NEW PATERNITY NUMBERS SHOW GROWTH IN RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD
J une 21, 1999 '

New data from the Department of Health and Human Services show that the number of fathers

taking responsibility for their children by establishing paternity has tripled since 1992. Vice
~ President Gore will discuss these numbers and the importance of father mvolvement on Monday at
the et ghth annual’ Fannly Reumon Conference.

Nearly 1.5 million men acknowledged paternity in 1998, an increase of 12 percent in one year alone
~and three times as many as in 1992. Acknowledging paternity is a crucial first step to increasing
fathers' involvement in their children’s lives and is essential to ensuring children receive the financial
and emotional support they need. Legal establishment of paternity is required to enforce a child
support order, provide children with access to health care under their father’s health plan, provide

. rights of inheritance to social security benefits, and to establish a father’s access and visitation rights.

It also provides a child with the benefit of knowing his or her father, an opportumty for extended
fannly tles and access to med1cal h1story and genetlc 1nformat10n

This dramatlc increase in patermty establishment is due in large part to the success of an

Administration proposal enacted into law in the 1993 budget, which requires hospitals to provide
new parents with the opportunity to establish paternity on site. The 1996 welfare reform law
expanded the voluntary in-hospital paternity establishent program and also streamlined the legal
process for paternity establishment. In 1998, 40 percent, or 614,000, of all paternities were
established through in- -hospital paternity programs. The ﬁgures released today follow earlier data
which show. that child support collections have increased by 80 percent during this Administration,
to arecord $14.4 billion in 1998, and that the out-of—wed]ock birth rate has declined by s1x percent
from its peak in 1994. :

o The CIinton!Gore Administration has werked hard to strengthen the role of fathers in their children’s

lives. Five years ago, the Vice President began meetmg with fatherhood groups around the country, |

'and’ at his and his wife's third annual Family Reunion Conference he challenged men to become

‘actlvely,mvolved in their children’s lives and to provide emotional as well as financial support. -
" ‘Recognizing that much of the work around fatherhood takes place at the community level, the Vice
President launched a Father to Father initiative, which brings together fathers, local communities and

agencies to help support and strengthen the role of men in chlldren s lives.

In 1995 the Pres1dent called on federal agenmes to mcorporate fathers mto their programs, research,
and family-friendly workplace policies. Last June, the Vice President released the first report on
fathers from the Federal Interagency Forum for Child and Family Statistics, documenting that the
well-being of children is enhanced by the presence of caring and involved fathers and that father

absence can have lasting detrimental effects on children’s lives. Specifically, the report found that
children growing up without a father are more likely to do poorly in school to get in trouble with

the’ law and to have a hard tlme gettmg and keepmg a _]Ob

A critical next step in promotmg responsible fatherhood s to reauthonze the Department of Labor’s |

Welfare-to-Work program which will help more low-income fathers in every state raise their



employment and earnings, increase their child support, and become more involved with their
~ children. Ensuring fathers work and pay child support so their children don't stay on welfare is
essential both to welfare reform and to the well-being of these families. The Welfare-to-Work
program provides grants to states, local workforce boards, and community and faith-based
organizations to help long-term welfare recipients and some non-custodial fathers of children on
~welfare get and keep jobs. Several states, and 20 community-based groups — including 12
competitive grantees announced by the Vice President last November -- are targeting their Welfare-
- to-Work funds to serve non-custodial fathers. The Administration’s proposal, which is reflected in
H.R. 1482 introduced by Congressman Cardin, would require every state to use a portion of their
Welfare-to-Work funds to provide job placement and job retention services for fathers who sign
personal responsibility contracts committing them to establish patemity, work and pay child support.

However, there is clearly more work to be done. According to a report released last week by a broad
coalition of individuals concerned about the absence of fathers in the African American cemmumty,
40 percent of America’s children go to bed at night in homes without fathers



NEW PATERNITY NUMBERS SHOW GROWTH IN RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD
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New data from the Department of Health and Human Serv1ces show that the number of
fathers taking responsibility for their children by establishing paternity has tripled since 1992. Vice
President Gore will discuss these numbers and the importance of father involvement on Monday at
the eighth annual Family Reunion Conference

Nearly 1.5 milliOn men acknowledged paternity in 1998, an increase of 12 percent in one .
year alone and three times as many as in 1992. Acknowledging paternity is a crucial first step to
increasing fathers' involvement in their children’s lives and is essential to ensuring children receive
the financial and emotional support they need. Legal establishment of paternity is required to
enforce a child support order, provide children with access to health care under their father’s health
plan, provide rights of inheritance to social security benefits, and to establish a father’s access and
'visitation rights. It also provides a child with the benefit of knowing his or her father, an
opportunity for extended family ties, and access to medical history and genetic information.

"One of the most important things we can do to help our children and strengthen America's
communities is to encourage fathers to become more involved in their children’s lives — not just on
- Father's Day but every day," Vice President Gore said. "These new figures show more and more
fathers are embracing responsible fatherhood -- I applaud their efforts and challenge all fathers to
play an act1ve part in their children’s lives.” -

: This dramatic increase in patemity‘,establishment is due in large part to the success of an
Administration proposal enacted into law in the 1993 budget, which requires hospitals to provide
new parents with the opportunity to .establish paternity on site. The 1996 welfare reform law
expanded the voluntary in-hospital paternity establishent program and also streamlined the legal
process for paternity establishment. In 1998, 40 percent, or 614,000, of all paternities were
established through in-hospital paternity programs. The figures released today follow earlier data
which show that child support collections have increased by 80 percent during this Administration,
to a record $14.4 billion in 1998, and that the out-of-wedlock birth rate has declined by six percent
from its peak in 1994. Lo

_ The Clinton/Gore Administration has worked hard to strengthen the role of fathers in their
children’s lives. Five years ago, the Vice President began meeting with fatherhood groups around
the country, and at his and his wife's third annual Family Reunion Conference he challenged men
to become actively involved in their children’s lives and to provide emotional as well as financial '
support. Recognizing that much of the work around fatherhood takes place at the communrty level,
the Vice President launched a Father to Father initiative, which brings together fathers, local
communities and agencies to help support and strengthen the role of men in children’s lives.

In 1995, the President called on federal' agencies to incorporate fathers into ‘their programs,
research, and family-friendly workplace policies. Last June, the Vice President released the first
report on fathers from the Federal Interagency Forum for Child and Family Statistics, documenting



that the well-being of children is enhanced by the presence of caring and involved fathers and that
father absence can have lasting detrimental effects on children’s lives. Specifically, the report found
that children growing up without a father are more likely to do poorly in school to get in trouble
with the law, and to have a hard time getting and keeping a job. '

A critical next step in promoting responsible fatherhood is to reauthorize the Department of
Labor’s Welfare-to-Work program which will help more low-income fathers in every state raise their
employment and earnings, increase their child support, and become more involved with their
children. Ensuring fathers work and pay child support so their children don't stay on welfare is
essential both to welfare reform and to the well-being of these families. The Welfare-to-Work
program provides grants to states, local workforce boards, and community and faith-based
organizations to help long-term welfare recipients and some non-custodial fathers of children on
welfare get and keep jobs. Several statés, and 20 community-based groups — including 12
competitive grantees announced by the Vice President last November -- are targeting their Welfare-
to-Work funds to serve non-custodial fathers. The Administration’s proposal, which is reflected in
‘H.R. 1482 introduced by Congressman Cardin, would require every state to use a portion of their
' Welfare-to-Work funds to provide job placement and job retention services for fathers who sign
personal responsibility contracts committing them to establish paternity, work and pay child support.

However, there is clearly more work to be done. According to a report released last week by
a broad coalition of individuals concemed about the absence of fathers in the African American .
community, 40 percent of America’s children go to bed-at night in homes without fathers.

“By encouraging more fathers to take responsibility for their children and providing tools so
responsible fathers can work and pay child support," Vice President Gore said, "we can help more
fathers reconnect with their children --and improve the lives of both.”.
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VICE PRESIDENT GORE ANNOUNCES NEW PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT
NUMBERS SI—IOWING GROWTH IN RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD

- Xx - Today, Vice Presrdent Gore released new data showmg that the number of fathers
takmg responsibility for their children by establishing paternity has tripled since 1992. Nearly 1.5
million men acknowledged paternity in 1998, an increase of 12 percent in one year alone and three
times the 1992 figure of 516,000. Acknowledging paternity is an important first step to increasing -
fathers’ involvement in their children’s lives and is essential to ensuring children receive child
- support they need. The Vice President made the announcement today at the eighth annual Family
Reumon Conference whreh five years ago focussed on the role of men m children’s lives.

o One of the most important things we can do to help our children and strengthen our
communities is to help fathers become more involved in their children’s lives — not just on Father’s
Day but every day,” the Vice President said. “These new figures show more and more fathers are
embracmg responsible fatherhood and | applaud each and every one of them for domg so.

~ Vice President Gore has long work'ed to strengthen the role of fathers in their children’s lives.
He began meeting with fatherhood groups-around the country in 1993, and in 1994 he and Tipper
Gore focused the third annual Family Reunion conference on the Role of Men in Children’s Lives.
Since then, Vice President Gore has challenged men to become actively involved in their children’s

'hves and to provide emotional as well as financial support. Realizing that much of the important

work around fatherhood has to be done at the community level, following the 1994 Family
Conference he launched Father to Father, a grass roots effort to enhance existing community .
initiatives by creating networks for men to support responsible fatherhood. The Vice President has -
also called on federal agencies to incorporate fathers into their programs, research and family-
. friendly workplace policies and last year presented the Hammer award to the Federal Interagency
Forum for Child and Family statistics, launched in 1997, whose report found children growing up
without a father are more hkely to do poorly in school to take drugs and to have a hard time gettmg '
and keepmg a JOb :

A critical next step in promotmg responsrble fatherhood, the Vice Presxdent sald is to
reauthorize the Department of Labor’s Welfare-to-Work program which will help low income fathers
"in every state raise their employment and earnings, increase their child support, and become more
" involved with their children. Ensuring fathers work and pay child support so their children don’t

stay on welfare is an essentlal part of welfare reform :



The dramatic increase in paternity establishment announced by the Vice President today is
due in large part to the success of an Administration proposal enacted into law as part of the 1993
" budget, which requires hospitals to provide new parents with the opportunity to establish paternity
on site. In 1998, 40 percent, or 614,000, of all.paternities were established through in-hospital
paternity programs. The figures released today follow earlier data which show that child support
collections have increased by 80 percent during this Administration, to a record $14.4 billion in
1998, and that the out-of-wedlock birth rate has declined by six percent from its peak in 1994,
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The National Center for Educahon Stahshcs (NCES) ls the pnmary federal enhty for. collecﬁng, analyzlng. and: '

- reporting data related to- education in the United States and other nations. It fulfills a congressional mandate. .

- to collect, collate; analyze and report full and complete statxstus on the condmon of education in.the Unlted
States. conduct and publish reports and spedahzed analyses of the meanlng -and sngnlﬁcance of such stahshcs.
- -assist-state. and local education’ ageneles in lmprovlng thelr stahst:cal systems. and re\new and report ”on
educatlon acﬁv’rﬁes in forelgn countnes 3

NCES actmﬁes are desrgned 1o. address hngh prionty educatxon data neede prev:de consistent rehable
comp‘e?e and accurate indicators of: educatnen status and trends; and repert hmely. useful, and hlgh qualrty
date o the U.S. Deparirrent of Educatiz: % His rirengrese ot states ol.l uca’aon pol”'ymakers practrtloners
datausers andthegeneralpubllc. AL PO U R

We slnve to. make our products avallable ina vanety of formats and in language that is apprppnate to a vanety

. of audlences ‘You, as our customer, are-the best judge of ‘our success_in- ccmmumcahng mformatlon
effedxvely lfyou have any comments or suggesbons -about this or any other NCES product or report we would

llke to hear from you. Please dlrect your comments tor - \

" Natlonal Center for Educahon Stahshcs T
: - "'Ofﬁce of AEducahonal Research and lmprcvement
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| v"chrldren s well-bemg and development Reflectmg thrs bras 1n research on chtld development,

{

RA "FT

Polrcymakers and educators agree that famrly mvolvement m chrldren s educatron is rmportant in.
: fostermg children’s school success Indeed two of the Natronal Educatron Goals stress: the important role
of parents in their chrldren ] educanon Goal 1 states that “By the year. 2000 all chrldren in Amerrca wrll _
start school ready to leam The second objectrve under this goal expands upon.it by stating that parents.
are to be their chrldren s first teachers, devoting time each day to helping their preschool ehrldren learn. A
Goal 8 although aimed at schools and not directly at parents, hrghlrghts the wrdespread belief that parental
mvolvement in schools i is rmportant “This goal states that “By the year 2000, every school will promote
partnershrps that wrll mcrease parental partrcrpatron in promotrng the social, emotronal and academro
N growth of children.” | | : '

Extemwe research exists on the rmportance of parental mvolvement in chlldren s educatron yet :
relatwely few studtes have exanuned the mdrvrdual contrrbutrons that mothers and fathers make to therr '

‘ chrldren s schoolmg There isa great deal of interest, however, in’ the role of fathers in chlldren s Irves . .

‘ 'This mterest sterns from the fact that unnl recently fathers were the hrdden parent They were assumed .

| _"to be the breadwrnners of two-parent famrhes, but of lrmrted 1mportance in non-ﬁnancral aspects of_fl» =

many o

. federal agencres and prwmms that dcal wrth farm ly issues focused almost exclusrvely on mothers and therr L

- chrldren In 1995 Presrdent Clmton rssued a memorandum requestmg that all executrve departments and
'}agencres make a concerted effort to tnclude fathers in therr programs, pohcres, and research programs’

- where appropnate and feasrble. Thrs new attentron devoted to fathers is not. rntended to lessen the focus -

:i on the nnportant role that mothers play in thetr chrldren s hves. but rathcr to hrghhght the fact that fathers

: are lmportant, too. -
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‘ propomon of. cluldren w1th mothers who: are hrghly mvolved m thelr schools declmes steadlly as the’ grade

level of the chlldren mcreases whether the chrldren l|ve in two—parent or m smgle-mother famllles : '.

However ‘the propomon of chlldren who have hlghly mvolved fathers does not decline steadlly In two- |
parent famllles. the propomon of chrldren with. hlghly mvolved fathers drops from 30 percent to 25
percent between elementary (grades K-S) and mlddle school (grades 6-8), but then drops only sllghtly, to
23 percent m high school (grades 9-12). Among chlldren llvmg in smgle father farmlles there is no
decrease in the proportion who have highly mvolved fathers - between elementary and mlddle schools (53 -
'percent at both grade levels), but a large decrease between mlddle- and high school- (to 27 percent) ‘These
results are based on sunple tabulations of the data that do not take into account such factors as the parents

| ; educatlon or mothers’". employment

Is the mvolvement of fathers m schools assocrated wnth other parental behavrors at home that
: may enhance chlldren S school success” ;

s, \\w

‘ Parents who are hlghly mvolved m thetr chrldren s schools are more llkely to be mvolved at home :
'_as well Elemeqtary school chrldren wrth fathers or mothers who are htghly mvolved in thetr schools are'

,': more lrkely to have pamclpated in educatlonal actlvmes wrth thelr parents (e g, to, have been told a story-‘, ;
its m the past week or to have vrsrted a museum or- hlstorlcal srte wrth thetr parents in, the_l

: .past month) than chxldren whose parents have Tow. levels of 'mvolvement in- thetr schools iC hlldren m the' :

. ﬁ.6th through l2th gm«le wn\ mothers or fathers who are htgnly v m.l m fhelr B nuols not only havejf't_‘

; 3_shared more acttvrttes wnh thetr parents in the past week than chtldren whose parents have low levels of

mvolvement in thetr schools but thelr parents are more 'l'kely to expect that they wrll graduate from ad- .

| . year college and to have discussed future courses w1th thetn. _
""»'_,fchtldren to have connecttons to thetr conunumttes as measured by the proportlon wrth parents who' :

Such chtldren are also more ltkely than other"' L

‘_._'_fregularly'attend rehgtous servrces: belong to conunumty or professronal orgamzattons T regularly;' .

