Parents' Fair Share, often initiated by judges who were frustrated by their lack 

of alternatives in cases where delinquent noncustodial parents claim to be unemployed. Some of , 
these programs~have been adapted and are now part of Parents' Fair Share. 

The demo~stration also includes a few "early intervention~ programs that recruit noncustodial 

I parents who have not yet established paternity and a support order, These programs are designed 

to address a major flaw 10 the current chUd support enforcement system! the inability to identify 

I noncustodial pahnts and legally establish paternity in.a substantial proportion of public assistance 
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cases. These programs conduct outreach and recruitment in communities and at hospitals, ITPA 

programs, and even prenatal clinics. The goal is to reach fathers through Parents' Fair Share with 

a combination of reduced or suspended child support orders and employment and training 

opportunities before arrearages accumulate putting them in debt. Ultimately, establishment of 

paternity and a suPPOrt order is necessary in order for parents to participate in the full range of 

program activities. Some Parents' Fair Share sites operate both early and late intervention programs 

together. 

Components of Parents' Fair Share Programs 

• 	 Employment and tr.lining. The cl!'merpiece of Parl!'nu' Fair Share programs is a group of activities 
designed to help participants secure Iong·term, stable employment at II. wage level that will allow 
them to suPPOrt themselves and their children, Since noncustodial parents vary in their 
employability leveh, sites are strongly eocouraged to offer a variety of services, indudingjob search 
auistaoce and opportunities for education and skill~ trainin" [n addition, sincl!' it is imPOrtant to 
engage participants in income-producing activities quickly to establish the practice of p"ying ch.ild 
rupport. ,;;ites are required to off.J!,.QPI?Ortunitie4 for....on.the--job training:. 

• 	 Eobanted clUld support enforcement. A primary oblectivt of Parents' Fair Share is to increase 
SUppOrt payments made on behalf of children living in single-parent welfare hOUSl!holds. The 
demonstration will not succeed unless increases in participants' earnings are translated into regular 
child$Upport payments, Although alegal and administrative structure already exim to enablisn and 
enforce child suppon obligations, it may be advantageous for demonstration programs to develop 
new procedures, services, and incentives in this area. These indude step$ to expedite the 
establishment of paterni.ty and child support awards andlor flexible rules that all()1l,' child support 
orders to be reduced while noncustodial parents participate in Parents' Fair Share. 

• 	 Pa:r support and inntuct.ion in pa.n:nting skills. MDRe's preliminary research $1.lggests that 
employment and trliining services. by themselves, will not lead to changed atutudf:$ and regular child 
support payment patterns for all participants. Education, support, and recognition may be needed 
as well. Thus, demonstration programs are expected to provide regular $UPpOrt groups for 
participants. The purpose of this component is to inform participants about their rights and 
obligations as noncustodial parents, to encourage positive parental behavior and sexual responsibility, 
to strengthen participants' commitment to WOtK, and to enhance particip.1nu' Hfe skiUs. The 
component is built around a curriculum supplied by MDRC. The groops may abo indude 
rectution activities. "memoring~ arrangements using successful Parents' Fair Share gnid\liltes, or 
planned parent-child activities, 

• 	 Mt:diation. Olten disagreements betWeen custodial and noncustodial parents about visitation, 
household expenditures, lifestyles, child care, and school arrangements-and the roles and actions 
{)f {)ther .-dults in their children's lives- influence child suPPOrt payment patterns, Thus, 
demonstration programs must provide opportunities for parents to mediate their differences using 
services modeled on those nQW provided through many famlly coutU in divorce caw, 
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I 
I Policy Back~Qund 

Parents' jFair Share is designed to address tWO pressing interrelated issues confronting our 

I society: pov~rty among children in single.parent families and declining earnings among
! 

I 
dis:-dvantilged men. Today, a child born in this COUntry stands a better than SO percent chance of 

spe!lding part of his or her life with just ont' parent, and children living in these families stand an 

I 
equaUr great chance of being poor. According to the most recent available data, fewer than half of 

POOf morhers:with children by a father living outside the ~ousebold have a -child support order in 

place. and many ot them r«eive linle or no child support. Many of th~se families receive publk 

assiStance through Aid to Families: wlth Dependent Children (AFDC), the nation's largest cash

I welfare program. which primarily serves single mothers and their children. 

In part. the roOlS of this disturbing situation can be traced to the deteriorating economic 

condition of young men. The average annual earnings of 20..23 year old males feU by nearly 31I . . 
percent betw~n 1973 and 1991. The decline was more than 40 percent for male high school 

I dropouts. nJUning earnings leave fewer resources available for child support and, according to 

I 
some obser"er~, reduce marriage rates. 

In 1988, Congress passed the Family SuppOrt Act (FSA), a landmark bill aimed at improving 

the economic well-being of parents and children receiving AFDC. Central to the act is the idea of 

"mutual obligation." On the one hand~ parents-both mothers and fathers-should be the primary
II 
, 

I 
supporters of their children. Thus. with tWO incomes increasingly necessary to support families, 

paren15 who receive public assistance have a responsibility to participate in employment services and 

get jobs, and noncustodial parents have a responsibility to pay child support. On the other hand. 

government must provide services designed to promote self.suffic.iency when individuals are unable 

I I 
to obtain jobs ~n their own. 

I 
To this ena, the Family SuppOrt Act expands resources and requirements for state programs 

providing employment and education setvices :0 AFDe recipients. Title II of PSA creates the Job 

I 
Opportunities and Basic Skins Training crOBS) Program, the keystone of national poHcy to help 

welfare redpienb: help themselves. At the same time, building on severa] leghlative initiatives of the 
I 

I 
past decade, Title I of FSA increases the federal role in child support enforcement. The objectives 

are to improve' states' performance in establishing paternity for out-of·wedlock births and to 

I 
establish and enforce adequate child support orders. 

FSA enhancements to the child s.upport enforcement system should improve the coliection of 

child support o:ved, and thus the standard of living of some poor children, However, given the 

declining real ea~nings and labor force participation among low-s.killed young males, it is llkely that

I some nonc\lsto<i'ial parents who do not pay child support have limited lahor market prospects and 
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I 
need employment and training services and other assistance in order to meet their obligations. I 
AFDC children whose noncustodial parents are unable [0 provide support might remain poor unless 

additional s~eps are taken. ICurrently, few states are operating programs designtd to assist unemployed parents v.1th child 

support obligations to obtain employment. Although these disadvantaged men may be eligible for 

programs funded through other sources, such as JTPA, they are usually not AFDC recipients and I 
are therefore not normally eHgible for JOBS programs. In addition. mechanisms do not generally 

exist: to link participation and attendance in employment programs to the child support system. I 
Thus. judges and child suppOrt enforcement staff have few options at their disposal when dealing 

with noncustodial parents who are not complying with child suppOrt orders because they are I 
unemployed. 

Recognizing these facts, the authors of the Family Suppon Act included a provision that I 
instructs the Secretary of Health and Human Services to allow a group of states to provide services 

under the JOBS program to "noncustodial parents who are unemployed and unable to meet their Ichild support obligations," In effect, this section of the act attempts to match the obligation of 

noncustodial parents to pay child support with the opportunity to obtain gainful employment. Imuch the war JOBS does for custodial parents on AFDC. Parents' Fair Share builds on this 

provision through additional funding, technical assistance, and the addition of other program 

components that may be critical for the noncustodial parent population. This growing interest in I 
employment and training for disadvantaged noncustodial parents is also consistent with amendments 

to JTPA which increase targeting of services on clients with special barriers to employment, I 
Fumlill& I 

As mentioned above. the Secretary of Health and Human Services allows Parents' Fatr Share 

states to provide services under the JOBS program to unemployed noncustodial parents who~ I 
children recdve AIDe. Participating states also receive funding from the demonstration partners 

and are expected to contribute state or local fundIng to the project. Funds generated from stat.e I 
sources (as well as those provided by the demonstration funding Consortium) arc generally 

matchable by the federal government. States are encouraged to use other funds as well. including I
JTPA, Food Stamp Work and Training, and education funds, MDRC's research activities are 

supported by foundation funds. I 
The Research Effort IMORe IS conducting a multifaceted evaluation of programs in tbe demonstration. The research 

begins during the pilot phase with a study of the implementation and early operation of the II 
I 
I 



I 
I programs. T~JS analysis focuses on the administrative feasibility of operating these programs, the 

characteristics of the noncustodial parents they serve, the kinds of services participants receive, and 

their early labor market experiences and child suppon payment records,I During ~he pilot phase, MDRe will also assess the feasibility of extending the demonstration 

into a full~su:le evaluation that will test the effects, or impacts, of some or all of the pilot programs, 
II 
, 

The decision about whether to proceed beyond the pilot phase will depend on the ability of the 

pilot Sites to recruit and retain eligible noncustodial parents, deliver the required services, place

I dients inro st1able jobs. and translate their earnings into child SUppOrt payments, If at leas.t three to 

five of the pi!ot sites are able to operate successful programs at the scale required to suppOrt an 

I impact test. MDRC will recommend to the Consortium that the project be continued. The second 

I 
phase would begin in early 1994. Ha decision is made- to procee-d; eligible noncustodial parents will 

be assigned, a~ random, to one of two groups; a program group that is given access to the program's 
, 

services or a control group that will not receive those se-rvices. Members of the control group win 

be free to participate in other services in their communities. ort thtir own initiative. Researchers wiUI 
, 

I 
compare the labor marker and child suppon payment experlences of these two groups of 

noncustodial parents-and the associated custodial parenu and children-during it foUow*up period,, 
Any differences that are measured between the two groups will be attributable to the Parents' Fair 

I 
Share program.

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Obje«iffl cd the Parents' Fair Share Consortium 

The Plllre~t$' Fair Share Demonstration is a rare oppommhy to ... dvance the n.nion's social agenda 
on a number of fronu" The Consortium members have designed <Ii unique vehicle to simultaneously 
increase our knowledge about effecti"'e progr.oms for disadvantaged m(!n, about the impacts that 
investments in their '"huma.n :capital" will have on child suppOrt payments and the weU-being of their 
children, and' about ch.mges that can be made to make the child support enforcement system more 
responsive to! these men's ,hanging economic circumstances. Employment and training and other 
services for noncustodial parents.. coupled with similar services for custodial parents and child suppOrt 
enforcement efforts, could create. multi-pronged strategy to address one of our most challenging social 
problems: poverty among ehildren in single-parent families. 

The Parents' Fair Share Consortium 

The Pew Charitable Trusts 

Ford Foundation 


AT&T Foundation 

U.S. Deprutment of Health and Human Senrices 


U.S. Department of Labor 
. The McKnight FoWldation 

NorthwC$t Area Foundation 

Manpower Demonstration Research CotpOratlon 
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PilQt Sites in the P;u-ents' Fair Sbare Demonstration 

Mobile County hrenl$' Fair Share Project 
Mobile County Department of Human Resourct'S 
Mobile, Alabama 

Duval County Parenu' Fair Share Project 
Department of Health .md Rehabilitative Services 
Jacksollville, Florida 

ManJOBS Parents' Fair Share Project: 
Springfield Employment Resource Center, Inc. 
Springfield, Massachusetts 

Kent County Parents' Fair Share Project 
Kl'lnt County Friend of the Coon 
Grand Rapids. Michigan 

Minnesou Parents' Fair Sb2te Prognm 
(Anob and Dakou counties) 
Anoka CQunty Job Training Center 
Blaine, Minnerota 

Dakota County Deputment of Employment 
and Economic Assistance 

West Sf. Paul, Minnesota 

FUTURJ;S~n 
Kansas City. Missouri 

Opemion I'>therhood 
Union Industrial Home for Children 
Trenton. New Jersey 

Ohio Options for Parental Training and Support 
(Butler :wd Montgomery counties) 
Butler COUnty Depanment of Human Services 
Hamilton. Ohio 

Montgomery County Depanment of Human Services 
Dayton. Ohio 

, 
Tennessee ParatU' Fair Share Projc:t 

" 


Youth Service, U.S.A., Inc. 

Memphis, Tennessee-
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
STATE HOUSE AUGUSTA 04333·0002 

287·1400 

Sean F. Faircloth 
122 Map!e Street 


S<lngQr, Maine {)4401 

legislative Toll ~ree: 


1·800,423·2900 

July 23, 1993 

Bruce Reed, Co-Chair 
working Group on Welfare Reform 
Old Executive Office Building 
Room 216 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. ~eed: 

I understand the Working Group on Welfare Reform will be 
making re~ommendations to the President regarding national 
welfare r~form proposals this fall. 

I urge you to recommend Maine's new law (enclosed) as a 
model for the nation. This legislation allows for suspension 
of professional and driver's licenses of absent parents who 
disobey child support orders. Recently, Sen?tor Moynihan was 
asked his top priority regarding welfare .reform. His 'answer: 
"Make the daddies pay." As you know" delinquent child support 
is a chief cause of child poyerty. . 

With this legislation, Maine's Office of Fiscal and Program 
Review projected $9.7 million in savings for the state of Maine 
over the biennium which' began July 1, and $2.3 million in 
savings to the federal gover~ment over the same period. Maine 
only has 1.2 million people. Expansion of this program to a 
national scale would save billions of dollars~ 

There hal:i been an odor of ·chauvir.ism in federal \OJelfare 
policy in ,recent administratiqns. The wo~an who cares for her 
child has 'been villified. Meanwhile, legions of absent parents 
(the vast majority of them men) pay not a dime in suppo~t with 
impunity ~ I served as Ass'istant Attorney General handling 
support cases. The problem (particularly with self-employed 
fathers not subject to wage garnishment) is rampant. The 
threat of ,license suspension will persuade many absent parents 
to obey child support orders. . . 

Let me give you a brief history regarding this 
legislation. Republican State Senator Philip Harriman 
introduced a Governor's bill, LD 1514, the so-called tlDeadbeat 
Dads" bill, and presented it to the Judiciary Committee on 
which I serve. Members of that committee were concerned that 
an absent parent's due process rights might be violated by the 

I 
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legislation because the Department of Human Services (DHS) 
could proceed to a license suspension based upon an 
administrative hearing rather than a court proceeding. 

I was assigned to a Judiciary Subcommittee to consider this 
issue. Though the due process concerns were legitimate, I 
thought they could be remedied. I contacted Deputy Attorney 
General Christopher Leighton, who supervises the Human Services 
Division In Maine's Office of the Attorney General. His 
expertise' in Human Services issues is well respected. Deputy 
Leighton designed an amendment to LD 1514 that protects due 
process rights of absent parents. Most importantly, the 
amendment provides that a DHS license suspension action will be 
automatically stayed if an absent parent moves to amend the 
support ~rder. 

, , . .
It works 11ke thlS. Assume an absent parent has disobeyed 

an order of weekly child support for a period in excess of 90 
days. DHS serves notice on the absent parent that it shall 
move administratively to suspend his license. The absent 
parent may move to amend th~ support order. If they so move, 
the DHS administrative action is automatically stayed. The 
absent parent must then convince a judge that circumstances 
have changed and he no longer has the ability to obey the court 
order. If the absent parent fails to meet his burden, the 
license suspension action may go forward. 

I
I presented the amendment to the Appropriations Committee 

which incorporated LD 1514 with my amendment into Maine's 
biennial' budget, LD 283. 

Some states are considering making license suspension 
another sanction available in contempt. This method is 
certainly a step in the right direction, but the Maine version 
is preferable for two reasons. First, under contempt the 
burden fs on the woman, the child and the taxpayers to prove 
contempt and secure the license suspension sanction. More 
justly, the absent parents should be required to explain why 
they disobey a court order. 

I 
Second, savings from using a contempt version would be much 

less. Florida estimated savings of $530,000 for such a 
program,~ while Maine (one-tenth Florida's population) estimated 
far greater savings .. states should be free to act 
administratively on the child's behalf while leaving it to the 
absent parent to go to court if they so choose. 

As you know, President Clinton in Putting People First: A 
National Economic Strategy for America, emphasized that we must 
"crack down on deadbeat parents" by taking tough measures such 
as "reporting them to credit agencies, so they can't borrow 
money for themselves when they're not taking care of their 
children." The Maine license suspension plan is consistent 
with the President's vision that we should "take our 
responsibilities as seriously as our rights.", 
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The M~ine plan is designed, not to suspend thousands of 
licenses,; but rather to create a credible sanction that will 
motivate ~eadbeat parents to pay up. The Maine license plan on 
a nationa~ scale would: 1) help hundreds of thousands of 
children;, 2) protect the due process rights of absent parents; 
and 3) sa~e billions of dollars. I urge you to study this plan 
and take this opportunity. 

Sean F. Faircloth 
state Representative 

Enclosure 
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8 ••. _We i t Le:lLcnnCillu.tion...uLcWlU2:1 iilrn.;tl: ~~jljtllnLalL.Uhllg'U_tltlQ 
iLlil:.[.'litlLJlo:U.ce tluder lII\Jh:HU:;tjo~ 2 subsequently cQUlplle;i;-iiHb 
t nC". _cou n ...0'der -u'- -liIHlIW$t; '- !.he __waLtmeu \..•• ....:ih !Ill_I!,o;t'dr1f::_ t he 
o.bli';Lgc__ wilL )!riUe:~U[matioJL....t.hat: ___ t.~obHgo.r __ j :i._in 
coumliilnc.lLw.ith the Ord-oL 

!t ___BII18L2__.....ThL.deuu.tment...Jlhall. _'Hl.o2LJ: ute!:!. tl!l.-iIDl!:lement 
i.Wl_ent!l..U;:CLthft L1!QW£llllillUL.tI (_ 1h1.L.:ienion. 

-_. ----!G. Ag~e~~ta:.· -Tha __ JlttPi~t_··-.md "the" ;Uil:lJJi;':_J.:ua,'ds~· 
Dhitll-.e.nte.L..lnto ::IU.~Q,a:WntL...ll..li;_UL_nec.e..a.:r;aU __tn_J:aI(Y_~t 
thl::........r.e:guircunt= of this.-.l1filf.:tioDL.tnlt-llnly__.t.n__ thiLJotltent_1Jie 

de~u.tmc:nLJ1l:u:ermi De,S _It......lLc!l.li~Hec.tilj1;_~ 

l~l'll:Itiwi....to_ J::IQ.IUt~t odlcLoL.Il~pott.L.litllY~1ti::i:1.h1J.v;t 
in-this section.....l!t:;QhibU§......L.S1.I91.1!o.r..L...JtbligQL ftom fi Ullll.._.il _Uon 
t~dify support with the COUlt or f~om reQue.liting~e 

dei1a'!Jlli::nL-t~nd a I!iU~IDQrt Quli.gil.t..ion.:......&uill.islwL-l:tLJn 
id.minis.t..uJ;.~cis:iQn. The~~denatlment shall stilT 4CtJ~Q 
C(lr.titL the oh] ioo.r:-1:.(t _ aM.-.bo.auLio.t_ AiUlt:.!lmElUDOCtLJiltb:-1I _C.QUI.t 
Ord!';'L!!f SJoUlPoct i Ltha .ohll~or_f.il_ea .iL..1tlQ.t.lDn-to 1ll!ldi fl!-slllWo_rt 

.tfitb......-thc court eod WltHies tbo_ dC~nL....DL.t.he:_mJ1tii:m_ Ot:. 
iCQUl:st5_tl:ULJl.CJtutment to amend L.$uvport obliga.t1on_c,:otabliSh!h1 
by the danU t ~nt . 

11. __Hem) r UIlU~---.2r_ be1:1.)J;:u A.er iL l.o-llit <- ..oL...-ll.lLl:IlltllL as 
uCQftQmicd ly_" tn1lib.lii-And_,.iL._....lu::t_anmull~llll:(eaJj,e' ~ .. _iIll 
DQILd,S subject to this section an~~[tment af_P~;sional 
am!L_.f'.imru.:iJll . Beau la t ion. PI yidgIl-.OL.... b.dminlst.rat~cn:il;:cs 
Ilbil.l1..........~.L.Q.dde to the depiU tment l!ilj'!itcl fied infr.u:matj,.Qn.Ln.l.)fl 
magnetic tape or other rnachinC-I:C/l(hlble tOlJll....- ....~~fitim'L .to 
atarullulls establisbt:d by t~'hu:tment. About~linnts .toe 
i~le Dnd .11 cu!re:nL_1Js::_i:tWie-u.............. Th~nutmeftL-of 
t.>.Ulfwuu.Q.nal and Financial BCQulatipo. Sccu.r:~L....iUyj_:ilolL.1ihall 
ru..o.Y_.hle ....the' _ .~f1ed J,n(olmat.loo fue onlLJlm.sL-J:J.ll..Utllt 
1 h:cnilliHHLJ: 11 iIlt~ .... an_J'cJildenU........oLtIWLSUttJL~~ ..Tne.Jnf.tiunll i QIl_t (I 
.bC ployide4 must incl~ll of th..ILtllHil.l-dng.-1n!OtlUU!lu.....abIDlt 
,tluL.li.c~ , ~ 

, '_A 

6- ." ,._tJ iUIlit" 

il'b_Mdr~LJlL_!ecq[d ; 
, ••~\l, . 

. ,' C ...'_~XedJuIlL~!.employeL....._lJlenU!icatiQo nlol~L.......Or_l1.Q.CiAl 
.. ~\~atU.:ur1tL...llWllbe.r_;: _, .­., .. 

~.__IYpc~icen5~ 


E ._... Ef f eili_'LfiLJutllLJlLli~Loc[l?nwal.t 


f ...__ f.:ni UliQfL.!1i1teo_QLJ i~ose;.....Jln(l 

G.._MtllLO[.....inilctb~_;'i tUus~ 

1l._Effect _uf_nuncmll.l!liance .--'IhlL-de.QaLtment~IL..IlfCell't 
c t-ttU::....l i Cen!lee.....J.ut-lut'lllt U.o.a_n.: t e t r r:d __t.iL iu_SJ.tbs e c t ion-12.._sbA11 
i denu t Y....JlmLnut i f y~.eo iI(:h...l&JlUl_JU'ld ibe....De.pU.ttm::uL--'l.LPt oLoss1onil1 
an~ll.lI.ill<..i g LEe<;Ju lit t..i 00... .Jluu 1-OIL.i2LAomini.z..t.llt.i.Y:L~Crnn:l~1: 
thC-.Dames. .oLAnY... .....i2t_H1t-li~lls:ees_'dbQ ate- SI.U,'tiU)rL-.Quliqou 
5\ll:UJ=ct~thiji _.:tm:: t i on~hc.:..::nQti ce:...:::m.us tJnc1 ude.::..t hl:.-iIItu: i it1 
l;Itlcud ty.......1UUWor_ ...._ana _addrcss __ QL..... l tHL ....!lUUP.o l t_DlIl l1)o.r ,_ thc_ name. 
aad (CU-And_te 1e(ltl1.:me._nqmb~ '---0 (_I.: he _deep il[ tmen \,..:~~ _O!til ignc I:.-Un 
imp1cment.inflJhi =---liJotC!; tgn.-anLa~tH ic.iltiail-bY- ~thf!_del:! ill.t.mtln t 
t.h~ t_lt-hilu-----'l.l:.rl f ie!LJ. b.a t.......1111:.-11ccfl.l:iH..'__ i 1l_A-.......SU POQ1,L-WU i gO' ! 
lIuDiect-.t~his_.ue~t i on..__JibeIL-tbC __de:l!utmettL-llo til i es -"-twa rJ3 
umle'" _l..niS_.IIuDSe:cti:2fl'------_:Ule ........des"u: t.me:nt_, S~Q'--'LY hie .....adeJ;uatc 
not.icIL....flLj ts ....~iQn....to__ t.J:ltt.....oltlili2'______Thf!_nQI: i cc must_in.f.Qrm...J.:be 
gbligllr_ol xh~igbt-l2_(£Lqucst-ii....h~~lnq_Qn_1h~is~uu_2l-Hh~tbeI 
t.he_ollliqJlw:L..1n---.--COfllQliance with A cQ1.I.Ct. Jlt.th::L.O:L-suJ:!QI;u-t..-----..!iH! 
baitr.!Lmiiy_rutL l sS IHL'\,) r_!eneW_Ll h::tllllii~ : x Q __ oiL pe! lIu!LJjhoalil....n arne_1:.1 
O'n tbe mQSLr-eC:EmL....lis.t. __ f mot _ t.h:l!.-!1c_{hlIJ:menL ____!.loti L_J;ba_ J.lo:u-d 
re~c:i YiHLA C9pY...._o!_tbc_n::leaS1L spec iUcd_iU_!iubsccti(ULfi ~ 

H ._Sub~"uent_,eu:;;uam:1i:._.u:m:::HJlLo'_ot.hCL-ellten!li'm_'" 
I I(;U!UiC or cer:ti!iCjte~1'h~,}(d----l1lil.L~~IelS:i.W:.•_ ....umew_o( 

{)tbttLltlisiL....l:&:tend......J:.be 1icenu. _o~ediLical.L....QL....a!Jlhorll.L-in 

iI C~!,Udilm:lLJi.tt II ....L b!Ll!2!U d..:Ji_ OJ1eS_il.f.tl:rJhfiL..tw: a r d_I..e!:Ui yU .... i .....c>l1l.'{ 


, Q t_t be_wr:i tt..e:n....contiuHItj J.:Hl_2LJ;o.mu.l.iIlOt:f:_ au(tl;.if i trn._..1u_liu b!l~c.t i un 

Il ..._ A_W<J' cLm4L_iHI i yc_ any ilPP.l i ci:lble._r~q~ i (ement_!o,c_t.e.i .:lSlJilnce.
w 

[e:nWid_2 '_Ilt.lli:-[_U.ttHH/ ipo _1 Lil-llatituniJle :L...thlJ t:~.t t'lf:~.s j ilia 
"LUlu_,equi r ement-J! 1ace_~LalLLlndluL lJu rilW-'i1L..ille_fi' e r !Hm....arul_J:.b II t 
if4 int...$) LLhe:....tl:!lui .terne:nL_1!1~ Ii !:. ~oLHilh-.th!:t .nubl1 c.....iA1Je reat. 

