
NEW PATERNITY NUMBERS SHOW GROWTH IN RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD 

June 2), 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 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. Acknowledg)ng 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 wiJh access to health care under their Jather's health plan, provide 
rights ofinheritance 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 
f~ily ties; and access to medical history and genetic information. ' 

, 

This dramatic increase in paternity establishment is due \n large part' to the success of an 
Ad~inistration 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-hospitafpaternity programs. The figures released today follow earlier data 
which show that child support collections have increased by 80 percent during this Adniinistration, 
to a record $14.4 billion i'n 1998, and that the 'out-of-wedlock ,birth rate has declined by' six percent 
fro~ its peak in 1994.' ,,'.,' , ,. 

, The Clinton/Gore Administration has worked hard to strengthen the ~ole of fathers in their children's 
lives. Five years ago, the Vice President l:!egan ~eetingwith fatherhood groups around the country, 

,an~r 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 ,emo~ional as well as financial support. ' 

"Recognizing that much of the work around fatherhood takes place at the community level, the Vice 
Pr~sident launched a'Father to Father initiative, 'which brings together fathers, local communities and 
agencies to ~elpsupport anQ strengthen the role ofmen in childr~1).'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 or-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 reportfourid 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 keepingajob., ' , 

A critical next step in promoting responsible fatherhood is to reauthorize the Department ofLabor'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 portiori 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 concerned 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. 



NEW PATERNITY NUMBERS SHOW GROWTH IN RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD 

June 21~ 1999 

New data from the Department of Healthand Human Services show that the. number of 
fathers taking resporisibility 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 menacknowledged 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 ofthe 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 
Fa~her's Day but every day," Vice. President Gore said. "These new figures show more and more 
fathers are embracing responsible fatherhood -- I applauq their efforts and challenge all fathers to 
play an active part in their children's lives." 

This dramatic increase in paternity'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. 

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 b,ecome 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 community level, 
the Vice President launchecia Father to Father initiative, whi~h brings together fathers, local 
co~munities 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 policjes. Last June, the Vice Pre~ident 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 h~ve 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 ajob. 

A critical next step in promoting responsible fatherhood is to reauthorize the Department of 
Labor's W elfare-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, iocal 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- stat6s, arid 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 concerned about the absence of fathers inthe 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· 
NUMBER,S SHOWING GROWTH IN RESPONSIBLE. FATHERHOOD 

. .Xx. -'- Today, Vice President Gore released new data showing that the number of fathers 
taking 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 
Reunion Conference, which five y:ears ago focussed on the role of men inchildfen's lives. 

"One of the most important things we can do to help our children and. strengthen our 
communities is to help fathers become moreinvolveq in their children's lives - not just onFather's 
Day but every day," the Vice President said. "These new figures show more and more fathers are 
embracing responsible fatherhood, and I applaud each and every one of them for doing so." 

. Vice President Gore has long worked 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 ofMen in Children's Lives. 
Since then, Vice President Gore has challenged men to Qecome actively involved in their children's 
lives,. and ·to provide emotional as well as financ~al 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 VicePresidept 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 Federa1 Interagency 
Forum for Child and Family statistics, launched in 1997, whose report found children growing uP.: 
without a father are more likely to do poorly in school,. to take drugs, and to have a hard time getting . 
and: keeping ajob. 

A critical next step in promoting responsible fatherhood, the Vice President said, is to 
reauthorize the Department ofLabor's Welfare-to-Work program which wiUhelp low income fathe~ 
. in every state raise their employment and earnings, increase their child support, and become more 
involved with their children. Ensuring fathers work andpay child SUPIJort so their children don't 
stay on welfare is an essential part ofwelfare reform. 



The dramatic increase in paternity estabiishrnent announced bythe 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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·DRAFT· 

· u.s. Department of E~ucation 
· Ri~harti W. Riley . . 

Secretary 

Office of Educational Research and Improvement· 

. RamonC. Cortines. . 


. ,.'1
,Acting Assistant.Secretary 

.. National Centerfor'Education statistics 
· Pascai D. Forgione. ,Jr. 
· Commissioner . 

. .'\' 

'The National Center for Edu~ationStati!:!tics(NCES)isthe pnma~.federal.entityfor,ColleCting, an~lyZing;and . 
· reporting data related toa(luC8tionir'l the United States and other nations.. It fulfills a congressional mandate 

. , " tocc;>liect. collate; analYze; and rep~i'ffuil:and cQmplete statistics on the condition ofeducati.oniii:theUnlted 
. stateS; co~u~andpu~~rePo~ aijds~ljzedal1alySesoUhem~aplng arKi significanc~ ofl;lJyhstatiSti~; 

,·asslst'~tate.and local edtIcation agencies in ImprQving .thelrstatistieal System,s; and review. anc;l' report:0'; 

':edu~idi9~ ..acti~~h!s inforelgn'counbies; . ..: . ,'.' • '" ' . , . :.,' '.' . .".: .. 


.. 	 ,.'~ f'.lqES .a~esai'e d~sign~t~: add.r~hJQh.priority education data fleeds; provkte,cbnslstent•• reliable. 
· . co~p!ete; ai'll':! i!ccurate)ndiCators ofetiucation ,Status andtr~nd~; and teperttimely; uSefLii. andhlghqu~lity.; .' 
" . late. tof:;8 U,:~ Oapartriimliof Educa~,;:i,6:, Cf')l"lgress)~i';~') states. ofi:'lr educationpo,lr.yti1akers; praetitioners;' " .• 
'datausersi.andthe general public. .' ': ... . . ..' .' ........ .' .... •. '.' :.. .' 

. . . . .... .' , . '. " . .' ,. ." ,'. .' ~ , 

.	We strive to make our products avaHabie in a variety of.forr:natS and in language that is appr9priate tQ a variety 
of audiences_" You; as ourcustomer,are1he best'jl!d9f! ofourstJccesslncomm.lJnica~ng informaijon 
effec6VeIy.lfyouhaveaIiyCpmments Or suggestiQns~boot this or any other NqES produCl Qr report. wawould . 

. ,< like to he'arJrorn you. Please direct your corilmentstQ~.> . , , ',' 
. " • '" .',,' • "',, I"'" • ", .', ,,' ,', 

. ,', p.I:I"tl:lr·for'Education St~t1StJ~ '. 
1"1lIt~nn1ll" '1 Research>and Improvement

U:SJDeloartri'llent .', ,',' . '; . . -", . " ',' ... : 
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,~CUTIVE SUMMARY ;'R": A':F;--rC".'-A ,···I[ 
( " 

',' Policymakers and educators agree thaHaniily involvementin children's education is important,in, 
I ,', '." " ". • .• 

fostering ,children's s~ool suCcess. Irdeoo, two of the Natiorial~ucationGoals streSS the important role 

of pareIllS ~n their children's education; Goal ,1 states that "By the year: 2000, all children in America will 
start school ~eady tolearn~ It Thes~ond objeCtive under this goal expands ~ponit by stating that ,parents 

are to be their children's first teachers, devoting time each day to helping, their preschooi children learn.. 
Goal 8, aithough aimed atschools'and not directly at parents,highlightS the wi~~pread belief that parental 

.; . , . ­
involvement in schools-is important; This goal states that'''By the year 2000, every school will promote 

partnerships that will increase parental parti~ipation in promoting the social, emoti<!nal, and academic­

growth of children. It ' 

, ' ~tensive researchexistson the importance of p~erital involvemcmtinchildren's educatio~, yet 

relatively few' stud'ies have ex3minedthe individ1ialconttib.titioI1;Sthatmothe~s and fathers make to, their . 

childr~n's sch~~mg. -- There is agreatdeal of interest. however, in the' role of fathers iri children's lives; '. ' 

'This httereststeIilsfromJhe fact that until recently fathets were the hidden parent. "They wereas~omep
'. ', •• " • • • -,'. ., , . , I' '. , . . .' - , . 

: to be the ;br~9Winners,of twO-:-parent.(amilies,butof:limited inlportance in non;.finan~ial aspeciS:-of 

" , '" 'cMldr~n's ,wed-being and'developm~nt.Ret1ecting thl~ bias)nr~~rch onchitd deveiopment~Ln1anY . ' . 
: ' ,", ".:' , , ,',e-', " ':' . ":.~!' ',:,:" ,'",",:, ':, ' ,'" ':''-,',,' ,'.. ,' '.',' ,,' :i," 
,fed~r.at agencieS, and Pf! jgriuns that deal 'with family Jssues foa,.sedalniostexcl1:lSivelyon motherS: arid th~ir 

',- .' , :-,', ': .'. .' ,''''' ., . ~. . I ; ,: -.- .. -._ . .:, ... , .", .' . :., , ,.. ...' .. ,. . ""." .", " - " :. : • '.' "',". ' 

'. -children. IIi .1995,:PresideIit Clinton· issued a memorandum requestii1gtha~ all. executive departments and 
.' , . '. -. -'. ,." ". ' ., . " " '. . . . " 

.ag~ndesmake 'a concertcit effort to include fathers in their. programs, policies~ and r~searchprograms 
. . ... , .. '.. -," .'.- . . .' . . '. . . 

'. whe.reapl:uoJ?#at~ andfeasible.. nts new attention devote4to fathe~is nodntended t~ lessen the fOcus '.. 

.: 'on the ~r1ant rol~ that mothers play in their children's'iives;'Qut rather to highlight the factthatfahiers . 
f' • ' ","'" " .. '. " .' ....,... . 

arebnportant, too.. : '. •.•.• " 
,: , .~" 

. -.: " 

",'..·,,,.... ""' ...T I:provi~es: ii.· broiuj" overvie~;of the "~xtent to Yrhich.residenr(excluding f6ster)arici ..... ," 
,,',':,. :,:'" .':::.•::',:::,' ..:..•• ':;.':•. '.::.. <.'.,;",,".:', .•,':.;.,,';,"'. '.' :",..:... >, ',,:,.:, :' 

noi~;ide:nt,1fatl1terS InV'Ol\l'ea,in. their children ·sschoc)Jsand.examines the influence'th~ir :", " 

'" '. 
....' 'i­

http:fed~r.at


i, . . 

, :',1 

. : ~ ,, 

, I 



prop(mi~n ofchildren with mothers who are highly II1Volv~in their schools declines steadily as the'grade 
. , '. . .' ." ..... '. ',' " . 

level of the childr~m increase~ whether the children liveintw~parenfor iri single-mother families. 
However,the proponio~ of childrenwho'have highly inv~lv~fathers does· not d~line steadily> In tw~ 

, , . .... '. . '. ',.. .' .'. ., ....' 
parent families, the .proponion of .children with. highly involved fathers drops from 30 percent to 25 

percent between' elementary (grades K-S) and middle school (~rad~s ~8), but then'drops only slightly, to 
.' , .' ..' ..". '. • , I 

23 percent, in high school (grades 9-12).. Among children living in single-father f~lles, there is no 
, . . , ..'--,' . . , ... 

liecrease in the proponion who have highly irivolved fathers between elementary and.middle schools (53 

· percent at both grade levels), but a large decreaSe between middle ~d. high school (to 27 percent). These 
. i . ',' . .... . 

results.are based onsimple tabulations of the data that do not takeJnto accountsuch factors as the parents' .. 
,,' ',' . . . ." '. . . . 

· education or mothers'. ~mployment.. 

. Is the uivQlvement of fatberS in $dlools associatedwitb other ~ntru behaviors. at hom~ that 
may enhancec.tWdren's school succt!Ss? .. . . . . . 

. ;..; ':'. . . ." ',. r' ' 

.' Parents who are highly involved :in their children's sefiools are more'likely 'to be involved atihpme,\ . 
" '". ..' .' . '. . i .. ' . .... '. ," .- . .' '. ,'. . ~ ". ...". ,..' ,. "... .'. ' . '. . ' 

as.well.ElemeQtalYs9toolchildren with fathe~~or ~others~ho:are l)ighlyinvoJved in their-schools are 

'. more'lik~ly to ~ve parti~ip~ted in edu<:atiorialactivities'\Viilitheifpa~ents (e;g, to.havebeeti t~ldastol)':
'j '. • ," • '.' • ",. •• .... ' •• ' • '. • •• ' ' ••••• 

by thekparents;Jothe .:paStweek·.or'. to liavevjsiteda irius~Umor'historical. sitewitb· their paI:~nts in the 
" '. ,":.: . .'." i:.:· .:" :'" ',' :: ", .- .. ". .." .. '; '~'" '. ...' ~:.' .:;. '....... ',.. ! .. . .' .' ..' .. ~•. " ... ,; ':: .' ,::. . .' :. 

· past month) thancliildren whose parents~.veloviJevels.ofinvolvemeJlt intheir.schools.!Chil~ren.~n the 

,,6th'ihrought'ithgbdG ~Hh;~,Jnoll h~rsor' fatileI!.i\vho arehig:llY':lY{, :"$'d in~beirl;;~h()ois not'only have,'" 

sh~ed~~e~ctiviti6s~iih their parents in the p~i ~eekthanchildren wh6se p~ents l\avelow:Ievels of 
~'. " . , '; " '. . .' . . . . . ',., ' ,. .' ..; '. :' . '.' ".: . . .".' . ..' l . . . .~, .' . I .~. . 

involvemeruintheirscliools, but their parentsaremor~.likely to. e.xpect that they . .willgtaduate from a·4 ..;. 
'1", 

.... ywoollege m1t~ 6a~ediscuss~fu~rec6~~ ~ith tlterit.~SUflt 6h~ldl"en~e also~ore'lik~,y:th~:other . 