‘~volunteer 'm the 'conununlty Thus. farmlles wrth htgh -parental mvolvement in thetr chtldren‘s schools.:.




chrldren wrth nonresrdent parents S 440 had nonresrdent fathers The data were collected from J anuary
to Apnl of 1996 as part of the Natronal Household Educatron Survey ™

‘,

- “The report emphasrzes fathers mvolvement m therr chrldren s schools, but mformatron on
mothers mvolvement is also provided. Throughout the drscussron of resident fathers mvolvement

drstmcuon is made between fathers in two-parent farmhes and fathers who are heads of smgle»parent .

farmhes. Two reasons prompted this approach Fnst smgle-parent and two—parent families dlffer in'many '
respects that can affect both how. parents spend their time and how their children perform in school

_' Second the NHES:96 data allowed the unusual opportumty to examine how parents in two—parent famrlres

: ‘share chrld-rearmg responsrbthtres in one ‘important realm their children’s schoohng

‘ 'Ihe rnajor questtons addressed by thrs report are listed below along wrth a brief summary of the o
. ".results for resrdent and nonreSIdent fathers. ‘ : B

Resldent Fathers’ Involvement

How do fathers compare wrth mothers m therr level of mvolvement in therr chrldren 'S

The answer to tr 18 questron dependc upon wllether the focus is on two-parent or smgle-parent o

| ]"'famrltes Fathers in two-parent fannhes are ‘much less hkely than mothers in two-pagent farmlres to. he'f o

- 'hrghly mvolved in thetr chlldren s schools that 1s, to have parttcrpated m at least three of the four'
| "actrvrtres. _ On the other hand fathers who head smgle-parent famrhes show levels of hrgh mvolvement o
'very srrmlar o those of mothers who head smgle-parent famrhes In two—parcnt famllles, the proportron}'ﬂ

= of chtldren wrth hzghly mvolved fathers 1s about half of the proportlon w1th hlghly lnvolved mothers‘ 27‘ l e




[

1

_ Among chtldren m elementary school fathers are more ltkely to be htghly mvolved if the mothers are
_ employed full ttme as opposed to part time and if the chtldren attend a prtvate school rather than a pubhc' .

_ schoot thatis assrgned to them. Arnong chx]dren 1n the 6th through 12th grades fathers are more ltkelyf '
’ to be hlghly mvolved 1f the chlldren are boys and 1f the chtldren are in hlgher grades '
A I smgle-father famthes fewer factors mﬂuence htgh father mvolvement after controllmg for‘
' 'selected Chlld famlly, and school charactensttcs Among chtldren in elementary school the hkehhood
of havmg hlghly mvolved fathers tncreases as fathers educatlon mcreases. Among children in grades 6
-through 12, fathers are sxgmﬁcantly more’ hkely to be htghly mvolved in the schools of their 6th through ‘
' 8th graders than in the schools of thetr children in htgh school Fathers who have dtscussed future courses

with thetr chtldren are also more llkely to be htghly mvolved in their. 6th through 12th graders schools

: There 1s sorne evidence. that attendance at pubhc schools of thelr chorce or prtvate schools mcreases the ‘
" hkehhood that smgle fathers wxll be htghly mvolved m thelr 6th through 12th graders schools, but thts

evtdence is weak

: 'and rnother mvol vement ln theu‘ chlldren s schools. As‘ 5 ~hool clrmate becomes more posxtxv,e, mothers s

, ‘.are more hltely to. be htghly mvolved regardless of two—parent or smgle-parent status or grade level ofv o

e ,therr cluldren. Among fathers tn two—parent famxhes, there 1s a weak assoctatton between a postttt'e school -
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‘ srgmﬁeantly assocrated wrth a greater lrkelthood that their chrldren in lst through 12th grade get mostly
A's and that they enjoy sehool and a reduced hkellhood that they’ have ever repeated a grade Fathers
tnvolvement has a stronger mﬂuence on the chtldren gettmg mostly A s than daes mothers mvolvement

Arnong chxldren hvmg in: smgle-father famrhes high father mvolvement is assocrated wrth a
. greater likelihood that children in grades L through 12 get mostly A’s and is margmally assocrated thh
a greater ltkehhood of their children enjoying school High father mvolvement also reduces the lrkehhood
that chrldren in the 6th through 12th grade have ever been suspended or expelled from school

‘In- two-parent families, is there a gain from havtng both parents involved as opposed to only
one? - And, are there. pamcular outcomes for wlnch fathers’ mvolvement appears to be .
especlally tmportant‘?

. E Results based on cross-tabulatrons suggest that chrldren fare better when both parents are, hrghly
o mvolved in- therr schools. Chtldren expenence a small but srgmﬁcant mcrease in the ltkel thood that they

get mostly A’s. enjoy school and parttctpate m extracumcular actrvmes and a reduced ltkehhood that
) they have ever’-_repeated a grade if both of therr parents are hrghly tnvolved m thetr schools compared 0
i 1f only their mothers'are htghly mvolved They do almost as' well xf only one parent is hrghly mvolved
. regardless of whether that parent is the rnother or father. » Of eourse the rmmber 0 f,t:ases in wh' »h only
: {.the fathers are. hrghly mvolvedait " ‘ ‘ : '
SChOOIS IR o X




Nonresrdent Fathers Involvement
To what extent are nonresldent fathers involved ln their clnldren s schools"

, Nonresrdent fathers are much less likely than fathers in two—parent fannhes to be mvolved in therr
chlldren s schools. of chrldren in contact wnh the:r nonresldent parents, 69 percent have fathers who have
not partrcxpated in any of the school actlvrtles since the begmmng of the school year. In contrast 25
[percent of children living in two-perent famrhes have fathers who have not pamc:pated in any of the school w
actmtres However 31 percent of chxldren who have had contact with thelr nonresxdent fathers in the past
year have nonresrdent fathers who have pamcrpated in at least one of the four actwmes, 18 percent have v
_ nonresident fathers who -have partxcxpated in at least two of the four activities, and 9 percent have
. nonresxdent fathers who have pamcxpated in three or more of the school activities. Ltke resident fathers.

. in two~parent farmhes, nonresxdent fathers are most hkely to attend school or class events such as sports

'Hevents -and general school meetmgs. The propomon of chxldren whose nonresxdent fathers have,i
pamcrpated m each of these: actrvmes is 22. percent and 18 percent respecttvely, compared to just over ‘

R _half of ch:ldren in two-parent farmhes whose fathers have pammpated in each of these actmtres.‘ ,

What t'actors mfluence the tnvolvement of nonresndent'fathers in thetr children s scltools"

A Chrldren s grade level household mcome mothers educatton,'
‘ famtly or step tamrly). mothers level of mveivement in theu ehrldren s schools and fathers payment of -

:chﬂd support in the prevxous year are alli rmportant mﬂuences on nonresrdent fathers myolvement m thexr - .
. Akmdergarten through l2th graders schools., .Nonresrdent fathers are more llkely to be mvolved tf thetr -
chtldren are in kmdergarten through Sth grade than 1f they are'm; grades 6 through 12 Nonresrdent fathers‘l; -

farmly conﬁguratxon (s ngle-parent' 5
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"‘suspended or expelled from school or repeated a grade. This association remains even after controlling

for resrdent mothers involvement in the schools educatton household mcome and other potenttally

confoundmg factors Nonresrdent fathers’ 1nvolvement is also assocxated thh a greater ltkelthood that

children in grades 1'through's and in grades 6 through 12 partrcnpate in extracurrtcular acttvmes. There -
is also evrdence that the mvolvement of nonresndent fathers i mcreases the hkelthood that chtldren in grades o

. 6 through 12 get mostly A’s and that they enjoy school, though these assoctattons are weakened after
o controlhng for the resxdent mothers level of tnvolvement in the chtldren s schools.

Summary

Thts report provrdes additional support to the already large body of hterature that suggests that o

parental mvolvement in their chtldren s schools lS bcneﬁcnal for. children’ s school success. Ftrst it
Ny demonstrates that the mvolvement of both mothers and fathers is unportant in contrtbutmg to chtldren 'S

school success. Second, 1t shows that parents who are mvolved in school are: involved i in other ways that{ |
:promote thetr children’s school success. Thtrd it shows that smgle mothers and smgle fathers are . :
. 'mvolved in thetr chtldren s schools even though they do not have a second parent to. help them wrth thetrf ,
other obhgattons._ Fourth it suggests that there may be certain aspects of chtldren s. school performance L
B and certam stages tn the chtldren s acadermc careers where fathers mvolvement ts parttcularly portant

. inearly one-th1rd of nonrestdent fathers who have had contact wtth thetr chtldren in the past year conttnue a

play an 1mportar1t folt* tn theu chtldren s ltves by wamcr

' parttt:tpatton m school acttvmes makes a dlfference in thetr chtldren s ltves._ .The analyses suggest that‘t }

B The report also adds to the 131’83 bOdy of hterature on. nonresrdcnt fathers by demonstratmg that _;t S

.e‘;\nv in school actt» ttes., Moroover thetr

T
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Estimated Child Support Cost of Optional $50 Pass-through

Assumptions: State optional reinstatement of pre-welfare reform pass-through policy. Federal govemment shares

in cost and pass-through is disregarded for families currently receiving TANF. Assumes Hold Harmless provision has been eliminated.

Lo o rot btiogale) no FS Srariing

FYSs FY29 FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005

TANF Collections Distributed : : 2,433 2,446 2470 2,507 2,575 2573 2,587 2563
FY96 Adjusted % of Collections Passed Through* 107% 107%  107% 10.7%  107% ~ 10.7% 107% - 10.7%
Est % of Collections In States Choosing Option - © T50%  75.0%  750%  75.0%  750% . 750%  750%  75.0%
Total CSE Cost - : , 194 1985 197 200 206 208 207 205
State Share . o 85 86 87 88 .91 91 .81 80

Steto Savings From Current Law 74 - 74 75 7% . 78 78 78 78

Federal Share | 109 - 109 110 112 115 115 116 115
Total Pass Through Payments , 194 195 197 200 206 - 206 207 @ 205
Current State Pass-Through** (159) - (160) (162) (184) (168 - (169) (169) (168)

" Increased Payments to Families ~ - 35 3. 35 38 37 3 . 38 37 %
% of Families receiving Food Stamps 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% - 100% . 100%
Reduction InFS for each additional $1 : 30%  30% 30% 30% - 30% 30% 30% 30%
Federal Food Stamp Savings : (1 (1) (1) (11) (11 (1) (11) (11)

S-year FY2001-2005 Estimates
Federal CSE Cost 573
Federal FS Savings o {58)
Total Cost. 518

* In FYD6, the last year of the mandatory $50 pass-through, 12.3% of distributed TANF collections were passed-through.  This percentage
has been reduced to 10.7% to reflect the fact that a smaller portion of TANF collections are current suppoit due to dedining TANF caseloads,
i.e., more of the TANF collections are for former-TANF cases which-would not be impacted by this pass-through disregard policy. »
* Based on 1/99 CLASP list, it Is eslimated that States are currently continuing to pass-through the equivalent of about 61.5% of the FYS6 pass-through.
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Estimated Child Support Cost of Optlonal $50 Pass-Through only above current State Policy

Assumptions: At State option pass-through up to $50 with disregard for families currently receiving TANF.. Federal govemment shares in costs

- only above current State policy. Based on 1/99 CLASP list, it is estimated that States are currently continuing to pass-through the equivalent

-- of about 61.5% of the FY86 pass-through. This would be equal to about $159 mllhon in FY88. Assumes Hold Harml%s provnsnon has been elimtnated

ASSu me ‘Waphm)’ L AT

B v FYss  FYed FY2000 szom szooz FY2003 ~ FY2004. FY2005 -

TANF Collections Distributéd 2,433 © 2446 . 2470 . 2507 2575 2573 2587 2563 .

FY©6 Adjusted % of Collections Passed Through* 107%  107%  107%  107%  10.7%  107%  107%  107% -
. Estimated % of FY6 in Continuing® . T50%  75.0%  75.0%  75.0%  75.0% - 750%  750%  75.0%. .
- Total Pass-Through - S 194 195 187  "200 - 206 © 208 . 207- 205 -

Current State Pass-Through™ . (159) (180) (162) (164) (169)  (169)  (168)  (168) .

Total CSE Cost R - c 35 35 3 % - 3 3 38 - - 37

State Share . 15 15 . 5 - . 16 18 8. A7 16
Federdl Share o T 200 20 . 20 20 2121 21 21

-~ Increased Payments to Families - . 3% ° 3B 3B 36 37 37 3 37K

% of Families receiving Food Stamps _ 100% 100%  100%  100%  '100% 100% = 100%  100% "~

Reduction in FS for each additiona! $1 S .30%  80%  -80%  30%  30% . - 30% 30% 30% © .

Federal Food Stamp Savings -~~~ .. (1) " (11). () an - an.ooan T oan oy -

5-year FY2001-2005 Esttma'tes :
Federal CSE Cost . 104
Federal FS Savings =~ - (55),
Total Cost - 49§ -

*in FY96, the last year of the mandamry $50 pass-through, 12. 3% of dlstnbuted TANF ooIIectlons were passed-through This percentage )
has been reduced to 10.7% to reflect the fact that a smaller portion of TANF collectaons are current support due to declining TANF caseloads, o
i.e., more of the TANF collections are for former-TANF cases which would not be impacted by this pass-through disregard policy.
** .Based on 1/99 CLASP list, it is estimated that States are currently continuing to pass-through the equivalent of about 61.5% of the FY96 pass-through. -
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I
Estimated Child Support Cost of Optional $100 Pass-Through only above current State Policy , @

Assumptions: At State option pass-through up to $100 with disregard for families currently receiving TANF.
Federal government shares in costs only above current State policy. Assumes Hold Harmless provision has been eliminated.

FYos FYS9 FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005

$50 estimate

TANF Collections Distributed © 2433 2445 2470 2,507 2,575 2573 2587 2563
FY98 Adjusted % of Collections Passed Through* 10.7% 10.7% 10.7% 10.7% 10.7% 10.7% 10.7% 10.7%
% of Collectioris in States Choosing Option 75.0% 75.0%  75.0% 75.0% 75.0% 75.0% 75.0%  75.0%
Total $50 Pass-Through - 194 195 197 200 . 206 206 207 205
Estimated Cost of $50 Pass Through (above) x 194 195 197 200 206 206 - 207 205
$50 Cost X 2 : 388 390 394 400 412 412 414 410
Deflator (avg. collection lower than $100). 80% 80% - 80% 80% - 80% = B80% . B0% 80%
Cost if All States that Choose $50 Increase to $100 310 312 315 320 330 330 - 331 328
50% Stay at $50 and 50% choose $100 252 254 256 - 260 . 268 268 269 267
CSE Cost of $104 Option Above Current State Policy : '
Estimated Cast of $100 Option (above) . ' 252 254 256 260 268 268 289 267
Current State Pass-Through** (159) (160) (162) (164) - (169)  (168) (169) - (168)
o3 94 84 - 96 99 a9 100 99
State Share ) 41 41 41 42 a4 44 44 44
Federal Share : 52 53 53 54 55 - 55 56 56
FQOD STAMP SAVINGS (this is a VERY rough estimate) -
Increased Payments to Families . a3 94 94 96 99 99 100 99 K
% of Families receiving Food Stamps 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% - 100%
Reduction in FS for each additional $1 - 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
Federal Food Stamp Savings (28) (28) (28) (29) (30) (30) (30) (30
5-year FY2001-2005 Estimates
Federal CSE Cost 275
Federal FS Savings - (149)
Total Cast 126

* In FY$8, the last year of the mandatory $50 pass-through, 12.3% of distributed TANF collections were passed-through.  This percentage
has been reduced to 10.7% to reflect the fact that a smaller portion of TANF collections are current suppornt due to declining TANF caseloads,
i.e.. more of the TANF collections are for former-TANF cases which would not be impacted by this pass-through disregard policy.
™ Based on 1/39 CLASP list, it is estimated that States are currently continuing to pass-through the equivalent of about 61.5% of the FY86 pass-through.
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This Facsimile is from the

- Administration for Children and Families |
370 L’Enfant Promenade SW
- Washington, DC 20447

Date: & _/ 30 1 g O’ |
This Transmission consists of this cover plus _ } pages

To:  Acdwre [Coet VFrom il | lew

Oynthac Byen

Phome#:( )  |Phome#:( )

Fax #: ( ) H5C 1Y7]

Administration for Children and Families
Phone #: (202) 401-9200 Fax #: (202) 401-5770

Ex. Sec. #: (202) 401-9211

Ex. Sec. Fax #: (202) 205-4891
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® J. Eric Gould 05/13/99 10:56:35 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP
cc: ' ’

Subject: review of Kohl bill

I spoke to Kohl's staff today. After very preliminary conversations with CBO, they think the bill will
cost "a few hundred miliion dollars.” Somewhere in the $200-$300 range. Still, a very preliminary
estimate. : ‘ :

\

KOHLWP | . ‘



Background: Sen. Kohl’s Pziss-Thrdugh Option Bill

L Background Under current law, states generally retain child support collected on behalf of
TANF-assisted families as one of several sources of program financing. This support is split
between the State and Federal Government as reimbursement for welfare services. Under
welfare reform, states were given the option of continuing the previous $50 pass-through, but
most states have opted not to do so. However, some pass-through a portion (typically $50) and
disregard this amount in calculating the family’s TANF benefits. A few (including Wisconsin
and Vermont) have federal waivers which allow them to pass-through all of the support collected
to the family. Wisconsin disregards the support in calculating assistance -- Vermont does not.

