
PRESIDENT CUNTON'S BUDGET PROPOSALS IN

THE HUMAN RESOURCES AREA

Y 4. W 36; 103-6

President Clinton's Budget Proposal...

HEARING
BEFORE THE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES
OF THE

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED THIRD CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

MARCH 18, 1993

Serial 103-6

Printed for the use of the Cominittee on Ways and Means

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

67-140 CC WASfflNGTON : 1993

For sale by the U.S. Government Printing Office

Superintendent of Documents, Congressional Sales Office, Washington, DC 20402

ISBN 0-16-040894-6





PRESIDENT CUNTON'S BUDGET PROPOSALS IN

THE HUMAN RKOURCtS AREA

Y 4. W 36: 103-6

President Cliiton's Dudget Proposil. .

.

HEARING
BEFORE THE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES
OF THE

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED THIRD CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

MARCH 18, 1993

Serial 103-6

Printed for the use of the Committee on Ways and Means

'•''^- ""•-•
>.:"^f

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE - * ,'

67-440 CC WASHINGTON : 1993

For sale by the U.S. Government Printing Oftlce

Superintendent of Documents. Congressional Sales Office. Washington, DC 20402

ISBN 0-16-040894-6



COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, Illinois, Chairman

SAM M. GIBBONS, Florida

J.J. PICKLE, Texas
CHARLES B. RANGEL, New York
FORTNEY PETE STARK, California

ANDY JACOBS, JR., Indiana
HAROLD E. FORD, Tennessee
ROBERT T. MATSUI, California

BARBARA B. KENNELLY, Connecticut
WILLIAM J. COYNE, Pennsylvania

MICHAEL A. ANDREWS, Texas
SANDER M. LEVIN, Michigan
BENJAMIN L. CARDIN, Maryland
JIM McDERMOTT, Washington
GERALD D. KLECZKA, Wisconsin
JOHN LEWIS, Georgia

L.F. PAYNE, Virginia

RICHARD E. NEAL, Massachusetts
PETER HOAGLAND, Nebraska
MICHAEL R. MCNULTY, New York
MIKE KOPETSKI, Oregon
WILLIAM J. JEFFERSON, Louisiana

BILL K. BREWSTER, Oklahoma
MEL REYNOLDS. Illinois

BILL ARCHER, Texas
PHILIP M. CRANE, Illinois

BILL THOMAS, Cahfomia
E. CLAY SHAW, Jr., Florida

DON SUNDQUIST, Tennessee
NANCY L. JOHNSON, Connecticut
JIM BUNNING, Kentucky
FRED GRANDY, Iowa
AMO HOUGHTON, New York
WALLY HERGER, California

JIM McCRERY, Louisiana
MEL HANCOCK, Missouri

RICK SANTORUM, Pennsylvania
DAVE CAMP, Michigan

Janice Mays, Chief^ Counsel and Staff Director

Charles M. Brain, Assistant Staff Director

Philup D. Moseley, Minority Chief of Staff

Subcommittee on Human Resources

ROBERT T. MATSUI
Acting Chairman

JIM McDERMOTT, Washington
SANDER M. LEVIN, Michigaft

MIKE KOPETSKI, Oregon
MEL REYNOLDS, Illinois

BENJAMIN L. CARDIN, Maryland

HAROLD E. FORD, Tennessee, Chairman

California. RICK SANTORUM, Pennsylvania
E. CLAY SHAW, Jr., Florida

FRED GRANDY, Iowa
DAVE CAMP, Michigan

01)



CONTENTS

Page

Press release of Monday, March 8, 1993, announcing the hearing 2

WITNESSES

Association for Children for Enforcement of Support, Inc., Geraldine Jensen ... 80
Child Support Council, Darryll W. Grubbs 55
Child Support Recovery Services, Inc., Melissa Pappas 69
Child Welfare League of America, Mary Bourdette 38
Children's Defense Fund, Eileen P. Sweeney 44
Children's Rights Council, David L. Levy 103
Ha^es, Margaret Campbell, former chair, U.S. Commission on Interstate

Child Support, American Bar Association, Center on Children and the
Law 19

National Association of Counties, Manus O'DonneU 11
National Conference of State Legislatures, Hon. David M. Travis, Assembly

Majority Leader, Wisconsin House of Representatives 5
Paternity Acknowledgement Associates, Inc., Jean Irlbeck 65
Women for Equality, Aim Marini, M.D 108

SUBMISSIONS FOR THE RECORD

American Public Welfare Association, A. Sidney Johnson III., letter 113
Legal Assistance Foundation of Chicago, (111), John Bouman and Daniel

Lesser, statement 115
National Welfare Rights & Reform Union, Inc., Kevin M. Aslanian, state-
ment 117

Phillips, John J., Olathe, Kansas, statement 121
Promotions for the People, Pleasant Valley, N.Y., Jean Little, statement 126

(in)





PRESroENT CLINTON'S BUDGET PROPOSALS
IN THE HUMAN RESOURCES AREA

THURSDAY, MARCH 18, 1993

House of Representatives,
Subcommittee on Human Resources,

Committee on Ways and Means,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a.m., in room
B-318, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Robert T. Matsui (act-

ing chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows:]
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
MONDAY, MARCH 8, 1993

PRESS RELEASE #3
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
U.S. HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
1102 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BLDG.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
TELEPHONE: (202) 225-1025

THE HONORABLE ROBERT T. MATSUI (D., CALIF.), ACTING CHAIRMAN,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, ANNOUNCES A HEARING
ON PRESIDENT CLINTON'S BUDGET PROPOSALS IN THE HUMAN RESOURCES AREA

The Honorable Robert T. Matsui (D. , Calif.), Acting Chairman,
Subconunittee on Human Resources, Committee on Ways and Means, U.S.
House of Representatives, today announced that the Subcommittee will
hold a hearing on President Clinton's budget proposals in the human
resources area (excluding unemployment compensation) . The hearing will
be held on Thursday, March 18, 1993, beginning at 10:00 a.m. in room
B-318 Rayburn House Office Building. Testimony will be received from
public witnesses.

In announcing the hearing, Mr. Matsui said: "President Clinton
campaigned on an ambitious agenda in the human resources area. Not
only did he promise to 'end welfare as we know it, ' but he also
promised to promote family support services and reform child support
enforcement. I plan to wor)c hard on the President's program, and I

loo)c forward to hearing the public's comments on his plans for the
human resources area."

In "A Vision of Change for America," President Clinton proposed a
total net increase in spending in the human resources area of nearly
$6.5 billion from fiscal years 1993 through 1998. About $5.7 billion
of this spending will occur as a result of the enactment on March 4,
1993, of the extension of the Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC)
program through the end of this year. The remaining additional outlays
result from a mixture of entitlement savings and spending increases.

Additional spending would be on: (a) family support services; (b)
the Child Care and Development Bloc)c Grant; and (c) administrative
expenses for the EUC program and the "wor)cer profiling" proposal.

Entitlement savings would derive from three proposals: (a) a
Federal fee on States for administering the State supplement to
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits; (b) improving child
support enforcenent through strsaalini.ng paternity ^establishment and
enforcing health insurance support; and (c) reducing matching rates for
certain administrative expenditures under the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) program.

DETAILS FOR SUBMISSION OF REQUESTS TO BE HEARD ;

Testimony at the hearing will be taken from public witnesses.
Individuals and organizations interested in presenting oral testimony
before the Subcommittee must submit their requests by telephone to
Harriett Lawler, Diane Kirkland, or Karen Ponzurick [(202) 225-1721) no
later than noon, Monday, March 15, 1993. The telephone request must be
followed by a formal written request to Janice Mays, Chief Counsel and
Staff Director, Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of
Representatives, 1102 Longworth House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
20515. The Subcommittee staff will notify by telephone those scheduled
to appear as soon as possible after the filing deadline. Any questions
concerning a scheduled appearance should be directed to the
Subcommittee [(202) 225-1025].

(more)



It is urged that persons and organizations having a common
position make every effort to designate one spokesperson to represent
them in order for the Subcommittee to hear as many points of view as
possible. Time for oral presentations will be strictly limited with
the understanding that a more detailed statement may be included in the
printed record of the hearing. (Sea formatting requirements below.)
This process will afford more time for Members to question witnesses.
In addition, witnesses may be grouped as panelists with strict time
limitations for each panelist.

In order to assure the most productive use of the limited amount
of time available to question witnesses, all witnesses scheduled to
appear are required to submit 200 copies of their prepared statements
to the Subcommittee office, room B-317 Rayburn House Office Building,
at least 24 hours in advance of their scheduled appearance. Failure to
comply with this requirement may result in the witness being denied the
opportunity to testify in person .

DETAILS FOR THB SOBMISBION OF WRITTEM COMMENTS;

Persons submitting written comments for the printed record of the
hearing should submit at least six (6) copies by the close of business,
Friday, April 2, 1993, to Janice Mays, Chief Counsel and Staff
Director, Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives,
1102 Longworth House Office Building, Washington, D.C. Z0515. If those
filing written statements wish to have their statements distributed to
the press and interested public, they may deliver 200 additional copies
for this purpose to the Subcommittee office, room B-318 Rayburn House
Office Building, on the evening before the hearing.

FORMATTING REQOIREMENTS ;

Eich statement presented for printing to the Committee by i witness, iny written statement or exhibit

submitted for the printed record or any written comments in response to a request for written comments must

conform to the guidelines listed below. Any statement or exhibit not in compliance with these guidelines will Dot

be printed, but will b« maintained in the Committee files for review and use by the Committee.

1. All statements and any accompanying exhibits for printing must be typed in single space on legal-siie

paper and may not exceed a total of 10 pages.

2. Copies of whole documents submitted as exhibit material will not be accepted for printing Instead,

exhibit material should be referenced and quoted or paraphrased. All exhibit material not meeting these

specifications will be maintained in the Committee files for review and use by the Committee.

3. Statements must contain the name and capacity in which the witness will appear or, for written

eemmsnts, the ns"^* and capacity ef the perso.i submitting the statem'snt, £• well as any clients or persons, or try

organization for whom the witness appears or for whom the statement is submitted.

4. A supplemental sheet must accompany each statement listing the name, full address, a telephone

number where the witness or the designated representative may be reached and a topical outline or summary of

the comments and recommendations in the full statement This supplemental sheet will not be included ir the

printed record.

The above restrictions and limitations apply only to material being submitted for printing Statements and

exhibits or supplementary material submitted solely for distribution to the Members, the press and the publK

during the cour&e of a public hearing may be submitted in other forms.



Acting Chairman Matsui. I would like to welcome all of you to

the Human Resources Subcommittee meeting on the President's

budget proposals in his economic stimulus package and also the

larger economic package. These hearings were requested by the

chairman of the Ways and Means Committee so that the entire

Ways and Means Committee would be able to hear from the public

on the various provisions in the President's programs on issues and
programs within the jurisdiction of our committee.
We appreciate the fact that all of you here are going to be testify-

ing and be a part of this process. As you know, the plight of Ameri-
ca's poor, and particularly America's children, has oeen getting

worse and worse over the last few decades, not just in the last 10

or 12 years. It is somewhat interesting because many Americans
refer to the 1950s as a time when America's children were probably
the happiest in comparison to 1993.

I would go back as far as 1910 and say that children in that year
were probably better off than children in 1993 even though we
have had an enormous rise in our standard of living throughout the

last seven or eight decades. At least children in the early part of

the 1900s had a family unit, some sense of security and love.

It is interesting to me that Americans are outraged when we pick

up our morning paper and see a baby in Somalia starving to death,

which we all should be very, very concerned about. At the same
time in our inner cities, in Watts, Los Angeles or in New York or

other major cities, children die or starve and yet Americans do not

view these children with the same compassion. They are the invisi-

ble people of our societies.

Children don't vote and as a result of that you and all of us who
are in positions of authority have a unique responsibility. We have
to make an extra effort in this country to make sure that children's

interests are before all of us and certainly dealt with and met. The
President's package is a major step in the direction of highlighting

the needs of children, family preservation, inoculations, which is

not within our subcommittee, but is an issue the Congress will be
dealing with.

We have a long ways to go even after the adoption of the Presi-

dent's program. Throughout the 1990s it is our hope that we begin

to emphasize the needs of the children who live below the poverty
line in America.
Mr. Reynolds. -

Mr. Reynolds. We do live in times when children need our help
more so than in past times, especially children who live in districts

like in the Chicago part of my district where there are a lot of sin-

gle parents and a lot of children who don't have the kind of finan-

cial support they should have. So I am particularly interested in

hearing about child enforcement laws across this country.

With that I think we can proceed.
Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you.
Mr. Camp.
Mr. Camp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no opening state-

ment, but I look forward to the testimony of our panel and com-
mend the chairman for holding this hearing.

Acting Chairman Matsui. For the first panel, we have three indi-

viduals: the Honorable David Travis, the Majority Leader from the



State of Wisconsin House of Representatives; from the National As-
sociation of Counties Manus O'Donnell, director of the Citizen Serv-
ices of Howard County and also president of the National Associa-
tion of County Human Services Administrators; and Margaret
Haynes, former chair, U.S. Commission on Interstate Child Sup-
port, and director, American Bar Association, Child Support
Project.

For the record, your written statements, without objection, will

be entered into the record.

Because we have four panels today, we would like each witness
to limit their testimony to 5 minutes.
We would like to thank all of you for appearing before the sub-

committee today.
Representative Travis, would you like to begin?

STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID M. TRAVIS, ASSEMBLY MAJORITY
LEADER, WISCONSIN HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, NA-
TIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES
Mr. Travis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to be

here today. I appreciate being invited.

I speak on behalf of the National Conference of State Legisla-

tures.

Last week the leaders of the State le^slatures throughout the
country met with the President, and I believe we have a fairly high
degree of support for the President's economic revitalization pro-

gram. It focuses on deficit reduction, jobs and investment in people.
Mr. Chairman, I can't help but say as someone from the Mid-

west, I found it tragic when I came into Washington last night to

see beneath the dome of this Capitol people sleeping in the streets

and begging for money on the sidewalk. That is not something that
should happen in the United States of America.

Before addressing the specifics of the President's economic recov-

ery program, I would like to plead with you to give us at the State
level relief in one area of the national policy that gives the States
nothing but grief, fiscal chaos and racial animosity, AFDC. Modify
it and give us a national welfare policy.

It simply traps recipients and the State wastes time nibbling
around the edges with waivers that don't work and don't help peo-
ple and ends up costing more money than they are worth. In Wis-
consin we waste half our time arguing whether people are migrat-
ing into our State for higher welfare benefits.

In fact, some of our people are hanging around bus stations to

see how many come from Chicago to collect checks in our welfare
office. Now we are about to test a Rube Goldberg two-tier welfare
plan that will cause more problems than it will solve.

I would like to say please give us a national plan with uniform
welfare benefits. The President's budget makes a long-term invest-

ment in people and at the NCSL we are particularly pleased to see
increased funding for Head Start, WIC, and SSI.

We must save the children in this country. Prevention must be
up front. We try to help people, we supplement Head Start, WIC,
and SSI. That is good. That is what this Nation should be doing.

We are pleased to see increased funds for the child care develop-
ment block grants. We are particularly pleased to learn that the



President has promised to direct some family support funds for

family preservation.
However, there is concern about the proposal to lower Federal

matching fund rates to 50 percent for AFDC food stamps and Med-
icaid. It is a cost shift to the States. Likewise, we are concerned
about starting to charge user fees to the States under SSI. Most
States now supplement SSI.

In Wisconsin we are providing a massive increase in SSI, but
still benefits are going to have to be reduced because of court deci-

sions. I am afraid that if we have further strain on SSI, it will end
up cutting the grants to the poor people.
The National Conference of State Legislatures strongly supports

the President's emphasis on strengthening child support efforts.

Parents should support their kids, not the government.
In Wisconsin we have made many efforts in this regard. The Na-

tion's legislative leaders support the President's economic recovery
plan. We think AFDC is a nightmare that must be changed. It is

chopping up our budgets.
We will work with you to fix the health care system, and finally,

to paraphrase the Vice President, it is time for AFDC to go.

[The prepared statement follows:]



TESTIMONY BY REPRESENTATIVE DAVID M. TRAVIS
Assembly Majority Leader

State of Wisconsin

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee on Human Resources, my name is

David M. Travis and I am the Majority Leader of the Wisconsin Assembly.

It is a pleasure to meet with you and the Human Resources Subcommittee on behalf of the
National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL). As you know, NCSL represents the
legislatures of the nation's 50 states, its commonwealths and territories. I am here today to
comment on the human services provisions of President Clinton's economic recovery
package.

Mr. Chairman, my testimony would be incomplete if I failed to congratulate you on your
chairmanship of this critical subcommittee. State lawmakers have long been aware of your
efforts on behalf of children at risk, particularly those vulnerable to abuse and neglect. We
at NCSL look forward to working with you to fashion federal programs that will help care
for children and families, that will be cost effective and workable at the state and local

level.

The nation's legislative leaders including myself personally conveyed to the President last

week our bipartisan support for the objectives that would be achieved with passage of this

broad economic recovery plan. It achieves essential deficit reduction - our most serious

domestic challenge. And, as recommended, by both the House and Senate budget
resolutions, even greater savings will be achieved. The economic recovery package does
not generally erode state tax bases. It includes a much-need short-term stimulus package.
And, to the extent we can determine, avoids exporting the federal deficit to the fiscally-

troubled shoulders of state and local governments. Fmally, and most important for this

subcommittee, the package makes a sizable and necessary long-term human capital

investment that should be reassuring to our constituents as well as to those of us serving in

pubUc office.

We anxiously await specifics regarding some of the proposed reductions, savings and
program changes. NCSL has submitted a complete list of questions and a request for

further details to OMB and relevant departments including HHS.

We applaud the President's emphasis on human capital investment. We all know children
and families are in trouble and I know you confront the same constraints at the federal
level that I do in the Wisconsin Assembly. We in government have a choice: we can pay
for prevention up front or pay for further more costly care and services later. A bipartisan
partnership is needed among all levels of government and the private sector to address the
problems and needs of children.

INVESTMENTS IN HUMAN RESOURCES PROGRAMS

The President's proposal tries to do just that by providing increased funding for Head Start

and WIC. NCSL is a long time supporter of full funding for both Head Start and WIC. We
truly believe that these programs make a difference in children's lives and help them to

become healthy and productive adults. This increased funding will bring $40.8 million in

additional Head Start funds and $42.6 million in additional WIC funds to Wisconsin.
These are certainly funds that will be well spent.

Child Care and Development Block Grant

Mr. Chairman, state lawmakers are especially pleased at the President's commitment to the
Child Care Development Block Grant. NCSL was a strong supporter of the comprehensive
child care legislation that became law in 1990. Increased mnds for the Child Care
Development Block Grant are critical to provide affordable, quality child care services.

These services are certainly a critical part of our investment strategy because we can
provide more services for those returning to the workforce and enhance child development
through quality care.

We are hopeful that the President will reissue regulations for all of the child care programs
to return the states' right to enforce quality child care standards. We would also like to see
the regulations returned to this committee's original intent by allowing states more
flexibility to spend block grant funds on quality and on creation of child care programs, not
only on subsidies. Notably, the CCDBG regulators compel states to use 90% of the 75%
discretionary funds on direct services for new slots. The reminder is to be set aside for

availability, quality and administrative costs. Mr. Chairman, I urge you to work with us to

have this arbitrary, non-legislative apportionment changed. This mandated regulatory
formula restricts state strategies to service those populations most in need of and affected

by child care provider availability and affordability. The regulations also restrict the states'

ability to regulate child care. Providers who do not meet state regulatory requirements can
be reimbursed with federal funds. Additionally ability to pay different rates to providers of
better quality care is curtailed. This Subcommittee was a strong ally in the fight with the
previous Administration to give states more flexibility in the use of these funds and to

return a state's authority to regulate and enforce child care standards. We look forward to



working with you to expand child care services.