15 ._Pl09LitIlI_re:r.iel!t___.llLhu t.t1t:.(4n~L .tbe....ll:ub-l i. k_Jl!lUCLot 
incLe-<ls.ill9 _co 11octlQn_ol_cbi Id_.suI100,t ._the.........J1e:sHILtll'lent_sbaU 
u: 120.' L....J; tttL..fallID:!: in<.J_ltLJ b!.!......Legj s 1 a tUUL... ilmL.....thtl: .....J:iQ'lC tRilL __on 
J~nuaLX-31~122A~ 

A~~.Tbe......numbc L.J) '_I1l.U?llil 'LOt!11 $I Clu_Jdtfnt.if ilUL..aL.lic.e:nliillHi 
sub-jecLtlLth i :LsIu:.t.ion. 

fl. _...._Tlle_numLler __ of_suPPOt t--'l:hl igQu--identif jeo_by--.the 
denar_ title n 1."~uude L t h i s_ .II-oc1 i.on_!jbQ....ll.ULJloLin~l ian ce-H.i til 
iLi::~Hl!Lo(dcLQLIiUPeJlHl. ilnd 

1.:._ ....!he_numbe: r_ QLil:l:t il;;!n.:L....t il ~en .... taL the:...Jlep a '.1.01£0 Lunde LUI.!. is 
sect i2n_ond....thc.. riliSults....QLthQ~c.tiDns .. 

·SJOti~~_ f.ami Iy....finaucla LU:Si!UrulibUU,y 

.31-20.81(80) 434:-2081(UO} 
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l. __ IlIIIIllnltL-~w:rlii_ill~il-1!l1l21Wte:.e!l--Slr Q -.i~ 
from _IWY__ cdllinI21~!_ ci.!tll_.J1abl It ty..........U._i_l.e:UJ 1 LJlt_puhl iutiDn 
.under~ SUbllii:ct lOIL.l.__.unleiULP3lblicatigu_ilL_ 'LIUuH_!lt_ne:Q 1igent 
l.lL-io.te.ntUma.L.m1:iconAW::L 

./ Set. V.s. 19 MRSA ,44ft..A, 1II:b.§J. a:ij; enacted. by PL '9IH. e. 657, 
S2, is amended to r~~d; 

. ~. Vees; Aid to Families Nith Dependent Childron. The 
depattrn~nt shall ~¥-~~le establish ~le a ~chedule ot fee~ tor 
enforcflmont of support obligations il'l¥ll.ll!.ina le(;iltient~Lof Ail:Ltn 
l:!ilmll1eL-.lilth__Iau!.e:nAeot CbildI.en. In enforcing support 
obligations. "the dopllttmeot IIhall impose silch fees oqainst tile 
obligor as aro. mandated by federal law and regulations. The 
department may impose such other reasonable fe0s and costs 
al1ainst th~ ,obliqee or oblillor as are not pT!'tlibHed by federal 
law dnd. Hl'1l.1liltiona. The dg".1.tm:s::nL.....lih.all......J:etaiu atL..fGJi_oud 
llPllIL.thett_toward the adminilltution of the loc:aUgn~~.2J;tIlLnit.y 
.nd~AUpnQLt enfocce=ent u[ou[~~. . 

S«:.V~ 19MRSAI44i-A-,'IIIb-I'" as enacted by PL 19$), c. 657, 
S2, i.s repealed. 

~,V.7. 19 MRSA ,448.A. '1Ib-,4·,A, 1:; enacted. to tead: 

j.=ll...........D:tbn......ful._~the deputme:nLmu:t1...eatAblilll by [~ 
scbeduJ e __o L... f~L- f 0 L.JU1Lo.:t c::eJnJ::D t 0 f :nUUM.lLL...Ql:t.ligat.innlL..llO.t 
j, n l/J;,l l.tinQ._ t~i l!ient.s 0:£ ~ Ald--t.AJ:lImilie:LJd1.h. Dtu>JmdtlinL...Chi 1 drenL 
Ibn_ue piU.tWilll.t _mu;:Lt ent0 rce t hi:L.:Ichc:dal L gf teu:L-.A.n.IL_JUl" l:t-.t tu: 
f eee i pt.::I ~_tOHiU..d._.the. _co.a L..I1Ltbu.. Al,Lt1L....!"and lie.:1LHHh-..lle:pe:nde:n.t
ChHdu!R r,!.IO.M.Mll.. .. 

S«c. V4. l' MRSA §44I-A ••ul)..,5, as enacted hy PL 1981, c. 65'/, 
52. is amended to read: 
.' ., • I 

.... , S.-. PtJ:finitiona. As' used in this Ii$ction, I.In.liHis_tbe 
-cJ:l.llte&.Lllthentise.......in.di"t.ID'L. ~he following terms s~.~l have thB 
fQllnwing meanings. 

A, -Applicant- mea"s an individual,. st.ate, political 
• ubdivi~ion of a state or instrumentality of a state, . , ' , 

'II e.' ~support obllgatiDns" means the 'amount duo IlIl obligee 
,r 'fo! Isupport 'under b*'courl order or 'administrative decision 
,q,;, and includes &!lilY "IJ:Hlara9all of I-Up'pott wh"'!lk-k*a .t.Il.at .bJlYe 
.,': ·accrued .•• '. '. ". """ j ,:~ ••" 

."t;I. ~ I·'.. .t:,~clr.!bt: Uh:~, ,0;' " • 

',., •Se-c. V.,. 19MRSA ..,a.O;mh'04 ;15 enacted to read! ..,.". 
.. r· " !i\>~"i 'J'" 

".,. 

t3?-20B I (aO) 

j ~_-1.uVIe..tJL... tJ.L .1U:QY itkli-.into (Qal. t~P£ill_J:.e9\lfiLh'{. l he 
4J::U.:lLtment, a nonproti.t-.bOlnaital Qt. .mediCiU.._H:c.vi>ce_Qt.9.ill1iLitLicn 
4uttuu.ilIa:lL..lm\lIHJl tllL..2.4 j.l: r u.....iWlI1.[JlL-..a.uth\)rluduurulcr_Tl t ht 
2:i~AL. P!Oy..idiL.t..o.uLb.!L dlllD.Attment 1lI.......li.ll.......nL.!;l£:u!l:u!LJ!Ihl:l.-nave 
hea U:.b_ t f1S Ll [ilm; L":Oi'tl r ag Q_ill i t b~h iI !.-!.l.HIant ~at!OD.....l1L i nnu {tl [,.-.Jhe 
inf.cu:miltiruL..Sbd.l_be_ttiinAmiU.e!.S_in II; mannn,Lu,.et:l!;l.ib.e(Lo!t-.J.M 
deJ?.A.ttmenL.....t!LJlliQH.........C.l.e£;.t UUli c~~ ~identl f.ic.at. iOll o.L...u:tspons- i b 11>1' 
P-iH e:.n.t3_iilw....JHl.1I.e:......he alth.....in:l UUltlc.e-._CQ'ltu II g~": 

8«. V-IO. lJMRSA §"'8-E in enactc-d ~Q read; 

St9~&.--He411b....i~U[inQQ_KithhO'ldlng_Pfa~~ 

~__Is~ua~f_Dxde[~_~Ihe dePdxtment on it~~-hebill~n 
behAIL-oLa_Cll~UldiaJ. ..parenL.~ruUjes (ox thlL...depJl.! t.mw:tt..:s 
£J.lil-ll!U;L_il:nfon:eme:nl_SCl.Y1ce.:t or on beaU of anot.h~till:.c..:S 
TiUe IY_D agen~tmHt1ca.L.B.bdiyision ox ag£nLmaY~:Ul.1.lL-4 
HUiliMl.tl:sibl~ue.ne:)_e.m.ttIQyer or flthu !favpr Qf.........1nc'HniL~L..hItllU.b 
in:ilU:.lln'Ze.......lt.itb1w.ldin\l..........2fde~-'t-J':J)€.Q(t;e a re.:olliill:o.iblL-(lA(ent..:..$ 
\:IbIi9 It t i 0n_tQ-Abt.a1 u-.a.L-Jllt1inU t.tL . be.il Ith......insut anl:tL...t:llYe.:t aQ IL-O' 

. -u t fteLliea lL b _C.iI.HL :iea.l"l.:!i: ILL g L...t he_t c5pon:i.i.bl e.....1!:iI '~n l.!.L..dev..Ilnd en I. 
-chi l~r_.cbi Idr:cn.........-A....heil U:1:L_1 n:lu.t..anetLHi thtw.ldinq ,onle L..mu:Ii.t. be 
itcc!l.Il1P.JW..i.ed .by~~~.ll...-:l~o.(n.....JUte:me.nt_i.:;.su.ed.......bY. iO_.Jlutnothcr.! 
tf:(ltlllicnt atiY:£LoL......tho .. comml.aalQneLJ;bat_.s.t..at.es .. thEL.%IHinonsi ole 
.Ila!""nLll1_Ioql.l i r.e..d.....bY__v. couf.t..--t!u2eL..Or_lldmini:ltr Itlb.Ldeci.:; lon to 
ob U in_Q..Lnmi n t il in_be.all; h. _i nsuun';eJ;tll'.e r i1:>l..fL....O L 01 be r-he oJ1.b..CII lilt 
:Ii e r v i ees_fo L_the.~.depen~-ent, .c:tlll dJu::_chi.ldr:.ea_nalOO!L.i nJue_beal t.h 
I nsurancL-..tli thhl:lldln9" ...QrdeL~Jind......:..bllli_f Ililed,_. t~Ut.ov..Hle_. the 
dePiHtmenL...tiitb_p-U2D.Lot coyurJlU_4.:l..Je.llU:l!e-d.....l)Y~1aw., 

:it *~lQyti:.......noti1m.__ A. -ualtLins!.u:.a..nce__ tI" U.hbo 1 ding _0tde t 
muli..t..-btL......AccQmu.ani..lld__ hlL...an..~~emnloy.er ..noti.l:e-1.baLJ:on.tains L.he 
Gubstanc~f_sub~ians l-lP-1b~ 

J '0~ ~ ~Du;':r_ t~o [{,> 1.1 ~_AtL...eWlIQj!' tu:.......Q.L.....:O.tbe L..RilIYO'~ ~.llLiw<OlDe 
4IJ( velLl'd til a _healttLin~ul anCtLldthllQllJj.n9~Oldet........:ihlll Lenro 1L ....Lhe 
IHoQlo.:r.e-e:...L..dcfj!.eol1e.nL.chUll ~.ll.L.C:bHdun._named-' iLl..htl wi thhOlQ i Og 
-0 rdeL~..JlS.........l::!:Ue,.ed_...peI3ons ,~i.n.~~_!U:OUD._he.itl.th_inli.uranc~D Ion ,.0' 
(l t he..,~ im.i.la r_R la.n_r,!.[oyJ d i ntLMIlllb__c.ill:6_se ry..l ~L-.C:U '{ Il;.( autl 
at flll.tl.d~the_e.m.l!lo'i.£.!. ,1 L~.ttuL.J::Jli J.drfHL.ar.fL..~.l:lYibl ~L.4l.l.Ch . 
coy..e..r age.......JInde r-.tlliL.elDP lo.¥e L.:s_entQU rnfInt._ ~.e[!U:i aiiin:s . II nd d.f::!1:w;; t 
t~~i;::~~t.:.IL.u:emiwn:i.;:...frOJll. the...J!lllQloyee :':Le..u:ni.n9:s-t.!LUi1U.llC .the 

f~_Cbaice._.o.Ll!ltm._!L1:lI1l..ULthlln....on/L.l!lan is ofUusLbx.....t.be 
OOtQ:'QY.e:!~b~mi!loyu ·.s.bill1--S:nIQll-------n"a.UfjJ:d~bi.ldtetl 
11£ uagf:C.l; bstly_1O-tbc_l.muu:1I:~p:llln._in_~.Hb i.ch.. _.1; tn:_e"I!1ftlO:YCit. 1 $ 
en ull.lciLo L........i f J.hli-e.lll1U Qycc_l.:t.JlQ L.enrlllled...._J, n. i.he.....l e II IiLeus. t I 'i. 
nlluL.s.H;ben:ti:uL....AuHable.. ,Ptoyi.diru;Lt.ba.t._..thLnllUl.:"~L:le.W>ce.5_iilU 
a1faililblc.....ltbe:!~hc-_xb.Udlen.~~!e.dd.f::"'"--I(Jlu:-..:uu.¥l..c.eJt.....j,!L-.l.he 

440-209l(BO) 
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the agoqlegate disposahle earnings of a rttsponsib\e palent for lUI)' 
workweek whiek tnat is subject to q~rnishment~--~Ut6.aft~--te 
ouetisiB-!i04-.t-~...~ -t+~.~~-<J.eGi4-~ 4&bef64-PIIIl'lh>.."",-te 
e&e" lefl--t~-~ r 400--(H--s..""r -eka j ... oLl:U::ome tt j t h ho 1 :dl!L~ 
tlol ell.ceed: ' 

5«. Y_U, J9MRSA ,"7,,(: ia enacted to read:. 

5111':'(:; EmDiament ioforlU.tiWl 

1.__ .EllIR1ODIfmt...Jnft:WllAtlDD~_~UruuLnut i!;il-.lnL..t.h!L.ac~ I I: lnwot .. 
ilnd uaRt-..,ls provided in subsection 2. an emp:}Q!JU dping 
bwlineu in the State.....Jlhall rCDQ[t tg the deoortment thu 

A~Jn.dnQ Qf a Gerson whn re.a.!delL O( anrka .in~ thb Stil..te~.lO 
tthCm..iiHLemp1J,utcL...H.tlcloates pavina e.rnin'il~ 

S. Rehi[ing or tetu[Q to work Qf~~nY ernployeB_V~$-1i1.id 
aff. fur laughed. sepouW. QUioted a· HIIYfi . withOllL_PiY _.D[ 

teminate4".f.fiHIL~yment .• 

;I. &aceotimula-.An _mplOotf:L1::L.11ut .te.SlUircd_.tQ-.l:.etuULttte 
UUns-2LA_WlUOtL.l:!.tuu 

A~ill be emploYed fo~ess than Q~t~~u£aLlon~ 

1,...........J'tUl have q~eunin9.LJl.L~ leu_L1'l1lI'l....-S3JllLiIl-£:YJ.lry 

month. 

the.:.-Commi Atd IlneL..Ot .• Muwo n selyiceL-lllilX,....Ji.\lolLt..J::u l.e.s-....t.tL-..C:st.lW.lisb 
addit.i!lnal c:r.centiQns if nil~dejL_t.~c.e$4~t:~L 
burdenSOme [cpotting. 

• L~~ tt,,-t__ ,fsUlfI~ :em,alQ.)!fl:.L teJULlrl:.d-.t!L-J:'cru:uL-uruhu 
a!.lba:ea..tion.-LlIHll(~t by !lutiliruL....t.~Im'Illl.lne:e..:A~P:r_QLtlitL.H-4 
'rum. tran~mltt!.ny I flU1lmile......tlliu.e,u.L. sendinu. mIlQne.t.i.c Ulla_ln 
iI_,CQmpatiblC:.-f.u.rm4.t.__iu by otru:r..-lllWUla JI:! !I\!1luAlly'~JlQleeJL.t,a....b'l 
thc_ ~nL~.ilIru1........t.~e.ai~L,Ul.il.L.Hill--,c..:;u.lt__ -1a.........f;.imc.ly 
reporting... 

J~qP[t.. An e!fll:llOXeLJlhill_liabmiL.lL.ICQQ.Lt......M,Hhin.-1..-d.:l):::ii 
oLtJle......bit inS!L_ reliie 1ll9.....!lr .JOtl.lt.n.......til-.l!lIUk of ttuL..J:alnll2ne.........Jbe 
£eeort..Jihal~Qntili.ru. " ••.. .' 

. • • "'... • j •• 

""A~he i:mul~. ri..aine:.-Ilddtiisa. !lociill_.:iiU:aUity num.b.e:LJU1l1
ti datc...QLtlir.t.b..LJlnd ...:. ~.,' . 

I. B'~ ; ·.:.Tb!l.e~~s'· n.[.;~~.:........4d4I~:il1-tilLJli«mlu.meuLSeC.llIHx 

ret. ex~nce..--1lWllhe(-SU......llnil i c<L- bu ~1ne~~nl. i f i Ii: Lnumt!:e L_ 

;~" ,,,.' 
,,' .. 

, I \ 

H)~2081{60) 

5..~-.Jlct.Jmtion_Qt..J~'da--..:rh.tt-dewut.me:nLSbillL,ur.t.ailL..J;he 
infQJma1l~n-LgL-~~~Ltic~laL-emnl2Yr:~n~~~deaa~~ia 
BllHolUll:U..b.h: fo [ es tab 1 i...:thl nQ ,_e:nLo.u: in<L-(} £__ eQ 11~ i 09 _fL SU1!i!O: t t 
o:bl igati.go_Q£...Jl.e.bLoL...LhlL..t:.m.nlilYe\L. ,1L.i.lul~1IlX.WL.does~ noL OHe 
Buc:Lilu_....a.bllnittloo· or b dc.b..t.......-the:_d.etlartll\cnL...mil:L.Jl.Q.t-C.[~CL.4 
'f:C:O:t!i __ulgaIdin.gjbe__iHlt9:1gy~_tlllli=-..inuuI'llA.U0:1i...-.CgDt.ilineLifi 
l;hlL..1:.eru.u.t_lllUst be deatlJl:l'e(Lt!:~lL-

fi ..-.bnol.ti.e.5 __An 3WU!lUX.eL~w.hll-.l!.ru;U:fi.ndY.J..a.HlL..t!l_.re.QQ.r.LaS 
UHZUllt::I:Lu nl2e L.J.h i !i_uat. i Ofi_tru,UI t be--9lnLa _1trJ.U.f::ll...ldarni.n!l.-f0 I 
thiL....f..inL..Xi.oldiQtL-oruLi l>_lnihliKt.__ t.O-'L.....C: iY:i L_peaal t 'LllL. \iLl; 0: 
S21}(L11.CL.....mo.ntL!l.U__eKh-"I.IDSeguenL..Y.101IUmLJlt.e.l. _the 11i11flin!l 
hI :i_been Q Ue.n.,--Al.L..lt1.I21a ~ l.o.niS-lii thin........:..il_iSllltll tL- mollUL.iIee 
kUnsideted_ll.-...!iin!llfL_ yiulatiuD-__ Cot-jf.U.[,P-.i2.S.l:tS Q f illi3tUH:linst-Lhe 
penalt¥-. 

_ Su,V.t3. UMRSAI216t,lub..... ilS .1lImend~d by PI. 1981, cr. 1&1, i.s 
further awonded to <'lead: 

•• Illegitimate child. Except as othendsc plovidtld in 
Uti$ subsection, in the casll of a child conceived .and born out of 
wedlock. the name of the putative (atoet SHall ma~ not be entered 
on the certificate wittmut his written consent' and' that of the 
mother. l'he 1Iii'lllat.l.lre of t!le putalive iath&r on the WI iHen 
consent tikall !ItU..!tt 00 ackrJow!edged before al). onidal iJlltho'::U;4d 
to take o~th$. The 9iynature ot the mother 00 her written consent 
ehall mu.::lt also he ackoowledged before an official authodzed to 
take ollth!ll. If a determination of paternity hili!i tXlwn made by a 
court of competent jluisdiction, then the nalllt! Qf the falhet n 
deteImtned by the court tlHaU mu.tI.,t he entered on tll~ bi rth 
celtjtic~te wJthout the fathoc's or the rnQther's consent. l(.lh~ 
ru.tt aUYfLfa t M!.-£1Bc:.Util::IL....iIIl_ilclmoale.dQemcnt.. _ilL..Datc.mi t:t....,H it.h _the 
(hlQ:u.t.menLarul.....thc-pu.ta t.iJUl:_f atileL~isJ:i tbe 1: _ name.d_l n .. Ii(1 I; i n'i_by 
the~ma1her_aa_t.~f~the!_gL-i~-Dte~~d~2-be-.tb~tbe£_bAsed_Dn
1 be ,_le$111 t Il_oL_ b 1 QO<J,~);H_!; i ~Hi 1.Ie...":.tyV i nG_ttl:! La ~_tbtL....nb'l'tltl:_Qt_ the 
t ather ll1IGt_oo __ ellLetcl1----'ilL3Jle..... hl u.h~r.tiH.ca.llL........wt t.hQut.........tbe 
t ather :a......aLLbtl:..:mot.het..:s.-.....cQIlStl:M. 

SH. V~14. 29MRSA 119J is ~nacted to read: 

S7'l.~i~i~ncja1-'esRUnaihi1ltr 

1._. cw:uuiance_wllL:nmPO.ct........oulerA>.......-lIl_addHiull-tQ _.utne[ 
SHIll; 1 i; fkatiOfl.:i........amL_CDmIUiomL........tl'lltiIJUisbcd by tllls_Iitle..._.t.he 
:rigl1L oL.in~indiJli.dJ.liIL lc'--...bQld_ILmot.Q.t.......n:..hi~le_.!ll!t::u.tIH.:sJ.li;i:n::u:: 
Q.LtHU.mit_h:BH:td ~by_t.hfLllt:a te.Js _.llubj ecL.to_t.M-LttQ.U i remenU.JIf 
Ti.tht~.l.iC.ction.....-JQti-~ 

Z._CUrtif '!::ilt iua Qf_uoncomnU ance..............J(!(m~~teceiu1--of_1 
we i t ten_l:tl:(J i f lcat i on 1(Qm_thlL.l:onmiusipneL...QLlJumau_SeuiCt:;.l;LaS 

oIH-lOBl(8{l) 

http:eeort..Jihal~Qntili.ru
http:e!fll:llOXeLJlhill_liabmiL.lL.ICQQ.Lt
http:tran~mltt!.ny
http:l.e.s-....t.tL-..C:st.lW
http:aceotimula-.An
http:ernployeB_V~$-1i1.id
http:Stil..te
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registers and the potential 
to withhold these licenses 
fot nonpayment of chi 1d 
support. ...,_:_J,<" ," 


Aid to FMbiU« wltb IkpRdt1lj • 
 " 
CbUdttn . ~ , " .,,.""",' ~>','. 'I•• " 

A1 L a,ther I I" '., \~. . ."' (1,::P~.7iiO) 

I. <, Provides .. ; ,for' • ~ the',· 
'.. h'," 	 deapproptiBthm of" funclst'dua· 

to sdditlOn&l savings, • 
resulting from im::rea5ed 

co :child support collections due 
• y. to ",j,dentifie81ion of 
: ;.,~: nonpayinq obligors thJ:(llIgb' 

computEtr .' fHtchlng" with 
prOfessional 	 and dtlVOr'S 

t'" .license reQistaTs end' the 
potential' to t"lithbold theso 
liccnaoa tot nonp1tyrt!8nt of 

I ,,··:Chlld support.
:1;;:, , 

t.",.ls. '.',',t
t •• 

Ajd '0 'unilies wilh Dependwt
Chlldrm , ... " 	 ' :•• I '" 

'1.- .I,...1.\";'.,,,t.t I f'." !.... •i All Other 	 (400,000,
Il(lf' "i,l,,! '. " •• ;.·\ltlj,; .... :..\ '".", .• ,'", .~, "i· 
(In';prov'i'd.~t!II;F'u for~' 'IF" the I~" ,':1' "'Hldeapptoprl·.Uon of fundS as $. ...\ 1.'lQ;Ul'luJt1·of" !.nCr(Hlsed "ctaild .'. '"Vt!IIuPpOrt--"'C'ollections • trom 
t.oPdolinqu6fll. obligors- whO, wi ll' .'." .,!,1I~"pay" tbeir 	'child Buppart.. "r 
::)c~ obtfg'atloos f rathor· then h'ave 't·1 til~ the'l r fl/tme, published in the" '. , 

q l:tO'newspapor _ • ~ . .' " ,)
V·-u.., .'~ '. 	r.il' ••fI~f,1, h,,', :r.i,~ t·.! 

". . . ' Aid ti F~Ii:I'''lIb Dt~trtt ::; , •...-:: ;,,', .,
Chllcbint:" l' _ .' !" ,. ,t, ," ;..1.<-­

:t' i;( ;~"(l ..:~ <.- ,.41:':/:.:,,·' II· 
(HIO,OCO) 

1'"/,,,' '. 1 tl >j, •• ~ ... t 
t.~,\'prcvide5 '-1 for''':''''the'''H? 