,:child'~en to haveconn~cti~ils.t~their corIununitie~J~meas~redbythepropOrti~n with,~arent$ .~ho 
.' reg·ul~l~.attemt· reHgi()~,serVic~s, .. ~long~~conum~riity~r piof~~ih~ ·9r~~i~tions~.~rreg\Jla~j~ . 
~~ - ',' ::*.:t'I;:'=".:.'_~"":;" .... : . .,..... ,:,.,;';.,' :'.'/'''':.' . ,.:.<., .. : .. ': ...... , .~.: ..... : ..:,:... '.:>~ .......::.:, ..: ..:..... ~, ~. :.:.; .'~ ',:'" ". ,... . ... "' ....../. >:.:. ," .... ', .' ..:':' ... ' 

volu~t~er int~~C9nuni.IDity .• ·Thus; famili<:.Swith.highp~entlllinvolvement in their chH4~en~s sc~()()l~ 


~i~Yi~~····· with '. .... ..• '~~.,. ·"·.h()~e.;~~,::aS:,*eil.,.. ':> .:,""'.. " .. ' ...... . 
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, ' 

children with nQrires~dent parents.S.44Q had n011resident fathers: ' The data were collected fromJantiary 

to April of i996 as parlof the National Household Ed~cation Survey.,. ' " 
.. 

'The report emphasizes fathers' invol~ement in'their :children's .schools. but i~forma:tion on 

mothers' involvement 'is als6' provided. ,Throughout the discussion of resiClent fathers' involvement. a 

disti~c~ion is made between fathers intwo.:p~rent families and' fathers who are heads of single-pare~t. 
f~lies. Two ,reasons prompted this approach. F,irst" single-parent and two-parent families ditterlnmany . 

respects that can affect both how. parents spend their: ti~eand how ,their children perform in school. 

: Second, the NHES:96 data allowed .the unusual opportunity to.examine how parents in two-paren~ famili~s 
share child-rearing responsibilities in one important realm: .their chiidren's schooling. 

The major questionS addreSsedbythis'rep()rt are'listed belowaJong with a bnef suinniary of Ute . 
" " . \ .. ".' 

..results for r:esideinmd nonresident fathers. 

Resident Fathers' .Involvement . 
':. ; ...".: 

, , ," 
. Howdoratherscom~: With 'nioth~ to iheir'lev~ of involve'n!entj in' their Cbndren's . 

sChOOlS? ' . ( ." ;.' ' 
, : j . 

Thearlswei·to this quest'lon de~nds upori lihletherthe foCtist8 on two-parent or single~~arent . 
. • fapilies .. , Fathers. in two-parent families are .much less, Hkelyth~nmothe~ ·intwo..pate~t/amiH~s 'tobif 

. highly. involved ih their,childr~n'sschOolst~tis"to have'panibip~ted .inat least:·three Qf theLfcmr .'.1' 

activiti~;; On the' other, harid,',fatheI:S whoh~d, single-parent f~mes'stiow:levels·.of. highillv~I~~~~~t., 
very similar iothose of nio~h~rsWh~h~dsingle~parentfamili~.'· In: t~o:parent :ranulies, theprop~rtion, 

. ,." ofchilW-enwith highlyinvolYe4 fatheisis abOut:half~ftheprdp()J1ionwithhighly, involved, motp~is',27 ." . 
pere~~faRiS6.~,;res~iveIY.Irtsingl~[)arentfamjli~,hovJ~veri,childrerili~ihgWit4{ ,::». :.; ....... 

:: . ' ..... ' ::." ..... ,'''. ,:,'. y .....,- .. .... '" .'. . 
mo~!lers.are abouteQUa1,lylikely'tQ'~v~ .·,4.6per(:ent . ",:,; 

:".!" . 

',', ..-:-::' 



. ! . '. '-' ".' , , - ,:: :' , ' , ". . . ". ,.' ,'. ' " , . 

Among children in elem~ntary sdiool, fathers are more likely.to be :highly involv¢d if the mothers, are 

. employed fuii t~~'as op~tXiJOp~rt ti~e and if iiiechildrenati~nd ~p~iv~te sChoot:rather than a public' 

. , schoolihatis~.signed,tothem.. ~ong,childre~in'tlie6th through 12th grades, f~thers aremor~ likely, 

. to bf:highly,iii~olved ifthe cl.ildren are boys and if the ~hhdreriare inhigher g~,ades. . , .',' . .. 

Insingle-fatherfan1ilies, fewer (actors influt:nce high father involyementafter controlling for 
, . • "_ .. , , . , ' , ,', '.. i ,,' .­

, 'selected child.' family, and s<;hoolchara~teristicS. ,~ongchi~dren in elem~ntary ,school,ihe likelihood 

ofhaving highly involved Jathers increases as fathers' education increases. Among, children in grades 6 , 

thtou!;t ti~ fatherS are sigrufic~tly fuore'liJceiyto be highlyinvolve.d i~the schools of their 6th through ' 
. . . .' . . ." 

. 8th graders than iIl:the schools of their,children in high school: Fathers .whohave~iscu~sedJuture courses 

With their children are also more likely to be highly.jnvolv~ in their. 6th thr6ugh 12th graders' schools~ 
There'is some evidencethatattendarice.atpublicsChools~ftheir choice o~privat~ 'schools ii1creas~sthe' 

.' likelil1~,that single fa~ers ;v;ill be hig~ly i~~olved i~ th~it:6th, through . 12th gr~ders" schools,but this 

evid~nCe. is Vi~.· . ' " " 

,', 

, ",. ' ""APositiVe$ChOolclinlate.~m~ured bythepar~n,ts':ass~~nierit6fdiscipline in'tlleir~hi1dr,el1~s" 
"~las$~.and,.~hOOls,\\1hethet~t1ld~nt.s~t~be~fflp!# ~ach •.·bdler:'ho~ w~ifomillg 't1}eJ(;h~l$'#~, ' ' 

,-'" ' .• ' arid ho~eas)'th~ schools ma~eJt,' forpare~'t()~e. irivolv~" iss~gnifiCari~lyassociatedwith bigh.father.· . ­

..' ~'and motb~r i~~olvcni~Dt hHheJ~ 6hildren 's,schoois:' A~;,d1001 :c.ljmateh~mes morepositiv.e~ ~o.thets . 


. are D1o~e likely t~be' highly irivolved •.regardless oftwo--patellt or single,:parent,sta~s or grade\leVel of 

, ,'. '., . ., . • -:~.' ., : . '••. '. ' '. :'" ' , .'. ' . '->'.' ~ ...,. ~ :.. . 

theirclU1dren.. :Arnong fathers 'iIJ two-parent fami1i¢S, there is a'weak associationb~tvieeil~.pOsmve school ' . 
... ~".~'.t' .. >"",,'-':" ;,-, "","':,:"':'.',. --:"." '.':.", --,'....", ',', '.',:: .. ::'"".", "" -' :,' ':,.. '. ":-'," . ,,:"'. ':',,':, 

·cl.iItWe.andfathers: high inyolyem~nt at-grades, lqi.r9ugh 5. which becomes str()ng~l'atgrade(6thr()ugh, 

-.. '12:"As~i~ ~othel"S'~ sch901 c1iIrtate~becotr.e~:nior~p()sitive,.th~Hkelih6odt~tfathers.,~illbe lli~hly 
.····'invoJ~ed·-iQiheir.~~iIdr~n'~s~hQC>,I~:increas~...• SiHgle·.father&' are.·~lso mo~e~i~elYto:1>ehig~lY.·.inY.OI~~d' ... 

·in th~schools·of.th~ir '.' '. -. '. . ". <,sch()()Lphi!4r.e~':~sch09t cliI,I1~t~ bec9~~ m()repos'itiY~;'~l!t'~~h{)()l" 

,- ,'" '.' ..'. "::~;':""'>:<"';.' ..:,,~:.. >:-::"':< :":-"".. ,.,~,,,:', ,:';.",', . " ';" ','< ':':"'," "·"/"·'i,::;-"· .-. 


tnu·nl\J,,.tn,.n·r:in· their 6th thtough12th.graders'. ,schools~, ii.. -.
""', ";" .... :. "', ".,'" ~'~«:"c'.:";" ., '.;, c' '." .. ' . ';o~'" ".,~.,. 

, ~', 
,r" , 

, . 

I 
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significantly associated with a greater likelihood that their children in 1st through 12th grade get mostly, . 

A's and that they e'njoysch()()l and,a'r~\lced'likelihOOd that they have ever re~tedagFade.Fathers·· 
, . '. - ~ - - , -', " ' - ' ' , , ' 

involvement bas astrollgerinfluence9n.'thechildrengening mostly A's .thandoes mothers;involveD1ent. 

Among children living hi single-father families .. high father involvement is asso~iatedwith a 

'. greater Hk~lihOOd that children in grades 1 through 12 get mostly Ns and is marginally assodatedwith 
., , ," " , ~" , 

a greaterlikelihood ofmeir chlldrenenjoying schoo..- ,High f..ther invol\,em~nt also reduces the likelihood . 

that children in the '6th through 12th grade have ever been suspended or expelled from school. . . [ .'. 

. .' . \ " 

.Intwoo-~t familieS, is there a gain from'having both .~enf$involved as oppOsed to only' 
one? . And, aretherepartic,Ular Qutcomes for whi$ fathers' involvement appears to be 
esPecially iniportant? .. . . 

":~'" . 

,ResuItSbased on cross-tabulations sugg~t that childre.n fare bettet when both parents are highly .. 
. ',.' -,' .', ... ' .' /". " , , . ";".' . " .' 

involved in their schools; .. Children experience a' small, but si~nificant, increase' in the likelihood that they 

get-mostly A's, 'enjoy school, and parti<;ipate in extracurricQlar activities and a reduced'likelihpodthat 
, -, ". :,' \,'. " " " .,' , " .,: . '- ,. \. ,.' " .. "" ,.' ,. . ,,'. ~...... ' .' .' ,,'. 

ihey haye ever ~epeated a grade if .both of th~ir'parentsarehighlyinvolvedin their schoolscoll1paredto 
. ';,' .' ' ••,' .' -, ', ... ,' ',". ,c,'" -, . "', 

" ..',if.o~ytheir m~thers~e highlyinv(jlv~; They d6 8ln1ost8$wellif'oDlY 6ne par.eilt is higlitY,ln~olv~a" ...: 

.'. r¢gardless of;'hetllt~r that parentis, tlIem~th~r,or fath~/Of~urS~>th~ numD~t of cases in.~hibh ~61l1y .... 
.the,rathets~eiugh1Y in~61~ed-i~' -s~l.;Childr~nfM.ethe:;~~rst:~·nf.J~eiiherpar~nt 'l~inv~lvedin their ' 

. schools. '.,. '"~ ~ '.,., ",' 
... 

. ', ,'. 

): 

,. ' •••• J •••• 

···.·\,R~~;~~i;i.· 

..?:: .\·..\,~~:'}':':T/';' <. _', .~' 

' .. ~ ,':, ..' . , 

'"" . ",' 



NOnresident Fathers' Involvement 

To what extent ~.notireSident.fathe~involved:bitheirclilldren's schOOls? . 

Nonresident fathers are much less likely than fathers in two-paf~nt families to be involvoo'intheir 

chi1dren·ss~ools. Of children in contact with their nOnresident parents, 69 pe~cent have fathers who. have. ' ." '\' .. 

not participated in any of the school activitiessince the beginning of the school year. In contrast: 25 
'. percent of children living in twO-parent familieshave f~thers who have not- parti~ipatedin any af ihesch~l' ,. 

activities. 'l:!owever, 31 percent of ~hildren who have had contact with their 'nonresident fathers in the past 
. . . . . 

year have nonreSident fath~rs Who have participated in at least one ·of the four activities, 18 percent have. 
. ,'" '. 

nonresident fathers who· have participated jn at least, tWo of the four activities, and9pe~ceIit have 

nonresident fathers who have participated in three.or more of the school activities. Like. resident fathers 

fu two-~ families, nonIe!;id~~t fathers are mosilikelyto attend s~h~lor class events, such as sports 

'.. events,- and generaischool meetiOgs.· The proportion :Qf children whose' nonresid~nt fathers have. 

parti~ipated in each ofthese activities is 22 percent and J& percent,' respectively. comparedto jUs,t over' 

halt9f,children in' two-parent famiUes w.hose· f~thers, have p<lrticipated in'each of these acti~ities. . . .. ". ' . . . '. '., ," ". ."... '." .' .',. ~ :. .'... ~" '".' . ". ,',' -: ";-.::' ',' .' '. " ,~.:'. -; , . 
<.",) ,', : 

'WhatractorSinllti~ce ~th~ iriv~il'emelii of' ~otifi..sid~t· r~theriiD' their cl1ildr~n'~'~ti1ooIS? . 
, , ',':; ,. ' ',', - . l .• J '".,' .' ';- : ,.', ',"'" '. .;. , ':' •••••••••'., ' • ~, •• ' : ,: " 

' ..; ;: ""'. '. 

