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Thank you for the opportunity to testify hcr;: toclay on this important issue. [am Jll
Miller, Chair of the Coalition on Women and Job Training. I am also executive director of
the National Displaced Homemakers Network which is comprised of nearly 1,300 local
programs that provide a range of education, training and suppert services to approximately

350,000 women annually, inclading many receiving public assistance benefits,

The Coalition on Women and Job Training is committed to ensuring that all women,
those already in the workforce and those entering or re-entering, have access o guality
educarion and training for high wage jobs. We have forty-five member organizations which
represent millions of women who are working and/or are in need of employment and training
| services. We also represent the expertise of professionals throughout the United States who

have years of experience in providing employment and guining services for women,

The Coalition has developed principles guiding our advocacy on education, training
and support services for women receiving public assistance benefits,  Our overriding concemn
i3 that the services provided will assist women © achieve long-term economic self-sufficiency
rather than simply remove thern from public assistance. I will be happy to provide each of

© the members of the Working Group with 2 copy of our principles.

We recognize that welfare recipients are an irmportant part of the American workforce.
Most have been workers and wrn to AFDC because of limited opportunities in the current
labor market for stable employment in jobs that pay adequately. The most imporant welfare

reform measures we can adopt as & nation are economic policies that will ensure economic



opportunities for all American workers, These include mising and indexing the minimum

wage, untversal health care insurance and pursuing full employment policies,

We are pleased that job taming s a prionty for President Clinton. In designing and
implementing a plan to reform welfare, we strongly believe that welfare recipients should be
weated as workers with the same opportunities to pursue education and training as other
workers. We should avoid the development of a new two-ticred employment and training
system, with separate systems for welfare recipients and other workers, The same high
quality of services expecied for workers displaced because of our changing economy should
be available for welfare recipients as well. Therefore, training and training-related services
should be provided to welfare recipients through the existing federal job training system, not

the income maintenance syswem.

[t is vital to the economic well-being of our country that welfare reform strategies
reflect the President’s goal of sweagthening and Improving the skills of all workers. Welfare
recipients should be entitled t;c appropriate education and waining services to the extent
necessary to achieve self-sufficiency. Their opportunities and access to these services should
aot be limited by arbitrary tme limits, but should recognize the need for lifelong leaming rand
workforce development, just as we recognize this is as an important issue for others seeking

to enter, re-enter and train for the labor market,

When the goal of a program is long-term self-sufficiency rather than decreasing the
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number of people receiving welfare, then the services provided must be evaluated using a
different set of ¢riteria usually developed by the education and training system. Services
received by welfare recipients placed in jobs should be judged by a self-sufficiency standard,
; which evaluates the quality of 2 job by takdng into account the economic needs of the worker
as well ag local variations in the ¢ost of living, The self-sufficiency standard would include
 realistic and up-to-date housing, dependent care, health care and transportation costs. The
Coalition strongly urges you to incorporate into your plan HL.R. 2788, the Self-Sufficiency
Standard Act. This bill was recemly introduced by Congresswoman Lynn Woolsey from
California, a former welifare recipient who knows first-hand what 2 family needs to become

self-sufficient.

In order to assist weifare recipients to achicfae: this goal, all program activities shouid
enbance smployability and/or iizz::masc earnings. Requiring that recipients work for their
" benefits doss not serve this purpose and should not'be part of the program. Workfare is not
wark-based learning and has been proven 1o be the least effective way t0 raise welfare

recipients earmnings.

There are a number of specific components that quality programs include. First,
welfare recipients must be able to choose their career goals from a broad range of
opportunities. To ensure that this happens:

1. All programs should be required to encourage and promote opportunities to

pursue noo-fraditional occupations and training.  Placing women in yadidonally



female, low-wage occupations will not lead to seif-sufficiency. The welfare system

must be aggressive in their efforts to move women into high wage occupations.
I

Z. Programs should encourage and pmmoz:e ppportunitics 10 pursuc post-secondary
and higher education. Too often higher education is overfooked as an option for low-

income women, even though many have filled the prerequisites for entering two or

four year programs.

Participants should also gain strong cxperiz:x{;:e in and understanding of all aspects of
the industry they are entering, rather than raining f{‘;r one job that might disappear or change
drastically. The Perkins Yocational and Applied Technology Education Act recognizes this
important need for today’s workers and includes language which we encourage the Working
Group to adopt. Training and education programs sheuld alse provide a variety of assessment
tools, the opportunity for the individual to develop education geals and a career-life plan,

counseling, knowledge of workers rights, and participation in support groups.

The full extent of support services needed, including not only dependent care and
transportation but also housing counseling, chemical dependency weatment and family szzpﬁoz{
services, must be provided both ci;wing program p@dpaﬁcn and to the extent Wssaryv after
entering emplovment, Close coordination of these Si;zppon services with training and

education is ¢ritical to prevent participant dropout and job refeation.



Education and training programs must take into account the iocgi economy and where
unernployment i3 high, it shoald;b*: linked to job creation and self-employment strategies,
These services cannot be designed or implemented iizz 3 vacuum. Programs for weifare
recipients must be intricately Eini?cé‘:i to federal, state and local economic development
activities. |

We strongly encourage you to build on and ‘imprcvc the coordination of the welfare
education and mwg progran, wzzis other exastmg education and training systems, including
community-based service deiwexy systems, community colleges, vo-tech schools and women’s
programs and other post-secondary training as part of your plan. The primary purpose of
coordination, such as the dcveiofamnt of one-stop shopping, should be 10 make it as easy as

possible for participants 1o gain access to the full range of services for which they are

sligible.

’i‘ham 15 a need for a strolgtg federal role in any welfare reform strarcgy. The federal
government must develop minim;um reguirements z{; ensure there are universal program
elements in all states, and that there is equity between rc:;igiimzs from different states.
Provisions for state variations should only atlow experimentation that enhances or enriches
programs and does not reduce béncﬁzs or options for any welfare recipient or group of

recipients. State variation that dees not meet this criterion would lead to some states

lowering benefits. | g



There must also bt: a strang federal role in research, oversight, echnical assistance,
and data collection to document success and facilitate replication. Currently no dara exists
' ’zhaz show what types of training and services welfare mipienté now receive under JORBS,
Therefore, no significant evaluation of the program’s ability o assint recipients in acqniriné "
skills and abilitdes leading 1o seif-gufficiency can be undertaken. When these Kinds of data
collection, evaluation and research actvines are swengthened in your plan, the privacy and
welfare of individuals must be protected.
- ,
Finally, education and training should be adequately funded to ensure that participants
have access to quality, long-term training that ensures self-sufficiency. Education and training
is an investiment in the workforce that will bring many benefits, but only if a true investment

for the long-term is made.

The Coalition on Women and Job Training has additional information on all of these
points and looks forward te being a partner with the Working Group as you continue o

develop your pian.
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Attached is the transition paper on Welfare Reform that I wrote in behalf of the
Congressional Black Caucus just before the Clinton Administration took office. 1 submit it

here for the record and will summarize and add some ideas in my oral remarks here today.
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Congressional Black Caucus
December 1992

WELFARE REFORM

The Congressional Black Caucus has always had a special interest in welfare reform,
shares much of President-elect Clinton's vision, and would like to work closely with him on this
issue,

Disproportionately blacks, especialty black women with children, have had far fewer
opportunities than other Americans to acquire job skills and consequently to obtain the benefits
that usvally accompany decent jobs. As the economy has developed structural impediments over
the past generation, the jobs and job mobility that took most Americans out of poverly have
decreased markedly. One of the consequences has been increasing joblessness among black
males, the result of fewer manufacturing jobs of the kind that encouraged family stability and
were a staple in the creation of the black middle class. Another consequence has been that our
welfare system has been strefched to take on functions well beyond its original purposes.

The New Deal conception of the welfare system, as 2 temporary or transitional vehicle
for widows with small children who later married or went into the work foree, was 2 brifliant
innovation in the 1930°s. Economic and social conditions tday are vastly different; yet the
welfare sysiem has not changed nearly as much as the times.

We welcome the notion which Goevernor Clinton has embraced that the welfare system
should be scrapped and reinvented to "empower people on weifare with the education, training,
and the child care they need™ in order to become independent, Our priority has always been
decent jobs, and we believe that Governor Clinton’s vision can be the path to the employment
that we and most people on welfare, believe is far preferable to welfare,

However, it is important to have a clear appreciation of the enormous complexity of
welfare issues and the failures that have resulted, even with approaches similar to the
Governor's. For example, the most recent welfare reform legislation contemplates some of what
Governor Clinton envisions, including training and other measures designed to help welfare
recipients find jobs, Yet a combination of impediments have kept this approach from working
cffectively. Many on welffare are so deeply deprived and poorly skilled that they have needed
considerable training, and even those with skills often have not found employment, let alone
employment at wage levels that would allow them to leave the welfare system, The failure of
the economy to produce decent jobs, as well as widespread prejudice against those with a
welfare background have been important factors in previous welfare reform failures, In short,
many more Americans want to go to work than the economy has absorbed, than we have
traingd, and than employers have been willing to hire,

t
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Moreaver, the Governor’s proposed reform also includes a two-year time frame after
which a person would be required to take a private sector job or perform ‘community service’.
There have been Jurisdictions where community service jobs have been linked to welfare in ways
so successful and well thought out that they have been embraced by skeptical professionals and
welfare reciplents alike, Community service jobs, even jobs that were tied 1o welfare checks,
were well received in the 1970°s in New York City and other jurisdictions because those
performing such work were treated exactly the same as other employees on the job, including
all the trappings. Some jurisdictions, on the other hand, created 2 secondary work force of
welfare recipients who were not afforded the opportunity for fraining and sdvancement that is
often necessary if people are to liberate themselves permanently from welfare,

Lately some states have adopted approaches that have appeared punitive in order to
encourage greater responsibility by welfare recipients. We strongly favor approaches that
increase responsibility on the part of both the custodial and the absent parent, and we regret that
the Bush Administration did not adequately fund strong child support enforcement. However,
issues of responsibility are very sensitive and have yielded little consensus. There 15 increasing
support among Americans, including those in minerity communities, for action by government
to increase responsibility by parents without punishing children in the process. 'We believe that
the new administration would be well advised o work closely with us and others who might be
helpful in working through these and other sensitive issues that can undermine effective welfare
reform, :

" Finally, we do not think that welfare reform can be viewed apart from some of the other
issues you have already mdicated are among the Governor’s priorities.  If people move from
welfare to low-paying jobs, issues, including tax credits or wage supplements, scarce quality
child care, and especially heath care must be faced, Among the structural employment issues
which must be taken into account is the existing and future displacement of already employed
people that is likely unless conversion issues resulting from the dismantling of the military are
handied at the same time. Community service and public service jobs for welfare recipients
can and have been used to displace permanent employees have who held such jobs, many from -
the same communities as the welfare recepients who displaced them. Trade issues, especially
those arising from the North American Free Trade Agreement, are likely to have a profound
effect on welfare policy because worker displacement funds usually go to workers who have
jobs; vet studies of the Agreement indicate that the jobs that are most likely to be displaced are
lower level jobs that people on welfare would be most likely to take or qualify. Welfare reform
would also require the administration o ¢ome 0 ferms with urban distress, neglect, and
deterioration.

In short, we believe that, except for health care reform, welfare reform may be the most
complicated reform the new administration could undertake. Inherent in welfare reform are not
only the obvious economic issues, but major controversies of race and class that have polarized
the this couniry ever since the Nixon administration. Amencans often have reflex reactions to
welfare based on the history of the way this issue has been treated and popularized.
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‘We hope that we can be useful in helping the Clinton administration to achieve more
effective welfare reform, and we stand ready to be of assistance.

CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS
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i ztm CHIT Johnson, acting director of the Programs and Policy Department for the
* Children’s Defense Fund (CDF). ’

CDF has long believed that major :ef'om‘és of the current AFDC system are an

important element of any comprehensive strategy to reduce the nation’s tra_gicai}y high rates
“of ¢hild poverty. The work of the Task Force provides a key appqrtunity to improve AFDC,
and we Jook forward to working closely with vou.

My remarks today are focused on the child care needs of AFDC families. That is
partly because of the key role child care will play in any welfare reform effort — as an

,essential support service if parenis are (¢ be available for education, training, or work and as a
crucial investment in child development if we are to save our next generation of parents,
workers and taxpayers from long-term poverty and reliance upon AFDC,

But [ also draw your attention to the child care issue because it gives us a glimpse of
the broader challenges we face in the welfare reform debate. In particular, it offers a glimpse
of the very large social déﬁcit we must overcome if we are 1o provide genuine opportunity for
AFDC farnilics and a sense of the damage that may be inflicted on children if we fail to
address key child care concerns.

What is the state of AFDC child care today? The story is one of widespread ﬁxrlzéizzg

shortfalls, despite the relatively modest demands generated by current JOBS programs. While

federal funds for AFDC child care are available on an entitlernent basis, many states gither



cannot or will not provide the matching funds necessary to secure these additional resources:

& {n states such as Florida, Pennsyivania, and Wisconsin, federal
funds drawn down for AFDC child care dropped by as much as
20 or 25 percent between FY 1991 and 1992,

o . Insixstates (CA, FL, IL, MA, ME, and W1}, lawsuits have been
filed to challenge state policies that either deny child care
assistance to familics covered by the Family Support Act’s child
gare guaraniee of InSiruct caseworkers not to approve
employability plans when child care rescurces are not available.

o Perhaps most disturbingly, 15 states currently are using federal
Child Care and Development Block Grant funds (which do not
require a state match} to pay for child care for AFDC rather than
fow-income working families, and six additional states say they
may be forced to do the same in the near future.

o In 12 states, at least some of the siate funds now being used as
the match for federai AFDC child care dollars also have been
shified out of state programs intended 10 serve low-income
working families.

The rhetoric of the welfare reform debate often evokes an wnage of AFDC parents
needing a strong push to move toward education, training, and work. The child care situation
portrays another, guite different reality: in many states, highly motivated AFDC parents are

" being held back by the inability or refusal of states to give them the child care help they need.
s the process, AFDC families are pitted against low-income working families in their often
desperate struggles to stay in school or on the job.

This pattern of under investment in AFDC child care is a sobering backdrop for the
current welfare reform debate.  Almeost any effort to expand dramatically the participation of
AFIC parents in aézzcatian; training and work activities by necessity will add major new

strains 10 the AFDC child care system. And by every indication that child care system

‘almady is stretched far too thinly.



If we now were buyingi high-quality child care for AFDC families under the Family
Support Act (FSA), one could imagine responding to huge new child care demands by trying
-to make available child care dollars go farther. Yet the evidence suggests that we already are
buying AFDC child care "on the cheap," relying heavily on the least formal and least reliable
types of care while paying reimbursement rates that cannot possibly support the more

comprehensive early childhood services that most AFDC children desperately need.

o Twenty-six states report that low AFDC child care rates have
made some providers unwilling to serve AFDC families under
FSA.

o The inability of states under current FSA regulations to pay

providers at a rate higher than the 75th percentile of the local
cost of care virtually ensures that AFDC families cannot gain
access to higher quality child care programs.

o Continuing state use of the child care disregard {with limits of
$175 or 5200 per month} and retrospective reimbursement of
child care costs make it even less likely that cagh-strapped AFDC

. families can afford to buy child care of decent quality under
FSA, '

We know that most AFDC children need more than inexpensive child care
arrangemants can provide. For example, a 1991 study by Child Trends found that AFDC
children are three times more likely than non-poor ¢hildren to be in poor health. [n addition,
AFDC children are nearly one-third more bkely to suffer cither from delays in growth or
development, a "significant” emotional or behavioral problem, or s learning disability. AFDC

children are one of the obvious groups that can and should benefit from more comprehensive

child care and preschoo! programs. The Admindstration has recognized this need in its efforts



to expand Head Start, Ye’! up until now the {ederal government’s approach to AFDC child
care has led in precisely the opposite direction.

Can these problems in AFDC child care be overcome? Absolutely, Combined federal
and state investments can be increased. Low I}eimbursemem rates can be raised and a new
emphasis placed on the quality of care provided to AFDC children. Stronger steps can be
taken 1o ensure that child care for AFDC families does not come at the expense of similar
help for low-income working families,

All of these initiatives would help to “end welfare as we know {t" - they promaote
education, taining and work while also responding to the needs of the next generstion. But
none of these steps are possible without substantial vew resources.

Fz;iiure to marshal new child care resources in the welfare reform effort may do more
than deprive large numbers of AFDIC parents thé chance to participate in education and
training activities or go to work. It also may consign even larger numbers of our poorest and
most vulnerable children to poor quality child care arrangements that may endanger their very
health and safet.y, coutd stymie rather than promaote their development, an;i cannof possibly
address their prﬁssi\ng needs.

If we fail 1o respond to the problems and risks associated with AFDC child carg, we
may ‘mé up taking not two steps feﬁvardy but one step back, along the road to genuine
welfare reform. CDF looks forward to working with the Task Force to ensure a more

productive outcome for AFDC children, their families, and the naton,
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good morning. meshers of the Working Sroup.  Thank you for this
opportunity to comment on neoded veform of the child support
sygtem. My name is Maorgavet Campbell Haynes., I sm testifying in
my individual capagity, not =8 a representative of the Amaerican Bar
association. ¥y testisony is based on nore than ten yaars
axperisnge in the ohild aupport syetem ~~ a8 a prosecutor,
researcher, angd traliner whs bas warksd intisately with child
support professionals in more than 3% states, It is aiso based on
2 1/2 yvears of publlic testinmony and study as the Chair of the U.5.
Sommisgion on Interstate Child Support.

President Clinton gorrectly emphasizes the ¢rucial rale that child
support piays in any welfare reform, About 3¢ percent of Temale~
haaded housebolds llve in powverty., &ne af the leading causes of
that poverty is insdequate onild support., In fack, three guarters
of custedial mothers entitled to child support either lack child
support orderg or do not receive full payment under such orders.
In other area of personal financial responsibility does this
country tolerate such an abyswmal recovd.

The nonpayment of ¢hild support crosses both gender and income
lavaels., Enforcement is especially problematic when the parents
live in different states, For example, mothers in intrastate
ehild support cases reporved receiving 70 percent of the support
thay oxpected during 1989, Yet mothers in interstate cases
reporied recelving enly 60 percent of the support owed them in
1289 angd nmothers who did not know the location of the fEather
raporied receiving only 37 parcent of what was expected.!

Any reform of the ¢hild support system pust address the following
problems: & lack of uniformity in state laws, polivies, and
procedures: insufficient lacate information: inadequate enforcanent
remadiag, particularly againat the self-enployed; inadermate
rasnurces: multiple, often oconflicting, support orders butween
parties; and 2 lack of compunication among the states.

T. Poderal versus State hild Support System

Home advogates have concluded that the state-bazed systen ig dooned
Lo fallure and that nesded reform must occur through Ffederalization
af s0me Or 21l of ths current onild support system. An example of
a federalized approsch is the proposal develgped by former
Congreasssan Downey and Congressman Hyde. Thelr proposzl would
federalize wodification, enforcement, collegtion and distribution
oi child support.

T strongly agree with the conclusion of the U.3. Conmission on
Intarstate Child Suppart that fedaralization would not isprove
child smupport services for families. Hot only deoes federalizing
enforoement and modification fragment a case between stste and
foderal “dudisial sysitens, it also falls fo address tha naior
probless in the child support systen.

zmv«s;z:asm Washlnqtc\n, De: Gov’t Pr:.lng office 1992, ph. 16~
! &,



A. Lovation

Federalization will not improve locars capability. There already
exists a Federal Parent Lovate Service. Muah of the information is
dated since most federal agencies only reguire quarterly or annual
reporting, State sources ¢f information -~ guch as the Department
of Motar Vehicles, oredit bureaa reporteg, property listings, and
gquarterly wage statements -« ave much nore tarvent.

B, Avcessibility to Custodial Parents

Ins and Social Sacurity offices are not located in as many iscales
as local state trial courts and child support agencies. It is also
aniikely that an IR® adent will provide the same level of custoner
aervice as a iweal child support worker.

€. frompt Ristribution ¢f ¥Money

Baped on testimony from states such ez Massachusetts, I strongly
faar that a federal system would result in greater difficulty in
tracking down the oorrect obligea for disbursement of payments when
there is limited case information. Additiocnally, one should note
that the Social fSecurity Adaministration is accustomed to monthly
payments »f 2 ot andunt. Thare is no model for the fedaral
coellection  and distribution of potentially 10 million
weokly/biveeklyzor wonthly pavments which nay vary depending upon
vhe parties’ finangial clrcusmstances and visitation and custoedy
schedules.

.,  Enforcenent

I do not understand the rosh Lo embrace the IRS as the enforcement
BLH- Since 1975 the IRS has had child support enforcenant
reaponsibilities, It has never been enthusiastic about such
responsibilities. In fapt, under the full IRS collection program,
ong federal IRE reglon returned approXimately 60 percent of its
cartifiod gases az “ourrantly unsollectible® based on a subjective
devermination of undus harxdship to the sbligor —— despite the IV-D
agency‘s verificatios of assels avallaple for snforcement.? Hor
will tho IRS necessarily increase enforcement against gself-smploved
obl igors. secording o the IRS, an estimated 10 wiilion
individuals and businesses do not file returns. About 64 percent
of these nonfilers are self-swmployed. State remedias such asm
contempt, revocation of acoupational licensea, mandatory oredit
burean raporting, liens on property, and attachment of lump sum
payouts are nore likely to increase enforcament from self-employed
obligors.

There are, however, Four areas in which I believe The IRS’ current
rele in ohild support enforcemant could ke strengthenad:

{1) Strangthen the full IRE collectisn procedure by replacing
subjective determinations by IRS agents rogarding the
appropristenass of enforcement with objective griteris, and by
eliminating the necessity of demonstrating that further enforzemant
techniques would be ineffective:

{21 Eliminate disparities between AFDC and nonAFDC cages regarding
the availability of federal income tax refund intercept. The
triggering artrearage in both cases should be less than 528C, and
arrearages should he collectible regardless of the child’s age,

{3} Require the IRS fo promptly provide state child support
agencies with income information for child support purposes;

{4}  Anengd the federal income tax return to require obligors to
vojuntarily report any unpaid ohild support and to inglude payment

?  zee piane Dodson, *"rull IRS Collection and Use of Foderal
courts,® in Margaret Haynes with Diane Dodson, ed., Intergtats
Chiid. Sunnprt Remagies {1890},
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toward such arrears along with his or her fedaral income taxes, In
suppart of the proposal, tha W-2 form completed by emplovers should
be amposnded to include information about the amcunt of meney
withheld from an eaployee’s wages for purposes of support
anforcensnt,

In conclusion, I strongly believe that federal investment should
not be in greating 2 new federal system that largely dupligates tha
state syvstenm or “creams" the easiest enforcement cases but rather
in improving the state-based systen. Reform should ogcour by
mandating more uniformity among the states and ensuring that ptate
child support agencies receive the resources they need.

IZI. State-Based Reform
A. Reglstries of Support Orders

To faciljitate enforcement and the review of cases, I recommend that
Congress require every state to establish a Registry of Suppart
orders. 'This registry should includs every support ordér issued in
the state, regardless of IV-D status. Sone may argue that pon-IV-9
ordars should not ke included since parties should net have
government intervention foreed upon them. However, it {is
jimposzible to determine all cutstanding orders agaimst an obligor
unless the system includes both IV-D and non~IV-D cases.