All Other .," 

, .( ,.'• ' 	, doaPl'1 opri ation ~Qt _funds- tlli tI 
''-'' Iesult 'a.t foes t) ptaced:"on ,,', 
.' .c, eh i 1d suppa r t • ('enfarceRl~nfH 
',' (;i!lih:lU' that do'~not"if'lvOlye

"oJ : .... , " 
:, lJ "'~{ .;,•• 

;.;... 
, ' " , 

447-20$1(&0) 

(1,940,065) 

(.loa,OOO) 

(15o,{l()O) 

receipts of Aid to FamUie$ 
with Dependent Children. 

Mtdk., Can· ra,Yl1wd.lo rto\,idrrll 

All Other 	 (380,aOO) (lao.alH) 

Pr~vidos for the 

deappropriation of funds by 

fecouping medh:al costs from 

.bsent parents who have 

privata health insurance. 


Medical Cart:· PaymeR'S 16 Pro\,iders 

All Other 	 (235,600) (j1U'l,300l 

Provides for the 

deappropliation of funds due 

to heillth in!Hlrance 

withhnldln<;l erdels in child 

support CiUICS, 


i}t:PABTMENT OF UllMAN SEkVICF-<i 
TOTAL . ($4,:na,949} ($5,405.&89) 

S«, V-I? Allocation. The foll(lwinq funds afU allocated erma the 
Federal Exp"mdi line Fund to Coil [Y ollt the purposes of this Part, 

1994·95.")·'4 
UUMAN SERVICF.5, DEPARTMEN1' OF 

Medical Cart· r.ymen~ to J'rm.ldtn 

All Other 	 ($U?,lOO) ($U9.200) 

Provides fot' the dealloc<Jtion 

ot funds by lCcouping mediciI'l 

costs f~om absent parents wbo 

have p.ivate hC61th tnsur&nce. 


Mcdit1il1 Cart· hYfUt'oti 10 f>roddrrs 

All Ot.her 	 (-464,400) (619,200)' 

PHtvl:de~ [or ttw de411acat ion 

of hmds .due tv hea I th 


448-2061(IH)) 

http:ra,Yl1wd.lo
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Execulive Summary 

Child Support Council 
Congressional and Federal Update 

(July, 1993) 

by 
Darryl! W. Grubbs. JD 


President 

Child Support Council 


Auslin. T cxas 


Through most of th~ firs! half of the year, the focus of Ihtl I03rd Congress has been on the Clinton Administration':.; 
economic s:imulus and budget deficit reduction packages. Although separate bills affe<:ting child support conlinue Co he 
introduced, the onlYI~hanges to federal child support law that Congress has considered and voled on havo: boxn provisiom 
contained in the "Budget R«onciliation Act of 1994" (HR 2264 by Sabo (D-l\tN]). 

BUDGET RECONCILIATION: The chird suppOrt provisions included in the Budget R«:onciliation bill relate 10 
parentage t:.~Cablishment, dependent health insumnce requirements and credit bureau reporting. Specifically. the change~ 
.;ontam('A.i (0 HR 22~ incl\ule requirement;> for st<J,t;;s 10 hav" laws providing for: • 

(l) simple civil procooures for voluntarily acknowledging patemity and including ~due proc~s~ safeguards; 

(2) a rebuttable, or at Slattl option, conclus.ive pfe~l.Ul1ptjon of paternity \lpon genetic te;;ting results indicating a threshold 
probability of paren!age; 

(3) default orders f\)r paternity estahlishmtlnt urxm a £howiog of service Qf pro;~,,, and compliance with. other relevant 
provisions of stale I~w; 

(4) I;lxpOOitcd proce.~'>ts for paternity establishment; 

(5) a r~ujrement thai $ta!~ give wfun faith and cnxlit ft to dt'tt'rminations of patt'mil)' made by other statt;s; and 

(6) procedures I.mut'r which tht' &late requirt'S part'nts 10 furnish thdr Social Securily Numbers (SSN) to assist in 
idttntifying Ihe parentll of the child, 

A change 10 Ihd. 1988 Family Support Att's ~patemily I!stahlishment percentage- formula for state IV~D agrncles also 
is included in Ibc plilemity provisions in the Budgel Roconcilialion Act, Unuer the new standard, for a state IV-D 
program to be found in substantial compham:e, the following will have to be met: 

(l) a paternity e£tahlishment rate of 15 percenl (3.'1 measured h)' Ihl: number of ca.\.\!$ in the (V~D caseioad requiring th~ 
establishment of paternity for whid. paternity has been established); or 

(2) for those stalc); "':'ith an cstablisnmt)ftt fll!(I hetwet;n 50 antl7S percent, there must be an increase of 3 perttmb.ge point-. 
ov<!r the previou:> tisclll ytar, and for (hose states with a raIl: !reluw 50 percent. the incrt3.~ must be 6 p¢n:entag..: point-> 
ov.:r Ibe previous year. , 

, 
From tbe puint of view of state IV·O agencies, problems witb the new paternity establish1llCnt fonnula !ire tbl: same ,as 

http:perttmb.ge


• 


• 


with ti,,, old OM. Th~ reasonableness of Ibe rate fOf a state relates directly to the increase in Ihe number of lV·D caws 
in which ,paternity needs to be .:stablish¢d, a factor not within the Iv-n .agency·s control. Conversely. s~ttjng 

requirements tor tht; number of patemities to be ¢$l<tblished using II hase ye.ar, and against which the IV-0 agency' s future 
pt!rfopnance ....iII rn; compared, may n:suit in inappropriately high or low establishment requirements. The fllilSl sensihle 
anJ Nalislic approach, and what would have be.:;n puferablll to Ihe provisions of the 1988 Act, Or those in this year':., 
Budgd Reconciliation Act, would be to set goals on a state-by·stat<! basis for increases tn the actual number of paternities 
eo bt:: established from one year to the n.:xl over a period of (hroo to flv.: yeafS. 

Provisions in HR 2264 involving dependent health insurance are pattem!:d after recomme:ndallons of dll~ U, S, 
Commission on Int~rstale Child Support. They req;'ire states to: 

(l} prohibif health insurers from denying enroUmem of a child hc>cause the ;;:hild does not live with the patent or was horn 
out of w~lIock: • 

(2) permit the custodial pan:nt or the IV-O agency to cnroH the cbild in the health insuraoce policy of !he noncustodial 
parent jfhe fails to do 14) or to submit daims directly to the insurer; 

(3) make insurers pay the cu:>toclial parent directly on claims i'ubmilCtd on behalf ufthe cbild; 

(4) Illllke employers- withbold, from noncustodial parents' paycheckS amounts nocessary to pay for dependent healtb 
in:>urance premium.": lIJ'lJ . 

(5) pennit IV·D agencits to garnish wages to reimburse the state Jor Medicaid coverag'" for the dilld. 

Finally, the Budget Roconciliation Act amends Title iV~D by Ulll.lldating: thal state IVwD agencies periodically report to 
credit bureaus the name of any obligor who is at least rn,"O months late in paying child support. 

Tnt! Budget Recuociliation Act, havmg passed bolb the HOIlSl;': and Senate, is in a ronfe(tmee commiu~ to work out 
differences. A ;;ompromiSt: VerstQn will 00 approvcQ and sen! to Prusident Clinton for his signature. 

CONGRESSIONAL CHILD SUPPORT LEGISLATION: Ort.t! of the most notable child support bills intrmluccJ in 
Congre:>s so far this year tS 5, m by tLS. Senatnr Bill Brudley (O~NJ), and H.R. 1600, the House companion hIli 
inlroduced by CO~fesswoman Ma~e Roukema (RwNJ). This legislation contains many of the ·recomm.mdalions of 
the U,S. CommiOlsjen on Interstate Child Support. For the most part, S. 6S9iH.R. 1600 is almost identical in substance 
In S. 3291 (amI It:; companion bill H.R. 6091) that Senator Bradley and Congresswoman Roukerna introduced in the 
dosing days of the I02nd Congress, The differences between th~ version of the bills from the 102nd and thostl in the 
103m Congress. are mainly tn areas relating to jurisdiction over child support orders. These provisions Were removed 
in s. 689JH.R, 1600 sim;e they duplicate tbose in lhe new Uniform Interstate Family Support Ac! (U1FSA), whkh dl": 
BradleywRoukema legislation requires aU statts 10 adopt. The only other change from the earlier bills is removal of one 
sl:lCtion dealing with enforCl5Ul\.'nt actkms through liens on titles of motor vthic1es of delinquent obligors, and 11: ~Ij()n 
creating a Children's Trust Fund. 

The major provisions of S. 689/H.R. 1600, toptcally arrmgoo, mclude the following: . 

L<lwte and Case Trucking: 

(a) a new national network for the location of pan'ni$. would be established. Tht5 network would enable each state's IV·D 
agency t() have acCess to federal and state data bases for locale purposes. Federal'matching funtls at It rale of 90 percent 
would be available to state.~ to partieipate in the new network; 

(h) a modified W-4 fonn will be used to report all ncw.hires and tbeir child support obligations prompUy to the stahl child 
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support agency. The c:nforcement agency would ~hc:ck the information against its registry of child support orden>, 'which 
..11 states would also be required 10 maintain, and broadcast the informal!on o\'~r the national n~twork to the child support 
a£endes and regislries of support orders in all other states; 

(CI IIccess to th~ P<t<J,erai Parent Locator S'::r'.'LCC: would btl made available to bsilll parents for child support and visitalion 
purpuses, Private attorneys nnd pro se obligees would have access to stati! locator r~source~, tax rdund offset!i, and 
'other puhlic \!nfor~ement tcchnil.jues" tor child support enfortement llc~inns, Federal. state and local child 1'>Upport 
agenck,~ w(u.lld obtain acce:NS to inti:mnation contained in national law enforcement networks. 

I 

Estuhli.~hment: 

(a) aU stares would be required to aJopt a uniform long-ann statute to eXer!;'ise personal jurisdiction over a non-reslIJent 
defendant, States wquld treat out-of~statl! service of process in parenla8e and child ~llpport actions in the sanre manner 
as il1 4 statc StttVll:e of process; 

(h} an order for parllntage and/or child support rendeIed in one statf! would b6 recognized and enforced. wilhout 
modific,atioo. by any other state. turthermore, the slate which et>tablished a support order would ordinarily rttain 
C'ontinuing, exclusive jurisdiction ~ iocJudingjurilidiclionlo modify w unless both parents and the child have len thaI $(ate 
or "'nth parents agree in writing to the e;J;crci~ of jurisdiction by an()ther state; 

(c-) stateli would he ~uir~ 10 have uniform laws and practices respecting 1m: joining ()f panmtage adjUtlkafinn linu child 
support ¢$Iahlishmcot in a single caUlk! of action;, . 

(d) lita!e child support agencies would have access !n infnnnation available from II >credit reporting agt!ncy and >could use 
a national subpoenli duces t~um to reach all1nformation regarding private IUld gO\!l::mment employees:, 
(e} slate:s and slate I":.D agencies. would he required to make the application of rnarulatory support guidelines Ii sufticlt:n! 
(l!<Ison for modificat!on of the support obligation without the necessity of showing any other change in o;;:irtulllElan,,'e. 
By !995, when all states must have rutty opttrational automated systems, Ihey mLlst he ahle to make automatic calculations 
of the amount of :support owed a child on the basis of Ihe suppo(1 guidelines, In order w study the desirahility of natiomtl 
child support guidelines. Congress would create" National Child Support Guidelint'l Commission. 

Purentaae: 

(a) Ihr the early acknowle-dgerIk:n( ,)f paternity. ,stales must develop simple civil consent procedures; 

(h) aU sta~s would create paternity acknowledgement programs iii hosprtalsand tStablish other kindsofpatemi!y OUlrea!;'h 
progralllE to increase voluntaty acknowlodgetn!;l'nts of paternity. 

Enforcement: 

(a) hu~int!S.'>es in a state must honor income withbolt.ling notices or orders issued hy a court of any other slah:; 

(h) to simplify botn interstate and mtra:<tale wage wilhholrlmg. the Secretary of Health and Human Services would devcbp 
a uniform withhQlding notice to he \1$00 by stah::s in nll withholding actions; 

(C) glate and federal a~endes responsible for issuing or renewing occupational, driv<:NI, professional.and: business licen:>ws, 
would not ~ permitted to do 50 in the case of a delinquent child support obligor; 

(d) stal.:s must make information about delinquent obligors available, upon request, to credie reporting agencies if mort: 
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than one month's worth of support is past due: 

{e) obligors not making timely payrru:nts of support would b¢ required to post deposits with the state (hUd support 
.:n(orcemem agency; . 

(t) the procedure for states to ohtain the uS\! of ~full collection" services of the Internal Revenue Service would be 
simplified; 

. , (g) all states would have procooures under which criminal non-suppOrt penalties may bt:: imposed; 

(h) the BAAkruptcy Cod!! would be amended to ensure that a child suppon action will proceed without inlerruplion in cuse 
of II ~ankfUplCY action; 

(i) with respect to the enforceml!nl of heallh care tQr dependent children_ new procedures would give the obligee: Ihe right 
to choose and enforce Ihe appropriate health care insurance for the children, The custodia! parent would act in the place 
of (he insured, including making direct application for insurance and making claims. The obligor's emp!oyc:r must make 
;lvailable to the custodial parenl all nec~ssary claim and mimbursement forms and must notify the (:uslodial parent of an)' 
herminalion or change in the insurance coveragl:: for the de~ndent child(ren); 
, , 

I 
, 

(;) as a wndition of receiving f&!'!rlil funding for their IV-D programs, stales must Ildopt the tiniform 1nterstate Family 
Support Act (UtFSA); ,., 
(k) Ii study is to ~ conducted of aJtemlitive ways to fund the IV-D program and to change the audit protes$ in order to ! 
improve the criteria and melhodology for the audit; and 
(I) pilot projt:Cts will be e.st.!hlished to detc:rmine the feasiMay and usc:fulness of ~chi1d support assuranct:'. ~ 

Stale Role in the Child Support Enforctment ~ram; 

'. (a) a ~lahllV~D agency will be required to accepLapplicatiQ!1s for services from nonresidents of that state; 

(b} state and local -child supporl enforcl!mcnt agencies will be required 10 provide a numner of amenities for parenh, 
including cnnvc:nient houts:, tocullons and offic< environment;; <;unducivt;l to di:.;.:u,'<;lon of legal and personal muth':r<\ in 
p-rivacy; and 

{C) ~tltle.s are required to devdop procedures whereby thl! designation of d,e child support payee may be ChWlgl!d without 
the requirement of a court hearing or order. 

In addition to the Bradley-Roukem.a legislatIOn. annther rocent bill introduced in Congress, ",R, 1961 hy 
Congraliw;:»t\un Barbara Kennelly (D·eT), also includes provisions fmm the Interstale Commission's 
recommendations. 

The Kennelly bill contains the same provisions as in the Bradley and Roukema bills for expanding the resource.~ and us.:s 
or the federal and state locate syste~s. In addition, it requires states to have procedures for oblaining aCCeS,~ to) the 
t1nancial recordl', of any entity or individual doing.busine.ss in the state for the purposes of child supp-oft ~nforc\lml!nt. 

The Kennelly bill contains more of the Commililii~n's interstate jurisdictional reCommendations than do the current 
Bradley and Roukema bills. As med in the last (102m.!) Congress, the Bradley and Roukema bills also held doSt;\!y to 
the CmnnUssion"s r&:Qmmendations concerning interstate jurisdictlon, but inasmuch as those reeommendations addreSS 
mailers comprehensively covered by the new Uniform Jnterstat;: Family SUPP!)f1 Act (UiFSA). the Bradley and Roukema 
bills filed in this (103td) Congre~"$ did not attempt to replicate UIFSA in such matters. 
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The Kenm:lIy bill, in a major !;han~ in jV·D policy, p<::rmi~:; the flt.ate IV-D IIgency to ~rep~ent custodial parents in 
custody cases" lind requires u IV -0 agency involved in cllstody cases to refer custodial parents to -appropriate community 
resoufce:;:~ when there is evidence of a threat of violence against that parent (or the parent's children) for having 
COOp:nll00 '¥fllh the IV-I) ab~ncy in estahlishing custody. Under current IV-D law, of course, issues of ;:ustody ..nd 
access lit! outside; the IV-0 arena, and by the inlerptetaeion (If thc f~e:ral Offke of Child Support Enfortemc:nt (OCSE::), 
statc IY·D ago:nde5 do not ~tepteS1!n!" either partint (or even the child) in., traditional altorney~dient relationship' in any 
child support pnx:~jng. 

HR 1961 adds 10 the long list of tmforcel'ntut provisions found in the Bradley and Roukema legislation. includin,ti SOII'W 

other en(ol't¢ment measures recommended by lne Interstate Commission. Among lh~ at¢ the extension of the IRS la, 

refund proI:rnm to cover non-AfDC post-minor children, It also provides for state laws to allow assignment of lift! 
insuranct! h¢nefits 10 satisfy child suppurt 3fft!aragt15 and authorizes the U.S. S.xretary of Stak Co deny issuance of u 
rm~purt to anyone sut:je..:t to 11 state warrant of arrest tor pa-;t Jue chUd suppurt of not I\$." than S 10,000 .. 
• I I
Th"", bill contains identical provisions 10 lhow found in the Brauley and RQukema bills concerning collection "nJ 
distribution of child support, In addition, il rotltains the Interstate CQ1l11llisslon rtlComnrendation tlull ~il is the s<.'nsc uf 
Cong~ss that States'should encourage all parents to use the state child support agency to procO;lSS and dislribute child , 
support payments in,oruer to establish in official record of such paymenK ~ 

Tht: bilt also providi:s for the establishment hy OCSE of a perm.tncnt child support advisory committee compo.,.,w of 
federal and stale regislators. slate child support officials, and representatives of cuslooial and noncustodial patents. This 
.;;ommiue.c would pr~vide oversight of Iht: implerru!ntalion of fN:eral IV~I) laws and regulations and provide a forum for 
inteP!1>t~ parties to share concerns about the national child support enfotcement program. 

The Kl!nndJy hill al~ rulds 10 the recommemjajion~ of the lnkrslate Commission that it be the sense of the Congn:.\s Ihat 
stateb shouLd est.abli~h (I) administrative prOC\::dures to process cbild support Cast's and (2) statl;) child support councils 
to rt!view state child support enforcement Jaws and 10 make reeomm~ndations for changt:s in those laws, 

TIll;) Kennelly hill adds a provision nO!. founJ in the other two bills, hUI incorporating .a recommaidation of Ihl! 
Commission. that any government program 10 provide jobs for noncustmhal p;tr~nls not advem:ly affcct. cirhe:r uitlt\CUy 
{1t thrnl.lgh competition tor funds, any fedi!ral prol!J'am fur custodial parents. 

Other c.hlld support rdated hills introduced in thl; 103rd Congress that d~l'Vt: menlion include the foHowing: 

'" ".R. 915 by Congres.'iwornnn Patritia Schroeder (D·CO). Her legislation includes some (If tht: r«ommendatilms 
of tbl; Interstatt: COrnml$$iun and is similar t.o H. R. 5123 which sht: int(oouced in du~ I02nd Congress. Major provisions 
of H. R. 5123 jnclud~ requirements that sta!~ prohibit issuance of pmfessionallicellN.;$ to any individmtl owing past due 
support. elimination of stak statutes of limitation tor enforcement nf child supporl arreatages, and climtnatlon of fcth:ral 
lY-D inct:ntivt:s and 'increasing the federallV~D match rate tv 90 percent . 

... S. 434 by Senat{)~ Dale Bwnpers (D-AR). This bill (previously S. 2514 in the 102nd Congress) would permil a IY.lU 
debt d~UI;lion to be takcn by the custodial parent on lk!t income tax retum fo; owed, but \lnpaid chilu support. Tht: 
rtoncu...todial parent ~(Iuld 0..:: required to indud~ unpaiu support as taxable income in the same lax year. If tbe ddilll\ucnt 
support is ever paid,! th~ cu.swdial parent would declare the support ll$ itll,":ome and U.\e obligated partmt would claim (hit 
MlPpOt1 pajd ll$ a d~uction. 

- H.R. 454 by Congres.wun Barney Frdnk (D·MA). This bill provides that it state court !!Illy not modify an order 
of another statt: 's court unless the custodial parenl resides in !ru: state seekinu to modify the order. H. R. 5304 was passt:J

f • c. 
hy tbe U.S. House ,Qf Repre~entatiY¢iS last year. but was not c.msideretl by the Senate b~fore tht: 102nd CongftSS 
adjourned. 
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+ HR 1396 by Congres.wroman Olympia Snow~ (R-1\"fE). This h:gislation contains same oftbe interstate ConunibslDn's 
recommendations. and also provides thai banks and other financial institutions that cooperate with state child ;support 
enforcement llgcndes will not h¢ liable for rdaslng financial information aOOm the financial aSSI:!L~ of noncustodial 
parents. The biLL also provides Inal stal¢,." dl!vdop guiddin<:!s tor lhe inclusion of ha.lth ca~ eOV1!rage in eVer) new or 
roodifh:d child support order, The HeaHb and Human Setvl«tS Secretary will develop proccdur~" by which state child 
suppori enforceIDl!ot It£l!ocies would receive federal incentiv<:! payrtltlnts for m~dlcal support cnfof/;;em.::nL With respect 
to wage withholding for child support, HR 2396 provides that Stales must ft{.juin:: employers to remit th¢ withhdd 
amounts to the appropriate stale agency within to days afl~r Ilk:. puyllklnt of the wa);:cs. Employers who fail to remit to 

lhe state <:hild support agency would be subject to a fine. Odli~r provisions require the Secretary to report annual! y II) 

Congress on states' -compliance with performance standards articulated in the Family Support Acl of 1988. Finally, the , 
I federal Office; of Child SUPP9rt Enfon;:ement would be required 10 develop a national parent locale ru;'twork, incorporating 

! 
I~tate 'hil~ support enforcement systems, to allow direct a{:C(:ss by one state to another state's localor system,,\I;$ well as 

to fedcra\locator sources, 

• HR 2241 by Congr~-..man Jim McDermntt (D.WA). Rtquife5 the Socretliry of Health and Human Services 10 form 

a commiuee-·che "Child Suprort Audil Advisory Commju~~-~wlth lhe mandate to develop new -criteria for the triennial 

audit of slate IV-D prognm15. The new audil criteria are to measure outcomes. as well as compliance with federal 

regulalions. The cotttmittce will also be responsible for recommending (0 Congress legislation with respect to the funding 

of the lV-D program which will tmhancc the em"':!ivlme-ss of tbe'triennial audit amllh~ a:'>"Sociatcd pc.lnalty prOCc.llili, 


• S.66J by Senatur Jay Rockefeller (D~WV). Known as the ~Famlly Income Security Act of 1993, ~ this hill is identical 
ill IL" provisions to S. 2237 (hat Senator Rockefellt:r filed in the 102nd Congress. Senator Rockefeller's bill reO¢e\5 the 
work of the National Commission on Childrc.ln, a bipartisan study that he cbaired, and that submitted its findings IO Ihl: 
President and Congress in 1991, 

.. KR 1995 by Congra'>fl1an Harold Volkmer (D~MO). nm: bill deserves mention partly because of lbe problem.~ it 
would en:ale thr rV·D agt:l1de;o>. and th" IRS, H.R, 1995 amends lhe internal Rl$Ven~ Code to allow a noncustodial rmn:nl 
10 claim a ~hi!d as a dep<Jndtmt for fedc.lral income tax purpoi<S if 1m: custodial parent does not contribute to thc.l-suppo(t 
of the child and if the noncu:-.tooial parel1t provides over half of the support of the child during the caxablt: y;:ar, Clearly, 
thil;; bill wwld create m~iot' new problems in ~il1dicating support and tax dispvles fOT both child support amI IRS 

auditors" 

Pinally, an \lpdate on the ufederalimtionH{)f child ~pport enforcement. A bill to move child support enforcernenl Ii) 
the IRS was introducf"d by C(l~ressman Henry Hyde (R·IL) on February 2, 1993 and on M:ay J3 by Smator Rit;hard 
Shelby (O~AL). This bill, H.R. 713'S,967, would essentially take aIlIV~D enforcement responsibilities from stale aIlU 
locallV~D agencies and place them under the Internal Revenue Service. State and local IV-D agtmcies would relain 
responsibility for e~tablishment of parentage and support omers and mo;;hticalions of orders. 

Neither bill has yet Co ~ con~idcfed by the House Ways and Means Commlt~ or the Senate Finance COmmilltl<L 

Additionally, most observers do not believe President Clinton is going to e411 for Che complete tnmsfer of child suppurt 
enforcemlmt responsibililies from the state to the federal,govemmenL Instead. his ~ommenda'ions may focus on way;': 
in which greatl!r use by the states can be made of IRS data 10 locate absent parents and obtain financial information on 
delinquent obligors. The Clinton plan might al:;o include t:aSing requirements for SUbmitting cases 10 the IRS for "I'ull 
co!l~tiun~ as is proposed in Ihe B:radley-Rouketna legislation. 

CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS: Hearings on Senator Bradley',; S. 689 and other Senate child support legislatiol1 Wttl 
probably be held sometime later in 1he Summer or early Fall by the Senate Finance Commiuee in conjun,ction wllh lhe 
Presidenfs wdfare refonn proposals. 