Childf~n'sgrade level,' hOUseholdinco~e, ~~e~" edu~i()n.laffi.ilY configuration'(sihgl~~p~eDt' 
'f~ly 6r step faniliYK mo,tlters; ·le~eJ.of invofveme~t iri tlu~il:chiidieri'ssChOoIS" and,Cathers·,payment:6f 

. dl,ild~uppOrt in the previ<?usyear :areatlUilpo~tinfiuen~ on. nol1re.sidelitJathers')nyolv~ti1entili 'their . 
", ,.:. . .... ,<!. .... . . .. :'. . ... ' ,". .;: .' \ .... ..': ';.' 

.' kind~rgartenthrough 12th gr~de~·sch()Ols..:No~eSi,dentfa~ers ar¢ri1ore likely .~o be i!Jvolve.d if:their 

.clilldien·~e in ~dergarte~,thrOUgh5th·grad~thazi,ifthey:~'il{8ra.des 6~ough .12•• Nontesident.f~tIiers ...•. 
. .', ,.,', - ; .., '.,'. ." -. . " ",." , '.' . ," ', .... ' .' ',' " , 

.' are. also more li~ly to be invplv¢daS,household income, mothers'!edu;;ationfan~ mQthets~ invO,lvemeni 
. ' ,..' . , , . ' ''-' .' ,', ' , : .' . . ' .. ' . , " " . . , 

'.. ,injh~!r:children's scboolsinctease and,if. the fatherj havepaid:any··child.$upport. When .inflQen,~~~~n: . 
•. '··nont~fd6nt'fathers"involvein~ntaree~n~~~~t~IY fof chiid~~n.'it1 klnderganeniliro\lgh' .. ,',' ,- ."; .,' ': ' 

'" .. ' .)~ ........ ... .. . .... ..... .... . .. ... . ·.~.l~~ ~i~~i~~jl:~PYiV'f~[)·'.···'·"f':'Qlern;,i,()I 
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suspended or expelleclfromschool or repeated a grade. This assOCiation 'remains even after controlling 

for resident mothers'involvement in the schools, education, household income, and other potentially 

confouridirig factors" Nonresident fathers ~invoivement is' ~dso ,associated with a' greater likelihood, that 

children in grades 1 through 5 and in'grades 6 'through 12 participate in extracu~icularactivities.There" . , . "', 

is also evidence that the involvementofno~ident fathers increases the, lik~Ilhood that children in grades ' 

6th~ough 12 g~tmostly A's and tllat they enjoy school: though these ass,ociationsare weakened after 
. ( . . 

"controlling for the resident mothers' 'level of involv~ment in the children's schools. 

sumniarr. 

This report provides additional support to the, already 'large bod¥, of literature that suggests that" 

parental involvement in ,their children'~ schools isberieficial for children's, school success. ' First. it 

demonstrates that the .involvementofboili mothers ~dfathers ,is' importanUncontributing t~childrefi's 

schoOlsu~. Sc:cond.iUhows thatparents ,whoare inv~lved in school areinv~lved in other ~aysthat 
•promote ,t~ei~ children's school success. 'Third, it" snows', ,that single, mothers, and ,single, fathers; are, 

'involved in their children's schoolS, ,even though they do 'not ,have a se¢ond parent to,help them with their' , 
• -'.' , ". ,': .,..". J' , "" ". :. .: .': '. '. :.' , , .' . ~ .:' ;.: ".""-. . • 

, ,other obligations.. ,Fotirth,itsuggestsmat there ntaY be, certain as~tsofchildren'sschpol perfofIlUlDce,
.:.,", " :..... ,.-.:.'-, ~".: ,.;,.:..... :.~.·i·:·.<, ,":":", .. ' \. " ...... ". :', ':.." "" ..:~:.:: ~ ,: ," ""_ .,::.: ....... ,;,::.:".;::.;. ~_': 

and, certain scigesm theclUldren~s acaderriic:careers wllere fath~ts'irivolv~ment 'is, particulaily' Unporta.nt: " " 
, " .,' . . .,..' , . ., ,'. ,',', " ,- ", .' 

,» : ..;,', . 
, .. .' , : ". ' 

The reporralso ~dds to ~e larg~body, of literature onnO,nrcsident fatherS ~y dem()nstrati~gtb,at ," 

",rtearlyon~~rd of nom"esident fathers who have had :contact ~iththeir c:hHdren'in the pas~,year COntiI1Ue 
, , " " , ',',"', "', ,', ',', ,'" ':' "\,,' " " " 

,., 
, ,!;~ play ,ail importantrqie in thei{chHdreo"s lives vyparticip..dnginschool acd1.'ilics), Mon;;over;their 

, '. " 'participaii~~ .in school a~tivitiesmakes' ~diff~renCe iritb~i~ children'sHves.,Th.e ~ly.s~'suggesqllat" 
,mdre discrimllladng'meaS~res :ofnonteside'nt fath~rS~, inv()IY~ineIit:inih~i~ ghild~eri's 1Iv~s'~re rit#~.in" ' 
order'totnore full~ unQ~rstarid tll~ felatioPship~t'Veen' norir'~id~~t fathers,' invol~ementand FliU~,~~rt's .: '. ' 

" • \vell~:hlg;~ns~~ericies ab6ut'thel~nefitS,o(noni"esi~erit' " ',',,!' .' contio~~'cont~d,)vith;tbejJ~~~ildr~~:' " .' " 

>'1ne#:s~di~'~>'~due·~bJgep.~toth~,!act,~~t ' " ;"" 

':used ito'measure iiiv'ohieilleot.,ThiC:"i"P'nt'\YT. 
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• In FY96. 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 ofTANF collections are current support due to dedining TANF case/oads, 
i.B., more of the TANF collections are forformer-TANF cases whlchwou/d 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. 
( 
( 

" 
.....DRAFT: FOR DISCUSSION ONLY** 

~ 6/30/99 



..\L,. 11 /1·' -J. I'" 	 ""7J./C" 	 -' 
yrtL.:\.h ~pN:1~"-, .Y'r-Qc.":~[f.-, (.,,_{U'.:ZrP-r/1 G',--) I/) q) .~r~">J.. IV"1!~L ht 	 t 

" 	 /l " r 
. 	 ..~

Qj. 
Estimated ChiidSupport Cost of Optional $50 Pass-Through only above current State Policy .~ 

(Assumptions: At State option pass-through up to $50 wi1h disregard forfamUies currently receiving TANF .. Federal government shares in costs 
~ 

only above current State policy. Based on 1199 CLASP list. it is estimated that States are currently continuing to pass-through the equivalent ;J . 

of about 61.5% of the FY96 pass-through. This would be equal to about $159 million in FY98. Assumes Hold Harmless provision has been eliminated. . e r 
t\<;>I.\~ l'Q,Wnf'~~l1r .S'! '. . c 

v~ ~{ ..Ji -h '1 .' FY9S FY99 FY2000' FY2001 ,'FY2002 FY2003' FY2004, FY2005 f 
c 

CSECOSTS 

TANF Collections Distributoo 2;433 2,446 2,470 2,507 2,575 2,573 2,587 2,563 

FY96 Adjusted % of Collections Passed Through* 10.7% 10.7% 10.7% 10.7% 10.7% 10,7% 10.7% 10.7% 

Estimated % of FY96 in Continuing" 75.0% 75.()o~ 75.0% 75.0% 75.0% . 75.0% 75.0% 75;0%. 


('. Total?ass-:TllroI,(Jh 194 195 197 '200 206· 206 207' 205­
Current State Pass-Through- '(159) (160) (1£2) (164-) (169) . (169) (159) (168) 

Iota! CSE Cost 35 35 35 36 37 37 ·38 37 
State Share 	 15 15 15 16 16 16 :.17 16 
r: ederal Share 	 20 20 20 20 21 21 21 21 

~ 

B)OP STAMP SAVINGS {tbis is aVERY rough SStimate, 
. Increased Payments to Families 35 35 35 36 37 37 38 37 k " 

0/0 of Families receiving Food Stamps 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% ' 
Reduction in FS br each additional $1 ',30% 30% 30% 30% 30% . 30%' 30% 30% ' 

Federal Food Stamp Savings - (11) . (11) (11 ) (11) (11)' . (11 ) (11) (11 ) 
. . 	 " ' 

;l 

~ 
5-year FY2001-20OS Estimates 

FederalCSE Cost . 104 C 
t 

Federal FS Savings (55) 
(,I 	 c

Total Cost 4-9 	 c 

. 	 . 

'* 	In FY96,the last year of the mandatory $5P pass-throUgh, 12.3% of distributed TANF collections were PCissed-through, This percentage 
has been reduced to 10.7% to reilectthe fact that a smaller portion ofTANF collections are current support due to decfining TANF caseloads, . 
I.e., more of the TANF collections are for former-T ANF cases which would not be impacted by this pass-through disregard poHcy. . 

-* ,Based on 1/99 CLASP list, it is es1imated that States are currently continuing to pass-through the equivalent of about 61.5% of the FY96 pass-through. 
c.. 
t. 
C 
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Estimated Child Support Cost of Optional $100 Pass-Through only above current State Policy 6) 
-
-
c 
" 
[ 
(, 


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 Hannless provision has been eliminated. 


FY98 FY99 FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY200S 

$50 estimate <1
TANF Collections Distributed 2.433 2,446 2,470 2,507 2,575 2,573 2,567 2,563 r 

FY96 Adjusted % of Collections Passed Through* 10.7% 10.7% 10.7% 10,7% 10.7% 10.7% 10.7% 10.7% 
c 
,t % of Collections 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 

$100 estimate 
Estimated Cost of $50 Pass Through (above) 194 195 197 200 206 206 . 207 205 
$50 CostX2 388 390 394 400 412 412 414 410 
Deflator (avg. collectIon lower than $100)· 80% 80% 80% 80% 80% 80% 800/0 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 Cas aUilHl QptlgD Aballi Cummt State ~On~ 
.J 

. c 
Estimated Cast of$100 Option (above) . 252 254 256 260 268 268 269 267-

~Current State Pass-Through·" .. (159) (160) (162) (164) (169) (169) (169) (168) 

Total CSE Costs 93 94 94 96 99 99 100 99 
State Share 41 41 41 42 44 44 44 44 
Federal Share 52 53 53 54 55 55 56 55 

EQQD STAMP SAVI~GS 'this Gi a ~EBY rough i:stimatt) 

Increased Payments to Families 93 94 94 96 99 99 100 99 

% of Families receiving Food Stamps 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% '" 

Ret:1uctlon 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 Cost 126 

.. In FYge, the last year of1he mandatory $50 pass-through. 12.3% ofdistJibuted TANF collections were passed-through. This percentage 
has been reduced to 10.7% to reflect the fact that a smaller (XIrtion of TANF collections are current support due to declining TANF caseloads, 
Le" more ofthe TANF collections are forfonner-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-~mugh. 
.J 
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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 eBO, they think the bill will 
cost "a few hundred million dollars." Somewhere in the $200-$300 range. Still, a very preliminary 
estimate. 

~\ 
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Background: Sen. Kohl's Pass-Through Option Bill 

I. Background: Vnder current law, states generally retain child support collected on behalf of 
T ANF-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. 

II. Issues: 1) Disincentives: Non-custodial parents of T ANF 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 c.aseloads have increased 44 percent 
since 1991, but TANF caseloads are decreasing. As discussed, states retain TANFcollections, 
but distribute 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. 

III. 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 ofTANF families. If a 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 claim TANF MOE credit for disregarded 
support.) 

Family Income Protection: States that adopt a pass-through policy must have budget 
. mechanisms in place so that child support income is not counted against 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 T ANF; 

(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. 

. . 
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Child Support Pass-through 

Under AFDC, families applying for assistance assigned their child support rights 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, disregarding 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 maintain the pass-through at their own expense. 

Table VL6 shows that 18 states have maintained the fIfty qollar 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 ~ithout lowering the families' cash assistancebene:tlts. . 

VI-ll 
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Table VI.6: Amount of Child Support Pass-through 

Amount of Child 
S'tate Support Pass-through 

Alabama· $50 
Alaska 50 t 

,*Arizona 

Arkansas * 

California 50 
, Colorado * 

Connecticut 100 
Delaware 50 
Dist. of Columbia * 

Florida * 

Georgia * 

Hawaii * 
.Idaho * 

Illinois 50 
Indiana * 

Iowa *4 

Kansas 40 
Kentucky * 

Louisiaria * 

Maine. 50 
Maryland * 

Massachusetts 50 
Michigan SOt 
Minnesota *, 

Mississippi '* 

Missouri 50t 

State 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

Ne\\i York 

North Carolina 

. North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

. Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Terinessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washingtori 

West Virginia' 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Amount of Child 
Support Pass-through 

* 


* 


·$75 
* 

50 
50t 
50 
* 

* 
,* 

50t2 


* 


503 

50 
* 

* 

* 

50 

*' 
*5 


50 

* 


506 


Entire grarie 


* 

Source: Office of Child Support.Enforcement. "C~ildSupport Report. "December. 1997; and Urban Insiitute summary of 
state TANF decisionsas of October 1997. 

• State disconiinued the child support pasS-through. ' 

t The child support pass-through is only in effect temporarily in these states. 