I1. Issues: 1) Disincentives: Non-custodial parents of TANF assisted children are discouraged
from paying support because their money goes to the government and does not benefit their
children directly. Custodial parents also have less incentive to cooperate with the CSE agency
since payments are generally not forwarded to them. 2) Burdens: Support is distributed
according to when it accrues, whether a family is or ever was on public assistance and by which
method it is collected. This distribution system has proven burdensome and costly both in terms
of programming and personnel. 3) Unstable Financing: CSE caseloads have increased 44 percent
since 1991, but TANF caseloads are decreasing. As discussed, states rétain TANF collections,
but d1str1bute non-TANF collections directly to the families. Thus, increasing caseloads are
generating a need for more resources, but the revenue-making portion of the caseloads is in flux.

II. Kohl Pass-Through Option Legislation ’

Option to Pass-Through for TANF: States are given the option to pass-through all child
support collections, including arrears, made on behalf of TANF families. Ifa state adopts a pass-
through policy, the state can claim TANF MOE for passed-through support even if that support
is not disregarded. (Current law only allows states to c1a1m TANF MOE credit for dxsregarded
support.)

Family Income Protection:  States that adopt a pass-through policy must have budget 1
“mechanisms in place so that child support income is not counted agamst TANF eligibility or
benefits until the family has the child support in hand.

Income Treatment Options: State has options to:
(1) include child support as income when calculating eligibility for TANF;

(2) disregard child support in whole or in part when calculating the amount of a welfare benefit
for a family, but if the state disregards 50 percent or more of the total child support payments,
determined either on a case by case basis or in an annual aggregate, that state is no longer
required to repay or calculate the Federal share of the payment.

Maintenance of Effort: Requires states that adopt a pass-through policy to fund child support
program at highest of 1995-1998 level to ensure that program is not defunded simply because
more resources are going to families, excluding automated systems costs and enhancements.



Child Support Pass-through

Under AFDC, families applying for assistance asSigned their chﬂd support nghts to the state.
Child support payments made by a noncustodial parent were thus paid to the child support agency rather
than the AFDC family. If the child support payment was not large enough to disqualify the family from
AFDC, the first fifty dollars of the child support payment was paid to the AFDC family each month as
a “pass-through.” In addition, the pass-through was disregarded-in the families’ benefit computation.
The remaining portion of the child support payment that was not paid to the AFDC family was split
between the state and federal government as reimbursement for monthly cash assistance payments.
Under waivers, some states changed the pass-through amount and other states treated child support

payments as unearned income, dlsregardmg some portion of the payment for the purposes of benefit
computation.

PRWORA repealed the federal law requiring the fifty dollar pass-through. Under PRWORA,
a portion of the child support payment is paid to the federal government based on the Medicaid match
rate in effect September 1996. The remaining portion of the payment is kept by the states. States may
choose to discontinue the pass—through or maint'ain the pass—through at their own expense

Table VL.6 shows that 18 states have mamtamed the ﬁfty dollar pass- through that originated
under AFDC, but 4 of those states have maintained the pass-through on a temporary basis. Thirty-three
states have changed the pass-through amount significantly. Of those, 29 states discontinued the child
support pass-through completely and one state (Kansas) maintains the child support pass-through at a
reduced level, passing through forty dollars of the child support payment to the families, Two states
increased the pass-through amount (Connecticut, Nevada), and one state (Wisconsin) passes through
~ the entire child support payment, allowing families to keep a larger portion of the child support payment

~each month without lowermg the families’ cash assistance beneﬁts

VI-11



Table VL6: Amount of Child Support Pass-through

A Amount of Child - Amount of Child
State Support Pass-through State Support Pass-through
Alabama- $50 ‘ ~ Montana *

Alaska 50" Nebraska *
Arizona o+ Nevada -$75

" Arkansas * ‘ N‘ew Hampshire *
California 50 New Jersey 50

. Colorado * New Mexico 50+
Connecticut 100 New .York 50
Delaware .50 ." North Carolina- *
Dist. of Columbia ~ * . North Dakota *
Florida * - Ohio ’ *
Georgia * Oklahoma 501*
Hawaii * v'()reg.on . *
Idaho * " Pennsylvania -50°
Tlinois 50 " Rhode Island 50
Indiana * -South Carolina *
fowa *d South Dakota *
Kansas 40 Tennessee *
Kentucky * " - Texas 50
Louisiana * Utah g
Maine. 50 Vermont *3
Maryland . * ‘ Virginia 50
Massachusetts 50 ' ' - Washington *
Michigan 501 West Virginia 500
Minnesota - * Wisconsin Entire gran"ti
Mississippi’ * ’Wyo_m_ing o
‘Missouri 50t ' .

Source: Ojﬁce of Child Support Enforcement "Chtld Support Report,” December 1997; and Urban Institute summary of
state TANF dectstons as of October 1997. o

* State dlscontmucd_ the child support pass-through.
t The child support pass-thfough is only in effect temporarily in these states.

1. The child support pass-through may continue past June 30, 1998 based on legislative. approval.
2. The child support pass-through is only in effect until December 31,1997,

3. Legislation passed in the fall of 1997 by the Pennsylvania state Legislature required the Department of Public Welfare to change the method of
calculating the child support pass-through. However, Pennsylvania is currently under court order to contmue the $50 child support pass-through
-according to pre-welfare reform regulations until the resoluuon of pending hugauon

4. The child support pass-through is continued at $50 for those receiving TANF assistance p?ior toJuly 1, 1997,

5. The child support pass-through is continued for recipients in a small control group. For rec1p1en!_s in the statewide demonstration, pass through the
entire grant, deducting any amount in excess of $50 from the cash assistance benefit. .

6. The child support pass-through is rcpldced by an additional cash benefit Wthh is equal to lhc amount of child support collectcd for the family, not
to exceed $50. -

7. Wisconsin. Works recipients receive the entire child support payment, all of which is dlsregdrded for benefit computation but not for eligibility
determination. A control group receives up to $50 or the state share of the child support payrnent, whlchcver is greater, to be disregarded for cash
assistance benefit computation but not for eligibility determination. .

VI-12
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& Eugenia Chough 06/12/99 07:41:17 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPD{EOP, Andrea Karie}’OPD/EOP

e

Subject: Child support

very strange -- i just asked Michele for paper on CS distribution rules, when this popped up.
Michele will look into getting paper, but this is a start.

---------------------- Forwarded by Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP on 05/12/99 07:38 PM

JGALLAGH @ ui.urban.org
05/12/99 10:24:00 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Eugenia Chough |

cc:
Subject: Child support

' For those interested in an overall understanding of the federal

rules that affect how child support collections are assigned and
distributed, | recommend reading the Child Support enforcement
section of the Green Book :
{http://www.access.gpo.gov/congress/wmOO1.html).

For a more focused description of how child support distributions
affect the size of individual welfare grants, see "One Year After
Welfare Reform" from the Urban institute at
http://newfederalism.urban.org/htmi/papers.htm.

Here's what these reports basically say: For families that are

currently on welfare the rules for distribution of child support
collections are generally straightforward (distribution rules for

families that are not longer on welfare are a little more

complicated). Under AFDC, the first fifty dollars of child support
collected on behalf of a family was "passed-through” to the family
currently on welfare. The remaining child support collections were
split between the state and federal government (according to state
medicaid match rates). Since the $50 "pass-through” was not counted

"as income, it increased the amount of the welfare grant by $50. The

idea behind this was to give mothers a financial incentive to
cooperate with child support enforcement. Under TANF, the fifty


http://newfederalism.urban.org/lltmllpapers.htm
http://www.access.gpo.gov/congress/wm001.html
http:uLurban.org

dollar "pass-through” was repealed and states must first pay the
federal government its share of the child support collections (again,
according to the state medicaid match rates). The rest of the child
support collected on behalf of a family currently on welfare is
distributed at the discretion of the state. if the state wants to
continue distributing $50 of the child support collected on behalf of
a family to that family, it may do so (although the $50 will come
from the state's share of the child support collection, not off the
top as under AFDC rules). In this case, the welfare chéck again
increases by $50. Unfortunately, most states (29 according to the
"One Year After" paper) have decided not to pass-through any amount
of the child support collected on behalf of a family with the result
that child support collections have no affect on the size of the
welfare grant in these states (unless, of course, the amount of chiid
support collected is greater than the welfare grant at which point
the welfare grant is reduced to O and the family gets the full child
support payment). In the 22 states with a child support pass

. through, the size of the welfare grant is affected by child support
collections, equal to the amount of the pass-through {in most of
these states, it is still $50.)

. 1 hope this clears things up.
L. Jerome Gallagher

Research Associate
The Urban Institute

> Date: Tue, 11 May 1999 18:36:29 EDT
> Reply-to: welfare reform research <WELFAREM- L@AMERICAN EDU>
> From: NMadden633@A0L.COM ’
> Subject: Re: The Economic effects of the EITC
> To: WELFAREM-L@AMERICAN.EDU
> In a message dated 5/11/99, 11:40:14 AM, WELFAREM- L@AMERICAN EDU wrates
> < <As far as the child support not affecting the cash grant, 1 just
> interviewed a whole slew of women in sunflower county MS who said they
> refused to stay on TANF because the cash grant'was less than their child
> support benefit so they chose to take the child support because they cannot
> get both. > >
> - .
. > This is a different point. The issue of whether receiving child support
> makes the family better off than being on welfare is different than whether
> receiving child support *changes* the size of the grant.
> .

L. Jerome Gallagher
Research Associate

The Urban Institute.
2100 M Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037
{202)261-5565


http:WELFAREM-L@AMERICAI\I.EDU
mailto:WELFAREM-L@AMERICAN.EDU
mailto:NMadden633@AOL.COM
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1067 CONGRESS ; .
S, 1364

~ To amend title IV of the Social Security Act to increase public awareness

regarding the benefits of lasting and stable marriages and community
involvement in the promotion of marriage and fatherhood. issues, to
provide greater flexibility in the Welfare-to-Work grant program for
long-term welfare recipients and low income custodial and noncustodial
parents, and for other purposes.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
| - Juuy 14, 1999 -
- Mr. BavH (for himself, Mr. DoMENICI, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. GraHAM, Mr. LUcAR, Mr. VoINOVICH, Mr. ROBB, Mr.

-BREAUX, Mr. EnpwarDs, and Mr. BINGAMAN) introduced the following
bill; which was read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance

A BILL

To amend: title IV of the Social Security Act to increase - -
public awareness regarding the benefits of lasting and
stable marriages and community involvement in the pro-

. motion vof marriage and fatherhood issues, to provide -
greater flexibility in the Welfare-to-Work grant program -
for long-term welfare recipients and low income custodial
and_ noncustodial parents, and for other purposes.

1 Be 1t enacted by the Senate and House of Regﬁv'eéenta-
2 tives of the United St&tesb}"/lmeﬂca m Congfess désembled)

-
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1 - SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
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This Act rﬁay be cited as the “.Respo_n'sible Father- -

3 hood Act of 1999”.

SEC 2 ' FINDINGS

Congress fmds that—— o | |
(1) nearly 25. mllhon chﬂdren in- the Unlted

ASta,tes or 36 percent of all sueh chlldren hve apart

from thelr b1010g10a1 father

(2) 60 pereent of couples WhO dlvorce have at

least 1 chlld

(3)- the number Of chﬂdren hwng with only

: ‘mother increased from Just over 5 OOO 000.-1n 1960, : -
‘to 17 OOO OOO n 1999 and between 1981 and 1991
‘-the percentage of chﬂdren lmng w1th only 1 parent :

Inereased from 19 percent to 25 percent;

(4) 40 pereent of ehﬂdren Wh() hve mn house-‘

Tholds mthout a father have not seen then father n

at least 1 year and 50 percent of such chﬂdren have |

never visited thelr fa,ther S home

~ (5) children who live mthout‘eontaet with their

~ biological father are, in ‘comparison t_o-éhildféﬁ ‘who

~ have such contact—

- (A) 5 times more likely to live in poverty;
(B) more 11kely to brmg Weapons a.nd
dmgs mto the classroom

(C) twice as hkely to commit crime;

*S 1864 IS .
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3
(D) twice as likely to drop out of sehobl; |
(E) twice as likely to be abused;
(F) more likely to commit suicide;
(G) more than tWice‘f:as likely to abuse al-

- cohol or drugs; and
(H) mor,e' lil{eiy to b,ecome‘ pregnant as
teenagers;

(6) violent criminals are ‘overwhelmingly males

who grew up Withouf fathers and thé best predictor
of crime.in a community 1s the pereentdge of absent
fathef households;
o (7) compared with Great Britain, Canada, Aus-
tralia, Germany, and Italy, »thé United States has
the highest percentage of single parent households
with dependent children; -

" (8) 70 percent of Unife‘d States‘ citizens believe

that the most signiﬁéant family or social problem

facing the United States is the physical absence of
the father from the home, resulting'i.n a lack of in-
volvement, of fathers in the rearing and development
of children; | |

- (9) States should be eneoﬁrfag'ed, not restricted,

from implementing programs that provide support

- for réspc;nsible fatherhood, promote marriage, and

increase the incidence of marriage;

S 1364 IS
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*(10). there is a social need to reconnect children
and fathers; ‘
(11) the pfom()tion of responsible fatherhood

and encouragement of two-parent families should

" not—

(A) denigrate the standing ér parenting ef-
forts of single mothers; or
(B) lessen the protection of children from
abusive parents;
but should increase the chance that children will

have two caring parents to help them grow up

healthy and secure;

(12) for the future of the United States and the
future of our children, Congress, States, and local

communities should assist parents to become more

- actively involved in their children’s lives; and

(13) child support 1s é,n imp.or’tant means by
Whid’l a parent éan take ﬁﬁancial ‘responsibility for
a éh:ﬂd and emotional suf;port Is an inlportant :
means by w};ich a p‘arént can take social responsi-

bility for a child.

*S 1364 IS
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TITLE I—PUBLIC AWARENESS
AND COMMUNITY INVOLVE-
MENT IN  FATHERHOOD
ISSUES -
SEC. 101. GRANTS TO STATES 'I“O ENCOURAGE MEDIA CAM-
| PAIGNS. N i |
Part D of title IV of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 670 et seq.) is amended by .adding at ,the end the

following:

“SEC. 469C. GRANTS TO STATESAT(') ENCOURAGE M‘EDIAA
| CAMPAIGNS'  PROMOTING FATHERHOQD
SKILLS. | | - |
““(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this séetion: |
“(1) CIiILlSREN AT RISK.—Thé teﬁn ‘children
at risk’ means a young‘ child whose family income
clées not exceed 200 percent of the povefty line. .
“(2) MEDIA CAMPAIGN.——The term ‘media eam-
)paign’ includes any commﬁnication or series of com-
munications pfepdfed for distribution through a
bfeadeasting station, hewsbaper, magazihe, outdoor.
advertising facility, mailing, or any other type of
generalupublie adveftising. | » |
“(3) STATE.;’i‘lle~ter-n1 ‘State’ 1me‘ans ‘é,ny of
the several ‘Sfédtyes, tiié District of Columbia, the

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the. United States

*S 1364 IS
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Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the

1
2 C_omrnonwealtn ‘of the N‘orthern Mariana Islands.
3 “(4) Yound CcHILD.—The term ;young child’
4 means an individual under ageA 9. N
5 “b) In GENERAL.%—The Secretary shall award
6 g'rants' in accordnnce with this section to Statés for the
7 purpose of encouraging States— A
8 “(1) to Idevelop and eai"ry out media campaigns,
9 in conjunction with local and nrivate ofganiza,tions
10 - within the State, that promote the fbfma,fion and
11 maintenance of married twb-parentv Afamﬂies
12 strengthen fragﬂe families, and promote respons1ble
13 fatherhood; and o
.14 “(2) to obtaln donations of medla access nec-
15 essary for such campaigns. |
] 16‘ . “(e) AMOU\IT OF GRANT —The amount of the grant
17 to be made to a State under this sectlon for a fiscal year
18 shall be an amount equal to the lesser of—
19 “(1) 100 percent of State expenditnres during
20 the fiscal year for aetiviﬁes described in subsection
21 (b)or |
22 “(2) the a,llotmenﬁ of the State under sub-
23 section (d) for the fiscal year. -
24 “d)y ALLOTMB\ITS TO STATDS -—From the funds ap-

25 propriated under subseemon (i) for making grants under

«S 1364 IS
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1 thls section for the fiscal year the allotment of a State'(

E 2 for a ﬁscal year is equal to the sum of—

-3
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’ ’A'lo,
11,

12
13

14

15
16
17

&

19
20

21
23

2

25

that—

' “(1) an amount that bears the same ratm to 50 '

" percent of bllCh funds as the number of young chll- '

dren in l:he State bears to the number of such ch11~

dren in all States and

“(2) an amount that bears the same ratio to 5()

) ‘pereent of such funds as the number of children at
. risk ‘m the State bears to the number of such chil- |

~dren in a’H States

“(e) USE OF FUNDS The chief executive offmer of

a State receiving a g’rant‘under this section shall certify.