The U.S. Hou..;e Wltys: and Means' SulKommluce on Hwmm Resources has al~y held several heanngs sm!.;;! 
January relaling to child :'>tlppoM. A March 18 uuring focused on President Clinton's economlc stimulus and bud8e! plan 
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that incluJIUl Sl:Vetal provisions for strenglhtninll child support enforcement 

Another hearing was held by the Subcommittee on June 10 that focu£<d on several alternatives for improving child 
support enforcement Th",~ included retaining the current state and federal program and implementing the 
recommendations of the interstate Commission. moving towanls federaliz.ation of the program by moving enforcement 
tn the IRS and providing cbild support assurance to cuscooi,d parents, and increasing the role of dw private s~tor and 
other m)rj..!V~D cntit.ies In 5upplem:::nting efforts 1'1, statt: .anti local IV·O agencies. 

LOOKING AHEAD! A welfare rdonn task i()rce will be spcmling much of th<.l Summer pr<.lparing proposals, including 
Ih,!,.e relating to child support. for c()nsideration hy th<.l Pr<.lsident and Congrt))()(. With the ,.!iwrst views lh.al exist nn 
how to improve child support enforct!ml!nt, the task facing th!: Presidetlt and COfigrl!ss will he coallllnging. 

o Copyright 1993 
Child SupPOf1 Council 

Austin, T I!xas 
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CHilO SUPPORT COUNCIL 
CONGRESSIONAL BILL TRACKING CHART 
As of JulV 1, 1993 

I 

BILL # SPONSOR 
INTRD 
DATE DESCRIPTION STATUS 

S, 253 
, 

Craig 
R-Il 

1I2B F~::ra!pa~
garnIshed same wilY as 
non-fedflral, 

To S. Cornm. 
on Gov', 
Affairs. 
1I2B/93 

S. 434 
8< 
HR 2355 

Bumpers' 
D·AR 
Cox 
R·CA 

2/2/93 

61!l/93 

Unpaid CS can be 
deducted on Fed. income 
tax as bad debt. 

To S. Finance 
2/2/93 
To H. Ways & 
Means 
6/9/93 

HR 454 

S. 922 

Frank 
D·MA 

MoseleV-
Braun 
D-IL 

116/93 

5/6/93 

Prohibits a state from 
modifying child support 
order of another state 
without consent. 

Amended by 
H. Judiciary. 
3111193 
To Senate 
Judiciary 
5/6193 

HR 529 Panetta 
D·CA 

1121/93 First S50 of CS doesn't 
count for food stamp 
eligibility. 

Incorporated 
into HR 2264. 
In conference 
committee. 
7/1/93 

S. 532 Domenici 
R·NM 

3/3/93 States must recognize 
CS orders of other states. 

To Judiciary 
Committee. 
319193 

S.540 Heflin 3110/93 Reforms bankruptcy law To Judiciary 
D-AL 	 regarding CS enforcement, Committee. 

3/10193 

HR 555 Woolsey 1/2lJ93 redit bureaus must To H. Ways & 
D·CA indude state-provided Means and H. 

info on delinquent CS. Banking. 
Finance, and 
Urben Affairs. 
1/21193 

HA 619 McCandless 1/26/93 Credit bureaus mUSt record To H, Banking, 
A·CA overdue CS info when it is Finance, and 

provided by oov't agency, Urban Affairs, 
1/26193 

, 
HR 773 Hyde 2/3/93 Moves IV-O enforcement To H. Ways 
& R·IL to IRS, States establish & Means, 

paternity orders and 2/2193 
S,967 Shelby 5113193 modifications, To S. Finance 

D·AL 5113/93 



INTRO 
BILL :J SPONSOR DATE DESCRIPTION STATUS 

HR 892 Franks 
R-CT 

2116193 States must meet ~ panmtal 
identity standards" to keep 
IV·A funding. 

HR 915 Schroeder 
D,CO 

2/6/93 Changes IV·O funding; 
requires states to suspend 
licenses, prevent recording 
of property for non-pay of 
child support, 

HR 1007 Shavs 
R-CT 

2/18/93 Atlows IRS to levy wages 
for CS more than 2 months 
overdue. 

5,619 Riegle 
D,M' 

3118/93 IV·O programs to provide 
billn ual informa ' 

S.663 Rockefeller 3/26193 rovides for tax credits for 
D·WV children and child 

support assurance 
demonstrations. 

5,689 Bradley 4/1193 Interstate Child Support 
& D-NJ Enforcement Act, Enacts 
HR 1600 Rouk~ma 41t193 recommendations 

R-NJ of US Commission on 
Interstate Child SUPPO/1. 

HR 1961 Kennelly 5/4/93 Relates to interstate 
D-CN child support enforcement 

and parentage 
establishment, 

HR 1995 Volkmer 
D-MO 

5/5/93 Authorizes tax exemption 
for NCP who pays over 
half of support fot child, 

HR 2241 McOermot 
O-WA 

5/24/93 Establishes child Support 
audit commiuee in HHS. 

HR 2264 
& 
S,1134 

Saba 
D-MN 
Sasser 
D-TN 

5/25/93 • Budget Recondlitatioo Act, 
includes paternity, health 
insutance, and credit 
bureau reporting;. 

To H, Ways 
&Means 
2/16/93 

To H, Ways" 
& Means 
& Judiciary. 
2116193 

To H. Ways & 

Means and 

H, Energy & 

Commerce. 

2/18/93 


To S,Financo 
3/18/93. 

To S. finance 
Committee. 
3/26/93 

To S. Finance 
411/93 
To H, Armed 
Services and 
Banking, 
Finance, & 
Urban Affairs 
and Judiciary 
and Ways & 
Means 
411193 

Ref'd to 
various 
committees, 
5/4/93 

To Ways & 
Means, 
5/5/93 

To Ways 
& Means. 
5124/93 
Passed both 
houses, In 
cont.comm.as 
of 711193. 

,
," .... 

I 

, 
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INTRO 
BILL # SPONSOR DATE DESCRIPTION STATUS 

HR 2346 	 Wooisy 618193 !V~D agencies to report To H, Ways & 
D·CA overdue child support Means 

greater than $1000 to 6/8193 
credit bureaus. Replaces 
HR 555. 

HR 2396 Snowo· 
A·ME 

611O{93 Increa-ses access by IVwD 
agencies to financial 
records. 

To Ways 
& Me~ns. 
B.loking, 
Finance, and 
Urban Affairs. 
611 0193 

\btnotebk\wshup. wks 
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·Congressional 

and 


Federal Update 


July, 1993' 

Most of the work 'Qf the lOJrtl Congress 
during the first half of 1993 bas~been focused upon the 
President's CClffiQrnfC stimulus and deficit reduction 
progrMrlS. This hils meant that the movement of 
legislation affl::lCting other pressing <matters Oil the 
Adminislration's domestic affairs agenda. including 
welfare reform and improvement of ehild !IDpport 
enf(}rcctrk!nt. has been sluggish. Most of the bills that 
haVe OOtm introuuced relating to child support have not 
had committee hearings. and none ha.s mov;:.d out of 
committ~ with Ihe exception of' The Budget 
Rt'O)ndlil1tion Bill ( H.R. 22(4) that contains seVt:ral 
child support provisions. . • 

Another commonly heard complaint on Capitol Hill 
is lhat oon8ressional committees are unahle to act 
decisively 00 n great ntnge of legislative proposals 
~auoo many of the key appointive pOsilions in federal 
bgencies have nQt ytt been filled, including thc 
Director of the Office of Child Support Enforcement in 
the U.S, Ot:partmenl of Health and Human Services. 
As a result. congressional committees feeT that allhQugh 
they may call upon ageney senior civil S<!rvants fur 
facts and figures. Ihey lack a clear sense of 
Administration poUey direction. 

There hasn't been a total absence of 
cong~<;ional com.mi1tee activity with ~t to child 
support enthn.:ement, however. The House Ways lind 
Mcuatt subcummiuee on Human Resources has held 
severnl hearings on child support enforeement. On 
Murch 18. the Subcommittee conducted hearings to 
l.'Onsidcr the provisions of the l'ret.ident's e.:ononuc 
~nt:'fitl1 packHge' for strengthening child support 
entorce!Th:n1, At the March hearings. lestunony was 
presented hy several organizations, including the 

Children's Defense Fund. the Nalional Council of State 
Legislatures, the National Association of Counties. Ih~ 
American Bar Association, and the Child Support 
Council. Testimony focused on sucb issues as the 
creation of state child support registries for lOGating 
absent parents, voluntary paternity acknowledgement 
nnd oulreach programs:, and the greater use of the 
In(emal Revenue Servk:e for' full collection" selVi.::cs 
in difficult chtld support cases, 

Anolher hearing by the Subcommittee wa..; held 
on Jund 10, This oversight hearing Was to obtain 
testimQl'I), anout other proposals for the improvemtmt of 
the national child support enforcement progf!Jm. 
Alternatives offered by witnesses and discussed by 
Suhcommillee mem~r5- focused on tlu~ diffl,lrt:nt 
approaches for changing the child support enforcement 
system. The finl alternative was to relain the cUrren! 
IV·D structure, but include the reforms recommcmJed 
byJhe U.S. Conunissiofl on Interstate Child Support. 
The second alternative was the poMible -fedefllli.uUlon~ 

of tbe pro~mm, With the IRS taking on the role of 
enforcing aU cbild support orders, coupled with 
fedel'll:l1y funded ~cb.ild support assurance· providoo 10 

,all custodial patent,,_ The third alternative was a 
dramatically increased role by the private sector aflu 
local government entities in supplementing efforts of 

-IV~D agencies. Among those who gave t(lstimony 
were representatives of the National Child Support 
Enf'orcenrent Association, the Americun Bar 
Association, the Center for Law and Social Policy. and 
thl! Child Support CounciL In addition, thl:' 
Subcommittee heard from three members of Congrl.'ss 
who have introduced bills in the 103rd Congress In 
strengthen child support enforcement··Congresswomen 
Barhara B, Kennelly (O-CT), Palricia Schrwder (D· 



CO), and S(JnatQr Bill Btadky (D·NJ)--and also from 
Da\'id Ellwood, a Harvard professor known for his 
work on "'<:hild support insurance" who has been 
appointed Assistanc Secn;:tary for Planning and 
EvalW!tion in tht: D~partmt:nt of Health and Human 
Services. 

Although Me Ellwood did not layout any 
specific Administration plan for improving the national 
child support t:nforcement program, be did identify tht: 
need for eady patt:mi!), acknowledgement programs, 
the limitations of the process mand.rue<l. by the Famil>: 
Support Act of 1988 for chI:' p!!r1ooic reviev." and 
adjustment of support awards, the unportance of 
strengthening enforcemt:nt a.gainst -deadbeat dIiIdt;", the 
n<Xd to euttUne the best way for states to in ....eSt staff 
and financial tw)Orces in the child support enfor~menl 
effort, and, finally, the value of coupling support 
enfmco;:mllnt wl!h sonu: form of child t;upport 
"insurance" (or "assurance"). 

1. Draft l.t'KisJarion. 

11'1 addition to tho;: issues identified by Mr. 
Ellwood. lhe Clinton AdministratIOn and HHS officials 
are beginning to consider other legislative opti<ms for 
child support that may be included tn ....elfare reform 
efforts. Among proviSions being considered ar.; the 
estahlisnment of hoth stat.; and national registries or 
child support orucrs. The state registry would contain 
not juSt orders being Ilnforcea uiiller the Ti(le lV-D 
program, but all orders IM;.uc:ci in a slate. This registry 
would be responsible for wceiving, recOrding, ami 
disbursing child support payments in all cases. 
Employers would be required, using a modified W-4 
form, to feport neW hi rings or rehirings. together with 
other informaiion useful in the enforcement of child 
support ?bligalinns, to the state registry. 

Also under consideration by the 
Administration, and reflec!ing some recommendations 
of the U.S. Commission on Intmltate Child Support, 
is the c:tpar!5ion of the Federal Parent Locatur System 
in order to create a national automated netw(lrk. As 
\lllvisaged by the Inler5iitl'l Commission, the propo1ted 
network would enahle each slate to have access to !he 
registries elf orders in other states, as well II,S to Ihe 
locate SHafCt'lS of otnt.'t :.tat8S anti to federal locate 
sources. This proposw network appears to he 

patterned after the Child Support Enforcement Netv.nrk 

(CSENEl). lbat is being develOped by the federal 

Office of ChilJ. Support Enfo.rceml'lnl (OCSE). 

However, partly liS a result of eomems with CSeNET 

rair.ed by the General Accounting Omce, some 5ta,,,s 

would pn:f\':( a single central data base tbat they would 

coll!;.Clivdy administer. Every state's <hHd support 

enfOrtemenl agency would have access to this single 

database ¢OOtaining locate informlttion and abstracts of 

child support orders from all states, Both of these 

"nationa! network' alternatives are laill beins studied 

and considered by the Administration and potential 

legishui ....e sponsors. 


A major change from the currenl use (If state 

and fedi;lra! locate systems - and in the cbarllcter ,.f 

<hild ~upport enforcement activtties ~ is embodied in a 

proposal !hat these locate systems be: available not just 

for the establliliment of paternity and llUppotl 


obligations and the enforcement of those obligalions, 

but also for the enforcement of visitation. This 

proposal. too,' renects II recommena:aubh of the 

!nretstate Commission. It could, however, have many 

and significant fal'llifications for the child support 

enforcemenl enterprise and needs to be considered ....ery 

carefully before being carried forward. 


In another idea under consideration, states 

wou)IJ 00 ~eq.mw, as a condition for receiving funding 

under Tide IV~D, to use national rt 


..\!llid;;!ines which would be deVI! qpOO and issued by a 
, ::c..,ecial comntission no later than 24 months after tb>! ,1 

enacfmt:1'I1 of enali'ti'n8 legislation, Seven of the lifttl<!n I, 

mllmoors of this new guidelines oommissiQn woold he 
appointed _ hy the Secretary of Health and Human , I 

\Services and !he remaining eight members by the 

leadership of the U,S. House and Senate. The 

commission's memoorsbip would be drawn from 
 ,
individuals witbjudicial Of administrative clperience in 

child support enforcement. as well as representatives of 

advocacy groups for custodial and noncustodial parents. 

In undertaking its task. the commissIOn would .coos.itkr 

key factors. aff«ting the determination of appropriate 

cbild support amounls, 


One arua in which the Administration has 

deeidcd to mo~e forward -~ and that is contained in the 

Budget Reconciliation Bill·~ is requiring 1'11Ites to 

dll'lvdop simple p·rocedures fQr the ,'olulllary 

ackn()Wledgemen! of putemity and, where paternity is 

coiuC!ited. administrative procesSt!S for Jetermininll 


puwntag"" 
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Althougn, it had initially appdared the 
Administration was giving serious consideration to a 
new struclUre of financing stal¢' Title lV·D child 
MlppOrt enforc~menl programs. in which the current 
scheme of incentive P<lyments would be eliminated in 
favur of a high!!r rate of federal fmancial participation. 
it uppears (nat this idea is no longer favored. 

Other areas of imperative conO::'m to .;:tate 
JVwD programs lhat are among propos<lll' bdng 
consjd!!red by the' Adotinistration include reforms to 
the federal audit process of sta1(\ IV·O programs, the 
exh.:nsion of enhanced funding for completion of 
aulomaled systems, and some modification to Ihe 
mandafes of the Family Support Act of 1988 for 
ptoooic review and adjustment of ~upport onkrn,, 

Finally. fhe Clinton Admini@ration is almost 
(etta!n to support l~gisJati(Jn for fooeral grants 10 some 
stilt.:>: tor the operation of child support l\:iSurance 
demon~tralion projects. 

In addition 10 child support id~s Under 
consideration by the Clinton Administration and HHS 
offida!s, members ~ of Congress continue tntroJucing 
legislation intendeU to. improve the effectiveness of the 
Titl< IV·D program. Among Ihe main recurring 
provisions contained in these legisla~ive proposals are: 
th¢ use of a M(>tlified W-4 form for reporting child 
support ohligj!:tloos of employ~..: the creation of sla!t'i 
and na/torull registries of cnild support orders; more 
comprehensive ~ stronger medie~! support 
enfotctlment for dependent children; the greater use of 
conbumer creJit bureau reporting of support obligations 
and past-due support payments; the development of 
national child sup~rt guidelines; more effective civil 
processes for establishing pamilage, including 
voluntary paternity declaration; a new funding structure 
for the state/federal child l>'Upport enforcement 
program; "child bilpport assurance~ projects; and the 
mandatory adoption by states of the new Vniform 
Int~r5tate Family SUpport Act (UIFSA) to replace the 
Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act 
(URESA). These ,and other ways to improve 1M 
national child support program occupioo the ltltention 
of the U,S. Commission 00 Interstate Child Support 
and were dealt with in recDIIUn<:ndalions contained in 
thc Commission's report to Congress in AU!,;Ullt, 1992, 

II. Re('ommendati~ns of the U.S. Cnmmis.'iion on 
lnter.-.tate Child Support. 

1. Senator Bill Bradley (D-NJ) and 
Conaressworrum MllI'Ie Roukenui: (R-NJ), both of 
whom served as members oflhe U.S. Commission I)n 
Interstate ChUd Support, had ongmally filed 
Itc£:islation {S. 3291 and H.R. 6091} in the dosing days 
of Che lO2.nd Congress incorporating many of the 
lmenltall! Commission's rel.:ottunendalions, On April 
I, J993, Senator Bill 8radley filed S. 689 
(Congresswuman Roukemn's companion hill is H,R. 
1600). which is vcry similar to hib original legiSlation', 
The most nolabl!;! changes in S, 689 from t~ earti«r 
legislation inctuoe tbe removal of some of the 
jurisdktional provisions. including requirements for 
states to enaCI long~arm statutei';, which are already 
contained in th~ new Uniform fntt:fState Family Support 
Act {UlfSA) and which S. 689 requires states 10 
«adopt without matenal change by January 1, 1996, w 

Because UIFSA also addresses interstate evidentiary 
issues, rome of the related Vl'(wlsions in the original 
Bradluy-Roukema legislation have been removed in $, 
6$9. An enforcement provision from the earlier 
legislation that it<. not containl:d in S. 689 is the 
requirement Ihat states bilVe a law to Impose hens on 
the titles of motor vehicles of delinquent obligors. 
Another proposa.1 that hU-$ been removed in S. 689 is 
the creation of a Children's Trust fund. funded tJ.y 
voluntary tax.payer contributions in Ihe same way as the 
curr~nt presidential dcetlnn fund. 

The fullowing provisions were contain~ in rh", 
Bradley·Roukema legislation from [he 102nd Congress 
and are now in S, 689. 

A. Locate and Case Tracking: A new 
national network for the loCation of parents would be 
established by the Department of Health and Human 
Services tbrough the federal Office of Child Support 
Enrorcement (OeSE), building upon Ihe Federal Parent 
Ux:lltor Syswm anu tile llutOtlUlled data retrievat anu 
processing, systeIml which all states must have fully 
operational by 0<:1.Ober. 1995. This network would 
enable each state's IV-D agency to have direct. 
au1omat!:d on-lin~ or batch access. not only to f~~ral 
dabl bases for locate pllrpostls, but also to the data 
00ses of aU other states. State data bases would 
include all, M)UfCes of information concerning 
residential addresses, employers and employer 
addresses, inC{)mtl and assets, and medical insurance 
benefits of an'Nnt parents - e,g,. state rewnu¢ Of 

taxation dcparlment..;:;, stare motor vehicle registration 
departments. state crime infortnB.&ion systems. stat~ 
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profe.ss ional l fCC reational f occupa tional [icensmg 
departments, Cfttiit reporting agencies locatt:d in the 
state, and publicly regulated utility companies. Federal 
m.luching funds at a rate of 90 percent would be 
available to .&Iate~ to develop the capacity to participate 
in the new network. 

Perhaps 1he most important of ihe stale data 
bases fot locate purposes is the slate employment 
security departmenl. To make the InQst eft~ti\'1;l use 
of this source of infq1'rJ'lation, the COlTllnlssion 
recommended - anti the legislation provide5 • that a 
modified W-4 form be used to report information on all 
new hires in a state. as well as the .;hild support 
ohligationsnf all new employe4ts, promptly to the state 
child support agt!ncy. A no;lW employee would be 
required to ic.kntify on the W4 form any support 
obligation owed, the payee of thai obligation, and if [he' 
employe< has health insu~ce available. If a support 
amount was owed, the employer would begin 
immediate wage withholding and remit the amount 10 
the dltSignaied payee and report the total amount Qf 
withheld support on tbl! W-2 fonn. The employer 
would also promptly send tbe W -4 fQ[lU to th~ stale: 
chi!d support enforcement agency within to calendar ..\ 	 days of the tbte of emplQyment, The enJorcement 
agency would check the information against a state 
registry Q( child support nnlers. which each stale wm.dd 
he. required to maintain, and broadca:,t Ihe informalion 
over lhe natlOlUl1 network: to tbe child support agencies 
and registries of support orders in all the other states. 
The: state registry would l:Qnlain copies of all child 
support orders which parties suhject to such orders 
elecled to have included in Ihe regishi' and 311 Q,her 
child support ordlOrs which tM stale ChoM; to Include 
(~.g., .hOSt') enforced under Title IV~D), 

. 
The information on the w..t form coutd, thus. 

~ verified: whdher a new employee did or did not 
owe a support obligation anywhl!1'e in the: c~)Untry and 

.. 	 whether thl! amount of any support obligation declared 
on Ihe form was co~tly stated, Where an employee 
gave incorrect O( incomplete information, the state 
ch.ild support agency wou14 immediately notify the 
employer. TIre designated payee would be promptly 
notified wben II. match had ~ made b¢tw~n 

information on a W-4 fonn and an order in a slate 
child support regislry. Moneta!)' penaltidi would be 
imposed on any employee who wilfully faileqlo report 
II. support obligation on the w-t form at the lime of 
employment. as weU as upon any employer who failed 
to forward a W4 form to the state child support 

I
f!nforcement agency within 10 calendar days of the dale 

of employment or who failed to withhold an 

appropriate amount from wages for the child support 

obligation and to disburse that amount to the named 

piye4t withm 10 calendar days of the date of payroll. 


Access to the Fooeral Parent Locator Service 

would be made available to both parents (OOt just. as 

currently, to the custodial parent) for both child support 

anu visjtation enforcerru:nl, subject to appropriate 

safeguards for the proper us.: of locate infornmtion, 

MOfWver, private attomeys and pro se obligees wQulJ 

have access to state iocalOr rellOurces, tax refund 

offSets, and 'other public enfon:etnenl techniques· for 


• ·child 	 support and viSitation enforcement actions. 

Federal. state and local child support agencies would 

able LQ access information contained in the systems of 

che National Criminal fnfonnalion Center. the National 

Law EnfQrcement Telecommunications Network and 
 tany other similar nalion.al or regiornlJ system. 
Inlormation on fallure-to-app¢4r warrants, capiases. I 
liml bench wammts issued by courts in parenta8e and 
,;hilcl support cases would be broadcast over stale crime 
information s)"stl!ms. 

B. Establishment: Perhaps the most I 
challenging of the tasks undertaken by the Interstate 

Commission was the aUempl to resolve tM complex 

issues of jurisdiction in interstate enforcel1ll;)nt. The 

Commission's pmposals on jurisdiction -incQrporated 

in the legisunion - adhere to the principle that only ODe 

support order be effective al anyone lime in order to 


. avoid the sorts of confusion which currentl)" attend the 

estahtishmenl AAd enforcement of interstaie suppon. 

(The CommiSSion's proposab on jurisdiction accord 

with provisions of the new Uniform Interstate Family 

Support Act ( UtFSA) . 


Whereas the BradleyfRoukema legislation 

introduced in the lO2nd Coniress required all states to 

adopt an unifonn loog~arm statute ~ with eight specific 

bases identified in the legislation - to exercise pt;lfSOnal 

jurisdiction over a non~resident defendant, S. 689 
 ,
dellOtes this proVision. HoweVt:f. such a long-arm 
statute requirement is contained in UlFSA, which S. I 
689 requires ,all states to adopt ~without material 
change by January I, 1996". The refiled bill does 
retain a provision that Congress find and dedllte that a 
Slate in which a child resides could exetCise perronel 
jurisdiction over a nonresldent parent, regardless of 
that parent's contacts with the (orum state. Moreover, 
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states must tr-eat Qut.-of-slate service of process in 
parentag~ and child support actions in tnt:: same mann~r 
as In'''Statt: st:rvic.e of process, and, furtht:rmore, they 
must provide for scrvic~ by personal delivery, mail. or 
publication in rilanner reasonably calculated to !jive 
achwl notice ~d 10 provide sufftclt:nt tirm:. for 
response. FurtMrtrlI)fe, st<lres: mu,<;t require parties 
subj~t 10 an order to file their residential and 
employment addresses and 1e:I~phont numht:rs, driver's 
license numbers, and so.;;ial S!;Curity numht:rs with tht' 
court or administrative agtm'Zy issuin,g tht< order. In 
any action, oth~r than an inllial acti(m to establisb 
paternity and suplport, the last residential address which 
a party Is requireJ to give to a court or agency is 
presumed to b~ tht: correct address for providing 
sufficient notice of an aclion. All (nformation 
coocerning the location ofa purent or a child would not 
be reil!a!K:d to the other parent if there is a court o«kr 
fOf physical protection of a parent or child. 

l 

Under a bill provlsi;}tl which $.fMnds the full 
faith ami credit section ofthe U,S, Code (Chaptt!f 115, 
Titlt.! 28) an order for paretlUl.ge andlor child support 
tendered in one state would be recognilCd and 
c:nf;}rctXi, withou't moJific.uion, by any otb~r sUl.te. 
Furthermof!;1, the stat~ which eSUl.blishw a suppurt 
order would ordinarily retain continuing, ';;clusive 
.funsdiction ~ including jurisdiclion to modify· unless 
both parents and ·Ihe child have left that l>tati~ or holh 
parents a,ree in ~fiting to the exercise of jurisdiction 
hy another state. Another provision of the bill tequire.~ 
the state IV·D agency to notify custodial purents o~ 
child SUfifX)rt of any hearing" in Which Ihe support 
obligation might be ~tablishcd. modified. or enforced, 
so as to 00 given ihe opportunity to appear and present 
Itvidence. In addition, cu~todial parents musl ~ 
providr:'ld with a ~opy of any order that eMablisbe;5, 
modifi~s, or enforces a SUPfXlrt obUsation within l4 
days of th~ d<lte of the issuan>:~ of the order. 