Family Preservation and Family Support

Mr. Chairman, I was prepared to begin my testimony with a plea to including funds for

child welfare services for legislation championed by this subcommittee, however, I was
especially pleased to learn that the President had promised to use some of the funds
designated for Family Support to improve family preservation services. NCSL was a strong
supporter of last ye£u-'s FIR 3603 and subsequently HR 11.

As you are well aware, the number of abused, neglected and abandoned children has
overwhelmed our current capacity to care. While trying to respond to daily emergencies,
states are struggling to protect these vulnerable children. The Family Preservation Act
would provide the mcreased federal commitment necessary to help the states, especially

Wisconsin, protect our children and strengthen families. This commitment is found not
only in increased funding that is essentia! to provide the services needed but in an increase
in federal guidance that has been lacking. In Wisconsin, we will designate an additional

$1.2 million state funds for the FY93 - FY95 biennium specifically designated for family

based services.

State legislators want to fund preventive services and services to strengthen families and
avoid unnecessary out-of-home placements, but we cannot do it alone. We cannot and
should not tolerate the endangerment of any child, yet we do not have the funds to increase
services, despite general revenue contributions that have increased over the years. The
Family Preservation Act would provide the resources to enhance state efforts and provide
needed reforms while retaining state flexibility.

NCSL believes that the provision of support services, including in-home family services to

at-risk families is the key to reducing the number of children in the foster care system.
Unfortunately, state efforts to seek cost effective alternatives to foster care have been
hampered by inadequate funding, confused federal guidelines and tardiness for

reimbursement to states for mandated program expenses. It has been twelve years since

Congress enacted any changes in our programs for children at-risk. The time is right to

reexamine our systems for children and families in crisis.

"SHARED CONTRIBUTIONS": ENTFFLEMENT SAVINGS PROPOSALS

Mr. Chairman, I share the President's commitment to shared sacrifice. States are willing to

contribute our share. Generally, we believe that our nation will be better off with a
reduced federal deficit and we are committed to the effort to reduce the deficit. As I stated

earlier, we have submitted a series of questions to OMB to learn the specifics of the

President's proposals in order to assess the total impact of the entire plan on state

government.

It may be necessary from our perspective to find additional revenues to fund this bold
initiative and other worthwhile children's programs. NCSL would encourage you to avoid
options that would transfer or mandate new costs upon the states or tap revenue sources
that would further imbalance the intergovernmental fiscal system. We are prepared to

work with you to ensure that your funding efforts match the serious needs that must be
addressed.

Reducing the Matching Rates for AFDC. Medicaid and Food Stamps

The President's proposal to lower the federal matching rate for all administrative costs for

AFDC, Food Stamps and Medicaid programs to 50 percent starting on April 1, 1994 is of
great concern. The enhanced match rates have served as incentives to states for either new
initiatives or as a means for the federal government to share in costly mandated activities.

Mr. Chairman, this proposal is a direct cost shift to the states. According to Federal Funds
Information for States, a joint project of NCSL and National Governors' Association, the

federal government matches states' administrative costs at four different matching rates

according to function. TTie administrative costs for skilled professional medical personnel,
the operation of an approved automated data system, peer review organizations,

preadmission screening program, resident review activities and drug use review programs
are matched at 75 percent. For family planning programs and the installation of an
automated data system, the matching rate is 90 percent. TTie full administrative costs for

immigration status verification systems (SAVE) is paid by the federal government. Fraud
prevention and the purchase, operation and installation of automated data systems, are
also matched at rates greater than 50 percent.

This proposal is not merely a spending reduction, Mr. Chairman. It is a policy decision and
should be examined closely by the Subcommittee. In all likelihood, States will be unable to

make up the difference of what amounts to more than 30 percent of total administrative



costs matched at enhanced rates. Federal law demands that states reduce fraud, coUert
data for federal purposes, automate records and purchase information systems that are
used for improsang service delivery, tracking clients, coordinating services and improving
child support cooperation and collections. Administration accomplishes our policy goals;

reduction in enhanced match rates will delay or conflict with accomplishing them.

State welfare commissioners believe that automation is the core of an effective welfare
system. Yet, according to HHS, 20 states are still not certified for the FAMIS automation
system. However, these states have been stymied by prescriptive and burdensome
administrative procedures such as the current advanced plaimin| document system (ADP).
ADP should be eliminated. States cannot begin automation until the ADP is approved
and, currently, will not be approved unless they use technology already approved in another
state.

Additionally, many states are counting on these enhanced funds in their budgeting and
planning. For states like Wisconsin who do biennial budgeting, a drop in federal

commitment will be particularly problematic. The majority ofstates are struggling to

balance their budgets and to fincl the funds needed to run federally mandated programs.
We have had to cut state social services programs to pay for federally mandated programs.
The policy repercussions of reducing the federal commitment to running these programs
include a decrease in program quality and effectiveness. For example, if enhanced funds
for fraud are reduced, program initiatives will be downsized and not be administered at the
same level. If these reductions are enacted, we will return to this subcommittee and others
to ask for removal, relaxation and time extensions of relevant mandates.

Improving Child Support Enforcement

NCSL strongly supports the President's emphasis on strengthening child support
enforcement efforts. NCSL believes that enforcing parental support obligations is an
income security program for our nation's families. NCSL considers enactment of child

support legislation one of its top federal priorities. However, we are unsure how the
savings figures have been computed and would like to learn more about the details of the
policy initiatives that are mentioned in A Vision for Change for America .

Child support policy currently involves many actors at the federal state and local levels. As
we move to streamline paternity establishment, improve collections and enhance our ability

to collect medical support, NCSL believes that attention to the details of intergovernmental
processes and of state court procedures is critical to successful policyinaking. Coordination
of between agencies, courts and state and federal lawmakers is essential to improve the
effectiveness of the child support program and will make sure that the programs developed
are fair, equitable and swift.

The federal government should concentrate on changes in federal law that will remove
barriers. An enhanced federal role in requiring cooperation from the insurance industry in

providing medical coverage of children regardless of the residence or martial status of their
parents is desirable. Amendment of the W-4 form for reporting exemptions could expedite
location of child support obligors and improve accuracy of deductions required by child
support orders. State courts should retain power and discretion over establishing and
modifying child support orders.

State legislators understand that problems of interstate collection can be exacerbated by
jurisdictional disputes and barriers in federal and state law. NCSL has been encouraging
states to examine and act promptly on the Uniform Interstate Family Support act. The
creation of the Uniform Act is indicative of the deep concern states have in this issue, and
mandating enactment at the federal level is not only an unwarranted intrusion into the
state legislative process, but undercuts a good faith effort to overcome deficiencies.

Federal efforts should first be directed to helping states do a better job. In part, this should
include attempts to irnprove cooperation between IV-D agencies, state revenue agencies,
and the state courts. Federal dollars should be used to create incentives to develop
innovations, to replicate successes, and to provide improved training. Incentives should be
structured in a manner that is supportive of and not coercive to states. Voluntary
establishment of paternity, particularly at hospitals, is an example of innovation at the state
level.

NCSL looks forward to working with subcommittee's to improve our nation's child support
enforcement effort. We would be happy to further discuss these issues when the
subcommittee holds hearings later this year.

Charging a Fee for the Administration of Supplemental Security Income

Mr. Chairman, we are concerned about the Administration's proposal to charge states a
user fee for administering state supplemental SSI benefits. All but nine states supplement
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SSI benefits with state benefits. Seventeen states and the District of Columbia have
contracted with the Social Security Administration for this purpose. Wisconsin contracts

with the federal government to deliver our state SSI supplement. Our supplement is one of

the five most generous in the country. This proposal will cost these states and save the

federal government $520 million over four years. States that have elected to have the

federal government administer their supplement should not be penalized. Mr. Chairman,
your home state of California is particularly concerned about this transfer of costs from the

federal government. These states will probably choose to either administer the program
themselves or reduce or freeze their SSI supplement payment in order to pay for these

optional costs.

In Wisconsin, a user fee will prompt a reexamination of our ability to participate at our

current level. The Governor has already recommended that our budget reduce our SSI

state supplement as a cost containment measure. Our caseload has increased dramatically

to 94,000 SSI cases, particularly as a result of the Zebley decision. We are already adding

$52 million to an $102 million budget for the FY93 - FY95 biennial budget to account for

current and retroactive payments for children certified for SSI under the Zebley decision.

An additional user fee will certainly lead to a freeze or reduction in our state supplements.

As you are well aware, federal SSI payments alone are insufficient to raise the incomes of

recipients to the poverty line. The Congressional Budget Office has acknowledged that

state supplements fill the gap. States like ours chose to add additional funds to the federal

program, we should not be penalized for federal administration.

On behalf of the National Conference of State Legislatures, I thank you for this

opportunity to share our comments and for your consideration of our concerns. We
appreciate the urgency with which you have approached child welfare reform. Unless we
work together to redirect our system toward family based services, it is clear that a

generation of children soon will be growing up in out-of-home placement. We should not

allow this to happen. We cannot afford it fiscally and our nation's children's lives are at

stake. I would be happy to respond to any questions.
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Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you. We appreciate your testi-

mony and your thoughtful comments.
Mr. O'Donnell.

STATEMENT OF MANUS OTJONNELL, DIRECTOR OF CITIZEN
SERVICES, HOWARD COUNTY, MD., AND PRESIDENT, NA-
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY HUMAN SERVICES AD-
MINISTRATORS ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
COUNTIES
Mr. O'Donnell. Good morning. I am the director of Citizen Serv-

ices for Howard County Maryland and president of the National
Association of County Human Services Administrators, an affiliate

of the National Association of Counties. Thank you for giving me
the opportunity to come before you this morning to express the
views of the Nation's counties on the human service proposals put
forward in President Clinton's stimulus and investment packages.

Before I go into our analysis of President Clinton's plan, I think
that it might be helpful to provide some background on the role

counties are currently playing in the area of human services.

In the vast majority of States, counties administer and/or con-
tribute to the cost of those human services known collectively as
"welfare." These services include AFDC, the JOBS program, child
welfare, adoption assistance, and child support enforcement, to

name a few. Public welfare services were the largest single expend-
iture for countries nationwide in fiscal year 1989-90, consuming
14.4 percent of all county-generated revenues totalling about $18
billion.

For example, counties contribute to AFDC benefits in 11 States.
The number of children receiving AFDC benefits in these States ac-

count for over 40 percent of the children receiving AFDC nation-
ally. An additional seven States have counties contributing to the
administrative costs of AFDC. When these States are added, coun-
ty governments, nationwide make a financial contribution for near-
ly 50 percent of the Nation's AFDC case load.

It is our interest and investment in human services which causes
us to enthusiastically endorse Mr. Clinton's stimulus proposals in

the area of human services. Additionally, NACO has long sup-
ported deficit reduction. We are pleased with what we believe to be
an earnest attempt by President Clinton to reduce the Federal defi-

cit. However, NACO believes that real deficit reduction will require
real controls on the large and growing cost of entitlements, particu-
larly the health care entitlements. We, therefore, eagerly await a
comprehensive health care reform package.
Mr. Clinton's stimulus and investment proposals are heartening.

They are a marked shift away from consumption spending and to-

ward along overdue investment in human capital.

Specifically, NACO fully supports the President's proposals on:
Family support services; increased funding for the child care and
development block grant; increased funding for child support en-
forcement; and an expansion of the EITC.
However, nothing is perfect and there are two areas about which

NACO is concerned.
One, while we applaud Mr. Clinton's stated goal of "ending wel-

fare as we know it" through education and training for AFDC re-
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cipients, we are concerned that there is no funding set aside for

these activities in either the stimulus or investment packages. And
two, we strongly oppose the proposal to reduce the Federal match-
ing rates to 50 percent for all administrative activities associated
with Medicaid, AFDC, and food stamps.
Family support services. While we anxiously await more details

on this and other proposals contained in "A Vision of Change in

America," we believe that the general concept is a worthy one.
Study after study has shown that the sooner low income children
receive support services the less likely they are to encounter trou-
ble later in their lives. Moreover, early childhood research indicates
that the truly successful programs are those with meaningful par-
ent involvement component.
We hope that the final proposal provides the flexibility needed to

establish innovative approaches keyed to the needs of individual
communities.
We also recommend funding incentives for collaboration between

the various local partners—public health, human services, edu-
cation and community-based organizations—required to develop
comprehensive, effective services.

We are pleased that President Clinton has instructed Secretary
Shalala to draft an initiative combining family support, family
preservation services, and substance abuse prevention and treat-

ment. Mr. Chairman, we believe that this along with your contin-

ued leadership and that of other members of the Ways and Means
Committee, plus the efforts of Senators Rockefeller and Bond, can
provide the basis for the enactment of long overdue and critically

needed family preservation legislation.

Regarding increased funding for the child care and development
block grant, NACO was part of the original coalition which worked
for the enactment of this significant legislation. While it was—and
is—a significant first step toward a national child care policy, we
still have a long way to go. While modest, the proposed $250 mil-
lion in annual increases are badly needed. In fact, if we are suc-

cessful in moving an ever-increasing number of families off of the
welfare rolls, and consequently out of eligibility for IV-A funded
child care, more funding will be needed for CCDBG, as the full cost

of child care will remain above what many low income working
families will be able to afford.

Regarding increased funding for child support enforcement, the
IV-D program, to one degree or another is the responsibility of
county government in seven States. Again, we are eager to see
more details on the President's proposal, but given what informa-
tion is currently available, we are very supportive of his intentions.

Lack of support payments by noncustodial parents is one of the
major factors contributing to our disgraceful child poverty rates,

and thus to our AFDC case load. We hope that proposals to in-

crease the number of children receiving child support payments are
developed in tandem with an overall welfare reform proposal, rath-

er than in isolation.

We hope that in his proposal to streamline paternity establish-

ment the President is considering including funding for the public
hospitals—many of which are county funded—which will be inte-

gral to increasing paternity establishment.
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Expansion of the earned income tax credit: NACO has had a
long-standing policy of support for the creation and expansion of

the earned income tax credit. This support was reiterated at our
February 27 board meeting at which a resolution calling for the ex-

pansion of the credit was passed.
Our strong support, for the EITC stems from our belief that if

society expects individuals to seek and keep jobs society has an ob-

ligation to ensure that full time employment provides enough in-

come to protect families from poverty. The EITC is one of the most
effective mechanisms for doing this. Therefore, we wholeheartedly
support Mr. Clinton's expansion proposal.
Over and over again, while on the campaign trail, candidate

Clinton stated his strong commitment "ending welfare as we know
it." President Clinton reaffirmed this commitment in late Januarv.
While the White House has yet to develop a proposal, it is widely
understood that the President intends to increase the resources
available to educate and train AFDC recipients to better prepare
them for the work force. NACO has a long-held policy in support
of such an approach. We hope that funds for welfare reform will

be made available in the final budget package.
We are greatly distressed about President Clinton's proposal to

cap all administrative cost for AFDC, food stamps, and Medicare
at 50 percent. Estimates are that this measure will save the Fed-
eral Government almost $2 billion between 1994 and 1997. But
"savings" are only slight of hand and cost shifting.

We reject the kind of simple capping measures represented by
this proposal. They are not true cost controls. Rather, they are sim-
ply cost shifts.

State and local governments already strapped for funds would
have to cut benefits or cut other vital programs.

Finally, while we oppose the administrative cost cap, and are dis-

appointed that the President has not included funds for welfare re-

form in his proposal, we are encouraged by the approach the Presi-

dent has taken on human services in these packages. We are
pleased to know that the President understands the importance of

investing in America's citizens.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF MANLS O'DONNELL
Director of Citizen Services

Howard County, Maryland

GOOD MORNING. CHAIRMAN MATSUI AND MEMBERS OF THE
SUBCOMMITTEE, MY NAME IS MANUS O'DONNELL, I AM DIRECTOR OF
CITIZEN SERVICES FOR HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND AND PRESIDENT OF THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY HUMAN SERVICES ADMINISTRATORS, AN
AFFILIATE OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES (NACo)*.
THANK YOU FOR GIVING ME THE OPPORTUNITY TO COME BEFORE YOU THIS
MORNING TO EXPRESS THE VIEWS OF THE NATION'S COUNTIES ON THE
HUMAN SERVICE PROPOSALS PUT FORWARD IN PRESIDENT CLINTON STIMULUS
AND INVESTMENT PACKAGES.

BEFORE I GO INTO OUR ANALYSIS OF PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN,
I THINK THAT IT MIGHT BE HELPFUL TO PROVIDE SOME BACK GROUND ON
THE ROLE COUNTIES ARE CURRENTLY PLAYING IN THE AREA OF HUMAN
SERVICES.

IN THE VAST MAJORITY OF STATES, COUNTIES ADMINISTER AND/OR
CONTRIBUTE TO THE COST OF THOSE HUMAN SERVICES KNOWN COLLECTIVELY
AS "WELFARE". THESE SERVICES INCLUDE AFDC, THE JOBS PROGRAM,
CHILD WELFARE, ADOPTION ASSISTANCE, & CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT,
TO NAME A FEW. PUBLIC WELFARE SERVICES WERE THE LARGEST SINGLE
EXPENDITURE FOR COUNTIES NATIONWIDE IN FY 1989-90 CONSUMING 14.4%
OF ALL COUNTY GENERATED REVENUES TOTALLING ABOUT $18 BILLION.

FOR EXAMPLE, COUNTIES CONTRIBUTE TO AFDC BENEFITS IN 11
STATES -- CALIFORNIA, COLORADO, INDIANA, MINNESOTA, MONTANA, NEW
JERSEY, NEW YORK, NORTH CAROLINA, NORTH DAKOTA, OHIO AND
WISCONSIN. THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN RECEIVING AFDC BENEFITS IN
THESE STATES ACCOUNTS FOR OVER 4 PERCENT OF THE CHILDREN
RECEIVING AFDC NATIONALLY. AN ADDITIONAL SEVEN STATES --

ARKANSAS, IOWA, MARYLAND, MISSISSIPPI, NEBRASKA, SOUTH DAKOTA AND
VIRGINIA -- HAVE COUNTIES CONTRIBUTING TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE
COSTS OF AFDC. WHEN THESE STATES ARE ADDED, COUNTY GOVERNMENTS,
NATIONWIDE MAKE A FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTION FOR NEARLY 50% OF THE
NATION'S AFDC CASE LOAD.

COUNTY GOVERNMENT ADMINISTERS AND FUNDS, IN PART OR IN
WHOLE, GENERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS IN 21 OF THE 38 STATES WHICH
HAVE GENERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. AS YOU CAN SEE, COUNTY
GOVERNMENT HAS A GREAT INTEREST AND INVESTMENT IN HUMAN SERVICES
AND WELFARE ISSUES.

IT IS OUR INTEREST AND INVESTMENT IN HUMAN SERVICES WHICH
CAUSES US TO ENTHUSIASTICALLY ENDORSE MR. CLINTON'S STIMULUS
PROPOSALS IN THE AREA OF HUMAN SERVICES. ADDITIONALLY, NACo HAS

LONG SUPPORTED DEFICIT REDUCTION. WE ARE PLEASED WITH WHAT WE
BELIEVE TO BE AN EARNEST ATTEMPT BY PRESIDENT CLINTON TO REDUCE
THE FEDERAL DEFICIT. HOWEVER, NACo, BELIEVES THAT REAL DEFICIT
REDUCTION WILL REQUIRE REAL CONTROLS ON THE LARGE AND GROWING
COST OF ENTITLEMENTS, PARTICULARLY THE HEALTH CARE ENTITLEMENTS.
WE THEREFORE EAGERLY AWAIT A COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH CARE REFORM
PACKAGE

.