In addition to state registries of suppoert orders which would
contain detailed information, there should be a nationsl registry
of support orders. This pational registry wounld not duplicats or
replace state registries. Rather, it would serve a "pointer®
function, A state seeking information about outstanding suppeort
ordars on a particular obligor could use the national natwaork
described below to guery what other states had outstanding support
crders. The national registry of order abkstracts would have the
pinimuw information -- names of parties, social security nonmbers,
and statefs] that have issued an arder -- needed to then direct
specific reguests to the appropriste states.

B, HNatlomal Computer Network

"Its a day of slectronics where computers replasce humans in every
busingas, the ohild support system stands as a dinosaur feé by
papar."3 Congress should oxpand the Federal Parent Locate Service
te sraate a national looste network based upon linkages among
statewide avtomsted ohild support svstems and betwesn state systems
and federal parent locate yesouroes. Through the network, child
suppert agencuize and attorneys could obtain address, income, and
suppert order informatien for child support purposes

The network would allow states to direct locate regquests o a
particular stave or Yo broadeast the regquest nationwide. Stste
data bages which should be accessiblis include publicly regulated
utilitias, esplovment records, vital statistics, motor vehicles,
taxes, orime and corrections. when a targeted state ig unable to
locate the person, the expanded FPLES would also be ablse to
auntomatically rervute the reguest to other states, based on
Depurtaent of labor studies of migration patterns.

Some have argued that the national computer petwork is unrealistic.
Howaver, the teshnolosgy is already keing successfully used in the
criminal arena. For sxample, nnder NLETS {(National Law Enforcement
relecompunicarions Network), each state’s law enforcement agency is
linked with locsl dats bones. HLETS then merves as a condult
linking the B0 State computers together. States can retrieve
infovmation from other stavtes through the network in a matier of
seconds. Therafore, =» mandated $8-houry turnavound time for
provessing support information reguests iz certainly feasikle., In
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order for such a system to be effective, the Federal 0Office of
Child Support Enforcement needs to identify common data elements.
Additionally, the system will be strengthened to the extent that
state data bases are automated and use social security numbers as
identifiers.

C. W-4 Reporting of New Hires

All states now enforce child support orders through income
withholding. Studies show, however, that in interstate cases there
is an average of thirteen to twenty weeks between location of an
ocbligor’s source of income and service of the withholding order on
the out-of-state employer.‘ During the delay, the obligor may move
to new employment.

To ensure the availability of the most current employment
information on obligors, I recommend that Congress require
employers to report new hires through the W-4 form. The employer
should ‘be required to send a copy of the W-4 information to a
designated state entity, probably either the state Enployment
Security Commission (ESC) or the state IV-D agency. The advantage
of the ESC is that employers are familiar with reporting wage
information to that entity. on the cother hand, there are two
advantages to designating the state IV-D agency as the recipient of
W-4 informaticn. First, the state IV-D agency is most likely to be
the registry of support orders so an automated comparison of tapes
would be very simple. Second, it would also ensure there is a
state office monitoring compliance with the W-4 reporting that has
a vested interest in improving child support enforcement.

The state IV-D agency would match orders in its Registry of Support
Orders against the W-4 information. The IV-D agency would alsoc
broadcast the infermation nationwide through the computer network.
If there was a match with an order maintained on any state’s
registry, the appropriate state agency (or person in nhon-IV-D
cases) would immediately send a federally designed income
withholding notice or order directly to the employer.

I am pleased to report that at least 10 states have now enacted the
W-4 recommendation of the Interstate Commission.® Based on state
exparience with W-4 reporting and further discussions with employer
groups, I would like to offer the following suggestions which
slightly modify the Commission’s recommendations.

1. Cbligors often do not know correct information about their
support orders or toc whom payments should be forwarded. Therefore,
to require the employee to provide such information on an amended
w-4 form means there will often ke misinformation. The
misinformation becomes problematic if employers are required to
begin withholding based on the faulty information prior to any
verification. Payments may be sent to the wrong location and the
goal of prompt receipt of support by the obligee frustrated.

Wwhat is most crucial about the W-4 reporting is the employer
address information. I therefore suggest that the W-4 form be
amanded to only solicit information about the availability of
employer-provided health insurance. It is not necessary to include
information akout support terms. Such informaticn will be gained
when the W-4 data is matched against the state registry of suppert
orders and broadcast through the national network.

To avoid confusion, I also recommend that employers not be required
to implement income withholding until they have received the

“ U.s. General Accounting Office, Interstate child Support:

HRD-92-65BR (1992).

5 alaska, California, Georgia, Hawaii, Iowa, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, Virginia, the State of Washington, and West Virginia.



federal income withholding neotice/ovder. That ensures azcurate
withholding,

Finaily, I recommend that federal legislation provide the employers
with flexibhility in how the W-4 information is transmitted. For
example, state laws often allow transmission of the data through
wziling a copy of the W-4 form, faxing the information, or
electronically transmitting the information.

2.  States shonld not be reguired to store the W-4 information
indefinitely. It may be appropriate to require retaenticn of the W=
4 information for three months after its receipt. At that time,
the information should be appearing on wage reports from the state
enployment security comsission.,  There is no reason to wmaintain
duplicate dats banks,

3. <Congrass and the states nesd to educate the public that W-4
reporting will net only greatly facilicate income withholding., It
will alsc provide waluable iccavs information. For that reasen,
the ewployer reporting of new hires should not be tied into payroll
poriods but o a smet paeried from the point of hire. Congress
should set a uniform standard for the time within which employers
must forward the W-4 information {10 vorking days is suggested).

o further facilitate income withholding, Congress should establish
a universal definition of income subject to withholding, a uniform
agiling on the ancunt of income that can ba garnished for support,
and uniforn standards reguyding prisrity of withholdings when an
abntigor is subiest o seversl 3tate withholding ordars and lacks
safficient ingcoma o mewt all of thom.

Ianplensnvation of thisg ons recommendation will result in a large
increase in suppoert for ohildren. The Congressional Budget Cffice
eatimated that the Interstate Commission’s recpmmendation would
cost $5% miliion to implement nationwide, and result in $21¢
million of increased support collactions,

T, Direct Income Withholding

In 1984 Congress reguired states o make income withholding
available as an enforcement tool in interstate cases. An agency or
attorney sends an interstate intomne withholding roguest te tha
state where the obligor derives ingome, That second state providas
the obligor notioe and an opportunity to contest. child support is
gsnally forwarded from the outw-ofwztate employer o a collection
point in the emplover’s state, then to a golleciisn point in the
cugtodial parent’s state, and then finally to the custodial parent.

A number of ¢hild support agensies report success in sending an
inceme withholding request directly to the out-of-state employer,
despite lack of jurisdiction over the employar. In fact, GAC found
that 75 pergentt ¢f employvers comply with a direct withhslding
requasn.‘ Congress should legalize what appears to be working ang
reguire states 1o have laws that regire an emplover doing bugsiness
in the state t¢ honor an income withholding order ar notice sent
direetly frum any state.

. Determination of Parentage

with the high rste of nonmarival births in this country, it is
srucinl that states do a better Job in addressing parentage
establishoent. 4 determination of parentage establishes
fundawental onotional, aoccial, legal and economic ties between a
parent and ohild, fZtates need to allow paternity establishment as
goon &% possible.,  They alss need %o slininate the unnecessary
stress on adversarial procedures for parentage determination.




Congress should amend 42 U.S.C. § 666 to require states to have
expedited procedures for parentage establishment. Current federal
law requires states to have expedited procedures for establishment
and enforcement of support orders, but includes parentage
establishment only at the state‘s option.

As an example of expedited procedures, I strongly support hospital
outreach programs such as thoese used successfully in Washington and
Virginia. In 1991 washington was able to obtain hospital parentage
acknowledgments in 40 percent of its nonmarital newborn cases.
States should also be required to establish procedures for the
voluntary acknowledgment of parentage, regardless of the child’s
age. A verified parentage acknowledgment, signed by both parents,
should create a presumption of parentage upon which a support order
can be based. There should also be a procedure where once the
acknowledgment is filed with a court, and there is no contest
within a certain time period after notice, the acknowledgment
becomes a conclusive determination of parentage without the
necessity of a hearing. In order to ensure acknowledgments are
obtained knowingly and voluntarily, states should make available
genetic testing at the hospital at state expanse. Acknowledgment
forms sheould alse include information about the rights and
responsibilities of parenthood and any legal rights that are being
waived under state law by signing the acknowledgment.

Where parentage is contested, state law should be jimproved in
several ways. . For example, Congress should require states to
create a presumption of parentage if genetic test results raeach a
thresheld probability of parentage or a threshold percentage of
exclusion, as established by the state. Further, to prevent delay
tactics, states should have laws that require a tribunal to order
temporary support if test results create such a presumption of
parentage.

F. Elimination of Multiple, Conflicting Orders

Under current law, multiple orders can exist that set conflicting
support amounts for the same child(ren). There are two major
reascns: First, states are not required to give full faith and
credit teo nonfinal orders, such as ongeing child support orders.
As a result, rather than enforce another state’s support order,
many states will enter their own conflicting order. Second, the
Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act (URESA) specifically
provides that a URESA order exists independently from any other
support order.’ In order to achieve a “one order, cne time" rule,
Congress should require full faith and credit for wvalid ongoing
child support orders and redquire state enactment of the Uniform
Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA}.

1. Full Faith and Credit

A 1986 amendment to Title IV-D required states to provide that
past—-due support installments are final judgments entitled to full
faith and credit. The so-called "Bradley Amendment” has greatly
enhanced the interstate enforcement of arrears. However, states
still fail to enforce sister states’ ongoing support orders and
administrative orders. Congress should amend 28 U.S.C. § 1738A by
adding a section that reguires interstate recognition and
enforcement of any child support order, including ongoing orders
and administrative orders, that are based on valid exercises of
jurisdiction.

7 gection 31 of the 1968 Revised URESA.



2. Enactment of DIFS3

The National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws
{NQOUSL) last revised URESA in 1968. Although revolublonayy when
created, URESA is now drastically . in need of an overhaul. in
cooperation with the Interstate Comnmission, NCCUSL has develisped a
new act oalied the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act., UIFsa
was officially =zpproved by HNCCUSL in August 1892, and by the
American Bar Association in February 13593,

UIFSA contains a nunber of Xey provisions. For example, UIFRA
containg a breoad long arm statute that, within the confines of
Supreme Court decisions, expands the opportunity for a case to be
hoard whare the custodisl parent ang child reside. In addition,
UIFSA contains provigions implementing direct income withholding
ant easing evidentiary rules in interstate gases, and allowing uss
of telephonic hearings.

One of the wmost paior revisions to URESA is adoption of the Yone
order, one time® principle. To-achieve Yone order, one time,”
JIFSA creates- prioritias to establish or modify a support ocrder
imvolving the same parties and child{renj).

The <¢hanges to URESA <an greatly improve the intarstate
establishment and enforcement of support orders. Currently, eight
states® have enacted UIFSA, some with variation from the official
ast. In eorder to ensure uniformity in the law, I recommend that
Congress require esach state to adopt in identical form the Uniform
Interstste Family Support Act as a condition of receiving federal
funding.

G. Health Care Support

Health gare for children is vital., Yset in 1959%1, of the 25 miliion
children without smplover-provided insurance, 8.4 million lacked
any kind of public pr private insurance.”

Prosumakly, ensuring the availability of insurance is beyond the
focus of this working group. However, where insurance is
avsilable, it is crugcial te children’s welfars that such coverage
ke effective, That is noet the case today.

Bespite s federal requirement that states in IV-D cases pursue
medical coverage when obtaining a child support order, about 60
pervent of all support orders lack provisions regarding health
insuranca.¥ The lack of mandated hoalth cuoverage is especially
evident in interstate cases. Seventy-five percent of custodial
wothers in interstate cases reported in 1989 that health insurance
for children was not provided by the noncustodial father.!

Even whare insurance is obtained feor the child, the custedial
parent may lack access to the coverage. The Interstate Commission
heard teastinmony of emnployer~provided insurance plans that
diserininate in dependency coverage; of obligors who fail to enroll
their children as ordered; of insurance carriers that refuse to
accept claims filed by the custodial parent on behalf of the

¢ Arkansas, Arizona, Colorado, Montana, Nebraska, Oregon,
Texas and the state of Washington.
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enployee’s dependents; and of obligors who pocket insurance
reimbursements rather than forward the money to the custodial
parent.

One obstacle to state efforts to enforce broad coverage is the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA}.'? ERISA
primarily deals with pension plans. However, it alsc preempts
state regulation of health insurance plans where the employer bears
the risk of loss; according to the U.S. General Accounting Office,
56 percent of the nation’s employees in 1990 were covered by self-
insured ERISA plans.” Unfortunately, ERISA does not fill the
state requlatory void. The result is that self-insured plans are
subject to neither federal nor state regulation.

This preemption has heen a major impediment to states seeking to
address the problem cf healthcara support for children. For
example, the Commission received testimony that many self-insured
plans refuse to provide dependency coverage unless the dependent
resides with the employee. Such discrimination has a negative
impact on interstate cases and nonmarital children. Yet, ERISA
prevents states from prohibiting discrimination by self-insured
plans.

Congress should remove the effects of ERISA preemption of state
regulation of health-care coverage for children. Once that is
done, states should enact laws prohibiting discrimination based on
whether a child lives with the employee or was born during a
marriage.

Federal and state law should encourage the insurance carrier to
deal directly with the custodial parent. For example, when a
parent has been ordered to provide healthcare coverage, state laws
should require insurance carriers to accept an application for
dependency coverage from the uninsured parent: to accept claim
forms signed and filed by the uninsured parent on behalf of the
insured employee’s dependents; and to directly reimburse the parent
who paid for the health care,

Employers should alsc facilitate healthcare coverage. For example,
laws should require employers and unions tco release to the
uninsured parent or the IV~D agency information about the
dependency coverage, including the name of the insurance carrier;
enroll children who are beneficiaries of ordered health coverage
immediately upon receipt of the tribunal‘s order or upon the
authorization of the employee; withhold healthcare insurance
premiums similar to wage withhelding for support: and provide
notice of any termination or change in insurance benefits affecting
the employee’s children.

H. National child Support Guideline

Although every state is required to establish presumptive support
guidelines, there is no federal model. States have developed
guidelines based on three approaches: the percentage of income
formula, the income shares formula, and the Melson formula.
Studies indicate that these different state guidelines can result
in families with similar financial circumstances with the same
number of children facing different support obligations. In order
to ensure uniformity and equity, I recommend a national support
guideline. A national guideline is also necessary for
implementation of child support assurance, discussed ipfra,

Although I support a national support guideline, I do not believe
that the "perfect" guideline now exists. One area that guidelines

12 29 U.8.C. §§ 1001-1461 (1988).

¥ U.S. General Accounting Office, Medicaid: ing t
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are particularly ineffective in addressing are multiple families.
1 support the creation of a Naticnal Child Support Guidelines
Commission. The Commigsion’s task should be to evaluate current
state support guidelines and develop a national support guideline
for Congressional consideration.

I. Staffing and Training

Even the best automated system will not replace the need for an
adequate number of trained personnel to process child support
cases. However, child support case workers are staggering under
the weight of overwhelming caseloads. The average FTE child
support worker has over 14000 cases."”” While OCSE has cited many
states for failure to conform teo the audit criteria reguiring the
processing of 75 percent of cases needing services, no staffing
study or mandated staffipg level has ever been imposed by OCSE.

I join others in urging Congress to take action to ensure that the
staffing levels in the state and local agencies are increased. The
Secretary of Health and Human Services should conduct a staffing
study in each.state -- with state input -~ to determine staffing
needs. States should then be required to implement the recommended
caseload staff ratio. Additionally, there needs to be a stronger
federal and state commitment to training to ensure that problems
are better anticipated, rescurces are more widely used, and
appropriate legal remedies are sought.

J. Funding and Audits

Currently states receive 66 percent of their funding tfor
administrative coests from the federal government. States also
receive federal incentives of 6 to 10 percent (based on collection
efficiency) of the amount cecllected for both AFDC and nonAFDC
cases. However, federal incentives are capped in nonAFDC cases at
115 percent of the amount collected in AFDC cases.

Some argue that the incentive program should be maintained and
retargeted to reward states that perform well on criteria that
reflect the pregram’s goals. Such goals may include the
traditional duties of child support agencies: to locate parents,
establish parentage and suppoert ordera, and enforce corders. Others
argue that incentives skew state case-processing priorities by
forcing states to work only those cases that will likely meet the
target criteria. Most persons who want to eliminate incentives
prefer to see the incentive money shifted to enhanced federal
administrative cost funding, which would translate to a federal
funding rate of 80 te 90 percent of the administrative costs
incurred by states.

I support the Commiggion’s recommendation that Congress fund a
study to examine funding alternatives. In the interim, I recommend
three immediate changes: revising the federal incentive formula te
reflect a balanced program that serves both AFDC and nonAFDRC
families, revising the federal funding formula to provide
incentives for healthcare support, and requiring states to reinvest
incentives into the child support progran.

Audits of state IV-D programs should focus more on performance
criteria than current audit peolicy. The audit review should also
be limited to current cases and recently clecsed cases rather than
cases that are years old.

“ gee Marianne Takas, "Improving Child Support Guidelines:
Can Simple Formulas Address Complex Families?" 26 Fam. L.Q, 171
(1992).
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K. Centralization of Child Support Services

Just as the Social Security Act recquires the Secretary of the
Department of Health and Human Services to establish a single,
separate organizaticnal unit to administer the Title IV-D program,
strong consideration should be given to requiring states to have
centrally run IV-D programs. Many states now have an jpnitrastate
division of responsibility that hinders the progress of a support
case. When a state system is county-focused, it faces many of the
same problems that plague the interstate systen, e.g.,
decentralized responsibility, noncooperation between different
agencies and tribunals involved in child support sarvices.

Some people have advocated a mandatory placement of state IV-D
responsibilities within a particular agency. For example, some
suggest that placement within the Department of Revenue would
facilitate the availability of income information. Others argue
that placement within a State Attorney General’s Office emphasizes
the serious enforcement efforts that will he taken. There are
strengths and weaknesses to almost any governmental placement of
the IV-D program. Data collected by the Federal Office of Child
Suppert Enforcement does not suggest that placement of the program
determines the program’s effectiveness. Rather, what is most
important is the commitment of the state‘’s leaders. Therefore, in
requiring a centralized state IV~-D program, states should have
discretion toc determine the most effective placement of that
progranm.

In order to ensure proper accounting, all child support payments
should be made to a government entity, regardless of IV-D status.
The current practice of some states to allow direct payments should
be prohibited. There are also advantages to having a single state
collection point. The creation of central payment depositories
would facilitate disbursement of the $50 pass-through in AFDC
cases; disbursement of any arrearage payments in cases where the
children have received AFDC; income withholding for employers,
especially nationwide employers who now must contend with hundreds
of local jurisdictions; and ensure unifeormity. Obviously,
expeditious processing of payments under a centralized system would
require an effective automated system and use of electronic funds
transfer {EFT).

ITI. Child Support Assurance

Child support assurance is a federally determined amount of support
that the government guarantees a qualifying family will timely
receive each month, regardless of the cbligor‘s payment pattern.
I believe that the ever-increasing rate of single parent households
living in poverty dictates our country’s development of a child
support assurance program. Inh my opinion, there are three very
persuasive arguments for child support assurance. First, we need
to replicate social security’s safety net for children. Government
benefits have lifted over 70. percent of elderly from poverty; by
contrast, government benefits raise less than 15 percent of
children from poverty.'® Second, unlike AFDC, child support
assurance does not provide a disincentive te work since the amount
of earnings does not affect the amount of the assured benefit.
Third, it properly focuses society’s attention on the obligated
parent. Rather than the public’s pointing a finger at the
custodial parent as so often occurs with welfare, the public’s
concern will be directed toward the parent who has abrogated his or
her support responsibility.

Because I support child support reform within a state-based system,
I recommend that Congress fund state demonstration projects on
child support assurance. In establishing criteria for

'  U.s., Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports,
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demonatration sites, Congress should specify whether the receipt of
child support assurance creates an assignment of suppert rights,
sueh as created by receipt of APOC. If the faderxal government does
begome subrogated o the rights of the caretaker te enforce ang
collect the support orday up toe the anount of child suppert
asgurance provided, federal reogulations should provide olear
instructions regarding distribution of any support payment received
from the obligor. istrivution pelicies regarding AFDC and support
arrears are a nightmare: we must avelid oreatisg ancther layer of
buresaucracy with the assured benefit.

The evaluation reports frem such projects will be crucial in
datsrmining the nationwide implementation of child support
asguransa. Several of the bills now pernding in Congress lis: a
nusber of loportant factors which should be studied. Although the
effect of various guidelines on the administraticn of child suppor:
assurance should alse be evaluated, I caution against Iimitlng any
Congressionsl study of gulidelines to the context of ohlld suppor:
assurance, The moest effective guideline for meeting children's
taeds and the various transitions that families undergoc is not
necessarily going to be the guideline that 1is ‘“easiest® to
administer for ohild support assurance purposes.

1Y, Fiscellansous IV-A/1V-D Policies
A, Pistribution of Arrears Payments

Lurrantly state distribution priorities vary widely regarding pre-
APDC ayvears and post-AFDC arrears. In almest half of the states,
supnort paid above the surrent obligation is used to reimburse the
ahate far any AFDC prior to payment of arrsars owed to the
family.! Familien who are in transitien from AP ©o gelf-
sufficiency are in 2 particularly vulnerable perisod. Diztribution
peliciss should ensure financial stability during thisz perisg and
shonid promots welfare avoeidance. It ilg therefors recompended that
after the fulfiilment of the current month’'s obligation,
payments of support should be distributed to the family for prew
and post-AFDD  arresrs before the State reooupg its welfare
axpenditures.

B, Fillwthe~gap Budguting

Extreme povarty could also be amslicrated by allowing ahildrsn in
AFDC cases to receive suppori in addition to the $3¢ pass-through.
Carrently eath state establishes a Srandard of Heed to detersineg
how nmuoh 1t costs for children in the state to live in sinimal
docency. Only 24 jurisdictisns actuslly pay AFDC grants in this
apmount.. Twenty states are acthorized by federal law o usse £ili-
tha-gap budgeting s¢ Ilong as their AFDC grant level is less than
their Standard of Heed. In those states, paid child support goes
to the family, in addition to $30, to make up some or all &f the
"gap" between the AFDC grant level amd the Standard of Heed.
Faderal law should be amended te allow any state that so deairss o
uge £ill-tha-gap budgeting or to regquira approval of any £ill~the~
gap budgeting waiver request. A8 Jerry Townsend testified befove
the House Ways and Means Comnitfee:

13t is better for a family to use its own rescurces {incliing
ghild support) leaving AFDC as a mere supplement rathay than the
family being totally dependent on AFDS payments evesn though ohild
support cellections are being gollectad by the IV-D agency byt vged
to pay back the government for earlier welfare costs. I belisve
¢hat in pursuing recoupment of AFDC grants, we waste muah time and
enargy identifying and pursuing claims that will never be paid, and
that this process does nothing to asaist families in achieving

2 U 5. Cammlsszon on Interstates Child Support, Bupportiug gur
foe A B gr Reforwm 219 {1992).




izdependeace‘ig
C. JRecoupment of AFDC After Family Reunificacion

Another poliey that updermines gelf-aufficiensy s the practice of
some states to pursue APDO recoupment after the separated household
has reunited. Sueh a pravtice not oaly reduces the amount of
support available to the child, it 38is0 can work against efforts by
a social service agency o groaote reunification of the family in
a foster care case. Hecognizing the harshness of the practice in
certain gases, Vermont has ensoted 4 stacute that probibiis
recoupment of state welfare expenditures from a reunited family
until that family’s locome is at lzast 225 percent of poverty, as
defined by ths U.5. BDeparvment of Haalth and Human Services. A
national welfare reform policoy shoeuld escnurage state effores such
as Vermont's that support rsmunification of separated households.