States WO~!d ~ tr:'lquirw to hive ~ifQrm laws 
and practices respecting: the joining of parentage 
adjudication and child support establishment in a single 
cause of action; venue for parentage adjtuHcation in the 
county of the hhild's residence; the continuing 
jurisdiclion wllhin the state of th~ court which 
originally entered u parentag<! or ehild Stlrrott order; 
tht: transtt:f of cases to the city, county, or district 
wh~fe tht! cftild resides, for Iftt: purpose of ltlodiHcation 
or enfofcemtmt, without the need for reliling by the 
plaintiff or re-serving tht: defend.ant; lM statewide 
juriruictinn of any, child support agency or state court 

thai hears child support claims and ttl\) statewid~ df"0::t 
of any ortkr issuoo by thaI agency or cnurt; and th~ 
separation of support and vit'.itation claims. so that 
vi~i(atjon denil.!l is not a de:(en~ to child S1,Ipport 
enforcement and the defens.: of nonsupport is not 
availabie w!,en visital.ion is at issue, 

State child support agencies: would have acC<!ss 
to information available from a credil ruporting agency 
relevant to the setting of a support amount, without the 
need. as currently, of obtaining a court order to 
authorize access. Moreover. state and local sUpp<Jrt 
ag~nti~ would have available for their use a national 
subpoena du(,':e,.; letum to reach all infortrl.ation 
regarding private, tedenil, slate, and toeal govemflk'nt 
employees, and state IV-D agencies, by state law. 
would he e~ered to issue intrastate subpoenas to 
compd pefSOIUil app;!arance of parties and the 
producdon and delivery of documents in support 
actions. 

With relipect to the setting of child support 
amounts, SUl.tes would be requirw to make. th~ 

application of Ihe mandatory support guidelines a 
suftlcienl n!lI.son for l11udificalion of Ihe suppon 
obligation without the necessity of showing any olher 
change in circumstance. A cl.I$lOdial parent. not 
receiving AFDC, who requests a review of a support 
ord~r for the purpose of modifying tbe amount of the 
award would ha\l~ the right not to pursue modifica1ion 
if the rocalculated amount, based on the review. wl:re 
not acceptable to tbat parent. Moreover, the state 
guiddine.s would have to take into account work·rllfah.'J 
or job-training related child care expenses of either 
parent, health inlluraw:e and related uninsured health 
care ~x.penses, thll rl!mame<.l parent's "pouse.'s inco!Ue 

.and school ..,xpenses incurred on beha.lf of t~ child. 
State law would have to provide for a continuing 
support obligation unti! the child's eighteenth birthday 
or until thl! child is no longer enrolled in secondary 
school or its equivalent. whicbever is lat~r. State law 
would also have to give courts discretionary power to 
ex\;:nd the obligation of support up to Ihe age of 22 for 
an adult <:hild ,who is enrolled in PQst~s~()ntlary 

education and who is a studenl in good standing. 
Finally. in order to study tbe desirability of naticnal 
child support g1,lid~!ines, Congres.. would create, hy no 
[<Iter th..n January IS, 1994, a Nationlil Child Supp<Jrl 
Guideline COmmiSSHln which. if it !o1,lnd sueh national 
guidelines desirable, would develop them and, in any 
case, report to Ib¢ President and Congress no tah,r than 
one yeat after thlt appointmffit of the Commi:sbloo. 
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States would use a uniform abSlract of a cbi!d 
support order. in a rona devt\loped by the So:cretary of 
the Department of Health and Human Services in 
conjuncilon with jUite executive and judicial 
organizatlomL to reeord the facts of a child support 
order in the state registrit:S of support oruCP.i, Th<:':se 
abstracts would ~ used in various interstate l1<;IIOI1S 

wbere information about Ihe child support ordlo'r is 
reqUIred. 

Finally. by sUite law, social security numb<:':rs 
of parents Would be recor.kd on marriage licenses and 
~hild support ortilers. 

c. Paren~e! In thlo' lISh! of some 
successful stale pro~rams to promote early, voluntary 
aCKnowledgenu:ml of paternity. the Commi5Sion 
roco!lll1iC:ndtd - and the legislation requires • that all 
states Jevelop and distribute materials through health 
departments and other agencies d~ribing the benet1ts 
and responsibilities of paternity establijhment and 
establisb otber kinds of paternity outreach programs 
(e,g" througb prenatal dinies and parent training 
programs) in order to achieve voluntary 
acknowledgement of palemity, For these activities 
states would receive federal matching funds ilt Ii rate of 
9Q pen::ent. 

Along widl wucational programs designeJ to 
promote th~ early aCKnowfedgeJnl:nt QfpatemilY. state:; 
must develop simple Civil consent procedures for the 
voluntary acknowledjjcment of paternity. including tb!;\ 
use of uftldavits alhilsting to parentage which would he 
signed by the unmarried par-ents in hospitals and other 
birthing facilities is part of the hirtb Certificate process, 
Hnweve~; ROY individual who voluntarily consents to 
paternity would have the right to request jjel1e1ic tests 
within one Yllar of a voluntary acknowledserIlolnl, 
Alw, stalQ would b<; required to use civil, Instead of 
criminal, procedu~es for parentage aclion, without 
joinder of the named child in the action, using a 
preponderance of the evidence standard, In using 
genetic testing, states must establish threshold standards 
of probahility of paternity or ex:clusion in' order to 
create a ft;lb\lttable presumption of palemit)'. Where a 
party refuse,.~ to submit to a,Court order for parentage 
testing. slale Law mUst provide for the resolution of 
Jmrentage against that party. Temporary support orders 
m\ls! be ~nl~rud if genetic testing results in a 
presutnp{IOn of parentage or if the individual from 

whnm support is snught has signed a vcrified slatement 
of paternity or if there is other clear and convindng 
evidence of paternity. Finally, stales must haw 
procedures by which a defaul,l order in parenlag¢ cases 
may be entcred against the defendant upon a showil1~ 
of evidence and service of process on the' defendant, 
without req\liring the personal pf1:sence of thc 
petitioner. 

D, Enrorcancnt: Among: the many 
provisions affecting Ihe enforcement of child support 
obligations are several concerning wage withholding 
which has proVt:d to be a valuable enfo(<:ernent tool but 
which in inten.latrt cases ill oot always easily or 
;;{foctively applied. The legislation provides that any 
jrulividual or entity doing business in a sUite must 
honor inoome withholding notices or orders issued hy 
a court of any other SUite, regardless of the location of 
the employee·s work place. Such I'loti<;~ or order!:> 
may he served dir«tly or by firs! 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 he given by the employer to 
the affe<:tcd employees. Employers must maintain 
records of payroll deductions tmd make these records 
available to any enlilY or individu.a1 enforcing the wage 
Withholding order. If a contest arises concerning the 
correcmess of II notice Of jf there is a refusal to honor I 

it, the sLate llUJuesting withholding mllst then l;tlnJ an 
"informational copy" of the nolice or order to Ihe 
registry of support orders in the state in which lhe I 

•employee is e:mployed or the employer is located. 

If the employee contests the oruer on the. basis I
of error of fact, a hearing must be held in the: 
employ\'le's or employer's state, with that stal~ 

providing any rteCt!/isary enforcement lIervi<:es to l!nsure 
tbat the interests of the payee are adequately 
represented. To Simplify- both interstate and intntsta!e 
wage withbolding, the Secretary of Health and Htltruln 
Services is to d~velop a uniform withholding: notice In 

be used by states in all withholding actions, Finally. 
the definition of income subject to withholding is to b.t 
expandc.d to include workers' compensation benefits, 
and tbe priority of Withholding of wages shall be first 
to current support Qbligallons. ne,.;t to payments of 
premiums on health insurance for- dependeot chi1d~n, , 
and then to past du~ support and unreimhursed health­
Care expenses, Where there are multiple withholding 
orders for Ibe same employee, payments from 
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withholding shall b.!, made to each child on a pro rata 
basis, 

Another set of provisions relating to 
.:nfoTcement an.! taken (rom the Commis.-;jon's 
recornn)tlndations has to do with the issuance or 
renewal of occupational. professi()nal. and business 
licIIDMls where an individual is delinquent in child 
support payments. State and federal agencies 
re.~pnnsible (or issuing or reneVtjng such licenses may 
not dQ so in the case of a delinquent obligor until the 
obligee. the obligee's attorney, or a state prosecutor 
releases the hQld On the lieense or an expedited review 
is conducted, during which time the obligor may have 
a temporary 60.d~y licen~e. Also. state agencies. must 
deny licenses to any noncustodial parent whose name 
appears on the state's crime information sy~lem 

because of outstanding fallure to appear warrants, 
C<lpiases, and bench warrants relaled to a child sUpj'Qrt 

procdeding, until Ihe paflml'~ name i~ removl!d from 
the system, Similar restraints apply to issuing .and 
renewing driver's lictm..'\t:s, e:-:cepl that if the state 
Hcensing agency receives notke that SOtneQM already 
holding a driver's license is the subjoci of " warrant 
related to a child support proceeding, that agtlClcy may 
issue a show cause order asking why the license ought 
nol 10 be suspended unljJlhe "tale i;;suing Ine wamutl 
wilhdraw~ it. 

Mindt\11 that OM of every five obhgors does 
not r~dve regular wages frtJm whien an amount for 
child support can be withheld. !be Commission 
rl!Comme.nded tha!:there be stronger enforcement tools 
to reach the assets ·of the self--employed and OIn"rs for 
whom wage withholdmg is 001 possible. Reilecling the 
Commission's recommendations, the legistaJion 
requires states 10 have procedures by which bank 
accoonts of delinquenl obligors ean be subject (0 post.. 
judgmtlnt seizure wiihout the ne.ed to obtain ;$ separate 
court order for fhe attachment. Winnln~s from 
!otwries, insurance settlements, awards and judgmmts 
from lawsuits, and proceeds from property seiz,ed' and 
forletted because of criminal conviction must .11 be 
directly available to the stale child support agltncy for 
Ibe ltnfotCerm:nt of • support obligation. Public and 
privatlt retirement funds would be subject to attachment 
by individuals oweU child support. even if the 
distribution would cause a penalty or tax to the obligor 
for early withdrawal. States '>"'Culd have to make 
lntormation about ~linquent ohlisotS available, upon 
request. 10 credil reporting asendes if more than one 
montb's worth of ~upport is past due. Obligors not 

making limely payments of support would be required 
to post cash bonds, seo:urity deposils, or personal 
undertaking with the state child support enforcem<:nl 
agt!ncy, with refund of funds only after regular 
payments hay\! bec:n re:>umed for a specifil&! period of 
timt!. Finally, the legislation calls for a simplitie.d 
procooure for the use of full collection serviCes of the 
Internal Revenue Service {where child support 
arrearage is: tr<:ated as though it wc:re f~d~ra! income 
tax indebtedn~. against ,.vhi.;,:n all enforcement tools 01 
the [RS may be used) and conveys the sense of the 
Congress that lhe [RS should give high priority to fuH 
collection a<:livjlies in support cases, 

Other provisions for enforcement of child 
support include the requirement that Slates have 
procoxlures under whi.::h criminal nonsupport penallies 
may b!= imposed. There ate also several amerullDl!nts 
tn Ihe Bankroplcy Cwe to ensure that a child support 
action ~ including the establislunent o( paternity and of 
a sUppQ{~ obligation. as ~U as the enforcement of an 
obligatioo ~ will proceed without interruption in case of 
a bankruptcy action. Furthermore, the legislation 
provide-s that staw child support enfortemmt Bgenci~ 
ass~ and collect interest on all child support 
judgments, in addition to any late payment fees, and 
~that state l!lWJ pennit the enforce'tnent of any child 
support obligation until at least the child's 30th 
birthday" 

With respect to the enforcement 
of health care for dependt1nt children, the 
legislation. following COmmiWOIl reromJJk!lldations, 
requires state IV-D agencies to adopt,a number of new 
procedures. First, it must be a rebuttable presumption 
tnat the obligee has the right to choose the appropriatl;! 
health insurance for the children. on the assumption 
Ihat the custodial pal1!f)t would have a oolter sense (If 
the health care nMs of the dependent cbild(ren), The 
«lsi of ~ insurance premium, however, and any 
unreimbursed medical costs must be shared 
proportionalJ!ly between the parents. according to a 
formula in the state ehild support !,'Uidelines ,and any 
inlOUtanCfl premium or sum-ce!'1.ain heallh care Iotxp¢nslts 
to be paid by the noncustodial parent must be included 
in the support order. 

. In order to ensure that the custodial parent 
re-ceive the medical insurance coverage needed f(lr the 
chiJd(ren). the cmaodial parent must, by slale law, hi; 

able to act in the place of the insured, including making 
direct application lOt insurance and making claims and 
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signing claim forms, If the obligated parent s,,;cures 
the medical insuratlce coverage, that parenl must 
provide the custodial parent proof of coverage: within· 
30 days of the time the insurance coverage has boon 
otlrnlfuOd or an application for im;utanCe nmde: The 
employer or union offering an employee lxnefit plan in 
tbe slate must provide the child support agency or the 
ohligu. upon request, information on tl1< iru.ul"dllce 
COVef'oige, The employer or union must, also, make 
avuilahle 10 the custodial parent an n&essary claim and 

rcimbursel'1'l¢nt forms and must notify the custodial 
par.;nl of any termination or change in the insuratlCi!: 
coverage fo! the dependent child(ren}" 

The legislation also provid~ several ftk!aSUfes 

to facilitat.: th-: enforcement of child support obligations 
against me:mbers of Ihe armed for-ces and Olher pc:rsons 
entitled to payments by the fweta! government· an 
area of eotorcemenl that currently presents a number of 
impediments to effective action by ..wte chIld support 
agencies. 

Finally, again following the Commission's 
~mmendalions., the bills require that, as a condition 
of r&eiving federal funding for their IV-D programs, 
all states enact Ihe Uniform Inlerswte Family Support 
Act (UiFSA) adopted by the National Confereocc cif 
Commissioners on Uniform State Laws on August $, 
1992. This requirement would void the current 
UnJform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support A>.:t (and 
its revisions and sUile versions) and wouJd ettsu!t'l that 
stat~ adhere to the jurisdictional principles laid out in 
the legislation, inasmucb as these conform to the 
jurisdictional principles of VIFSA. By January I. 1996 
state!! must haw adopted UIFSA ~witbout material 
change. ~ 

E. Collection nnd Distrihution of Support. 

The CotnnUllsion recommended a significant 
change in the way collected support is distributed so 
1hal. in post-AFDC cases, states would no longer have 
the option ofdirectins amounts in ~xce&s of th~ currenl 
month's support obligation 10 eith",r debts o\~ the 
family or 10 the state and fe<kral goveffil'1'l¢nts as 
recovery of public assistance already paid 10 Ihe 
family. Under the Conunjssion's recommendation w 

ineQrporated it:l the legislation • the ~ond tier of 
distribution, after the current month's support 
obligation. would htllQ the family for any posl~AFDe 
support arrearage oww the family" Then there would 

be reimbursem~nt to state and federal governments fQr 
aoy assistan<.:e payments made the family. 

The Comptroller General of the United Sbtes 
would be aurhoriZl!U to anuly~ the existing child 
support distribution system and authorize pilot proj~ls 
for a distribution scbl:)rne in which cQllections in 
exce....~ of cumnl support obligalions would be applh:d 
to all support dehts owed the family .md, afler that, to 
reimburse stale and federal govemm~nls for any public 
assistance already paid the family. 

Other provisions would disregard the first $50 
of support colll.'lCted in a montb in determining 
digibililJ for all federal means tested progranu; and 
would penmt thl!' Secretary of Health and Human 
Services to granl waivers to states IQ use ·fil1~the-gap~ 
policies. 

F. Federul Role in the Child Support 
Enforcement Program. 

In an attl!'mpt to respond to the vanous 
concems voiced by state IV·D agencies about the 
pla«menl of tbe federal Office of Child Support 
Enforcement (OCSE) within tbe DepartIDl'mt of Health 
and Human Services and aboUI tbe deficiendIDl In thtl 
leadership role exercised' by oesl!. the Commission 

'made several proposals to make needed cbanges, all of 
which are contained as provisions of the bills. First, 
OCSE would N restructured so that it is headed by an 
assistal'lt 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 tbe Office with the separate and distinct 
status infendW for it in the founding legislation of the 
tV·D program. Moroover, OCSE would have its own 
legal counsel, whkh it currently lacks. Also, in 
figuring: lhe costs of operating die IV-D program, 
oess would consider 'he factor of ·cost-avoidMlce* ­
i.e.• the savirtgs realized for the taxpayer in helping 
families avoid having to tum to public assistanc.: 
because of the successful enforcement of support 
obligations, 

In addition 10 providing states with technical 
assistance in thdr lV-D PfO&lrtlms, OCSE would be 
required to provide state IV-D agencies wilb assistanCe 
in establishing and opc::rating training programs fOI 

their personnel. The Otpartment of Health and Human 
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Services would be required [0 report annuaUy to 
Con£ress on training activicles:. Also. the Secretary 
must shill), the staffing ~s of state IV-D agencies 
and report the results of the siudy to ConllteSS and the 
slales:. 

Other matters or imperatilo'~ con::~m to stat.: 
IV-D agencies a.re the fct.Wl1Il funding formula for the 
IV-D program an~ tbe federal audit of slall! program~. 

The; Commission. f'el:ommend~d - and the h::gislation 
provides - that a study be conducted of alternative ways 
to fund the program, illduding the provision of 
tncentivt:S tied 10 pcrt'orman;,:e c-rileria whi.:h are nOI 
solely hasoo upon'·cost.e(fcctivtmo::ss· criteria. As fDr 
tho:: audit. the S~P::tafY would be r«juitoo to 
commission a study of the audit process to improve the 
criteria and methodology for the audit process and to 
report to Congress the results of the study. This study 
would also 5CeK to rcckfinc the penalty process so {hilt 
a state failing to comply substantially with (ht;; audit 
criteria w;:)uld noH'le' penali;red, as now, in its AFDC 
program. but that the renalt)' would involvo:: [h~ eg;fOW 
of funds to be ~ by lhe states in a fooeraUy 
approved program (;If improvement. 

Finally. ihe Secretary would overse.: the 
establishment of nOl less than six piIo! projecls tD 

detennine the teasihi!ity and usefulnelili of ~child 

support assurance" as it \.vay to assure a minimum Jevd 
of child support whelher or not an obligated parent is 
able or willing to meet an onlered support obligation, 
These pn~jects would run (or not fewer than three, ur 
more than five. COnStXUllVe fiscal yean>, commencing 
not later than fiscal year 1994, 

G. Stute Role in the Child Suppurt 
Enforcement Prtllerum. 

The legislation incorporates several 
Commission recommt:ndations affecting the operatitln 
of state [V·D ptogtams, Perhaps tbe most radicat of 
these. is that a state tV~D agt;;ncy must accept 
appiicatl,ms tOt servkes from nonfesidel1ls of that 
~Iate, a ftGuirem¢nt which seems inimical to the 
pu~ of UfFSA and the e:~jslence of a state-based 
national IV-O program as originally intended hy 
Congress. 

Olher provisions seek to clarifY th~ mission of 
tht< state; IV-O agencies to promote the economic 
security of children and the duty of the state agencies 
to serve the concerns of custodial parents, although 

OC'SE bas asserted that non-custodial parents in non­
public assistance cases may also apply for IV-D 
services and that the state agency llrn:s not stand in a 
traditional attomey-dient relationship. State 
enfon::emenl agencies must provide wouen infonnation 
on th~if services and provide custodial parent:; witb 
written quartefly reports on case status. Also, state 
and jIXal child support t;;nfortem~nt agencies would b,:: 

requir&llo provide a numhet of amenities for parents, 
including convilnieni hours and locations ferr puents 
and offke environments conducive to dll;cusslon of 
legal and personal matters in privacy, e.g" individual 
interview rooms and child care facm!ie~L Finally, 
SUites would have to develop procedure.<; whereby Ibe 
designation of the child support payee may be changed 
without the tequirel'l1t':nl of a .:ourt hearing or order. , 

2, Allhough not a companion bill to S. 689 by 
Senator Bradley, H.R. 1961 filed by Cungrt!Sswoman 
Barbara Kennelly (D·CO on May 4, 1993, also 
incorporates rtXomnumciations of Ihl! U, S. Commission 
on Interstate Child Support, of which Congresswoman 
Kennelly was a member, along with Senator Bradley 
and Congresswoman Roukema. The Kennelly bill 
includes a few more of Ihl! Commi!l<.;ion's 
recommendations than does [he Bmdley·Roukl!toa 
legislation. 

A, Locate and Ca.w TrncldtlJ(! The 
Kennelly hill contains the same provisions as in the 
Bradley and Roukema bills fur expanding the re;oun:es 
and uses of the f<IDcr.. 1 and state locate systltms. In 
udditioll, however, it requlfes States to have pf'()CC(.!urt':s 
(or obtaining llCt;'ess to the tinanciai record!) of My 
entity tlr individual doing business in the state for the 
purposes of child support enforcement. 

B. Establishment: The Kenndiy bill 
contains mOfe of Ihe Commission's interstate 
jurisdictional teCotnIll¢nciations than do the current 
Bradley and Roukema bills. As filed in the last 
(102nd) Congress, the Bradley and Roukema bills also 
held doscly to the Commission's r~omml::ndations 
cnncemmg interstate jt.lrisdiction. but inasmuch as those 
recommendations address mallers cotnpreherulivdy 
covered by the new Uniform Interstate Family Supparl 
Ad (UIFSA), the Bradl.:y and RoukeIfia bills tiled in 
this (103ro) Congress appropriately did not attempt to 
replicate UIFSA in 'such matters. Perhaps as the 
Kenndly bill is considered in committee, its. 
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jurisdictional provisions will bt: dele!oo In favor or 
UIFSA that it requires sUtes to adopt. 

The KcnneUy biJJ also contains an important 
recommendation of the Comntission Rot tncludoo as 
provisions of the earlier or current Bradley or 
Roukema hills. Tbis rccommendation has 10 do with 
the estahlishment and enforcement of child support 
ortkrs "mong "Indian Inbes. ~ Specifically it calls for 
reclpnx:a! recognition, with full faith and credit, of 
child support procimdings in Indian tribes and those in 

, the states and territories of the United States. 

Finally, the Kennelly hm provides for state 
" 	 surveys of populations unde~rved wilh respect to 

child l'iUpport cnfon:ement and for the estahlishm::ml of 
outreach programs to th~ populations. Also, in a 
major chanlilt in lV·D policy, it permits the state IV-D 
agency 10 ~reptescnt CIJs!OOta1 parents in custody cases~ 
and rtlquires a rv·o agtlncy involved in custody cases 
10 refer cu~ltooial parents to "appropritde communily 
resoun:es~ where there is evidence of a threat of 
violence against that parent {or the parent's children) 
fot having cooperatl:d with the IY·D agency in 
establishing cU!>lody. L:ndcr current lY·D law, of 
cours&!. issues of custody and access lit> outside the 
IV·O arena, .and hy the interpnetation (:If the federal 
Office of Child SUpfK'rt Enf(lrCement (OCSE), state 
JV-O lIgendes do Dut "repn:lsent" either parent (or even 
the child) in a traditional attorney-client relationship in 
any child support pr~ing. 

C. Parentage: Like the Bradley and 
Roukema bills. the Kenndly hill provides for the 
establishtru:nt under state law of simple civil procedures 
for paternity establbilimtiflt, ItS wen a;; of paternity 
establishment outreach programs, procedures for early 
voluntary r;stablishmcnt of parentage, and the creation 
of a rehuttablto presumptlon of paternity by genetic test 
findings. 

D. Enfon.:emenl: The Kenmdly bill adds to 
tht" long list of enforcement provisions f()und in the 
Bradley and RoukemB bills some other t'lnforccmt'lnt 
measures recommended by the Interstate Commission. 
Among these are the extension of the IRS tax refund 
program to cove( non·AFDC pObt-mlnor children. It 
also provides for stahll laws 10 allow as.~ignment Qf life 
insurance benefits to satisfy child support arrearngo:s 
and authorizes the U,S. Se(:relary of State to deny 
Issuance of a passport to anyone suhj«:t 10 a state 

warrant of arrest for past due child support, where the 
amount of support is not less than $10,000. 