I. 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 continue the $50 child support pass-through 
according to pre-welfare reform regulations until the resolution of pending litigation. . ' 

4. The child support pass-through is continued at $50 for those receiving T ANF assistance p~ior to July I, 1997., 

5. The child support pass-through is continued for recipients in a small control group. For recipients 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 replaced by an additional cashbeneftt which is equal to the amount of ch'ild support collected for the family. not 

to exceed $50. . 


7. Wisconsin,Works recipients receive the entire child support payment, all of which is disregarded for benefit computation but not for eligibility 

determination. A control group receives up to $50 or the state share of the childsupport payment, whichever is greater, to b6 disregarded for cash 

assistance benefii computation but not for eligibility determination. 
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• Eugenia Chough 05/12/9907:41:17 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPO/EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPO/EOP, Andrea Kane/OPO/EOP 

cc: 

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 05112/99 07 :38 PM --------------------~------

JGALLAGH @ uLurban.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, I recommend reading the Child Support enforcement 
section of the Green Book 
(http://www.access.gpo.gov/congress/wm001.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/lltmllpapers.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 matchratesl. 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 T ANF, the fifty 

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


dollar "pass-through to 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 check 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 coHected 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 child 
support collected is greater than the welfare grant at which point 
the welfare grant is reduced to 0 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.) 

I 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@AOL.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@AMERICAI\I.EDU writes: 
> < <As far as th'e child support not affecting the cash grant, I just 
> interviewed a whole slew of women in sunflower county MS who said they 
> refused to stay on T ANF 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
mailto:WELFAREM-L@AMERICAN.EDU
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i06n-r CONGRESS 
1ST SESSION S.I'364 


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 'pI'omotion' of marriage and fatherhood, issues, to 
provide greater flexibility, iil 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 

JULY 14, 1999 . 
Mr. BAYH (for himself, Mr. DOMENICI,' Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. LIEBERM.AN, Ms. 

I.JAr~DRnW, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. LUGAR, MI'. VOINOVICH, Mr. ROEE, Mr. 
,BREAUX, Mr. EDWARDS, and Mr_ BINGAMAN) intj'oduced the following 
bill; which was read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance 

A BILL, 
To amend\ title N of the Social Security Act to Increase 

public awareness regarding the benefits of lasting and 

stable marriagel? and community involvement in the pro­

,motion :'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. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and Fiouse of Repr-esenta­

2 t'i'ves of the Ur//ited States'dfAmerica in Congress assembled) .. 

http:LIEBERM.AN
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1 . SECTION 1. SHOR:T TITLE. 


2 rrhis, Act ~ay be dited. as the "Responsible Father-·. 


3. hood Act of1999",. 


4 SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 


5 OQngress finds that­

6 (l)!learly 25 million. children III the United 

. . 

. ' . 

,7 . St'ates, 01'36 percent of aU ~lich ehildren,~ive apart 
, ' >,j. .,'" : 

8 from their biological father;· .. 

9 . (2) . 60 percent· of couples who divorce have at 

1° . ': least 1 chil~.;, 

11 (3),the number of children living vvith only a' 

12 ' 'mother increased from just over 5,000,000. in 1960, : 

.13 ·to 17,000,000 in 1999, and between 1981 and 1991 

14 ' the percentage of children living ,,,,ith only 1 parent 

, 15 increased from 19 percent to 25 percent; , 

" 16 (4) 40 percent of children who live in house~ 

17 holds 'without a father have' not seen their father in 
. .' . . ' . . ' ..'.' 

, 18. at least 1 year and' 50 percent of such children have 
, 

19 never visited their father! s home; , 
. 

20' (5) children who live'-vvithouteontact with their . 

21 biological . father , are, in'comparison to children who 

,22 h~ve such contact-. 

23 . ,. (A) 5 tim~s w.ore likely to live in poverty; 

24 (B) more likely, to bring weapqns and 

25 drugs into the classroom; 

26;(0) Itwice as likely to commit crime; 
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(D) twice as likely to drop out of school; 

. (E) twice as likely to be abused; 

(F) more likely to commit suicide; 
, 

(G) more than twice as likely to abuse al­

cohol or drugs; and 

(H) more likely to become pregnant as 

teenagers; 

(6) violent criminals are overwhelmingly males 

who grew up without fathers and the best predictor 

of crime. in a community is the percentage of absent 

fatller households; 

. (7) compared with Great Britain, Canada, Aus­

tralia, Germany, and Italy, the United States has 

the highest percentage of single parent households 
.. 	 . 

with dependent children; 

(8) 70 percent of United States citizens believe 

that the most significant family or social problem 

facing the United States is the physical absence of 

the father from the home, resulting in a lack of in­

. 	 volvement of fathers in the rear~ng and deve19pment 

of children; 

. (9 ) States should be encouraged, not restricted, 

from implementing programs that provide support 
. 1 

for responsible fatherhood, promote marriage, and 

increase the incidence of marriage; 

.S 1364 IS 



4 


1 ' (10). there is a social need to reconnect children 

2 and fathers; 

3 (11) the promotion of responsible fatherhood 

4 and encouragement of two-parent families should 

5 not­

6 (A) . denigrate the standing or parenting ef­

7 forts of single mothers; or 

8 (B) lessen the protection of children from 

9 abusive parents; 

10 but should increase the chance' that children- will 

11 have two caring parents to help them grow up 

,2 ,healthy and secure; 

13 (12) for the future of the United States and the 

14 future of our children, Congress, States, and local 

15 communities should assist parents to become more 

16 ' . actively involved in their children's lives;' and 

17 (13) child support is, an important means by 

18 which a parent can take financial responsibility for 

19 a ch~ld and emotional support is an important 

20 means by which a parent can take social responsi­

21 bility for a child . 
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TITLE I-PUBLIC·' AWARENESS 
AND COMMUNITY INVOLVE.. 
MENT IN FATHERHOOD 
ISSUES 

SEC. 101. GRANTS TO STATES TO ENCOURAGE MEDIA CAM­

PAIGNS. 

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 

foJlowing: 

"SEC. 469C. GRANTS TO STATES TO ENCOURAGE' MEDIA 

CAMPAIGNS' PROMOTING FATHERHOOD 

SKILLS. 


"(a) DEFINITIONS.-In this section: 


"(1) CHU1DREN AT RISK.-The term 'children 

at risk' means a young child whose family income 

does not exceed 200 percent of the poverty line .. 

"(2) MEDIA CAMPAIGN.-The term 'media cam­

paign' includes any communication or series of com­

munications prepared for distribution through a 

broadcasting station, newspaper, magazine, outdoor, 

advertising facility, mailing, or any other type of 

general public advertising. 

"(3) STATE.-'rhe term 'State'meansany of 

the several St~tes, the District of' Columbia, the 

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the . United. States 

.S 1364 IS 
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1 Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the 

2 Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 

3 "(4) YOUNGCHILD..-rrhe te:r:m 'young child' 

4 means an individual under age Q. 

"(b) IN GENERAL.-rrhe Secretary shall award 

6 . gTants' in accordance with this section to States for the 


7 purpose of encouraging States-· 


8 "(1) to develop and carry out media campaigns, 


9 In conjunction with local and private organizations 


within the State, that promote the formation and 

11 maintenance of married two-parent families, 

.	12 strengthen fragile families, and promote' responsible 

13 fatherhood; and 

14 "(2) to obtain donations of media access nec­

essary for such campaigns . 

. 16 "(c) Al'v,IOUNT OF GRANT.-rrhe amount ,of the grant 

17 to be made to a State under this section 'for a fiscal year 

·18 shall be an amount equal to the lesser of­

19 "(1) 100 percent of State expenditures during' 

the fiscal year ,for activities described in subsection 

21 (b); or 

22 "(2) the allotment of the State under sub­

23 section (d)', for the fiscal year. 

24 "(d)' Ar.JLOTMENTS TO STATES.-.B'rom the funds ap­

propriated under subsection (i) for making grants under 

.S 1364 IS 
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I., this section for the fiscal year, the allotment-'of a State' 

2 for a fiscal year is equal to the sum, of-.' 

3 	 . " "(1) an amount that bears t,he same ratio to 50 

4 	 percent of such funds as the number of young chil- ' 

dren in the State bears to the number of such chil­

o dren in all States; and 

7 "(2) an amount that bears the same rati.o to 50 

8 perc~nt of such funds as the, :humber of children at 

.9 risk in the State bears to- the number of such chil­

. dren in all States. 

n. "(e) USE OF FUNDS.-'rrhe chief executive officer' of 

12 a ,State receiving a grant under this section shall' certify. ' 

13 that­

14 "(1) 50 percent of' :;;uch 'funds'< ~hall be used to 

strengthen fragile' families and promote 'responsible 

16 . , fatherhood; mid' ., ­

17 ;'(2) 50 percent of such fu:hds shall be used to 

18 pro~ote the formation and maintenance of married 

19 t\vo-parent families. 
, 


(' (f) STNrE EXPEJ\TDITUims.-· 

, . -':' 	 ' ' .. 

2L ' . ':. "(1) CASI-I' OR IN raND.-State expenditures' 


22 under subsection' (c)(l) may be in cash or'in kind, 


. 23 including equipment or services 'contributed directly 


24 or through donations from -public entities or private' 

,nonprofit' or~anizations, including charitable • arid re- . 

-S 1364 IS 
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ligious organizations. Amounts provided by the Fed­
" , . ~ " . . 

eral Government, or services assisted or subsidized 

. , to any significant: extent by the Federal Government, . 

· may not be included' in' det~rri1ining the amount of 

· such State expenditures. 

"(2) No CREDIT' FOR PRE-AWARD EXPENDI­

TURE8.-0nly State e}..J)enditures made after . a 

grant has been awarded under this section may be 

counted for purposes of determining whether the 

State has' satisfied the expenditure requirement 

· u~der subsection (c) (1) . 

. "(g) ~A'I.'IONAL CLEARINGHOUSE.-Fro~ the funds 

appropriated 'under subsection (i) for' the fiscal year to 

carry, out programs under this subsection, . the Secretary . 

. shall cdn,tract with a nationally recognized, nonprofit, fa­

therhood promotion .organization .with at l~ast4 years of . , 

eXperience in .designing and disseminating a national pub­

lic education campaign, including the prod1lction and suc-' 

cessful placement of television, radio" and' print public 

service announcements which .promote the importance of 

responsible fatheth()od, and with at least 4 years experi­
. . . h 

. ence. providing consultation and training to community 
, . " , . 

based organizations interested in implementing fatherhood 
\ ' . .' 

outreach, .support, or~kills programs "vitt an emphasis on 
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1 promoting" marded ' fatherhood' as the ideal, such as the 

2 National Fatherhood Initiative, to­

3 "(1) 'develop" promote, and distribute to inter­

4 ested States, local governments and public agenci¢s,' 

,5 and private nonprofit organizations, includirig charb 

6 table and religious organizations, a media campaign 

7 that encourages the appropriate involvement of both 

8 parents in the life of any child 6f the' parents, with 

9' a priority for programs that specifi~ally address the 
, , 

10 ,issue of responsible fatherhood; and 

11 "(2') develop a national clearinghouse to assist 

12 ' States and communities in effort~ to promote and 
, , 

13 support resporp!;ible fatherhood by collecting, evalu-: 
, . 

14 a~ing, and making available (through the Internet ' 


15 and by other meanS) to other S'tates, information re­

16 garding media campaigns and programs instituted 


17 by' States using the funds available under this' sec~' 


18 tion. 


19' "(h) STA'fE ADMINIsrfRATION.-.'Each State to which 


",20 a gTant is made under this section-. 

21"(1) may' admin,ister State programs funded 
, , 

22 " with the g;l'ant directly or' through grants to or con­

23 tracts w'ith loc~i, governments and public agencies, ' 
" . ., . 

, , 

24 and private nonprofit o~'g'anizations, including chari-. 

25 table and "religious org~~izations; and 
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"(2) shall monitor, evaluate, and annually re­

port on such programs to the Secretary in such 

manner as the Secretary dete~mines in consultation 

with the States. 

"(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-There 

are authorized to be appropriated to carry out this 

section-' 

"(1) $25)000,000 for each fiscal year beginning 

, on or after October 1,1999, for the purpose of mak­

ing grants under 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) GRk'JT.-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: 

"(K) RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD BLOCK 

GRk'JT.­

('(i) DEFINITIONS.-1n this subpara­

graph: 

"(I) . CHILDREN AT RISK.-The 

tel~m 'chi~dren at risk' means a young 

child whose family income does not 

, exceed 200 percent of the poverty line . 

•S 1364 IS 
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('(II) STATE.-'rhe term 'State' 

means any of the several States, the, 

District of Columbia, the Common­

wealth of Puerto Rico, the United 

States Virgin Islands, Guam, Amer­

ican Samoa, and, the Commonwealth 

of the Northern Mariana Islands. 

, ('(III) YOUNG CHILD.-The term 

'young cl;1ild' means an individual 

under age 5. 

"(";11) AUTHORITy.-rrhe Secretary 

shall award gTants to States in accordance 

with this subparagraph to encourage 

States to provide support for the efforts of 

local governments and public agencies, and 

private nonprofit organizations, including 

charitable, and religious organizations, to 

promote the formation and maintenance of 
, ' 

married two-parent families, strengthen 

fragile families, and, promote responsible 

fatherhood. 