V. Conclufion

Thank you., members of the Worklsg Sroup, for the copportonity teo
restify. I have fopused my testimGny On ways Lo stresgthern support
establishment and enforcement. Obvigusly, our hesy afforts will be
frustrated if ooncustodial parenks lack the meang Lo pay support.
Therefore, education, tralning and support services for sbligors —
egpecially young parents -- #iso nged Lo be addressed.

¥  wparimony of Jerry Townsend, Dirvector of Georgia’s IV-D
prograe, at a hearing on August 11, 1992, before the Subcommlttee
on Human Resources of the Cummittes on Ways and Means, House of
Represantatives.
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WHAT NEEDBS TO BE DONE 70 I1HPROVE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

1. we must adopt a Child Support Assurance program that
g_grantees that child support will be a reqular, stable source
of income for children qrowing up with an .absent parent.
Children need a reliable and consistent source oOf support.

Z. Responsibility for enforecing, collecting and distribuoting
child support should be fedaeralized and housed in the Internal

Revenue Service. Current state and county workexs should be
trained to work in the new federal agency or be part of the
new and improved astablishment of orders effort at the state
lavel.

3. vie must ensure that each state has in plage laws for
administrative processes_to establish paterpity and child
support orders.

4. There must be naticenal gquidelines to quaranitee children a fair
amount of support. Support should be based oa the needs of
the child and the parents income, not the state where the non~
custodial parent resides,.

Ny experience as a custodial parent dealing with the existing
ayﬁtam, which took seven years to get support for my children; the
experience of ACES, the largest child support organization in the
U.8., whose 25, 000 members are typical of the 10 million singls
parent families entitled to child support; and my experiences as a
member of the U.8. Commission on Interstate Child Support, lead me
to believe that children would be better sarved by the fundamental
rostructuring of the child support enforcement system. BSeventsen
million American ¢hildren are owed over $20 billios in unpaid child
support. The current child support system has failed to help thesea
children in almost every way.

ACES NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, 723 PHILLIPS AVE,, SUITE J, TOLEDO, OH 43512
800-837-7072 419-476-2511



Arguments have besn made that we must keep the current state court-
based system because we have invested billions of dollars; and
because state child support workers would be displaced 1f the
system was federalized. This is like smaying we should continue to
make BS52 bombers sven though they are obgolets because B2 bomber
employees will lose their iobs if we stop production. We can re-
train workers, we can make sure they have jobs in the new system.
We cannot replace lost childhoods due to poverty caused by non-
support; nor can we replace tax dollars wasted on an ineffective
system.

Protecting children, the innccent wvictims of family breakup, from
poverty should be the goal of the child support enforcement system.
He should adopt a child support assurance proygram which guarantees
that child support will be a regular, stable source of income for
children growing up with an absent parent, Children nead regular
paymaents sven if the non~custodial paresnt caumnot be found or is
unable to pay due to unemployment. This type of system would reduce
child poverty by 42%. It should be accessible to all c¢hildren who
have an absent parent, restrictions such as requiring the family to
have a court order will prevent the moust vulnarable children, those
whose parents have never married and those who have been deserted,
from benefiting.

As a single parent of two children who did not receive regular.
child support payments, I tried to earxn enough money on my own to
support my two sons, Matt and Jake. They were ages three and six
months at the time of the divorce. Their father made regular child
support payments of 3250 a month for only six months. Working as
a nurse’s aide for minimum wage did not produce enough income to
support the family. I contacted my welfare department foxr help,
only to ke teld that I earned too much money, about 5400 a month,
to receive aid. ¥ was told to guit my job then I would be eligible
for aid. So, I took on a second job in the evening. Working over
60 hours a week with two preschool age children was very difficult.
I had been working both jobs for about eight months when my four
year old son begged me ta stay home one evening rather tham go to
my second job. wWhen I attempted to explain bto him the need for me
to go to work, I realized that now he had no parent. I was gone all
the time, day and night, his father had not contacted us in two
yesars, no one was there to nurture, love, and care for him as he
deserved. Babysitters day and night could not £ill the gap. I made .
a decision that night to gquit my jobs and go on welfaxe so that my
sons had a parent.

I should not have had to become dependent upon government aid, I
was willing .and able to work, but in additiom to my earned income
wa ngeded the 3250 a wmonth in child support to make ends meet.
Since the current system of AFDC probibits one from working to
recieve benefiis, no assistance wag available to me unless our
family bacame totally dependent. Child Supporit Assurance would have
allowed my family to stay ssif-sufficlent. I could have worked

2
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part-time while the boys were preschoolers, then full-time when
they started grade school if we would have been guaranteed receipt
of & minimum amount of c¢hild support. This would have saved the
government years of tax dollaxs speat totally supporting our
family. All of the money given to us by the government for child
support assurance could have been recovered since after seven years
of non-support, when the boy's father was located, he had income
from working most of the time as an heavy equipment operator for
the railroad. A1l of the approximate $12,000 in back support was
ecollected.

In order for children to truly benefit from Child Support Assurance
it must a be program like sococial security and be used in
gonjunction with effective child support enforcement. If under
social security we can find away for a dead parent to suppori theix
children surely we must be able to find a way for a living parent
te support their children.

Te do this we must have a national system that sends a message that
supporting children is as fundamental a responsibility as paying
taxes., Child support enforcment should be federalized and housed
in tha 1IRS. The IRE must be given all the tools it needs,
including improved information for locating absent parents and
improved tools for making prompt and effective collections, to
agygrexsively pursue ohild support and medical support for children,

Childven suffer because states cannot even idantify which c¢ases
need orders, or which cases have not received payments so that
action can be taken t¢ implement income withhelding. This is why
only 20% of the cases have income withholding orders eight years
after Congress passed laws making it mandatory upeon a one-month
default. And four years after this law was expanded to include
income withholding at the time an order is entered.

A system where W4 Forms ave used as seli-reporting tools for child
support obligations is needed. Alse, they should be matched with a
national registry of ordsrs. W-4’s can be matched to initiate
income withholding and to locate absent parents. This has been
effactive in Washington State and in Minnesota.

The Faederal Office of Child Support Enforcement should be placed in
the IRS. An Assistant Tax Commissioner should be appointed teo be
pirector of the IRS Child Support Division. Initially the Division
should take over current duties of OCSE. In one year it could be
reguired to set up a central registry of interstate cases orders
and do interstate income withholding. Within two years all the new
cases would be added to thel registry and the income withholding
process, within five vears the system should bes fully functioning
and include all child support cases. Arguments that this change
will cause children to go without support - due toe upheaval are
uafounded, an orderly tramsition could be arranged.
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Forty~five percent of the children do not have child support
orders, a new system that better serves the children is nseded. The
1988 Family Support Act soughi to help families establi&h‘p&taraity-
and obtain child support orders. But state IV-D agencies teold
families they could not assist them to estabiish paternity and
establish orders because they did not have needed funds fox genetic
blood testing. Congress acted to solve this problem by providing
90% funding for gemetic blood teats. The number o©of paternities
established is only 8% more after implementation of 90% funding
(1987~1988 showed a 14% increase, 1590-1991 showed a 22% increase,
difference = 8%).

In order to ensure an efficient system to establish paternity and
establish orders, state child support IV-D structures should be
raguired to ba “Ysingle” statewide. Audit failures by states show
patierns of lack of services statewide in states which are state-
pupervised county-run programs: WI, MD and PR have been found not
to provide statewide services. CA, RJ, €O, IL, IN, MD, MI, MN, HE,
PA, TH, OR and OGH have been found to have prabl&m& with
establishment of orders and eallactzonfdzstxzbvtzoa of support
payments, -, ' - .

Zome states have shown dramatic improvements in esgtablishing
paternity and obtaining support orders through an expedited
administrative process. These administrative processes are
effoctive for children on whose behalf paternity must be
established and for children whose paternity is not disputed and
those who need support due to divorce, desertion or separation,
This ends many problems families have with court case continuvances
being uwsed as a stall tactic by delinquent parents, and cthar
technical legal maneuvers which are used t¢o delay justice. These
delay tactics, common in our legal justice system, are especially
damaging to children who suffer each day. They go going to bed
hungry while losing their childhood to poverty.

Child support enforcement and establishment actions should be
administrative rather than judicial, whenever possible.

Jurisdiction to establish orders should be in the state where the
child lives. This requires federal statues which place jurisdiction
of child support action to establish and/or modify ordexrs in the
place where the child resides. A National Jurisdiction Act should
have the following provisions: (1) interstate child support cases
to be cause of action {2) the venue for the action to be where the
child resides (3) trial court of any state should bhave power to
serve the defendant. Parenﬁal Rideapping Prevention Act is a model
for child state jurisdiction!

Children need to be put before all other debts, and support
payments due to them need to beo due until collected. Faderal law
should prohibit statute of limitations on child support cases, This
would discourage parents from running from state to state to avoid
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child support obligations while the child is under age 138,

Studies anhow that the best way to emd ths cycle of poverty is
through education. Children growing up in single parent housaeholds
entitled to support have fewer opportunities for higher sducation.
4 federal statute making duration of support to age 23 if the child
is attending school is needed.

Undexr the current system the “choice of law®™ for Child Support
Guidelines, uped to determine the amount of support pald, are
placed in the state where the non-payor lives rathexr than the state
where the c¢hild lives. Orders based on the cost of raising the
child, the cost of day care, the cost of food and shalter, in the
state where Lthe non-vustodisl parent lives vather than the stats
where the child lives are ridiculous.

The 1988 Family Support Act regquired states to adopt Child Support
Guidelines as a rebuttable presumption. Results of the guidelines
include states guidelines causing the amount «f support paild to
increase in 27 states, it decreasmed in 16 states and remained the
same in 7 states. Guidelines are different-in every states. For
example, a parent who earng 30,000 in Illisecis will pay $284 s
month, a parent in New jersey who earns 530,000 a vear will pay
$475 (Scurpe: Institute for Research On Foverty, University of
Wisconsin, Discussion Paper: Child Support Guidelines and their
economic well-being of our nations’ children).

This lack of fairneses breeds state shopping and resentment among
non-custodial parents ordevred to pay vayviocus amounts. Additionally,
all states have c¢reated exceptions to use with the guidelines,
usually this means that upper income parents pay an amount crdered
at the judyges discretion while low income parents pay a standard
amount with 1little deviation. Upper income parents is this
situation use threats of custody battles to coerce custodial
parents, usually women who have few financial rescurces to use in
a custody battle, to settle for less child support. Alsc, some
states allow parents to pay less cbild support because they have a
second family, have college debts to pay off, or other bills,
States havo not made sure that children’s financial security is
placed fixst in the divorce process.

Children throughout the nation need to be treated fairly and
equally. Naticnal guidelines are needed to guarantee children a
fair level of support. Children’s support orders should be
determined by their needs and their parent’s ability to pay, not by
whore they live and which state guidelines apply. There must be a
national process, as well, for periediwally rveviewing and updating
¢hild support orders to ensure that orders keep pace with
children’s needs and parents’ iancome.



Pians are undexrway to connect automated state child support
tracking systems as part of CSHET, and then to davelop this system
so that there will be & nationgl parent locator system. Only ten
states have btaken advantage of the 1984 Child Support Amendments
Provision for 90% fundiang for statewide automated systems. Thirty-
nine state child support agencies told ACES in our annual survey
that they will not have automated systems in place by the 1995
deadline. Even if states had automated systems in place, all would
be different and they are not being designed to interlink. State
governments blame the Federal O0ffice of Child Support for the lack
of automated systems and the Federal Office of Child Support blames
the states., This finger pointing does not help the children. Over
$25%7 million has been spent by states developing automated systems,
gtates are reguesting an additlonal §863 to complete the systems,
thic totals $1.1 billion dollars. Much of the money spent
developing these systoems has been wasted according to a GRO report.
1t was reported that one state spent $17 million on a system which
did not work before OUSE suspended funding, another spent $11
million over three years on a non~functioning system and another $4
million over two years on a system which did not meet federal-
regquiremsnts. ' ' +

States who have been certified by OCSE raport they need additional
funds to update the systems. For example, New vork has received 33
millicn and its system was certified by OCSE, yet they are
vequasting an additional $25 million to update the system. ACES
memhers in New York raport that only <hild support workers who have
attended classes can use tha computer to determine arrearages,
Courts have to have child support workers on hand to determine the
back support duse.

An sxpanded Federal Parent Locator System should be developed. This
¢an be done by expanding the existing Federal Parent Locator System
and by increasing access to the system by govermment child support
agencies. Recent regulations by HHS require states to pay for
information from the Foderal Parent Locator System. Fees for use of
the national system by any goversment law enforcement agency
working on child support cases should be prohibited. Child support
agencies need access to NLETS, this is the system that accesses all
state Department of Motor Vehicle records, and XNCIC which lists
criminal records. This can be accomplished by Congress designating
«hild support agencies as law enforcement agencies.

When the U.S. Commission on Interstate Child Support hsard
testimony from state agencies that lack of staff was the largest
problem, average caseload is 600 cases per worker. This lack of
staff and funding severely hinders child suppost enforcement
efforts and acts as ancther barrier to low income families
attempting to utbtllize governmment sarvices for <¢hild support
enforcement.



A new funding structure for states to ensure that they establish
orders on a timely basis should be develuped. This should include
elimination of the federal incentive payments to states, and the
adoption of a 90% federal match with a reguirement for state
maintenance of sffort at 19393 levels.

Priority of distribution on post AFDC cases should be “family
fiprst.” Assisting families who become self-sufficient and frees of
the welfare rolesa sphould be a priority. The current system
penalizes these families by paying the state government back
support payments before the family receives back support payments
due to them.

States and the Federal Government benefit through lower cost for
AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) when child support
is collected., As of the end of 1991 all states made a "profit” on
¢child support c¢ollections: 66% reimbursement + 6% incentive
payments + funds recouped for AFDC expenditures = more § than what
wap spent on the child support enforcement program. They «an
afford to pay families First.

An Example of Making a "Profit" on Child Support Enforcement:

Expenditures of $27,086,106
Reimbursement at 66% 1. 517,876,830

Collections: $30,191,873 AFDC
$87,562,494 Hon—-A¥RC

* Amount qualifying for incentives =~

$§60,500,000 & 6% ' 2. $3,630,000
Amount of APDC recouped by state ’ 3. 59,226,858
Total Income (1 + 2 + 3) = 3 $30,733,688

Total Income § 306,733,688
Total Expenses ~27,086,108
*profitt - $ 3,647,882

*Incentives payments are based on AFDC amount x 2 if less money is
collected on AFDC cages than Ron-AFDC cases. This is often called
the “cap.” b

Profit made on ¢hild support enforcement should be rxeinvested in
the ¢hild support enforcement program.
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The government child support agency should list their clients as
the custodial parent and child. Child support enforcement services
should bs an entitlement. Familieg should have a right to sffective
and efficient services. New federal timeframes are a step in that
direction, except clients were given no rights in the 1588 Family
Support Act to obtain action on thelir case under the timeframes.
Clients should be given a right to sorvices, and states should be
required to meet timeframes. Non-complisnce with timeframes should
be 3 reagon to request a State Fair Hearing. States should be
prohibited from charging fees of more than $2Z5 to famillies owed
supyport.

Child support and visitation are separate issues. A parent who in
unemployed and without incowme cannot pay support, this parent’s
rights to visitation should bhe protected and enforced. ACES
believes that it is wrong teo deny visitation when support is not
paid and we believe it is wroag to withhold support when visitation
ig denied, These actions harm the children. We know from
expaerionce and from studies that 13% of the parents who fail to pay
child support state that the reason they are withholding payments
is because they are beiny denied visitation. To prevent this from
happening, we need an effective custody visitation dispute
resclution program,

State courts should be required to have in place programs fox
resolution of custody and visitation problems. Prince CGeorge's
County, MD, and Washington, DC, are good models for these types of
programs. :

American families entitled to support need an effective and fair
enforcement system. The children need regular, reliable g¢hild
support payments to gsurvive, ko grow up secure and safe. It is
time to solve the problem of non-support. We can do it, we have the
resources and abkility to do it. We need to set up a naticnal
system, that is administrative rather than judicial, and z child
support assurance program to protect children from poverty. It is
the right thing to do for our c¢hildren.



WHAT’S WRONG WITH THE INTERSTATE COMMISSION'S REPORT:

1‘

Jurisdiction: State Court Based Enforcement Recommended: This
promotes 50 different systems snforcing laws 50 differeat
ways. This will provide full employment for private attorneys,
and continues cumbersome government processes, it will
not provide for full collection of support for hungry c¢hildren

Enforcement:; W-4 reporting of new hires as recommonded by
the commission does not help solve anforcement problems on
interstate cases. For axample, if the order is originally
antered in New York and the non-custodlal parent moves to
Connecticut to work, the W-4 matched with Coennacticut records
will =not sbow a child support obligation, only New York
rocprds would show a match.

Choice of law: The commission recommends that the choice of
law should be placed in the state where the non-payor lives
rathar than the state where the child lives. 7The couxt
oxders will be based on the cost of raising the child, the
cost of day care, the coust of food and shelter, in the state
where the non~custodial parent lives rather than the state
where the child lives. .

Location of Absent Payrents: The recommendation adviges
Congress to connect automated state child support tracking
sygtems s0 that there will be a national parent leocator
system. Only 8 states have automated systems.Connecting a
breken or non-existent systems will nobt help children,

Funding: HNo additiosal funding was found or sugyested, the
commission side steps this issue by recommending that a study
bo done. The commission only recommended staffing studieg and
funding studies, and leaves the implementation of the study
results to HES,
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Child Support
Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I fully support the

El

policy that hoth parents should be reeponsible for the well-being of their children. A
business like approach to establishment and collection of child support payments is
long overdue,

It is critical, however, that efforts to strengthen child support enforce:;mz;i; be
undertaken with an understanding that establishing paternity is not without risks.
Custodial parents who havcf taken steps to establish paternity have made a
determination that the benefits outweigh the risks. Often, under the current
system, they do not,

A major concern is that in the process of strengthening child support
enforcement, we could make it tougher for custodial parents, primarily mothers, to
gbtain ecash assistance and health benefits for needy children. Great care must be
taken to see that progress toward one important social goal does not inadvertently
set back another equally important one. Enacting additional requirements for
paternity establishment on the front end, as a requirement for receiving benefits, is
not the way to go in that it will only further complicate an eligibility system that
already debilitates the spirit and dignity of applicants.

Current federal law states that except for a pregnant woman applying for
Meadicaid for an unborn child, AFDC and Medicaid applicants must cooperate with
child support recovery. Itis well known "on the atreet” that if you apply for AFDC
or Medicaid, you must be pr‘e;}gmd for intenss questioning regarding the
identification and whereabouts of the absent parent.



There is evidence to indicate that the child support requirement presents
barriers to assistance. Unlike AFDC and Medicaid, there is no federal requirement
to identify the absent parent when applying for Food Stamps. In a recent study in
Georgia, eligibihity workers stated that, regardless of need, many Food Stamp
recipients will decline to apply for AFDC or Medicaid to avoid a referrgl of the
absent parent to child support recovery. Hospital and health department staff also
stated that child support requirements present barriers to Medicaid eligibility.!

As we do not allow the behavior of adults to block a child's access to food
assistance, we should not allow behavior of adults to block a child's access to cash
assistance and health care benefits.

" There are many reasons why a custodial parent may not be willing or able to
cooperate in naming and locating the absent parent. For example, they can be
concerned about losing veluntary child support, irregular as it might be, with no
guarantee of receiving chiié support after paternity is established. For teenagers, in
particular, there are often a lot of promises made regarding informal support
arrangements - promises which they want to believe at the time.

And then there ia the fear of abuse. A fact that is well known "on the street,”
but is not well known in policy circles is that you cannot just glaim "Good Cause” as
a reason not to report the absent parent - you must prove it. Proof of "Good Cause”
generally means that you must provide law enforcement or medical evidence or
sworn statements of inéivid;ais other than the custodial parent. All "Good Cause”
claims must be investigated by the asgency and the custodial parent must be
prepared {or the consequences of such an investigation, including the possibility of

further physical harm to herself or her children.

Sarsh Shupt,nne and ,&sswam sze 1893}



Rather than sttempting o coerce paternity establishment, 1 urge you to focus
" on helping custodial parents who have established paternity and those who are able
and willing to do so. If you can make the system work for those parents, word will
spread guickly and will provide a powerful incentive for others to establish
paternity.

Up front, in the eligibility process, use the carrot rather than the stick.
Provide economic incentives for states to develop effective methods and training
programs to teach eligibility workers how to communicate to the custodial parent
the importance of establishing paternity to future economic security.

And, as recommended by the National Commission on Children on which [
served, the most important action needed to encourage paternity establishment is
enactment of government insured child support to help make ;;he benefits of
establishing paternity outweigh the risks,

Simplificati

T would also like fo comment on a subject of major importance to your task to
"end welfare as we know it.” The administration of the AFDC, Medicaid and Food
Stamp programs is generally and accurately regarded as a bureaucratic nightmare.
Without reform, we will continue to expend valuable resources on a system which is
designed not to work,

One of the more serious problems with the current system is a lack of uniform
program rules across the major poverty programs. The need for uniform program
rules is not a new subject. Efforts to achieve uniformity across AFDC, Medicaid and
Food Stamps have been stymied in the past because of an inahility to gain
agreement on income eligibility rules. If you exclude the contentious area of income

levels, there is still a great deal that can be done to simplify the administration of



these programs and make them more efficient aa well as more accessible to families
who need the assistance they provide.

Another reason for the failure of past efforts to achieve uniformity and other
forms of simplification is the fear that to simplify the rules that govern the
application process will allow many more families to become eligible for assistance,
I submit to you, that it is not fair to allow procedural barriers to restrict gervices to
needy families in er;ier to control the budget for these entitlement programs. To
restrict access by making the eligibility process difficult results in keeping out the
least educated and those too proud to submit themselves to the demeaning
requirements involved in filing an application.

I am encouraged by the fact that you have established "Program
Simplification” as a specific area for development of policy options. Your efforts can
help to provide the leadership necessary to reduce costly administrative duplication.
If you can develop a plan to achieve uniform program rules across AFDC, Medicaid
and Food Stamps, and g‘ai;'x congressional support for reform, it will mean
significant savings in current admimstrative costs. It will also result in savings in
future administrative costs that would otherwise be needed to integrate computer
systems and training. Where there are few differences, there will be less need to
spend resources on integrating systems, |

The funds which will be saved in reduced administrative costs can be
reallocated to provide benefits for needy families who are currently being kept out of
these programs by imream:;mtic barriers. We owe it to these families to make every
effort to remove obstacles 1o services that can help them meet bagic needs of their
children.
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Our Children's Rights Council {CRC}, which’
believes in welfare reform, commends the Clinton
Administration and this group for your efforts, and
for the opportunity to present our views to you.