Finally, the Kennelly bilJ calls for 
congressiOOliI ratification of the United Nations 
Convention of 195." (which. in part, addresses 
international enforcement of child support ohligations) 
and for the treatment of international child sUpPOI1 
cases as interstate cases under Tille IVwO. In the 
I02nd Congr¢ss, Congre;:swoman Kenndly inlroJuced 
a bill~·H, R. n48~-providing for Congress to con....ent to j 

the entry by states into unilatC'rai or multilateral 
agreements wilh foreign coontrie.<;. or their pollti~l 
suhdivisions for tbe recognition and IOnforcement of 
spousal and child support orders. Ii also called upon 
tbe Secretary of State to examine the several 
international conventions ~-indudin;; the 1956 Un1100 
Nations Convenlion on the Recovery Abroad of 
Maintl!tWlce, the 1958 Hague Convention Concemillg 
tlte Recognition and EnfQR:ement of Decisions 
Conce:ming Muinlenance Towards Children, thtl 1973 
Hague Coovcnlion on the Rccognitionand Enforcement 
of Declsinns Relating In Maintenance Obligations. and 
the 19:89 Inwr~American Convllntion on SLipport 
OhligatlOfl·~upon which some 57 other nations haw 
establisbed frameworks to ensure the inlernational 
enforcement of spousal and child support obligations. 
Finally, it calloo upon the President 10 submit to Uto:: 
Senate tor consent to ratification of Rny of lhe interna­
tional conventions the President determines appropriale 
for ratification. 

E. CuUection lind Distribution: The 
Kl:!nIldly bill contains identical provisions to those 
found in lire Bradley and Ro\lkema bills concerning 
colleetion amI distributiun of child support, 1n 
addition. It contains the Interstate Commission 
recoTnnlCndation Ihat "it is the sen~ of Congress that 
Slates should encoufa8e aU parents to usc the state 
child support aA.'tlOCY to process and distribute child 
SUpport payments in order to e$tablish ilJl official 
record of such paymetHS," Although there is gn~at 
senSe to having !lUpport payments go through a registry 
of some sort (local court registry or some central state 
registry) in order to create a record of payments, il 
should be coupled with a mechanism for automated 
monitoring for udinqUtmcy and immeclillce enfOfcenrent 
aclion. The registry recomrrnmdation of the: 
CommJ5Sion. like many other recoJnfl'W!ntialions of the 
Interstate Commission and included in the various 
legislatiye proposals, avoids the issue of funding for the 

10 


I 



proposed incrtased activity of the state JV-O agency. 
Presumably what i~ intended in the registry propo$lll is 
not thaI nnn-JV-D cases will become JY-D cases hy 
application for I>eivictll! and payment !'If an l'Ippiicalinn 
f~, but only thai, 'somehow, the stale rV-D agency will 
function in cheSl! instances for the sole pu~ of 
re.cording and d~stribu!ing child support paymenls, tn 
My volume, this would ~ no srru;Jl unti:!riaking­
wIthout appropriate funding-tor already 'under-staffed' 
and over-worked stale IY-O agencies. 

F, Feder,,1 Role: In addition to the 
provistoll$ found in Ibe Bradley and Roukema bllls, tbe 
Kennelly bill calls for Ihe creation of a ~Children's 
Trust Fund" whicb the Commission recommentled. 
This Fund would' h¢ estahlislred .md maintained by 
voluntafY I<upaycr contributionsWke current voluntary 
cotltribtitions to the presidential election fund) and 
would iunelion (0 support programs regarding child 
support enforcement and spe.cific matters addre.ssed in 
the ~fnterNlate Child Su("pot! Act of 1993" (i.e., the 
Kennelly bi1l). 

The bill also provid~s for tbe eNtablishmenl hy 
OCSE of a permanent chiltl support advisory commille~ 
composOO of fcoeral and stale legislators, stale child 
support officials. and rl.lp~st':ntaiiV!:s of custodial and 
noncustodial parents. This. committee would provide 
ovcrsighl of the implementation of fetlernl [V-D !aw~ 
l'IUU regulatilin~ and provide a forum for interested 
parties to share concem~ about the !W.Iionai child 
support enforcement program and problems 
experienced hy slul'e program. .., courts, the private bar, 
and parents IUld to'recommend rolutions to QCSE and 
Congres1. Creation of such a commts.'iion would he 
highly ~ir.tbie~ it .sbould function indep:noent of, but 
wvisory to, OCSE, 

G. SUite Role! The Kel1tlelly bill adds to the 
provisions found to the Bradley and Roukema bills the 
recommendations of the COnunlssion that it he the 
sense of the Cnngress that states should establish (I) 
adrrunlstralive procedures to process child support c~s 
and (2) state child support councils (Q revieW state child 
support enforcement laws and to mllke 
tetonunendati()l"ls for changes in (bOSt:: laws and to 
scrve as a puhlk: forum for child support enforcement 
ISSUt!S. 

H. Jobs for Unemployed Noncustodiul 
Parent"': TIle: Kenryelly hill adds II provision not found 
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in the other IWO bills. but incorpol1ltes' a 
ro::ommendation of the Interstate Commission. thaI any 
government program to provide Jobs for n.o~ust(}di31 
parenlt<. not adversely aff~l, either direclly Qr through 
competition ror funds, any federal program for 
custodial patents. This prOVISIon, like !he 
Comrrussion's rocommenilittion. reflects a bias for the 
interests of custoJial parents found throughout the 
Commission"s final report t£1 CQngress; 

3. On February 16, 1993, CUng~~(IfflUfJ Patricia 
Schroeder {[)~CO} introduc«l H,R. 91S (originally 
fH«I in the l02nd Congress as H.R, 5123) whi..:h 
con.talns se\'eral provisions to implement certain 
recummendlitiuns of the Interstate Commission. 

The first title Q( (he bill contains fourtccn 
sections with provisions amending Title IV~D law, 
while lhe provisions of the bill's second title amends 
federal bankruptcy law with respect to spousal and 
child support, Among the provisions of the tirst tille 
lite requiremenls: • 

o 	 thai states hllVe uniform statewide 
child support enforcement programs; 

o 	 that tbe state JV-D Itgency haVe 
atttomaled on~line access to all 
appropriate sLale data bases~ 

o 	 thai enforcement of a child support 
(mler continue until tbe child attains 
the age of 18 Qr completes (or 
a.bandons) secondary school¢due..t ion 
lIr, if disabled, untillhe child ma.m!!s 
or is emancipated by a court nf 
competent jurisdiction; 

o 	 thai all income, of whatever kind or 
from whatever source (including 
lottery winnings, sculenwnts of 
insurance claims. and sales of 
property), be subject 10 withholding 
for child support obligations; 

o 	 that states prohibit the issuance of 
proiessionallicenscs to any individWll 
owing past--due child support 
exceeding $1,000; 

o 	 thai overdue child support in IUl 
amount exceeding the monthly 
obligation be;: reportetl to consu~r 
credit bureaus and tblit. upon request 
lind the paym¢nt ofa f~, information 
he furnished a credit bureau 



regarding any ove(due support owed 
by an individual residing the state; 

o 	 that the:re be no Slate tim'e limits In 

the period dunng which a ehild 
suppoct order' rnay be t!nforcoo; 

o 	 that social st:Curity numbers appt!llf 
on aU marriage licenses and child 
support orders; 

o 	 that il'sues of visitation he kepi 
separate from any adjudication of 
child support, and vice versa; 

o 	 that 1nllfe he fed.:raUy mandatoo time 
frame::. for resp;)I:!$t\S 10 interstate 
local.: r;;qul!Sts; 

o 	 and that tho;:re b¢ !t.lderal standards 
~' 	 and procooures for proce:ssing interw 

stal:\; cases, 

Unlike the lnt¢fstato;: Commission's 
recmnmendalions and the ~radley and Roukema bills' 
provisions for a study of possible changes to the federal 
funding scheme tor the IV·O program, lhe Schroeder 
hilt proposes Ii new funding structure whereby (edend 
i!lClentive pay~ts 10 ~tates for the p::rfol1l'lllnC6 of 
lheir IV·D programs wOIlld bil eliminated, but foo~ral 
financial participation (FFPi would be increased from 
tne currenl 66 percent 1090 percent, While this Iype 
of funding scheme· eliminating incentive payments 
while increasin~ FFp· appears attractive, and had ~n 
under consideration' by the Clinton Administration. 
there should be a careful study of the real impact upon 
Slate IV~D programs of such funding before any change 
()I;Curs. Those ~tates which greatly employ local and 
country entities. in their lV-D programs may find the 
dimiruuion of incentive payments detrimental to Uwir 
programs, While the current incemive structure is 
badly flawed - narrowly focuseU, as it is, upon 
;;o11«(lons and • cO$i"¢ft\x:tiv~ness~ ratios an,1 impm:ing 
It ~cap' on incentives for non~AFDC collections· it 
may be -possible to recast 'the incentive structure to 

To, 	 include other key areas of IV-D activity (including 
patemltyesrnbHshment, intersttteand medical supptltt), 

As recommended by the Interstate 
Commission. the bill calls for penalties for audited 
noncompliance with federal IV·D requirements to fall 
upon the stale IV-D pmgram and not, as now, upon the 
IV·A (AFDC) program. Moroover, like the Srndley 
and RQukema bills it also provides thai all states be 
rldtJuired to adopt the proposed Unifonn Interstate 
Pamily Support AcL The Schroeder bill prescribes that 
states must, at the risk of losing federal funding for 

Weu IV~D program, adopt UIFSA not later than the 
effective date of this provision - Le .• the first day of 
the 12th cahmdar 4uarter ~ginning after dre enactml::lH 
of the Act, Finally, the bill proVIdes, IlS do the ocher 
two bills, that Congress establish a commission on 
child support guidc-1ines to devise reconunendations for 
national guidelines lor child support. Thi!'l commission 

'" 	would be made up of individuals with administratiVe 
and judicial e:\perl.mce in child support enforcement, 
together with representatives of organizattons 
re:presenting custodial and noncustodial parents, and 
would be charged with responsibility to report to 
Congress, no iatl::! than 18 month.." after the enactmeot 
of ~he Act, with re<:onunendati-ons for national child 
support guidelines, 

The second part of Ihe Schroedt:r bill contains 
amendments to hankruptcy law - of the M)rt 

recommendt:d by the Commission and found in tht: 
Bradley and RQukema bills - to preserve and protecl 
tbe support righes of spouses (and Cl.-SP0llSest and 
dep!;!ru.lent children during bankruptcy proceedings. 
Among other mailers, the biU provides for: (I) 
exemption from the automatic Stay of the 
commencement or continWl.tioo of proc~hngs Ilt 
estahlish paternity and child or spousal support 
obligations; (2) the exception to discharge of spousal 
8nd child support obligations and any habUity under the 
terms of a property settlement connected to a separation 
agrooment or divorce d!:c~: (3) a delay in the 
confirmatioo of a plan undtr Chapters 12 and lJ until 
the debtor has satisfied aU claims ari!>ing after an onkt 
for ~lief for spousal and child SUPfXlrt; and (4) 

exemption of liny representatives of child support 
cn::ditors from local court rule requirements for 
anomey appearances. These and the oth~r provisions 
in this part of the bill affccting bankruptcy law offi:.r 
imporllUlt changes whit:o Congress ought to enact 
promptly. A further amendment of the bankruptty 
code: might be an uemption of child support 
enforcement agencies from fees for dectronic access to 
the records of bankruptcy courts· important routt:es of 
information for. establishing and enforcing support 
obligations. 

4. While not all of its provisions dir.:..:tly 
inwrporatc recommendations of tile t: ,5. Commi~sion 
on Interstate Child Support. H.R. 2396 filed hy 
Co~resswoman OlympiaSnowe (R·ME} on June 10, 
1993 reftects several Dfw coocems considered by thl;) 
Commission. 
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The bin provide;; (hat banks and olhl:f financial 
institutions which cooperate with stat~ child support 
enforct:ment agencies will not be liable for rei<!3.Sing 
financial information about the financial assets of 
non,;usJodial parents. To safeguard lhe confidentiality 
arul limi!ed use of such information by (he child 
support enforc:!ment agency. the bill calls for civil 
damage~ for unauthon:zed disclosure by any state 
officer or employ«:. in addition 10 Ihe records of 
financial institutions, the: child support enfo;t:ement 
..gency would be entitled (without the need of 11 court 
order) to (l.btain a ,consumer credit report in order tu 
establish, mOOify, or enforce a support obligaiion, as 
Imig as the consurrier concerned is notilled in writing 
that the agem::y intends t.o obtain Ihe report Md the 
paternity of the f;hild to which the support ubligation 
relines hilS heal established or ac~nowl&lged. 

In addition, the bill pmvluei> thai, as a 
condition of federal lV-D funding, and in accordance 
with regulations. to be promulgated by the St:Crt':lary, 
states develop guideline.'i for the inclusion of health 
care coverage in e~ery MW or modified child support 
order, These guiddlines must clearly identify the 
nature and extent of m.edical care CQVeOlije. thtl exrent 
tn which medical care is 10 ~ covered through heath 
insuranclt, tbe m.anner in which insurance premiums are 
to be paid. the drcum!ttJmces. under which an insurer 
may,or may nol deny coverage to a dependent child, 
and the penalties to)e imposed on insurers who faillo 
comply wllh slal!! ~t.juirements. Finally, the Se\:retary 
must develop procedures by which stale child support 
~mfon;:em<nt agencies would receive federal incentive 
pay~nts for medica! support enforcement. 

With respect to wage withholding for child 
support, states must require employers to remit the 
withbdd amounts to 1M appropriate stale: agency within 
10 days after th¢ payment of the wages. Employers 
who fail tl) remit to the state child support agency 
within 10 days wag~s garnished for child support would 
b.; subject to a $1,()(lO fine, which penalty must be 
ruinv;:stoo by the state in il'i child support enforct:ment , 
program. 

Othttr provisions of H.R, 2396 r~uire th;: 
Secretary tu report annually to Coog(l:!l;loi Iln ~tates' 

compliance with pertormanc~ standards articulated m 
the Family Suppol'1 Act of 1988.. 

Finally, the fedefal Office of Child Svpport 
Enforcement would be reqvired to deVelop a nalional 
parent locate network, incorporating state child support 

enforcement systems, to allow direct aCcess hy one 
state to an~hcf state'$ locator system. as ~U as to 
federal locator sources. Thill particular provision 
follows closely Ihe .ecommendations of the !nterS1.Jte 
Commission. 

til. Child Support Enforcement Provt~iom; in the 
Budget R«omiliution Bm. 

The Clinton Admini~ration's ~Budg:et 
Reconciliation Act of 1994" H.R, 2264 filed hy» 

Cartgn!SSman Martin Saoo (D·MN) on May 25, 1993 
.;:'Olltalns provisionll dtrectly affecting lhe national child 
support enfurcement program. These provisions Were 

dtlveloped within the House Ways and Means 
Subcommittee on Human Resource's and reportoo out of 
the Subcommittee on April 27, H.R. 2264 pa,,,;oo Ihe 
HQtlsc on May 27, 1993 and the Senate on Jl.lnlt 25. 
1993 ( tn a version which substituted the text of S, 1134 
by Senator JamES Sll.~r CD-TN) flied on June 22. 
1993 for !.he ori,inal HoUse bill). The bill is in 
conference commltt« where differences in the Housu 
and Senate versions will ~ re..'>Olved before heing 
fmally passed by Con\:ress and $clnl to the President for 
his signature. 

The specific child support enforcement 
proVisions of H.R. 2264 deal with (l) paternity 
establishlThmt, (2) health insurance and It\t;ldicul 
support, and (3) reporting of child support, payment 
delinquencies 10 consumer credit reporting bureaus:. 

A. Paternity establistunent: States mu.;;1 
bave procrclures for simple civil process for the 
voluntary acknowledgement of paternity which creat¢..~ 
(al the oplion of the state) either a rebuttable or 
conclUSive presumption of paternity and which 
constitutes the basis fOf seeking a support order. Also, 
states must have procedures whkh create either a 
rebuttable or conclu:->Ivc presumption of paternity upon 
genetic testing results showing II. thm>noJd probability 
uf parentage. With any (Ibj~tion to such testing results 
being made in wotln, within a specified number of 
days prior to dw results' being admitted into evidence: 
absent such obj&:tion, the resvltll must be admiu~d 
without noe..l tor llny proof of authenticity or accUtlwy, 
Parents ml,l.st supply "lMir Social S\lCurity numbers for 
the issuance or amendment of a birth certificate. and 
while these numbel's would not appe4lr on the 
-certificate, Ihe), must be provided lu the stale IV·D 
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ligency, Moreover, :;ctaIC$ must have procedures for 
entering a default order in a paternity case upon a 
showing that service of process had been ex.~uted. 
Finally. states musl givtl full faith and credit 10 a 
determination of paternity made by another stale. 
whether by voluntary declaflltion or by administrative 
or judicial process. (The Congresstomd Budget OffiC<! 
estimates that such proc~ures oould save the federal 
government $210 million in AfDC nver flv.: years.) 

A new standard" for paternily e...~!ablishment 
would ~ set for state IV-D programs, replacing the 
one (the "paternity I!stahhsbment percentage~) 

mandated under provisions of Ihe Family Support Act 
of 1988. Under the neW stanootd, in Orullf for a state 
IV~D program 10 be round in substantial compliance, 
tbe program will have had to ~I a paternity 
establishment rate of 75 percent (as. measured by the 
numhllr of cases in the IV~D caseload requiring the 
establishment of paternity for wnu:h paternJly has been 
established). For those slares with an establishrmnt 
rate betW«n 50 and 75 percenl. tbere: must be an 
mcrease of 3 percentage points over the previous fiSi:al 
year. lind for those statc:s with a rate below 50 percent, 
the Increase must he () percentage points over the 
previous year. 

On its face, _ Ihis appears to be a more 
reasonahle measurement of improvement in paternit/ 
cstahliMlment than Ih!! ~patemity eslahtishment 
ptlfCentagt:~ standards laiJ out 10 the 1988 Act. By 
those Siancards. ,?tates mlli;t l'fk:et one of three levels: 
(1) the national avtlrage percentage 0'1' paternIty 
establillhment; (2) a state rate of 50 perctlr;t or higher 
of'patemity establishmeru; or (3) improveln!;;nt of at 
least 3 percentage pOints 0. year over the haseline as of 
December 31. 1988. 

The problem with a "national average 
standard~is that th.e average ~ based upon whatever 
more or less trustworthy stalistical' data may 00 
repol1e4 • is always calculated long after Imy year io 
which Il state must have met the standard. It IS,.in 
other Wt>rds, not a measUTemt:l!lt for fo(ward~planning 
since il is out of date by the cime it is known. 

The SO percenl standard mayor may not be 
reasonable, depending on how rapidly the universe of 
hirths~oul...:)f·woolock is growing in a state, In more 
populous states, with rapidly increasing AfDC 
casdoads (in which, Iypi;;:ally. the overwhelming 
majority of cases come to the lV~D agency, not only 

without support orders, but also without paternity 
estahlisnment), 50 ptlrcent may btl a re<:e<Jing targt;l, 
\Wen though the IV~D agency incn:a.ses ils year~to-year 
paternity establishments by impressive percentages. 
"I'he buic problem is thai both tbe denominator and the: 
numerator in tne ratio are cumulative numoors which 
changt; 3$ the ~I()ad changes, The rate of AFDC 
referrals, in particular, affect the denominator. while 
thc numerator is aff\!Ctoo by case closure and .attrition. 
Moreover, within Ihe denominator, the IV-D agency is 
held responsible for establishing paternity in case;; in 
which there is no reasonable chance of 'ever 
establishing paternity because the idenlity or location of 
the bioloj;lcal father IS unknown and unknowable, 

For states with growing AFDC caseloads, the 
third standard set by the 1938 Act is impmsibl~ to 
~t. TIle December 31, 1988 baseline establishes an 
always movi.ng larget, If. for t:xample, Il staftl bau 
150,000 cases nooding paternity establishment at tht: 
end of 1988, but the number of such ~ases bad noubl~ 
by the end of 1993. and if the state had estabHshl!c 
6,500 paternities during 1988 and had eslabliwoo 
26,000 piltemities during t993 • a 300 percent 
improvement in fIve years - it slill would have failed 
the ~tandard Qf a 3 pen:entagc points a yt!.llr 
improvement over tbe December 31. 1988 baseliIk!. 
By the end of 1993 .ts -paternity establishment 
percentage~ should bave increased hy 15 pen::entage 
points (10 Ii 19.3 paternity establishment percentag;!) 
above the 4.3 pertenf tixedat the end of 1988. wherC<ls 
it wuuld hllve only doubled \Q 8,6 perclffiL 
(Na(i~nwide thl;) number of paternities established from 
1995 to 1992 i.oc.rea.sed by 68 percent, but the 
"pluernity establishment percentage" calculated Und<lf 
the 1988 standard does not measure this dramalio.: 
improvemeoL) 

The 75 percelll and 50 percent establishment 
sWldatds proposed in H.R. 2264 ate ~ certainly with 
respecl 10 states with growing Aroe castlloads - :lti!! 
unrealistic; so, also. is the standard of either .. J or a 
6 percentage point year-to~year increase in the patemity 
establishmenl nte. If a state has 300,000 lV~D cases 
needing patemity establishment in 1993 IUld establishes 
paternity in 26,000 " or 8.66 percent· of those cases 
and if the number of cases requiring paternity 
cSla.blishment remains about the S!l~ the next yenr, the 
state lV-D agency will have to establish 43,980 
paternities in 1994 ~ a 69 poetUnl increase in Ihe 
~ of palernity establishments ~ in order to rtlali1rl 
II. 6 percent incr~<: in its establishment rate', Instt:llu 
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of these standards, what would be reasonable and 
realistic is a standard simply measuring year to-year 
increases in the ~umher of paternities established by 
each state lV-D agency .. 

B. Enforcement of Health Insurance 
Support: The second set of provisions in H. R. 2264 
rdkcts recommendations of the U.S. Commission on 
Interstate Child Support respecting health insurance 
coverage in conj~nction with child support orders. 
Among these pro,visions are the prohibition of the 
imposition of restrictions by insurers on the enrollment 
of a child not residing with the insured parent or of a 
child born out-of ~edlock. Also, insurers must ailow 
the enrollment of kchild for whom there is a support 
order in any av'ailahle family coverage, whethe~ 
requested by either parent or by the state Title JV-D or 
Title XIX agency. Moreover, insurance claims may be 
fibJ by the custodial parent or tbe Title XIX agency 
without the approval of the noncustodial parent and 
payment of claims must be made directly to the 
custodial parent o~ the agency. Disenroilment of a 
child may take pla~e only upon receipt by the insurer 
of written evidenc~ that the support order is no longer 
in effect or that :the child will be enrolled in an 
alternative plan. I Employers must withhold an 
appropriate sum for insurance premiums for the 
enrolled child and forward this sum to the insurer. 
The state must be able to garnish income or withhold 
amounts from t.ox n:funds to reimhurse the Title XIX 
agency for any Medicaid expenditures where a person 
has received third party payment for costs of medical 
care given an individual for whom that person is 
legally responsihle to provide coverage of medical costs 
and that person has .not reimbursed either the individual 
or the provider of the medical care. (By Congressional 
Budget Office ~tirri.ates, the federal government could 
save $80 million In Medicaid costs over a five-year 
period.) 

C. Credit Bureau Reporting of Child 
Support Delinquency: Current law would be amended 
to require state IV-D agencies to report periodically the 
names of obligated parents who are at least two months 
delinl\uent in payment of child support, as well as the 
amount of delinque'nt support, to consumer reporting 
agencies. Unlike current law, consumer credit bureaus 
would not have to request such information or pay a 
fee for receiving it from the IV-D agency. A state 
IV~D agency would'not have to report the information 
10 any credit hureau which it determines is unahle to 

make accurate and timely use of the infonnation or to 
any entity which it believes has not furnished 
satisfactory evidence of being a consumer reporting 
agency. The amount of the delinquency would have to 
be at least $1,000 as under current law. 

D, Other Related Provisions: A general 
concern addressed by the Subcommitt~ on Human 
Resources in H.R. 2264 was the effect of a recent 
Supreffil;~ Court decision (in Suter v. Artist M.) which 
could be construed as bestowing a private right of 
action by individuals who allege that they have been 
injured by a State's failure to comply with federal 
mandates of state plan titl~ under the Social Security 
Act. While not seeking directly to overturn or reject 
the decision in Suter, the Subcommittee did limit the 
ability of individuals to seek redress in federal courts 
to the extent they were able to do so prior to Suter--a 
limitation which voids any effect the Suter decision 
might have had upon state plan title programs, 
including, of course, Title IV-D. H.R.2264 contains 
a provision to this efte.ct. 

On May 13, 1993 provisions of H,R. 529, the 
"Mickey Leland Childhood Hunger Relief Act," 
introduced on January 21, 1993 by. then, 
Congressman Leon Panetta were included in the 
budget reconciliation recommendations reported by the 
House Agriculture Committee and made part of H.R. 
2264. Among the provisions of H.R. 529 afe two 
related to child support. One provision exempts the 
$50 "disregard" of child support payable to an AFDC 
family in a month from any consideration of eligihility 
for receipt of food stamps. The other excludes from 
the income of a household, in determining eligihility 
for food stamps, the amount of child support paid to. 
or for. a person outside the household if a memher of 
the household was legally obligated to pay such child 
support. Both these provisions are worthy amendments 
to the eligibility requirements for food stamps. 