Vk “(1) 50 percent of such funds Shall be used to

streng'then frag'lle famlhes a,nd promote I’GSpOHSlble

| f&thcrhood and

“(2) 50 pereent of such funds shall be used to

promote the formatlon and mamtenanee of married

' tio-parent famlhes.«

“(f) STATE EXPENDITURES -
() CASII OR IN KIND. ——State expendmures

undeI subsect10n (c )(1) may be in cash or 'in kmd

’mc]udmg eqmpment or semces ‘contributed dlrectlv
-or thr ough donatlonq from public OntltICS or prlvateh |

' .I'IOnpl()flt orgammtlons lneludmg, ehantabk and Ie-: )

*S 1364 IS
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. ligious organizationé.:.Amountvsﬂprovided by the Fed-
“eral Government, or Vs‘ervices assisted or .subsidiéed.
. to any Signifiennt. extent by fhe Federal GOvefnnlent -
may not be mduded in determmmg the amount of .
. siich State expendltures ' |
“(2) No CRDDIT FOR PRE-AWARD EXPENDI-
TURES.—Only State expend1tures made after "a
. grant has been awardéd under this section may‘be-
counted for purposes of determining whether the
' State has - satisfied  the expenditufe requirement
'. , under Subseetion (e)(1) |
() NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE.—From the funds
aﬁpr(')pfia,ted ~'under> 'éubseetion (1) ;forc the fiseal year to |

earry out programs under this’ subseetlon the Seeretary ',

‘shall eontraet Wlth a natlonally recognized, nonproﬁt fa-

therhood pmmo‘uon orgamzamon with at 1east 4 years of
experlence in demgnmg and dlssemmatmg a natlonal pub—

lic. education campaign, including the producmon and sue-

cesstul placement of telewsmn radm ‘and’ prmt pubhc '

semce announcements which prornote the importance of .

responsible fatherhqod, and with at least 4 years experi-

“ence. providing corisultation and training to community

based or'ga,nizajcions intéres‘ted in implementing faj;herhood

Qutfeach, .suppor't,»o“r skills 'prograrns‘xvith an elnphasis on

«5 1364 IS
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1 promoting. married - fatherhood as the ideal, such as the

3

O o N A U A

10 .

11

2.

13

14

15
16
17
18

19-

20
21
22
2
24
25

agr ant is made under thlS SCCthIl——

"2 National Fathefhood Initiatiﬁe, to—

(1) ‘develop, promote, and distribute to inter-

ested States, local goyérnments and public agencies;

and private nonprofit organizations, including chari-

table and religious organizations, a media campaign

that encourages the ap;ﬁropriate involvement of both

~ parents in the life of any ehﬂd of the ‘parents, with

a priority for pro'grarri:s‘ tha,t specifically address the

issue of responéible fatherhood; and

(2) »devel'op a national clearinghouse to assist

States and coinniunitiés in efforts to promote and

support responsible yfa‘the:rhood by c'(';)llecﬁng, evaluf

atingf,‘ and fnakihg available (through the Internet

and by other méans) to other States, information re-

“garding media campaigns and programs instituted

) by States using the funds available under this’ see_-'

tion.

- “(h) STATE ADMINISTRATIONF—E@h State to which

#:

«.“‘(1) may - admlmster State programs funded

W1th the gla,nt dlrectly or- through grants to or con-

tracts Wlth local. govemments and public ageneles‘_ -

and pmvate nonproﬁt or ganlza,tlons 1ncludmg ehar 1-

table and Iehgmus or gamzatlons and

«S 1364 IS
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10
“(2) shall monitor, evaluate, and annuaﬂy re-
port on such programs to the Seéretary In such
manner as the Secretary determines in consultation
with the States. | |
“(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There
‘are authorized .‘ to be appropriated to carry out this
seeﬁon‘— S ‘ |
“(1) $25,000,000 for each fiscal year beginning
on or aftei*_ October 1, ~19§9, for the purpose of mak-
ing grants uﬁder this section; and |
“(2) $2,000,000 for each such fiscal year for
the purposes of carrying out programs under sub-
section (g).”. ‘
SEC. 102. RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD BLOCK GRANT.
(a) GRANT.—Section 403(a)(5) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)) is amended by adding at the
.end the following: | . |
| “YK) RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD BLOCK
. GRANT.— | o
“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this sﬁbpara—
' graph:' |
.“(I)~ CHILDREN AT RISK.—The
term ‘children at risk’ means a young
eh;ild whose faniﬂy income does not

. exceed 200 percent of the poverty line.

»S 1364 IS
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“(II) STATE—The term ‘State’
means any of the Tseveral States, the.
" District of Columbia, the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico, the United

States Vifgin Islands, Guam, Amer-

ican Samoa, and the Commdnwealth

of the Northern Mariana. Islands.
YO YOﬁNG CHILD.—The term

‘yoimg child means an individual

under age 5.

“(ii)  AuTHORITY.—The Secretary
shall award orants to States in accordance
with  this subparagraph to encourage
States to provide Supﬁort for the efforts of
local governments and pﬁblie agencies, and
private | nonprofit | organizations, including
charitable and religious organizations, to
promote the formation and mainfenanee of
marriéd two-pafent families, strengthen
fragile families, ‘and promote responsible
tatherhood.,

- Y(ill) REQUIREMENT OF. MATCHING

FUNDS . —

~ (1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible

- to receive a grant under this subpara-
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graph, the State shall agree to make
available (directly or through dona-
tions from public entities or profit or
noﬁpfofit organizations,  including
charitable and religious organizations)
non-Federal contributions toward the

costs of the activities to be carried out

- by a State pursuant to clause (v) in

an amount that is not less than 25
percent of such costs.

~“(II)  DETERMINATION = OF

"AMOUNT  CONTRIBUTED.—Non-Fed--

eral contributions required in sub- .

~clause (I) may be in cash or in kind,

fairly evaluated, including equipment.

or services. Amounts provided by the

.Federal Government, or services as-

sisted or subsidized to any significant
exteﬁt by the Federal Government,
méy not be included. in determining
the amount of such non-Federal con-

tributions.

“(iv) ALLOTMENTS TO STATES.—
From the funds appropriated under clause

(viii) qu ‘grants under this sﬁbparag'faph
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for the fiscal year, the allotment of a State

for such fisecal year is equal to the sum

“(I) an amount that bears the

same ratio to 50 percent of such

- funds As the number of young chil-

dren in the State bears to the number

6f éuch children in all States; and
“(II) an amount that bears the

same ratio to 50 percent of such

funds as the numbelj of children at

"risk in the State bears. to the number

of such children in all States.

“(y) USE OF FUNDS.—

YD) In GENERAL.——A State that -
receives a grant under this subpara-
graph shall use the funds received to
support progfains of local govern-
ments and public agencies, and pri-

vate nonprofit organizations, including

charitable and religious organizations,

that encourage the appropriate in-
volvement of both parents in the life
of any child of the parents, with a pri-

ority’ for programs that specifically
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address the issue of responsible fa-

therhood, promote the formation and

‘maintenance of married two-parent

families, and stfe'ngthen fragile fami-
lies.

- “(II) CERTIFICATION OF SET-
szIDE.-—The chief executive officer of

a State réceiving funds under this

~ subparagraph shall certify that%—

“(aa) 50 percent of such
funds shall be used to strengthen
fragile families and promote re-
sponsible fatherhood; and
| (bb) 50 percent of such
funds ‘Shall be.used to promote

- the formation and ‘maintenance
of married two-pa,renta families.
(I . SUPPLEMENT NOT SUP-
PLANT.— . |

“(aa) IN GENERAL.—Except
as ‘_proxdded K m item  (bb),
amounts paid to a State under

- this subparagraph shall be used
- to suﬁplement and not supplant

other Federal, State, ‘or local
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~ funds provided to the State
under this part or any. other pro-
vision of law; - |
(bb) o EXCEPTION.;Iten{
(aa) shzﬂl not apply to amounts
provided to the State under this
part. | ;
“(vi) STATE ADMINISTRATION.%EaCh

State to which a grant is made under this

subparagraph shall monitor, evalﬁate, and

provide a report onyprograms furided with

, this g’ran‘t to the Secretary in such manrier

as the Seéretary determines in ‘éonsﬁltatiOn
with the States. )

- “(vil) COORDINATION WITH OTHER
PROWSIONS.;—

k "f‘(I) For purposes of this sub-
paragraph, the limitations -contained.
in subparagraph (C) shall not apply.

“(IT) " For pﬁrposes of sections
404, 405, 407, and 408, a grant
under this '$ubparagi'aph shall not be
considered to be a grant made 'undér

section 403.
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“(viil) AUTHORIZATION éF APPRO-
PRIATIONS. ——There are authorized to be
appropnated to earry out this subparaf
- graph, $50,QO0,000 for each f;seal year be-
Ag'innin'g on or after October 1 1999, for
the purpose of makmg grants under this
Subparagraph ” | |

(b) - CONI‘ORMING AML‘NDMI]NT 4Seetion
403(a)(5)(D)(i) of the Social Seeurlty Act (42 USC
603(a)(5)(I)(1)) 1is amel'{ded by msertmg “(other than

gfants under subparagraph (K))” before the pefiod, .
TITLE II—REMOVAL OF BURDEN-
SOME FEDERAL RESTRIC-
TIONS

SEC. 201. WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAM GRANT MODIFICA-
' ‘TIONS. , ‘

(a) MODIFICATION OF RECIPIENT, R,EQUIRE-
MENTS.—Clause (ii) of; section 403(a)(5)(C) of the Sociél
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)(C)) is amended—

- (1) in the matter preceding subelause (f), by in-
serting ‘‘, as applicable” after “éubelauses”; and

| (2) in subclause (I)— j

B (A) in the matter preceding item (aa)-;

(i) by striking “2” and inserting “1”;

«S 1364 IS
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17 :
(i1) by strikiﬁg “apply” and jnserting
“applies”’; and | |
| (iii) by striking “or the noncustodial
parent”;
(B) in item (aa), by striking “, and has
low skills in reading or mathemﬁics”; |
: (C) bj r‘edgsighating items (bb) and (cc) as
‘items (ce) and (dd), respectivély;‘and |
| (D) by inserting after item (aa) the fol-
lowing: - | ' |
o “(bb) The individual has low
skills in reading or mathe-
matics.”. |
(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR GUSTODIAp AND NoON-
CUSTODIAL,  PARENTS.—Clause (11) .of - section -
403(2)(5)(C) of the Social Security Act (42 US.C.
603(2)(5)(C)) is amended— . | -
(1) by fedesigna‘.cing'subélause (IT) as subclause |
(IV); and | -
(2) by inserting after subclause (I), the fol-
lowing: )
“(II) At least 1 of the following .
| applies to the recipient cor the non-

~custodial parent:

*S 1364 IS
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“(aa) The individual is un-
employed.

“(bb) The individual is un-
deremployed.

“(ce) The individual is hav-

ing difficulty in paying child sup-

‘port obligations.

“(dd) The income of the in-
dividual 1s not.greater than 200

percent of the poverty line.

“(IIT) At 'least 1 of the following

applies to a minor ehild.lof the non-

custodial parent or the recipient:

“(aa) The minor child of the
recipient or the reeipient meets
the requirements of subeclause
(IV).

“(bb) The minor. child is eli-

gible for, 001“‘ 18 rgeeiving‘, benefits

~ under the program fﬁnded under

this part.

“(ec) The minor child re-
ceived benefits under the - pro-
gram funded uﬁder _this part in

the 12-month period preceding
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fhe date ef the determination but
" no longerArecei'ves‘ such benefits.
“(dd) The mmor ehlld is eh-
g’lble for, or is Ieeemng, asmst—
' \anee under the Food Stamp Aect
vof 1977, beneflts undex the sup-
| ., plemental securlty meome pro- .
. gram. under title XVI of this ‘Act,
" medical aseistanee under  title
XIX of this Act, or child health
. .aésistanee under title XXI of this
N ot';yithstanding thls subelause'; not
" more ‘than 10 vperee‘nt‘ of the funj’de
| erevided for pr(’)jeets ﬁﬁder this elauge‘;:‘ '
Kl may be used for the beneﬁt of recipi-
I ents or noneustodml parents who do
| not meet the reqmrements of this sub-

“elause!”.

"(c)‘ INCREASE IN IN-I

, 408( )(5)(A)( )' of the Somal Seeurlty Act (42 U.S.C.

60‘3(&)( YA )(1)) is amended by addmg a,t the end the fol-;
~ lowing flush eentenee ‘
- “Por purposes of determmmg expendltures by} .

the State under thlS elauSe m kmd donatlons'

«S 1364 IS
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may be included in an anﬁount not to exceéd
75 percent of the total amount of expendi-
tures.”. |
(@ ,;ADDITIONMJ UsE bF FUNDS.——Séction |
403(3)(5)(0)(.i) of the Social Security Act (42 US.C.
- 603(2)(5)(C)(1)) is amended by inserting -after subclause . --
(V) the following: | |
‘f(VII) Programs to Increase par—
enting skﬂls of low income parents eli-
gible for assistance under the program
| funded under this part}, to encourage
the ‘formation and maintenance of
married two-parent families, and to
prom‘ote responsible fétherhood.”.