Three national organizationg are affiliated with
our Children's Rights Council, They are Mathers
without Custoedy (MW/0C), representing 2 million non=-
custodial mothers, headed by Jennifer Isham of
Il1linois: Grandparents United for Children's Rights
{GUCR}, headed by Ethel Dunn of Madison, Wisconsin,
with chapters in 20 states; and the Stepfamily
Association of America (8AA}, headed by Judith
Bausersfeld of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

gur Children's Rights Council favors family
formation, family preservation, and if families
break up {(or are never formed), we work to assure
children the two parents the child would noxmally
have had during a marriage. Our CRC motto, which is
alse the title of 2 newly-published book I have
edited, is "The Best Parent is Both Parents.”

One of the greatest needs in this country is for
parenting education, before marriage, during
marriage, and parenting education in the event of
divorce {ox if parents 40 not marryl. Ounr country
also needs to demilitarize divorce where children
are concerned, and to substitote mediation and
conciliation for the adversarial appreach.

Parenting education is directly related to
walfare reform, because families that know about
parenting, and the fostering of healthy
relationships, are good candidates to be self-
sufficient and self-supporting. Parenting education
is alsc low cost and effective.

Last night, Augqust 18, 1993, ABC Worldwide News
featured the work of Dick Woods of Iowa, who is
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administering a $300,000 federal access/visitation
enforcement grant from HHS, Our CRC is credited as
being the catalyst for the Iowa grant and the other
grants authorized under Sec., 504 of the 1988 Pamily
Support Act. ABC peinted out that 40% of fathers
have their access/visitation interfered with by
custoedial parentg, to which ocur CRC would point out
that non~custodial mothers also have their
vigsitation interfered with, Yet there is no almost
no attention paid to the access/parenting
time/visitation qguestion in this country. And this
has a direct relationship to welfare, because the
Census Bureau has shown that parents with access to
their children pay far more child support, than
parents who have no such access,

Such parental invelvement, I might add, also
contributes to fewer problems for childten and
society., According to all the research, children
with two parents are far less likely to be invelved
in drugs and crime than children with only one
parent.

If this panel, by its title, Strengthening Chilgd
Support Enforcement, is meant to include emotional
as well as financial child suppert, you will be
contributing mightily to the understanding this
country needs about the relationship between
parenting and financial support.

But because the thrusi of the panel is wore
likxely %o be limited to just financial child
support, let me speak to that.

First let me mention that the financial child
suppert research that policymakers rely on is, as
everyone Knows, unreliable. For example, the
statement that this Working Group has published,
which states that "Only one-thizd of single parents
currently receive any court-ordered chiid support®
is, wg believe, misleading.

The Census 8uresy reports that of mothers with a
c¢hild support order, about half receive full
support, a guarter receive some support, and the
rest receive none. In other words, three guarters
of mothers with a support order report receiving
some or all of theiyr suppori,

The polling of what custodial fathers recelve in
support was supposedly undertaken by HHS last year,
but if so, the results have not been published., And
no reported support is matched against court
records, But theée problems run deeper than this.
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America is fipally beginning to realize that the
welfare system, which has spawned a generation of
single parent households, at tremendous public cost,
needs reform.

what is much less realized is that the c¢hild
support system has also spawned & generation of
single parent households, at tremendous public cost,
and needs reform,

In addition to creating a large federal and
state bureamucracy, the federal government pours
nearly & billion dollars into state coffers each
year as “"incentive® payments, ©or rewards, to induce
the states o run thelir child support systems.

Aside from increasing the national debt by this
nearly one billion dollars a year, the billion
dollars does not reach the children the child
support system is supposed to help. In 1921, for
example, California made $81.5 millien in federal
dollaxs, virtually all of which went into the
California general treasurty.

That 881,55 killion may help states like
California with their own state debt, but increases,
rather than reduces, the federal debt.

in & regport entitled “"Moving Ahead, How America
Cam Reduce Poverty Through Work," prepared by
Republican Representatives E. Clay Shaw, Nancy L.
Johnson and Fred Grandy of the House Human Resources
Subcommittes in June, 1992, these members said
*,..even though the government child support
enforcement program, subsidized by tax dollars, is
collacting more and more money, there has been
virtually no change in the nation's aggregate child
support payments in relation to the number of
demographically eligible mothers., It is as if the
government program is pulling cases out of the
private sector, providing them with a public
subsidy, but not improving overall collections,.."

What the Congressmembers mean is that the child
support system, originally designed as a move to
kaeep needy mothers stay off welfare, is meore and
more acting as the collection agent for the
conventionally divorced, middle class parents who
tended to pay voluntarily before the government got
into the collection business. All of which costs
lots of federal dollars to administer.

"From a federal budget perspective, Child
Support Enforcement is an expensive disaster,™ the
Shaw/Johnson/Grandy report concludes,

A report provided by the General Accounting
Office for a bipartisan group of Congressmembers
¢ffers no better prospects, Prepared at the reguest
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of Congresswoman Marge Roukems, Congresgwoman
Barbara Kennelly and Senateor Bill Bradley, released
January 9, 1992, 6% percent of mothers

with a child support award who did net receive
payment from the fathers say it is bscause the
fathers were unable t¢ pay.

The 66 percent figure is reported by the
custodial mothers regardless of whether the fathers
iive in the same state or in 8 different state from
the mothers.

As ridicvuleous as it may sound, that same GAD
raport acknowledges that the U.8., government 1is
¢classifyving deceased fathers as deadbeats, as well
as counting children due support who are already
emancipated. :

The welfare system is well known £or keeping
fathers cut of the home, and even for promoting
divorce, as 60 minutes has reported, because welfare
dollars only pour in for single-parent families.
And even public housing is usually unavailable for
poor two-parent families, as Housing and Urban
Development Secretary Cisneros has found out to his
dismay.

What 1s less understood is that child support
has the same disastrous underpinnings as welfare.
Many judges and mothers are hesitant about ordering
or agreeing to joint custody or liberal visitation
because of a fear of reduced child support, when
research points in exactly the opposite direction~-=-
higher c¢hild sopport from satisfied, involved
fathers.

And more prompt payments, toe. Indeed, the
Census Bureau reports that fathers with joint
custody {shared parenting} pay 20.2% of their child
gsupport, fathers with visitation pay 7%.1% of their
support, while fathers with neither -oint custody
{shared parenting) noy visiration pay only 44.5% of
their support.

The move to tighten the noose on ¢hild support
through tougher enforcement, ¢hild support assurance
and other measures being considered in Washington,
then, is about as likely to succeed, &s "tightening
the qualifications™ for welfare, It may appear to
help, but won't solve the basi¢ problem~~a higher
national debt, and another generation of children
raised without their fathers,

1t won't be easy to fashion either welfare or
child support policy based on the assumption that
children need, want, and degserve two parents
whenever possible., But unless we begin to think in



B

terms of children's genuine needs, we won't be able
to frame the appropriate public policy responses.

Qur Children's Rights Council is among the
country's atrongest supporters ©f financial child
support~-hecayse we are among the few groups that
propouse that public policy should be based on
programs that work., We do not like failure, and we
urge this Welfare Reform Group to shy away from the
failed «hild support policies of the past and
ingtead embrace policies that work.

People need Lo work, and so do policies.

X X % X %



NATIONAL WOVEN'S LW CANTIR

Statemient
of
Sarah J, Craven
Women's Law and i’z;biic Policy Fellow
National Women’s Law Center
on
Strengthening Child 3&;}%}9:‘2

Before the

Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and Independence

August 19, 1993

1616 1 Sueer, NW 2 Spize 100« Wishingon, DU 20056 « {203) 328-3160 « FAX (202) 3283137
B L



Statement of
Sarah J. Craven
Women’s Law and Public Policy Fellow
National Women’s Law Center
on
Strengthening Child Support
Before the
Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and Independence

Mr, Chairman and members of the Working Group, I appreciate the oppo_rtunity to
appear before you today on behalf of the National Women’s Law Center. The Center is a
non-profit organization that has been working since 1972 to advance and protect women’s
legal rights. The Center focuses on major policy areas of importance to women and their
families, including child support, employment, education, reproductive rights and health,
child and adult dependent care, public assistance, tax reform and Social Security -- with
special attention given to the concern of low-income women.

I would like to submit for the record the document, "A Vision for Child Support
Reform,"” which represents the combined judgement of the National Women’s Law Center,
Ayuda, Center for Law and Social Policy, Children’s Defense Fund, U.S. Catholic
Conference, and Women's Legal Defense Fund on the changes that are needed in the current
child support system to improve its effectiveness. Several of our organizations have been
working together for over ten years. We strongly believe that any meaningful reform of
welfare must aim to strengthen families through assured child support coupled with
aggressive, improved enforcement of child support obligations. Qur vision statement
provides a pragmatic blueprint for reform of the child support system in the key areas where
it is needed: enforcement; child support assurance; outreach; paternity establishment;

uniform national guidelines; expedited processes; medical support; and provision of adequate



resources, training and auditing procedures to make the system work. For the purposes of
today’s testimony, however, I will limit my remarks to the heant of child support reform -
federalized collection and enforcement coupled with the fail safe of child support assurance.
These hearings and the mission of this working group provide a historic opportunity
for dramatic improvements in the nation’s child support system, and accordingly, in the lives
of mullions of single-parent families with children. During the Presidential campaign, then-
candidate Bill Clinton promised to "end welfare as we know it -~ not by punishing the poor
or preaching to them, but by empowering Americans to take care of their children and
improve their lives." In order to fulfill President Clinton®s goal of empowering Americans
by transitioning families off welfare, overhiaul of the child support system must be a top
priority in welfare reform. As a starting point, child support collection and enforcement
must be strengthened through federalizing child support collections and enforcement. In
addition, when sbsent parents are unable 1o pay, the government should guarantee custodial
parents a minimum child support payment through a program of child support assurance,

A well developed child support component of welfare reform has the potential for
reducing reliance on welfare benefits {thereby reducing costs) and accordingly, helping to
make welfare truly transitional, Moreover, improved federalized child support enforcement
coupled with child support assurance has the potential of encouraging work in the paid labor
force, since --unlike welfare benefits --neither child support nor an assured child support
benefit is reduced by income from work.

The Crisis in Child Support

As this task force is well aware, we are facing a crisis in child support.
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In 1991, 25 percent of all children in the United States lived in a one-parent family,
compared with 12 pereent in 1970, Current projections are that more than half of all children
born today will spend some time in a single-parent family before reaching age 18,

The poverty rate of children in single-parent, female-headed families is also

~dramatic -~ over 50 percent.  Millions of additional families live close to the poverty line.
The dire economic strait of single-parent families is attributable, at least in part, to a lack of
child support. In 1990, fewer than 60 percent of custodial-mother families had a child
support award in place, and half of these families received no support at all or less than the
full amount due. For those families who received child support, the average amount was
ander $3,0(00.

In 1989 alone, 35.1 billion that was due in child support from noncustodial fathers
went uncoliected, And for FY 1991, federal-state child support agencies reported that
collections had been obtained in only 19.3 percent of their cases. Clearly our child support
system is failing America’s families.

Enforcement

As this task force weil knows, many low-income custodial parents depend on welfare
because they receive litde or no financial help from non-custodial parenis. Accordingly,
improving enforcement and collaction of child support obligations is key to reducing reliance
on welfare,

Prior to 1974, establishment and enforcement of child support obligations were purely
a matter of state law. Since that time, however, the nation’s child support enforcement

system has been undergoing a process of federalization. To date, this process has been
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accomplished by the provision of substantial federal funding to the states to provide child
support services, by the enactment of federal laws which require the 54 states and ferritories
to enact state legislation and by limited use of federal locate and enforcement mechanisms.

This method of federalization has not achieved the desired resultss  as I stated earlier,
_census data reveals that 40 percent of custodial mothers stiil do not have a c¢hild support
award and, of those with an award, only half actually coi%&cz what is owed, These numbers
are the same as they were in 1978, The picture for those using the state IV-D gystem is even
more bleak: according to data from the Office of Child Support Enforcement, the average
state paternity establishment rate is 45 percent and a collection of support is made in only
19.3 percent of IV-D cases. Of particular concern are interstate cases, where 57 percent of
custodial mothers with orders do not receive regular support, Since 30 percent of all cases
are now interstate, this is a very serious problem.

The current state system has also failed to become more cost-efficient. In 1991,
$3.82 was collected per dollar of administrative expense. This is a decrease from 1988 when
$3.94 was collected for every dollar in administrative expense.

In short, the federal government is Josing over half a billion dollars yearly on a
program which is failing to provide even minimally adequate services. The resulling direct
and indirect costs to children are beyond measure.

The dismal record of the states has many causes.  Chief among them are insufficient
staff and resources at the state and local jevels; a multiplicity of actors who are outside the

controf of the IV-D agency but who must act efficiently if the agency is to do its job;
i



diverse, and frequently inconsistent state laws which make processing interstate cases
particularly difficult; and a lack of antomation.

We, therefore, believe that the enforcement of child support obligations shenld be
moved to the federal level. This would accomplish several things: 1) free up state staff to
_ perform other functions (i.e., locate, paternity establishment/modification), easing the current
caseload problems; 2) provide a uniform national collection system which could reach
obligated parents wherever they live or work; 3) greatly case the burden on employers
involved in income withholding, who would only have to deal with one entity with one set of
policies and procedures, not several different entities depending on where the custodial parent
resides,

A federalized collection, disbursement and enforcement effort, housed at an
experienced federal agency such as the Intemnal Revenue Service (IRS), would ensure that the
highest possible proportion of children receive child support payments from their
noncustodial parents. As discussed in "A Vision for Child Support Reform®, this system
would work best when implemented with child support assurance, a national child support
guideline, enhanced paternity cstgblishment and key improvements in state child support
systems. |

Under a federal collection Iland enforcement system, all ¢hild support orders would be
sent to a national registry at the same time as the initial notice of withholding is sent to the
obligor’s current employer, The registry would abstract the order and maintain the abstract
with the parents’ current addressc;g and social security numbers, as well as relevant employer

information. In most cases, enforcement would be through wage withholding. When the
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obligor changed jobs, he/she would be required to fill out a W-4 form stating whether or not
there was a child support obligation and the amount owed. The employer would immediately
begin withholding the reported amount owed and without delay send the form to the IRS to
match for accuracy against the abstracted order. (Alternatively, employers would be able to
~match the forms themselves against information in the registry through electronic and
telephonic on-line access to registry data.) If the employee reported the obligation
incorrectly, the IRS would inform the employer of the correct withholding amount.

Payments withheld would be sent to IRS for recording and prompt disbursement to the
custodial parent or AFDC agency.

We believe that the IRS has both the tools and the experience to collect and enforce
child support obligations. Use of the IRS would highlight for noncustodial parents the
seriousness with which the government views child support obligations and bring the full
weight of the IRS enforcement authority to bear on the collection of support.

The IRS could also use its extensive information system to assist in locating absent
parents and their assets, both to help states establish and modify orders and for its own
enforcement purposes. For example, IRS data could be used to supplement data from other
federal and state records -- including tax, deed, motor vehicle, public utilities, criminal,
correctional, occupational/professional/ recreational licensing, and vital statistics records.

Finally, to improve collections the federal government must be given new
enforcement tools. For example, obligors should be required to report on their federal
income tax form and pay with their taxes (including quarterly estimated taxes, for the self-

employed) any outstanding child support obligations. In addition, the federal agency should
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be required to report 1o consumer credit agencies the existence of a child support obligation;

automatically issve a lien when an asset is located and there is an arrearage; intercept tottery

winmngs and other awards/prizes; and collect child support arrears after the child reaches the

age of majority or the age at which support is otherwise scheduled to cease under the order.
Child

Child support assurance is a bold, new strategy for addressing the problems of the
current child support system. It reinforces parental responsibility by insisting that our
children receive child support. At the same time, it protects children when parents are
unable or fail to pay support.

Under child support assurance, the government provides an assurad child support
benefit on behalf of any child who has been awarded support but whose noncustodial parent
fails to pay, in whole or in part, the amount owed. The assured benefit is egual 1o a fixed
benefit amount that varies according to family size, less the amount of child support
collected.

Child support assurance is a new concept, but it builds on a concept already deeply
embedded in American social policy -~ the Social Security system.  Just as Social Securnity
insurance protects against the inability of parents to support their families due to disability,
death or retirement, child support assurance protects against the inability or failure of parents
to support their families due to divorce or separation,

Child support assurance provides families with the economic security that is lacking in
the current child support sysiem by making up the difference between the agsured benefit

amount and the amount of child support paid. The assured benefit would be available 10 all
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noncustodial parents and their children, not just those who might be eligible for public
assistance, For those families eligible for public assistance, it would provide a benefit not
subject to work disincentives or tlhe stigma that is unfortunately attached to the receipt of
means-tested benefits. As such, it would afford AFDC mothers a realistic chance of moving
_ off welfare to support their families through a combination of child support, earnings from
employment, and (if needed) the assured child support benefit.

At the same time, child support assurance focuses attention on the responsibility of
the noncustodial parent for children’s economic insecurity. Too often only the custodial
parent is blamed for generating iﬁsufficient income to adequately support the children, Child
support assurance, however, is premised on much stronger child support enforcement,
sending a message that both parents are responsible for a child’s support. Moreover, the
noncustodial parent would be encouraged to pay by the knowledge that child support
payments made would benefit the children and be supplemented by the assured benefit in
cases where, because of the parent’s low income, the award was less than the assured benefit
amount,

To assure that a child support assurance program achieves its objectives, it must
include five key components, each of which is discussed in greater detail in "A Vision for
Child Support Reform":

* Child support assurance cannot work without dramatically improved child support
enforcement that ensures that nor;custodial parents are held responsible for supporting their

children to the maximum extent feasible.



* [t must guarantee an assured minimum benefit that is large enough to make a
difference in a child’s life -- and adequate for families with more than one child.

* It must insure eligibility of all children whose parents participate in child support
enforcement efforts or have good cause for not participating.

* It must include an assured health benefit for children who do not have access to the
noncustodial parent’s private health insurance; if the noncustodial parent does not have any
insurance; or if the coverage fail§ to meet basic health care needs.

* And finally, local and éommunity-based outreach and public education is essential
to help custodial parents understand that they have a stake in pursuing child support and child
support assurance, to emphasize the economic and non-economic benefits of child support,

and to help them navigate the system to obtain services.

nclugsion
In conclusion, child support assurance and a federalized system for collecting,
disbursing and enforcing child support are two critical components of needed child support
reform, and accordingly welfare reform efforts. We appreciate the leadership of the working
group on these important issues, and look forward to continuing to work with you to make

these reforms a reality.
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INTRODUCTION

As advocacy groups that care deeply about the piight of single-parent families plagued by the
epidemic of non-support, we have joined gether 1o develop this vision for 2 child support system that
«delivers on it5 promise 1o support children, Most of the groups submitting this joint statement have worked
closely wgether as an informal, but close-knit, task force on national child support policy for ten years.

We worked hard to help shape and build consensus for child support improvements made by the
federal Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984 and the child support provisions of the Family
Support Act of 1988, We iollowed this legislative work with intensive work on federal reguiations
implementing the program. Many of us have worked as well on the state and local level, trying to ensure
that the theoretical promise of federal child support reform becomes a reality ar the grassroots level,

We are heartened by the many improvements that have been made, At the same time, we are deeply
disturbed by the continuing failure of the chilkd support system to deliver on i3 promise; that child support
should provide a regular, religble source of support for children in single-parent households. It is time for
fundamental reform of the sysiem,

Our statement provides a pragmatic blueprint Tor that reform. We believe strongly that child
support assurance, coupled with aggressive, improved enforcement of child support is essential. This
statement outlines how to achieve reform in key areas; improved enforcement; child support assurance;
outreach: paternity establishment; uniform national guidelines; expedited processes to establish
paternity and child support obligations and to enforce support; medical support; and provision of
adequate resources, (raining, and auditing procedures 1o make the system work,

Differemt members of our task force took responsibility for preparing sections of this statement,
Sections on paternity establishment and medical support were drafted by Paula Roberts of the Center for Law
and Social Policy, who also worked with Nancy Duff Campbell of the Natiomal Women's Law Center o
prepare the section on expedited processes. Nancy Duff Campbell and Sarah Craven of the National
Women's Law Center deafted the enforcement section. Diane Dodson of the Women’s Legal Defense Fund
drafted sections on outreach and national child support guidelines, and Nancy Ebb of the Children’s Defense
Fund drafted the sections on resources and child support assurance.

ENFORCEMENT

Prior ©0 1974, establishment and enforcement of chiid support obiigations were purely 2 matter of
staie law. Since that time, however, the nation's child support enforcement system has been undergoing a
process of federalization, To date, this process has been accomplished by the provision of substantial federal
funding to the states to provide child support services, by the cnactment of federal jaws which require the
34 stawes and territories to enact state legislation {e.g., immediate income withholding) and by limited use
of federal locate and enforcement mechanisms,

This method of federalization has not achieved the desired resulis: according (o census data, 40
percent of custodial mothers still do noe have a child support award and, of those with an award, only haif
aceually collect what is owed. These numbers are the same as they were in 1978, The picture for those



using the state [V-D system is even more bleak: according to OCSE data. the average state paternity
establishment rate is 45 percent and a collection of support is made in onty 19.3 percent of IV-D cases, Of
particular concern are interstate cases. where 57 percent of custodial mothers with orders do not receive
“regular support. Since 30 percent of all cases are now interstate, this is a very serious problem.

The current state system has also failed to become more cost-efficient. [n 1991, 83.82 was collected
per dollar of administrative expense.  This is a decreasg from 1988 when $3.94 was collected for every
dollar in administrative expense.

In short, the federal government is losing over half a billion dollars yearly on a program which is
failing to provide even minimally adequate services. The resulting direct and indirect costs to children are
beyond measure.

The dismal record of the states has many causes. Chief among them are insufficient staff and
resources at the state and local levels: a multiplicity of actors (e.g., judges. court clerks, district attorneys,
process servers, sheriffs) who are outside the control of the [V-D agency but who must act efficiently if the
agency is to do its job; diverse, and frequently inconsistent state laws which make processing interstate cases
particularty difficult; and a lack of automation. , While the Family Support Act requires states to automate
their systems, 42 U.S.C. § 654 (24), a recent-GAO report reveals that many states will not meet the 1995
deadline as required by the law. More importantly, even if all 54 states become automated, they will not
necessarily be able to interface with the automated systems in other jurisdictions.

We, therefore, believe that the enforcement of child support obligations should be moved to the
federal level. This would accomplish several things: 1) free up state staff to perform other functions (i.e.,
locate, paternity establishment/modification), easing the current caseload problems; 2) provide a uniform
national collection system which could reach obligated parents wherever they live or work; 3) greatly ease
the burden on employers involved in income withholding, who would only have to deal with one entity with

one set of policies and procedures. not several different entities depending on where the custodial parent
resides.