'((iii) REQUIREMENT OF, MATCHING 

,FUNDS.­

((I) IN GENERf\L.-rro be eligible 

to receive a grant under this subpara­
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1 graph, the State shall agree to make 

2 available, (directly or through dona­

3 tions from public entities or profit or 

4 nonprofit organizations, including' 

5. charitable and religious organizations) 

6 non-Federal contributions toward the 

7 costs of the activities to be carried out 

8 by a State pursuant to clause (v) in 

9 an amount that is not less than 25 

10 percent of such costs. 

11 "(II) DETERMINATION OF 

12 AMOUNT CONTRIBUTED.-Non-Fed-" 

13 eral contributions required in sub-, 

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

15 fairly evaluated, including equipment. 

16 or se~vices. Amounts provided by the 

17 . Federal Government, or services as­

18 sisted or subsidized to any significant 

19 extent by the Federal Government, 

20 may not be included, in determining 

21 the amount of such non-Federal con­

22 tributions. 

23 "(iv) ALLOTMENTS TO STATES.­

24 From ,the funds' appropriat~d under clause 

25 (viii) for' gTants under this subparagTaph 
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for the fiscal year, the allotment of a State 

for such fiscal year is equal to the sum 

of-, 

"(I) an amount that bears the 

same ratio to 50 percent of such 

funds as the humber of young chil­

dren: in the State bears to the number 

of such children in all States; and 

"(II) an amount that bears the 

same ratio to 50 percent of such 

funds as the number of children at 

, risk in the State bears to the number 

of such children in all States. 

"(v) USE OF FUNDS.-', , 

"(1) IN GE:NERAL.-A State that ' 

receives a gTant und<;!r this subpara­

gTaph shall use the funds received to 

support progTams 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' 'progTams that specifically 
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.1' , address' the issue of responsible fa­

2 therhood, promote the formation and 

3 maintenance of married' two-parent 

,4 families, and strengthen fragile fami., 

lies. 

,6 "(II) CERTIFICATION OF SET­

7 ASIDE .-The chief executive officer of 

8 a State receiving funds under this 

9 subparagraph shall certify that-' 

"(aa) 50 percent of such 

11 funds ,shall be used to strengthen 

12 fragile families and promote re­

13 sponsible fatherhood; and 

14 (bb) 50 percent of such 

funds 'shall be. used to promote 

16 the formation and maintenance' 

17 of married two-parent families. 

18 "(III) . SUPPLEMENT NOT SUP­

19 PLANT.­

"(aa) IN GENERAL.-Except 

21 as provided,' In' item (bb), 

22 amounts paid to a State under 

23 this subparagraph shall be used 

24 to supplement and not supplant 

other Federal, State, or local 
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1 funds provided to the State 

2 under this part or any other pro­

3 vision of Imv: 

4 (bb) EXCEPTIoN.-Item 

5 (aa) shall not apply to amounts 

6 provided to the State under this 

7 part. 

8 "(vi) STATE ADMIKISTRATION.-Each 

9 State to which a grant is made under this 

10 . subparagraph shall monitor, evaluate, and 

11 provide a report on programs furided with 

12 this grant to the Secretary in' such manner 

13 as the Secretary dete~mines in consultation 

14 with the States. 

15 . "(vii) COORDINATION WITH OTHER 

16 PROVlSIONS.­

.17 '''(1) For purposes of this sub­

18 paragl'aph, the limitations contained .. 

19 in subparagTaph (C) shall not apply. 

20' "(II)' For purposes of sections 

21 404, 405, 407, and 408,' a gl'ant 

22 under this 'Subparagraph shall not. be 

23 considered to be a grant made under 

24 section 403 . 
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"(viii) AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO­

PRIATIONS.-There are authorized to be 

appropriated to carry out this subpara­

graph, $50,000,000 for each fiscal year be­

ginning on or after October 1, 1999, for 

the purpose. of making grants ~nder this 

subparagraph." . 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 

403(a)(5 )(1)(i) of the Social Security Act (42 U .S.C. 

603(a)(5 )(1)(i)) is amended by inserting "(other than 

grants under subparagraph (K))" before the period. 

TITLE II~REMOVAL OF BURDEN· 
SOME FEDERAL . RESTRIC­
TIONS' 

SEC. 201. WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAM GRANT MODIFICA­

, TIONS. 

(a) MODIFICATION OF RECIPIENT REQUIRE­

MENTs.-Clause (ii) of section 403(a)(5)(C) of the Social 

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)(C)) is amended­

' (1) in the matter preceding subclause (I), by in­

serting ", as (ipplica,ble" after "subclauses"; and 

(2) in sub,clause(I)- . 

(A) in the matter preceding item (aa)-· 

(i) by striking "2" and inserting "I"; 
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1 (ii) by striking "apply" and inserting 

2 "applies"; and 

3 (iii) by striking "or the noncustodial 

4 parent"; 

5 JB) in item (aa), by striking ", and has 

6 low skills in reading or mathematics" i 

7 .(C) by redesignating items (bb) and (cc) as 

8 'items (cc) and (dd), respectiyelYiand 

9 (D) by inserting after item (aa) the fol-

IO loWing: 

11 "(bb) rrhe individual has low 

12 skills in reading . or mathe­

13 matics.". 

14 (b) ItEQUIREMENTS FOR CUSTODIAL AND NON­

15 CUSTODIAL PARENTS.-Clause (ii) of section 

16 403(a)(5)(C) of the Social Security. Act (42 U.S.C. 

17 603(a)(5)(C)) is amended­

18 (1) by redesignating subclause (II) as subclause 

19 (IV); and 

.20 (2) by inserting after subclause (I), the fol­

21 lowing: 

·22 "(II) At least 1 of the following 

23 applies to the recipient· or the non-· 

24 custodial parent: 
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"(a~) rrhe individual IS un­

employed. 

"(bb) rrhe individual IS un­

deremployed. 

"(cc) rrhe individual is hav­

ing difficulty, in paying child sup­

, port obligations. 

"( dd) 'rhe income of the in­

dividual is not, greater than 200 

percent of the poverty line. 

"(III) At least 1 of the following 

aJ?plies to a minor child, of the non­

custodial parent or the recipient: 

"Uta) rrhe minor child of the 

recipient 91' the recipient meets 

the requirements of subclause 

(IV). 

"(bb) rrhe minor. child is eli­

gible for, or is receiving, benefits 
, . . 

under the progTam funded under 

this part. 

"(cc) rrhe' mmor child re­

/ 	 ceived benefits under the pro­

gram funded under ,this part in 

the 12-month period preceding 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

6 

7 

8 

'9 

11' 

12 

13 

14 

' 

. 16 

17 

18 

19 

21, 

22 

23 

24, 

the date of .thedetermination but 

no longer receives suc.h benefits. 

"(dd) 'The minor child is eli­

gible for, or is i'eceiving, assist­

ance under the Food Stamp Act 

of 1977, benefits under the' sup­

,plemental seclJ.rity income pro-,' 

gram. under title:XVI of this Act, 

medical assistance under title 

XIX' of this 'Act, or child health 

assistance under title XXI of this 

, Act., 

Notwithstanding this subCl~use', not 

. more . than Hj' percent of. the furids 
". , ' 

provided for projects ,under this clause'" 

..... 
" 

~. m~y be used for 'the' benefit', of recipi­
" 

' erits Or noncustodial parents who do 
~", , 

not meet the requirements of this sUb­

' . clause/' . 

'(c) INCREASE IN .IN.:.KIND· DONATIONs.-·Section 

403(~)(5)(A)(i)' of the Social S~curity Act (42 U.S.C. 

603.(a)(5)(A)(i») is amerided by adding at the end the fol­

lowing flush sentence: . 

' "For purposes of determining' 'expenditures'by " 
, ' 

the State under this clause, in kind donations 
, , 
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1 may be included in an amount not to exceed 


2 75 percent of the total amount of expendi­

3 tures." . 


4 (d) ADDITIONAL USE OF FUNDS.-Section 


5 403(a)(5)(C)(i) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 


6 603 (a) ( 5) (C) (i)) is amended by inserting 'after subclause'. 


7 (VI) the following: 


8 "(VII) Programs to increase par­


9 enting skills of low income parents eli­


10 . gible for assistance uilder the program 

11 funded under this part, to encourage 

12 the 'formation and maintenance of 

13 married two-parent families, and to 

14 promote responsible father hood.') . 

15 (e) CONFORl\flNG AMENDMENT.-Section 

16 404(k)(1)(C)(iii) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 

17. 604(k)(1)(C),(iii)) is amended by striking "(ii)(U)" and in­

18 serting "(ii)(IU)". 

19 SEC. 202. DISTRIBUTI()N AND TREATMENT OF CHILD SUP­

20 PORT COLLECTED BY THE STATE. 

21 (a) STATE OPTION To PASS PORTION OF CHILD 

22 SUPPORT COLLECTED DIRECTLY TO THE .F'AMILY.­
" , 

23 (1) IN GENERAL.-Section 457 of the Social 

. 24 Security Act (42 U.S.C. 657) is amended­
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'(A) in subsection (a), by striking "(e) and 

(f)'.' and inserting "(e), (f), and (g)"; and 

. . . -(B) by adding at the"end the fonmving: 

"(g)'STATE OPTION To P~SS'THROU~HPORTION OF 

SUPPORT COLLECTED TO THE FA1VUI.JY.-, ' :' 

"(I)'lN GENERAIj.-~. At State option, subject to 

paragTaph (2), and subsections (a)(4), (b)', (d), (e), 

and (f), this section shall not itpply'to up to. the first 

$75 ot any ~lo~thl:Vamount collected 'on -behalf ofa 

family as supp~rt by the State' and a~y"amount so 

collected shall be distributed to' the family. 

. "(2) INCOME PROTECTION REQUIREMEKT.-A 
. '. '~ 

State ~ay not, elect. the. option, 'described' in para­

gTaph (1) unless the State ensures that -any amount 

distributed to a family in accordallce with that para­

. graph is not included in the' income of the: family for 

. purposes of determining . the eligibility of the fa~ily 
" 

- for, or 
," 

the amount of? -assistance under the State ­

':prograin funded under part A until the' family ha~ 

_ actllallv reccived the amount. 
"',' 

oJ' • 

-"(3) OPTION TO PASS THROUGH AMOUNTS COL­

" -. 
LECTED PURSU4NT. TQ A. CONTINUED. -A~SIGN-

MENT.-At~tate option; any amount cOllected pUi'­

suant to an assignment' continued under subsection 
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1 (b) may be distributed to the family in accordance 

2 with paragraph (1). 

3 "(4) RELEASE OF OBLIGATIO;\l"' TO PAY FED­

4 ERAL SHARE.-If a State that elects the option de­

scribed in paragraph (1) also elects to disregard 

6 uncleI' section 408(a)(12)(B) the total amount annu­

7 ally collected and distributed to . all families in ac- . 

8 cordance with paragraph '(I) for purposes of deter­

9 '. mining the amount. of assistance for :such families 
, ' 

under ~he Stat~, program funded under part A, the 

11 State is released from-' 

12 "(A) calculating the Federal share of the 

13 ,.' . a~nounts so distributed and disregarded; and 

14 (' (B) paying, such 'share to the Federal 

Government.". 

16 (2) 'AUTHORITY TO CLAIM PASSED THROUGH 

~7 . AlVIOUN,T FOR PURPOSES O~ TAl'J'FMAINTENANCE 

18 OF EFFORT REQUIREMENTS.-Section 

19 409(a)(7)(B)(i)(I)(aa), of the Social Security Act (42 

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

21 ing ", and, in, the case of a State that elects under 

22. ". &ection 457(g) to distribute up to the first $75 of 

23 .', any monthly amount so ,coll~cted directly to the fam­

24 ily, a perc~ntage of any amount so distributed (and 

disn~garded under section 408(a)(12) in determining 
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1 the eligibility of the family for, or the amount of, 

2 such assistance)' equal to 100, percent minus the 

3 Federal medical assistance percentage (as defined in 

4 section' 1905(b)) for such State for'the fiscal year" 

5 before the period. 

6 

7 COL

(b) STATE OPTION rrO DISREGARD CHILD SUPPORT' 
'. . 

LECTED FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING ELIGI­

. 

, 
8 BILITY FOR, OR AMOUNT OF, TANF AsSISTANCE.-Sec­

9 tion 408(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 608(a)) 

1 0 is amended by adding at the end the following: 

11 "(12) STA'l'E OPTION TO DISREGARD CHILD 

12 SUPPORT IN DETERMINING EI-iIGIBILITY FOR, OR 

13 AMOUNT OF, ASSISTAL'JCE.­

14 "(A) OPTION TO DISREGARD CHILD SUP­

15 PORT FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING ELIGI­

16 BILITY.-A State to which a grant is made 

17 under section 403 may disregard any part of 

18 . any amount received by a family as' a result of 

19 a child support obligation in' determining the 

20 family's income for purposes of determining the 

21 family's eligibility. for assistance under the 

22 State program funded under this part. 

23 "(B),OPTION TO DISREGARD CHILD SUP­

24 . PORT IN DETERMINING AMOUNT OF ASSIST­

25 ANCE.-A State to which a grant is made under 
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, 1 section 403 may.' disrcgard any part bf ,any 

2 amount received by a fami~y as 'a result of a 

3 child support obligation'~n' determining the, 

4 amount of ass~s.tance tha,t the State will provide 

5 " . to the family under the State program, funded. 