IV. Restructuring the National Child Support 
Enforcement Program. 

On February 3, 1993 Congressman Henry 
Hyde (R·IL) introduced U.R. 773. the "Unifuml 
Child Support Enforcement Act of 1993," On May 
13, Senator Richard Shelby (D·AL) introduced, S. 
967, the companion bill to Congressman Hyde's H.R. 
773. 
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Congressman Hyde was primarily n:sponsiblc 
for the drafling of one of the two pieces of child 
support enforcement legislation cnactoo durin.i\ the 
i02nd Congress. The "Child Support Ro&:ovcry Act of 
1992," sign~ into law by Presidenl Bush On Octobt:r 
25. 1992. imposes a f~eral penalty upon a ptltl¢nt who 
fails to pay support due a child residing in another state 
when the support has remained unpaid for longer than .... . 	 6 months or the amount of unpaid support is $2,500 or 
more. 

H. R. 773 is ba~d upon a proposal for 
radically changing the whole struClU1\'! of child support 
enforcement in the country which Congressman Hyde 
anti former Congressman Thomas DO\vney {D-NY) 
advanced during the 102nd Congress. The 
"Downey/Hyde Proposal fOf Child Support 
Enrorcem~mt and Child Support Assurance" called for 
the abolition of Ihe curren! lV-D program and for the , 	 enforcel1l!;:ni of child support obligations by the Internal 
Revtlnue Stlrvice, Ie«ving to tht: Mates responsibility for 
pat<rnity anu !:lupport {,bhgation establishment. 

The Hyde: bill retRins the IV-O program btu 
rede~tgnatt;)i il a • c-hUJ suppor! program, ~ not a ~child 
support otnforcemenc program. - Actual enforco:ment of 
support ohligations would fall to the Internal Revenue 
~rvicO!. Copies of all ;.uppnrt orders rendered Of 

modified in a staie (both Ihose already existing ant! 
those issued or modified subsequent to the enactment of 
the bill) would be seni by tbe l>iate court or 
administrallve agency to the Infernal ~evenue Service. 
It would he presumed that unle..'iS an ohligee 
affirmatively d,;e!<!d to rtUiin support rights, those 
rights Were ilssigned to the IRS (although an election to 
retain support rights could br imitated or wlfhdnn\'D at 
any. time). Child support assigned to the IRS would be 
treated, for collection purposes. as (wera! jnco~ tax 
and would be coUtlC!ed' through wage wi!hhol-ding and 
quatterly'payments of estimated taxes. Unless th~ full 
amount of support owing for a calendar were paid by 
tne following April !5, the obligor would be subject to 
the imposition of interest and penalties (including upon 
property). Ihl:' same as fQr ft:iJeral taxes, although an 

-, 	 illiSt:ssnrenl for child support would have priority over 
one for·unpllid tax¢.';. 

Th<! IRS would h.: rcsponsiblt: for tht: 
·distribution of collectt:d support In non~AFDC cast:s 
dlrectly to the obligee and in AFDC cases to the state 
(the state share, after thc payment of thc: $50 
"disrl:'ganl- to the family). The state IV"D program 

would be responsible for locating ab!>\.':nl parenl~ and 

for establishing paternity and support oblisations, 

Bl!CilUse tbe rv·[) lIe-enc)' would not bv involv«l in lne 

euforcement of the obligations or dlslrihution of 


I 
r 

colleclt:d support, sections of current statute respecting, 
(or dXample, Ihe in1er~plion of flXieral tax refuntfs,for 
cbild support arrearage or che distribulion of support or 
the reduction in Stai<: AfDC funding for an audit 
failure of the stale JV-D agency WQuld l'dl be repealed . 
10\.1 state IVwO agency would continue 10 review and 
adjust support awards periodically and establish, but 
not enfon:e. wage Withholding, For its activities, the 
stale IV-0 prog-ram would continue to receive federal 
financial participation {PFP} at the cumml rate M M 
pern::rti. with 	 a rate of 90 percent available for 
paternity testing costs, hut aU current federal incentive 
payments would be eliminated, 

The simpliCity of Ihe HyiW scheme for 

restructuring child support enforcement is bound to 

have some appeal to 11 Congress eager to curb publ!.:: 

assistance costs (AFOC, Medicaid, and Food Stumps). 

Stronger child support enforcement is dearly one way 

10 bdp families l.>et off, and stay off, wdf,are and avoid 

haVing to tum to puhlic assistance in the first place. 

Moreover treating child support obligations in the same 

m.,aruhlr and with the same gravity as federol income 

tal. Dhligations!i<Cm~ to make for sound public policy, 

since welfare dependency taxes the public fisc, and 

parents haVe .at least as much It duty to support their 

dependent children as they ha .... e to pay their rightful 

sbare of the ;,:osls of optlrating govtlmmcnt. 

Furthermore. as advocates of ~federaliz.ing· child 

supportenforcellk'nl argue, no govllmmllm agen..:y has 

greater knowledge of the income of citizens ~ and 

heru:e their ability to pay support obligations· and no 

government agency ha~ more effective tools to enforce 

Iho~ obligations than the agency responsible for 

enforcit'lg federal in..:ome tax obligations· the Interna! 

R~venue Service. The nationwide authority and 
, . I 
enforcement power of the Internal Revlmue ServLc;: 

would also diminish tne difficulties of inte(!iliite 

enforcement, some advocates claim. In addition, the 

Internal Revenue Service would hie able to reach to the 

financial resources and income not just of wage 

earners, but also the great num~rs of unsaLaried and 

S<!lf-employed in the country. Finally, tho$,(! who 

suppor1 the proposal to move enforce~nt to the IRS 
 I
hdieve the child support program ~sponslbilitk::;: I 
delegated to the stales under H.R. 173 and S. 961- !hl! 

establishment of patc:mity ami support obligations and 

the periodic review and adjustmenl of support am()ums 
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• are matters properly lett to the realm of state 
domestic relations law, All in all. advocates claim, 
Ih';fe is a convincini:l rational~ to thtl propoSed t.livISI()1l 
of laboT in the Hyde bilL 

Not only Congress, but also state legislatures 
may find the Hyde solution 10 the growing problem of 
nonsupport auractivl:. Struggling with mounting ",tate 
deficits, of which 'public assistance costs account for a 
large share. state l~gislatures may welcome the federal 
government's taking on Ihe enforcemenl task, relie.... ing 
slate governmentsiOf thtltf share of the auministrative 
rosts ofoperating fuU·blo'*1'tchild support enfor~emen( 
programs. while 1 providing them with !flereas&! 
rbCOVI!TY of publi~ assistance funds and the decreased 
dependency of their citiuns upon public assistanf","<, 

On the other hand. critics of the Hyde bill 
p.;ltceivt': ils simplicity as superficial and queslion 
whethu a complex. central t'i::deral bureaucrACY like lhe 
IRS can do a more eff«tive job, or even as efftl(:liv¢ 
a joh. as state child support enforcement agencies. 
Moreover, having' Jl federal agency cnfor<;c ~urport 
obligatiuns doesn't elimiWlte administrative costs· and 
the eventual bunl~n upon the. taxpaye.r of supporting 
enforcement activities. It simply shifts the. full cosl.of 
..:nforcetlli!nt 10 tbe f..:deral guveml'lXni. Also.. as those 
opposed to thlt Hyd..:-Shelby bili point out, tne 

• ptrf(}nJlance of tne IRS in collt:cting dellnquenl taxes 
has nof been considered srellat in recent years and 
collecting child support ma), be harder {ban collecting 
federal taxes, since there are many coJJal~al issues 
which inescapably enter inlo Ihe enforcement of child 
ii\lPPQrt obligations am.! whicn can {!Oly be liligaloo or 
resolved within the context of slale domestic relations 
law and legal pnx:esse ... 

, 
'Ao'hichevet way the debate ovet the Hyde­

Shelby bill goes - and lhere likely win be lively debate 
as the bill ri~'1lS in tht! leG'isl.alive process - it is 
apparent fhat the bill has a good amount of bipartisan 
support in Congress. It has gained the eosponsorship 
of 43 membeni of I the Houlle and Senale from both 
political parties (slightly more Republicans Ihan 
Democrats). President Clinton has, on ·occasion. 
alluded to making the Internal Revenue Service 
respon~ible for enforcing obligatioru.agaimt \Jt!ad heal 
dads, ~ althougb it is nol dear how the President ~ 
the role of the Internal Revenue Service in the child 
support tmforcemcnl enhzrpnse. althougb it seems 
unlikely tbat he will. at least initially. support efforts to 
move all jurisdiction for IV-D enforcement to Ihe IRS, , 

v. 	 Consumer Credit Bureau Rt'p()rti~ ot' 
Child Support OhliJ,t:lJtion<i. 

On JamUlry 21. 1993 Co~rcsswoman L,)'nn 
Woolsey (D~CA) tntfoducW a bill. H.R. 555. ~to 
ensure fhat conSUJ1let credit repons include information 
on any HVCroW child support obligations of thi;!: 
consumer. ~ This bill contains tviO major provisions. 
The first amends the Fair Credit Reporting Act to 
require a COtIsumt:t' credit reporting agency to incJud~ 
IUly infonnation providoo by a slate child' support 
enforcemenl agency or venfi&! by another government 
tmtity on the failure of a consumer to pay overdue 
suppott. (This provision ts: nearly identical to the 
major provision of the ~Tw Weiss Child Support 
Enforcement Act of 1992. ~ one of th~ two pieces or 
child support enforcement legislation enacwu dutin~ the 
102nd Congress, The Woolsey bill, however. as noto:Q 
below. diffel'S in modifying the meaning of ·overd\le 
support" as defined In Part IV of Title D of the Social 
Security Act,) , 

The seeond major proviSIOn of this bill 
requires stale IV~D agencies to report the amount of 
vverdue support oww by an abs.:nt parcnt with()u~ 

waiting (as currently specified in statuM (42 U,S.C, 
666(a}{7)1) for a request from a consumer reporting 
a~llficy amJ withQut the paymenf of a t'<::e hy the 
consumer reporting agency for any infotmll.tion 
provided by the enforcement as:~ncy when tbe amount 
of the overdue support is $1.000 or more. It also 
modifies the meaning of ~overd!Je suppmt" 142 U.S.C, 
666(e)1 by SUlking th.e word "minw" in ref~rring 10 Ihc 
child for whom support is owed and concomitantly 
remuving as an 1.lll.I.i!w of the state the inclusioo in 
Boverdue sUpPort~ the amount of delinquency owed to 
or on behalf of a child who is not a minor. 

The firsl provision of tht! bill is unnecessary. 
given Ute existence of the ~Ted Weiss Child Support 
Enforcement Act of 1992. ~ The second provision is 
similar to a provision in tbe original pieces of 
legislation filed (also by Democrats from Califomill. 
Levine and Torres) in the 102nd Congress from which 
the Weiss Act was derived. The earliet leglldatinn. 
however. did not modify the ~ing of ~oven.lLle 
support- as d(~'i the Woolsey bill. a useful change in 
light of the fact that. under stale laws, support Jt\.tlards 
can be made to adLiIt disabled t;hildren. 
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On June 8, 1993 Congrtlsswoman Woolsey 
Inlroduced H.R.1346 which effectively replaces H.R. 
555. H.R. 2346 deletes the provisions already enacted 
during rhe 102nd Congress in Ihe -Ted Weiss Child 
Support Enforcement Act of 1992" which requires 
~(m;;Umef credit bureaus to include child support 
paymcnl delinquencies on eonsumet credit reports. 
The ncw bill now simply requires state lV~D agencies 
to report child support dclinquench..>s in amounts of 
$1.000 or more to consumer credit bureaus without 

. waiting 	 for a request or charging a fee for such 
information. Al!to, it changes the definition Qf 
"overdue support" (42 t:.S.C. 666(e)) to delete 
'minor~ in "minor child" so Ihat overdue support refen; 
(0 amounts owed to or on ~half of any child:. whefher 
or not l::gal1y a minor. 

}. H.R.6J9 introduced on January 26, 1992 
by COrlJ;!res,'I(man AI McCandless {R·CA}, 
comprehcflsiwly amends the Fair Crwit Reporting Act 
~to assure the completeness and a(X:uracy of consumer 
information maintained by credit reporting agendcs, to 
hellef inform consumers of their righl~ under tbe "ct, 
and to improve enforcement" , ,~ tn its cont.:n(s Ii is 
nearfy i(J.:nlical to the legislation introduced in the 
l02nd Congre.'il' hy Cong~ssman Torres, eJ(cept that it 
contains It provision allowing the pre!:mplion oy this 
h:gislation of any similar statle law (which, in tact. may 
have s1ricter standards than lhis legislation provides). 
Because such a provision was attAChed to the Tortes 
bill )!:s a Republican amendment. Tones himself 
withdrew his bill from floor consideration in the House 
during the 102nd Congress and had it returned to 
commiitoo. 

The M<:Candless bill also cnntains a provision 
iden~ical}o the require~nis. of tht!i Weiss Act with 
resp¢C1 to. the inclusion in credit reports nf information 
provideJ. by a child support enforcement agency or 
vt:ritlt>d by anotht:r govemmt:nt enlil), on thc failure of 
a consu~t to pay overdue support. With respt!C1 to its 
child support enfu({::em.:nt provisions. the McCandless 
bill requires much It:SS than H.R. 555 by 
Congresswoman Woolsey and achi~v~ nothing more 
th!lfl that accomplished by the enactment in tbe l02nd 
Congress of the "T¢d Weiss Child Support 
Enforcement Ad of 1992." 

VI. Garnishment of Federul Emplnyet'S' Pay. 

On January 18. 1993 Senator Larry Craig 

(R·ID) Introduced S. 253, the ~Garnishment 


Equalization At! of 1993.~ whkh authorizes the 

garnishment of federal w3ges for, among other 

putpOses, the payment of child support obligations. 

Specifically. what the hill provides, with respt:Ct to 

garnishment for child support. is that whenC'v<:r any 

federal agency is served witn more than one Il.1gill 

process for garnishment, a process for the enforcement 

of a child support obligation shaH have priority, Also, 

administrative costs may be included in the 

garnisbment. Thus. federal pay will be treated in tbt: 

same manner as non-federal pay with respect 10 

garnishment. This new and welcomed· provli>ion in
M 

S U.S.C. §S520(b) complements existing Title iV«D 

proviSIOns (42 U.S.C. §§ 659, 661, and 662) aff~ting 


(be enforcement of child support obligations against an 

employee of the f!!deral gowmment. 


VII. Child Support £nfon.:ement and Ba.n.knIpl;;y 

Law. 


On March to, 1993 Senator Howell Heflin 
(D·Al) introduced S. 540, the "Bankruptcy 
Amendm~nts of 199r ~ a oomprehcns.ive reform of I 
current federal hankruptcy law. Among the provisjvItl; I 
of the bill are sewral affecting the enforc<:ment of child 
support nbligalions. Perhaps tbe most impmtant of ~ 
these is relief from the automatic stay of th~ 

commencement or continWitlon of an action to establi$n 
paternity or 10 establish or modify an on!!:r for alimony 
or child support or to collect such support from 
property that is no! property of the estate, However. 
to make this exemplion from the automated stay fuUy 
effeccive in a Chapter 13 pro<:eoding a further 
amendment is needeJ to provide that income" of Iht 
d<!btor n.ox:essary 10 meet child support obligations does 
not c(mslitute property of Ihe estate. I. 

Otber provisIOns addre. ...<; the Priority of clai illS 


under a Title 11 aclion, assigl'ling to child support and 
 I 
alimnny an eighth ranking priority. taking prefetellct: 

ov¢r tax liabilitits, txcept, however. to the extent that 

alimony or child support debls are assigned. volunLarily 

or by operation of law, 10 another entity, This 

exception would nullify the effect of the provision in 


. tbose cases where child support righls bave hun 

assigned pursuant to the requirements of the federal, 

stale. and local child support enforcement progrnru$, 
 I 
It is important, therefore. that there bt: language such 1 
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.as dUd provid~ ~in St\;!lon 523 of Tide ! I Ihat II. 

discharge in bankruptcy does not affect debts tM'tX1 for 
child support and assignltd to thr federal, state or local 
government. 

Ttl< samr sort of difficulty an5t:S Ln allothrr 
provision of tho:: bill which prott!Cts a judicia! lief! for 
alimony Of child support. Again, the ~xeeptioti from 
this protection of a 111.'11 secured for a child support dt::bt, 
assignrrl to anolfwr entity, voluntarily or by operalion 
of law, would rnak~ a tiro for child support RS,<;igned to 
tire slale fur child support enforcement pu:rpmes 
unprot~ted. This-problem also appears in a prov1sion 
whicb protects against trustee avoidance tht:: transfer of 
an interest of the debtor in pfOpo.lrty 10 the rxknl that 
tbt;': transfer was a 'bona fide debt for alimony or .;;:hll.d 
$upport. Again, clarifying language is n~I!iL 

Finany, with respoct to the enforco::rnent of 
child support oblig'aliuns. the bill provides that a child 
support creditor or its n::pn::sl!ntative may ~r in a 
bflnkruplcy proc~ing and intervene without charge 
amJ without meeting any spocial Irn:al court rute 
requiremenl, if a statement describing che child support 
deht ha... ~n filed' with the court. 

VIII. Full Faith lind Credit for Child Support 
, Orders. 

1, S, 532 inlroduceU Qn March 9, 1993 by 
Senator Pete Domenicl (R.NM) amends S~[iDn 

I73$A of Titlo:: 28, United Stales Code, to require thai 
stuit:s accord full faith and C(e<.lLt to one Mother's child 
support orders. as wd! as child custody orders. lUli.l 
that a state not modify It chdd support order rendered 
by a court of anothl:r state unles.~ the state has 
jurisdiction to make a child support determination and 
the court of the rendering state halO lost, or otherwise 
relinquished, jurisdiction. Thtl Interstate Cnmmi;l ..ion 
had recommendet.! ihal there be such an amendmtnt, 
"nd the Bradleyfl(Qukelrul bills contaiqed Ii pm.... isinn to 
create a new Section 1738B, specifically to accord full 
faith and cr&1it to c~ild support orders, 

If, as the intl!rstafe Commission rncommendtxl 
and the Bradlt!y~Roukema and Schroeder hills provide, 
all slates adopt Ute n~w Uniform lnlersta1e Famlly 
Support A<:t, an amenclm~nt <)f the fun faith and credil 
provisions of the ';:ud~ would not be necessary to 
achieve tht: intended purpo;;!;: of this bill. In itsdf. the 

Domenici bill is a useful piece of le,gis!"tion, although, 
perhaps, not absolutely essential inalimuch as the 
current failh and credit require~nts of lhe COO~, 
contained in Seelion 1738, have gefle"ral applicability. 

2. On January 6, 1993 COllar~1.nu.ln Ba~)' 
frank (D·MA) introduced H.R, 454, identical to H.R, 
5304 which he introduced In the l02nd Congrt:ss. On 
May 6. 1993 Senator Carnl Mo~ley~Braun (0.11.) 
introduced S. 922. ~fun Faith and Credit for Child 
Support Orderli Act/ as Ihe companion bill to H.R. 
454, 

As originally introduced in the I02no 
Congress. H.R, 5304. the "Full failh and Ct¢.dit for 
Child Support Orders Act, ft providt;!d that a stale court 
may not modify an order for child support which has 
heen rendrrdd hy a court of co~tent jurisdiction of' 
another state unless the party to whom the support is 
du\! resides in the stale in which the modification is 
being sought or expressly COf1lieots to seeking the 
modification in the other sLate. 

On August 12, (992 hearings on H,R, 5304 in 
the l02nd Congress were held befort: Ihe Subcommittl::e 
on Adminislrntiv(j law and Govt':mmental Relations: of 
the House CommiU<:e on the Judiciary. On Septemhr:r 
30, 1992, the full Committe(;) consido::red th~ hHl and 
accepted an aml;!ndment in the nature of a substitute 
which was offo::red by CUOAfi!S.'\man A. I\taunli 10­
K¥). Tht: substiwle signitkandychangoo the charactrr 
of Ihe legislation to add a new Section 17381;\ 10 Title 
28. United Stat\l{i Code, to provide for full faith Ilnd 
co:dit to be given chHd ~pport orot;!n: $0 that Ilne htuh: 
hhall not modify a child.suppurt order of anotber Siale 
unless: (1) it has jurisdiction to make such # support 
order; and (2) the court of tI)¢ Qfher state 00 IOf1g~r has 
continuing exclusive jurisdiction of the order becau:;e 
the other state i~ no longer the ftl..'lidence (If tho:: child Qr 
of any party (0 tho:: orde~ or b~ause all parties bav..: 
filed wntten consent for tbe second stare to mt'Xlify the; 
order and llSSume continuing, e~clusjve juri;.diCliQR of 
the order, 

On October 2. 1992 (h>! amended bill was 
reportoo to the Hous¢ and on October 3, 1992 passed 
in the Houlie, On Octobt:r 8, 1992 it was sent to th~ 
~nate Committee on the Judiciary, but it W!l$ not 
consideret.! by the'Senate. 
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The bill in its original, pre-amended furm 
seellll!d to favored the eoncems of custodial parents in 
interstate enforcement of support orders. The anu:nJed 
bill reflects Ihe jurisdictional principle..\; -of the U.S. 
Commissi-on on Inlerstate Child Support, and were 
provided for tn lhe BradhlY and Roukema bills flied in 
the i02nJ Congress. These principles aecun.i, as well, 
with the provisions of tbe new Uniform Interstate 
Family Suppon Act (UlfSA} which seek to eliminate 
the possibility (as is cumntly the ca.~ in interstafe 
I.lnforcemeni) of the prospoctive moUtfiCalio[) of a d1ild 
support on.ll1f rendered hy a ¢Our{ in one stale by a 
court in a state in whkh that order has ~n registered 
for enforcement, UIFSA slrives 10 establish a ·one· 
order" system for child support. after the mode! of the 
Ulllfornl'Child Custody Jurisdiction A~t for custody 
dettmnination. Full faith and credit would. thus, be 
e>:t\!nded In an out-of·state ~upport order in "plte of Its 
lack of "Iinality. ~ 

The Frank/Moseley"Braun legislation, in its 
fundamental purpose, replicat~ Ill!: in'en! and ~ffect of 
the Domenici bill, S. 532, discussed above. Again. if 
UlFSA is adopted verbatim· or in a IUrm similar 10 
that approved in August, 1992 by the National 
Confe:rence of Commissioners on Uniform Interstate 
Laws • che: issue of jurisdiction in interstale 
modlfiration and enfnrcenwnl of child support orders 
wtll he fairly wdl resolv~d 

IX. Child Support Enforcement and Child Support 
"Irt'iurnnce. " , 

On March 26, 1993 ~tor John Rockefeller 
([}~WV) introduced S. 663 ~ the "Family lncOJ't)t 
Security Act of 1993" - which is identical in its 
provisiulls to S. 2237 which the Senator filed in the 
l02nd Congress, 

-SenatOt Rockefeller's bill reflects the work of 
Ihe National Commission on Children. a bipartisan 
study which he chaired. and which submitted to the 
President and Congress its findings in 1991. 
Established t)y Public Law 1()()"20J in 1989, the 34­
IThlmber Commission was ~!o serve as a forum on 
behalf of the children of the nation." Among the many 
recol1tItkndations put forth -by the Commission at the 
end of more than twO' years of hearings. site visits, and 
forums were some whicb found their way into Senator 
Rockefeller's bill. • 

The major components of the bHl are: II 

$1,000 refundable tax credit for all chlldren. regardless 
of family income, to replace Ihe personal t:xemplion tor 
dependent children~ simplification of the Earned 
Income Credit for federal income taxes and further 
adjustl1)l:tnS fOf family size: and child support ~insur·' 
auce" demonstration £rants fot four to six states, 
s<lected on the hasis of their r~ords of p!!rformanc< in 
cbild support enforeemrnt, particularly patl'lmity 
C$tablishmcnt. 