MR CLINTON'S STIMULUS AND INVESTMENT PROPOSALS ARE

HEARTENING THEY ARE A MARKED SHIFT AWAY FROM CONSUMPTION

sISiNG AND TOWARD A LONG OVERDUE INVESTMENT IN HUMAN CAPITAL^
^^^™

SPECIFICALLY, NACo FULLY SUPPORTS THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSALS

ON:

• ITcl^^sir.Z^lT'VoT'kE CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK
•

GRANT
INCREASED FUNDING FOR CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT; AND

• AN EXPANSION OF THE EITC.

-*—The National Association of Counties is the °"ly
"^^^°"^J^_^

organization representing county government in ^!;>^
""^j^f

/"^^^ "

Through its membership, urban, suburban and rural counties DOin

together to build effective, responsive county government. The

go!!s of the organization are to: improve county S^;^^"^"^^^^''
^ ^

Lrve as the national spokesman for county government; serve as a

liaison between the nation's counties and other levels ot

government; achieve public understanding of the role of counties

in the federal system.
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HOWEVER, NOTHING IS PERFECT AND THERE ARE TWO AREAS ABOUT WHICH
NACo IS CONCERNED.
1. WHILE WE APPLAUD MR. CLINTON'S STATED GOAL OF "ENDING

WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT" THROUGH EDUCATION AND TRAINING FOR
AFDC RECIPIENTS, WE ARE CONCERNED THAT THERE IS NO FUNDING
SET ASIDE FOR THESE ACTIVITIES IN EITHER THE STIMULUS OR
INVESTEMENT PACKAGES.

2. WE STRONGLY OPPOSE THE PROPOSAL TO REDUCE THE FEDERAL
MATCHING RATES TO 50* FOR ALL ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES
ASSOCIATED WITH MEDICAID, AFDC, AND FOOD STAMPS.

FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES
WHILE, WE ANXIOUSLY AWAIT MORE DETAILS ON THIS AND OTHER

PROPOSALS CONTAINED IN "A VISION FOR CHANGE IN AMERICA," WE
BELIEVE THAT THE GENERAL CONCEPT IS A WQRTHY ONE. STUDY AFTER
STUDY HAS SHOWN THAT THE SOONER LOW INCOME CHILDREN RECEIVE
SUPPORT SERVICES THE LESS LIKELY THEY ARE TO ENCOUNTER TROUBLE
LATER IN THEIR LIVES. MOREOVER, EARLY CHILDHOOD RESEARCH
INDICATES THAT THE TRULY SUCCESSFXn. PROGRAMS ARE THOSE WITH
MEANINGFUL PARENT INVOLVEMENT COMPONENT. AT NACo'S FEBRUARY 27TH
BOARD MEETING WE PASSED A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING "PARENTS AS
TEACHERS PROGRAMS" (A COPY OF THE RESOLUTION IS ATTACHED)

.

WE HOPE THAT THE FINAL PROPOSAL PROVIDES THE FLEXIBILITY
NEEDED TO 'ESTABLISH INNOVATIVE APPROACHES KEYED TO THE NEEDS OF
INDIVIDUAL COMMUNITIES.

WE ALSO RECOMMEND FUNDING INCENTIVES FOR COLLABORATION
BETWEEN THE VARIOUS LOCAL PARTNERS -- PUBLIC HEALTH, HUMAN
SERVICES, EDUCATION AND COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATIONS -- REQUIRED
TO DEVELOP COMPREHENSIVE, EFFECTIVE SERVICES.

WE ARE PLEASED THAT PRESIDENT CLINTON HAS INSTRUCTED
SECRETARY SHALALA TO DRAFT AN INITIATIVE COMBINING FAMILY SUPPORT
AND FAMILY PRESERVATION SERVICES. MR. CHAIRMAN, WE BELIEVE THAT
THIS ALONG WITH YOUR CONTINUED LEADERSHIP AND THAT OF OTHER
MEMBERS OF THE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE, PLUS THE EFFORTS OF
SENATORS ROCKEFELLER AND BOND, CAN PROVIDE THE BASIS FOR THE
ENACTMENT OF LONG OVER DUE AND CRITICALLY NEEDED FAMILY
PRESERVATION LEGISLATION. FAMILY PRESERVATION HAS LONG BEEN A
PRIORITY FOR NACo AND WE REMAIN WILLING TO WORK FOR ITS PASSAGE
AND FUNDING IN THIS SESSION OF CONGRESS.

INCREASED FUNDING FOR THE CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT
NACo WAS PART OF THE ORIGINAL COALITION WHICH WORKED FOR

THE ENACTMENT OF THIS SIGNIFICANT LEGISLATION. WHILE IT WAS --

AND IS -- A SIGNIFICANT FIRST STEP TOWARD A NATIONAL CHILD CARE
POLICY, WE STILL HAVE A LONG WAY TO GO. WHILE MODEST, THE
PROPOSED $250 MILLION IN ANNUAL INCREASES, ARE BADLY NEEDED. IN
FACT, IF WE ARE SUCCESSFUL IN MOVING AN EVER INCREASING NUMBER OF
FAMILIES OFF OF THE WELFARE ROLLS, AND CONSEQUENTLY OUT OF
ELIGIBILITY FOR IV-A FUNDED CHILD CARE, MORE FUNDING WILL BE
NEEDED FOR CCDBG, AS THE FULL COST OF CHILD CARE WILL REMAIN
ABOVE WHAT MANY LOW INCOME WORKING FAMILIES WILL BE ABLE TO
AFFORD

.

INCREASED FUNDING FOR CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
THE VI -D PROGRAM, TO ONE DEGREE OR ANOTHER IS THE

RESONSIBILITY OF COUNTY GOVERNMENT IN CALIFORNIA, INDIANA,
MARYLAND, MINNESOTA, NEW JERSEY, NORTH CAROLINA, AND OHIO.
AGAIN, WE ARE EAGER TO SEE MORE DETAILS ON THE PRESIDENT'S
PROPOSAL, BUT GIVEN WHAT INFORMATION IS CURRENTLY AVAILABLE WE

ARE VERY SUPPORTIVE OF HIS INTENTIONS. LACK OF SUPPORT PAYMENTS
BY NON-CUSTODIAL PARENTS IS ONE OF THE MAJOR FACTORS CONTRIBUTING
TO OUR DISGRACEFUL CHILD POVERTY RATES, AND THUS TO OUR AFDC CASE

LOAD. WE HOPE THAT PROPOSALS TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN
RECEIVING CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS ARE DEVELOPED IN TANDUM WITH AN

OVERALL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL, RATHER THAN IN ISOLATION.
WE HOPE THAT IN HIS PROPOSAL TO "STREAM LINE" PATERNITY

ESTABLISHMENT, THE PRESIDENT IS CONSIDERING INCLUDING FUNDING FOR

THE PUBLIC HOSPITALS -- MANY OF WHICH ARE COUNTY FUNDED -- WHICH

WILL BE INTEGRAL TO INCREASING PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT.
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EXPANSION OF THE EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT
NACo HAS HAD A LONG STANDING POLICY OF SUPPORT FOR THE

CREATION AND EXPANSION OF THE EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT. THIS
SUPPORT WAS REITERATED AT OUR FEBRUARY 27TH BOARD MEETING AT
WHICH A RESOLUTION CALLING FOR THE EXPANSION OF THE CREDIT WAS
PASSED. (A COPY OF THAT RESOLUTION IS ATTACHED TO MY TESTIMONY.)
OUR STRONG SUPPORT, FOR THE EITC STEMS FROM OUR BELIEF THAT IF
SOCIETY EXPECTS INDIVIDUALS TO SEEK AND KEEP JOBS, SOCIETY HAS AN
OBLIGATION TO ENSURE THAT FULL TIME EMPLOYMENT PROVIDES ENOUGH
INCOME TO PROTECT FAMILIES FROM POVERTY. THE EITC IS ONE OF THE
MOST EFFECTIVE MECHANISMS FOR DOING THIS . THEREFORE WE
WHOLEHEARTEDLY SUPPORT MR. CLINTON'S EXPANSION PROPOSAL.

DESPITE OUR STRONG SUPPORT FOR THE FAMILY SUPPORT, CHILD
CARE, EITC, AND CHILD SUPPORT PROVISIONS OF MR. CLINTON'S
PROPOSAL, WE DO HAVE SOME RESERVATIONS. WE ARE CONCERNED THAT
NEITHER THE STIMULUS PACKAGE NOR THE INVESTMENT PACKAGE CONTAIN
FUNDS FOR WELFARE REFORM. ADDITIONALLY, WE STRONGLY OPPOSE THE
PROPOSAL TO CAP THE MATCHING RATES AT 50% FOR ALL ADMINISTRATIVE
COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH AFDC, FOOD STAMPS, AND MEDICARE.

OVER AND OVER AGAIN WHILE ON THE CAMPAIGN TRAIL, CANDIDATE
CLINTON STATED HIS STRONG COMMITMENT "ENDING WELFARE AS WE KNOW
IT." PRESIDENT CLINTON REAFFIRMED THIS COMMITMENT IN LATE
JANUARY. WHILE THE WHITE HOUSE HAS YET TO DEVELOP A PROPOSAL, IT
IS WIDELY UNDERSTOOD THAT THE PRESIDENT INTENDS TO INCREASE THE
RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO EDUCATE AND TRAIN AFDC RECIPIENTS TO
BETTER PREPARE THEM FOR THE WORK FORCE. NACo HAS A LONG HELD
POLICY IN SUPPORT OF SUCH AN APPROACH. IN DEVELOPING THIS POLICY
WE WERE, AND CONTINUE TO BE, COGNIZANT OF THE FACT THAT PREPARING
LOW- INCOME PEOPLE TO GET AND KEEP THE KIND OF JOBS THEY NEED TO
ACHIEVE AND MAINTAIN ECONOMIC SELF SUFFICIENCY REQUIRES A
SUBSTANTIAL INVESTMENT IN COMPREHENSIVE LONG-TERM SERVICES,
INCLUDING: EDUCATION, EMPLOYMENT TRAINING, AND SUPPORT SERVICES
LIKE CHILD CARE, TRANSPORTATION, HEALTH, AND HOUSING. TRUE AND
MEANINGFUL WELFARE REFORM CAN'T BE DONE CHEAP. WE ARE THEREFORE
CONCERNED THAT FUNDING FOR THESE SERVICES IS NOT RECOMMENDED IN

EITHER THE STIMULUS OR INVESTMENT PACKAGES. WE HOPE THAT FUNDS
FOR THE WELFARE REFORM WILL BE MADE AVAILABLE IN THE PRESIDENT'S
FINAL BUDGET PACKAGE.

WE ARE GREATLY DISTRESSED ABOUT PRESIDENT CLINTON'S
PROPOSAL TO CAP ALL ADMINISTRATIVE COST FOR AFDC, FOOD STAMPS,
AND MEDICARE AT 50%. ESTIMATES ARE THAT THIS MEASURE WILL SAVE
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ALMOST $2 BILLION BETWEEN 1994 AND 1997.
BUT "SAVINGS" ARE ONLY SLIGHT OF HAND AND COST SHIFTING. ONE OF
TWO THINGS WILL HAPPEN. STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, ALREADY
STRAPPED FOR FUNDS WILL HAVE TO CARRY THESE COSTS. THEY WILL IN
TURN CUT BENEFITS OR CUT FUNDS FOR OTHER VITAL PROGRAMS.
ALTERNATIVELY, THE ACTIVITIES FUNDED BY HIGHER MATCHES, INCLUDING
AUTOMATION AND OTHER STEPS TO UPGRADE THE LEVEL OF SERVICES TO
CLIENTS, WILL BE DISCONTINUED. THIS WILL REDUCE THE QUALITY OF
SERVICES, REDUCE PROGRAM EFFICIENCY, AND INCREASE ERROR RATES.
WHILE NACo IS COMMITTED TO WORKING' WITH MEMBERS OF THIS, AND
OTHER CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES, AND WITH THE ADMINISTRATION, TO
CONTROL AND REDUCE THE EVER GROWING COST OF ENTITLEMENT AND OTHER
MANDATORY SPENDING PROGRAMS, WE REJECT THE KIND OF SIMPLE CAPPING
MEASURES REPRESENTED BY THIS PROPOSAL. THEY ARE NOT TRUE COST
CONTROLS. RATHER, THEY ARE SIMPLE COST SHIFTS. WE FERVENTLY
HOPE THT THIS DOES NOT FORESHADOW THE ADMINISTRATION'S STRATEGY
FOR REDUCING ENTITLEMENT COSTS.

FINALLY, WHILE WE OPPOSE THE ADMINISTRATIVE COST CAP, AND
ARE DISAPPOINTED THAT THE PRESIDENT HAS NOT INCLUDED FUNDS FOR
WELFARE REFORM OR FAMILY PRESERVATION IN HIS PROPOSAL, ON BALANCE
WE ARE ENCOURAGED BY THE APPROACH THE PRESIDENT HAS TAKEN ON
HUMAN SERVICES IN THESE PACKAGES. WE ARE PLEASED TO KNOW THAT
THE PRESIDENT UNDERSTANDS THE IMPORTANCE OF INVESTING IN

AMERICA'S CITIZENS. THANK YOU. NOW I'LL ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS
YOU MIGHT HAVE.
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HUMAN SERVICES AND EDUCATION
STEERING COMMITTEE

RESOLUTION ON PARENTS AS TEACHERS

WHEREAS, NACo has long recognized the need for early

childhood intervention and education programs such as

Headstart; and

WHEREAS, more recent progress in child development
programs has demonstrated the importance of still earlier work
between parent and child; and

WHEREAS, programs such as Parents as Teachers and

others begin training children from birth; and

WHEREAS, numerous advantages have been realized

from these early programs such as early detection of health

and learning problems, higher educational achievement, and

greater success in later life; and

WHEREAS, participants record outstanding

developmental progress; parents have greater involvement and

participation in later school programs, and community crime

rates fall: and

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the National

Association of Counties hereby endorses federal initiatives

which support the development of such voluntary early

childhood/parent educational programs; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED. NACo supports entiUement
grants and payments to the states to establish such services on
a local level.

Adopted by Human Services and Education
Steering Committee
(unanimous)
February 27, 1993

Adopted by NACo Board of Directors

February 28, 1993
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HUMAN SERVICES AND EDUCATION
STEERING COMMITTEE

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF THE EXPANSION
OF THE EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT

WHEREAS, the National Association . of Counties has a

long-standing policy of promoting economic-sufficiency

through employment; and

WHEREAS, a worker who works full-time/full-year at a

minimum wage job does not earn sufficient income to keep a

family of three out of poverty; and

WHEREAS, we believe that full-time workers should be

able to earn enough income to keep their families out of

poverty; now: .

*'~

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the National

Association of Counties supports an expansion of the earned

income tax credit (EITC).

Adopted by Human Services and Education , - -

Steering Committee
(unanimous)
February 27, 1993

Adopted by NACo Board of Directors

February 28, 1993
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Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you. Miss Haynes.

STATEMENT OF MARGARET CAMPBELL HAYNES, FORMER
CHAIR, U.S. COMMISSION ON INTERSTATE CHILD SUPPORT,
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, CENTER ON CHILDREN AND
THE LAW
Ms. Haynes. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and other members

of the subcommittee.
My name is Margaret Campbell Haynes. As former chair of the

U.S. Commission on Interstate Child Support, I appreciate this op-

portunity to testify on President Clinton's budget proposals.

As you know, Congress created the Commission to recommend
improvements to the interstate establishment and enforcement of

child support orders. Last year this subcommittee graciously pro-

vided the Commission a forum for presenting our report to Con-
gress.

This morning I would like to focus on two areas which the Com-
mission identified as crucial to any reform of the child support sys-

tem—streamlined parentage establishment and enforcement of

health care support.

Despite the subcommittee's past legislative efforts, we still have
a long way to go to improve the paternity establishment rate.

President Clinton's proposal speaks of the need to streamline par-

entage establishment and the Commission agrees with the need to

make parentage establishment as nonadversarial as possible.

I would like to highlight some of our most important rec-

ommendations. Currently States are required to have expedited
processes for child support establishment and enforcement, but pa-
ternity establishment is exempted. I believe that Congress should
require States to include paternity establishment within the expe-
dited process requirements.

In meeting the current expedited process requirements most
States have adopted either quasi-judicial or judicial processes, and
17 States use an administrative process within the executive agen-
cy. There is no data to show that a particular type of legal process
is any better than another system, but there is information about
the best practices in the States and the Commission recommends
that Congress mandate these practices, which can be incorporated
into any type of legal process.

For example, there has been a lot of attention recently on parent-
age outreach at hospitals. Fathers are more likely to acknowledge
parentage shortly after birth than years later when there is no
longer communication with the mother. In a pilot program, the
State of Washington discovered that it was able to obtain hospital
parentage acknowledgment in 40 percent of its nonmarital births.

The Commission strongly supports these hospital parentage out-

reach programs.
In addition to parentage acknowledgment in hospitals, the Com-

mission recommends that Congress require States to provide civil

voluntary acknowledgment procedures at any time before the
child's 18th birthday, and in order to encourage that we think it

is important that States be required to establish a presumption of

parentage based on genetic test results.
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If there is no agreement and parentage is contested, it is impor-
tant that States nave the tools to facilitate the hearing process.

These include the ability to enter an order for temporary support,

elimination of unnecessary hurdles regarding introduction of evi-

dence, and mandated passage of what is called the Uniform Inter-

state Family Support Act.

Finally, the Commission recommends that State child support
agencies target special outreach to young parents, the least likely

to apply for child support services.

With regard to medical support. Federal regulations require child

support agencies to seek medical support if it is available through
emplovers at a reasonable cost. Despite this law, the Census Bu-
reau found that 60 percent of support orders lacked provisions re-

garding health insurance; and when health insurance is in the

order, children are not guaranteed effective coverage.

The Commission heard testimony of employer-provided plans

that discriminate in dependent coverage, of obligors who fail to en-

roll children even though ordered to do so, of insurance carriers

that won't accept claims filed by custodial parents, and of obligors

who pocket the reimbursement monev rather than forwarding it on
to the custodial parent who paid the bill.

The Commission believes that employers should be required to

notify child support agencies of the availability of employer-pro-
vided insurance.

If insurance is not available through employment to either of the

parents, we want to ensure that children have access to insurance,

so we recommend an expansion of Medicaid and CHAMPUS. Not
that the government would pick up the cost of covering these chil-

dren, but to provide the opportunity for parents to pay premiums
and have these children covered by a national plan.

Where insurance is available through employers, it is crucial that

Congress address the ERISA preemption. I am not an ERISA ex-

pert, but I do know that ERISA preempts the State's regulation of

health plans where the employer bears the risk of loss, and unfor-

tunately ERISA doesn't fill the State's regulatory void. The result

is that self-insured plans—which in 1990 nationally covered 56 per-

cent of the country's employees—are not subject to State or Federal
regulation.
The Commission urges Congress to remove the ERISA preemp-

tion so that States can regulate dependent coverage and can pro-

hibit discrimination against children bom out of wedlock or who do
not reside with the employee.
We have a number of recommendations that would make it easi-

er for the person paying the child's medical bills to deal directly

with the insurance company and recommend that States authorize
the payment of insurance premiums through withholding.

Finally, we believe that if Congress is going to require child sup-
port agencies to seek health care support, it nas to financially rec-

ognize these efforts. We recommend that Congress revise the Fed-
eral incentive formula to include as support collections the amount
of health care premiums or the benefit of the health care insurance
policy.

I would like to conclude by emphasizing the need to provide
States adequate resources. We can have all the legislative reforms,
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automated systems, simplified procedures, but none of this willwork unless we provide the people necessary to carry them out Werecommend that Congress require the Secretary of HHS to help
btates do staffing studies and also provide training for these
people. ^

Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES
WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

March 18, 1993

Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and members of the Subcommittee. Thank
you for this opportunity to comment on President Clinton's A Vision
of Change for America , as it relates to paternity establishment,
and medical support for children. My name is Margaret Campbell
Haynes. I am testifying as the former Chair of the U.S. Commission
on Interstate Child Support.