6 , under this part.". 

7, (c) CONFORMING Al\1ENDME~T;-Section' 457(f) of 

8 the Social Security. Act (42 U.S.C. 657(f)) is amended by 

9 striking "Notwi,thstandi~g" and inserting "AMOUNTS 

10 COI..ILECTED ON BEHALF OF CHILDREN IN FOSTER" 
, , 

11 CARE.-~otwithstanding". 

12 (d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made by 

,13 this section take effect on October 1, 1999. 
• I' , 

14 SEC. 203. USE OF CERTAIN FEDERAL SHARE AMOUNTS TO 

.15 PROVID.E FATHE\lHOOD PROGRAMS. 

16 (a) RELEASE OF OBLIGATION rfo PAY FEDERAL 

17 
I 

SHARE 'ON Al\10UNTS USED FOR FATHERHOOD PRO­

',18 GRAMs.-Section 457 of' th,e Social Security Act (42 

19 U.S.C. 657), as amended by section 20?(a), is amended-' 
, ' 

20 (1) in subsection (a), ,by striking '''(f) and (g)" 
" 

21 and inserting "(f), ( g), and (h)"; and 
,\ . ,.' ') .. 

22 ", '(2 }'by adding at- the end the following-: ' 

23 ' "(h) ,OPTION rrO USE AMOUNTS COLLECTED FOR 

24 FATHERHOOD PROGRAMS.- , 

1 ' 
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1 ."(1) IN GE~ERAL.-··At State 'option, ~subject to 

:2 paragraPh (2),paragraphs~(2), (3), and (4) of sub-: . 

3 section (a),;and subsections (b)" (d), (e),' and (f), 

4 this section shall not apply to ,any amounts collected 

5 by cf.State as child' support and retained, by the 

6 State to p'roVide senrices described in paragTaph( 3). 

7 "(2) REQUIREMENT TO MAKE ELECTION 

8 UNDER SUBSECTION (g).-'rrhis subsection shall only 

9 apply to a State 'which has made an election under 

10, subsection (g)(i)· With r~spect to the first $75 of any 
'. 

, 
, 

''1' , " .. 

11 " monthly amount collected on behalf of, a family as 

12 support by the State and elects to dis~'eg~rd' under 

13 section 408(a)U~},(B) the total amount distributed 

14 for purposes' of '\fetermihing the amount of' assist­

15 ance for such families under the State program 

16 funded under: part A: 

17 "(3) FATfillRHOOD SERVIqE.-.,A' service is de­

18 scribed in'this paragTaph if it is 'a service . that en- . 

19 courages the :appropriateinvolveme~t of both par': 

20 ents in the 'life of any child of the parents,' with, a 
, ' , 

, " , , 

21 . priority for programs that specifically address 'the 


22 'issue of r'esponsible" fatherhood for, low inGome non­


23 custodial fathers.' , ':., 


24 "(4)' RELEAsE 'OF'OBLIGATiON TO PAY FED­


25 ERAL SILI\RE.-If aStute provides services described 
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in paragTaph (3) using amounts described in para­

graph (1), the State is released from-' 

"(A) calculating the Federal share of the 

lesser of­
" 

"(i) the State expenditures for the fis­

cal year for such services; or 

"(ii) the amount collected on behalf of 

. each fanlily as support by the State for the 

fiscal year but only to the extent that such 

Federal share does not exceed an amount 

equal to the first $50 of each monthly 

amount (determined, at the option of the 

State, in the aggTegate or· on a case-by­

case basis); and 

"(B) raying such share to the Federal 

Government." . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made by 

this section take effect on October 1, 1999. 

SEC.. 204. TANF BONUS TO REWARD lllGH PERFORMANCE 

STATES. 

Section 403(a)( 4)(C) of the Social Security Act (42 

U.S.,C. 603(a)(4)(C)) is amended by adding at the end the 

follovving: mrhe formula shall provide for the awarding of 

grants under this paragTaph based on a State's effort to 
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1 encourage the formation and maintenance of two-parent 

2 families.". 

o 
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)uJy 30. 1999 . 

The Honorable Evan aayb The Honorable Pete V. DO'lDenici 
.U.S. Senate . U.S. Senate. 
117 Han Senate Offic::eBuilding 328 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington. D.C. 20510 WitShin;,~. D~C. 20510 

Dear senatOrs Bayh and Domeniei! ­
" 

The natiop's Governors commend:you for your efforts to provide states with additional resolJl1::es and, 
flexibility - to promote. responsible fatherhoOd. We be.1iC!ve your bill, S. 1364, th= Responsible 
Fatherhood h-t, wouJd enhanceoxi..ting.state farberllOod mirlatives. 
.. " . ' " 

Governors recognize tb~t in farniliL'S -.yithollt fatberscontri~ing tbeir time aQd support, children are 
far mOre lik.~Jyto faCe a number Qf risk. factcm, such as dropping out of school. ~oming p~gnant as 
teenagers, or:~omingjnvolved in crime. In recent years;. Governors have worked to increase public 
awareness of the import.ancc of' fathers' involvement, in the lives of their chiJd.r-en by convening 
statewide summits and' conferences anti sponsoring statewide media campaigns to promote fathers' 
positiv.e involvement with their children. In addition, S'tllI:U have implemented programs that build the 
pare.nting skills of new fathers. enable disadvantaged or nonr;ustodial fathers to iinprove tht:ir 
relationships with tbeir children, prepare. teen fai:hers- to become good fathers, and help father!; obtain 
and retain employment. ' 

The: vast majority of' Governors have ilOW implemented or are developing fatherhood initiazives in 
their states. Govemors' interest in (hi" issue ili~videnc::ed in the National Governors' Association 
policy HR-28, PatemalInvo~.veml'.lnt in Child Rearing, wbicb was originally adopted in 1995. We. 
have attached' a copy of t/Us polie y> which we believe isconsistent w~'(h the goal!> of your bill . 

Given current budget ..-ons~ints~ w,c. do have con~ems about th~ impa.¢t of any new. federal spending 
. on existing commitments to states. NonetheJess. we look forward to ~ontinuing to work with you to 
promote greater invoJvement of faihers in their-children' ~ IiYel!. 

Sincerely, 

~ (1~_.' 

Govf:morTh=:~ 
 Gover"ar MichDC! o. LeiXV'iU 

Chairman .. 
 .Vice Chairman 

http:httJl:/I_.DI




EvanBayh

United· States Senator, INDIANA 

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

BayhlDomenici Place Value on Responsible Fathers 

Senators Evan Bayh (D-IN) and Pete Domenici (R-NM) today unveiled bipartisan legisl,ation 
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 families. 

"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 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." 

I 

"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 responsibility 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 oftwo­
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 b~st 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 payment~ to families, and state incentives for prograins 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 governor 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. During his tenure as governor, Bayh also more than doubled child support 
collections. " 

Bayh and Domenici were joined at. the news conference by Wade Horn, Director of the 
National Fatherhood Initiative, aridJoe Jones, President of the Center for Fathers, Families and 
Workforce Development. 

Original cosponsors include Senators JeffBingaman (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 Father~ood 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." 

### 
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BayhlDomenici Responsible Fatherhood Act of 1999 

Bill,Summary 

* 	 Congress, Sta~es 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 Community 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 ofmarried, 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 provide 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 Clearinghouse/Evaluation 
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 pnnt advertisements.and to share successful efforts 
among communities. Provides for evaluation of program efforts and review funding 
impact. 
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Title II: Removing Federal Barriers to Responsible Fatherhood 

Ptism"S 

* 

* 

* 

* 

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 ofeligible low-income fathers. It also expands the use 
ofin-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 ofchild support directly to the family without counting against their income for 
purposes ofTANF 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 provide 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 ofchild support payments per month 
directly to the family with out impacting T ANF eligibility. 

Child Support Funds Flexibility 
Allows states to use child support funds on fatherhood initiatives instead of paying 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 ifthey 
exercised the pass-through provision <l:nd as long as the funds are used for fatherhood 
promotion services. 

T ANF Bonus Performance Pool 
Maintenance of two-parent families is currently a goal of the T ANF 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. 
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National Fatherhood Facts 

• 	 Nearly 25 million children (36% ofall kids) live without their biological father. 

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

• 	 About 40% of the children who live in fatherless 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 overwhelmingly males who grew up without fathers. The 
best predictor of crime in a community is the percentage of absent father' 
households. ' , 

• 	 Compared with Britain, Cana9a, 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 percentage of children 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 . 

• 	 Over 74% of teen births in Indiana are out ofwedlock. 

Source: Father Facts - Third Edition, 1998. Wade Horn, Ph.D., National Fatherhood Initiative 







· Fatherhood Trends by State 

source: Father Facts - 3'd Edition, 


National Fatherhood Initiative, 1998 


Fatherhood Trends in Alabama 
I. Nearly 30% of the families in Alabama do not have fathers present in the home - ninth highest iil the country. 
2. Over 30 % of the babies born in Alabama are born out of wedlock - 6th highest in the country. 
3. 67% of teen births in ,Alabama are out of wedlock. 

Fatherhood Trends in Alaska 
I. 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 
I. Over 25% of the families in Arizona do not have fathers present in the home - fourteenth 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 
1. Over 20% of the families in Arkansas do not have fathers present in the home. 
2. Over 30% of the babies born in Arkansas are born out of wedlock - eighth highest in the country. 
3. Over 60% of teen births in Arkansas are out ofv.:edlock. . 

Fatherhood Trends in California 
1. Over 25% ofthe families in California do not have fathers present in the horne. 
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. 

Fatherhood Trends in Colorado 

LOver 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 
I. 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 horne - 8th 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 horne· 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 in Florida are out or'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 born in Illinois 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 born out of wedlock - ninth highest in the country. 
3. Over 74% of teen births in Indiana are out Qfwedlock. . 

Fatherhood Trends in Iowa 
1. Over 18% of the families in Iowa do not have fathers present in the home. 
2. Over 24% of the babies born in Iowa are born out of wedlock. 
3. Over 78% of teen births in Iowa are out of wedlock - 10th highest in the country. 

Fatherhood Trends in Kansas 
1. Over 21% of the families ~ Kansas do not have fathers 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 
I. 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 Ma,ine are out of wedlock. 



Fatherhood Trends in Maryland 
1. Baltimore recorded 96.5% oX mothers under 20 were unmarried - the highest rate in the country. 
2. Over 30% of the families in Maryland do not have fathers present in the home third highest in the country. 
3. 31% of the babies.bom in Maryland are born out of wedlock. 
4. 81% of teen births in Maryland are out of wedlock. 

Fatherhood Trends in Massachusetts 
1. Over26% 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 th 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.bom out of wedlock. 
3. Over 84% of teen births in Minnesota are out of wedlock fourth highest in the country. 

Fatherhood Trends in Mississippi . 
1. Over 35% of the families in Mississippi do pot have fathers present in the home - highest in the country. 
2. Over 43% of the babies born 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 - 10th highest in the nation. 
3. Over 32% of the babies born 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 born 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 present in the 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 

LOver 24% of the famihes in New Mexico do not have fathers present ih 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 
l. Over 27% of the families in North Carolina do not have fathers present in the home - 12th highest in th~ country. 
2. Over 31 % ofthe babies born in North Carolina are born out of wedlock - eighth highest 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% ofteen births in North Dakota are out of wedlock. 

Fatherhood Trends in Ohio 
1. Cincinnati recorded 94% of mothers under 20 were unmarried: the eighth 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 Ohio 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 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 wereurimarried - the highest rate in the country 
2. Over 23% of the families in Pennsylvania do not nave fathers present in the home. 
3. Over 32% of the babies born in Pennsylvania are born out of wedlock seventh highest in the nation. 
4. Over 85% of teen births in Pennsylvania are out of wedlock - third highest in the country. 

Fatherhood Trends in Rhode Island· 
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 Island are born out of wedlock - eighth highest in the nation. 
3. Over 86% of teen births in Rhode Island are out of wedlock - second highest in the country. 

Fatherhood Trends in South Carolina 
I. Over 26% of the families in South Carolina do not have fathers present in the home - 14th highest in the nation. 
2. Over 36% of the babies born 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. 



Fatherhood Trends in South Dakota . 
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 

I .. 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 
l. Over 24% of the families in Texas do not have fathers present in the horne. 
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 
l. Over 13% of the families in Utah do not have fathers present in the horne. 
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 Vermont 
l. 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 horne. 
2. Over 28% of the babies born in Virginia are born out of wedlock. 
3. Over 72%·ofteen births in Virginia are out of wedlock. 

Fatherhood Trends in Washington 
l. Over 20% of the families in Wa~hington do not have fathers present in the home. 
2.0ver 25% of the babies born in Washington are born out of wedlock. 
3. Over 71% of teen births in Washington are out of wedlock.. 

Fatherhood Trends in West Virginia 
l. Over 23% of the families in West Virginia do not have fathers present in the home. 
2.0ver 28% of the babies born in West Virginia are born out of wedlock. 
3. Over 58% of teen births in West Virginia are out of wedlock.. 