THE NEED FOR FEDERALIZATION

A federalized collection, disbursement and enforcement effort, housed at an experienced federat
agency such as the Internai Revenue Service (IRS), would ensure that the highest possible proportion of
children receive child support payments from their noncustodial parents. As discussed below, this system
would work best when implemented with child support assurance. a national child support guideline, and
income reporting on W-4 forms,

Under a federal system, all child support orders would be sent to a national registry at the same time
as the initial notice of withholding is sent to the obligor’s current employer. The registry would abstract
the order and maintain the abstract with the parents’ current addresses and social security numbers, as well
as relevant employer information. In most cases, enforcement would be through wage withholding. When
the obligor changed jobs, he/she would be required to fill out a W-4 form stating whether or not there was
a child support obligation and the amount owed. The employer would immediately begin withholding the
reported amount owed and without delay send the form to the IRS to match for accuracy against the
abstracted order. {Alternatively, employers would be able to match the forms themselves against information
in the registry through electronic and telephonic on-ling access to registry data.) If the employee reported
the obligation incorrectly, the IRS would inform the employer of the correct withholding amount. Payments
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withheld would be sent to IRS for resording and prompt disbursement o the custodial parent or AFDC
agency,

We believe that the 1RS has both the wels and the experience to collect and entoree child suppont
obligations, Use of the IRS would highlight for noncusiodial paremts the sericusness with which the
government views child support obligations and bring the full weight of the IRS enforcement authority o
. bear on the collection of support.

The IRS could 2lso use its extensive information system to assist in locating absent parents and theic
assets, both to help states establish and modify orders and for its own enforcement purposes. For example,
IRS data could be used 1o suppiement data from other federal and state records - including tax, deed, motor
vehicle, public utilites, criminal, correctional, occupational/professicnal/ recreational lcensing, and vital
statistics records,

Finally, {0 improve collections the federal government must be given new enforcement tools. For
example, obligars should be required to report on their fedecal income tax form and pay with their taxes
{including quarterly estimated taxes, for the seff-employed) any outstanding ¢hild suppont obligations.
Accordingly, an individual who fails to pay child support wouid be prosecuted to the same extent as an
individual who {ails to pay income taxes. In addition, the federal agency should be required 10 1) report o
congumer credit agencies the existence of a child support obligation (not just the existence of a delinquency);
2} automaticaily issue a lien when an asset is iocated and there i an arrearage (35 now done in
Massachusens); 3) intercept lottery winnings and other awards/prizes; and 4) coliect child support arrears
after the child reaches the age of majority or the age at which support is otherwise scheduled 1o cease under
the order,

REFORM AT THE STATE LEVEL

Qur sirong preference is for a completely federalized system, H complete federalization of the
child support enforcement system is not feasible in the short term, immediate improvements in the
federal-state system must nevertheless be made, As described below, necessary improvements in the state
system would include the creation of both a central federal and state registry; improved employer
withholding; greater integration with the federal income 1ax system of ¢ollection and enforcement; and
enhanced state locate and enforcement 100ls. The interim remedial measures suggested here are effective
steps towards achieving a fully federalized system and will improve state collection, disbursement and
gnforcemsnt efforts as well,

¢ A ceatral federal registry of all child support orders. In order to streamline and improve state
enforcement efforts, a central federal registry should be established. As discussed above, the federal
registry would contain 2 basic abstract of ail child support orders issued or modified by 3 stae
including the names, social security numbers and addresses of the parties which could be matched
against empioyer records, The federal registry would receive W-4 reports {rom employers, match
the reports against the registry’s abstracts and confirm that support is owed, ¢ whom it is owed, and
in what amount, This information would then be forwarded to the appropriate state registry which
would coilect and disburse child support payments. A federal registry would significantly enhance
the state registry’s ability to collect and enforce imterstate orders in particular as it would allow
individual states to access a4 universal data base that could quickly identify obligors® current
employers as well as red flag the existence of orders issued in other states and/or multiple orders.
In addition, access 10 a federal registry could assist states in locating absent parerts in intra-state
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g iv A coentral state vegistry of all child support orders. Each state would be required 10 maintain a
;, ‘central registry of all child support orders issued in the state.  As described above. the state registry
3 w{mid receive employment information from the federal registry and then utilize an autemnated system
1{3 receive. record and disburse payments collecied through wage withholding for all prders recorded
“in the state registry. The state registry would manitor the receipt of payments and would commence
:‘ appropriawe enforcement actions when payments were nat received on timie or notify ao appropriate
dagency W do so. A single state entity for collection and disbursement would sireamiine the
‘ cnf‘orcemcut process and increase the likefihood that child support payments woutd be made prompily
& ‘to gustodial parents.
® An improved systein of employer withhelding. To enhance and coordinaie wage withholding,
, ernployees would be required 1o report child support obligations on W-4 forms that would be
., promptly forwarded to the federal registry. Unless and until corrested by the federal registey, the
*© W-4 information would be used as the basis for the employer’s withholding and the siate registry's
. collection and enforcement efforts. Interfacing between the state and federal registry would boost
S, state collection cffonts as the federal database would include both child support orders and
s employment records from all the siates.
s " Iategration of collection and enforcement with the federal income fax system. Even without
,f enforcement and collection by the IRS, child support callection should be integrated to a greater
f degree with federal income tax collection. For example, child support arrears should be treated as
xj? 2 tax jabillty subsiect 10 collection by the IRS with obligors required (o veport on their federal income
2;’ tax form and pay with their taxes any omtstanding child support payments, As discussed previously,
«{ such integrated efforts would improve enforcement as well as send a national message to noncustodial
-~ parents abowt the serious nature of child support obligations.
;‘}"*
* ;-j{; Enhanced focate and cnforcement tools. States shoukl be given the enhanced locate and
A enforcement tools described above to expand access to staie records. Thus, states should increase
i+ the use of automatic liens, credit bureau reporting, interception of awards/prizes. and collection of
glarmars beyond the child’s age of majority. In addition. they should expand data bases and be
v allowed to deny professionat and recreationad licenses ta noncustodial parents with sutstanding ¢hild
% . support obligations.

;1.’-:"v {1ILD SUPPORT ASSURANCE

i’,:f;’xmerim’s children need child support assurance. amilies have changed dramaticaily in recent
decades. so that by 1991 ane ia every four children fived in a family with only parent present in the home,
Of the 5.7 million children living in single-parcot families in 1991, more than half were poor.  Millions
mom‘?‘iive close w economic disaster.

. Qur child support enforcement system is failing these childeen. Only a slim majority (58 percent)
of custodial mother families had 2 child support order in 1990, although the majority of custodial mothers
without a child support order wanted ong but could not get it.  Even families with a child support order are
not guaranteed support: of those due support in 1989, half (48 percent) received no support at all or less than
the fai amount due. The absence of regular, reliable child support makes it far more likely that children
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will be impoverished. and decreases the likelihood that a custodial parent ¢an combine his ar her earnings
with enough other income 10 gscape poverty or o view work as a realistic alternative to welfare,

Child support assurance rewards the efforts of families to help themssives by emphasizing parental
responsibility, coupling a secure economic base with aggressive efforts to hold noncustodial parents to their
obligation to support their children. It encourages work effort and offers families a way to support their

- children without welfare. And, unlike welfare, it helps all children who need it -« not just those who are
poor. Child support assurance is one vitst part of a new agenda 10 engure that every child’s family has the
resources 1w provide for his or her basic needs.

Key components of child support assurance include:

¢ Dramatically improved child support enforcement, Child support assurance cannot work
without strong, aggressive enforcement that ensures that noncustodial parents are held responsibie for
supporting their children to the maximum extent feasible, Other sections in this document outline key
improvements that should be made, including improved enforcement, shifting key enforcement elements to
the federal level, improved resources and training, outreach, and better medical support enforcement,

® An assured minimum benefit that is large enough (o make a difference in g child’s life -- and
adequate for families with more than one child, A $3,000 minimum assured benefit for one child -- and
a larger one for larger families -~ would have a modest but significant impact on childeen,  According to
estimates by the 1S, Department of Agricuiture, single parents with incomes of less than $30,000 spent an
average of $5,030 to cover one child’s expenses in 1990; higher-income families spent an average of $3,330
for one child. A 53,000 minimum bensfit {or a single child is therefore extremely modest in light of actual
expenditures, [t is vital that families receiving Aid 10 Families with Dependent Children see a benefit from
child support assurance, rather than a dollar-for-dollar reduction, in order 1o give them a stake in pursuing
¢hiid support and the motivation t¢ pursue job training and child support as 2 viable alternative to welfare.
Particularly if weifare is time-limited, the costs of such s pass-through are limited and the long-term benefits
great,

* Child support assurance should reach all children whose parents participate in child support
enforcement efforts, While eligibility should in general be restricted to children with a child support order,
in limited instances children should be deemed eligible if there is good cause not to pursue paternity or
support (2.8., In cases of rape or incest) and in cases where the child does not have an order because the
system has failed to obtain ong despite the custodial parent’s cooperation.

® The assured child support benefit shouid include an assured health benefit. Health inserance
coverage should be provided to poor and near-poor children ¢ligible for child support assurance if they do
not have access 1o their noncustadial parents” private health insurance; if their noncustodial parents do not
have any insurance; or if the coverage available to them fails to meet basic health care needs such as
preventive health care.

® The program shouid include strong outreach to cusfodial and noncustodial parents, Local
and community-based outreach and public education is essential to help custodial parents understand thag they
have a stake in pursuing child support and child support assurance, to emphasize the economic and non-
economic benefits of child support, and to help them navigate the system to obtain services.
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- We strongly support 2 universal national child support assurance progeasm rather than limited
dcmmsimzzm& We have seen a national sea change in families: in 1939, 91 porcent of children lived in
=] m,—;;m:m farily. By 1992, this number had plummeted to 74 peroent. Despite our best etfonts 10 make
‘child; *”sag}pi}z’“i cushion the economic loss caused by the abscnce of & second parent, In 100 many 3ses it
simpl :1 does not provide a regular, reliable source of income w the child’s household, We can - and must
- zm;;wva our efforts 10 collect child support. but children should ot be asked 10 bear the burden of our
fm%ams Universal child support assurance should be put inlo place now 30 that another zeneration of
ah:iéma does not have 1 wait for national policy to catch up with changed needs and changed demographics,
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. A universal child support assurance program can be phased in {the practice that was followed in
extendmg Medicaid coverage 1o non-welfare low-income children). Such a phase-in would logically begin
with, the youngsst children whose custodial parents face the greatest barriers to full-time work and therefore
the most acute need for income from the second parent. Implementation could be phased in over a five year
perlq_rj. building experience and capacity to serve a universal popuiation of all children,

4 . Our strong preference is for a universal, phased-in system. If such a vniversal system is not
put m ‘place, however, we recommend that there be a significant number of broad-based
demonstrations that establish the viability of the approach, that expand rapidly to serve a greater
populatma us program success is documented, and that test out steatepies for replicating the program
and- expandmg it to national scale.

{; " The selection process for demonstration projects should place a heavy emphasis on a successful track
record of child support assurance, both to keep program costs down and w0 emphasize that private
responsibifity precedes public responsibility. There should also be a heavy emphasis on programs it can
he réé;siieazeci on a national scale, States willing (o explore multi-state approaches that can advance national
rephication should be given priority.

L

5. 1 demonsteations rather than a universal program are suthorized, the following criteria should
ap;ﬁ‘};ﬁ}{; the choice and structure of demonstration projecis:

i;' * Priority in stlection of demonstration siies be given 10 $1ates that have demonstrited pre-eminence
in astablishment of paternity and child support orders and child support enforcement or a recent history of
zzgn‘zﬁaanz improvement in these areas: 1o states that have a demonstrated record of effective automation;
and 1o states that have made efforts to tink child support systems with other service delivery sysiems;

‘. ® Demonstrations include the key elements outlined above;

ey
. ® The siate commit itseif o improvements in establishment of paternity and child support orders and
child” ' support enforcement as a condition of continuing federal financial support for the child suppon
assurgnce demonstration;

i:;'® There should be 5 iwo-tier federat match provision, with federal financial participation increasing
as demonstration sites reach a given performance threshold in establishment of paternity and child support
crders zmci child support collection:

i # The demonsteation should include provision for an interim and final evaluation of ¢ffecriveness;
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® Participating states should be required (0 commit themsetves 10 a demonstration of sigaifican size
in order w meaningfully measure the impact of child support assurance. and further commit themselves to
. a plan t expand the program to a statewide one if interim reports indicate that the program is successiul.
Criteria for effectiveness should include increased family income; increased income or hours of work by
custodial parems; and improvement of siate performance in establishing paternity and child support
obligations and collecting child support: and

# Enhanced federai furds that are more favorable than the basic two-tier mateh rate should bemade
available 1o encourage submission of a multi-state demonstration proposal.

In addition to this demonstration authority, there should be federal anthority and matcling
funds provided to states that choose to phase in a non-demonstration, statewide child support assurance
program as soon as interim reports in dentonstration states indicate program success, Federal matching
funds should be provided at the lowee of the two basic march rates provided o demonstration suates, This
ensures that demonsiration sites are rewarded for initiative and innovation by being able © achieve 2 more
favorable match rate, bt also encourages expansion of child support assurance to otheér states as soon as
evaluations establish its success. This program design, while less desirable than a universal approach, helps
ensure that the successful lessons of child support assurance are translated into national help for children,

OUTREACH AND ACCESSIBILITY

A child support award is a precondition for the receipt of child suppart for most children of single
parents. Many of the child support assurance schemes proposed to date would provide assured benefits only
on behaif of children with awards. Yet, two out of five single mathers in the U S, tack child support awards
for their children, And, three out of five single mothers with household incomes below the poverty level
lack such awards. Low income minority and never married single mothers are most likely to lack awards.!

Many of these parents lack child support awards because they have never sought help fram the child
support system--often because they are unaware of how 1o do so or the benefits of doing so. Many others
reach the child support system. but the system fails them by failing to obtain a support award for their
children,

it is clear that the child support system must improve its outreach and accessibility if the first
problem is {0 be overcome. In order to do so, federal law should require the following:

. That a uniform federal application form be used by all states--written in a language and format
useable by low literacy individuals. This federal application form should be transiated into
commonly used iznguages and made avalable to state and Iocal agencies,

o That each child support agency identify groups which are underserved by its programs and
consuit with representatives of those groups (0 identily barriers to their successful utilization

P Census Bureau dama is available only on percentages of single mothers with child support awards.
However, the data the Census Burean is currently gathering on this subject will cover single fathers as
well,



.. of child support services. Outreach efforts should be argeted W these groyps and dewatled in 2 plan
- 1 be submitted by the state to the Department of Health and Human Services for approval,

. That local child support peogrims reach agreements with local food stamg, lead stact, and
- maternal and child health programs to ensure that infermation about child support services is
wnade available to clients of these other programns.

s " .That all state child support agencies establisk a 24 hour a day, 7 day a week 800 nmmber to

-+ provide general information and to provide information on individuals’ cases, For example, the

"o Distriet of Columbia currently provides information by telephone on the payment status of child
UPport ¢ases 1o parties when they key in their personal identification numbers.

s That all child support agencies establish weekend and evening hours.

¢ That each child support agency make iis services available throughout the geographical area

" it serves either by providing iransportation for clients when no public iransportation is available

or by providing services in locations near chients’ homes—for example by mobile intake units,
co-tocation of offices with other agencies, or by a system of felephone intake.

. 'That each local agency make U8 services accessible m each language used by a sigmificant

. population groop in s communily and assure that services are acpessible {0 persons with
disabilities. In addition to providing the federal application form in the languages commonly used
in its community, interpreters should be available to transiate in ail Ianguapes commonly used in the
sommunity--inchuding American sige language.

#* . That each state coordinate IV-A and IV-D intake to ensure that each AFDU applicant will

" receive accurate and understandable information on the child support program, client

responsibilities in it, how to pursue a child support case and his or her right o claim a good

- canse exception.  This information must be provided by the ume information is gathered for

pursuing a child support case. AFDC workers must be trained to provide information on the child

support program or IV-D staff must be omstationed at IV-A intake locations 1o provide this
information,

PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT

Last vear, almost 30 percent of the babies born in America were born to unmarried parents. Unless
paternity is legally established, these children will never have the right to receive child support ar o inherit
{from their fathers. They will also be ineligible for Social Security Survivors’ benefits, veterans benefits and
the like. They are likely 1o grow up in poverty, further increasing our unconscionably bigh rate of childhood

poverty.

Unfortunawly, most states still have antiquated paternity establishment procedures, President
Clintan’s FY 1994 budget contains several solid proposals for moving {0 a more steeamlined system,
Thess include proposals 10 require states o adopt 1) a simple affidavit process for establishing paternity
voluntarily at the hospital or binthing facility where the baby is born; 2) simple procedures for establishing
paternity voluntarily at the state birth records office for those who did not have the hospital procedures



available (e.g., those with older children) and those who did not use the in-hospival process: and 3} state laws
setting up a rebuttable presumption of paternity in contested cases when genetic test results yield g high
.probability of paternity. We also applaud the use of enhanced paternity performance standards for the state
IV-[) agencies.

In conjunction with these reforms, we suggest $wo other steps be taken. First, federal financial
.participation should be made available to offset the cost of voluntary paternity establishment in all
cases, nof just those handled by the 1V-D agency. While this would email some federal cost in the sharnt
run, we believe it would be sound policy and would save money n the fong run because:

'3 many unmarried maothers, and especially firsttime mothers, are not IV-D clients at the time of their
baby's birth. Yet, the chances are very good that they will evenwally be in the IV-D system. For
example, in Washington's in-hospital paternity program only one-quarter of the mothers were IV-D
clients at the time of the birth: a year iater, nearly half were, ’

* research by Esther Wattenberg and others suggests that fathers frequently come 10 the bospital at the
time of the baby’s birth. Two yeacs later, the parents are likely to have lost contact with one
another, Then, expensive services ke parent locate, genetic tests and jury trials may be necessary
to establish paterpity. If the mother is then a IV-ID client, the state may have o absorb several
hundred dollars in costs to obtain a paternity finding,

Our second recommendaltion is that states be required fo have quasi-judicial or administrative
processes available for establishing paternity in contested cases, Federal law now makes this optionat,
42 U.8,C. §666{a3(3XB). We believe it should be mandatory as clients in many states report lengthy delays
in getting courts o calendar and hear contested paternity cases.  For example, a four-state study found that
mothers needing paternity established frequently waited more than one year for the order 1o be issued.

After requiring the states to enact expedited processes for paternify cases, the current federal
regulations, 45 C.F.R. §303.181 (b)}(2}, should be expanded and the case processing standards contained
therein should apply to paternity actions.

NATIONAL CiliLD SUPPORT GUIDELINES

When Congress adopted the initial state guidelines requirements of the Child Support Enforcement
Amendments of 1984, concern was expressed by members over the Jack of uniformity in the treatment of
simdlarly situsted obligors and over low award levels which resulted in unfairly reduced Hiving standards and
often poverty for childrén. While no minimum standards were set for state guidelines, it was boped these
problems would be addressed by the states in devising their support guidelines,

It is now clear that the state-by-state guideline approach has resulted in orders that are still often wo
low 1 meet the needs of children and which vary significantly from state 1 state, even though they should
lead to some increase in award levels. The state guidelines regquirements of the CSEA and the Family
Support Act have led o a useful period of experimentation among the states.  This has increased our
undersianding of alternative approaches to child support guidelines. Now is the time to correct the ineguities
that result from state efforts to date,

A national child support guideline which requires significantly higher award payments than the

9



-average state guideline requires today is an essential component of o system in which chitd support
zassurance benefits are provided by the federal government and in which the federal government
:undcrtakes 10 collect child support awards. A child support assurance system will be prohtbumely
expensive unless children’s absent parents are asked to pay a fair share of the cost of maintaining them in
";lpcency» tf a2 wniform national guideling is nat fallowed, the federal government would subsidize the
obligations of absent parents in some states (0 a greater degree than those in other siates because of
:mnum{wm state guidelines. Simitarly, the IRS would be involved in enforcing difforent award lovels
ézgam% stmilarly situated poncustodial parents in the absence of 2 natonal guideline,

.‘
<\£

However, a vational guideline or new federal minimum standard Tor state child support
p guzzicimes should be adopled even i we do not move directly to & natienal child support nssurance
scherme and federal collection of child suppart. This should fead to a reduction in child poverty and a
(wsavmgs on public benefits even under the current system.
We have reached considerabie agreement, but not consensus on the precise contents of a national
,guzdglma We all believe that a national guideline generally should achieve higher award levels than is
»t}*p;{:ai under the current state guidelines. Legislation should require the establishment of a padonal child
Support guideline commission 1o develop 2 national child support guideline.

";*‘ " That group should include economists, lawyers or judges, and representatives of public ¢hild support
aganczes‘ It should also nclude represemtatives of organmizations which represent the interests of both
‘custodial and noncustodial parents, organizations which represent the interests of children, and academic,
<governmerkal and other researchers on the tosts of raising children and comparative living standards in

; households of different sizes and compositions.
n

L

b A number of us support a guideline based on the principles described below:

. Award levels under the guideline should ensure that children will enjoy a minimum decent
& fiving standard (at least 1.5 times the federal poverty level) if it is possible to provide this
i without placing the noncustodial parent at a lower living standard; when there 35 insufficient

family income to reach this goal. at least a2 poverty level living standard shouid be provided to
children when this is possible without impoverishing the poncustodial parent.  Nominal support
should be required in any event 1o establish the principle of the obligation, create a habit of payment
e and provide a basis for increased collections as income increases.

.. Once above a minimum decent living standard, award levels under the guideline should ensure
s that children will enjoy a living standard whicl is comparable to that of the higher income
parent. {This might, for example, be based on sssuring thit both households were in the same
guintile of family income, rather than on assuring precise equality .}

. Award levels should represent a "progressive tax” structure for payment of child support: both
’ parents’ incomes should be considered and the parent with the higher income should be asked
o pay a higher percentage of her or his income toward supporting the child than the lower
income parent. This principle should cover both a basic child support award and coverage of child
care costs, health costs, and special needs of the child(ren). This will result in award levels which
arg sensitive to the needs of children in low income cuswodial parent households by requiring
o significantly higher payments from the noncustoedial parert when the custodial parent has lower
' income and permitting lower payments when the custodial parent’s income is higher,

i 10



L So long as the costs of health care and child care are berne primarily by individual families and
s0 long us their actual cost to different families continues to vary dvamatically, child support
awards should take into account the actual cost of these items im each family, The same
principle should apply to the costs of meeting children's special needs.

. No paying parent shovld be asked to pay child suppert at a level which would put her or his

) iiving standard below the living standard provided by AFDC and other public benefits to the
cusfodial household, However, a parent with income below this level may be required to pay z
nominal level of support or may participate in an appropriate and agreed upon employment and
training pragram.

. The presence of additional children of either parent should result in further examination of the
support award level. Guidelines should ensure that the children in the two households are treated
in a comparable way. !

Two members favor the percentage.of-income approach, believing that its simplicity is a virtue,
Since it requires a court or administrative agency to obtain information from only one parent (1o enter a basic
support award), it should ease the process for establishing and periodically modifying awards. Indeed, if
awards were set as a percentage of income, rather than a dollar amwunt, extensive modification proceedings
would be unnecessary.