Congress created the Commission in 1988 to recommend improvements
to the interstate establishment and enforcement of child support
orders. In focusing on the need for interstate reform. Congress
recognized the hurdles a custodial parent and child face in
collecting support when they live in a different state from the
noncustodial parent. For example, mothers in intrastate child
support cases reported receiving 70 percent of the support they
expected during 1989. Yet mothers in interstate cases reported
receiving only 60 percent of the support owed them in 1989; and
mothers who did not know the location of the father reported
receiving only 37 percent of what was expected.'

The 15 members of the Commission represented various participants
in the child support system, including three members of Congress:
Senator Bill Bradley (D-NJ) , Congresswoman Barbara Kennelly (D-
CT) , and Congresswoman Marge Roukema (R-NJ) . We spent 2 1/2 years
holding public hearings across the country, examining the problems
and developing recommendations. In August 1992 we issued our
report to Congress. Among the recommendations that we identified
as crucial to any reform of the child support system are those
recommendations addressing streamlined parentage establishment and
enforcement of healthcare support.

I . Parentage Establishment

One out of four children in the United States is born outside of
marriage. Establishment of their parentage is important for a
number of reasons. It establishes the legal basis for enforceable
visitation and custody rights, thereby providing needed emotional
ties between parent and child. It is a prereguisite to government
provided dependent's benefits and to inheritance. It allows the
child to obtain a more complete medical history. And it is crucial
in order to secure financial support for the child.

Congress, and in particular this committee, is to be commended for
its past emphasis on parentage establishment. The Child Support
Enforcement Amendments of 1984 required every state to authorize
parentage establishment until a child's eighteenth birthday. The
Family Support Act of 1988 required states to have laws requiring
decision-makers to order genetic tests, upon request of any party,
in a contested civil case. Where tests are ordered, the Act
provided states 90 percent reimbursement for the costs of genetic
testing. Additionally, Congress encouraged states to have
voluntary acknowledgment procedures for parentage establishment.
Finally, Congress required states to meet certain paternity
performance measures.

U.S. General Accounting Office, Interstate Child Support:
Mothers Report Receiving Less Support from Out-of -State Fathers .

HRD-92-39FS { Washington, DC: Gov't Printing Office 1992), pp. IS-
IS.
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In fiscal year 1991, state child support agencies (IV-D agencies)
established parentage in 479,066 cases at a reported cost of over
$248 million.^ Yet this represents only 17 percent of the cases
needing parentage established.^

As President Clinton noted, there is still more that can be done
to streamline parentage establishment. These reforms will cost
federal and state governments little yet will result in increased
support for thousands of children.

A. Nonadversarial Procedures

One of the stumbling blocks identified in testimony before the
Commission was the undue emphasis in some states on adversarial
procedures for parentage establishment. The Commission believes
that the most productive approach to parentage establishment is
through the cooperative efforts of both parents.

The Commission therefore strongly endorses paternity outreach at
hospitals and prenatal clinics. Several states have already
developed such programs, e.g., the State of Washington, Virginia,
Michigan and Texas. Other states have pending legislation.
Fathers are most likely to acknowledge parentage shortly after a
child's birth than they are years later when the parents are no
longer in contact. Washington state was very pleased with the
results of its program: in 1991 it was able to obtain voluntary
hospital parentage acknowledgments in about 40 percent of its
nonmarital newborn cases.

In establishing hospital outreach programs, states need flexibility
to address a number of issues, including:

o the development of an acknowledgment form that
is clear and satisfies state and federal due
process

o the development of information brochures for the public

o identification of personnel who will obtain the voluntary
parentage acknowledgment, i.e., child support case worker
or hospital employee

o whether the statute should mandate hospital compliance

o the availability of genetic testing at the hospital if
the alleged father questions his paternity

o whether to provide for a "buyer's remorse", i.e., a time
period in which the alleged father can "withdraw" his
acknowledgment

o whether hospitals should be able to obtain reimbursement
of administrative costs or charge fees for obtaining
parentage acknowledgments.

In addition to parentage acknowledgment at the hospital, the
Commission recommends that Congress require the States to provide
civil voluntary acknowledgment procedures for establishing
parentage at any time before the child's eighteenth birthday. Such
nonadversarial procedures would eliminate the need for a court or
agency hearing where the alleged father admits parentage. Rather
the court would simply ratify the signed acknowledgment, thereby
giving the acknowledgment the same effect as a legal adjudication.
Voluntary acknowledgment procedures for parentage establishment can
exist in any type of legal system — whether judicial, quasi-

U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services, Sixteenth Annual
Report to Congress for the Period Ending September 30, 1991
(Washington, DC: Gov't Printing Office 1992), Tables 53, 30.

^ Id^ at Tables 44, 53.
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judicial, or administrative.

In order to encourage acknowledgment of parentage, the Commission
recommends that Congress require the states to establish certain
presumptions of parentage. For example, where birth certificates
are not yet electronically generated, the father's signature on the
birth certificate should create a presumption of parentage. The
Commission also recommends that Congress require states to have
laws establishing a threshold at which genetic test results create
a presumption of parentage. With advancements in HLA and DNA
testing, most contested paternity csaes can be resolved through the
use of parentage testing results.

B. Contested Paternity

Where parentage is contested, it is important that states have laws
and procedures facilitating the hearing process. The Commission
was concerned about the practice of some alleged fathers to seek
continuances in parentage cases in order to delay the payment of
support. The Commission believes that every state should have the
ability to enter temporary support orders in parentage cases.
Minnesota, for example, allows the entry of a temporary support
order if the parentage test results indicate a likelihood of
parentage of 92 percent or greater.

It is also important that we eliminate unnecessary hurdles to the
introduction of relevant evidence, especially in interstate cases.
Therefore, the Commission recommends that Congress require States
to have laws that provide for the introduction and admission into
evidence of written, videotaped or audiotaped admissions of
parentage. The Commission recommends that objections to parentage
testing must be made at least 21 days prior to trial; failure to
object should result in admission of the evidence without the
necessity of calling a representative of the hospital, clinic or
parentage lab. Such a requirement is especially important in
interstate cases where the cost of transporting lab technicians can
prove prohibitive. Finally, the Commission recommends that
Congress require states to have laws that provide for the
introduction and admission into evidence of prenatal and postnatal
parentage-testing bills without the need for third party foundation
testimony.

C. Interstate Cases

Paternity establishment can be especially problematic in interstate
cases. In addition to the recommendations discussed above, the
Commission recommends the following for interstate cases:

o every state should be required to enact a long arm
statute allowing the assertion of jurisdiction over a
nonresident for purposes of parentage establishment. The
Commission recommends a long arm provision based on the
Uniform Parentage Act: intercourse in the state
resulting in conception of the child. Such a long arm
provision is contained in the new Uniform Interstate
Family Support Act (UIFSA)

.

o every state should be required to enact UIFSA, approved
by the American Bar Association in 1993. UIFSA
specifically authorizes a responding court to adjudicate
parentage in a UIFSA action. It also authorizes
telephone hearings in interstate cases.

D. Young Parents

Because births to unmarried teens are increasing steadily, it is
urgent that states target child support services to young parents.
Families created by births to unwed teens are the most likely group

Minn. Stat. Ann. § 257.62(5) (a) (West Supp. 1992)
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to need Aid to Families with Dependent Childen (AFDC) , yet are the
least likely to receive child support and paternity services.^ The
Commission's report encourages States to provide classes to youths
on sexual responsibility and parenting. We also recommend that
state child support agencies develop special outreach programs for
this age group. The Commission's report identifies a number of
innovative programs in States that provide such outreach to young
parents.

II . Healthcare Support

Children are particularly hard hit by our country's crisis in
healthcare coverage. The Children's Defense Fund estimates that
25 million children of two-parent or single-parent households do
not have employer-provided insurance, 18 million children do not
have any form of private insurance, and over 8 million children do
not have private nor public (e.g. , Medicaid) insurance.*

Recognizing the importance of healthcare support to children,
federal law requires states in IV-D cases to pursue medical
support, whenever available through the obligor's employment at a
reasonable cost. Despite the work of state agencies, about 60
percent of all support orders lack provisions regarding health
insurance.^ The lack of mandated health coverage is especially
prominent in interstate support cases. In 1989, 75% of custodial
mothers in interstate cases reported that health insurance for
children was not provided by the noncustodial father, as compared
to 63% of intrastate custodial mothers.'

Even where insurance is obtained, the custodial parent may lack
access to the coverage. The Commission heard testimony of
employer-provided insurance plans that discriminate in dependency
coverage; of obligors who fail to enroll their children as ordered;
of insurance carriers that refuse to accept claims filed by the
custodial parent on behalf of the employee's dependents; and of
obligors who pocket insurance reimbursements rather than forward
the money to the custodial parent.

The Commission urges federal and state governments to address the
25 million children -- 40 percent of all children --who lack access
to employer-provided health insurance. If insurance is not
available to either parent at a reasonable cost, the Commission
recommends that states and the federal government expand the
eligiblity of Medicaid and CHAMPUS to cover such children. In
order to minimize government costs, governments could charge

Only 4 6 percent of the total number of women between 15 and
19 years old at the birth of their first child receive welfare
within four years of birth. Yet 73 percent of unmarried teens
receive welfare within four years. G. Adams, and K. Pittman, Teen
Pregnancy: An Advocates Guide to the Numbers (Children's Defense
Fund 1988), p. 11. A Wisconsin study shows that only 20 percent of
young unmarried mothers pursue paternity. C. Kastner, T. Nickel,
M. Kobrin, M. Haynes , and J. Kotula, The Changing Face of Child
Support: Incentives to Work with Young Parents (Washington, DC:
U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services 1990), pp. xvii-xviii.

* Children's Defense Fund, Special Report: Children and
Health Insurance (1992) .

'' 42 U.S.C. § 652(f) (1988); 45 C.F.R. §§ 302.80, 303.30, and
303.31 (1991).

^ U.S. Bureau of the Census, Child Support and Alimony: 1989.
Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 173 (Washington, DC:
Gov't Printing Ofice 1991).

' U.S. General Accounting Office, Interstate Child Support:
Mothers Report Receiving Less Support from Out-of -State Fathers.
HRD-92-39FS (Washington, DC: Gov't Printing Office 1992).
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parents a premium for dependency coverage at a rate that would
cover actual administrative and reimbursement costs.

Where insurance is available, the Commission wants to ensure that
children have effective coverage. One obstacle to state efforts
to enforce broad coverage is the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974 (ERISA). '° ERISA primarily deals with pension
plans. However, it also preempts state regulation of health
insurance plans where the employer bears the risk of loss; some
states report that about two-thirds of employer-provided insurance
plans in their states are self-insured plans. Unfortunately, ERISA
does not fill the state regulatory void. The result is that self-
insured plans are subject to neither federal nor state regulation.

This preemption has been a major impediment to states seeking to
address the problem of healthcare support for children. For
example, the Commission received testimony that many self-insured
plans refuse to provide dependency coverage unless the dependent
resides with the employee. Such discrimination negatively impacts
on interstate cases and nonmarital children. Yet ERISA prevents
states from prohibiting discrimination by self-insured plans.
The Commission recommends that Congress remove the effects of ERISA
preemption of state regulation regarding healthcare coverage for
children. Once that is done, states should enact laws prohibiting
discrimination based on whether a child lives with the employee or
was born during marriage.

The Commission's Report also contains a number of recommendations
that encourages the insurance carrier to deal with the custodial
parent. For example, when a parent has been ordered to provide
health care coverage, state laws should reguire insurance carriers
to accept an application for dependency coverage from the uninsured
parent; to accept claim forms signed and filed by the uninsured
parent on behalf of the insured employee's dependents; and to
directly reimburse the parent who paid for the healthcare. The
Comission recommends that employers should also facilitate health
care coverage. For example, the Commission recommends that
employers and unions should release to the uninsured parent or the
IV-D agency information about the dependency coverage, including
the name of the insurance carrier; enroll children who are
beneficiaries of ordered health coverage immediately upon receipt
of the tribunal's order or upon the authorization of the employee;
withhold healthcare insurance premiums similar to wage withholding
for support; and provide notice of any termination or change in
insurance benefits affecting the employee's children.

These recommendations should make healthcare more accessible and
enforceable for children of separated parents.

Congress must also support state child support agencies in their
efforts to obtain and enforce healthcare support for children.
Although present federal laws and regulations require child support
agencies to establish and enforce healthcare support, the current
federal funding formula provides states incentives only on actual
cash collections related to unreimbursed healthcare expenses. The
formula does not include the value of health insurance. It is
crucial that the funding formula for the child support program
reflect all activities required of the States. The Commission
therefore recommends that Congress revise the current incentive
structure to include the amount of the healthcare premium or the
benefit of a healthcare insurance policy in the calculation of
incentives for AFDC and nonAFDC collections.

Ill . Staffing and Training

Even if all of the legislative reforms are enacted, child support
collections will not significantly improve unless States devote
adequate resources to implement the reforms. Currently, the
average caseload for a FTE child support employee is over 1000. The

29 U.S.C. §§ 1001-1461 (1988)
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most frequent reasons given for the inadequate number of staff
assigned to this important program are the lack of staffing studies
to document the appropriate number of staff and the lack of
financial resources at the state level. Only six state child
support offices reported to the General Accounting Office that they
had established a workload standard, which estimates the number of
cases a worker ought to handle. Interestingly, the median workload
standard of those six offices is 425, or less than half the present
caseload size reported in the same GAO study.''

While there is no argument that the fiscal plight of state and
local governments is serious, one must acknowledge that the child
support program has generated a net $1.7 billion for states since
1985. Yet few states reinvest a significant portion of this
revenue to increase child support staffing levels.

The federal government also has a responsibility for the lack of
staff to process child support cases. When Congress established
the child support enforcement program through Title IV-D of the
Social Security Act, it required the Secretary of the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services to set minimum
organizational and staffing standards for the States.'^
Regulations implementing this law provide that the Federal Office
of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) may conduct staffing studies
and require a staffing standard if the State fails an audit and the
reason for the failure is lack of staff."" While OCSE has cited
many states for failure to conform to the audit criteria requiring
the processing of 75 percent of cases needing services, no staffing
study or mandated staffing level has ever been imposed by OCSE.

The Commission strongly urges Congress to take action to ensure
that the staffing levels in the state and local agencies are
increased. The Secretary of Health and Human Services should
conduct a staffing study in each state — with state input— to
determine staffing needs. States should then be required to
implement the recommended caseload staff ratio. Additionally, the
Commission recommends stronger federal and state commitment to
training to ensure that problems are better anticipated, resources
are more widely used, and appropriate legal remedies are sought.
No legal reform, automated system, or simplified procedure can take
the place of the people necessary to serve the children in need.

IV. Federal Government as Employer

Federal and state governments should serve as models to other
employers for purposes of child support enforcement.
Unfortunately, testimony before the Commission revealed that such
is not always the case. The Commission made a set of
recommendations specifically addressing persons who receive federal
income, whether they are civil servants, servicemembers, or
recipients of federal benefits.

A. Service on Federal Employees

Several state child support officials testified about the
difficulty of serving some U.S. government employees who are
stationed outside of America. The Commission recommends that
Congress require every branch of the United States military and

U.S. General Accounting Office, Interstate Child Support:
Wage Withholding Not Fulfilling Expectations . HRD-92-65BR
(Washington, DC: Gov't Printing Office 1992), p. 55.

'^ U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Child Support
Enforcement: Fifteenth Annual Report to Congress for the Period
Ending September 30. 1990 (Washington, DC: Gov't Printing Office
1992), p. 42.

'^ See 42 U.S.C. § 652(a)(2) (1988).

^'' See 45 C.F.R. § 303.20(g) (1991).
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every other federal government agency or similar entity to
designate an agent for service of process in parentage and child
support actions for its employees who are stationed outside of the
United State and its territories. Service on the designated agent
(whose name should be published in the Code of Federal Regulations)
would have the same effect and bind the employee to the same extent
as actual service on the employee.

B. Military Leave

Congress should ensure that each branch of the military promulgates
regulations to grant leave for use in noncombat situations for
servicemembers facing parentage determination or support
establishment hearings. The Department of Defense should also be
required to update information on its Worlwide Parent Locator
Service within one month of a servicemember ' s new assignment.

C. Government-employed Obligors

In keeping with the notion that the federal government should
insist that its employees support their children, the Commission
believes that withholding should be made a condition of federal
government employment for those who owe child support unless the
employee's order shows that the tribunal that issued the order did
not require immediate withholding based on the parties' agreement
or good cause shown. Additionally, if the obligor is subject to
withholding under state law, the federal government should honor
the order as if it were a private employer. That means being
subject to the same time frames as private employers.

D. Federal Impediments to Garnishment

In 1974 Congress waived the sovereign immunity of the federal
government for child support and alimony purposes. Certain
benefits, however, are excluded from garnishment for support. Some
exceptions, such as veterans disability, are expressly stated
within the statute. Other exceptions are based on a broad anti-
assignment clause within the enabling statutes. The Commission
strongly believes that family obligations should be treated
differently from commercial debts. The Commission recommends that
any federal benefit received by an obligor that is not means-
tested should be treated as income and subject to garnishment for
child support.

These recommendations reinforce the federal government's commitment
to the children of current or former employees.

Conclusion

The recommendations contained in the final report of the U.S.
Commission on Interstate Child Support will greatly simplify and
speed up the system of establishing and collecting child support.
The main elements of the Commission's reform are establishment of

a national computer network, state registries of support orders,
W-4 reporting of new hires, universal enactment of the Uniform
Interstate Family Support Act, streamlined paternity establishment,
improved healthcare support, adequate staffing and training, and
reexamination of the funding of the child support program.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to discuss those
recommendations related to parentage establishment and healthcare
support. I look forward to working with you and members of the
subcommittee in developing a legislative proposal that provides
much needed improvement to the financial lives of children in

single parent households.

^^ For copies of Supporting Our Children: A Blueprint for

Reform (U.S. Commission on Interstate Child Support 1992), one may
contact the National Child Support Enforcement Association, Hall

of the States, 444 North Capitol Street, Suite 613, Washington, DC

20001.
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Acting Chairman Matsui. Ms. Haynes, I don't think anybody is

an expert on ERISA.
Mr. Reynolds, I might caution all of the members of the sub-

committee that each of us will be limited to 5 minutes because of

the number of witnesses we have today.
Mr. Reynolds. I must apologize—I have to do something else.

But I want to spend a few minutes talking to all of you and thank
you for coming today.

I want to focus specifically on child support and how we establish

parentage, the father, and what do we do. My first question is do
you support President Clinton's proposal to utilize the IRS in help-
ing us when we have parents in arrears in child support?
Ms. Haynes. The Commission rejected the notion of totally fed-

eralizing the child support program. We do recommend that the
current IRS involvement in child support be strengthened. Right
now the IRS has responsibility for collecting child support through
tax refunds, but there is a difference in how we treat AFDC and
non-AFDC cases. We recommend that there be the same require-
ments.
There is also a law requiring full IRS collection in cases where

arrears are $750. The IRS is supposed to go after the arrears like

they would back taxes.

In Texas someone told me of one case where the IRS got in-

volved, it was like watching a pit bull in action. Under the law,
however, the IRS has a great deal of discretion. Despite State ver-

ification of assets, an agent can return a case as uncollectible due
to "undue hardship on the obligator." In one IRS region, 60 percent
of the cases came back as uncollectible, in the agents' subjective
opinion. Congress needs to develop objective criteria.

I think there is much that can be done to strengthen existing
IRS responsibilities.

Mr. Reynolds. What is the reason for not endorsing total Fed-
eral involvement?
Ms. Haynes. With family law cases you already have rules re-

garding States jurisdiction over issues like custody and alimony,
that are different from jurisdiction over child support. Under the
Downey-Hyde proposal if you then shift to another layer of Federal
agencies or courts you are asking people to be involved in probably
three different court systems, which we felt was not in the child's

best interest. The commission report also details concerns about de-
creased accessibility to custodial parents, decreased customer serv-
ice, and decreased attention to non-AFDC cases if the child support
program was totally federalized.