Fatherhood Trends in Wisconsin 
I. 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 Wyoming 
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 wed1.ock . 
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National Fatherhood Initiative 

One Bank Street, Suite 160 • Gaithersburg. MD 20878 
(301) 948·0599 • (301) 943-4325 FAX 

07113/99 

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 "Responsible Fatherhood Act of 
1999" you will be announcmg 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, behavioral and 
emotional problems, juvenile crime, and teen pregn.a.ncy. 

To combat this crisis. a growing number of community-based organizations, 
both faith·based and secular, have been implementing local fatherhood. , 

. 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 thes,? local 

. fatherhood programs are in danger of extinction. . 

The good news is that, due to your leadership. help is on the way. The 
Responsible Fatherhood 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 xnen 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 promotion of 
married fatherhood as the ideal. ' 

Given the clear connection between fatherlessness and. such social ills as poveny, crime, 
educational failure, and substance abuse, we can no longer afford social indifference on this, 
issue. Govenlment 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 conununity"based organizations, both faith­
based and secular, 'to support and encourage responsible fatherhood and to promote two­
parent married families. 

, , 

We are starting to see, for the first time in over thirty years, a leveling off of the number of 
children growing up in father absent homes. I believe that with concerted effort -- supported 
with critical legislation such as the Responsible Fatherhood Act of 1999 -- we 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 
reality. 

, The Responsible Fatherhood Act of 1999 marks an important milestone in the history of the 
fatherhood movement. I commend yonon your leadership on this issue, and offer our 
support for your effQrts to help eosure that someday every child in America will be able (0 

count on growing up with the loving involvement of their dad. 

1bank you agam for inviting me to provide you with these comments conCerning this 
importanr -- and historic -- legislation. 

" 

Sinc~relY, 

A/J?~ 
Wade F.,Hom, 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-~680 


June 21,. 1999 

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

RE: Responsible Fatherhood Act of 1999 

Dear Senators Bayh and Domenici: 

On behalfof 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 BayhIDomeniciResponsible Fatherhood Act of 1999,' As 
the national membership organization serving practitioners who work with low-income, non­
custodial fathers who want to become responsibly 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 stern 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 BayhID~menici legisl~tion. 

NPNFF beli~ves 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 
iri nature ~-- and in implementation --- and have often created disincentives for fathers, as well as 
for mothers, who need those servi~es 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 helpto 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 adirection which would enhance the capacity for fathers to gain the support 
they need in order to be "responsible." 
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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 ~re 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 ~t 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 iook forward.to working closely with you toward that purpose. 
Please feel free to call upon me at any time I, and NPNFF, can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, ... ~J~ 
. Preston /G~rrison 

Executive Director 
NPNFF 
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,\:··:·-'..Pro\;idiIigthe prOgrammatic' flexibility' reqUiredtQ :addless· the .c' ',~~;rtd~~::'§:;~':::., :.. ) . '-;,' , '.' . . .' .. - '. '.' - . . . - . 

:'.. ". . -Professional lte'$ourus'lriC: '. ~. - ,·,~heeds pfthisliistori¢ally iinder-:,s~ed P9Pu.lati9rl " 
, '.' ..' .,..-,.. • " • '. ~ ~ • •~ .:' • : II '",:. • . ;,:. " '1i':A;,;'u:;'r'er~·· .. -, :~ .~;.,'''~ . I~ ••,......-._ 

:'::;A~6n;Matth~s: ';':'-. ,. ~ .... ~ Prq~Jting u{e involve'ffient of fathers i~ th~ day to day lives ~f 
':"~ :'iJ~;tt:j way ~(lb~·:· :.', , .' "..:' 

".:, their cliildren thro~gh' quaJity supportlve.servtccs.that allow,'Distrh:iof 9!i!~bia 
f- ...... ' .. " .'. poorlow-sl>illed'fither~ t~pull themselves out ofpoye.rty and ' 

Members'· 
" :." build strbng«f links to their children and their c~ildren'smother. 


" Robe'ci G. Chifd~ .' '. . •. ~1" ••• " ! / -. "4" 

8",.,an Baptist'Churcfr 

We applaud,yol.{f.~efforts to prQviqe additionaJ services to ptomote and' 
, 'Rob~~R:edmona~ Ph:D. 
, T~inityColleie '. ,'. . ", ' support respopsiokfathering. . ' ," . 

) , ~ ., .,:. . ~ ',' _ t 

Charles 'Well;; Ph;D. '. J ­
National Instiiutesof Health . 'We wiUJ:)e.~atchingwith inte'restaS your legislation proceeds, We . (. :. " ~ 

" " .' :... . I . • . " . • 

look forw-ardto providing continued.assistance with fatherhood legislation 
effqrts.· " " , 

'gSibnCerel ' " .. Y, ~" " An ' . ~ T I, . , ' . , " 

f ery . Johnso ,Ph:D. . , . 
" President.and CEb 
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HUDSON 

INSTITUTE 

July 6, 1999 

The Honorable Evan Bayh 
The Honorable Pete Domenici 

. SH-717 
Senate Hart Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senators Bayh and Domenici: 
HERMAN 

I am writing to applaud your efforts to direct attention and resources toK A H N 
strengthening fathers and families. The principles underlying your proposed Responsible 

CENTER 
Fatherhood Act of 1999 are of a kind with the principles on which we at Hudson 

B95EMERSON WAY 
Institute's Welfare Policy Center base much of our work. 

INDIA'NAPOLlS 

4 6 2 2 6 
. As you may know, the Welfare Policy C~nter actively participates in crafting 

317·545·1000 responsible fatherhood policy and programming at national, state, and local levels. Using 
317·545·9639 Hudson's acclaimed "hands on" approach to research, we have been engaged from the (FAXI 

ground up in designing strategies and programs that connect fathers to their families, the 
www.hudson.org 	 workforce, and their communities', Our efforts have been built around the idea that the 


condition of children is dramatically improved by the active financial, emotional, and 

physical involvement of fathers in their lives, and that marriage is the optimal means to 

securing this involvement. 


INDIANAPOLIS 

WASHINGTON The legislation which you have crafted will do much to bring recognition to this 

M 0 NT REA L vitally important public policy area, and to enhance the ability of fathers of all 

8 R U SSE L s circumstances to better provide for their children's needs. Thank you for your leadership, 

MAD ISO N and for your continued efforts to strengthen America's families. 


~Y7/2 

Jay Hein 
Director 
Welfare Policy Center 

$ 0 L V I N G TO M 0 R ROW' 5 P RO B L. EMS TO DAY 

http:www.hudson.org
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Editorial Plus 

Join state movement to restore fatherhood 

Some would soy that there is no greater 

honor or more important position to hold in 
Indiana than the office of governor. To be' 
sure, [ will forever he humbled by the 
knowledge that I was fortunato enough to 
hove been twice elected to serve the dli­
?ens ofour state from its highest office. 

But I aocompli~hed my mo.~t important 
role and assumed my great.cst l'!l8POnsibili· 
ly on a November day when my name did 
not appear on any ba.IJot. Just over 31 
wecks ago, [ bccnme a fother. 

The sounds I heard on that memorable 
aIt.ernoon were the cries of two Uves brMd 
new, our sons Nicholas and ~u. Since 
then. Susan and I have el\lOyOO a happi­
ness grester thM we thought possible. . 

Having experienced the daily (and 
nightly) rituals of feedings, burping'S and 
changing'S, 1abor of love" has a clearer 
meaning to me now. Raising children truly 
i~ a 24-hour-a-day rommitment.. 

Fatherhood has also revealed the depth 
of unoonditional love for one's children. [ 
want to prot.oct OUf sons from every threat 
and shield them from every hardship. 
When they cry, 1 rush to comfurt them. The 
needs of our children oorne rlISt. 

But on my fi.rst Father's Day os a dad. I 
oouldn't help but think of the thousrulds of 
children in Indiana who do not know the 
Inve ano gllidon"" or a rother, Por too many 

boyB and girls, Fa­
ther's Day waS only a 
pnin.ful reminder of 
someone they do not 
know or have not 
seen in a very long 
time. 

Children suffer 
when fothers don't 
care. Natiomilly, chil' 
dren in father-absentEvan 
families are five times 

Bayh more likely 'to be poqr 
and about 10 timesGuest 
more likely to be ex­

columnist tremely poor. They 
are more likely to 
drop out of echool, to 

get pregnant as teen-agers, to abuse drugs 
and to be in tmuble with the law. 

About 40 perce'nt of children who live in 
fatherless homes have not seen their fa­
thers in at least a year. Of the remaining 
60 percent., only one in six sees their father' 
once or more per week . 

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

Today. the United Stales is the world's 
leader in' fatherless homes, and Indiana 
ranks fifth runong the atnlea. 

The costs to Indiana citizens continue to 
rise as more fathers leave their families to 
fend for themselves: $50 million for a new 
juvenile detention center, $64 million a 
Yaar to support the consequences of teen­
age pregnancy and $700 million annually 
to pay for welfare for mothers owed child 
support, to name only' 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' arid. take actions 
that help. In InclUina, our welfare. reforms 
lead the nation in moving people from the 
rolls into job!., including ending piadices
that disoouraged marriage in order to be el­
igible for we1Care. Child supp!l!1. collections 
are at a historic high due in piu-t to effort.8 
like our wanted poster for deadbeat par· 
enta ' 

Pro,i«t RESPEcT; our-state's teen preg­
nancy prevention initiative,. is airing TV 
and . radio ads prOmoting abStinenCe; and 
just last month We, distributed nearly $1 
million statewide to local churches, schoois 
and rommup.ity orgnnizations.to support lo­
cal abstinence education and counseling. 

But should we doubt the difficulty of the 
task at hand, we need only remember the 
response one Hoosier sixth-grader gave 
when asked, "What i.e a gocd father'" With­
out heaitation the Uttle boy said. • A mM 

who comes around'once in awhile, maybe 
sometimes he brings diapers for 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 gocd 
father, then there is little hope for these 
boyB to one day be gocd fathers thelIlllelves 
or for the girls to know how to recogn.i:z.e 
gocd futu"rhuSbands. 

In other words. the sodaI c:risis we face 
is not just father-absent families, but the 
very ,definition ofwhot gocd fatherhood is 
today. 

We must ronvince. boys and girls that to 
be a "real man" is to be an actively involvl')d 
father and BUpportive husband. Thi.s will 
never be aocornpIiahed only by building 
prisons, tracking down deadbeat parents 
and reforming welfare. 

[ have a proposal to make to Indio.na 
families and a ¢allengilto present to all of 
Indi.a.na's gocd fathers. Join me on Sept.. 24 
in Indianapolis for the state's fIrst confer­
ence on "Restoring Fatherhood. Renewing 
Families: At this unpreceden ted gn thering 
- co-sponsored by the National Fatherhood 
Initiative _ we will. heer firsthand from 
community-based groups from around Indi­
a.n.a and ac:r0s6 the rount')' who ore sue· 
cessfully restoring fotherhood. 

. But the ronference itself will only serve 
as our fi.rst step on what will be a long jour­
ney. As you return to your oommunities to 
begin to implement the ideas and programs 
you learned about at the conference, I will 
create a blueprint for action by the next 
Legislature o.nd govemor that inrorporatee 
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 i.e tragic, it also means that 
there. are thousands of gocd fathers who 
can help. ' 

Will you join me in making this. the mo­
ment when fatherhood in Indi.a.na started 
making a comeback for the benefit of Hoo­
sier mothers and their children? Pleaae do. 
. c.ill my office tomolTOW to request an 
invitation for the Sept.. 24 conference. The 
number i.e 1-317-2324667. 

With your help the words of the poet e.e. 
c:urnmingB may one day have apecial mean· 
ing for·a.IJ Indiana fathers and their ch.il­
dren: "My father was a true fother - he 
loved me. And because he loved me, [loved 
him: rmit, 85 a child, wi th tho love which is 
worship; ·then, 85 a youth, with the . love 
that gives bottle; last, 85 a, man. with a love 
which unders!.eJlds.· 

J:vttn nuyh i1 Xf'I-~ t4'JI"I4iaI1D 
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News,' Pete V.

Release 'Domenici 

, . United States S~nator 
44&&,*. , 0'· 

" 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: ,CHRIS GALLEGOS 

JULY 14, 1999 (202) 224-7082 
.. 

www.senat~,gov/-domenicilpress , 

, ' 

DOMENICI INTRODUCES BILL ON RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD 
,',. 

Bayh-Domeni~i Bill Aimedto Impr~ve Child Welfare with .Fatherl1ood Bill 
. . " ,':' . " 

. . . . 

WASHINGTON -- Too many American children a:re growing up withoutthe love and 
guidance of their fathers, with rnillions Of chi'ldren going years without seeing their father. .. , .'", , 

. ' 

The growing problem of fatherless homes is the target- of the Responsible Fatherhood 
Act of 1999 introduced today by Senators Pete Domenici (R-N:M.) and Evan Bayh CD-Ind.). 
who say their bill is'an attempt to address sorne oflhe problems associated with single~p~rent. 
hO,useholds including higher rate~ ofpoverty, crime '~rid abuse ,among .children. . " .' 