However, they believe that the percentages now in use in the states which use the percentage-of-
income approach are oo low and should be increased in a national system, Also, the basic guideline amount
should be supplemented to pay for child care costs and medical expenses for families which face these costs.
This would require information from both parents.

EXPEDITED PROCESSES

In ¢hild support cases, speed is of the essence. The fonger it takes 10 obtain or enforce an order,
the greater the chance that children will go hungry or lack medical care. Despite a requirement in the law
since 1984 that states use "expedited processes” in obtaining and enforcing child support orders, 42 U,5.C.
§6066{23(I}A), cases still are not being processed in a timely way once a case s prepared for filing, Few
states are in compliance with the federal standards for processing cases,

Federal law requires states 1o use expedited processes within the state judicial system or under
administrative processes for obtaining and enforcing child support orders. Id, The federal regulations, in
wrn, reguire that under expedited processes %) percent of actions to establish or enforce support obligations
must be completed within three monihs of service of process, 98 percent must be completed within six
months and all must be completed within 3 year. 45 C F.R, §303,101(b)(2).

Unfortunately, many states are not in compliance with these standards, Nor hag HHS collected data
o ascertain the source of problems states are having in meeting the standards.  Accordingly, our ability o
suggest remedies for the states” widespread failure to meet the standards has been hampered.

Some of us believe that the problem lies in the failure of states to adopt administrative processes for

obtaining and enforcing support orders: The advantage of a wholly administrative process is that it places
within the executive branch the ability 1o keep the process moving expeditiously, It does not make
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processing dependent on placement on a court calendar or the ability to hire more judges or court clerks 10
process cases. For these reasons. many states that use administrative processes roport that they are faster,
lzss costly and less formal. Indeed. in a recent survey nine states cited administrative processss as the best
feature of their state’s system. Equally telling perhaps, 10 percent of the states surveyed idemtificd 2 backiog
of court cases and/or lack of an administrative process as the most serious flaw in their stae's system.

‘.. Others of us are not convinced that the simple adoption of adminigtedtive processes will resolve
sates’ inability to meet the case processing standards. Pecause some states with expedited judicial processes
move cases quickly and some states with adminisirative processes move cases stowly, it appears that either
systetn can be made to work. In our view the way to improve the speed with which the states process cases
is.to strictly enforce compliance with the processing standards.

¢ Thase of us who believe the failure to adopt an administrative process is the basis for the states’
wroblems recommend that states that do not currently meet the case processing standards be required
.+ cuact and implement administrative processes for obtaining and enforcing child support orders.

' Those of us who believe the failure to enforce the processing standards is the basis for the
states’ problems recommend that states that do not currenily meet the standards be strictly audited
gn their compiiance with the expedited processes regulations. [f they are not in comphange, they should
be required to develop a corrective action plan which could inchide, if appropriate. a required shift o an
administrative process. As part of the audit review, HHS should be required 1o examine the states” use of
expedited processes 1o determine whether differences exist in speed of processing between states with
sdiinistrative processes and states with expedited judicial processes, and whether those differences are
atiributable to the processes used.

g Although we have posed different approaches to solving the problems of case processing, we are
unifed in our belief that states must be required to process cases more gquickly. Under cither approach,
that goal must ba reached,

-
MEDICAL SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

According o the GAQ, 13 percent of those who lack health insurance are childeen. 'This number
would be much higher were it not for Medicaid. Yet, Medicaid represents the expenditure of tax dolars
on 4 population, seme of whom could be coversd by private health insurance, The President’s budget
sstimates that $15 million in Medicaid costs could be saved in FY 1994 through better medical support
suforcement.  Thus, grester attention 10 ¢stablishing and enforcing medical support obligations could both
help children and reduce Medicald costs.

To date, this has not been done, According to the Census Bureau, only 39 percent of existing
support awards provide for health insurance coverage: the number is even lower (32%) for families whose
income is below poverty. Within the [V.]) system, there have been efforts in the last two years to give
medical support greater attention. This emphasis should continue, Iowever, the current incentive
payment sysiem does not reward state efforis in this regard and this leads many states to ignore
medical support. The current audit criteria also do not emphasize the need to enhance efforts in this
area. Both audit reform and a different incentive system are needed.

However, making sure medical support orders are obtained is only half the battle, Orders also need
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to be enforced. As the President recogaized in his budget, employer’s insurance plans which cover children
must offer the coverage even if the children are not fiving in the noncustodial parent’s household. Such
. plans must also aliow open enrollment at any time for heaith insurance coverage required by a cournt or
administrative orger.

There are three additional issues which need to be addressed: 1) requiring the employer 10 earoll

. the children or former spouse in the company’s heaith insurance plan when the court or administrative

agency orders this and the obligor does not quickly or voluntarily do so; 2} granting the obligee access to

information about the plan coverage and claim forms: and 3} honoring the obligee’s signature on the claim

forms 50 that {s}he can be directly reimbursed.  Five states have enacted legisiation 0 deal with all three

issues in recent vears.  Eight others have addressed some but not all the issues. A federal mandate that all
states adopt legisiation covering all three probiem would be highly desirable.

Usfortunately, such state laws do not reach employers covered by ERISA. Thus, it is also very
imporiant 1o amend ERISA for the limited purpose of making insurgnce plans offered by employers
who are self-insured subject to the state laws recommended above,

Each of these recommendations is supported by the GAQ in its June 1992 report. MEDICAID:
Ensuring That Noncustodial Parents Frovide Health Insurance Saves Costs.

Also in the medical support area, a2 number of issues may arise as health care reform is implemented,
We look forward to addressing these issues as they arise.

RESOURCES

As we discuss in the section on enforcement of support, {ederalizing collection and enforcement of
support is vital t the long-term success of the child support system.  Under our proposed scheme, a federal
agency would perform most enforcement functions, while state systems would continue 10 establish paternity
and child support obligations. This scheme uses the {ederal government to do what it does best -- 1o deal
with enforcement issues it frequently cross state lines - and focuses state agencies on cases that may
require more itensive work and more personal contact at the time a support order is initially established
or paternity deermined.  This proposal frees up resources in overburdened siate agencies and allows them
1o concentrate on what they have the potential to do best.

This structure has the greatest promise for ruaking the child support system work, Even such a
structure will not work, however, unless adequate resources are allocated at both (he federal and state levels.
Without these resources, the efficiencies gained by a national approach (o enforcement will nor be enough
to dramatically improve performance. To ensure that the federal component of the program has
sufficient rescurces, the Secretary of the federal agency respoasible for enforcement should be required
ta establish tisnelines for provision of federal services, report to the Executive and Congress on federal
staffing levels necessary to comply with these timelines, and request a budget that assures that such
fevels will be achieved.

Additionally, it will be important fo ensure that state agencies have the resources to establish
paternity and child support obligations in a timely fashion. As outlined in the discussion below, states
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should ‘be subject to siaffing and training requircments. and should be held sccountable for mecting
regulatory timelines for prompt estabiishment of paternity and chiid support obligations. Simitarly, funding
formulas should be revised along the lines discussed below, to provide states with an adequae funding base
ardd to. reward states that provide timely services and meet performance-based outcome measures.

Rﬁ&{}(fgﬁiszs IN A STATE-BASED SYSTEM

iwezz f the present system of delivering services is retained, enhanced resources are essential,
i’a}vaiwg the resources to cnable sintes to do u better job requires improvements in four areas:
ensuring there is adequate staff to do the job, training staff fo provide bigh-quality and cffective
servic?xg, ensuring sufficient program funding, and revising the audil process.

8 Stafling Problems. High state agency caseloads reflect the fact that HHS has never issued staffing
Auidelines degpite a longstanding statutory requirement that the Secretary ostablish minimum staffing
Jandards for states (42 U.S.C. Sec. 652¢a)(1)). Many state child support snforcement agencies have such
high worker caseloads that workers cannot provide timely, effective services, no mattee how dedicated and
well-intentioned they may be. While Increased automation shouid enable workers to handle larger caseloads
more sfficiemly, in many states ¢aseloads are so high that automation afone cannot possibly provide a
solution,  For example, in 1990, the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement conducted an informal
review of sample child suppont cases and found that one West Virginia office had three paralegals to work
3,300 czzsas One study found that the average FTE child support worker has over 1,000 cases. Center for
Human Services, U.S. Department of Haaiiﬁ anzi Human Sezvtccs A §1§g§g tg Determine Methogg, g;gsg
Fagtors, Policy Ontions and Incentives Ezsentia
Report, 36 (1983},

* @ Staffing Recommendations. The Secretary should, after consultation with state
administrators, program operations experts, and affected groups, promulgate a federal methodology
and outcome expectations for determining state staffing requirements. Final regulations should take
effect no later than September 30, 1994, Because staffing levels are likely o vary depending on a state's
svstem and i3 level of automation, establishing a federal methodology seems preferable w a single federal
statfin ing standard. Using this methpdology, ¢ach state should be required to evaluate its child suppart system
arxd 10 report to the Secretary on s existing staffing levels and the level of staffing required to meet federai
staffing expectations. This report should include a plan for steps the stare will take © ensure that staffing
expeciations are met by September 30, 1996 {one vear after the date siates are expected to be automated).

P Federal audits after September 30, 1996 should measure compliance with these staffing ssandards.
States that fail audits for periods before and after September 30, 1996 should be required to meet staffing
standards as part of their corrective action plan

- @ Training Problems. The poor service that results fraom high caseloads is exacerbated by the fack
of effective training programs for workers. For example, a 1990 informal OCSE review of Okizhoma found
that staff providing child support services in one site are "usually hired with very limited credentials
including no formal education gr training, and the [child support} training prograrm 18 not adeguate 10 equip
these workers with the skills necessary 1o do their jobs.” Admimistrators across the country have reported
similar training concerns in other contexts.

. & Training Recommendations, The Secretary shouid establish national expeciations for training
of child support workers. Compliance with training requirements should be measured as part of the audit
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process. ‘The Secrewary already has authority o establish such a standard as part of the statutory direciive
that the Secretary establish minimum organizational and staffing requirements.  Section 452(2)(2) of the
. Social Security Act.

® Funding Problems. High caseloads also reflect the fact that states bave not been willing o invest
sufficient state funds to draw down the federal matching funds necessary 1o hire adeguams siaff.  Although
.the combination of federal administrative maching funds and incentive payments results in a relatively rich
federal reimbursement package, advocaips and administrators report that the funding scheme is complex and
difficult to explain 1o state legislators in order 1o convince them of the favorable returns for increased state
investments. Muoreover, incentive payments, which total over a quarter of a billion doltars nationally, are
earned by state child suppart efforts but are not necessarily reinvested in child support. Rather, in 2 number
of states, incentives are used either for other human services or are returned (o the general treasury.

® Funding Recommendations, The current federal adminictrative match (66 percent FFP) and
incentive payment system should be replaced with a consolidated administrative match rate of 81,5
percent. This rate, which roughly approximates the current value of matching funds and incentive
payments, will ensure that federal funds are invested in child support services rather than in other programs,
snabling states 10 expand resources for enforcement. 1t will encourage states 1o invest more in enforcement
because it will be easier for administrators to make the case that limited state investments leverage significant
[TOgram resources.

If a state fails a program audit and {ails 10 submit or 1o comply with an approved corrective action
plan designed to eliminate audit failures, this consolidated administrative matching rate should be reduced
by I - 5 percent, depending on the severity of the non-compliance. This penalty would replace the reduction
of federal AFDU matching funds as a penalty for IV-D non-compliance. A penalty against IV-D matching
funds more directly holds the IV-D agency responsible for its failures and does not have the effect of
penalizing AFDC children for systems failures beyond their control,

To encourage staies to improve performance, the match should be increased to 90 percent for states
that demonstrate through the audit process that they have:

(a) achieved a paternity establishment rate of 73 percent {using the farmula outlined in Section 452{g)
of the Social Security Act);

{ met state performance standards published by the Secretary pursuant 1o Section 452(h) and (i) in 73
percent of cases;

() collected chifd support, or taken another step to enforce support (including but not limited to
imposition of a lien; a successfully prosecuted action for contempt; certification of a case for IRS
full collection services: referral of the case for income tax refund intercepts) in 75 percent of cases
with an established child support obligation:

{<} established and, when necessary, enforced medical support in 75 percent of cases where medical
coverage is gvailable to the absemt parent at reascenable cost; and

{e3 complied with steps outlined in an approved plan to reach required staffing levels {see staffing
recommendation above),
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»,3\ ‘Yo ensure that the aliered federat match does not result in a reduction of investment in child
stap;}ert or a shift of state and local resources from other programs that have benefitted from incentive
income, there must be 2 maintenance of effort requirement. This maintenance of effort should apply to
%xtzh state and local funding, and should apply to both child support funding and 10 Aid to Families with
?‘)&pcn&cnz Children.  In some stles, child support incentives have been used 10 tund human resources
pmgrams such as AFDC! changing the child support mawhing formuia shoukd not bave the effect of
penalz:.mg AFDC recipients by reducing funding available for AFDC once states no longer have incentives
to anocme to AFDC funding.

ﬂ ¢ Audit Problems. The current auditing scheme, which consumes huge proportions of the federal
agcmy s personnel tme, is burdensome on states. Despite the cumbersome nature of the process, it
produces information that is so dated that it is of Huile use in measuring or tmproving current state
;Jerformance, The audit process should be streamlined so that it reduces the burden oa siates that are doing
a g{}i}d job, produces timely analysis of troubled systems, and frees up staff to do technical assistance that
g{iH help states mprove.

s
i ¢ Audit Recommendations. The current audit schedule should be revised to eliminate burdens
an siates that are satislactorily complying, This will cnable the federal agency to emphasize timely audit
+5uits and to focus anention on troubled programs:

B

-, If a state passes 2 federal audit, ¥ should be put on a three-year audit cycle,

® ' If state compliance with audit criteria is marginal (based on criteria established by the Secretary),
v the state should be audited every two years.

#, . If a state fails a federal awdit, it should be required to submit 2 corrective action plan for federal
R approval. It should be audited twelve months from the date of approval of the corrective action plan,
L and annually thereafter for a period of three years., Until an audit shows that the state has achieved
¢ substantial compliance, the federal IV-D match rate should be reduced (see above). At the end of
.« the three-year audit cycle, if the state has not complied with its corrective acdon plans and shows
continuing, substantial non-compliance with audit criteria, then the program shouid be placed o
federal receivership,

v CONCLUSION

. We are heartened by the Administration’s stated commitment to child support reform, and by the
_numeraus child support legislative proposals that evidence Congress’ concern with the issue, Much of the
pending legisiation is constructive and thoughtiul, What is needed in the process is a comprehensive vehicle
that pulls together the sysiem-wide changes that must be made to make child support work for children.
This document represents an effort to fay out such a vision for gystemic change, drawing on the strengths
and insights of pending proposals. We fook forward to working 1o make It 2 reality.
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Members of the Working Group, thank you for inviting me to submit
this statement. [ would like to make one point in the time that I have with
you: The increases in work-related benefits that wonld be necessary {6
draw most long-term AFDC recipients off welfare would be prohibitively
expensive and would cause other distortions and tnequities. In other words,
it will not be possible for you to achieve your stuted purpose, that is, to
“make work pay,” unless you adopt an approach that seeks to prevent the
conditions that lead to welfare dependency in the first place.

The bulk of long-term welfare recipients are younyg, unmarried
mothers, most of whom had their first baby as unwed teenagers. With poor
progpects to begin with, these young women have further limited their life
chances by systematically underinvesting in themselvesby dropping out of
school, by having a baby out of wedlock, and by not working. As a result,
they do not have the education, practical skills, or work habits needed to
earn a satisfactory living.

About 50 percent of all unwed teen mothers go on welfare within ane
vear of the birth of their Srat child; 77 percent go on within five years,
according to the Congressional Budget Office. (Sge Table 1)

Table 1

Percent of Adolescent Mothers on AFDC
By Time of First Rirth'

By ist birth Within 1 vear Within 5 vears

of birth of Birth
All Mothers 7 28 49
Married 2 7 24
Unmarried 13 . 50 77
White 7 22 o 39
White, unmarried 17 53 72
Rlack g9 44 76
Black, unmarried 10 49 84

*all figures in percentages
*marital status is at hirth of first child

As TPable | indicates, a mother's age and marital stasoes at the birth
of her firgt child are stronger determinants of welfars dependency than is
her race. One year after the birth of their first child, white and black
unmarried, adolescent mothers have about the same walfare rate. After five-
years, black mothers have a somewhat higher rate (84 percent versus 72



percent), but varicus demographic factors aecount for this relatively small
difference.

Since the lute 19605, the federal government and many state and
local agencies have tried various approaches to reducing long-term welfare
dependency among these young mothers. Even richly funded demenstration
programs find it exeeedingly difficult to improve the ability of these mothers
to care for their children, let alone to hecome economically self-sufficient.
Earnings improvements in the realm of six percent are considered successes.
{Mest programs dor’t even try {o do something with the young fathers.)

The best known of these efforta wers the job iraining and education
demonstirations funded in the early 18808 and evaluated by the Manpower
Demonstration Research Corperation (MDRC), California’s welfare-to-work

. program i3 a cose in point, In 1985, the state established the Grester

Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program, an education and training
project for women on welfare. A six-county evaluation found that, over two
years, average earnings for single parents increased by 20 percent (3266 in
the first year of the gtudy snd 8519 in the second), buf total annual
earnings reached only $4,620. The county with the greatest improvement,
Riverside, was ahle to inerease earnings by $2,009. Average iotal annual
sarnings over lwo yeors, however, were still less than $6,000--n0t nearly
enough to lift these single mothers off welfare, The welfare rolis declined by
only five percent in Riverside, and by a statistically insignificant amount
across all of the other counties. {See Graph 1.}

Earned Income of High School Dropouts and Graduates

and GAIN Participants

RS Dropout/Works Full-time, Full-year $11,033
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Why haven’t these efforts been more successfui? Although they
suffered from a number of design flaws and administrative weaknesses, the
main problem is that such programs come too late in the lives of the young
people invelved. Let me explain.

These young people reach adolescence with poor life prospects
because of systematic underinvestment in themby their parents, by
society, and, ves, by themselves. This, in turn, leads them to have & much
more reckless attitude gbhout sexuality and childbearing than more affluent
teenagers. Combinad with the other social factors, the resalt is too often g
birth o g young couple with no imaginsble means of supporting the child,
After the birth of one child te an unwed teen, the die begins to be cast. By
the birth of a second child, or a third, the young woman is now in such 2
hole that getiing her cut is many times more difficult, more expensive, and
more problematic than if the intervention had occurred before the birth of
her first child.

The financial mathematics of the situstion leads almaost inexorably to
long-term dependence; most single mothers do not hove the job skills needed
to earn enough money to make their families cronomically viable. As Sar
Levitan of George Washington University explaing: "Twenty-five t6 44 year-
old women with less than a high scheol eduention o average do not earn
enough to maintain a family of three above the poverty ine. The nearly
one-third of female AFDC adults whoe are younger than age 25 of course face
even bleaker prospects.™

Average annual earnings for female bigh school dropouts are
extremely low. In 1950, 18. to 24-year-old dropouis working full-time
earned shout $11,033; 25 to 3d-vear-clds earned 313,285, {MNote that, in
1890, the poverty line for o family of three was 310,418 Even with the
assistance of that year's Earned Income Tax Credit {(EITC), these earnings
{minug taxes) only rose 1o $11,587 and $13,252 respectively, {(See Table 2.3

The recent increases in the EITC wonld raise these numbers
significantly--to $13,5606 and $14,955--but even this dramatic increase will
not be encugh to break the hold of AFDC. (Note: This paper uses the EITC
expansion as passed by the House of Representatives in August, 1993, The
actual EITC was determined in the conference committee and, although not
available to the author at this writing, was not substantially different from
the House version.}



Table 2

Mean Earnings of Female High School Drepouts
Working Full-Time {1880}
Combined with Enlarged EITC

Age Earnings 1998 EITC* 1993 Tatal  House EITC Future Total
1824 311,083 $1,811 811,557 $3,460 $13,506
25-34 13,385 1,346 13,252 3,049 $14,955

Note: Totals reflect after tax income.

Table 3 illustrates the problem. Even if we ignore the $4,440 in
Medicaid benefits, the lower-salaried mother with two children will only
earn $2,038 more a year (81,18 an hour) than a mother on welfare. The
higher-salaried mother will sarn $2,236 more o yeor {($1.24 an hour) than
the welfare mother. This is without considering the imputed value of
lewgure time, which the welfare mothers may well be using to hold down a
job in the informal economy, as many recipients do."

The House expansion of the EITC puts both mothers in a much belter
position if they work, at $3,987 and $3,939, respectively. After deducting
benefit loses and the costs of going te work, that would give them an hourly
wage of only about 32.20 sn hour. {Bee Toble 3.) If a young parent were to
go to work under these circumstances, it still would not be for the money.

Under this analysis, "making work pay” would be prohibitively
gxpensive, because it would require an EITC many times larger than the
expanded one and, probably, an increase in the minimum wage. And doing
gither wounld create other distortions and inequities. My point, therefore, is
that, if we want to make work pay, we have to adopt 8 preventive approach
that keeps young people in school--learning--and which discourages child
birth-until the parents are financially and emotionally ready for the
responsibilities involved.

Thank you.



Tahle 3
WELFARE V8., WORK’
{Under Current Law)

Welfare Lower-Saolaried = Higher-Salaried
{$11,03% {$13,388}
AFDC $ 4,656 $ 0 $ 0
Food Stamp 2,551 2,089 1,692
Medicaid 4,440 '} 0
WIC 373 37z 372
Housing 4,603 3,752 3,218
Earnings 0 11,033 13,985
EITC H 1,511 T 1,346
Fed Income Tax it 0 ~186
State Income Tax 0 347 269
FICA 0 -840 +1,024
Child Care 0 -2.580 3,144
Other Work Expenses 0 -980 960
Total 316,632 $14,230 814,428
‘ minus Medicaid _-4,440
$12.192
Table 4
WELFARE V8. WORK"
{House Bill--EITC expansion)
Welfare Lower-Balariod Higher-Salaried
{11,083 {$13,385)
AFDC $ 4,656 E 4 g 0
Food Stamp 2,561 2,089 1802
Medicaid 4,440 tH Q
WIC ‘ 372 372 372
Housing 4,603 3,752 3.218
Earnings 0 11,0338 13,388
EITC g 3,480 3,049
Fed Income Pax f g ~1868
State Income Tax o -147 265
FICA g 844 -1,024
Child Care O -2,580 -3,144
Other Work Expenses § 960 S50
Total $16,832 $£18,175 $16,131
minus Medicsid _-4440
312,192
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peveent of their income. The rest zame frem friends, velutives, and sbsent fathers (21
perzenit), unreported work {10 percent), Supplemental $ecurity Income and foster core {6
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income ag ront. The warking mothers ean dedust $860 fram their earned inseme for thelr
two childress and o reasonable amount for child care. The AFDC mother’s rant is simply
30 pargent of her AFDC benefit value (31,400) Rebert Leanord, Hausing Policy Analyst,
Housing sad Urban Development, telephane interview with Lisa Laumoaon, 21 Apnil 1093,
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food stamp benelits for the two mathers under the assumplios that they both deduet their
totnl ohild sare costs from thalr graas earaings, House Committes on Ways and Means,
1083 Graen Baok {Washingtan, D0 LS, Government Printing Office, July 1903), pp,
1813-1840. The Medicaid Ngure iz the estimated value of the Madicaid benefit for a family
of three in 1880, The aclual cast of medica) services would probably be considershly lower,
Harald Beshoot, Implientions of Inteprated Services for Participation Levels in Low-Incoms
Assistonce Proprams (Washington, D.C.: Mathematica Policy Reseorch, Ine., March, 1993},
p.19. The WIC figure is for 1993, Carmen Solomen, Palizy Analyst, Congressional
Research Service, 27 June 1993, For the housing celeulation, we nssurned that the
average low-income renial unit for a family of three costs abaut 3500 per manth. Carmss
Bolomen, Comressional Research Service. Al three mothers are oligible for housing
asgistance. However, anly pbout 26 16 25 percent of these eligible actually receive
ussistanse. Loang-tarm AFDC recipienix are the most likely te receive housing assistance,
because they have besn on the walling lsts for the longest period of time. For this reason,
we have ingluded the amoeunt of the benelil. Note that, since the housing benefit is about
the same in all three columns, it inglusion dees not sffeet the relotionship among the
three fotola. Housing recipientz nre 5ll required to pay about 30 percent of their adiusted
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By Boucras 1. Bessagoy

During Ws presidential compaign, 8l
Cinton pledged “the end of wellare as we
know 18, e gromised e “provide people
with e educabicn, traliing, job place-
menl assistance and il care they need
for two years — s4 thal they can break the
eyele of depandency. AllEr 1wo yesrs,
those who can wark will be required to goto
work, either in the priveie sector or in
meartingfut community service jobs.”