We were concerned about the tremendous cost of duplicating at
the Federal level a system that already exists at the State level

without any indication it would be better. States don't have to have
automated systems in place until 1995. We think that once those
systems are in place, they will tremendously improve States' ef-

forts.

Mr. Reynolds. In coming to your conclusions about not endors-
ing a full immediate participation, was there a cost analysis done
on moneys being spent by the Federal Government currently in the
system and the cost of getting the Government more involved and
which would be better—continue in the system and spend the
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money we are spending now or to spend Federal money to get to

the bottom of it and, therefore, in the long run lessen the pay-
ments?
Ms. Haynes. The Federal Grovernment currently reimburses a

percentage of State costs in running State child support programs.
I understand there has not been any cost estimate done on totally

federalizing the child support system. The level of federalization

you are talking about would greatly impact on how much that cost
would be. You are talking about staff, automation, and resources
for an entirely new system.
Some of the recommendations of the commission that would

make more uniform the State system and involve national leader-

ship like W-4 reporting of new hires and an automated national
network, we have cost estimates on that. The cost estimates done
by the CBO found that those recommendations would be very cost

effective in terms of increasing child support based on minimal
State and Federal investment. For example, the W-4 reporting was
estimated to cost $55 million but would result in a $210 million in-

crease in child support.
Mr. Reynolds. The notion of finding out who the father is at the

hospital and there is more likelihood—^you mentioned Washington
State, 40 percent. That is the fathers that come to the hospital?
Ms. Haynes. Right.
Mr. Reynolds. What percentage of the fathers don't come to the

hospital? What is the real number?
You say 40 percent of the fathers that come say that thev are

the father, but what if only 10 percent of the people that fathered
the children are showing up at the hospital?

Ms. Haynes. You have other people testifying today who can bet-

ter answer that question. Jean Irlbeck is in the State of Washing-
ton and she can give you more specific information on that.

Mr. Reynolds. Thank you so much. My concern is to get the
Federal Government on the business of taking care of other peo-
ple's children. The problem I have and what stops me from being
totally belligerent in this are the children involved. If I can figure

out a way while I am in Congress to help the children and get at
the parents, I am going to do that. ;

Thank you very much.
Acting Chairman Matsul Thank you Mr. Reynolds.
If I could follow up on Representative Reynolds' statement in the

area of child support. As you know, the President's proposal does
integrate many of the recommendations of the Commission. At the
same time there are many that have been left out, one of which
Mr. Reynolds talked about, the IRS being involved.
Assuming we didn't go with a fully nationalized program, what

about a national registry and using the W-4 forms so that there
could be a quick way to discover and track the noncustodial par-
ent?
Ms. Haynes. I think that is crucial in any reform of the child

support system. We have to have a way when a person starts a
new job to know where the person is. The commission rec-

ommended W-4 reporting as the way to set up employer reporting.

There are other possible ways to get the information. As soon as
someone starts a job, employers could be required to provide ad-
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dress information through calling a 1-800 number or sending the
information electronically. The Commission recommended that that
information go to State employment security agencies, because that
is traditionally who employers deal with. It would be also possible

to have that W-4 information go to some national entity.

I recently spoke at a conference of the American Society of Pay-
roll Management. States are starting to enact W-4 reporting be-

cause they don't know what is going to happen at the Federal level.

Attendees at the conference expressed concern that in some States
employers are required to report new hires in 30 days; in other
States, within 10 days. We need a Federal mandate on the States
in terms of how fast the employee information should be reported
to States or a Federal statute requiring the employment informa-
tion to be reported at the national level.

Acting Chairman Matsui. We haven't decided yet how we are
going to handle the child support enforcement issues that are in

the President's proposal. We think, that child support should prob-
ably be linked to the welfare reform effort. We are still working on
that and will be in touch with you on the timing issue.

Mr. Travis, you mentioned the issue of the Federal user fee for

administering SSI payments, and Mr. O'Donnell mentioned the
issue of the match from 75 percent for antifraud matters down to

50 percent now, which will be a cost that the State and local gov-
ernments will end up bearing if the Federal Government imposes
these costs and cuts back on tne match.
How will your State handle this? Your State has been one of the

more forward-thinking States in the area of children. How would
you handle this?

Mr. Travis. Like most States, we have a tight budget. We are
not in as bad shape as other States are, but SSI, we are making
a 40-odd percent increase in our supplement just to comply with
court decisions. I think we serve something like 4,000 people.

If we are going to put a fee on there, I imagine you will see the
benefits cut. Now, benefits are about $83, and they are already
going to be cut by $7 or $8. So I would imagine that that might
end up being taken out on the SSI recipients.

Acting Chairman Matsui. I agree, because I don't think there is

any way that with the political climate the way it is, and that is

not to suggest that anyone at the State level would do something
on the basis of politics, but I don't know how you could move other
programs or increase taxes in order to make up this loss. I know
California is going through a similar problem at this time, and we
will probably see cuts unless we are able to give limited relief in

this area.

Mr, O'Donnell. In Maryland we have reduced AFDC payments
to clients and severely cut general public assistance just as we are
beginning to automate and become more efficient. So it would have
an impact in Maryland and other counties across the country.
Acting Chairman Matsui. Ms. Haynes talked mainly about child

support enforcement, but the two of you raised the issue about the
fact that there is no funding for enforcement of child support pay-
ments. Since there will be a phasein of whatever infrastructure
programs will be attended to the entire welfare package, we will
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have an opportunity to revisit the funding and revenue issue at

some future date.

There is no question that we want to move expeditiously, be-

cause, as you have testified, the welfare system really needs a

major overhaul. I am not suggesting the 1988 bill was wrong; it

was just that we didn't provide the support structure for it.

We are going to have to provide that, plus child support enforce-

ment and other innovations that many of you have been working
on. We will look to your expertise because you are at the local level

working on those problems.
Mr. Santorum.
Mr. Santorum, If I can go down the line.

Mr. Leader, we have introduced a welfare reform proposal. The
bill is an attempt to mirror what the President campaigned on by
introducing a piece of legislation that fits in with the emphasis he
wants in welfare reform packages. We do provide States with waiv-

er authority over 70 Federal programs designated to help poor

Americans. We spend about $200 million per year on these pro-

grams.
Do you have any comments? Do you think this waiver idea is a

good idea?
Mr. Travis. I am not particularly enthusiastic about waivers. I

have watched what has happened in Wisconsin and many of the

things that are being promoted on the national level from Wiscon-

sin as some sort of grand innovations and waivers. When you ana-

lyze the data they probably don't save people, probably don't help

people.

At best, these things are a wash. I haven't seen a lot of grand
innovation resulting from some of our waivers. I think AFDC, and
NCSL has held this position in the past; AFDC should be more of

a national policy. I don't think States should be put in a position

—

in our State we have been fairly generous and innovative in AFDC
compared to some other States in the Nation.

We are essentially being punished for it because we are viewed

as a welfare magnet. Because some of the States around us have
lower benefit levels and because we try to treat people decently, a

lot of people believe that we are having people come from places

like Illinois for the Federal levels. I think we should have a na-

tional policy in this regard, at least some national benefit stand-

ards.

Mr. Santorum. Moving on to Mr. O'Donnell, I think what I

heard in your testimony was we like the program because it gives

us more money. The only thing we don't like is the area where we
don't get more money.
That is the kind of testimony we get which leads us to a $4 tril-

lion national debt. Everybody says: "Give us money. We don't like

it when you cut our money." That is not the kind of responsible ap-

proach I would like to see the counties take.

I would like to see you come and talk about reforms, not just give

us more bucks to do our job. You didn't mention reforms, with the

exception of welfare, and there you commented we are not provid-

ing money for previous reforms. I know everybody who is getting

benefits from the Clinton proposal likes the Clinton proposal.
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But the question is, number one, have counties looked beyond
their nose as to how welfare reform is going to affect the private

sector, how it is going to affect programs outside the jurisdiction

of the counties? What reforms do you see in the proposal that are

substantive in nature, and if there aren't any, what would you
propose?
Mr. O'DoNNELL. We said we are waiting for more details to come

out. NACO has taken a proactive stance and formed a welfare re-

form task force, which we expect within 30 days, that we would
have a report that we would recommend to the administration and
to the Congress.
Mr. Santorum. Have they studied the bill introduced by Repub-

licans on this subcommittee?
Mr. O'DoNNELL. We will look at all the proposals. I am on the

task force, but I haven't seen the proposals.

Mr. Santorum. You are on a task force studying welfare reform,

but you haven't seen the only bill in the House
Mr. O'DONNELL. My staff may have looked at that. I have a pack-

age on my desk I haven't had a chance to review. Regarding reduc-

tions, we believe deficit reduction is necessary and needs to be done
in a sensible way.
Mr. Santorum. Meaning: I give you more money and don't cut

anything.
Mr. CTDONNELL. The administrative cap, we are being told it is

time for us to automate, to increase our collection rates, but at the

same time we are reducing the amount of money that we were
using to enable that to occur. We think that the timing of that

—

it may be possible to look at other ways of developing a budget. I

think, as Mr. Matsui alluded to, the budget can be restructured,

but let's not stop the innovative aspects that are going on now.
Mr. Santorum. I would appreciate getting further testimony on

some of the reform measures you think would be helpful.

[The following was subsequently received:]
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NATIONAL
ASSOOATION

of

COUNTIES
t40FiruSt.SW. Wasbingin

March 19, 1993

The Honorable Rick Santonim
U.S. House of Representatives
1222 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515-3818 ' ^

Dear Representative Santorum: '/

I write to respond to the concerns you expressed at
yesterday's hearing on the Human Services Provisions of the
President's Stimulus Package. First, I want to assure you of
NACo's commitment to working with members of Congress and the
Administration to reduce the federal deficit. We believe that
meaningful and lasting deficit reduction cannot be accomplished
without addressing the large and growing cost of entitlements,
particularly the health care entitlement.

NACo recently joined with the National Conference of State
Legislatures (NCSL) and the National League of Cities (NLC) and
developed a joint position on entitlement and mandatory spending
reform. I have enclosed a copy of that statement with this
letter. You will note that the statement rejects the approach of

simply capping the federal contribution to entitlement programs.
This position was reflected in my testimony in opposition to
reduction of the federal match for all administrative activities
related to AFDC, Food Stamps, and Medicaid, to 50 percent. This
position should not be interpreted as one of simple self-
interest, but rather as a demand for real savings over simple
cost shifting.

As to your concern about welfare reform, I want to assure
you that the NACo Task Force will review H.R. 741 and all other
welfare reform proposals. Our task force, which held its first
meeting on February 25, is seeking to develop a set of principles
against which all welfare reform proposals can be evaluated. We
hope to have these principles in place by late Spring. Once
those principles have been developed and approved, we would be
more than happy to discuss H.R. 741 with you, other members of the
subcommittee, and your staff.

Reducing the federal deficit and reforming our nation's
welfare system are both tall orders and will require the good
faith and commitment of a wide range of institutions and
individuals. NACo is prepared to offer leadership and assistance
in both areas. We look forward to working with you as a partner
in our efforts.

If you have any questions or would like additional
information, please feel free to contact me at:

Department of Citizen Services
Howard County
9250 Rumsey Road
Columbia, Maryland 21045
Phone: (410) 313-7200
FAX: (410) 313-7224

Sincerely,

.^^o
Nanus O' Donne 11
President
National Association of County
Human Services Administrators

Enclosure
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omMM-iMAauivemm ^OUiAtES

Joint SUtement on EotHlonent and Nfandatory Spendinf ReTonn

October 22. 1992

As leaders of state, county, and municipal government, we recognize that the reduaion of the
federal dcfiat and the restoration of sound fiscal policy are critical to the economic future of
America. The continuing deficit and the mounting national debt sap public confidence in
government, and impede the ability of government to respond to real crises.

Total federal entitlement and mandatory spending now comprise more than 60 percent of the
U.S. budget. Many programs have been growing at a rapid rate. Health care costs now
comprise more than one-fourth of mandatory spending; meaningful entitlement reform cannot
be accomplished without comprehensive reform of our nation's health care system. While
serious deficit reduction may require reducing federal entitlement or mandatory spending,
means-tested entitlements should continue to provide at least a minimum level of assistance to

low-income households.

State, county, and municipal governments are participants in the current delivery and funding

of federal entitlement and mandatory programs. For some time, we have been required to

assume many of their costs and burdens. As disastrous an impact as the growth in entitlement

progranu has had oti the federal budget, it has already had an even more adverse impact on

state, county, and municipal governments that have less fiscal flexibility. Capping the federal

share of mandatory spending does not reduce the cost of these programs. It simply shifts the

cost and burden to state and local governments in order to continue to provide the same level

of benefits.

It is imperative that we participate as full partners in reshaping entitlement programs and
reducing their rate of growth. Therefore, we call upon Congress and the Administration to

adhere to the following principles:

1. Representatives of state, county, and municipal government must be hill partners in

the'declsion-makiBS process and be included in the development of new federal

approaches to entitlement programs.

2. Every mandatory spending program and entidemeni, including lax expenditures, and

new revcfloe proposals must be open io review and discussion.

3. Entitlement *reft>nn* must not simply cap federal contributions or transfer program

costs to state and local governments, but must take into account the flscal conditions

and impact of changes on the entire inlergovemmental system.

4. Given the cnrrent and future demographic realities and public resource constraints,

policy makers need to redeHne the right to services. Eli^bility criteria for entitlement

programs should be reviewed to ensure that programs are acutely sensitive to need and

give equitable attention to children and families.

5. Should the federal goveminent cap or reduce state or local government-administered

means-tested entitlement programs, such action must be accompanied by statutory

and/or regulatory changes to existing law that would authorize options for state and

local governments to restructure, reduce or limit services, eligibility and/or payments

to t)eneficiaries. There should be Incentives for states and local governments to

demonstrate Innovative programs to reform the current system.

6. If state or local government-administered means-tested entitlement programs are

capped or reduced without corresponding program changes, state and local

governments must be absolved from legal obligations to provide services to entitled

individuals.
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One of the things I hear from folks back home is that we might
get more compHance with child support if we somehow tied child

support to visitation, that, in fact, a complaint that I hear from
parents who are noncustodial parents is we don't have any rights

to see our children or they are not complying with visitation. If I

can't see my kids, why should I pay support? This is my leverage

here. I understand that there have been demonstrations on visita-

tion. Do you have any feedback or any knowledge of how these

have worked?
Ms. Haynes. The most important thing is children shouldn't be

a leverage.
Mr. Santorum. I understand. I am arguing this is a real prob-

lem. No one is saying that this is the right thing to do, but it is

real in America. I am trying to see if there is anything we can do
to tie these together and would it be beneficial to do so.

Ms. Haynes. I don't think it would be beneficial to do so. I think

there are cases where there are legitimate complaints about visita-

tion interference and there needs to be a forum to address those.

I think we could provide better forum to address visitation claims.

Michigan is doing innovative things in that area. Some of the
federally-mandated demonstration proiects deal with mediation.
The interstate area is especially problematic. I know that there

was a congressionally-mandated study to make recommendations
on what to do in the area. The Center on Children and the law,

where I work, was involved in that study and has useful rec-

ommendations.
There is a group called the National Conference of Commis-

sioners on Uniform State Laws and they are in the process of draft-

ing a uniform interstate visitation act, which hopefully will help

also.

Mr. Santorum. If you could send me the information that you
have from your organization, I would appreciate it.

[Mr. Santorum received the information and it is also being re-

tained in the committee files.]

Acting Chairman Matsui. Mr. Camp.
Mr. Camp. Ms. Haynes, I am interested in your testimony re-

garding the civil voluntary acknowledgment. My experience has
been that when there is no contested case, that the adversarial

process goes along fairly smoothly and simply a signature will be
enough to establish who is the parent of the child.

I guess the problem comes in contested cases. I would like to

hear briefly, in addition to the long-arm statutes, what are some
of the ideas you have in the contested cases and do you find that

the advancements in blood testing have limited the number of con-

tested cases?
Ms. Haynes. It has resulted in a lot more cases being settled as

opposed to going to a hearing. Right now, though, not every State

sets a presumption of parentage based on the test results. I think

if you required States to set that kind of threshold, that would in-

crease the number of parentage acknowledgments.
I think there is wide acceptance of this testing. Some other rec-

ommendations that would help in the contested cases, right now
there is a problem whenever you have these genetic test results

and you are trying to introduce them into evidence, you have to es-
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tablish chain of custody, have every person who touched the sample
show up at a hearing. This requirement is especially a problem in

interstate cases.

Our recommendation is that the States establish a time period,
and if there is no contest in the time period, you ought to be able
to admit the test results without having to have this elaborate
foundation laid. Also a requirement that States provide for tele-

phone hearings so you can ^et the evidence if people can't travel
to the other State; the admissibility of evidence through fax ma-
chine and videotaped depositions.

Another thing we heard a lot of, in Illinois you have courts with
jurisdiction to establish paternity but a different court with juris-

diction to establish child support and you can't do the same in the
same proceeding. We need to do a lot more within the State to
make it an efficient process.

Mr. Camp. I have some questions regarding Mr. Santorum's com-
ments. I know that the established case law does not link visitation
and support. I practiced law in this area and I understand the rea-
soning behind that, but I do think there is something to the prob-
lem—many people contact me and they have a concern about visi-

tation. They are simply not able to resolve it.

It may be they can't see their children, maybe the pattern they
have established isn't working for their lifestyle. I am interested in
your comments on new ideas in that area because it is a problem
in terms of people paying if they can't get these issues revolved in

an efficient way.
Ms. Haynes. Well, as I mentioned to Mr. Santorum, States are

doing some innovative things. Some States use banking credits.

They involve a mediator-type person. If the person finds that there
was an unreasonable interference with visitation, they create a
bank of visitation credits, so that you can increase the ability of
seeing your child more than you would have ordinarily.
Mr. Camp. Often they say we have called a friend of the court,

who says, you need to hire a lawyer; I can't afford to hire a lawyer.
That makes a strain on a family relationship.
Ms. Haynes. Places that do a lot of mediation don't require attor-

ney involvement. I will be happy to get more information for you
and supply it.

[Mr. Camp received the information.]
Mr. Camp. Mr. O'Donnell, we have heard testimony about the

idea that all new employees report on child support obligations
when hired. Is that sometning that you support?
Mr. O'Donnell. The NACO does support that. We see that some-

times there are problems with interstate agreements, but we do
support that.

Mr. Camp. My concern is the expense, particularly for small busi-
ness. People aren't going to be able to pay their child support if

they don't have a job—are there exceptions for small business in

those discussions?
Mr. O'Donnell. In our consideration we thought that the legisla-

tion as proposed, I think that was employers over 50, that they
would be required to make those reports. We thought that was rea-
sonable.
Mr. Camp. Thank you.
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Acting Chairman Matsui, I would like to thank all three of you
for testifying today. We certainly look forward to working with you
on the budget and also on welfare reform and child support en-
forcement and other issues. We understand the problems you have
because you are at the front line and we want to be of some assist-

ance in making sure our goals are met.
We thank all three of you.
At this time I would like to call the second panel, Mary

Bourdette, director of public policy with the Child Welfare League
of America and Eileen Sweeney, director of Government affairs of
the Children's Defense Fund.
We welcome you and thank you for coming this morning. Your

written statements, without objection, will be submitted for the
record; and we would like each of you to limit your comments to

5 minutes.
Mary, would you like to begin?

STATEMENTS OF MARY BOURDETTE, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC
POLICY, CHILD WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA

Ms. Bourdette. Thank you very much.
My name is Mary Bourdette, and I am here on behalf of the

Child Welfare League of America. We are pleased to be here today
to comment on the President's economic plan.