~Insunmce" in tnis eonlext is fl.lndalTh!ntally 
the same as child support· ftassurance. • While the 
government would continue to enforce support 
obligations. it would make up any difference I'letw«o 
the amount of support collected and a pred¢~ermin~d 
minimum b¢nelit leYi'll, Thu..'I:, the custodial parent 
would receive an established amount of child support, 
regardless of the absent parent's abililY or willingness 
to pay. It is intended that such an assured or insured 
amount of ltupport would save Ii family' from final'lcial 
disruption resultin8 from the ohligor's los,<; of income 
due to, fot example, job loss, illness, or periuds of 
unemp!pymenL Unlike welfare. the insured b.enefit 
would b.e univers.al. without ;neans-Iesting eligibility. 
and would nm be reduced by any eamings of the 
custodial parent, The only condition of eligibili()' for 
receipt of the benefit v.'Ould be paternity and ()n.ler•. 
~tablishment. The premise is that With stahl... and 
consistent payments of support, custodial parents would 
be able to pursue gainful employment in ()roer 10 raise 
1M standard of hving of their cbildren and to avoid 
having to tum to welfare, 

The levd of support insurance or ib:mram:~ 
providOO for in the Rockefeller bill is $1,500 for the 
first child. $J ,000 for the second and $500 for all 
subsequent children. In AFDC ca$e$, the amounl of 
child suppon inNl.lrance received would r&luce I'>y some 
p¢fC.eDtage (as determined by the Secretary) the amount 
of AFOC paid a family, e~cept that if the family as a 
whole heroIneS inel.igible for AFDe because. of j
Insurance bMd'ils, the caretaker rnay cootinLl!! AFDC 
eligibility. Non-AFOC Cllstodial parents would b.: 
reqlllreJ to apply for lV-D services to qualify tor the 
insurance progr.tm_ \ 

To study child support ·insurance~, the I,
S~retary would select states of which at 11!3$! 2 
provide intensive integrated social servict:s for low­
income participants, 2 plan to coopcr41e in integrnt~d 
interstate ~nf()rcem\tl'lt activities. 2 contain Inti!! LlrtrJ.n 
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areas, and I contains large rurlll area:>. Each state 
w()uld trutke intbrim and final evahllllions of the 
dfectiven\!$s of tbe projeei with r~spect to several, 
spc<:ified faclors, and the Secretary would make interim 
and final reports on the prqjects 10 Congress. Thll 
participating states would provide not less than 20 
percent of the costs of the child support insurance 
projectll, unles~ they met pllrformance goals in their 

•JV-D progrAms, in which cai>U they would provide not 
less than 10 po::rctlnt. of the cosls. Finally, the bill 
provides. for lhe creation of community employmtnt 
demol1stratitm r~jects in economically depressed 
communitiei> to create employment 0pporl'lmities for 
parents receiving wdfare assistance, 

In another rclaJOO hill filed by Seoat(}f 
Rockefeller on t:1ay 26. 1993, S. 596, Sentltor 
Rockefeller ha" laid out a comprehensive plan for 
welfare rdhrm, agaip based upon rocommendations of 
the Natioflal Conlmission on Children, The bilt·s 
provi~ion~ fhcus on child .....dfafe M::rvlces to slrengthl':n 
and prcser.'e families and un program.;; for suhstJmcl.: 
abuw pn:vcntion aod lreatment. It also address!;!." a 
range of issUt:s related to foster care, induding health 
"are plans for foster children and regulations for the 
training of agl':n.;y staff and fosler and adoplive parents. 

X. Chi1d Support and Federal Income Tax 
Deductiuns. 

1. On M,ay 5. 1993, COllRressman Harold 
Volkmer (O.MO) introduced H.R. 1995 which 
IU'I'lcnds the Internal Revenue Code (26 U.S.C. §152(,,)) 
to allow a noncustodial patent to claim a child liS It 

t.kpendent for foollra! income lax purposes if Iht! 
custodi.al parent does not oontribute to the support of 
fhll child and refuses to sign a written declaration that 
the custodia! parent will not chum the chilt! .as a 
dependt!nl during the taxable year and if the 
noncustodial parent docs provide over half of the 
.~upport of the chil~ during Ine taxable year, 

Tho: o:JfCt.!t of this prm'isiol'l is to ..ud an 
\!:xception to the Code which ordinarily al:cords 
de~ndent erwit tf? the custodial parent if thl;; <:hil;J 
I\'.(:eives Qver haif of his/her support during tho: 
cnlt':ndar y~r from the tvlto parents. What the hill does 
not addre:;:; il' hnw the noncustodial parent will certify 
that hclf,nc has contributed oVer half of the cllild's 
support or Ihut the ~ustodial parent has not conlrihuted 

!o the child's support at all. Perhaps what is in1¢l'Ii.1<tl 
is that documenttX! paymt'nt by the noncustodial parent 
of at lea.i( half of any ordered child support during the 
calendar y~r is presumed to have salistied the 
requirements of Ihis exception, If so. it is unlikely in 
most support cases that otdered child support~-eVtln if 
fully pnid·-rovers the real financial needs of a child. 
Also. the bill n::moves a p(Qt~!ion chI:: custodial parent 
l:urrently has 10 refusing 10 IIgree to release cllllm of 
the child as a dependent. Even if tlkl custqdial pan=nt 
refuses to release claim, rhe noncustodial parent may 
claim the child, as long as the noncustodial parenl has 
paid Qver haif of the support for the child. however, 
that may be provoo. 

2, Although nol directly tied into th.: IV-O 
child support enforcement program, S, 4J4 (S. 2514 in 
the I02nd Congress. although with liome 
moJifica1ions), introUuced by Senator Dale Bwnptrs 
(O-AR) on February 24, 1993, is imeoded 10 providt: 
some degree of till( relief to custodial parents to whom 
child support is oWt:!d but nol paiJ. (On JUM 9, 1993, 
Congressman C. Chrislopher Cox (R-CA) introdu~J 
H.R. 1355 ,as tho; companion bill 10 S. 434.) 

Specifically. the BUfflpllrs bill - the ~Chdd 
Support Tax E~uity Act of 1993" - amends the Int<:mal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a bad debt d<tluctioo, 
in -certain >:~S. for owed, bul unpaid, child support 
payments and 10 require the delinquent obligor to 
include Ibe unpaid support amounts as taxable income 
on their federal income tax n:tum~ in tbe yQr Ihe 
payments were doe but not paid, In addition tQ a 
standard or iterruzed dedoclion, a custodial parent owed 
$500 ot more in child suppott at the close of the 
taxable: y.:ar, ;mo with an adjusted gross income or" 
$50,000 Of less, would hi: ahle to claim up to $50,000 
in unpaid support as a personal ball debt. if less than 
half of the required payments Qf ordered. periodic child 
support (irn.:ludlnll amounts for medical support or 
I!ducational expenses) had been paid during the taxahle 
ytar. The obligated parent would be infonned that the 
CUstodial parent had claimed the had debt detluclion and 
that the obligate-d p<lf¢nt was required to treat Ihe 
amount of Ihe deduction (the unpaid child support) as 
taxable income, If and when. however, the >.:U$lodial 
parent is paid the past due support, tlwt amount would 

. nave to be declared as taxabt~ income by the -cuslmlia! 
parent, und the ohligatoo pat'tlnt would ihen be Rhle 10 
claim the same amount as a deduction in the year in 
which it was paid, 
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S.mator Bumpers' bill undtrscores the 
seriousness of dellnquen..·y in the payment of child 
support, eSJk-CiaUy for tho!'>!;': custtxiial parfcnts to whom 
the regular 1»Iyment of the full amount of order~ child 
support can spell the difference between SOIlli:- degrt:e 
of financial independence :md PO'itlrty or wdfare­
de~ndtlnce, It does, howevtlr, contain some potential 
problem.... For !;':xample. ther.: is the lldjudicati.m of 
arrearage. particularly when then: is disagreement 
between the ohligated par..ent and the custodial parent 
about wbat support bas, or has n01, been pail.L Also, 
upon payment of overdue support and its declaration as 
taxable income, the custodial pllrlIDt might be pushed 
in!() a higher tax brackc::t and he faced with an unman· 
ageable, lax burden. Although the legislation may 
provideian r;ff~tive way not only to remind obligaletl 
parents'of their support ohli~ati()ns, but als() to keep 
th.em cUHent in their paytne:nts, caf¢f'U! oonsideratton 
n~s to ~ given to the bill's total impact and its 
complete ramificariottS. 

XI. Bilin!!'ual Personnel and Materials for State 
(V·O Pro~rurns. 

On March 18, 199.3 Senah.r Donald RieJ,tle 
(0.1\11) introduced S. 619 to "mend the Social S¢;urity 
Act to provh.h: impmved service.s 10 bcn!Jfiejant!S unJ(!r 
thtl Act. Among its provililons for the improved 
delivery of services, the bill ret.j'Uires state agencies 
administering programs under titles of the Act. 
including Tide tV-D, to provide bilingual pen;onnel 
and materials i.n those politica! subdivisions of the state 
"in whkh a substantial number of members of 
households l1peak a langua~e oth(!r than English.· 
Presumably this requirement would h..ve sptWial 
relevance for those states with significant Spanish­
speaking. populations, 

'" 
XU. Federal Penalties fur Criminal Non-Suppurt. 

Three: bills. S. 8 • the ·Cril'lli'l Control Act of 
1993 - introduced QO January 2t. 1993 by Senator 
Orrin Hatch, S. 6 introduced on January 21. 1993 by 
Senator Robert Dole (R-KS). and ".R. 688 • [he 
"Sexual Assault Prevention Act of 1993~ • in!roduced 
on Janu"r), 27, 1993 hy CooMrali.woman SI.L~n 
Molinari. all contain identical provisions with respecl 
to the failUf!! of an obligated parent to pay support one 
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j'l!Ur past due, and in.an amount greater than $S,OOO. 
for fI child Jiving in another slate, The absence of 
such parent from tbe child's domiciliary statt! for im 
aggregate period of 6 months without payment of .he 
past dUI! sUl"'f'Ort, when the parent has dre means to pay 
such sUpJXirt. creates tbe presumption of an intent 10 
avoid payment of the obligation. Conviction of a tina 
offense carries a penalty of a tine and up to 6 months 
imprisonment, and a second or furth.:r conviction 
carries II (Wmdty of a fine ami up to 2 years 
impnsonment 

The~ provisions are similar to those 
introduced in legislation in the l02nd Congress by 
CongrQ<tSrtlan Henry Hyde (R-IL) and Senator Richard 
Shelby (D·AL) and which were enacted inlo law as the 
~Cbild Support Rerovery Act of 1992. ~ This new 
fooltoral law imposes a fedltral crirrrimd penalty for 
failure to pay pllSt due support under tM same 
circumstances a...; described in the Hatch, Dole. and 
Molinan bills, 

XIII. Reduction of Federal FundifIJC for State IV-D 
Programs, 

On February 12. 1993 Congressman Timl)thy 
Penny (D~MN) introduced H.R. 998 cksigned to 
achieVe a bJlanced fl.lderal budgd hy fi$Cal y~f 1998 
and each year thtlreafter. To meet dUH target the hill 
provides for a process of annual budget reviltow to 
accomplish any ne(;essary deficit reduction and balan.:.: 
requirements. Included in thlt bill is a provision fOf tbe 
reductioo of' federal financial participation {FfP) to.f 
the administrative costs of s.tate IV~O progntm.~ "s 
n~t:d to achieVe It balancOO budget. No specific rat",,, 
of FFP are identified because whatever lower nUe is 
needed fnf h¢!pifi~ to achieve a balanced budget is the 
one which. by law, would be imposed. What the hill 
does consider is the potentially ve!)' damaging effCi.':t 
My reduction in the fFP nite would have upon the 
natton's child support enforcement program and, 
tbereby, upon AFDC and other welt'are expenditures. 
It is unlikely that the sponsor inlrorluc.u.! this tegislalino 
with the e,;,pecl.IItiQn thai it would pass, rather, its 
purpose was 10 offer a contrasting budStlt program to 
the President's, and one that emphasized budget cuts 
f'.itber than any IllX increases as flu: only way 10 dtilil 
with defie:il,reduction. 

I 

I 



XIV. Refonn of the (V«D Audit Process. 

On May 24, 1993 Congressman Jim 
McDermott (D-WA) introduced n.R. 2241 requiring' 
the Sc..::n:tl1fY of Ht:uhh and Human St:rvicl!.S to 
wnstitute It committee··tbe "Child Suppor( Audit 
Advisory ComnUuee"··wilh the mandute to develop 
nt:w criteria for' the lricnnjal audjt of state IV-D 
programs. 

Spedfically the neW audit ;;riteria are to 
mca1\UW QUtCQ~S, as weI! as compliance wjlh fc.Jernl 
regulations. The commiuoo is to set a new standard of 
"i;iuhstarHlal compliam;t). ~ different in charllcter from 
the fairly mechanistic standard now used in the federaL 
audit, and 10 det~rmine Ihe (lI!riod of time aftt:t the 
puhlkalion of inl~rim or final rules regarding the new 
audit after which 'states will he audil,;d for substantial 
comp-liance with rc:;.pect to the neW criteria. Moroover, 
the committoo will be responsible tbr t"OC011"Ul\I!oding to 
Congress legislati~n with respect to the funding of the 
IV -0 program which will enhance the effectiveness of 
1M triennial audit' and th~ associated penalty process, 

According to tile. bill's provisions, the 
commiutlt IS to include lit lcam ooe state IV-D director, 
one state comrruS:;lOnet of human services, intllviuua!s 
wi!.h expertise. in developing quantitative and qualitative. 
measures for perfonnance-based audits. and at least 2 
mdivtth..als who hav~ tecdwd IV-0 st:lrvices. The 
committ..>< must bt- fomted within 60 days of the 
.:nactmcnt of the legislation and must report its 
rc,commendatlons to the Secretary within 180 days of 
enactment. The Secrdary must then propose new audit 
regulations withi'" 210 days of tbe legislation's 
etulctmt\tlt and, following: al lea'll 45 days for conunent, 
puhlish final audit rules not laler lhan the first day of 
the J2th calendar month after t:nactmwt of the Act. 

This hiU is clearly f~nding to the often 
vuiced. and widely shared, concem of state JV-D 
programs and enforcement professionals that Ih~ 

current tV-D audit system is fuu.lty in (hat, among 
otht!r failings, it measures technical compliance with 
proccdurll'lii and not real program productivity and 
gwwth. 

XV. Reform of the Welfare Program, 

There wit! probably be a large number of 
legislative proposals during the I03rd Congress 10 

reform public assistance progral1l£, and many of tbl.ls,::: 
will likely nave an impact. to some ext.:::nt, upnn thl!, 
{V·D program. Thus far two welfare reform hills 
which bave been filed have dear relationships with 
child support enforce:m:ni. 

L On February 18, 1993 Congressman 
Christopher Shays (R-CT) introdm:ed H.R. 1007 
(with original eo-sponwr Congressman Kweisi 
Mfurne. (O·MD) to amend Tille IV-A in vari{)u~ 

~rticulars - e.g., the conlinulI.lion of Medicaid betlcfils 
to fanlilies for up co 3 years after their becoming 
ineligible for IV-A neneiilli and increasing the family 
re.':ource limits for AFDC eligihility from tht: currenl 
$1.000 to $10.000, including net profits from 
micro-tmterprises (whicb AFDC recipients lite 
enc{)uf1lged to develop as a fOute 10 self sufficiency), 

The provision which. in particular. has an 
impact upon the IV-D program is one which allows ttl;: 
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) 10 levy upon the wag~" 
and salary payahle to, 'Of received by. a child support 
obligor 'who has btlcome delinquent in support 
payments by 2 or rOOte months. The IV-D age~y 
would be required to notify the IRS of the ddinquency, 
and the IRS would collC(:t on the overdu~ support .aml 
(emil the collection to the IV-Q agency. 

The provision affecting the collection of 
delinquent cnild support by the Internal Revenue 
Service is similar 10 a ptovision in Congtessmun 
Hydets bill (H.R. 773), although not nearly as far· 
(;;aching lIS Hyde's total legislative proposal in using 
the lRS for child support enfOtcemmtl purposes, II is 
also similar to the ful1 col1ec1ion services of 1M IRS 
already availahle by !«lend hiw, As provided for in 
this legislation, the role of the IRS in coll<X'ting pust­
due support could prove 10 b¢ helpful to stat~ IV-D 
programs:, 

1. On February 16, 1993 Congressman Gury 
Franks (R..CT) intr()dw;oo H,R. 892. the ~Parenlal 

Responsibility Act~ which provides a scale (If 

reductions (ranging from .5 tQ 2(1 percent) in fe<.hm.! 
funding for state IV·A programs 10 th~ d.:gn::.c the 
hiological fatbers of children r~eiving AFDC havt! not 
been id.entified. 
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States will begin to e1t:penence a reduction in 
f~ral IV-A funding at the point tbeir ~parental 

identity percentage'" • the percentage of children 
recdving AFOe for whom a blOlogl'l:ai father has not 
htlt:n iden'tifird - faliN helow 70 percent. This may 
nrean that the IY·A ligt\OCy has the task of securing the 
identity of biological fathers, or ..t least obtaining 
u~hl!;l information concerning the identity of such 
falbers, prior to granling AFDC to dependent children 
witb absent parents, On d~e other hand, it may mean 
lhat the state's IV·D program will be ~1>Onslble for 
ensuring that paternity has been established for at leas! 
10 percent of the chiklren r«eiving AFDC from the 
,Gtat!;l. 

Whichever way the intclntion of this provision 
I~ ImderstooJ, the slah~$ are bt\ing given another 
coos-ide-fable task. It is cbaractew;tu; of AFDe ca~s 
lhat, more oflen dum not. they lack the: identity of a 
hiologkal father at the time they a~ op<neJ oy Ihe IV· 
A agency and referred for enforcement to the IV~D 
agency, Patemityestablishtlll!nt, whkh is, perhaps, the 
most intractable of all enforcement activities. is 
particularly difficult in AFDC cases, given the high 
percentage of unmarn~, neV!!r married mothers. Th~ 
legil>lation offered here by CoogtdSSman Franh s.x1llS 
more a punitive. than a ,""form, m.:asute for state IV·A 
programs, 

Looking Ahead. 

" 
Later this Summer, an "interagency· welfar~ 

rt:form task fQrc~ will oe!:il'l formulating a specific 
legii;lalive proposal for welfare reform, including 
changes to the child s.upport enforCt:ment program, 
With the concern of the Clinton Administration ilnd 

, 

Congress about deficit reduction, and the containment 
of the costs of entitlement pro¥taffiS, it is likely that 
any proposals changing Ihe <:hild sUPPQrt program lhat 
J'etluire significant new increases in funding will be 
greeted with eonsidcrable skepticism. However. 
advQCates of sweeping reforms. including a number of 
child welfare organi:z.atioos, will be lobbying hard for 
the Administration and Congress 10 drastically ch~ng.: 
tht;l present child support enforcemenl program that 
they considter 10 h.;: hopeltU;sly ineffeclive, Finding a (C) CoPyrillh. 19'1l 
miJdle ground win be th.: cbaHenge facing the !03td Cbild Support Council 
Congress, AU in aU, the ".VOrK of the 103rd Congress Austin, Teus 
may introduce some of the: tnO$t dramatic changes in 
child welfare and child SUPP')rt enforcement yet [0 b.: 
seen in (his country. 
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CONGRESSMAN LARRY LARocco 
1ST DISTRICT IDAIIO 

• 

TO: 1;'he President 

ATTENTION: Carol Rasco 

FROM: Larry LaRocco 
lJAI.., 

DATE: May 20, 1993 

RE: 	 ADMINISTRATION INITIATIVES ON CHILD SUPPORT· 
LAROCCO LEGISLATION (PL 102·537) 

• 	 ,Last year, Ihe late Ted Weiss and I amended Ihe Consumer Credit Reporting Act 
to require credit bureaus to include i"fonnarion abuul deliquent child support in 
credit reports . 

. That bill (HR 6()22IPL!02·537) requires thaI infonnation .buUI unpaid child 
support of al least $1,000 be included in the credit report of an individual whose 
support payments are deliquen!. Such infonn.tion on unpaid support will remain 
on the individual's credit report for seven years. 

Although not required by Jaw.;more than 20 States now have mechanisms: to 
report the delinquencies to the;credit bureaus. 

• 	 Later this year, J expect to hold a forum with the Associated Credit Bureaus to 
determine how this new law is working. 

• 	 Because of my deep interest in this issue, please consider me for any task force or 
working group the Administration might establish on child support . 

., 

1j 17 lOllilwnrlh fluildino Wasrunijeoo ItC. ;l051!) 	 1202J 225 6611 



, 
September 1992, Child Support Council 
Legislation : 

HR 1241 Hyde (R-IL)/S.I002 Shelby (D-AL): 
• makes a crime for an obligated parent to fail to pay past due support for a child residing in 
another state; 

• authorize the Director of the Bureau of Justice Assistance to make grant to develop child 
support enforcement programs; 

HR 3151 and HR 3677 Snowe (R-ME): 
• require employers remit withheld wages from obligated parents within 10 days after 
payment of wages; 

• protects banks from releasing financial information on noncustodial parents to state child 
support enforcement agencies; 

• requires states to have procedures requiring absent parents, within 30 days of a new or 
modified suport order, to provide medical insurance coverage for dependent children; 

• insurers of noncustodial parent would be required to make payments directly to custodial 
parent; 

• state child support enforcement agencies would receive federal incentive payments for 
medical support enforcement; 

H.R. 124 by Ka'llorskl (D-PA): 
• permits collections of past-due child support by federal income tax refund offset beyond 
reaching majority age 

H.R. 3986 by Levine (D-CA): 
• require consumer agencies to include credit report infonnation on child support 
delinquencies' in Title IV-D cases; 

S. 2514 Bumpers (D-AR): 
• custodial parent can claim tax deduction on unpaid support payments; 
• noncustodial parent must include a taxable income unpaid support payments; 

H.R. 3248 Kennelly (D-CT): 
• allows states entry into unilateral or multilateral agreement with foreign countries for 
enforcement of child support orders; 

H.R. 5114 McCollum (R-FL): 
• pennits deduction of 5% of ordered child support payments paid to a taxpayer; 



• provides for increase of 10% in federal income tax liability of owed, but unpaid, child 
support; 

H.R. 5304 Frank (O-MAl: 
• a state court may not modify a child support order rendered in another state; 

H.R. 5123 Schroeder (D-CO): 
• states have uniform statewide child support enforcement; 

.. state IV-O agency have automated access to appropatc state data bases; 

" enforcement of child support order continue until the child attains age 18; 

• all income be subject to withholding;; 

,. states prohibit issuance of professional Ucenses to individual owing past-due support 

exceeding $1000; 

., no tlme limit on enforcement period; 

" social secu~ity numbers appear on all marriage licenses; 

'" visitiation/custody issues kept separate from child support; 

'" fcderaUy mandated time frames for interstate locate requcsts~ 


.. federal standards for processing cases; 

If! amendments to bankruptcy laws; 
• federal incentives for performance of IV-D programs eliminated but federal financial 

participation (FFP) be increased from 66% to 90% 


S. 1411 Dodd (O-Cl): 

.. establish 6 child support assurance demonstration projects; 


S. 2343 Oodd (I}-Cl) [s.me provisioDS contained in S; 2(,77 CranstoD); 

'" guidelines for child support assurance demonstration projeet,t;.; 

• assured minimum support = $3000/ycar first child and $l,OOO/year for second and 

subsequent; 

'" assurance available to any for whom order has been "sought" or obtained "good cause" 

exception; 

• in AFDC cases, one half of assured benefit would be disregarded until total amount 

equalled federal poverty level; 


S. 2237 Rockefeller (I)-WVAl: 

.. $1000 refundable tax credit for all childrenj 

'" simplification of EITC; 

'" child support "insurance" demonstration grants; 

• levels of assurance -- $J,son for first Child; $1,000 for second; $500 for subsequent; 

Downey/Hyde Child Support Enforument and Assurance Project: 

.. abolishes Title [V-D program and replaces with new enforcement program, housing in both 

IRS and Social Security Administration (SSA); 

• states would receive 70 to 90% (of what?) for "aggrcsive pursuit" of establishing paternity; 
.. collection and distribution handled by IRS; 
• failed payment would be proscClued as if failure in poying rederal taxes 



OHIO: 

VIRGINIA: 

MICHIGAN: 

STATES PROPOSALS FOR CHILD SUPPORT 

Provides a one-time paternity bonus for each child in the family when 

paternity it established; 

Provides a supplement to the base grant for each child covered within an order 

of cbild support. 


I 

Cbild support waiver that increases the prohability that cbild support is paid in 

eases considered likely to be leaving AFDC due to earnings. Those cases that 

are likely to leave AFDe have priority for enforcing child support. 


Under the "To Strengthen Michigan Families" Demonstration: 

.. Require child child support agencies to use mechanism to identify persons 

with access to health insurance coverage. and aggressively enforce health 

insurance orders; 


• Require non-custodial parents to disclose child support ubligations to 
employers for mandatory withholding; 

i • Require hospitals to accept/record paternity acknowledgments as part of birth 
1registration; 
: 

.. Require Friend of the Court to report child support obligations to consumer 
reporting agencies at time the order is established; 

: .. Streamline cstablishment of child support orders; 

.. Allow denial or revocation of professional business/trade licenses for persons \.1 
who have child support arrearage.; 

'" Include Social Security numbers on application and renewal of Michigan 
I driver's licenses and license plate tabs; 

I • Through Michigan Department of Treasury powers, collect child support 
i arrcarages owed to AFDe recipients. 
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TO; The President 

AITI1.NTION; Carol Ras<~ 
, 

FROM; Larrv LaRocco 

DATE: May'lO,1993 

BE: 	 ADMINlSTRATlON INITIATIVES ON CHILD SL'Pl'ORT • 
LAROCCO LEGISLATION (PL 102-537) 

• 	 I..ut year, the late; Tc.d 'l'loiss and 1 amended the; Consumer Credit Repolting Act 
to require credit bureaus to include information about doliquent child support in 
credit repent. 

ThaI bill (HR 6022IPL102-537) require, that infol1l1lluon about unpaid child 
,upport of at least $1,000 be included in the credit report of an individual whose 
suppon payments are deliquent. Such information on unpaid support will remain 
on !he individual's credit report for s.,,,,,, years. 
, 

Although not required by law. more than 20 States now have mechanisms to 
report the deIlnquencles to !he credit bureau•. 

• 	 Later litis year, I expect to hold. forum with the A>sociaU:d Credit Bureaus to 
determine how litis new law is working. 

• 	 "Bcowse of .my deep inteleSt in this issue, please consider me for any tJlst: force or 
working group the Administration might establish on child suppon. 

I 
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