(e)»A_ - CONFORMING AMENPMENT.—-—SGCUOH
404(1«:)(1)(0)(iii) of .the Social Security Act ‘(42 U.S.C.
‘ GQé(k)(l_)(C).(ii'i)) is amended by striking “(i1)(II)"” and in-

serting “(if) (IT)”. “ L
SEC. 202. ’DISTRIBUTI_QN AND TREATMENT OF CHILD SUP-
PORT COLLECTED BY THE STATE.
(a) STATE OPTION To PAss PORTION OF CHILD
SUPPORT COLLECTED DIRECTLY TO THE FAMILY.—

(1) IN GENERAL—Section 457 of the Social

Security Act (42 U.3.C. 657) is amended—

S 1364 IS
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(A) in subsectlon (a) by striking “(e) and .
(f)” and inserting * ‘(e ) (£), and (g)”; and

(B) by addmg at the end the followmg

“(g) STATE OP’I‘ION To PASS TIIROUGII POR’I‘ION OF

SUPPORT COLLECTED TO "I‘HE FAMILY —

“(1)°INn GENERAL -—At State option, subjeet to
péragraph 2), and subsecmons (a)(4) (b) (d), (e),
and (f) this seetlon shall not apply to up to the flrst |
$75 of any monthly amount colleeted on- behalf of a
family as supp‘ort by the Stafe - -and any ‘amount, so
collected shall be distributed to' the falnily S |

‘ "“"(2) INCOMD PROTDCTION REQUIREMDI\T —A

State may not eleet the . optlon desenbed in para-

~ graph (1) unless the State ensures that - any amount

dlstmbuted to a famﬂy in aecordance with tha,t para-

graph is not mcluded in the income of the, famﬂy for

.purposes of determmmg ‘the ehglbmty of the f‘lmlly

for or the amount of .assistance under the State ~

“program funded under part A until the famlly has - '

actuallv reeezved the a,mount

4(3) OPTION TO PASS THROUGH AMOUNTS coL-

. LECTED PURSUAET: TO A. CONTINUED ASSIGN-

MENT.—At State opti{)n.,:fany amount collected pui-

suant to an assignment continued under subsection
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(b) may be distributed to the family in accordance
with parag"ra,ph‘ (1). | _
“(4) RELEASE OF OBLIGATION' TO PAY FED-
DRAL SIIARE—-If a State that elects the 6’ption de-
scribed in paragraph (1) also elects to disregard
under gection 408(a)(12)(B) the total amount annu-
ally collected and distributed to all families in ac-

cordance with paragraph (1) for purposes of deter-

mining the amount of assistance for such families

under the State program funded under part A, the

~ State is released from—

“(A) calculating the Federal ‘share of the
aiﬁounts so. distributed and disregarded;‘and

“(B) paymng “such - share ,to- the Federal
~ Government.”. | '

(2) AUTHORITY TO CLAIM PASSED THROUGH

- AMOUNT TFOR PURFPOSES OF TANF «MNTENANCE

OF - EFFORT REQUIREMENTS.—Section

409(&)(7)(]3)(i):(I)(aa)‘. of the Social Secu’rity Act (42

- U.S.C. 609(a)(7)(B)(i)(I)(aa)) is amended by insert-

ing “, and, in the case of a Staté that elects under

section 457(g) to distribute up to the first $75 of

~.any monthly amount s‘eroll‘eeted directly to the fam-

iy, a pereqantzige of any amount so distributed (and

disregarded under section 408(a)(12) in determiriing

«S 1364 IS
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the eligibiﬁty of the famﬂy: for, or the amount of,
~ such ass.istanc'e)‘ equal‘ to 100 .percent mihus the
Federal mediéal assistance pereentage (as defined in
section’ }1905,(b)) for ‘such State for the fiscal year”
efore the period. |
(b) STATE OPTVIONVTO DISREGARD CHILD SUPPORT
COLLECTED FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING ELIGI
BILITY FOR, OR AMOUNT or, TANF ASSISTANCE.—Sec- )
tion 408(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 608(a))
is amended by adding at the end the following: |
“(12) STATE OPTION TO ﬁISREGARD CHILD -
SUPPORT IN DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY FOR, OR
AMOUNT OF, ASSISTANCE.—
“(A) OPTION TO DISREGARD CHILD SUP-
PORT FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING ELIGI-
BILITY.—A State to which a grant is made
' under section 403 may disregard any part of
any amount received by a family as” a result of
a child subport obﬁgation in- determining the
family’s income for purposes of determining the
family’s eligibility = for assistance under the
State program funded under this part.
| “(B)"-OPTION TO DISREGARD CHILD SUP-

PORT IN DETERMINING AMOUNT OF ASSIST-

ANCE,

A State to which a grant is made under.

»S 1364 IS
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section 403 may. disregard any part ‘(')f any
~ amount received by a fdmi1y as ‘a result of a
child support oblvig'ationj m determ‘ining the
- amount of 'aésistanne ‘tha‘t'the S.tatewill provide |
o t‘d .the family nnder the Staﬁe program funded
) under this part.” | | | .‘ |

(c) CONPORMNG AI\’IDND\{DNT ——Sectmn 457 (f)' of
the Social Securlty Act (42 U. S C 657(f)) is amended by’ ,
Stmklng “Notmthstandlng and 1nsert1ng “AMOUNTS}‘

- COLLECTED ON BEHA.LI‘ OF CHILDRL‘\I IN FOSTER -

CARE. —N otvmthstandmg |
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.——The amendments made by
‘this‘sgctionn take effect on October 1, ‘1999.’ ’.
SEC. 203, USE OF CERTAIN FEDERAL SHARE AMOUNTS TO
| ' PROVIDE FATHERHOOD PROGRAMS. |
(a) RDLEASE or OBLIGATIO\I To Pay FPDDRAL‘
SHARE ON AMOUNTS USED FOR FATHERHOOD Pro-

GRAMS.f-—SthIOH 457 of tne Social Security Act (42

U.S.C. 657), as amended by sédtion 20‘2(3) is amended—

y (fl)yrin"subseetion (a ) by Strlklng “(f) and (g)” |
’&‘Lnd inserting “(fj (g), and (h)
(2) by addmg at the end the f’ollowmg

"‘(h) ‘OPTION | To UsEe AMOUNTS COLLECTDD I‘OR

| FATIIDRIIOOD PROGRAMS.— |

| oS 1364 IS
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“(1) IN GE\IDRAL ——At State optlon ‘subject to
paragraph (2), paragra,phb (2),'(3), and (4) of sub~ .
seiztion (a) ‘and subbectlons (b), (d ) (e) and (f)

thls section shaﬂ not apply to- any amounts colleeted

. by a. Sta,te as child ‘support and retamed bv the

| Sta,te to provide services desembed n paragraph (3). L

“(2) 'REQUIREMENT‘ TO MAKE ELECTION

~ UNDER SUBSDCTION (g).—This subsection shall only

apply to a State Whlch has made an electlon under
subsectlon (g)( ) mth respeet to the first $75 of anv

monthlv ameunt colleeted on behalf of a famlly as

"support by the State and eleets to disr egard under
| _section 408(&)(12)‘(‘]3) the total amount d1si:r1buted

for purposes of idétefminlihg the amount of assist-

a‘nce 'Ifor such families under the State program
funded under part A.

“(3) FATHERHOOD SERVICE.—A’ service is de-

| _séribéd in " this ’p:aragq«a;;h if it is ’a"service‘ that en- -
courages the appropI 1ate mvolvement of both par- o
. ents in the Tife of any ehﬂd of the parents with a

: pnonty for plograms that %peelflcaliy address the ; 3

1ssue of Iesponsﬂ:)le f&therhood for low mcome non-

custod1a1 fathers. .

“4y RELEASE 'OF OBLIGATION TO PAY FED-

ERAL SHARE.—If a State provides services deseribed

~eS 1364 IS
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1 in paragraph (8v) using amounts deseribed in para- ‘
2 ~graph (1), the State is relieased from—
3 “(A) caleulating the "Federal share of the
4 lesser of— |
5 “(i) the State expeﬁdi‘c‘uresAfof the fié—
6 cal year for such serviees; or
7 “(ii) the amount collected on behalf of
8 _each farhily as support by the Stafe for the
9 fiscal year but only to the extent that such
10 Federal share does not exceed ah amount
11 | ~equal to the first $50 of each monthly
12 : : amount, (determinéd, at the option of the |
13 State, in the aggregate or. 6n a case—by-A
14 . ~ case basis); and |
15 - “(B) paying ‘Sl.leh share to the Federal
) ‘. 16 : Governmenti.”.‘ | |
17 (b) ErrmcTIvE DATE—The amendments made by

. '18 this s_ection’kta,l«:e‘effect on October 1 , 1999.
19 sEC. 204, TANF BONUS TO REWARD HIGH PERFORMANCE
20 STATES.& | | .

21 Seetion 403(a)(4)(C). of the Social Security Act (42
| 22 USC 603(a)(4)(C)) is ani'endéd by édding at the end the
23 following: “The formula shall provide for the awarding of

24 erants under this paragraph based on a State’s effort to

*S 1364 IS
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1 encourage the formation and maintenance of two-parent

2 families.”.

»5 1364 IS
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Bill Summary & Status for the 106th Congress

NEW SEARCH | HOME | HELP | ABOUT COSPONSORS

S.1364 A :
SPONSOR: Sen Bayh, Evan (introduced 07/14/99)

COSPONSORS(11):

Sen Domenici, Pete V. - 07/ 14/99 Sen Lincoln, Blanche - 07/14/99
Sen Lieberman, Joseph I. - 07/14/99  Sen Landrieu, Mary L. - 07/14/99

Sen Graham, Bob - 07/14/99 Sen Lugar, Richard G. - 07/14/99
Sen Voinovich, George V. - 07/14/99 Sen Robb, Charles S. - 07/14/99

Sen Breaux, John B. - 07/14/99 Sen Edwards, John - 07/14/99
Sen Bingaman, Jeff - 07/14/99 R '
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NATIONAL o e * Thamar R Carper " Raymwond C. Scheppuch
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" Gevemnor of Ugab © “Waabingron, D.C. 20001-1512
S - " _ Vice Chirman Talephone {202) 624-8500
e = S - | : e S
: 4—*** S N July 30. 1999
._._. The Honorable Evan Bayh _ L . The Honorable Petc V. Dmnemcx ;
'ULS. Senare - . U.S. Senate
- 717 Hart Senate Ofﬂce Building ., 7 328 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510 - Washingfon, DC 20510

Dear Séna!drs Bayh and ‘)\)'cmen\ici: *

The nation’s Governors commend you for your efforfs to pmvxdz states with additional resources and
flexibility to promore responsible fatherhood. We belicve your bill, S 1364, thc Responsible
Fatherhocd Act, would enhamae nxmnno state fatherhood i mmanvae

Governors recognize that in farmhas withont faﬂ:e.rs conmbutmo their time and support, chﬂdren are
far more liksly to face a number of risk factors, such a5 dropping out of school, becoming prognant as
: tccnagers or.becoming involved in crime. In rccent years, Governors have worked 1o increase public
awareneés of the importance of fathers’ involvement in the lives of their children by convening
. statewide. summits and conferences and sponsoring statewide media campaigns to promote fathers’
positive involvement with their children. In addition, states have implemented progxams that build the
parenting skills of new fathers, ensble disadvantaged or poncustodial fathers re improve their
relationships with their shﬂdren, prapare. teen fathers o becomc sond fathers, and help fathers obtain
T2 and retain amp!oymem. : ; o o
The’ vast majority of Governors have now implemented or are developing fatherhood initiazives in
their states. Govcmﬁts interest in this issue is evidenced in the National Governors’ Association
policy HR-28, Paternal Involvemsnt in Child Rearing, which was originally adopted in 1995, We o
have attached a oopy of this pobcy Wthh we bcheVe is consistent wnh ths goak of your bill,

Given current budget constramts. we do have concemns about the impact of any new federa! spending
.on existing commitments to states. Nonetheless, we look forward to continuing to work with you to

promote greater involvement of fathers in their children’s lives.
Sincerely,

Frm de

Governor Thomas Carper . Governer Michael O. Leavim
. Chairman ! '_ © - Vice Chatrman
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HEvanB ayh

United States Senator, INDIANA

INEWS RFEIFEASE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE | Contact: Mary Meagher
© July 14, 1999 T . 202/224-5623

| Bayh/Domehici Place Value on RespOnsible Fathers

Senators Evan Bayh (D-IN) and Pete Domenici (R-NM) today unveiled bipartisan legislation
to stem the serious trend in fatherlessness that negatively impacts our nation’s children and society.
The Responsible Fatherhood Act of 1999 spotlights the importance of families and marriage for child
development and aims to strengthen fragile families and promote responsible fatherhood through
public awareness, community involvement and removal of federal barriers to active fatherhood and
married, two- parent famxhes

“The irony in our nation’s unprecedented economic prosperity is that many . Americans still
feel like our country is on the wrong track, that there is a deterioration of our values that i is fraying the
social fabric,” said Bayh. “Many indicators point to the dramatic increase in absent fathers as the
culprit -- this epidemic is self-destructive and anti-social.” :

“Women are heroic in their efforts to raise our nation’s children. But it is unfair to ask them
to shoulder the entire burden,” said Bayh. “Many men have abandoned their families, they are not
carrying their responmblhty and through their actions, teaching their children about moral'and
values.” :

“To understand what we address with this legislation, one must understand the scope of the
crisis that absentee fathers present for our children and our communities,” said Bayh as he described
that nearly 25 million children in the United States today (36% of all children) live apart from their
biological father. 40% of children who live in households without a father have not seen their father
in at least a year. Children who live without contact with their fathers are, in comparison to their
counterparts: Five times more likely to live in poverty; more likely to bring weapons and drugs into
the classroom; twice as likely to commit crime; twice as likely to drop out of school; twice as likely
to be abused; more likely to commit suicide; more than twice as likely to abuse alcohol or drugs and
more likely to become pregnant as teenagers.

The Responsible Fatherhood Act of 1999 has two sections. Title I seeks to raise public
awareness and community involvement on the issue of absentee fathers and the importance of two-
parent families through a state-by-state media campaign, a state block grant program for fatherhood
programs, and the creation of a national clearinghouse to share best practices.

(more)



Responsible Fatherhood Act
News Release '

page 2

Title II seeks to remove federal barriers to responsible fatherhood.and two-parent, married
families through increased opportunities to move unemployed fathers into jobs through the Welfare
to Work program, direct child-support payments to families, and state incentives. for programs that
promote maintenance of two-parent families and responsible fatherhood.

“A National Bureau of Families isn’t the solution,” said Bayh. “But the federal government
can partner with the courageous work already being done in our communities and bring badly needed
resources to build on the efforts of state and local governments, community groups and faith-based
organizations. The federal government should seek to remove the barriers that keep families from
staying together.”

For Bayh, this effort builds upon work he began as ‘govemor of Indiana when his
administration sponsored one of the first national conferences that focused on responsible fatherhood,
. eliminated marriage penalties in government programming and utilized media and grants to promote

responsible fatherhood. Dunng his tenure as governor, Bayh aIso more than doubled child support
collections. : ‘ , -

Bayh and Domenici were joined at the news conference by Wade Hom, Director of the
National Fatherhood Initiative, and Joe Jones, President of the Center for Fathers, Famlhes and
Workforce Development. '

Ongmal COSpONSOrs mclude Senators Jeff Bmgaman (D- NM), John Breaux (D-LA), John
Edwards (D-NC), Bob Graham (D-FL), Mary Landrieu (D-LA), Joseph Lieberman (D-CT), Blanche
Lincoln (D-AR), Richard Lugar (R-IN), Chuck Robb (D-VA), and George Voinovich (R-OH). The
legislation has received the endorsement of the National Fatherhood Initiative, The National
Practitioners Network for Fathers and Families, the National Center for Strategic Nonprofit Planning
and Community Leadership, The Hudson Institute, and The Progressive Policy Institute.

“We must address this challenge. The urgency is here because poverty, crime, drug abuse,
teen pregnancy, all these problems come back to tackling the challenge of fatherlessness,” said Bayh.
“Children need the financial and emotional support of their fathers. The mothers of these children
deserve the help and support that good fathers can provide. Getting fathers involved in the lives of
their children is by and large much better than just handing these kids a check.” :

HH#



Bayh/Domenici Responsible Fatherhood Act of 1999

Bill Summary

Congress, States and local communities should assist parents to become more actively
involved in their children’s lives. States should be encouraged to implement programs
that provide support for responsible fatherhood and federal restrictions should be
removed. |

The promotion of responsible fatherhood and encouragement of two-parent families
should not denigrate the standing of parenting efforts on the part of single mothers, but
should increase the chance that children will have two caring parents to help them grow

‘up healthy and secure.

Title I: Public Awareness and Communityv Involvement

*

Media .
Authorizes a $25 million Challenge Grant program to encourage states and local
communities to get donated air time from broadcasters for messages promoting
responsible fatherhood. Donations are matched one for one by the federal government,
and can be a combined effort on the part of state and local government, media, nonprofit,
charitable and religious organizations. Requires at least 50% of funds be used to promote
the formation and maintenance of married, two parent families, and 50% of funds be used
to strengthen fragile families and promote responsible fatherhood.

Responsible Fatherhood Block Grant

Authorizes a $50 million state Block Grant program to prowde support for state and local
government, nonprofit, charitable and religious organizations’ efforts to promote
responsible fatherhood. Requires at least 50% of funds be used to promote the formation
and maintenance of married, two parent families, and 50% of funds be used to strengthen

' fragile families and promote responsible fatherhood. States must match 25% using any

combination of state funds or in-kind donations from local government, nonprofit,
charitable or religious organizations.

National Clearlnghouse/Evaluatlon

Authorizes $2 million per year to assist states and communities in efforts to promote and
support responsible fatherhood. Establishes a National Clearinghouse to produce and
distribute television, radio, and print advertisements and to share successful efforts
among communities. Provides for evaluation of program efforts and review funding
impact.



Title 11: Removing Federa] Barriers to Responsible Fatherhood '

*

Welfare to Work ;
States and cities have not been able to use their full Welfare to Work funds because of -
restrictive federal guidelines. This provision provides flexibility to states and cities to
serve a broader group of low-income, custodial and non-custodial fathers, and provides .
fewer federal eligibility restrictions in order to encourage states to increase the
employment and parenting skills of eligible low-income fathers. It also expands the use
of in-kind services from 50% to 75% for matching Welfare to Work grants, encouraging
broader participation by states that are currently unable to fully match their allotments.