Now, as Mr. Clinton's fledgling aamin-
fgeration grapples with how & implement
thesy words, key elemeais of the presi-
gdent-gleat’s liberal constituenty ate fry
luy to waier them down. Siens of #hiy
discord emerged 4t Donna Shalala's con-
fiemation bearlngs tast week, when Uems
cratie senafors, noting how Ulile she has
s¥id on the subject shuce being nominated,
guestioned her sommiment 1o welfure
reforin, Bt even 3 Mr. Clinton's cholce (o
bead the Depariment of Health and §io
man Seivices supports bis welfare plan (s
she has promised to dok, her task, and Sir.
UCHnton's, wit} be enarmpusly difficalt,

The bulk of lung-term welfare recipic
ents are unmarried mothers, most of
whom had thelr first baby as unwed teen-
agers. These young milhers 4o pot fve
the education, practiest skilis or work
habits needed o sarn 2 satislactory My
iz, Aboud hall of alf unwed teen molhers
go on welfare within one year of the birth
of (heif child: TT% go on withis five years,
Becordhng o the Congresstonat Badpet
fMlice. Nick Zi of Child Trends inc.
caioulales hiat 43% of wellare reciplents on
the rels for 10 yeurs or mors started their
fantilies 43 unwed {eens.

Steady increases in unwed parenthood
amang Bk-prepared young people pose (e
tentral chadlenge o contemporary efforts
9 fight povesty. ¥ is within this ceniext
that fhe fight over how fo implement
Mr, Clinton's promise will be waged.

Those yeciptents motlvated o inprove
thelr lives, sueh as mos! divorced mothers,
wili grohably da well under Mr. Clin-
ton's plan. Bul, tonake 3 real dept in welb
fare dependency, the plan wiit have v
Hudy tounwed trothers, whe farn the bulk

of tong-ters welfare regipents,

That wil! not be easy. Years of inactiv.
ity leave their maik. EvenIn g strong econ
omy, breaking patierns of behavier fakes
years. Richly lnpded demanstration pro
grams, for example, Hmb W exesedingly
ditlicudt fo improve the abilily of these
wimen © care for their ehildren. let alime
o becope ecopomicaliy  self sefficient,
Earnings Buprovemens in the vealm of §%
are considersg successes for puarly ady-
gated young nmwihers who have sporadie
work pistories. {Most grograms don'l even
iry oy dosometiing whih the fathers.

Calilornia's welfsre o wirk prograniis
a cage in paint. In 1985, the stale eslab-
fished (ke Greater Avenues Ry Independ-
erice ({GAIN: Program, an edication and
tradning projedt for welinre recipients. A
six-county evaluation found thal, for single
parenis, average Yyeurh earmings In-
erensed by only $371 (Tuiag yearly earn
ings averaged $1.90%.

Thiss, aller two years of e servites
that Mr. Cliliton would give weifare reciph
enis, most anwsed molhers will stiH oot be
able to support themselves. Mmposing a
wurk requirement on them wogld mesy
thal & Iarge propottion witt end up in
semiperttignent  “céinmunity  seevice
Jobs,” & eupheimises for Bavbyg Thesy work
o earn their wellare benells (asuwaily at
ihe ssinimuss wageh

The £haton campaipn estimares thi
aboui L5 milon yousg wthers would he
required o participode 1 sueh programs,
Mast wilf ol rosse wilingly, and many
will dmp eut, The experionce of igen
mther demonsiration programs operaled
e Newark and Camden, N1, and in
Chicags between 1987 snd 1981 suggests
that, (6 maintain Righ levels of program
patticipatinn, abagt hall the maihers wifl
have 10 be penalized with a reductios of
henelils at feast unce.

This king of “work{are” grogras, be
siisee ol tdded costs for edueation and job
training, child care iwiile the molbers
work), and adipisisteafion 1fo estabdish
anit menitey phcemenist, 5 auch more
expensive than the euprent system, af lsasi
£ the short ran. Clindon siaffers estimate

that monitorisg ach job would cost §2,100
sanualiy; child cere lor the chlidren of
ench mother mandsted o work would add
£1,300. That's 33,408 for overhead costs ~ 8-
bout the same as e aversge AW o
Famiins With Bependent Children grant
1w Iatnities.

Strong opposition 1o Mr. Clinten's pro-
pusals i already forming. The wetfare
policy  esieblishment has  mever fiked
strong work requirements that foree poor
mothers 6 work &t very-low-paying jobs,
even i only partiime. Efforts io lmpose
work regairements duting the Nivon sod
Caeter years were deralled by labeling
them as “slavefare.” Such argmmenis
sirike a responsive chord among some
Atnericans. "

Mivesyer, many real guesiions remain
unanswered abont Instidlng 4 nationwide
worklare program: Can weifire agencies
eriorce work raquirsmenty without being
geerty punilive? What adeut those recipi-
eats Who &re prevented from responding
because of peychologiest probiesns or drug
rndalesholaddivtion? Wil they be permi-
nenily peastized, or, 85 some have sug-
gesisd, will they be exempted {rom work
beeguse st thelr “disabBities”? Can we
avaid the meaningless, make-wark jobs of
the past, or will #ls simply be CETA 317
Can adedqitzte Child care be provided for
miltions of Chitdren? And, most imporiant,
zan alt fus be dowe in 2 way ihat
withaslely reduces caselomds —rather hian
tucreases themn?

These wagh questions cndl for Caution
in parsaing Me. Clinton's promise. not a
whelesale retreal [roen it The templation,
of caurse, will b te exempt the mosl
depondent. young unwed mathers, The
ppening would be s phrase “ihose whe
cars witk will be required fo go to werk." it
waiild be gasy [0 say thal mothery with
young chilitres vannoi work. This would be
& mistake.

Firgt, 1wk Tequirement is one of the
best ways (o reduce the altraction of
wethire for young people with poor earsr
ings prospects, H young people know that
fhe welfare agency is serigus about man-
ditinyg work, they wili be less Bkely o view

fong-terim AFDKCreciplency a5 o possible
{ife gptlon,

Second, mandsied ounmunity service
mlz?f be e oaly way fo bulld the job skinlg
and work habits of those who grnnoi
suppatt themseives (n e regular fob
marke!, inactivity i bad for #veryone: i
¢an be devastating lor those fodsely con-
pected to the labor market, Child Bhuse,
drug abuse &nd & whole host of soclel
problems are associaled with longlermn
weilere depesdency. A work requirement
wil} help 0 reduce their levals.

The probiems of sume yourg mothers
wili prevent them from satisTylng even his
minfmal ohligation. These young people
may need & modern version of the %h
cenlury settlement bouse, where pounsel:
fug, education and olber sciivities to slruc
fure stherwise jdle time are all provided
greder one ool The base for such a
program could be the expanded Head Start
program that evesyone seems to supper!,
Head Stars professionads catl this approach
“two-getierational” programming.

Those young praple who had 4 child sut
of wedlock ~ with o0 mesns to support it
and largely tnprepared tu care for it~ have
cenonstrated that, g thelr owg, they do
aot make the wisesl decisinns. Their lives
desparalely need ihe siructure that onty
the farger socisly ran provide. Partielps.
tion manpdates suck as those Mr, Chndon
has proposed eould end welfare 85 w2 know
§t — for the good of soclety, the children
and, yes, the molhers.

My, Besharouis a residens scholar at the
American Enferprise stitute gnd o wisiting
prifessor af the Luiversity of Morgland
School of Public Affnirs. Amy Fowler of AR
helped prepare $his article,
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The NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund is a legal advocacy organization
commilted to ensuring women’s rights, A separate organization from NOW, we were founded
by members of the National Organization for Women in 1970, NOW LDEF is a national
leader in efforts to ensure that the AFDC program and other anti-poverty programs scrye
women and help them move up and out of poverty without violating their constitutional rights
to privacy, equal protection, due process, and freedom from uncthical human experimeniation.

In the past few wecks, President Clinton has repeatedly referred to welfare recipients as
the "idle” poor, pathologically "dependent” on government largesse. For the great majority of
women receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children, nothing could be farther from the
truth.

The “idle” women that the President referred lo are, in fact, raising their families,
seeing that their children are fed, clothed, attend school and do their homework., They are

"caring for sick chifdren and other relatives. They are keeping track of and trying to comply
with a myriad of weliare regulations that control their lives. If they have been called up ag
participants in the federal JOBS program, they are attending mandatory educational or training
programs, of working in part-time jobs. Even if they haven't been required to participate in
the JOBS program, chances are that they are, or recently have been, working on & part-time
basis.

Why are these women poor? 1t is clearly not because they are “idle” -- and a welfare
policy that is based on this ervoneous assumption will certainly fail, Nor are poor women on

welfare because they bave "too many™ children; their fertility rate is lower than the national



average, and their average family size - 1.9 children -~ is right in line with the rest of the
nation,

in fact, women are poor because they lack the education and skills that are required in
today’s workplace. Women are poor because violence against them ~ batiering, assault and
rape -- forces them to flee their homes with few resources and litle sz:if-eszéem* A large
percentage of homeless women are past victims of incest and wife-battering. Women are poor
because they have dependent children and no partner to share the economic burden. Women
are poor hecause they, rather than the children’s fathers, almost always assume childcare
res;:ertsibilitieé when a couple splits up, Women stay poor because federal and state public
assistance bepefits and supportive se:wice.s are insufficient to give them a base from which to
move up and out of poverty.

Sound welfare reform should focus on eliminating these impediments, The best
approach -- one thal preserves human dignity while giving poor women access to a belter
future -~ is to offer education, job training opportunitics, language instruction, and supportive
services, rather than impose punitive measures. The states may well be "laboratories for
federal policy,” but they should not be torture chambers. New Jersey™s Family Development
Act is intended o curb poor women's reproductive chotces and mandate arbitrary-time iimits,
making enforcement of the program convenient for state officials while ignoring the
circumstances of individual women's situations. We believe that federal welfare reform policy
must not duplicate New Jersey's hasty and harmful experiment.

Time and time again, poor women have demonstrated that they want to improve their
lot through education orreal jobs. Education is one of the most significant factors in moving
individuals out of poverty. For example, a 1982 survey in New York State found that of those

welfare recipients who entered and gradeated from college, 89% obtained employment and left



welfare. And women are anxious to obtain job training that will prepare them for the
warkforce. For example, 15,000 AFDC recipients are currently on the waiting list for
Georgia’s PEACH program, which implements the job training component of the Family
Support Act. These women yoluntgered for the program. At any point in time, 1/3 of welfare
mothers are working outside the home, combining work and welfare to support their families;
over time, fully 1/2 of all welfare mothers work outside the home for af least some of the time
that they are welfare,

If you want this program to succeed, whether or not you impose strict time limits on
recipients, it is imperative to put in place methods for providing job training and jobs {o poor
women who seek work expenience. The best method is by providing education and training
that qualifies women for rgal jobs, and assisting women in getting and keeping those jobs by
providing adequate transitional benefits and supportive services. Government-sponsored
workfare programs have historically failed. Whatever the theoretical moxdel, they have
mvariably become make-work, dead-end jobs, with no future. Poor women’s lives should not
be sacrificed on this altar once again,

While we disagree with the mandatory and punitive aspects of the Family Support Act,
that legistation held out some promise that women could move up and out of poverty through
education and job training, with supportive services. Rather than mandatory time limits, the
FSA rebied on individualized time lines to chart out a course for women to leave welfare. The
arbitrary, mandatory time limits currently on the 1able are antithetical to this approach.

In fact, the approach taken under the Family Support Act of 1988 has not failed — in
most states, it has not even been fully implemented or evaluated! The women struggling to

participate in these programs have not failed gither - they have not been given a fair shot!



Many states have been unable or unwilling to draw down the entire amount of the federal
funding available to them to implement necessary supportive services; job training schemes
kave been iH-conceived; educational programs have been inadequate, focusing on limited
vocational training rather than the longer-term education that would be a permanent antidote {0
poverty. Surely, before we embark on yet another "welfare reform,” we should assess and
build upon the education and job training components of the FSA. Tmproving the quality and
funding levels of these ¢xisting programs would go a long way to addressing the issues that this
Task Force cares about, and without more punitive measures.

By way of example, NOW LDEF has been involved in gfforts to assess New York
City's JOBS program - called BEGIN -- with pariicular emphasis on how the program works
for low-literate, Spanish-speaking women. Some of the implementtion barriers that we have
identified are:

(1) short, arbitrary time-lines; (2} the lack of English classes appropriate for low literate
participants; and, (3) the failure to provide participants with basic education classes.

The women who we have interviewed want desperately to get an education, so that they
can get good jobs and provide a better life for their children. Their determination is admirable
in light of the obstacles they face. Many of them received only a couple of years of schooling,
if any, in their native countries. Thus, they cannot read well in their native language and have
little experience with the classroom setting. Despite the obstacles, these women are very
excited when they first hear about BEGIN. The BEGIN program, however, too often (urns
these women’s hopes into frustrations, The English as a Second Language (ESL) program
provides § weeks of classes {soon to change to 12 weeks), followed by 5 months® part-ime
classes/part-ime work experience. The classes are taught at the beginning, intermediate and

advanced levels. However, when someone completes the beginning class, she does not move

I



into intermediate -- she moves on to the five month class/work period and then out of the
program,. Even under the best circumstances, this is a very short time to expect someone who
speaks no English to learn enough to function in a work seiting.

For women who are low-literate, it 15 impossible to learn in these classes because the
classes are taught through reading and writing and grammatical concepts. In fact, these classes
are so ill-suited to women without literacy skifls that some are simply exempted from BEGIN
and denied the opportunity o learn English. Not only are low-literate women unable to leam
English in the program, they are pever given any basic education classes,  Yet, without basic
Hiteracy skills they wiii‘never be able 6 oblain a decent-paying job.

Some of the women we met are fucky. After going through the BEGIN program and
being pushed into the job market without English or literacy skills, some women have found
community based programs, such as University Settlement in Manhattan’s Lower East Side and
El Barrio in Spanish Harlem. These programs teach women literacy in their native language,
as well as teaching English. Muw the community-based programs do not have BEGIN’s
porealistic tme-lines, these women are progressing toward their dreams.  Our government-
sponsored programs should be doing the same thing - providing a real education - instead of

simply eycling large numbers of people through a "program® in as little time as possible.

- R

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. 1 would be happy lo answer
questions that you have, and want it noted for the record that we will submit more in-depth

written testimony o the Welfare Reform working group within the next few weeks.
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INTROQDUCTION

President Clinton has promised to "end welfare as we currently know 1", In making this
bold commitment, the President acknowledges that the War on Poverty has failed. We are wday
spending five fimes as much in constant dollars or means-tested welfare as when the War on
Poverty started in 1965, Overall we have spent 3.5 trillion dollars on welfare since Lyndon
Johnson launched his "War®, an amount greater than the cost of defeating Germany and Japan

in World War I1.

President Johnson declared his "War™ would be a great investment which would return
its cost to society manyfold, and the average American household has already “invested” around
$50,000 in taxes in fighting the War on Poverty. But in many respects the fate of lower income
Americans has become worse, not betier, in the last quarter century, Today, one child in eight
is being raised on welfare through the AFDUC program. When the War on Poverty began
roughty one black child in four in the U.S. was born out of wedlock. Today two out of three
black children are born out of wedlock. And similar increases in illegitimacy are occurring

among low income whites.

Single parent homes dependent on welfare are poor environments for raising children,
Children brought up in such circumstances have limited prospects for succeeding in mainstream

society; they are far more likely to fail in school, get caught up in critee, and end up on welfare



themselves as adults, 1t is vital 1o "end welfare as we know it "

Lessons from the Past As we begin this task, we must learn from mistakes of the past,
In transforming welfare we must avoid repeating the 1988 welfare reform debacle. The 1988
“reforms” were essentially a public relations charade in which the Washington establishment lied
1o the American public. The public was told that most welfare recipients were going to be
required to work in exchange for their benefits. In reality, the Family Support Act of 1988
reguired little or no change in the existing system. Today, nearly five years after the "reforms”
were enacted, less than one percent of AFDC parents are performing community service in
exchange for their benefits. As Table | shows, only seven percent of AFDC parents are required
to perform training, job search, or work experience activities for more than twenty hours per

week.

The conventional excuse for the lack of impact of the 1988 reforms is a shortage of
funding for training and workfare under the JOBS program. This excuse falls short on two
counts. First, the funds that were expended under JOBS were spent very ineffectively on
programs that had little or ao impact os dependence. Second, Congress provided billions of
additional dollars in welfare, but provided lifile or no mongy for JOBS/workfare. The expansion
of welfare programs since 1988, particularly Medicaid and public housing, have beea more than
sufficient to ﬁl;‘i(i work programs for most AFDC parents. The simple fact is that Congress,
after telling the American public that it was going to require welfare recipients to work for their

benefits, did everything else but that. Congress chose to limit funding on workfare programs



Table 1:
Percent of Adult AFDC Recipients Participating in
Mandatory Job Search, Community Service Work, or Training: FY1392

Alabana 7.2% Hissouri 3.8%
Alasks 1.8% Montana 15.1%
Avizona 2.8% Hebraska 31.5%
Arkansas 9.6% Revada 5,0%
Californiax 4.8% New Hampshire 9.8%
Colorado i1.1% New Jersey ’ B.3%
connecticut 14.6% Hew Mexico 7.6%
Delaware - 8.0% New York £.8%
pistrict of Columbia 6.0% North Caraling 5.1%
Florida 3.8% North Dakota 13.0%
Georgia 4.7% Ohio 9.6%
Hawaii 0.7% Oklahoma 24.6%
idaho B.4% Qreagon 10.4%
Iilinois 6.6% Pennsylvania 5,9%
Indianat 1.2% Rhode Island 10.9%
Iowa 31.8% South Carolina 5.4%
Kansas 9. 2% South Dakoba g.6%
Kentucky 5.,1% Tennesses 4.2%
Louigsiana 4.0% Texas 5.2%
Maine 5.2% Utah 30.0%
Maryland ) 4.6% Vermont 7.4%
Massachusetts 16.5% virginia 6.7%
Michigan* 6.9% washington 11.2%
Hinnesota 5.1% West Virginia 6.9%
Mississippi 2.5% Wisconsin 1B.1%

Wyoming 11.7%

Nationwide Average 6.9%

Source: Office of Family Assistance, Department of Health and Human
Services. All data are monthly averages of recipients who
participated in programs more than 20 hours per week. In states
with asterisks, data represent participants as percentage of full
AFDC caseload for 1991.



while expanding conventional welfare dramatically.

The Clintog Record to Date So far the actions of the Clinton Administration have an
ominous resemblance to the welfare “reforms” of 1988. President Clinton campaigned on
“ending welfare as we currently know i#t". He promised to remove welfare recipients from
welfare after two years on the rolls, or require them to perform community service work in

exchange for their benefits.

But since assuming office, President Clinton has done exactly the opposite. His proposéd
budget submitted in the spring of this year contained $1 10 billion in expansions for conventional

welfare programs over five years b

add-ons to the Food Stamp program alone could more than double funding for JOBS/workfare,
The fact that no additional funding for workfare was requested in this year’s budget means that

the Clinton welfare reform will not even begin unttl 1995,

True, some $26 billion of this new welfare spending was to expand the Eamed Income
Tax Credit (EITC). As part of this weifare reform strategy, the President has proposed 1o “make
work pay” relative to welfare. The EITC by suppl&tximﬁng the earnings of low wage working
parents meets this goal, I applaud the expansion of the EITC, and I favor an additional credit
to working, married couples to partially offset the anti-marriage penalties imposed by welfare,
But the President has correctly promised a welfare reform of both carrots {positive incentives for

constructive behavior) and sticks (sanctions or limits on negative behavior). Following the



pattern which has become almost habitual, the carrois have appeared prompily but the stick s

nowhere in sight,

Equally ominous has been the Clinton Administration’s efforts to roll back existing work
requirements.  Under the 1988 Welfare Reform Act only one group of welfare recipients was
actually required to work in exchange for benefits, That group was fathers in two parent families
receiving benefits from the Aid To Families with Dependent Chiklren-Unemployed f’arem
{AFDC-UP) program. According to the Family Support Act, fathers in two parent AFDC-UP
families would be required to work in community service programs for sixteen hours per week.
in its zeal for workfare, Congress limited this requirement to only 40% of AFDC-UP fathers and
postponed the effective date of the work requirement until 1994, Note the minimal nature of this
requirement; two parent AFDC-UP families are 9 percent of the AFDXC caseload; 40 percent of
9 percent comes to 3.6 percent, So the 1988 act required about 3.6 percent of the AFDC
caseload o work for benefits a few hours per week and defayed even that requirement for six

years!

The Clinton Administration’s actions with regard 1o this minimal work requirement have
been bafiling. As part of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act, the Clinton Administration
sought to postpone the AFDC-UP work requirement effective date from 1994 o 1996, Since
the entire work provisions of the AFDC program will undoubtedly by completely rewritien
before 1996, the Clinton Administration was proposing to effectively kill the only real work

provision in existing law, The Clinton Administration lamely ¢laimed that it was postponing



work requirements on AFDC-UP fathers because there were no funds 1o operate such workfare
programs. Even assoming this dubious argument is correct, there were no funds to implement

these workfare programs precisely because the Clinton Administration requested none.

Thus, the present track record of the Clinton Administration on workfare is very poor.
Afier campaignping on the theme of "eading welfare™ and requiring welfare recipients to work,
Clinton has expanded conventional welfare spending, requested no funds for workfare, and
sought to abolish the only real work requirement in existing law. Scarcely an auspicious start

tor "ending woelfare as we currently know it."