We want to congratulate you, Mr. Matsui, on your assumption as
the new chairman of this vital subcommittee.
While all children and families need help and support at various

times, the protection, care, and assistance for abused and neglected
children and troubled families has always been the focus of the
Child Welfare League of America. It is on behalf of these very vul-

nerable children and families that the Child Welfare League sup-
ports the President's budget and economic plan, particularly his

human resources proposals.

The staff of the League's 700 member agencies, located in every
State and in most congressional districts, knows firsthand the se-

verity and magnitude of the problems that children and families

are suffering all over the country.

They are on the front lines every day and they see the poverty
and unemployment and substance abuse and AIDS and homeless-
ness that are tearing families apart and contributing to the escalat-

ing numbers of children who are being abused and neglected every
year and the growing number of children being abandoned in hos-

pital cribs, or suffering from alcohol and drug exposure, or HIV in-

fection.

A shocking 2.7 million children were reported abused or ne-

glected in 1991, and nearly 1,400 children died as a result of child

abuse and neglect. As many as 15 percent of the births in this

country are infants born prenatally exposed to illegal drugs. In ad-
dition, it is estimated that there may be as many as 4 million co-

caine-exposed children in the country by the year 2000.

We know, however, that families can be helped to overcome their

problems, that drug-addicted parents can be prevented, that child

abuse and neglect can be treated, and that children who have suf-

fered greatly can be helped to become productive adults.
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CWLA strongly supports President Clinton's economic plan. It

charts a new course for children and families and reverses the poli-

cies that for so many years have directed minimal resources to chil-

dren and families while leaving children the poorest of all Ameri-
cans. We are especially gratified that the plan has a series of im-
portant human resource investments that will strengthen troubled
families, help America's vulnerable children, and lay a foundation
for family support and family preservation initiatives.

The top priority of the Child Welfare League is early enactment
of comprehensive child welfare and family preservation legislation.

For abused and neglected children, children in foster care, and chil-

dren awaiting adoption, this is the most important legislation in

over a decade.
It will provide families with the help and assistance to help them

overcome problems, avert child abuse and neglect, and remain to-

gether. We particularly welcome the President's commitment to de-

velop a detailed proposal in this area.

We trust the president's proposal will include the full range of

family support services, including early intervention such as family
preservation and home visiting services, as well as reunification
and after care services important to help children return from fos-

ter care and remain with their families.

It is also important that we don't forget foster parents. They pro-
vide an important service in our country. They take care of some
of the most abused children in our Nation and support must also

be available for foster parents.
Similarly, adoptive parents must not be forgotten. They need our

support if they are going to care for children with serious and com-
plex needs. We hope the President's family preservation initiative

will address foster care and adoption needs as well.

The league also supports the President's child care initiatives, as
well as the earned income tax credit proposal that will lift millions
of children out of poverty. There are many relationships between
poverty and child well-being. Poverty, for example, has a direct re-

lationship to child abuse and neglect. The stresses of poverty make
children in low income families more than seven times as likely to

be abused and neglected.

Children will also benefit from the courageous action the Presi-

dent has taken to reduce the deficit.

We support the President's plan and hope to work with you to

ensure its approval and the immediate approval of the family pres-
ervation legislation.

Thank you.
Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF MARY BOURDETTE
Director of Public Policy

Child Welfare League of America

On behalf of the Child Welfare League of America (CWLA), I am extremely grateful

for the opportunity to join you this morning to review the human resources areas of the

President's Economic and Budget Plan. First, however, all of us at CWLA want to offer our

warm congratulations to you, Mr. Matsui, as the new chair of this vital subcommittee, and our

appreciation to the members for your interest and concern for children and families.

While all families with children need help and support at various times, the protection,

care and assistance of abused, neglected, abandoned, and other vulnerable children and their

troubled families has been CWLA's primary focus throughout our 73 year history. We are a

national membership organization composed of nearly 700 public and private voluntary agencies

located in every State and most Congressional districts. These agencies include the Children's

Home Society in Seattle and Ada McKinley Foster Care Services in Chicago; Jewish Family

Services in Southfield, Michigan and Catholic Community Services in Miami Shores, Florida;

the Baltimore City and Baltimore County Department of Social Services and the Oregon

Department of Human Services.

The staff of our agencies are on the front lines every day struggling with minimal

resources to provide a range of essential services to a growing number of abused, neglected and

seriously troubled children and families -- families who are coming to them with more serious

and complex problems than ever before. These services include:

intensive in-home services, such as family preservation, family supj)ort, parent

training, and counseling;

foster care services, which may include the recruitment, training and provision of

family foster care, kinship care, and group or residential care;

adoption assistance, which may include recruiting, training and helping adoptive

parents provide loving homes for children with special needs;

»• youth services, such as helping youth in foster care make the transition to independent

living; aiding pregnant teens or helping teen parents care for their children, and providing shelter

for runaway and throwaway youth; and

» numerous related services such as child day care, health care, substance abuse

prevention and treatment, mental health services, developmental assistance, counseling, and

training.

An Epidemic of Child Abuse and Neglect

CWLA and our member agencies have a strong interest in the President's budget and

economic plan - especially his human resources proposals. We know fu^t hand that

the magnitude and severity of problems facing vulnerable children and troubled families threaten

the strength, security and prosperity of the nation. We see poverty, unemployment,

homelessness, HTV/AIDS, and substance abuse tearing millions of families apart each year,

contributing to the escalating number of infants, children and youth being abused, neglected,

abandoned, drug or alcohol exposed, and children suffering other serious problems.

A shocking 2.7 million children were reported abused or neglected in 1991 and 1383

died as a result -- most before their fu^ birthday.

As many as 15 percent of all infants are bom exposed to illegal drugs, and it is

estimated that there may be 4 million cocaine-exposed children in the U.S. by the year

2000.

Nearly 430,000 children who have been abused, neglected or suffer other serious

problems are now in foster care. These numbers have increased by over 50 percent since

1986 - the time that crack cocaine invaded our nation - and the available evidence

indicates a growing connection between parental substance abuse and foster care

placements.
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Approximately 75,000 to 100,000 children with special problems and needs are

waiting to be adopted — and many must wait years to fmd a loving permanent home. By

the year 2000, it is estimated that as many as 125,000 children will have lost their

mothers to AIDS alone, adding greatly to the population of children in need of adoption.

We also know, however, that these problems can be successfully addressed, these

tragedies prevented. Families can be strengthened, drug-addicted parents can be treated, child

abuse can be prevented, and children who have suffered greatly can be helped to become healthy

and productive adults. All the while, enormous human and social costs can be saved.

Intensive in-home family support and family preservation services show promising

results in several states. In Hawaii, a comprehensive program of home visiting provided

help and support to at-risk parents, reducing the incidence of child abuse and neglect

among them to less than one percent. This compares to the approximately 18% to 20%
rate estimated among high-risk populations.

Comprehensive substance abuse treatment programs are cost-effective investments as

well, and it is estimated that every $1 invested in such efforts saves more than $11 in

health and law enforcement costs.

Quality foster care can help extremely troubled children. The follow-up study of the

highly distressed children in the Casey Family Program in Seattle found that three out

of five were successfully sustained in out-of-home care and many of those emancipated

from foster care at age 18 were able to go on to adult lives, build families, and enjoy

relatively good emotional well-being and health and obtain satisfaction from their lives.

Our agencies report story after story of children and families who have been helped to

overcome the most serious crises and problems.

Unfortunately, they also report stories of severely abused children who receive no help

whatsoever; children waiting years to be adopted; drug-addicted pregnant women being denied

substance abuse treatment — families struggling alone with serious problems no one would want

to face. While the numbers of children and families in need have skyrocketed, federal resources

have been grossly inadequate.

Child abuse and neglect has increased by nearly 150 percent in the past decade, yet

total federal spending under the Title IV-B Child Welfare Services Program - the major federal

source of child protective services funds - per child reported abused or neglected has declined

by over 100 percent during the same period.

» Children are entering foster care with more serious and complex health, emotional and

developmental problems than ever before, yet about half the children in foster care are denied

eligibility for federal foster care assistance. Even the plight of these most vulnerable children

has been overshadowed by the nation's financial woes.

A New Course for Children and the Nation

CWLA strongly supports President Clinton's comprehensive economic and budget plan

for the nation, "A Vision of Change for America." It is a plan which invests in the well-being

of America's children and reverses misguided federal policies which for years directed minimal

resources to the nation's children, while leaving them the poorest group of Americans.

We are especially gratified that President's economic and budget plan proposes a series

of investments critically important to the children and troubled families CWLA members are

struggling to serve. These include the direct human resources proposals that will bolster family

support, family preservation and child day care services, as well as the numerous new

investments that will attack the underlying causes of child abuse and neglect - the poverty.
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unemployment, HTV/AIDS, substance abuse, violence, and despair that are tearing families apart

each year and victimizing innocent children. Further, the President's proposed investments in

Head Start, education and training for the summer of 1993 and the next four years will

particularly help at-risk children, youths, and families become productive members of the

society.

Family Support/Family Preservation: CWLA's chief legislative priority is the immediate

enactment of comprehensive child welfare and family preservation legislation similar to that

approved by this Subcommittee last year, and ultimately approved by the 102nd Congress as part

of the omnibus urban aid bill, H.R. 11. Many of you will recall that this crucial initiative

targeted significant new investments for (1) services to strengthen, support and preserve troubled

families; (2) comprehensive substance abuse prevention and treatment services; (3) foster care

and adoption assistance; and (4) overall improvements in the child welfare system. For abused

and neglected children, children in foster care, and children awaiting adoption, this is the most

important legislation in over a decade.

"A Vision of Change for America" lays a critical foundation for family preservation and

child welfare reform. It proposes new investments in family support and parenting services that

will provide parents with the tools and skills to help raise their children and offers substance

abuse prevention and treatment services for those most in need. We enthusiastically welcome

the President's commitment to submit a more detailed legislative proposal in the next several

weeks and hope to work with this Subcommittee and others to ensure its immediate enactment

along with the President's other vital initiatives. The lives and futures of many infants, children,

and youths will be dependent upon this action.

Child Care: We also endorse the President's proposal to expand federal investments in

the Child Care and Development Block Grant over the next five years. Quality child day care

services are essential for the safety and development of children and the strength and stability

of families, as well as the productivity of the workforce. Child care services are a particularly

vital component of effective family support/family preservation efforts as well as comprehensive

substance abuse prevention and treatment.

While families across the economic spectrum have great difficulty securing child care

services, this problem is especially acute for low-income families, families with special needs

and the troubled families in the child welfare system. As a result, far too many children are

being left home and at risk of harm, injury or death. The President's proposal is a vital human

resources investment and will assure many more children safe and decent child care services.

Income Support: An expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit will lift millions out of

poverty. Enabling working families to escape poverty will have a ripple effect on their children;

on their education performance, their health status and many other factors that indicate a child's

well being.

In addition, eradicating poverty is especially important in protecting children from abuse

and neglect. Maltreatment of children can be found among the wealthy and middle class as well

as in poor families, but the stress of daily living has made it disproportionately high among the

poor. Studies indicate that child abuse and neglect is seven times more likely to occur in families

with incomes under $15,000. CWLA welcomes this proposal to assist families struggling to

support their children on minimum wages.

Other Investments in Children: CWLA also strongly supports other elements of the

Clinton budget package that are not within the jurisdiction of this Subcommittee. As the nation

tackles health care reform, it must address the serious health needs of the growing number of

abused and neglected children and troubled families whom the child welfare system is struggling

to serve. Many of these children are likely to start their lives at low biithweight, prenatally

exposed to illegal drugs or alcohol, or infected with the HTV virus. Abused or neglected

children are not immunized or have unaddressed developmental disabilities. As adolescents these

vuhierable youths are among those most likely to use alcohol or drugs, contract and transmit

HTV infection, or become teen parents. Further, the troubled parents who come to the attention
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of the child welfare system are often among the millions of Americans who lack health

insurance, and go without prenatal care, mental health services or substance abuse treatment.

Moreover, the legacy of prenatal exposure to HTV, alcohol and drugs has accelerated the

cost of caring for children in the child welfare system as well as the time, effort and professional

expertise workers must devote to these increasingly complex, difficult cases. Additional

resources for the Ryan White AIDS Prevention Act and substance abuse treatment would help

hundreds of thousands of children at risk of prenatal exposure, thereby offsetting the

astronomical cost of treating these children once they become drug or HIV-exposed.

Full funding of Head Start would allow countless low-income and disadvantaged children

to begin their educations on an equal footing with other children, as well as plant the seeds for

self-esteem and learning throughout their lives.

We not only applaud the President's major new investments for children, but his

economic stimulus and deficit reduction elements as well. The deficit has greatly hindered our

ability to make the investments urgently needed to assure that America's children grow up to be

healthy, educated, productive, and self- sufficient adults, while the federal debt — equivalent to

$50,000 on every single child in this country - has mortgaged their future. The time is long

overdue for a new budgetary course which invests in children and families and reduces the

deficit.

Conclusion

Substantial new investments in human resource services and programs cannot come too

soon. The abuse and neglect of America's children has become a national emergency, a tragedy

as devastating, deadly and costly as hurricanes, earthquakes and wars. Major new investments

are desperately needed to ensure the range of services and assistance that can strengthen

families, help them overcome crises and properly care for their children, and reduce the

incidence of child abuse, neglect, family disruption, and separation. At the same time, children

who have been abused or neglected must be assured the protection, care and services they need

to thrive. "A Vision of Change for America" is such a plan - bold, creative, fair, and

equitable, that at long last begins to prepare our children, families, workforce, and economy for

the challenges of the 21st century. We at CWLA join with many others in urging Congress to

provide strong, bipartisan support for the President's plan.
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Acting Chairman Matsui. Ms. Sweeney.

STATEMENT OF EILEEN P. SWEENEY, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF
GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS, CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

Ms. Sweeney. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Santonim, I appreciate this
opportunity to appear today to testify in support of tne President's
budget proposals.

The Children's Defense Fund believes that the President's budget
package will move our Nation closer to assuring that no child is left

behind—that every child receives a healthy start, a head start and
a fair start. The provisions of the package under this subcommit-
tee's jurisdiction are related to assuring that every child receives
a fair start: family support and preservation, child support, and
child care.

Young parents, in particular, but all parents are working harder
for less, as their benefits and wages have shriveled over the last

two decades. Yet, we have not responded to the growing need of
these families for decent child care, as their work effort has grown,
and we have let their access to private health care wither away,
so that often now two jobs provide less protection to a family than
one job did a generation ago.

We have not offered families support to compensate for the loss

of extended family and neighbors that once were able to assist with
parenting demands. We have not provided children with schools
and preschool environments they need to thrive and learn and pre-
pare for the 21st century economy. We have created a society in
which more and more children live in single-parent families.

This economic and social decline has struck virtually all types of
families with children: White, black, and Latino, married couple
and single parent, and those headed by high school graduates as
well as school dropouts.
CDF is especially pleased that the President's budget recognizes

the critical need for increased investments in parenting and family
support services and in substance abuse prevention and treatment
services with special attention to pregnant women and women with
children. These initiatives provide an important foundation for the
reintroduction of the Child Welfare and Family Preservation re-

forms that were passed last year by both the House and the Sen-
ate, but vetoed by President Bush as part of the urban aid/tax bill.

This subcommittee's leadership on behalf of abused and ne-
glected children and their families has been extraordinary and we
are eager to work with you to see important reforms for abused
and neglected children and their families enacted this year. We
were extremely encouraged last week when President Clinton an-
nounced at CDF's National Conference that he has asked Secretary
Shalala to draft a new child welfare initiative to combine family
support and family preservation services and to do more for fami-
lies at risk, especially those at risk of foster care placement. Mr.
Matsui, President Clinton noted especially his desire to build upon
your work on behalf of these vulnerable children and families.

In the area of child care, we believe that high-quality, devel-
opmentally enriched child care also is urgently needed to help low-
income children thrive, and to give their parents assurance that
they have stable, reliable arrangements for their children so that
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they can obtain the education, training, and employment they need
to help their families escape poverty. We believe strongly that child

care is an essential part of any strategy to help families get the
skills they need to retain employment and avoid the need for wel-
fare.

Last week, CDF testified before this subcommittee on child care
issues, discussing the needs of families for child care and the prob-
lems resulting from States being unable to meet the State match
requirements to draw down their full allocation of Federal funds in

the AFDC child care programs.
As I spell out in greater detail in my written statement, the de-

velopments in the child care area have important budget implica-
tions. First, as Head Start expands and is able to provide full-day,

full-year services to some children, it will be a viable source of care
for parents who are working full time, or who are involved in inten-

sive education and training activities such as JOBS. Expanding
Head Start is an important step in helping to resolve the unmet
needs for care as well as for helping children to develop and thrive.

Second, the expanding need for child care in the current AFDC
program underscores the importance of this support service as a
key part of any strategy to end welfare as we know it.

This subcommittee took important steps in 1984 and 1988 to im-
prove our Nation's sad record on child support enforcement. While
these laws have resulted in some significant gains, child support is

not yet what it must become—a regular, reliable source of income

—

to help low-income single parents and their children escape pov-
erty, or to help them see the combination of earnings and child

support as a realistic alternative to welfare. State child support
agencies still are overwhelmed and understaffed and make collec-

tions in only 19.3 percent of their cases.

CDF strongly supports aggressive child support enforcement,
coupled with child support assurance to help when child support is

not collected despite tne best efforts of the custodial parent. We can
and must make these improvements to offer families a real alter-

native to welfare and a genuine hope of escaping poverty through
a combination of work and support from both parents.
We are heartened by the administration's indications that it in-

tends to hold nonpaying parents accountable through strengthened
support enforcement mechanisms and increased use of the Internal
Revenue Service. Critical investments must be made in this vital

service.

We look forward to working with your committee and your staff

on these important initiatives.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF EILEEN P. SWEENEY
Director, Office of Government Affairs

Children's Defense Fund

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate
this opportunity to appear today to testify in support of the
President's budget proposals.

The Children's Defense Fund believes that the President's
budget package will move our nation closer to assuring that no
child is left behind—that every child receives a healthy start,
a head start and a fair start. The provisions of the package
under this Subcommittee's jurisdiction are related to assuring
that every child receives a fair start: family support and family
preservation, child support, and child care--and, within the
broader jurisdiction of the full Ways and Means Committee, the
expansion of the earned income tax credit.

The President's proposals provide a good mix of deficit
reduction and investment measures. The President and the Congress
are faced with the problem of controlling the deficit while also
investing in our nation's future. Just as getting control over
the deficit is central to building and sustaining the long-term
economic health of our nation, so is meeting the needs of our
children. Neither standing alone will suffice.

Neglecting an out-of-control deficit subverts our economic
and social future. But neglecting the desperate needs of millions
of American children just as surely subverts our economic and
social future. Ill-fed, undereducated, unhealthy, insecure, and
increasingly alienated generations of future workers, parents and
voters will not grow the economy, sustain Social Security's
intergenerational promise, maintain a strong defense and nurture
our democracy, no matter how small the deficit is.

Yet that is the mounting danger we have been facing as the
American dream has come near to collapse for millions of
families, youths, and children in all races and classes. There
are more poor children in America today--over 14 million
(14,341,000)—than in any year since 1965, despite the near
doubling of our Gross National Product during this period.
Particularly hard hit are America's young families—those headed
by adults under the age of 30. These families—where most of our
children spend their youngest and most vulnerable years—are the
group in which our nation invests the least and they are the
group in deepest trouble. Even though--in an effort to compensate
for falling hourly wages--more of these young adults are working
than a generation ago, they are still starting out with family
incomes one-third below those of their counterparts in the early
1970s.

Young parents, in particular, but all American parents are
working harder for less, as their benefits and wages have
shriveled over the last two decades. Yet, we have not responded
to the growing need of these families for decent child care, as
their work effort has grown, and we have let their access to
private health care wither away, so that often two jobs provide
less protection to a family today than one job did a generation
ago. We have not offered families support to compensate for the
loss of extended family and neighbors that once were able to
assist with parenting demands. We have not provided their
children the schools and pre-school environments they need to
thrive and learn and prepare for the 21st century economy. And we
have created a society in which more and more children live in
single-parent families. This economic and social decline has
struck virtually all types of families with children: white,
black and Latino, married-couple and single-parent, and those
headed by high school graduates as well as dropouts.