Child Support Enforcement Pass-Through

Research demonstrates that fathers are more connected with their children and more
likely to pay child support when they believe their child support is going directly to their
family, and not to the government. -

A mandate in the original welfare reform law in 1995 required states to pass-through the
first $50 of child support directly to the family without counting against their income for
purposes of TANF eligibility. The federal government shared the cost of that pass-
through with the state. The mandate (and federal support) was removed in 1996. Fewer
than half of the states now prov1de this pass through

This provision would reestablish the federal ‘government as a partner to states that want to
exercise an option to pass-through up to $75 of child support payments per month
directly to the family with out impacting TANF eligibility. '

Child Support Funds Flexibility :

Allows states to use child support funds on fatherhood initiatives instead of paymg funds
back to TANF. Eight states currently have waivers from HHS to implement this
program. An additional 10 states have applications pending before HHS for similar
waivers. This provision would allow states this flexibility without a waiver if they
exercised the pass-through provision and as long as the funds are used for fatherhood
promotion services. '

TANF Bonus Performance Pool

Maintenance of two-parent families is currently a goal of the TANF program. This
provision would require HHS to include formation and maintenance of two-parent -
families as a factor in distributing TANF Bonus Performance Pool funds. Proposed HHS
guidance for distributing this $2 billion bonus pool currently focus solely on states’
ability to move welfare recipients to work.



FATHERHOOD
~ FACT SHEET

- National Fatherhood Facts

Nearly 25 million childreﬁ;(?;()‘% of all kids) live without their biological father.

The number of children living bnly with their mothers grew from just over 5
million in 1960 to over 17 million today.

About 40% of the children who live in fath_erleés households haven’t seen ‘their
fathers in at least a year while 50% of children who don’t live with their fathers
have never stepped foot in their father’s home.
Violent criminals are bverwhelmingly males who grew up without fathers. The
best predictor of crime in a community is the percentage of absent father
households. - | o v
- Compared with Britain, Canada, Australia, Germany, and Italy, the United States
leads them all with the highest percentage of one parent households with ‘
dependent children.
Between 1981 and 1991 the peréentage of childreh living with only one parent
grew from 19% to 25%.

Fatherhood Trends in Indiana

Over 29% of the families in Indiana do not have fathers present in the home -
seventh highest in the country.

Over 30% of the babies born in Indiana are born out of wedlock - ninth highest in
the country. V : - | .

Over 74% of teen births in Indiana are out of wedlock.'

Source: Father Facts - Third Edition, 1998. Wade Hom, Ph.D., National Fatherhood Initiative
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. Fatherhood Trends by State

source: Father Facts - 3™ Edition,
National Fatherhood Initiative, 1998

Fatherhood Trends in Alabama :

1. Nearly 30% of the families in Alabama do not have fathers present in the home - ninth highest in the country.
2. Over 30 % of the babies born in Alabama are born out of wedlock - 6® h!ghest in the country.

3. 67% of teen births in Alabama are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Alaska

1, Over 20% of the families in Alaska do not have fathers present in the home.

* 2. Over 25 % of the babies born in Alaska are born out of wedlock.

3. 70% of teen births in Alaska are out of wedlock. ) .

Fatherhood Trends in Arizona :

1. Over 25% of the families in Arizona do not have fathcrs present in the home - fourtcenth highest in the country.
2. Over 36% of the babies born in Arizona are born out of wedlock - third highest in the country.

3. Over 75% of teen births in Arizona are out of wedlock - eleventh highest in the country.. -

' Fatherhood Trends in Arkansas v

1. Over 20% of the families in Arkansas do not have fathers present in the home.

2. Over 30% of the babié¢s born in Arkansas are born out of wedlock - exghth highest in the country.
3. Over 60% of teen births in Arkansas are out of wedlock

Fatherhood Trends in Cahforma

1. Over 25% of the families in California do not have fathers present in the home.

2. Over 34% of the babies born in California are born out of wedlock - fifth highest in the country.
3. Over 69% of teen births in California are out of wedlock. A

Fatherhood Trends in Colorado ‘ o
1. Over 20% of the families in Colorado do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 24% of the babies born in Colorado are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 70% of teen births in Colorado are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Connecticut

1. Over 23% of the families in Connecticut do not have fathers present in the home.

2. Over 29% of the babies born in Connecticut are born out of wedlock - ninth highest in the. country.
. 3. Over 86% of teen births in Connecticut are out of wedlock - second highest in the country.

Fatherhood Trends in Delaware.

1. Over 28% of the families in Delaware do not have fathers present in the home - 8" highest in the country.
2. Over 30% of the babies born in Delaware are born out of wedlock - sixth highest in the country.

3. Over 86% of teen births in Delaware are out of wedlock - second highest in the country.

Fatherhood Trends in Florida

1. Over 29% of the families in Florida do not have fathers present in the home - fifth highest in the country.
2. Over 34% of the babies born in Florida are born out of wedlock - fifth highest in the country.

3. Over 76% of teen births inFlorida are out of wedlock - twelfth highest in the country.




Fatherhood Trends in Georgia :

1. Over 29% of the families in Georgia do not have fathers present in the home - fourth highest in the country.
2. Over 35% of the babies born in Georgia are born out of wedlock - fourth highest in the country.

3. Over 73% of teen births in Georgia are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Hawaii ‘

" 1. Over 20% of the families in Hawaii do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 26% of the babies born in Hawaii are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 77% of teen births in Hawaii are out of wedlock.

" Fatherhood Trends in Idaho ‘

1. Over 17% of the families in Idaho do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 18% of the babies born in Idaho are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 54% of teen births in Idaho are out of wedlock. ’

Fatherhood Trends in Illinois :

1. Over 29% of the families in Illinois do not have fathers present in the home - sixth highest in the country.
2. Over 33% of the babies bom in Hlinois are born out of wedlock - sixth highest in the country.

3. Over 82% of teen births in Illinois are out of wedlock - sixth highest in the country.

Fatherhood Trends in Indiana -

1. Over 29% of the families in Indiana do not have fathers present in the home - seventh highest in the country.
2. Over 30% of the babies born in Indiana are bomn out of wedlock - ninth highest in the country.

- 3. Over 74% of teen births in Indiana are out of wedlock. ’

‘

Fatherhood Trends in Jowa .

1. Over 18% of the families in Iowa do not have fathers present in the home.

2. Over 24% of the babies bomn in Iowa are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 78% of teen births in Iowa are out of wedlock - 10" highest in the country

Fatherheod Trends in Kansas .

1. Over 21% of the families in Kansas do not have fathcrs present in the home.
2. Over 24% of the babies born in Kansas are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 70% of teen births in Kansas are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Kentucky

1. Over 26% of the families in Kentucky do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 26% of the babies born in Kentucky are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 56% of teen births in Kentucky are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Louisiana

‘1. New Orleans recorded 96% of mothers under 20 were unmarried - the second highest rate in the country.

2. Over 33% of the families in Louisiana do not have fathers present in the home - second highest in the nation.
3. Over 40% of the babies born in Louisiana are born out of wedlock - second highest in the nation.

4. Over 79% of teen births in Louisiana are out of wedlock - ninth highest in the nation. .

Fatherhood Trends in Maine .

1. Over 22% of the families in Maine do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 25% of the babies born in Maine are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 76% of teen births in Maine are out of wedlock.




Fatherhood Trends in Maryland - ]

1. Baltimore recorded 96.5% of mothers under 20 were unmamed the highest rate in the country.

2. Over 30% of the families in Maryland do not have fathers present in the home — third hlghest in the country.
3. 31% of the babies born in Maryland are born out of wedlock.

4. 81% of teen births in Maryland are out of wedlock. .

Fatherhood Trends in Massachusetts ' .
1. Over 26% of the families in Massachusetts do not have fathers present in the home.

2. Over 26% of the babies born in Massachusetts are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 88% of teen births.in Massachusetts are out of wedlock - highest in the country.

Fatherhood Trends in Michigan

1. Detroit recorded 95% of mothers under 20 were unmarried - the seventh highest rate in the country.

2. Over 27% of the families in Michigan do not have fathers present in the home - 11" highest in the country.
3. Over 27% of the babies born in Michigan are born out of wedlock.

4. Over 68% of teen births in Michigan are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Minnesota ;

1. Over 22% of the families in Minnesota do not have fathers present in the home,

2. Over 23% of the babies born in Minnesota are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 84% of teen births in Minnesota are out of wedlock - fourth highest in the country.

Fatherhood Trends in Mississippi o

1. Over 35% of the families in Mississippi do not have fathers present in the home - highest in the country.
- 2. Over 43% of the babies bom in Mississippi are born out of wedlock - highest in the country.

3. Over 75% of teen births in Mississippi are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Missouri

1. St. Louis recorded 96% of mothers under 20 were unmarried - the fourth highest rate in the country.

2. Over 28% of the families in Missouri do not have fathers present in the home - 10" highest in the nation.
3. Over 32% of the babies bom in Missouri are born out of wedlock - seventh highest in the country.

4. Over 74% of teen births in Missouri are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Montana

1. Over 19% of the families in Montana do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 26% of the babies born in Montana are bomn out of wedlock.

3. Over 74% of teen births in Montana are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Nebraska

1. Over 15% of the families in Nebraska do not have fathers prcsent in thc home.
2. Over 23% of the babies born in Nebraska are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 75% of teen births in Nebraska are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Nevada

1. Over 25% of the families in Nevada do not have fathers present in the home.

2. Over 33% of the babies born in Nevada are born out of wedlock - sixth highest in the country.
3. Over 72% of teen births in Nevada are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in New Jersey

1. Over 23% of the families in New Jersey do not have fathers present in the home.

2. Over 26% of the babies born in New Jersey are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 84% of teen births in New Jersey are out of wedlock - fourth highest in the country.




Fatherhood Trends in New Mexico

1. Over 24% of the families in New Mexico do not have fathers present in the home

2. Over 40% of the babies born in New Mexico are born out of wedlock - second highest in the country.
3. Over 75% of teen births in New Mexico are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in New York

1. Buffalo recorded 93% of mothers under 20 were unmarried - the ninth highest rate in the country.

2. Over 28% of the families in New York do not have fathers present in the home - eighth highest in the country.
3. Over 35% of the babies born in New York are born out of wedlock - fourth highest in the country.

4. Over 83% of teen births in New York are out of wedlock - fifth highest in the country.

Fatherhood Trends in North Carolina ‘

1. Over 27% of the families in North Carolina do not have fathers present in the home - 12th highest in the country.
2. Over 31% of the babies born in North Carolina are born out of wedlock - eighth hlghest in the country.

3. Over 72% of teen births in North Carolina are. out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in North Dakota ' ,
1. Over 15% of the families in North Dakota do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 23% of the babies born in North Dakota are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 75% of'teen births in North Dakota are out of wedlock..

Fatherhood Trends in Ohio
1. Cincinnati recorded 94% of mothers under 20 were unmarried - the elghth highest rate in the country
2. Over 23% of the families in Ohio do-not have fathers present in the home.
3. Over 32% of the babies born in Ohio are born out of wedlock.
4. Over 79% of teen births in Ghio are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Oklahoma

1. Over 23% of the families in Oklahoma do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 28% of the babies born in Oklahoma are born out of wedlock.
3. Over 61% of teen births i in Oklahoma are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Oregon )

1. Over 23% of the families in Oregon do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 27% of the babies born in Oregon are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 70% of teen births in Oregon are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Pennsylvania ) ,

1. Pittsburgh recorded 96.5% of mothers under 20 were unmarried - the highest rate in the country

2. Over 23% of the families in Pennsylvania do not have fathers present in the home.

3. Over 32% of the babies born in Pennsylvania are born out of wedlock - seventh highest in the natxon
4. Over 85% of teen births in Pennsylvania are out of wedlock - third highest in the country.

. Fatherhood Trends in Rhode Island - 4
1. Over 26% of the families in Rhode Island do not have fathers present in the home.

2. Over 30% of the babies born in Rhode [sland are born out of wedlock - eighth hxghest in the nanon
3. Over 86% of teen births in Rhode Island are out of wcdlock second highest in the country.

Fatherhood Trends in South Carolina .

1. Over 26% of the familiesin South Carolina do not have fathers present in the home - 14th highest in the nation.
2. Over 36% of the babies bom in South Carolina are born out of wedlock - third highest in the nation.

3. Over 76% of teen births in South Carolina are out of wedlock.
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Fatherhood Trends in South Dakota o

1. Over 18% of the families in South Dakota do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 27% of the babies born in South Dakota are born out of wedlock - third highest in the nation.
3. Over 76% of teen births in South Dakota are out of wedlock. ,

Fatherhood Trends in Tennessee .
1. Over 29% of the families in Tennessee do not have fathers present in the home - seventh highest in the nation.
2. Over 33% of the babies born in Tennessee are born out of wedlock - sixth highest in the nation.

3. Over 66% of teen births in Tennessee are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Texas ‘

1. Over 24% of the families in Texas do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 18% of the babies born in Texas are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 38% of teen births in Texas are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Utah

1. Over 13% of the families in Utah do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 15% of the babies born in Utah are born out of wedlock. .

3. Over 53% of teen births in Utah are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Yermont .

1. Over 16% of the families in Vermont do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 23% of the babies born in Vermont are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 75% of teen births in Vermont are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Virginia

1. Over 23% of the families in Virginia do not have fathers present in the homc
2. Over 28% of the babies born in Virginia are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 72%of teen births in Virginia are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Washington

1. Over 20% of the families in Washington do not have fathers present in the home.
2. Over 25% of the babies born in Washington are born out of wedlock.

3. Over 71% of teen births in Washington ate out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in West Virginia

1. Over 23% of the families in West Virginia do not have fathers present in the home.
2. -Over 28% of the babies born in West Virginia are bomn out of wedlock.

3. Over 58% of teen births in West Virginia are out of wedlock.

Fatherhood Trends in Wisconsin »

1. Over 22% of the families in Wisconsin do not have fathers present in the home.

2. Over 26% of the babies born in Wisconsin are born out of wedlock. -

3. Over 81% of teen births in Wisconsin are out of wedlock - seventh highest in the country.

“Fatherhood Trends in Wvoming
1. Over 19% of the families in Wyoming do not have fathers present in the home
2. Over 24% of the babies born in Wyoming are born out of wedlock.
3. Over 61% of teen births in Wyoming are out of wedlock .
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National Fatherhood Initiative’
One Bank Street, Suite 160 » Gaithersburg, MD 20878
(301) 948-0599 - (301) 9484325 FAX

81

- 07/13/99

The Honorable Evan Bayh
717 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Bayh:

~ Thank you for sending to me a copy of the "Rcsponsiblc Fatherhood Act of
~1999" you will be announcing on July 14th for my review and comment. I
am pleased to provide you with these comments.

Over the past five years, the nation has woken to one of the most profound
and consequential crises of our time: the increasing number of children who
are growing up without an involved, committed, and responsible father in
their lives. The consequences of this trend toward fatherlessness are
devastating, for research clearly shows that when children grow up absent
an involved, committed and responsible father, they are at increased risk for
a variety of negative outcomes, including academic failure, behavxoral and
cmotxonal problcms juvenile crime, and teen pregnancy.

To combat thxs crisis, a growmg numbcr of commumry-based organizations,
both faith-based and secular, have been implementing local fatberhood .

- support, outreach, and skill building programs. Unfortunately, many of
these programs suffer from inadequate resources. Indeed, without the
infusion of additional resources, it is likely that many of these local

" fatherhood programs are in danger of extinction.

The good pews is that, due to your leadership, help is on the way. The
Responsible Fatherbood Act of 1999 would infuse much needed resources
into. the infant fatherhood field. With the block grant funds provided
through this legislation, I am confident that many of these community-based
efforts to help men be responsible and committed fathers will enjoy greater
“impact -- and many new initiatives will be encouraged to begin.
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Letter to The Honorable Evan Bayh -- page two

But the provision of resources is not the only aspect of this legislation that is noteworthy. In

addition to resources, this legislation also provides a wonderful balance between working

with fathers in all their variety, whether married, divorced or unwed, and the promotxon of
- married fatherhood as the ideal. :

Given the clear connection between fatherlessness and such social ills as poverty, crime,
educational failure, and substance abuse, we can no longer afford social indifference on this.
issue. Government can not solve all of our nation’s ills, but what it can do it must do. The
stakes for our nation’s children are too high for government to be absent on this issue.