. . , " !.,,' , .,', ' }~ 

The Bayh-Domenici bi II would provide support to states and communities to promote 
responsible fatherhood and encourage married. two-parent families. In introducingtht; bill. the 
Senators cited the fact that the number of American chi'ldren living in l~ouseholds without fathers 
has tripled over the last 40 years, from abotlt;tlve million in 1960 to more than) 7 million today. . . '. '." 

'. • I ' .• 

"The growing trend toward absentee fathers has taken a terrible .toll not only on our 
childrenanq families, but our nation as qwhole," Domenici said. "This bill seeks to begin' 

. ',' reversing this trend by providing states and tommunities with support to promofe'responsible", . 
'fatherhood and encourage married. two-parent families. We need.rhjs'in New Mexico,'just 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, 
fa~iliesand support for re~ponsible fatherhood. It also includes pmvisions to ease federal 
restrictions that hinder ,such activities.' , 

, " , , 

': The promotion of responsible fatherhodd a~d 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 children will have two caring parents to help the~ grow up , 

, healthy and secure: 
, 

•Nearly a quarter of all New Mexico families do not have fathers present in the home, and 
more tllan40 percent of babies born in the state are born out of wedlock. , 

, ,'" .' I ,I • 

. Nationally, nearly. 25 million--or 36 percent--of all Americanchild~en live without t,heir 
, biological father. In addition, about 40 percent cifthese children have not seen their father in the 

last 
, 

ye~r. 
, 

. 

, "Without the consistent guidance of a father figure," Domenici said, "children are more 
prone to;delinquency, violel)ce, substance abuse, and teen pregnancy. Weare, simply trying to 
'improve this situation so that fathers and mothers understand the importance 'of their role in ' 
teaching their children about respeCt, horior~ quty and the values that make farrlilies tirid .' 
commliIlitiesstronger.'" ' , " . . 

--MORE-­

.. ." ,'" 

www.senat~,gov/-domenicilpress


, .' 
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.,,',Release 	 "Domenici" 
United States Senator 

MY' M -
Page 2 	' DOMENICI/Responsible Fatherhood Actof 1999 

The Bayh-Domenici Responsible Fatherhoud Act would: 

• 	 Authorize'a $25' mil(ion Challenge Grant program to encoJragestates and local , 
corn,muniti,es to seek donated air,time from broadcasters fo~ public service messages 
prom'oting responsible fathefhood, and the format'ion and maintenance of married, two 
parent families. ' " 	 . , ' 

• 	 Authorize~a $50 millio!!, state Block' Grant program to provide' support for state and local 
g'overnment, nonprofit, charitable and religious organization efforts to promote , 

, responsible fatherhood, ~nd the.. fo'rmatiorr and mainteriaric~ of married, two parent 
families." ' , " , 

·" 
Authorize $2 milli'on per year to assist states and communities in efforts to promote: and 

, support responsible fatherhood.: ' ' " ' 
Remove federal barr{ers to responsible fatherhood by- amending existing federal law to 

"i. 
encourage a stronger connection between fathers arld children'through,'among other' 
things, increased child support to families and more available training through the 
Welfare-to-Work program for low-income.i10n-custodial fathers, 

. . " , ­ " . .! . 

"Wbile we have recendy celebrated Father's Day to recognize'the importance of 
fatherhood in America, there are more ~md, more of these same fathers who are simply not present 
in the lives of their children," Domenici said. :'1 believe it issuch a problem that itmerits 
congressional attention.'~ 

, . 	 ." 
, The Responsible Fatherhood Act will be referreq to the, Senate Finance Committee. The 

Bayh-Domenici biJI. is cosponsored by Blanche Lincoln (D-Ark.), Joseph Lieberman (D-Conn.), 
Bob Graham (D-Fla.), Richard Lugar (R-Ind.)" George Voinovich (R-Ohio), Charles Robb (0­

, Va.), John Breaux (D-La.), John Edwards (D-N.C.) and Jeff Bingaman (D-N:M.).' 

" " A more complete summary of the Bayh-Domenici legislation is available on the 

Domenici web site. 


--30-- ' 
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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: 7114199 

Lugar Cosponsors Legislation to Promote Responsible Fatherhood 

WASHINGTON -- U.S. Se'n. 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 little involvement or are completely. absent from the home, II said 
Lugar. 

Lugar is an original cosponsor of the Responsible Fatherhood Act of1999,. introduced 
by Sens. Evan Bayh (D-IN) and P.ete 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 to17 million today. 

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: 

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

• $50 million block grant program to support programs that promote responsible 
fatherhood and married, two parent families; and 

• $2 million aril1Ually 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 (T ANF) funds. 

According to the National Fatherhood Initiative, three out often 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. 



United States 

SenatorJohnBreaux 
. Democrat-Louisiana 

of America 

Contact: Bette Phelan, Laine Glisson, 202-224-4623; Bob Alann, 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 
comniunity 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. Arid 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, I 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 training 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 I believe this legislation will help make that happen in more 
Louisiana families." 

### 



u.s. SENATOR JOE LIEBERMAN 

CONNECTICUT 


Dan Gerstein; Press Secretary202.224   (H) 

Kathie Scarrah; Dire.ctor of Broadcast Comm. 202.224.9965,  (H), 202.224.6095 (Actualities) 


Leslie Phillips; Communications, Governmental Affairs Comm. 202.224.0384,   (HJ 

" " Home Page: http://www.senate.govHieberman/ 

July 14, 1999 

Statement on the Introduction of the 

Responsible F~therhood Act 


I am proud to join today with S~nators Bay,h, Domenici, and this'distinguishyd bipartisan 


coalition in introducing legislation that begins to address what may be the single greatest social 

, .' . 

" problem plaguing this country today, the rise of father absence. 

This characterization may sound like an exaggeration, because many Americans are . . 

"una~are of the extent to which dads today are disengaging and disappeadng from the lives of 
" " . 

their children. The astonishing.re.ality is that 4 out every 10 kids in this country are sleeping in 
c.·· . . 

homes without fathers o~ any given night. Nor are most Americans aware bfthe enormous toll 
. .', ' 

these disengaged and disappearing dads are "taking on the millions of children who are being 


denied the love, guidance, discipline; emotional nourishment and daily support that fathers" 

\ . 

usually provide, and how significantly this hurts our society as a whole. 

As thousands upon thousands of fathers fade out of their children's lives, our families and 

neighborhoods are growing far less stable, far more prone to violence and drugs and other forms . ~., , . 

of social decay, and far less able to transmit the values critical for our ~ociety to function well. 

" The collective absence of these dads contributes to and exacerbates just about every common ill 

we face as a nation,and makes it that much m~re difficult f~r. us to solve them. .' . 
It is, as columnist Michael Kelly ~Qte shortly before Father: s· Day last month, a national 

calamity, but also a quiet calamity, made all the more shocking by the fact that it has happened 

without arousing the attention ofth~ national news media or troubling our national conscience. 

- More­

P6/(b)(6)

P6/(b)(6)

P6/(b)(6)
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, , ' 
, , 

Tha.nkfu'lly, thisis'beginping to change~through the work of hundreds ofgrass roots 
. . . ,'. '. ". . 

organizations around the country, such as the Father to Father Initiative in my community in 

New Haven, and national organizations such as the National Fatherhood Initiative, which 

together are mobilizing a national movement to promote responsible fatherhood and encourage 
, ,',\ ' 

disengaged fathers to reconnect with their children. 


There are limits to what we in Goveinment can do to advance this cause, because it is ' 
'. ' 

hard to chimge people's attitudes and behaviors, and values through legislation., But that doesn't 

, mean we are powerless, nor does it mean we cim afford not to try, given the stakes involved. 
, . . . 

The bill we are introducing today, the Responsible Fatherhood Act, is solid, bipartisan 

starting point, which we hope to build on in time. It will provide a modest yet significant pot of 
, . , 

seed money to help local organizations do, more to help absent,fathers get more involved with 

their children's lives. It wiil also help raise the public's co~sciousness about father absence and 

its consequences by leveraging additional money for the ongoing media campaign that the NFl 

and its partners have initiated. And it will fix a number of provisions in federal welfare policy, 

that will make it easier for fathers to embrace their fundamental'responsibilities. 

This proposal is by no mea~s a replacement to the sweat equity of the activists driving the 

fatherhood movement, burhopefully it will complement their efforts, and make a statement on 

our part that the epidemic of father absence is a national calamity demanding a national response. 

I thank Senators Domenici and Bayh for initiating that response, and I look forward to working 

with them to advance it here in Congress. , 

- 30­



OFFICE OF,THE GOVERNOR 
INDIANA}>OLIS, INDIANA 46204-2797 

'July 14, 1999' 
I'''RANK O'BANNON r 
GOVERNOR " , 

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

Dear Senator Bayh: 

I am \-\!fiting to express my strong support for the Responsible Fatherhood Actof 1999 
you are introducing in the'United State Senate with Senator Pete Domenici a'nd other 
bipartisan cosponsors. ' 

This legislation builds 'onthe work you and I have undertaken in the State ofindiana 
to focus attention on the importance of fathers taking active roles in the Ii ves of their 
children, The fatherhood conference you convened in 1996 began a series of state 
conference$ on this issue and helped to lead to the, implementation of the "Restoring 
Fatherhood" initiative during my first year in office. As of.February 1999, Close to 
20,000 Hoosier fathers had benefited from programs funded by state grants awarded to, 
cooperative extension services, youth service bureau~; churches, correctional facilities, 

, schools and other commu~ity service organizations. These initiatives hav~ included a 
wide range of services, including: family mediation, mentoring, teen preg'nancy 
prevention, parenting classes, and peer groupsupport, . 

Unfortun~tely, an increasing'number.ofchildren are growing up in our state and 
across the nation without the stability of a t~o-parent family, As Governor of Indiana, I 
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 situati,on is harmful too'u'r children and threatens OUf country'sprosperity, [ 
wholeheartedly agree that there is a compelling need for national attenti'on on this issue 
and federal action to encourage more responsible fatherhood and prqmote and maintain 
two-parent families: 

. . , 

Research shows that children who have both a mother and father as positi ve role 
models are far more likely to becomep'roductive, self-sufficlent,citizens, While many., 
children raised'by a si,ngle pment can successfully achieve adulthood. many others, ' 
struggle and 'often find their \vay into juvenile justice facilities at great human and 
financial Gost to states, 



-, ,. 

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 I 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. 

I 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 (T ANF) 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. I congratulate you and your cosponsors for showing leadership on 
this matter and pledge my ongoing assistance with thisendeavor. ­

Sincerely, 

FrankO'Bannon 

J 



U.S. Senator 
Mary L. Landriell 

United States 
, ofAmerica Louisiana 

Contact: Rich Masters or Chad Clanton at (202) 224-5824 

'FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE July 14, 1999 

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

\Vashington D.C. -- This morning Senator Mary L. Landrieu (D-LA) joined with colleagues 
on both'sides ofthe aisle to sponsor the "Responsible Fatherhood Act," legislation designed to 
reverse the troubling trend of fatherless homes. More than a third ofLouisiana 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 suicide, 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, particularly of young men, 
about the importance of fathering; 

• this bill's block grants will supplement existing grass-roots efforts that promote 
fatherhood; and, " , 

• increased child support and training through Welfare-to-Work initiatives will provide 
families with invaluable resources. 

Landrieujpined senators Evan Bayh(D-Indiana) and Pete Domenici (R-New Mexico) as 
the original co-sponsors of this legislation. ' 

### 



Record Type: Record 

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

cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPO/EOP@EOP, Eugenia Chough/OPO/EOP@EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPO/EOP@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 livould 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 I have still 

has hand written changes so -- I assume we'll be able to pull the real thing off the web tomorrow. Also, 

has anyone seen an up to date section py section summary from Bayh? 


A few specific 'question I have include: 
1. looks like block grants are added to end of WtW section, so does this mean Secretary of Labor awards 

,them? which Secretary awards media campaign funds? 
2. I 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 (II) listing characteristics of the "recipient or noncustodial parent" (Le. 
unemployed, underemployed, etc) impose a new eligibility test on aU participantswith 70% category -- both 
noncustodial parents and others? The way we'd structured this, we had a separate category for long-term 
recipients an,d for non-custodial parents. Also, does the 10% "window" just apply to subclause (III), Le. ' 
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 substantially 

broadens the purpose of WtW funds. 

5. What does s,ta,te 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 program~ (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 

Ani! Kakani/OMB/EOP@EOP 

Maureen H. Walsh/OMB/EOP@EOP 


mailto:Heyman-Stephen@dol.gov
mailto:Jennings-Lynn@dol.gov
mailto:eparker@acf.dhhs.gov
mailto:Lhiggins@os.dhhs.gov


I 

Record Type: Record 

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

cc: Caroline R. FredricksonIWHO/EOP@EOP 
Subject: 8ayh bill update 

Bayh and Domenici will introduce Responsible Fatherhood bill at a press conference Thursday afternoon. 
They expect to be joine'd 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, Grahan:J. 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 WtW 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 child support funds for 
fatherhood/parenting promotion without getting a waiver; 

7. 	 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. I sent them 
side-by-side of current law and Cardin's bill and Charlie will call DOL. 

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

3. 	 media campaign is intended to reqch 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. 

6. 	 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 propo;:;al 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 - T A here could be helpful) . . 



" ,... . .. 

8. reason for explicitly listing 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 befor~ Thursday. " 
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