The plight of America's families isn't just a product of the
recession, and won't be solved merely by the return of stronger
economic growth. Most are not victims of cyclical economic
trends; they are victims of structural economic problems and a
failure of the public sector to meet families' needs. The number
of preschool children in poverty kept rising for several years in
a row in the late 1980s even while the economy was growing.
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The economic and social costs of poverty, ill-health,
neglect and violence among our nation's children are staggering.
We suffer far more than most of our economic peers and
competitors abroad from high rates of babies born too small,
infant mortality, physical and mental disabilities, family
homelessness, childhood hunger, school absenteeism and dropouts,
grade repetition, violence against and among children, low skills
and teenage births. Unless we change course, these costs being
borne by our children today will be borne by our society tomorrow
in the form of lower productivity and economic growth, and higher
costs for welfare, foster care, remedial education, criminal
justice and other remedial expenditures.

President Clinton's budget proposals take major first steps
in breaking these cycles and focus investment where it is most
needed and where it will make the most significant difference:
our nation's children and their families. The President's
proposals for three program areas under this Subcommittee's
jurisdiction—family support and family preservation, child care
and child support—as well as the expansion of the earned income
tax credit, are targeted toward investing in children and their
families.

Family Support, and Faaily Preservation

The Children's Defense Fund is especially pleased that the
President's budget recognizes the critical need for increased
investments in parenting and family support services and in
substance abuse prevention and treatment services with special
attention to pregnant women and women with children. These
initiatives provide an important foundation for the reintro-
duction of the Child Welfare and Family Preservation reforms that
were passed last year by both the House and the Senate, but
vetoed by then-President Bush as part of the urban aid/tax bill.

This Subcommittee's leadership on behalf of abused and
neglected children and their families has been extraordinary and
we are eager to work with you to see important reforms for abused
and neglected children and their families enacted this year. We
were extremely encouraged last week when President Clinton
announced at CDF's national conference that he has asked
Secretary Shalala to draft a new child welfare initiative to
combine family support and family preservation services and to do
more for families at risk, especially those at risk of foster
care placement. He noted especially, Mr. Chairman, his desire to
build upon your work on behalf of these vulnerable children and
families

.

There is a broad consensus that the crises facing many
families and children today have never been worse and that the
child welfare system is severely overburdened and in crisis
itself. Growing child poverty, unemployment, homelessness, and
substance abuse and its attendant violence, are ravaging families
and communities and victimizing our children. An estimated 2.7
million children — 42 out of every 1,000 American children —
were reported abused or neglected in 1991. Dramatic increases in
drug and alcohol abuse have contributed to these escalating
reports. In some cities, 60-80 percent of the children coming to
the attention of child protection agencies are from families with
substance abuse problems. The overload on the child welfare
system is illustrated by the more than half a million children
who have entered foster care in the past two fiscal years and the
continued growth in foster care caseloads. Very young children
and children with complex multiple needs provide special
challenges for child welfare agencies. Unmanageable caseloads
and poor staff supports prevent the system from obtaining and
retaining qualified staff who can meet appropriately children's
needs. Courts are overloaded too.

As you know, there also is a broad consensus about the
important components that need to be part of any reforms to help
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children and families in crisis. A broad coalition of national
child welfare, mental health, and juvenile justice organizations,
as well as state and local agency officials and staff, private
service providers, judges, foster parents, adoptive parents and
other advocates across the country last year supported the Family
Preservation Act which was passed by the House in August, 1992,
and included the most significant reforms for abused and
neglected children in over a decade. We now are eager for these
similar reforms to be enacted this year. At a minimum, these
reforms must:

o Expand resources to protect children, stxengthen
families, and prevent the unnecessary placement of children
in out-of-ho«e care. States must be ensured of funds for
innovative family support, family preservation, re-
unification and after care services to help ensure that
children who can be protected at home are not unnecessarily
separated from their families and to ensure that children in
foster care aren't returned home without adequate supports.

o Improve the quality of out-of-home care and adoption
assistance for children %rho cannot be protected at home.
Foster parents are being asked to care for children with
special physical, mental and emotional problems whose care
demands new skills and intensive support and supervision.
Federal support for respite care for foster parents caring
for children born drug exposed, children with HIV infection,
or children who have been sexually abused, will help
significantly in the recruitment and retention of families
to care for these children. Improvements also are needed to
make adoption an option for more children with special
needs.

o Provide services for families with substance abuse
problems. New funds should be directed for comprehensive
prevention and treatment services for pregnant women and
parents with substance abuse problems, who make up a
substantial proportion of child protection caseloads in many
communities.

o Strengthen staffing and training, and encourage other
enhancements in service delivery. Improvements in staffing,
service coordination, and data collection are critical to
ensure that program improvements in family support and
family preservation and out-of-home care actually benefit
children. Court improvements also are essential if children
are to be protected and served appropriately.

Reforms like these are urgently needed. Abused and
neglected children cannot wait. The costs of delay are enormous
in both human terms and fiscal terms. Without help, the needs of
these children will only intensify and require more costly
services in the future.

Child Care

We believe that high quality, developmentally enriched child
care also is urgently needed to help low-income children thrive,
and to give their parents the assurance that they have stable,
reliable arrangements for their children so that they can obtain
the education, training, and employment they need to help their
families escape poverty. We believe strongly that child care is
an essential part of a strategy to help families get the skills
they need to retain employment and avoid the need for welfare.

CDF has strongly supported child care assistance for
families on Aid to Families with Dependent Children, for families
making the transition from welfare to employment, and for non-
welfare low-income families. We have worked hard for full
implementation of the AFDC child care guarantee. Transitional
Child Care Assistance for former AFDC families, "At Risk" child
care for families that might become eligible for AFDC in the
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absence of child care assistance, and the Child Care and
Development Block Grant.

As we testified in greater detail last week before this
Subcommittee, there is both good news and bad news about the need
for child care and these important new programs. Key findings
about these programs include:

o There is a growing need for child care for AFDC families
as more families become involved in employment, education,
and training activities.

o Although child care expenditures are increasing for AFDC
child care, some states are having difficulty providing
matching funds. The result is that some states are
responding by slowing intake into their AFDC JOBS programs,
narrowing eligibility criteria for AFDC child care, or
closing intake altogether, while some other states are using
Child Care and Development Block Grant funds to provide
child care for AFDC families (instead of using AFDC child
care, which requires state matching funds).

o Increasing use of the Child Care and Development Block
Grant for AFDC families means decreasing availability of
these funds for the non-welfare working low-income families.
Even in states that do not use Block Grant funds for AFDC
families, there are severe restrictions on the ability of
the Block Grant to meet the needs of the non-welfare working
poor: a child care administrator in Minnesota, for example
recently told us that the waiting list had grown from 3,500
families in July, 1992 to 6,000 families in February 1993.

o State budget constraints also mean that some states have
been unable to provide matching funds to draw down their
full allotment of federal "At Risk" child care funds,
further limiting their ability to help the working poor.

These developments have important budget implications:

o The significant expansion provided for Head Start in the
President's budget fills a critical need by expanding the
number of young children whose need for care can be met
through a high-quality, developmentally enriched program.
Expanded Head Start funding, moreover, means that more Head
Start programs can provide full-day, full-year care. This
means that Head Start can offer a viable source of care for
parents who are working full-time, or who are involved in
intensive education and training activities such as JOBS.
Expanding Head Start is an important step in helping to
resolve the unmet needs for care, as well as for helping
children to develop and thrive.

o The expanding need for child care in the current AFDC
program underscores the importance of this support service
as a key part of any strategy to end welfare as we know it.

We are hopeful that as new welfare reform plans are
developed by the Administration and the Congress, they will
address the current limitations on child care for AFDC
families and the critical need to allocate sufficient
resources to ensure that the child care needs of families in
education, employment, and training are met.

Child Support

This Subcommittee took important steps in 1984 and 1988 to
improve our nation's sad record on child support enforcement.
These laws have resulted in some significant gains:

o Total collections by state child support enforcement
agencies increased from $3.9 billion in FY 1987 to $6.0
billion in FY 1991. Routine collection through wage
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withholding—which was not the norm before the Child Support
Enforcement Amendments of 1984--is now responsible for
nearly half of the money collected. Federal tax intercepts,
required by the 1984 legislation, are now the mechanism
responsible for the second highest amount of collections.

o States have been putting increased energy and creativity
into paternity establishment as a result of the Family
Support Act (and as a reflection of previous audit failures),
and the numbers of paternities established in FY 1991
represents a 75 percent increase over the last five years.

Unfortunately, child support is not yet what it must
become—a regular, reliable source of income—to help low-income
single parents and their children escape poverty, or to help them
see the combination of earnings and child support as a realistic
alternative to welfare. State child support agencies still are
overwhelmed and understaffed, and make collections in only 19.3
percent of their cases.

CDF strongly supports aggressive child support enforcement,
coupled with child support assurance to help when child support
is not collected despite the best efforts of the custodial
parent. We can and must make these improvements to offer families
a real alternative to welfare and a genuine hope of escaping
poverty through a combination of work and support from both
parents.

We are heartened by the Administration's indications that it
intends to hold non-paying parents accountable through
strengthened support enforcement mechanisms and increased use of
the Internal Revenue Service. Critical investments must be made
in this vital service.

Conclusion

The President's budget includes key, critically needed,
investments for children and their families, including
investments in programs within this Subcommittee's jurisdiction.
We look forward to working with the Subcommittee this year on
these very important initiatives.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify.
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Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you.

Both Mr. Santorum and I will be reasonably brief. We have s.

vote on the floor.

I would like to thank both of you for all the work you have been
doing in the area of family preservation as well. I would like to

thank David Liederman and Marion Wright Edelman for their ef

forts.

In the area of welfare reform, we are talking about the time limit

issue. I think we realize there are many categories of people or

welfare. One are people that are on temporarily, a woman divorced

with minor children. She has no job history and the noncustodial

father leaves the jurisdiction and she can't get support, so she has
to go on welfare. She will get a job. She will be a short-term period

on welfare, up to a year or year-and-a-half, but we are talking

about a person who is properly motivated.

For a second group of people, job training programs will bs very-

helpful. The proposals in the Republican plan and in the Presi-

dent's plan will help these people because they are the participants

who will probably be on welfare unless they get infrastructure job

training, job application opportunities and jobs.

The third category are people that probably can't get off. We
know that no matter what effort the government will make, it will

be difficult for them, but they love their children and can nurture
the child as long as we have government support.

Those are essentially three categories. If we have time limits, we
are going to have to distinguish between those groups, and the lat-

ter group is the one that is of concern to me because I don't want
anyone to think that whatever we do will be a panacea. If we re-

quire them to go off welfare and punish them, the kids will have
to go someplace and that someplace is probably foster care.

I think this is an issue that has been brought out and we have
to begin to discuss it because I think time limits may make sense.

At the same time, we have to make sure that we don't impose them
arbitrarily so that we hit people in the wrong way and punish the

children.

Ms. Sweeney. I'm sorry, I am not CDF's expert on that. We are

looking forward to seeing the President's proposals. We think it is

important for people unable to work that there be protections built

in. There may actually be more than the three categories of people

you referred to. Within the last category, there may be a number
of subdivisions. I would be happy to have CDF's staff come back
and talk with you about these issues.

Ms. BouRDETTE. We should remember that most of the recipients

of AFDC are children and that whatever we do, we must help chil-

dren become sufficient adults and not punish them.
The second piece is to also—one of the things we are learning in

the child welfare field is that many grandmothers caring for their

grandchildren are AFDC recipients. That is a different group that

we have to be very careful about.

I would say as you think of the various groups of people on
AFDC, that one we need to look at differently. They are usually in

their fifties. They are not only caring just for babies, but for chil-

dren 5-, 6-, 7-, 8-years old, and it has been very difficult for them.
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That is a group of people in particular that we have to look at in

a different way.
Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you.
Mr. Santorum.
Mr. Santorum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
You both testified that vou support the President's plan. If I sug-

gested to you that any plan, whether it is the President's plan or
not, actually did not create more JOBS in the private sector and
that it did not decrease the deficit, would that be a plan which you
would support even if it had all the things that you wanted in it?

Ms. Sweeney. The most important thing is that the President is

investing in children and their families and making a substantial
investment in the future to make sure that children are able to

grow up and be productive members of our society, and that they
can live in loving, secure homes.
Mr. Santorum. Your sense is that the government is the best

person to assure that? We have control over that?
Ms. Sweeney. There is a range of things the President is propos-

ing. He is not saying that the government is the best to do it.

Mr. Santorum. I am positing this as a hypothetical. If this pack-
age hurt job creation and the economy and did not decrease the
deficit—and there are people who believe that is the case—given
that as an assumption, even if it has the things you want in it, is

that a good package for children?
Ms. Sweeney. I'm sorry, I am authorized to support the Presi-

dent's package, not to address hypotheticals which are not the
President's package.
Mr. Santorum. So you are not going to answer my question.
Ms. Bourdette, would you like to answer my question?
Ms. Bourdette. I would answer your question and hope it is sat-

isfactory.

I cannot comment on what the President's package will do with
respect to JOBS.
Mr. Santorum. You commented that low-income people are

seven times more likely to have abused children than people who
are not low income. So having a job, having substantial income, is

an important factor in child abuse? So if you have a plan that
doesn't create jobs and doesn't do anything about deficit reduction,
then you have a plan that is not helping children?

Ms. Bourdette. Numerous new resources are particularly di-

rected for low-income families; for instance, the earned income tax
credit. Unfortunately, many families who are working very
hard
Mr. Santorum. Which is more important, to create a job for a

family or to give them support benefits?

Ms. Bourdette. It is more important to make sure that every
child in this country has the support that they need to thrive and
to grow up and develop to be productive adults.

Many parents are struggling at jobs that do not provide them
with sufficient income to support their children. They are neverthe-
less poor, even though they work many hours.
One of the important things about the President's plan is that he

will help parents who are struggling at work to help their children,
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to help them do that. That is why the income tax credit and family

services is important.
Mr. Santorum. I support the EITC, and I think that is a good

way to increase earnings and that is one of the things in our bill.

My concern is I think that there are too many of these programs
out there, including those in the President's package, that are gov-

ernment handouts, so to speak, or grants targeted toward children.

In my opinion, the most important thing for children is to be in

a famify where parents are working and that they have a soimd
economic future. That is the most important factor and that is a
factor which I think unfortunately organizations like yours ignore

the ramifications of in the bigger picture—big new spending pro-

grams are going to do to the economy and the deficit, not just what
spending is going to do to this program or that program which you
happen to like.

Ms. BouRDETTE. We know how seriously children have been
harmed

—

Mr. Santorum. I would like to put in a chart.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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Changaa In Fadaral and Stata Spandlnq
on Safaty Nat Proqraaa batwaan 1979 and 1991
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Mr. Santorum. If you look at Federal spending—Federal and
State spending on safety net progpf-ams in constant dollars—they

have gone up close to 40 percent over the last 10 years.

I will be happy to show you the chart. This is in constant dollars.

The idea that the safety net has been pulled out from under poor

families in America doesn't bear up under analysis. I think what
we have seen is that while poverty has increased, I understand,

government programs don't necessarily solve that problem.

Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you.

I would like to thank both of you for your testimony. I am sure

that we will be talking about these issues in the next few months
in greater detail. I thank both of you, and please thank David
Liederman and Marian Wright Edelman for me.
We will recess for about 10 minutes.

[Brief recess.]

Acting Chairman Matsui. The hearing will reconvene.

On the third panel, we have three witnesses: Darryll W. Grubbs,
president of the Child Support Council; Jean Irlbeck, senior vice

president and general counsel, the Paternity Acknowledgement As-

sociates, Inc.; and Melissa Pappas, president of the Child Support
Recovery Services.

We would like to thank all three of you for being here. We expect

a series of votes all morning, all afternoon, and well into the

evening. We don't expect to adjourn until 2 o'clock in the morning,

so there may be some interruptions.

Mr. Santorum is on his way at this time. We had two votes. You
will have to be patient with us.

At this time, I would without objection enter into the record your
written statements and as we mentioned with the previous two
panels, we would like to limit your oral testimony to 5 minutes.

At this time we will ask Darryll Grubbs, president of the Child

Support Council to proceed.

STATEMENT OF DARRYLL W. GRUBBS, PRESffiENT, CHILD
SUPPORT COUNCIL

Mr. Grubbs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the sub-

committee.
I am Darryll Grubbs. I am the president of the Child Support

Council, which is a nonprofit association of private sector child sup-

port professionals and businesses. We are based in Austin, Tex.

One reason I set up the Child Support Council is a result of my
experience from working in a IV-D agency in Texas under the at-

torney general's office. From that experience, it is my belief that

the child support problem in the United States cannot be solved

without a partnership between Government and the private sector.

The fact that billions of dollars in child support goes unpaid and
hundreds of thousands of children will never see child support be-

cause paternity will never be established is a national tragedy. The
enormity of this problem demands the very best technology, and in-

genuity that can be collectively devised by public sector child sup-

port agencies working together with private sector businesses and
professionals.
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We are very pleased with President Clinton's initiatives in the
area of child support and for his recognition of the role of the pri-

vate sector in helping to solve Government problems.
I would like to comment on his recommendations and to also

offer some other suggestions to the subcommittee for their consid-
eration as they are looking at the child support enforcement prob-
lem.
The first recommendation is what President Clinton has referred

to as the deadbeat dad database. It has two purposes. One is to lo-

cate absent parents and the other is to facilitate child support wage
withholding. These are good concepts and will improve enforce-

ment.
The Council, however, believes that this database may not need

to be established in a Government agency such as the Internal
Revenue Service as some have proposed. Rather we think it should
be patterned after a system that is already in place, that is being
used effectively at the State level, and that is a State-administered
locate database known as the Electronic Parent Locator Network.

Basically, the States collectively operate this regional database.
They use a private contractor in maintaining the database. We be-
lieve this reflects more of the type of partnership between States
and the private sector that we would like to see established.
The other recommendation that President Clinton has talked

about is to streamline paternity establishment. We support those
efforts. The only concern that we have is in the area of constitu-
tional due process. There are some judges and attorneys who be-
lieve some of these acknowledgment forms are too open and could
cause due process problems later on. We would like to see added
to any voluntary acknowledgment a requirement for paternity test-

ing and photographs of the father. We believe this will make later

legal challenges to this voluntary process far less likely to occur.

The President also talked about expanding IRS income tax re-

fund withholding. We agree with this expansion and believe it

should be opened up to private attorneys and private firms inter-

ested in enforcing child support orders for custodial parents with-
out them having to go in and apply for full IV-D services.

A couple of other recommendations we support. One is improving
access to employer health insurance for dependent children. We
think that is critical. Texas has passed laws after which some of

these Federal proposals are being patterned and we believe that is

an important recommendation and we support it.

The President also mentioned the need for central registries,

which are entities that records all child support payments required
to be paid. We think that is an excellent idea and should be ex-

panded to include monitoring of those payments and an automatic
initiation of enforcement in those situations where delinquencies
occur.

One or two recommendations we would also like to see added to

what the President has already identified. In the area of paternity
establishment, currently laboratory testing is paid for by the Fed-
eral Government at a 90 percent match rate. We would like that
level of funding extended to all paternity establishment efforts, in-

cluding voluntary acknowledgment and hospital outreach efforts.
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We think that would do a great deal more to encourage States to

engage in paternity establishment efforts.

There are also problems in developing the appropriate laws for

the emerging paternity technology. There are some new tech-
nologies that can increase the speed and accuracy of paternity and
in ultimately lowering the costs. We would like to see the Federal
Government take the lead in requiring States to have State laws
that can incorporate these technologies.
One other concept I will mention—and there are more ideas in

our written testimony—is a concept called pay now, pay more later.