When it comes to promoting responsible fatherhood, what government can do is embodied in
your legislation: providing resources to local community-based organizations, both faith-
based and secular, to support and encourage IcsponSlble famcrhood and to promote two-
parent married fammcs : ~

We are starting to see, for the first time in over thirty years, a leveling off of the number of
children growing up in fatber absent homes. I believe that with concerted effort -~ supported
with critical legislation such as the Respons1blc Fatherhood Act of 1999 -- wé can actually
reverse the trend toward fatherlessness within the next five years. Not simply stop the rise
in fatherlessness, but reverse it. This legislation will go a long way toward making this a
reahty ~ :

 The Respomnsible Fatherhood Act of 1999 marks an important milestone in the history of the
fatherhood movement. I commend you on your leadership on this issue, and offer our -
support for your efforts to help ensure that someday every child in America will be able to
count on growing up with the loving involvement of their dad. ‘

Thank you again for mvmng me to provide you with thesc comments conccrmng this
important -- and historic -~ legislation.

Sincerely,

/,/M(?/é.\'f

Wade F. Horn, Ph.D.
President, The National
Fatherhood Initiative



NATIONAL PRACTITIONERS NETWORK

FOR FATHERS AND FAMILIES, INC.
1003 K Street, NW, Suite 565
Washington, D. C. 20001
(202) 737-6680

June 21, 1999

The Honorable Evan Bayh

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510 -

RE: Résponsible Fatherhood Act of 1999

Dear Senators Bayh and Domenici:

~ On behalf of the Board of Directors and membership of the National Practitioners
Network for Fathers and Families, Inc., (NPNFF), I extend congratulations and gratitude for your
leadership through introduction of the Bayh/Domenici Responsible Fatherhood Act of 1999. As -
the national membership organization serving practitioners who work with low-income, non-
custodial fathers who want to become tesponsibly involved in the lives of their children, NPNFF
is particularly encouraged by this legislation, and by your willingness to take leadership on such
an important issue. As an organization of “front-line” workers who are involved in grassroots
community efforts to stem the rapid increase of homes in which children grow up without the
benefit of a positive and supportive father, NPNFF is deeply committed to supporting public
policy changes such as those outlined in the Bayh/Domenici legislation.

NPNFF bélieves strongly that, as the nation’s policy makers strive to promote
“responsible” fatherhood, government at the local, state and national levels also has a
responsibility to understand the many social, economic, political, and cultural factors which
have contributed to the alarming statistics detailed in your “Dear Colleague™ letter of June 16,
1999 — and to create public policies and strategies which will serve effectively to create an
environment in which fatherhood is both valued and supported. As you are well aware, public
policies relating to public welfare and other social services in the past have often been punitive
in nature --- and in implementation --- and have often created disincentives for fathers, as well as
for mothers, who need those services if they are to support their children and families. The
current Welfare-to-Work Program eligibility requirements are an excellent example of how
policy and regulation often help to defeat the potential good that such programs can have.
NPNFF is encouraged that the approach reflected in the Responsible Fatherhood Act of 1999
attempts to-take a direction which would enhance the capacity for fathers to gain the support
they need in order to be “responsible.”

Page | of 2



We are convinced that the “Welfare-to-Work™ programs and services must be continued
and the eligibility requirements expanded if the low-income, non-custodial fathers with whom
~ many of our members work with are to have any hope of competing successfully in today’s labor
market. Helping young fathers, and mothers, realize the “American Dream” of full time
employment at a sustainable wage is, we believe, the true hope for “ending welfare as we know
it.” You can count on our active support and cooperation to ensure that the legislation helps to
realize these objectives. We look forward.to working closely with you toward that purpose.
Please feel free to call upon me at any time [, and NPNFF, can be of assistance. 2

Sincerely,

q

WM\
- Preston ¥ Garrison ‘
Executive Director

NPNFF ‘

Page 2 of 2
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f Dear Scnator Bayh

N

The .HonorabléAScnator Evan Bayh k .
* . 717 Hart Office Bldg. Suite 717 RS - E
‘Washington, DC20510. -

N

Thank you for your request that the Natrogal Center for Strategrc

‘-Nonproﬁt Plamung and Community Leadershrp (N PCL) I'CVICW your proposed
,\draﬁ 1egrslatron dated Juné 4 1999 :

’ '.f Board of Dzrectors ) T

.l

Our rer.frew dctcrmmcd that your proposed draﬁ legrslatron appears to

' address the cnﬂcal iSsties that we outlined in our testimony. before the House
Human Servrcps Subcommrttce of- Ways and’ Means on. Aprrl 27,1999. Asyou -
~recall, we emphasrzed that the followmg are. necessary components for -

'cﬁ‘ective fatherhood lcgrslatronn RN ‘ '

.,’.

Jneeds of thls hlstorlcal ly under served populatron '

’ Promotmg the mvolvemerzt of fathers m the day to' day hves of
thcrr children’ through quahty supportrvcservrccs that allow
- poor lo'w-skrlled fathers to pull themselves out of poverty and
bulld stzongcr links to therr chrldren and thorr cfnldrcn s mother
AR

/"

Wc appl aud JOour. cfforts to provrde addltronal serwccs to promote and

sopport resporxslble fatherrng

We wrli be watchmg wrth mterest as your legislation proceeds We

-look forward to prov1d1ng continued. asmstance ‘with _fatherhood legrslatron

efforts

“

Sincerely,

Premdent and CEO
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The Honorable Evan Bayh
The Honorable Pete Domemcn

. SH-717

Senate Hart Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senators Bayh and Domenici:

[ am writing to applaud your efforts to direct attention and resources to
strengthening fathers and families. The principles underlying your proposed Responsible
Fatherhood Act of 1999 are of a kind with the principles on which we at Hudson
Institute’s Welfare Policy Center base much of our work. '

As you may know, the Welfare Policy Center actively participates in crafting
responsible fatherhood policy and programming at national, state, and local levels. Using
Hudson’s acclaimed “hands on” approach to research, we have been engaged from the
ground up in designing strategies and programs that connect fathers to their families, the
workforce, and their communities. Our efforts have been built around the idea that the
condition of children is dramatlcal]y 1mproved by the active financial, emotional, and
physical involvement of fathers in their lives, and that marriage is the optimal means to
securing this involvement.

The legislation which you have crafted will do much to bring recognition to this
vitally important public policy area, and to enhance the ability of fathers of all
circumstances to better provide for their children’s needs. Thank you for your leadership,
and for your continued efforts to strengthen America's families.

Sincerely yours,

Jay Hein
Director
Welfare Policy Center

SCLVING TOMORROW'S PROBLEMS TODAY
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Monday. June 24, 1996 THE NEWS SENTINEL 5A

J oin state movement to restore fatherhood

Some would say that. there is no greater
honor or more important position to hold in

Indiana than the office of governor. To be*

sure, 1 will forever he humbled by the
knowledge that | was fortunate enough to
have been twice elected to serve the ati-
zens of our state from its highest office.

But I accomplished my most important
role and assumed my greatest responsibili-
ty on a November day when my name did
not appear on any ballot. Just over 31
weeks ago, | became a father.

The sounds 1 heard on that mermorable
alternoon were the cries of two lives brand
new, our sons Nicholas and Beau. Since
then, Susan and ! have enjoyed a. happi-
ness greater than we thought posaible.

Having experienced the daily (and
nightly) rituals of feedings, burpings and
changings, “labor of love” has & clearer

meaning to me now. Raising children truly -

is a 24-hour-a-day commitment.

Fatherhood has also revealed the depth
of unconditional love for one's children. 1
want to protect our sons from every threst
and shield them from every hardship.
When they ary, 1 rush to comlort them, ’T’he

" needs of our children come first.

But on my first Father’s Day as a dad, |
cowldn't help but think of the thousands of
children in Indiana who do not know the
Inve and guidance of a fother. For too many

boys and girls, Fe-
ther's Day was only a
painful reminder of
someone they do not
know or have not
seen in a very long
time, -

Children suffer
when fathers dont
care. Nationally, chil:
dren in father-sbsent

Evan

families are five times
‘Bayh more likely to be poar
Guest and al?out 10 times
columnist more likely to be ex-

tremely poor, They
are more likely to
’ drop out of school, to
get pregnant as teen-agers, to abuse drugs
and to be in trouble with the law.
About 40 percent of children who live in
fatherless homes have not seen their fa-
thers in at least a year. Of the remaining

60 percent, orly one in six sees their father -

once or more per week. -

We have a8 moral obligation to do all
that ean be done to restore the importance
of fatherhood and end the disgrace of men
who are fathers in name only.

Today, the United States is the world's
leader in fatherless homes, and Indiana
ranks fith among the states.

The msts to Indiana cmzens cont:mue to
rise as more fathers leave their families to
fend for themselves: $50 million for & new
juvenile detention center, $64 million a
year to support the consequences of teen-
age pregnancy and $700 million annually
to pay for welfare for mothers owed child
support, to name ohly a few bills created
largely by abeent fathers.

Government .alone cannot solve this
problem.for us, but it must support the val-

-ues of our communities' and .take actions

that help. In. Indi.ana.' our welfare. reforms
lead the nation in moving people from the
rolls inta jobs, including ending practices
that discouraged marriage in order to be el-
igible for welfare. Child support collections
are at a historic
like our wanted poster for deadbeat par-
ents, '

Project RESPECT; our state’s leen preg-
nancy prevention unhauve, is airing TV
and radio ads promoting abstinence, and
just last month we. distributed nearly $1
million statewide to local churches, schoois
and community organizations to support lo-
cal abstinence education and counseling.

But should we doubt the difficulty of the
task at hand, we need only remember the
responsa one Hoosier sixth-grader gave
when asked, “What is a good father? With-
out hesitotion the little boy said, *A man

dus in part to efforta

who comes around once in awhile, maybe
sometimes he brings diapers f{or the baby.”

. There was widespread agreement in the

classroom. We must all expect more of fa-
thers than that. .

If this is what some children in this
state believe to be the definition of a good
father, then there is little hope for these
boys to one day be good fathers themselves
or for the girls to know how to recognize
good future husbands. .

In other words, the social crisis we face
is not just {ather-absent families, but the
very definition of what good fatherhood is
today.

.. We must convince boys and girls that to
be a “real man” is to be an actively involved
father and supportive husband, This will

.never be accomplished only by building

prisons, tracidng down deadbeat parents
ahd reforming welfare. -
I have a proposal to make to Indiana

- families and & challengs to present to all of
Indiana's good fathers. Join me on Sept. 24

in Indianapolis for the state's first confer-
ence on “Restoring Fatherhood, Renewing
Families.” At this unprecedented gathering

-~ co-sponsered by the National Fatherhood

Initistive — we will hear firsthand from
community-based groups from around Indi.

ana and across the country who ore suc
oesafully restoring fatherhood.

 But the conference itsell will only serve
as our first step on what will be a Jong jour-
ney. As you return to your communities to
begin to implement the ideas and programs |
you learned about at the conference, [ will
create a blueprint for action by the next
Legislature and governor that incorporates
your ideas on how government can help to
restore fatherhood in Indiana.

One in four Hoosier children will go to
bed tonight in homes with no father pres-
ent. While that is tragic, it also means that
there are thousands of good fathem who
can help.

Will you join 'me in making this the mo-
ment when fatherhood in Indiana started
making a comeback for the benefit of Hoo-
sier mothers and their children? Please do.

. Call my office tomorrow to request an
invitation for the Sept. 24 conference. The
number is 1-317-232-4667.

With your help the words of the poet e.e.
cummings may one day have special mean-
ing for-all Indiena fathers and their chil-
dren: "My father was a true father — he
loved me. And because he loved me, I loved
hirn: first, as a child, with the Jove which is
worship; then, as a youth, with the love
that gives bottle; last, as a-man, with s love
which understands.”

Fvan Boyh is gonernoe of Indiare.
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'Release Domenrcrr

Umted States Senator

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE . " CONTACT: CHRIS 1S GALLEGOS
JULY 14, 1999 - : B - - (202) 224-7082
o ‘ ' Cwww, senate gov/~domenici/press

DOMENICI INTRODUCES BILL ON RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD

Bayh Domemcl BJH Armed to Improve Child Welfare w1th Fatherhood Brll

WASHINGTON -- Too manv American chrldren are growmg up wrthout the love and
guidance of their fathers with mrlllons of chrldren g,omg years wrthout seeing therr father

The growmg probiem of fatherless homes is the target of the Responsnble Fatherhood
Act of 1999 mtroduced today by Senators Pete Domenici (R-N:M.) and Evan Bayh (D-Ind.).
who say their bill is an attempt: to address some ofzhe problems associated with stJe parent
househo ds’i mc luding hrgher rates of” poverty crime and abuse among chrldren '

The Bayh Domemcr bll would proxklde support to states and co_mmumtres to promote )
responsible fatherhood and enhcourage married. two-parent families. In introducing the bill. the
Senators cited the fact that the number of American children living-in households without fathers
-has tripled over the last 40 years, frem about‘rrve million in 1960 to more than 17 million today.

“The growing trend toward absentee fathers has taken a terrible toll not only on our
~ children-and families, but our nation as a whole " Domenici said. “This bill seeks to begin -
- reversing this trend by providing states and commumtles with support to promote: responsxble
‘fatherhood and encourage married. two-parent families. We need thrs in New Mexlco ;ust as we
. need it throughout the land.” :

Bayh and Domenici developed the bill with the belief that Congress, states and local
~ communities should assist parents in becoming more actively involved in their children’s lives.
. Their legislation would allow states to implement programs that promote stable and married
’ :famrlres and support for responsible fatherhood. It also mcludes provrsmns to ease federal
’restrrctrons that hmder such activities. : o R

" The promotlon of respOnsrble fatherhood and encouragement of two-parent families, the -
. Senators noted, should not denigrate the standing of parenting efforts by single mothers, but -
should | increase the chance that chddren will have two caring parents to help them grow up
" healthy and secure: S :

Nearly a quarter of alI New Mexico families do not have fathers present in the home and
more than 40 percent of bables bom in the state are born out of wedlock , ‘

Natxonally, nearly. 25 million--or 36 percent«-of all American chrldren live w1th0ut their
" biological father. In addltlon about 40 percent of these ch1ldren have not seen their father in the
last year. C

- “Without the consistent guldance of a father figure,” Domenici said, “children are more
prone to, dehnquency, violence, substance abuse, and teen pregnancy. We are simply trying to
‘improve this situation so that fathers and mothers understand the importance of their role in
teaching their children about respect, honor, duty and the values that make famrhes and "
commuinities-stronger.” : ' S

4

~-MORE--
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Page 2. DOMEN!CI!ReSponsible Fatherhood A’ct‘oval 999

The Bayh Domennc1 Respon51bl Fatherhood Act would:
e Authorize'a $25 million Challenge Grant program.to encourage states and local

‘ ' commumtles to-seek donated air time from broadcasters for public service messages
promotmg responsible fatherhood and the formamon and maintenance of mamed two

.. parent families. : o

. Authorize.a $50 million state Block Grant program 10 provnde support for state and local
fgovernment nonprofit, charitable and religious organization efforts to promote
‘ respon31ble fatherhood and the. format:on and maintenance of mamed two parent

— families. " S :

Sl Authorize $2 mil lion per year to assnst states and commumtles m efforts to promote and
‘ " support responsible fatherhood. , SR S :
e Remove federal barriers to responsnbie fatherhood by: amendm}: e\clstmg federal law to,

encourage a stronger connection between fathers and childreii through,'among other -
T " things. increased child support to families and more available training through the
... Welfare-to- Work program for low-income. non- -custodial fathers

“While we have recently celebrated Father's Dav to recognize the lmportance of _
fatherhood in America, there are more and. more of these same fathers who are smply not present
in the lives of their children,” Domeniti said. “I believe it is such a problem that it merits
congressional attention.” - :

" The Responsible Fatherhood Act will be referred to the Senate F inance Committée. The
Bayh-Domenici bill is cosponsored by Blanche Lincoin (D-Ark.), Joseph Lieberman (D-Conn.),
Bob Graham (D-Fla.), Richard Lugar (R-Ind.), George Vomowch (R-Ohio), Charles Robb (D-

: \f'a) John Breaux (D- La) John Edwards (D- N.C. ) and Jeff Bingaman (D-N M. ) :

A more complete summary of the Bayh Domemcx leglslatlon is available on the
Domemcn web site.