TIME LIMITS AND WORK REQUIREMENTS

This panel has been asked to discuss “time himits®, eg., requiring recipients who have
received AFDC benefits for over two years to obtain private sector employment, or if they
remain on the rolls after two years to perform community service work in exchange for the
benefits they receive. There are many other important reform topics; requiring paternity as a
condition of receiving AFDC; limiting cash entitlements to unwed teenage mothers; and
empowering local churches 1o kindle moral renewal within inner city communities,  However,

I will Himit my remarks here largely to work requirements or "time Lmils™.

Welfare should not be a one way hand out; recipients should be expected to contribute

something back in exchange for the benefits they receive. Moreover, rigorous work programs



can greatly reduce dependency and welfare caseloads. Finally, and most importantly, work
requirements in AFDC can have a pro-marniage effect. AFDC serves largely as a surrogate and
competilor to marriage; serious work requirements reduce the economic utility of AFDC. This
should discourage women from having children out of wedlock and should encourage some

mothers already on AFDC to marry and leave the rolls. This point is very impontant. The goal

marpiage. The poal should not be to have millions of single moms working hard while their

children are raised in government daycare centers. If 1 did not believe that work reguirements
or ime limits would ultimately have a strong pro-marriage effect { would have litile interest in

the idea.

With that said I believe there are 6 rules which should be followed in establishing work

requirements within the welfare system.

Rule #1 Require single males, fathers on welfare, and single mothers with older children

to work before requiring mothers with pre-school children to work.

Rule #2 - Require at least half of alt AFDC parents to work in exchange for existing

benefits.,

Rule #3 -- Do not provide a two year exemption from work requirements,



Rule #4 -- Establish effective workfare programs requiring continuous fulltime

participation and linking payment of welfate benefits to successful work performance.

Rule #5 - Recognize the ineffectiveness of government training programs.

Rule #6 -- Cap the growth of total welfare spending in conjunction with establishing work

requirements.

The following discusses each of these rules in greater detail.

a general principle, welfare should not be a one-way handout. Able-bodied welfare recipients
should be required to obtain private sector employment. If they cannot find a job, they should

be required to perform community service work in exchange for the benefits (hey receive,

However, in implementing a workfare strategy, not all welfare recipients should be
treated identically. Priority should bte placed on requiring work from individuals who are best
able to be self-sufficient and have the least justification for remainiag out of the labor force. At
present there is an undue emplasis on requiring single mothers on welfare 0 work to the

ex¢lusion of other groups,

A reasonable strategy would place highest priority on requiring able-bodied single persons



on welfare 1o work first and single mothers with pre-school children to work last. | recommend
the following workfare priority categories be established.  AJl of the individuals in the higher
priority groups should actively participate in community work programs before any work
rexquirements are imposed on individuals in lower priority groups. From highest to lowsst, the

priority groups should be:

1} All able-budied, non-¢lderly single persons receiving
Food Stamps.
2} Al fathers in two parent families in the AFDC-UP program,
3} All absent parents who claim they can’t provide child
support paymenis bécause they cannot obtain employment.
4} Single mothers on AFDXC who do not have children under
the age of 5.
5) Single mothers on AFDC who have children under the

the age of 5.

It is important to note that 9 percent of AFDC families have both a father and a mother
present, and roughly half of the curremt 5 million AFDC households do not have any children
under age 8. Thus, #t is feasible 1o expand current workfare programs by several thousand

percent without involving any single mothers with pre-school children.

However, if this approach toward workfare were followed, it would be necessary to adopt



rules that would preveat welfare mothers from having additional children in order o avoid
workfare obligations, This could be done by stipulating that & child born after a mother’s mitial
enroliment in AFDC would oot qualify the mother for an exemption from work requirements

gven if the child was under age five.

Requiring workfare for fathers and mothers with older children before mothers with pre-
school children is not only sound social policy, it is more efficient, Because of lower daycare
costs, work programs for fathers and mothers with older children will be 60 to 80 percent less

expensive {o operate than would work requirements for mothers with younger children.

In the past the public has been deluged with empty political slogans about requiring welfare
recipients fo work for benefits while, in fact, fittle change occurs. The key in separating public
relation maneuvers from sincere efforts to tramsform the welfare system is the percentage of
weilfare recipients who are actually required 1o work 30 or more bours per week in exchange for

bhenefits,

if we are sincere about transforming welfare | would suggest the following as minimum
goals. First, all AFDC-UP fathers should be required to participate full-time in community
workfare programs by 1994, Half of all single mothers on AFDC should be required to
participate full-time in community work programs by 1996. (The basis for measuring
participation rates should be the number of recipients who actively work in 2 given week, not,



for example, the number who have worked one or two weeks in the prior six months). These
workfare participation rates would significantly transform the nature of welfare, but would

remain compatible with a strategy placing priority in workfare on mothers with older children.

most effective means of reducing dependency is to deter individuals from enrolling in welfare
to begin with, Work or job search requirements which are imposed "at the front door”, when
an individual first enrolls for welfare benefits, can have the effect of dramatically reducing the
number of individuals seeking to receive welfare. Such "up front® work requirements are
potentially the most cost-effective of all dependency reducing measures. Thus, the Clinton
Administration’s proposal to exempt all AFDC parents from work requirements for the first two
years they receive welfare is unwise. It would be far more effective to impose job search, work,
or training requirements at the onset of welfare enrollment on the groups most capable of being
self-sufficient, e.g., single able-bodied individuals, fathers in the AFDC-UP program, and

AFDC single mothers without pre-school children.

Successful

programs aimed at reducing dependency would have the following components. a) The
requirement to work or participate in other activities should be permanent, not temporary. Once
started, it should last as long as the recipient receives welfare. b) The requirement to work or
participate in other activities should be continuous, not intermittent. There should be no intervals

of inactivity as recipients are shuttled between different sub-components of the pfogram. ¢) The
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emphasis should be on mandatory community service work; job search and training should be
de-emphasized. d) Recipients should be required to work or perform other activities for a
minimusm of 30 hours per week, e) Welfare benefits should be contingent on and paid only after
the fully successful completion of relevant performance requirements. f) The ethos of the
welfare office is very important; caseworkers must sincerely and persistently inform recipients
that they have a moral obligation to themselves and the community to get a private sector job or,

if jobs are not available, to perform community service work.

is an enormous amount of unwarranted enthusiasm of government training and its role in
reducing welfare dependence. Many believe that training and education programs will propel
welfare recipients into higher paying jobs and make them self-sufficient. All available evidence

shows that this is not the case.

A recent study of the Job Tmin;’ng Partnership Act, for example, shows that the program
raised earnings among trainees by between 0% and 7.9% depending on the group trained.
(Bloom, 1993) However, much of the increase was merely a result of increasing the number of
hours worked; increases in actual hourly wage rates as a result of training were between 0% and
3.4%. These results are fairly typical of government training programs, and are better than
many in fact. Other studies have shown that training programs have at best very modest effects
on earnings and hourly wage rates. (Grossman and Mirsky, 1985, pp.17 and 18; Grossman and

Maynard, October 1985, pp. 67, 73; Congressional Budget Office, 1982, p. XVII.) No
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government training program has been able to substantially increase the earnings capacity of

trainees and move them into better paying jobs.

The continuing lack of effectivencss of government training programs s especially
regretiable given the nature of the AFDC population. A recent study by Child Trends, Inc.
(Zill, 1991) finds that mothers in the Aid 1o Familics with Dependent Children program have

low levels of basic cognitive skills, When evaluated by the Armed Forces Qualification Test
| {AFQT) welfare mothers were found 10 have significantly lower math and verbal abilities than
were other women of the same ethnic group who were not enrolled in welfare programs, The
aptitude levels of long term recipients were lower than those of short term recipients. Over half
of welfare mothers were found to have cognitive skill levels placing them in the bottom fifth of
the overall population, The average aptitude or achievement scores of welfare mothers were

significantly below the mean of even the lowest of the occupational classes.

There is no present system of interveation which will dramatically alter these skifl levels.
This unpleasant fact underscores the wisdom of using the EITC o supplement the wages of low
skilled but working parents as opposed to expecting most welfare recipients to leap upward into
"good jobs."  More importantly the Zill study underscores the importance of reducing
illegitimacy and promoting marriage as opposed to merely trying to equip young, low skilled

single moms to go it along,

Despite the dismal record of performance of governmemt training programs, such
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programs will probably again play a role in welfare reform. To the extent training is provided,
alt programs should undergo scientific evaluation similar to recent study of ITPA; programs

which do aot produce significant increase in hourly wage rates should be terminated.

f Total Welfare Spending The federal government runs

over 75 means-tested welfare programs. These programs provide cash, food, housing, medical
care, training, and social services to pour and low income persons. Total federal, state and local

spending on means-tested programs approached $300 biftioa in 1993,

The most effective way o redece dependency wouid be to impose a cap on the growth
of total welfare spending. Growth in aggregate federal welfare spending should be limited to
2% or 3% per annum. Individual programs weuld be permitted to grow at more or less than this
rate, according t0 annual Congressional priorities but aggregate spending should be allowed to
expand by no more than 2 or 3 percent per annum. Such a policy, ending the auto-pilot
entitlement nature of welfare programs and putting a brake on the hemorrhage of welfare

spending, is essential to "ending welfare as we know #",

“Time limits® or work requirements which are imposed without 2 real cap on the growth
of welfare expenditures will certainly result in higher spending and caseload increases rather than
the opposite.  All too often in the past federal and state welfare bureaucrats have been willing
to go through the motions of promoting work and training programs which have beent known to
fail in the past.  "New” initiatives are launched, press releases issued, bot the weifare rolls
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continue to grow. Only by disrupting the endless expanding stream of welfare dollars can we
break this cycle of inaction and failure. By limiting the growth of welfare spending, we will
create real incentives for welfare bureaucracies to develop serious policics to cut tllegitimacy and

reduce dependency for the first time.

EXAMINING CURRENT PROGRAMS

The current generation of training, job search, and work experience programs have had
less than spectacular success in reducing dependence among the smal number of recipicats who
participate. Well-known evaluations bave been conducted by Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation {MDRC) in nearly a dozen sites. The least effective programs evatuated by MDRC
show little or no reduction in welfare caseloads and costs, The better programs, such as Sas
Diego’s Saturation Work Initistive Model (SWEM] require up to # third of adult AFDC recipients
to participate in some manner, and result in a two to three percent reduction in AFDXC caseloads
and a five percent cut in welfare costs. (Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989, p. 52). While the
better programs save several dollars in reduced welfare benefits for each dollar of operating

expense, they hold little prospect for a substantial revolution in welfare policy.

The lack of success of these programs should not be surprising.  Most require only
temporacy activity by a few recipients for a few hours per week. Even the "rigorous” programs
such as San Diego’s SWIM require, at best, intermittent, Jow-level activity by recipients. In

SWIM, one-third of adult AFDC recipients were required 1o participate, Of those required to
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participate, only 66 percent engaged in even one hour of mandatory job search, work, or training
during the twelve months after their obligation began. And of all those required to participate,
less than a fifth were engaged in “continuous activity™, defined as participating in some
mandatory activity for at least one day during each month of eligibility (Hamilton and
Friedlander, 1989, p. 15). The general impression is one of large numbers of case workers
busily engaged in assessing, monitoring, and assigning clients to queues for services — and little

activity on the part of recipients.

g However, there are lesser known work programs
that do substantially reduce dependency. These programs generally impose more rigorous work
requirements along the lines suggested in Rule #5 above. Recently published research on pilot
projects in Ohic shows that rigorous workfare programs can dramatically reduce welfare
dependence. {Schiller and Brasher, 1993} In the Ohio programs, primary emphasis was placed
on community service work rather than job search or training. At any given point in time up
roughly two thirds of participants were performing mandatory community service work for up
t0 40 hours per week. Work requirements were continued as long as the individual received
welfare benefits; this approach differed greatly from conventional short term workfare programs
which require recipieats to work for a few months but then suspend the work obligation and

allow the recipient to continue 1o receive benefits without further work obligation.

Around 25 percent of single mothers on AFDC were required to perform community

service work in exchange for the welfare benefits they received; the requirement resulted in an
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overall reduction in the AFDC single mother caseload of 11.3 percent.  For every 100 AFDC
single mothers placed in the workfare program, the AFDC ralls were reduced by some 43 cases.
Similar reductions were seen in the Aid to Families with Dependent Children-Unemployed Parent
program (AFDC-UP) which provides welfare to two parent families, Eighty percent of AFDC-
UP fathers were required to participate in workfare, resulting in 3 34 percent reduction in the
AFDC-UP cascload. For every 100 AFDC-UP fathers required to work, the AFDC-UP rolls
were reduced by some 42 cases. The Ohjo workfare programs are, by far, the most successful
dependency rexduction programs so far evaluated. The effects on both AFDC and AFDC-UP
caseloads are four to five times greater than the effects reported for conventional job search and

training programs elsewhere n the country.

Workfare in Utah Other states have shown that work requirements can dramatically
reduce welfare dependence. In 1983, Utah established the Emergency Work Program (EWP)
in place of traditional AFDC-UP program for two parent families. (Janzen and Taylor, 1991)
EWP established one of the most stringent and comprehensive workfare systems yet kaowrn.
Male parents of welfare families were required to participate in organized activities for 40 hours
per week: 8 hours of job search and 32 bours of community service work or education and
training. These requirements were rigorously enforced, some 20 percent of families are
terminated each year for non-compliance. Among the remaining male parents, EWP achieved
an effective participation rate in mandatory activities of 100 percent. As noted, EWP offered
some education and skills training in addition to community service work and job search,

However, education and training did not increase the employability of welfare recipients relative
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to participation in other activities.

The Utah experience shows the clear effectiveness of serious work requirements in
dissvading individuals from enrolling in welfare and becoming dependent. Despite eligibifity
criteria which were identical to Utah’s prior AFDC-UP program, average monthly caseload
during the first four years of EWP was 194 compared to an average caseload of 1,800 under
AFDC-UP. These dramatic caseload differences were achieved despite the overall sinularity in
economic conditions between Iperiocis of comparison, EWP also shows the effect of required
work in promoting quick exits among families who become enrolled in welfare, The average
Iength of stay of families on EWP was 2.5 months compared to 10 months in Utah’s AFDC.UP
program. Overall, the EWP program with its firm work and job search requiremenis reduced
welfare costs by 92 percemt compared the prior AFDC-UP program which had only minimat

work requirements.

The imporance of establishing performance
requirements “at the front door” when an individual first enrolls in welfare can be seen in an
experiment conducted in Washington state in the early cighties. (Fiedler, 1983) Under the
Intensive Applicant Employment Services (1AES) project new applicants to AFDC were placed
immediately in organized job search for up 1o 30 days before the nitial AFDC grant was
awarded, Those applicants who failed to obtain employment during the initial month were
subsequemtly enroled in AFDC. The project sent a clear message that work was expected and
that welfare was to be a last resort.
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IAES was carefully evaluated as a pilot project. Some fifty counties and other
jurisdictions were sorted into pairs in which each county was matched with anuther county as
similar as possible demographically, socially, and economically. Random assignment was then
used to designate an experimental and a control county within each matched pair.  Within the
experimental counties some eighty percent of new applicants were exempted from the IAES job
search requirements because they were mothers with children under three or because the family's
financial straits made postponing the initial welfare check impossible.  Despite the fact that the
number of new applicants who were required to search for work before receiving welfare was
limited, the 1AES roquirements and the moral message they conveyed had a striking affect in
discouraging new AFDC applications. During the evaluation period, the number of AFDC
ap{;iicaziens rose sharply throughout Washington state, but the increase was far less in IAES
counties. Wheo compared to control counties without the [AES program, the job search

requirement was found to have reduced new AFDC applications by 13 percent,

The message conveyed by the JAES program also appeared to linger in the minds of gew
welfare applicants even after they were enrolled in AFDC aod the JAES requirements were
terminated. New AFDC enrollecs in IAES counties were more likely to leave AFDC within the
first year after enrolling, reducing the new applicant caseload by another 7 percent.  The total
effect of the TAES program cut first year welfare costs of new applicants 0 AFDC by one fifth

overall

Work Programs in Wisconsin Many absent fathers claim they cannot pay child support
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payments because they cansot find employment. Requiring full time community service for
absent fathers who are not paying child support will induce the father to find a real job.
Experiments with this policy in Wisconsin caused a 130 percent increase in child support
payments among fathers subject to the work requirement. The federal government should require

work from all non-supporting fathers before requiring mothers with young children to work.

CONCLUSION

Some 80 to 90 percent of the American public believe that welfare recipients should be
required to work in exchange for beaefits received. [t is indeed time 10 end welfare as we have
known it for the last 30 years. The question before us, however, is whether we will truly reform
welfare, or whether we will repeat the pattern of the last welfare reform debate in 1988, in
which the public was sold & policy which bristied with tough, Aftila the Hun style rhetoric bt

which was devoid of substance.
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The American Jewish Committee is pleased to participate in the
public forum of the Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support
angd Independence., We Ffirmly believe that all communities in our
country have a vital stake in the success of welfare reform and the
achievement of independence. Last year, we collaborated with the
National Jewish Community Relations Advisory Council, th&‘Jewish
Community Relations Council of Greater Boston and the UJA-
Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New Yerk in helding a
landmark conference for cur copmunity to rededicate ourselves to

the alleviation of poverty in the United States. In the past year,

" the american Jewish Committee has placed new smphasic on efforts to

combat poverty and achieve self-gufficiency. This Working
Committee will find strong interest in its work within the Jewish
community and a desire to cooperate with you in achieving goals we

both share.

My two major themes for this session on time~limited
assistance ‘apply to other aspects of welfare reform ag well.
First, we musg adopt programs and sirategies that integrate the
poor into ocur socliety rather than exacerbating their g&yar&tﬁan
from the mainstrean. Programs that lisclate the poor, sl up
inadeguate responses to their needs or do not take sufficlient
account of their talents and sirangths will worsen their plight and
impede the attaining of personal or financial independence. In
almost every insténce of welfare reform, from Jjob trailning to

family supports to time~limited assistance; programs <an be
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developed that have either isclating or integrating effects. We
must consistently choose those strateglies that ldentify clients
with other Americans and break down their social isolation. This

point applies with special force to the subject of today’e panel,

time-l1imited assistance,

Second, in pursuing the necessary goal of independence, we can
nét forget the poorest Americans who will always need help. With
a reformed system, many more Americans can aﬂtain self-sufficiency.
But as they move off the welfars rolls, we need to remember that
others will remain in need of scome fornm of assistance. As thelr
numbers dwindle, there could be less attention to their plight.
Yet, a caring society is defined both by how we assist those who
can to achieve independence and how we respond to the needs of

those who still require our support for themselves and their

families.

The Administration’s budget plan, as passed by Congress,
provides some necessary assistance to peor and near-poor families
to achieve self-sufficiency. In particular, the expansion of the
earned income tax credit and the increase in allocations to the
food stawpp program will enable many families to improve thelr
financial standing and make their work meaningfully psy for their
needs. In addition, the food stamps program addressas the nseds of

cur poorest families.
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Some of the issues discussed in previcus panels of this forum
alsoc have the potential to further self-sufficiency and family
independence if handled wisely. Job training programs are vital to
the development of an adequately skilled workforce, for axample,
but they ‘wiil he useful to the degree that they avoeid the
temptation to pad their success rates by creaming the most job
ready candidates for program participatien. They spould instséd,
as does the Job Corps, focus on participants most in need of
training. Similarly, family support programs from absent parents
are npecessary but £hey ﬁeed to‘b@ structured in ways that make
family support a normal expectétion of al; parents, neot a spscial
punitive program for "deadbeat dads™ or other p&ﬁar&tivaiy
designatad groups. . It iz important to identify and address
consensus needs, but how we design and carry out prograns to meet

them is as important as the process of problem identification.

This principle applies with special force to the issue of
timemlimiﬁad assistance and work requirements. A broad consensus
exists that welfare, for thosaarecipiantg capable of getting off
it{ should not bgoome a permansnt oy long term way of life. Indeed:-
for‘mcst reciplents, welfare is a short term experience. Time
spent on welfare should be used, where possible, to upgrade skills
with effective training programs, along with services such as child
care and transportation to make the training available. At the end
of a reasanébla period of support and training, swe should expest

that recipients will work.
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But what kind of work we expect and how it is made §vailable
are the key issues that need to be addressed. All analysts would
agree that work in the private sector would be preferable for newly
trained former welfaré recipients. But we need to be realistic
about the fact that employment may not be available in low-s£111
jobs that will form the bulk of employment opportunities for this
ﬁopulation. Particularly in depressed areas of the country where
a significant segment of public assistance recipients live, or
during slow economic times, it may not be possibie for even
ampiticus and competent workers to find jobs. Requiring work of

them will necessarily entail inveolving government as the employer

of last resort.

What sort of jobs government will cffer toc public assistance
recipients reaching their time limit on welfare is the crucial
gquestion. If these positions turn out to be degrading, make-work
jobs, paid éignificantly below the minimum wage -- or simply work
regquirements teo continue to receive the welfare grant -- they will
further separate the reéipient population from the rest of America
and subvert. the very purpose of work requirements. The wheole idea
of time limits to assistance and work requirements 1is to assure
that the recipient population enter into mainstream society by
supporting thémselves.. But 1if the only 3Jobs available to
recipients coming off welfare are meaningless and pay substantially
below what other Americans can expect to make, these jobs will

themselves serve only as a further barrier isolating recipients
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from the rest of society. The probleam that work requlrements

sought to solve will only be made worse.

0f course, decent Gobs, including those offered by the
government as employer of last resort, are éxpansive, Actual
policy will involve tradeoffs between budget avallability and the
provision of decent fjobks.. Bub if the guality of jobs is not taken
seriously in this tradeoff, the program is simply not worth doing.
It would e senseless to spand more monsy on make-work jobs only to

rgach the result of further isolation of the recipient population.

In any case, the provision of decent dobs . by government as
employer of last resort can have positive economic sffects. In
good gconomic timaes, it is likely %hat newly trained reciplents
coning 0ff welfare will find employment in the privaée sector. The
government jobs program would play a larger role in slack periods.
This could be a factor in positive public counter-~cyclical activity
in which the government plays a more active role during slow times
in ordexr to stimulate the economy te recovery. For economic as
wall as soclal resasons, it is wise to have the public sector as
exployver of last resort pay decent wages and provide acceptable

working conditions.

Finally, 1t is necesgary to protect the interssts of the
poorest Americans who will never be able to work due to sone

physical or mental disability, as well as the interests of their
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children. Irenically, as we;fére reform succgeds, the poorest
americans will becomg increasingly at risk. &é work requirements
and training put more former regipients to work, as job tralning
improves the skills and attractiveness to emplovers of pore
tralnees, as child suppoft preqiams bring.in additional income fron
absent parents, the number of truly needy imericans will fall.
This is cb§iaaszy a desirvable result, but it will become easier to
ignore the severe problems of those who cannot hold jobs or whﬁs&
absent spouse 1s not enployed and so cannot pay additional support
or who do not mest the criteria fnrntréining programns. We mpust
surely work for the achievement of independence of all those able
to support themselves, but we cannot forget that some will still be
dependent an our pubklis institutions and pragr&msg We cannot ¢all

ourselvas a caring society if we forget their plight.

There exists perhaps more interest and expertise in welfare
reform and selﬁ;sufficiency today than at any tiﬁe in the past
three decades. We need to selize this moment to stimulate
independence for every individval who can achieve it, to care for
those who need ggaaial help and to r%affirm our identity as one

interdependant soclety.
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