!‘.
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NEWS RELEASE

Senator Dick Lugar

U.S. Senator for Indiana

Contact Andy Fisher 202-224-2079 or Tiffany Steele 202-224-7435 Date: 7/14/99

Lﬁgar Cosponsors Legislation to Promote Responsible Fatherhood

WASHINGTON -- U.S. Sen. Dick Lugar today cosponsored legislation which aims to
strengthen American families and communities by promoting responsible fatherhood.

“There is no substitute for loving, attentive parents who devote themselves to their
children and instill moral values and personal responsibility. Unfortunately many children
have only one parent in the home to provide them with guidance, support and compassion.-
Too often, fathers have 11ttle involvement or are completely absent from the home," said
Lugar.

Lugar is an original cosponsor of the Responsible Fatherhood Act of 1999, .introduced
by Sens. Evan Bayh (D-IN) and Pete Domenici (R-NM), which aims to strengthen families
by encouraging fathers to become more active in parenting their children.

, The legislation strives to raise awareness-of the importance of responsible fatherhood,
expand parenting programs, and encourage a stronger connection between fathers and their
children. Over the last forty years, the number of children living in households without
fathers has tripled — from 5 million in. 1960 to 17 million today. A

Studies show that when fathers are absent from their children’s lives, the children are
5 times more likely to live in poverty and twice as likely to commit crime. School drop-out
rates, alcohol and drug abuse, and teen-age pregnancy are also more prevalent.

The legislation authorizes:

o $25 million grant program to establish a public relations campaign promoting -
families and fatherhood;

. $50 million block grant program t¢ support programs that promote respon31b1e
fatherhood and married, two parent families; and

J $2 million annually to establish a national clearinghouse to assist states in
designing programs and sharing information and success stories.

The bill'also provides states and cities more flexibility in utilizing Welfare to Work
and Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) funds.
According to the National Fatherhood Initiative, three out of ten Hoosier families do
_not have a father living at home - only six other states have a higher percentage - and over
30 percent of babies born in Indiana are born to an unmarried mother.

H#
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Senatorjohn Breaux

United States Democrat- Louzszana

of America

Contact: Bette.' Phelan, Laine Glisson, 202-224-4623; Bob Mann, 504—382—2050

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE : July 14, 1999

SEN. BREAUX INTRODUCES BILL TO PROMOTE RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD

WASHINGTON (July 14) — Sen. John Breaux (D-La.) today helped "
- introduce the Responsible Fatherhood Act of 1999 to strengthen state and
community welfare and child support.laws that promote responsible fatherhood.

Sen. Breaux stressed that the number of children nationwide living in
households without fathers has tripled over the past 40 years. In Louisiana,
33 percent of families do not have fathers in the home -- the second highest
rate in the nation. And 40 percent of babies born in Louisiana are born out of
wedlock, again, the second highest in the nation. '

“As a father and a grandfather, | truly believe in the importance of young
children growing up with a.father’'s guidance,” said Sen. Breaux. “The
Responsible Fatherhood Act will increase public awareness of a father’s
involvement and change laws to encourage a stronger connection between the
. father and child.” :

The Responsible Fatherhood Act includes a public awareness program,
block grants for local and state fatherhood promotion programs, and increased
~child support and tralnmg for fathers.

~ And the bill would strengthen -existing programs, such as the Louisiana
Fatherhood Initiative Project, which teaches young fathers how to be present
for their children -- emotionally, physically and financially. The Act would also
give Louisiana flexibility to use unspent welfare-to-work dollars.

“The legislation unveiled today will serve to highlight a growing national
concern that we do something to help reduce the number of that fatherless
children,” he said. “Every child deserves a loving and supportive father in their
home, and | believe this legislation will help make that happen in more
Louisiana families.”

o
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July 14, 1999

~ Statement on the Introduction of the
" Responsible Fatherhood Act

" Tam proud to join tooay with Senators Bay'h Domeniei and this distinguished bipartisan

coahtlon in mtroducmg legtslatlon that begins to address what may be the smgle greatest social
' problem plagumg thls country today, the rise of father absence.
ThIS characterxzatlon may sound like an exaggeratlon because many Amerlcans are
, 'unaware of the extent to Wthh dads today are dlsengagmg and dtsappearmg from the lives: of
their chzldren The astomshmg reahty i5 that 4 out every 10 kldS in this country are sleepmg in
homes w1thout fathers on any glven night. Nor are most Amerxcans aware of the enormous toll
vthese dlsengaged and dlsappeanng dads are taking on the mllhons of children who are being
' denled the love, gu1dance d1sc1phne emotlonal nourishment and dally support that fathers
usually provide, and how mgmﬁcantly this hurts our society as a whole

As thousands upon thousands of fathers fade out of their chxldren s hves our families and
neighborhoods are growmg far less stable, far more prone to v101enee and drugs and other forms
~ of social decay, and far less able to transmit the values critical for our souety to function well.
The collective absenee of these dads contributes to andrexaeerhates just about every common ill
we face as a nation, and makes it that rnuch more difficult for us to solve them | |

It is, as columnist Michael Kelly wrote shortly before Father s Day last month a natlonal
calamlty, but also a quiet calamity, made all the more shockmg by the faet that it has happened

without arousing the attention of the national news media or troublmg our national conscience.

- More —
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Thankfully, thls is begmnmg to change through the work of hundreds of grass roots
organizations around the country, such as the Father to Father lmtlatlve in my commumty in
New Haven, and national orgamzatlons such'as the National Fatherhood Initiative, ‘which
together are mobilizing a national movement to promote responsxble fatherhood and encourage ‘
diséngaged fathers to reconnect with their ehlldren “

| There are hmlts fo what we m Govemment can do to advance thls cause, . because it is -
hard to change people s attitudes and behavmrs and values through leglslatlon But that doesn't
‘' mean we are pcwerless, nor does it mean we can afford not to try, glven the stakes involved.

* The bill we are introducihg today, the Responsible F atherhood Act, is solid, bipartisan
starting point, which we hbpe‘ to build on in time. It will provide a lnbdest yet significant pot of
seed money to help local organizations do, more to help absehtrfathers get more involved with
their children’s lives. I‘t‘will also help raise the public’s cohéciouéness about father absence and
its consequences by leveraging additional money for the ongoing media campaign that the NFI

‘and its partners have m1t1ated And it will fix a number of prowsxons in federal welfare pollcy
* that wxll make it easier for fathers to embrace their fundamental respon31blllt1es

This proposal is by no mearls a'replacement to the sweat equlty ‘of;the activists driving the
fatherhood movement, hut'hépefuliy it will complement their efforts, and make a statement on |
'our‘ part that the epidemic of father absence is a'national ealamity demanding a national response.
{_I thank Senators Domenici and Bayh for initiating that response, and I look forward to wcfl;ing

with them to advance it here in Congress.
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The Honorable Evan Bavh

U. S. Senate ’

717 Hart Senate Office Bmldmg
. Washington, D.C.. 20510

Dear __Senétor Béyh:

Tam wrmng to express my strong Support for the RespenSIble Fatherhood Act of 1999
you are introducing in the'United State Seénate with Senator Pete Domenici and other ,
blpamsan cosponsors *

This Eeglslanon bullds on the work you and I have undertaken in the State of Indiana
to focus attention on the importance of fathers takmg active roles in the lives of their
children. The fatherhood conference you convened in 1996 began a series of state
conferences on this issue and helped to lead to the.implementation of the “Restormg
Fatherhood" initiative during my first year in office. As ofFebruary 1999, ¢lose to
20,000 Hoosier fathers had benefited from programs funded by state grants awarded o,
cooperative extension services, youth service bureaus, churches, correctional facilities,

“schools and other community service organizations. These initiatives have included a
wide range of services, including: tamily mediation, mentormg, teen pfegnanw
' prevention, parentmg classes, and peer group support. '

‘ Unfonunately, an increasing numberof children are growing up in our state and
across the nation without the stability of a two-parent family. As Governor of Indiana, |
oversee public welfare and criminal justice systems that deal firsthand with the
consequences of out-of-wedlock births, fatherless children, and broken marriages. The
current situation is harmful to-our children and threatens our country's prosperity. |
wholeheartedly agree that there is a compelling need for national attention on this issue
and federal action to encourage more responSIble fatherhood and prorote and maintain
two-parent families. : ‘

Research shows that children who ha've bOth a mother and- f&ther as positive role
‘models are far more likely to become. producme self-sufficient citizens. While many..
children raised: by a single parent can successtully achieve adulthood. many others
struggle and often find their way into juvenile JUSUC@ lacxht;es at grea[ human and
financial cost to states. : ~

@ RECYCLED PAPER
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I understand that your legislation has three primary purposes: 1) building public
awareness of the importance of fatherhood and marriage; 2) encouraging community-
based initiatives to promote fatherhood and the formation and maintenance of two-parent
families; and 3) removing barriers to responsible fatherhood. These goals are consistent
with recommendations included in existing policy (HR-28) of the National Governors'
Association and [ am hopeful many of my colleagues will join me in supporting your
efforts.

I am especially pleased by the role states are given in your bill. Providing states with
flexible block grant funds will help us to build and expand our current parenting,
fatherhood, and marriage promotion programs. Allowing for the pass-through of child
support collections of up to $75 per month to families on welfare and offering an
incentive whereby states can apply the federal share to fatherhood promotion services
also makes good sense. This approach utilizes child support collections to build stronger
families while also providing supportive services to fathers.

[ also understand your legislation seeks to modify existing federal law to expand the
use of Welfare-to-Work funds to cover more custodial and non-custodial parents. In
addition, it modifies the criteria for state high performance bonuses awarded under the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program to take into account the
formation and maintenance of two-parent families.

As you move forward with this important legislation, I look forward to working with
you to establish a federal-state partnership to promote responsible fatherhood and
strengthen families. | congratulate you and your cosponsors for showing leadership on
this matter and pledge my ongoing assistance with this endeavor.

Smcerely,

Frank O'Bannon
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'FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE , | July 14, 1999

Landrieu Takes Action to Strengthen Louisiana Families
Bipartisan Coalition Introduces the "Responsible Fatherhood Act"

Washington D.C. -- This morning Senator Mary L. Landrieu (D-LA) joined with colleagues

on bothsides of the aisle to sponsor the "Responsible Fatherhood Act,” legislation designed to

reverse the troubling trend of fatherless homes. More than a third of Louisiana families do not
" have fathers'in their homes — the second highest rate in the nation.

"Over the last 40 years the number of kids living in homes without fathers has tripled,
and unfortunately Louisiana ranks among the worst. To enrich the lives of our children and to
strengthen our families and communities, we must encourage responsible fatherhood," Senator
Landrieu said. ' :

The consequences of fatherless homes are severe. When fathers are absent, children are -
- twice as likely to commit a crime, drop out of school and abuse alcohol or drugs. Without
 fathers, children are also more likely to commit suu:rde, bring weapons to the classroom and
become pregnant as teenagers.

Landrieu added, "This legislation is fiscally responsible and gives states much needed
flexibility. By raising awareness and supplementing community efforts, it could significantly

- lower the rising tide of fatherless families in Louisiana and across America "

This bill will promote responsible fatherhood in three ways:

. a public awareness campaign will help change attitudes, partlcularly of young men,
about the importance of fathering; :
. this bill's block grants will supplement ex1strng grass-roots efforts that promote
fatherhood; and, , ‘
s increased child support and tramlng through Welfare to-Work initiatives will prowde

families with invaluable resources.

Landrieu joined senators Evan Bayh (D-Indiana) and Pete Domenici (R-New Mexrco) as
the original co- sponsors of this legislation.

HHH
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Record Type: Record

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOQP, Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOF‘@EOP
Subject: Bayh bill ‘

Now that this bill'has actually been introduced (or will be shortly), it would be very helpful to go through it
and identify key issues/concerns/implications/things we would like to see changed and things we like.
We'd like to have a conference call late next week to discuss this list of issues. The version ! have still
has hand written changes so -- | assume we'll be able to pull the real thing off the web tomorrow. Also
has anyone seen an up to date section by section summary from Bayh?

A few specific question | have include:

1. looks like block grants are added to end of WIW section, so does this mean Secretary of Labor awards
them? which Secretary awards media campaign funds?

2. | understand why there's a 50/50 split between "formation and maintenance of married two parent
families" and "fragile families and promotion of fatherhood” but it's not at all clear how those would be
defined. :

3. WtW eligibility: does subclause (Il) listing characteristics of the "recipient or noncustodial parent” (i.e.
unemployed, underemployed, etc) impose a new eligibility test on all participantswith 70% category -- both
noncustodial parents and others? The way we'd structured this, we had a separate category for long-term
recipients and for non-custodial parents. Also, does the 10% "window" just apply to subclause (ill), i.e.
the status of the child, or does it also waive (II), which is the status of the parent.

4. Use of funds: use of term "assistance" could be narrower than intended. Note this substantlally
broadens the purpose of WtW funds.

5. What does state option to disregard child support collections for purposes of determining TANF
eligibility achieve? Can't states already set their own TANF eligibility rules, including how child support is
counted’?

6. looks like they have not addressed most of the concerns around using child support funds for

fatherhood programs (other than to give slightly more definition to a fatherhood program)

Message Sent To:

Lhiggins@os.dhhs.gov
eparker@acf.dhhs.gov
Jennings-Lynn@dol.gov @ inet
Heyman-Stephen@dol.gov @ inet
Michele Ahern/OMB/EOP@EOP
Anil Kakani/OMB/EOP@EOP .
Maureen H. Walsh/OMB/EOP@EQOP
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AndreaKane -

Record Type: Record

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

cc Caroline R. Fredrickson/WHO/EOP@EOP
Subject: Bayh bill update

Bayh and Domenici will introduce Responsible Fatherhood bill at a press conference Thursday afternoon.
They expect to be joined by groups supporting the bill (I don't know exactly who, but they've been
reaching out broadly to groups across the Fatherhood spectrum). Likely D co-sponsors include: Breaux,
Landrieu, Lieberman, Lincoln, Robb, Graham. Domenici is reaching to Rs. Once the bill is introduced,
they expect to do some fine tuning and gather more co-sponsors. Bayh's staff has given Ron Haskins a
heads up, and got the impression Johnson's bill will be on a somewhat slower track.

In summary, the bill : :

1. authorizes $75 million in challenge grants for state and local media campaigns;

2. authorizes $75 million for responsible parenting block grants to states;

3. authorizes $2 million for a national parenting support clearinghouse;

4. makes some WiHW eligibility changes and raises allowable in-kind match to 75% (while not required
by;

5. encourages child support pass through by foregiving federal share of first $75 passed through to
families that is disregarded from determining TANF eligibility and allows states to count their portion of
pass-through toward TANF MOE;

6. allows states who opt for child support pass through to use a similar amount of chxld support funds for

fatherhood/parenting promotion without getting a waiver;

explicitly lists family formation as one of purposes for which TANF HPB funds will be awarded.

~

Based on conversation w/ Bayh's staff today:

1. they seem willing to consider going beyond the Kennedy technical to include the broader eligibility
changes in Cardin's bill, particularly to include a broader group of low income fathers. | sent them
side-by-side of current law and Cardin’s bill and Charlie will cali DOL.

2. they generally want to be helpful on WiW but don't want to lose broader fatherhood approach. Sounds
like they fear more WtW will result in fess R support.

3. media campaign is intended to reach a broad group of fathers - all incomes and both those living with
their kids and those not. Challenge grant approach and amount is based on ONDCP campaign.

They understand TANF funds can also be used to promote formation of two parent families.

- 4. still don't have exact costs - waiting for scoring on child support pass-through, but envision something
in the $2 B over 5 years ballpark (w/ bulk of funds for pass-through).

5. purposefully leaving block grant uses very vague to allow states to try a variety of approaches; have
not yet done runs on block grant formula but realize they may need to set a small state floor.

8. they've coordinated w/ Kohl on pass through and see the major difference between their approaches -
as one of cost -- they cap amount of pass-through Feds will participate in at $75 whereas Kohl is
open-ended. They still understand that their proposal to allow state share of child support
pass-through to count towards TANF MOE goes beyond what's currently allowed (HHS - TA here
could be helpful. Charlie is reaching out to Lauren or Mary)

7. allowing states who elect child support pass-through to use $50 (this was purposefully less than the
$75 to keep costs down) for fatherhood/parenting activities without getting a waiver is seen as a way
to supplement the modest block grant funding. They seemed receptive to the concern that there
should be some more direct benefit or connection to families involved with the child support program
{HHS - TA here could be heipful)



8. reason for explicitly Isstlng family formation as part of the High Performance Bonus it's not included in
current guidance and this will ensure it's included in future rule.
They'll probably revise the bill at least once more before Thursday.
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