Every new order issued in the United States should include a pro-
vision for a late payment penalty. This can reduce Government
costs for running child support enforcement.
This penalty that would be imposed against delinquent obligors,

would help pay for the IV-D program and would also encourage
private collectors to pursue child support enforcement if they were
permitted to retain the late pavment fee. It would not be imposed
on the custodial parent. It would be imposed on the delinquent ob-
ligor.

We would like to see a strategic planning committee set up in the
Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement to assist in some long-
range planning for this program.
We would like to see a number of IV-D tools made available to

the private sector. Part of the problem with the IV-D program
today is that the program is completely overwhelmed. I know that.

I have worked in a IV-D program and we have created the problem
because we have reserved the tools that are effective only for use
by the IV-D program.
By opening these tools, we believe it could encourage more pri-

vate sector participation in child support enforcement.
I appreciate the opportunity to testify today.
Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF DARRYLL W. GRUBBS
President, Child Support Council

INTRODUCTION

I am Darryll Grubbs, President of the Child Support Council. The Child Support

Council is a non-profit association of private child support professionals and businesses

and is based in Austin, Texas.

Chairman Matsui and members of the Human Resources Subcommittee, it is a pleasure

to be here and to offer my views and those of the Child Support Council and its

members. I appreciate your inviting me here today.

BACKGROUND

My perspectives about the child support enforcement program generally, and the child

support proposals being advanced by President Clinton specifically, have been formed

from my experience in child support enforcement that began sw years ago. From 1987

through 1991, I was an Assistant Attorney General in the Child Support Enforcement

Division of the Texas Attorney General's office. Early in 1992, I left the Attorney

General's office and established the Child Support Council.

THE CHILD SUPPORT PROBLEM: A NATIONAL TRAGEDY

One reason I left the Attorney General's office and set up the Child Support Council

was my belief that the child support problem in the United States could not be solved

without a partnership between government and the private sector. The fact that billions

of dollars of child support goes unpaid, and hundreds of thousands of children will

never receive child support because paternity will never be established, is a national

tragedy. t._

The enormity of this problem demands the very best technology and ingenuity that can

be collectively devised by public child support officials working together with private

businesses and professionals. Each of these two sectors, public and private, has a

crucial role to play and a major contribution to make in improving child support

establishment and enforcement efforts in the United States. Working together, there is

more than a chance that the child support problem can be solved.

THE PRESIDENT'S CHILD SUPPORT INITIATIVES

The Child Support Council commends President Clinton for his interest in and support

for better child support enforcement. Throughout the Presidential campaign, Mr.

Clinton spoke frequently about child support and the need to make changes to improve

the system in order to increase the well being of children. Now, the Clinton

Administration, in its economic plan entitled "A Vision of Change For America," has

identified several proposals for a stronger and more effective child support program.

The result of these changes is expected to save $328 million in government entitlement

expenditures between FY 1994 and 1997.

1 would like to briefly comment on these proposals, and then suggest to this

Subcommittee several additional child support initiatives that I believe would also

improve child support enforcement and provide cost savings to federal and state

taxpayers.

"DEADBEAT DAD DATABASE"

One proposal which President Clinton has mentioned repeatedly, and which is identified

in his economic plan, is the creation of a "deadbeat dad" database. It is my
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understanding that this database would be a national registry of abstracts of all child

support orders issued in the United States. The data contained in this registry would be

used to help locate absent parents. This registry would also be used in conjunction with

another Administration proposal to require employers to report all new hires to the

national registry in order to facilitate child support wage withholding.

The data contained in the proposed national registry would certainly help achieve the

intended purpose of assisting in locating absent parents. Also, employer reporting of

new hires for enforcing wage withholding for child support has proven successful in

states where it has been implemented, and will likely work in every other state. Both

concepts would improve child support enforcement and collections and should be

supported.

The "deadbeat dad" registry, however, should not be established in and maintained by

the Internal Revenue Service, as some have initially suggested. Instead, it would more

effective to permit the states' IV-D agencies to operate this registry themselves under a

cooperative agreement. There is already precedence for such a state-administered locate

database. It is known as the Electronic Parent Locate Network. Through this network,

the rV-D agencies in eight Southeastern states have on-line access to a central database

that contains vital information from government files and records from each

participating state. This is an efTicient system that is run by the agencies who are

charged with enforcing child support. This same operating concept should be used for

any proposed national child support database.

PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT

The President has proposed that paternity establishment efforts be greatly improved.

The Child Support Council wholeheartedly agrees. The President's comments suggest

that federal legislation would require states to implement procedures for voluntary

paternity acknowledgement. Paternity establishment outreach efforts would occur in

hospitals, birthing facilities and doctor's offices.

These are extremely worthwhile and important objectives and merit support. However,

there are still only a handful of states that have established voluntary paternity

acknowledgement programs. In some of these jurisdictions, attorneys and judges have

expressed concern that these laws may not afford sufficient "due process" safeguards for

men who are asked to admit to being the father. Accordingly, legislation to implement

this proposal must be carefully drafted.

In addition, it may be advisable to require that voluntary acknowledgement processes

include the results from parentage testing and photographs of the father. Such

information, if attached as part of the original voluntary acknowledgement affidavit,

would discourage later challenges when the father discovers he will be paying child

support for 18 years. Otherwise, if the voluntary acknowledgement contains only the

alleged father's signature on an affidavit, he may later try to disavow parentage by

claiming mistaken identity, or duress, coercion or even fraud in obtaining his signature.

Conducting hearings or trials on this later challenge could prove costly and annoying for

rV-D child support agencies.

With parentage testing results and a photograph included as part of the original

voluntary acknowledgement affidavit, successful challenges would be nearly impossible.

As a result, challenges would eventually completely cease.

IRS INCOME TAX REFUND WITHHOLDING

The President's economic plan also suggests greater utilization of the federal income tax

refund intercept program. Currently, Title IV-D agencies are permitted to submit
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names of those owing child support to the IRS. The IRS pulls the amount of child

support owed out of any income tax refund and sends it to the child support agency for

distribution.

Since 1982, this program has collected over $3 billion from the tax refunds of those who
have not paid their child support. While details of the President's proposal are still

being developed, this program could become an even stronger and a more widely used

enforcement and collection tool by permitting private attorneys representing custodial

parents to submit verified, delinquent child support obligations to state IV-D agencies,

or directly to the ERS, for refund intercepts.

OTHER CHILD SUPPORT PROPOSALS BY PRESIDENT CLINTON

During his campaign, and since his election, President Clinton has mentioned several

other important ideas that would improve child support and save taxpayer dollars. One
initiative would require the noncustodial parent (or his employer) to provide health

insurance to his dependent children for whom there is a medical support obligation. The
CSC fuUy supports this effort.

A report by the General Accounting Office issued in June, 1992, found that savings to

federal and state Medicaid programs would amount to $122 million annually (based

upon FY 90 figures), by requiring employer provided health coverage to be available to

dependent children of noncustodial parents.

Another idea mentioned by the President would require states to create child support

payment registries through which all child support payments in the state would be

received, recorded and disbursed. The CSC believes this to be another very important

proposal. This would help eliminate evidentiary issues that complicate and delay

enforcement of child support orders, as often occurs when the obligor has been paying

child support directly to the custodial parent. Later, when trying to enforce the order,

the IV-D agency has to try to resolve disputes about the amount of support that has

been paid and the amount owed. Payments made to, recorded in and distributed by, an

official registry would eliminate many of these disputes.

The Child Support Council also strongly recommends that the responsibilities of these

payment registries be broadened to include payment monitoring and immediate,

automatic delinquency enforcement.

Perhaps no other legislative recommendation would do more to begin to eliminate the

problem of non-support in this country. Studies throughout the United States have

shown that monitoring of child support payments from the first day they are to be paid,

and swift enforcement of any delinquency, is the most effective (and perhaps least

costly) method of ensuring the highest rates of compliance.

A number of these innovative monitoring and enforcement programs are being

implemented by judges and local officials around the country. What also makes these

programs so attractive is that some of them do not use taxpayer dollars for their

administration. Registry and payment monitoring costs are paid for by minimal fees

charged to noncustodial and custodial parents. Enforcement costs are paid for by

requiring the delinquent obligor to be assessed a late payment fee. , <

.

ADDITIONAL CSC RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE CHILD SUPPORT
ENFORCEMENT AND TO SAVE TAXPAYER DOLLARS

The Clinton Administration has identified and recommended key proposals that would

greatly improve child support enforcement in the United States. By modifying some of

them in the way the CSC has identified, the President's initiatives could be even more



61

effective.

Additionally, as Congress considers the Administration's child support proposals, the

Child Support Council respectfully urges this Subcommittee to consider several other

improvements and cost-saving recommendations relating to the child support program.

ENHANCED FUNDING FOR PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT

Parentage establishment is one of the most critical objectives of the IV-D program. The

federal government pays 90 percent of the costs for parentage testing in the IV-D

program. ( They also pay 90 percent of the costs for developing new automated child

support case management systems in state IV-D agencies.)

While this enhanced funding for parentage testing helps, state IV-D agencies themselves

do not have any direct incentive to focus on paternity establishment more than on any of

their other responsibilities, especially enforcement and collections. In fact, because of

the federal funding structure, they may have less incentive to work on paternity

establishment cases than pursuing other enforcement and collection activities.

Although paternity establishment is the necessary first step in a process that may result

in a child support collection, it is a lengthy process and one which takes a great amount

of time and effort by a IV-D agency. Consequently, states need an extra inducement to

focus on pursuing these parentage establishment cases. Enhanced funding at 90 percent

would provide that inducement and result in a much higher rate of paternity

establishment.

This enhanced (90%) paternity establishment funding should be available for all

administrative costs directly related to parentage establishment efforts and for the

voluntary paternity acknowledgement and hospital outreach efforts identified in the

President's proposal.

PATERNITY LAWS SHOULD ALLOW THE LATEST TESTING TECHNOLOGY

Paternity establishment is one area where the private sector has been actively and

closely involved with government child support agencies. Through their efforts,

paternity testing labs have helped increase the speed and accuracy of high volume

paternity testing required by the IV-D program.

Today, DNA testing provides a very accurate and extremely reliable method of

parentage establishment. One member of the Child Support Council, Genetic Design,

Inc., is the largest IV-D testing lab in the United States. They have developed a

technology that is far less invasive that drawing blood. Instead, a saliva sample is taken

from the mouth using a buccal swab, similar to a common Q-tip. A DNA test is

conducted on the saliva sample and parentage determined.

Unfortunately, many state laws do not keep up with the rapid changes in testing

technology. As a result, these new, less invasive methods being developed by private labs

cannot be fully used in many jurisdictions. Some states even still prohibit use of DNA
testing, a highly proven and reliable technology that is being used almost exclusively to

establish paternity in other states.

Federal law must require states to be current with today's technology. DNA testing

should always be permitted by state law for paternity establishment. State laws should

also permit paternity testing on, not only blood, but body tissues and fluids. Without

these changes to state laws, the process of establishing parentage in IV-D cases will

remain slow, and will discourage private companies from pursuing research to develop

simpler, more reliable and less costly testing procedures.
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IMPOSE COSTS FOR FRIVOLOUS CHALLENGES TO PARENTAGE
DETERMINATIONS

The certainty by which parentage can be established through DNA testing makes most

contested trials for paternity determination in IV-D cases costly and unnecessary. For

labs to send their experts to appear at trials in cases where DNA testing has already

established paternity is an expense that only serves to ultimately increase overall costs

for IV-D paternity testing.

Accordingly, the CSC believes federal law should require states to impose on the father

all court costs and any expenses for a state's expert witnesses to appear at a trial in

which the father is the one who initiated the legal action and where he was already

tested and parentage presumptively established by the test results. The only exception

would be if the trial is conducted and ends in a holding that the man was not really the

biological father.

PAY NOW OR PAY MORE LATER o

The CSC believes that government costs for enforcing child support orders in FV-D

cases could be reduced by requiring states to include a late payment penalty in all new

or modified orders. If the IV-D agency has to enforce a delinquency, it could retain this

fee and use it for its operating costs. Additionally, collection of this penalty by the IV-D

agency should not be counted as "program income," which under current FV-D

requirements would reduce federal funds to the IV-D program by the amount of the

income. (This current requirement means there is no incentive for the agency to pursue

collection of a late fee or any other fee since it is counted as program income and offset

by reduced federal dollars.)

This late payment penalty may help keep some cases from ever entering the IV-D

system, and adding to the already staggering IV-D caseloads, since private attorneys and

collection agencies may be willing to pursue enforcement on behalf of custodial parents

if they could retain this late payment penalty as a fee for services.

This late payment fee might also make it more attractive for IV-D agencies to contract

with private collectors for pursuing enforcement of some of their IV-D caseloads. The

agreed fee would be all or any part of the late payment penalty that could be recovered

by the private collector.

EXTEND THE DEADLINE FOR NEW STATE AUTOMATED CHILD SUPPORT
ENFORCEMENT SYSTEMS

State IV-D agencies are still developing automated child support enforcement systems

first authorized by Congress in the early I980's. The federal government is paying 90

percent of these costs. All systems are supposed to be approved and operational by

September 30, 1995, which is the ending date for the 90 percent funding.

An August, 1992, report by the General Accounting Office identified problems within

the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) in its oversight and approval

process for the development of these new state systems. The GAO claimed that $32

million was spent on Hawed systems in several states and blamed OCSE for failing to

act in correcting these problems. The GAO estimates that over $1 billion will be spent

through 1995 on these new child support systems. So far, only a few states have systems

that meet federal requirements.

Rather than risking similar fiaws and defects in systems that states are hurrying to

complete before the end of the 90 percent funding, Congress should extend the deadline
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by which the systems are to be completed and for which they may receive 90 percent

funding. Also, OCSE should be required to secure the necessary technical expertise to

allow them to carefully review the development of all state child support systems

presently being built and to assist the states in ensuring that these systems will be

effective when completed and can fully incorporate any of the changes that are likely to

result from new federal laws in the 103rd Congress.

INTERSTATE ENFORCEMENT

Another GAO report issued in January, 1992, found that mothers in interstate cases

were less likely to receive child support payments than those in in-state cases. This

conclusion was not surprising to anyone who is familiar with the IV-D program. For a

number of reasons, state IV-D programs will often work in-state cases before intrastate

cases. One way to correct this deficiency is to remove the limitation on incentives that

state child support agencies can earn on working these interstate, non-AFDC cases.

Congress could also contribute to efforts to improve interstate enforcement by requiring

states to make available to every other states' IV-D agency, automated, on-line access to

certain state records that could be used in locating absent parents. This process could

occur for a relatively modest expenditure of approximately $4-6 million, which is the

estimate by the state-administered Electronic Parent Locate Network for adding all 50

states to its locate database.

STRATEGIC PLANNING/ CHILD SUPPORT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Testimony from numerous hearings held by this Subcommittee and other Congressional

committees during the last ten years, and Hndings in a dozen or more reports by the

General Accounting Office, have revealed many of the deficiencies in the federal Office

of Child Support Enforcement's administration of the FV-D program.

One of the most notable deficiencies has been in the area of long-term strategic planning

to develop a comprehensive national child support program. Additionally, regulations

and policies of OCSE have often conflicted and failed to provide a coherency that is

necessary for effective and coordinated operations by state agencies that run IV-D

programs.

As a result. Congress should work with the new Administration to create a federal Child

Support Advisory Committee that would include state IV-D administrators, child

support advocates and private sector professionals. It should be charged with assisting

HHS Secretary Shalala in reviewing all current child support policies and regulations

previously adopted by OCSE. These policies should be assessed to see whether they

reflect true Congressional intent and the objectives of the new Administration in

working cooperatively with state agencies.

Most importantly, this advisory committee should be charged with assisting the Clinton

Administration in formulating a comprehensive plan for the future of the child support

program. This would help ensure that federal and state laws and poUcies are directed at

achieving the ultimate goals and objectives of the plan.

OPEN CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT TOOLS TO THE PRIVATE SECTOR

One of the major reasons the current IV-D system is overwhelmed is that the most

effective enforcement tools have been reserved for use by state and local IV-D agencies.

This has created a situation where custodial parents face long delays in having their

cases handled. In turn, IV-D workers often feel a sense of futility as cases needing

enforcement come in far faster than those that receive enforcement and are closed.
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Congress should give careful consideration to this problem and to Title IV-D provisions

that have created a situation where the IV-D agency is the only viable alternative for a

custodial parent seeking enforcement of her child support order.

Some states have already realized the need to include the private sector in assisting in

the enforcement of orders in IV-D cases. In some situations, notably Tennessee and
Greorgia, the IV-D agencies have chosen to contract with private Hrms to administer all

or part of their IV-D functions.

There are also other alternatives for utilizing private enforcement. Private attorneys and
child support collection businesses could fill part of the demand for child support

enforcement without creating additional burdens on IV-D agencies. This could be

achieved by opening enforcement tools currently available only to IV-D agencies (such as

IRS intercept and access to expedited or administrative processes) to private attorneys

and reputable collection firms.

While private firms may charge a fee, or retain a percentage of the collections for their

services, this may be a price that some custodial parents are more than willing to pay.

Some custodial parents who are already using private firms seem to feel that getting 75

percent of what is owed is better than not receiving anything, which is often the case

prior to going to a private child support collector.

Congress and state legislatures should consider making it possible for private attorneys

and legitimate collectors to utilize some of the more effective tools of IV-D agencies. In

the process, it may also reduce or limit current IV-D costs that result from the present

system of providing virtually free child support enforcement services to anyone willing

to apply for them.

In Texas, after our IV-D caseloads jumped from less than 200,000 to over 500,000 in

just a couple of years, we encouraged the Texas Legislature to open the rV-D agency's

enforcement tools to others. As a result, private attorneys in Texas today can file their

own administrative wage withholding orders and serve them on employers, pursue

administrative liens against non-exempt property, and enforce requirements for

employer provided health insurance for dependents. These enforcement options were
previously reserved for the IV-D agency.

Of course, expanding the use of enforcement tools to the private sector has not been

without some minor problems. But, if IV-D officials are willing to work with custodial

parents and legitimate private collectors, these problems can be overcome. The result is

a "win/win" situation for the IV-D agency, the private collector, and most importantly,

the custodial parent and her children.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I again want to thank you and the members of this

Subcommittee for allowing me to testify today. I hope the ideas presented by President

Clinton, and from others you have heard from today, will contribute to the ultimate

objective of having child support paid regularly, on time, and in the full amount to

every child to whom it is owed. This is both a moral and legal imperative and one which
deserves society's fullest efforts to bring to fruition. Thank you.
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Acting Chairman Matsui. Dr. Irlbeck,

STATEMENT OF JEAN IRLBECK, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT AND
GENERAL COUNSEL, PATERNITY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AS-
SOCIATES, INC., OLYMPIA, WASH.

Ms. Irlbeck. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for

the opportunity to come.
I was recently with a IV-D program in the State of Washington

where I worked for 15 years, but in the last few months have
formed a company in which I offer my services to assist States in

setting up programs.
I want to talk today about one that seems to be on everybody's

lips, the Hospital Paternity Acknowledgment program.
I want to make two major points today. One, I think it is the

right thing to do. I think it is the thing that could eventually
change the culture surrounding out-of-wedlock births in this coun-
try, that eventually every hospital in every city in this country,
every father will be asked, "Are you willing to accept responsibility

for supporting your child beginning today?" It will become the ex-

pected behavior and therefore I think it will make a significant dif-

ference. I am very committed to that idea.

Second, there is a sense of urgency. Something needs to be done
quickly. About half the States are now attempting to implement a
program like this because of the successes experienced in a few
States.

Part of the problem is that like so many other good ideas in child

support and human services, a good idea comes up and then 5 or

10 years later we wonder why it didn't live up to our expectations.

That is going to happen again with this idea if we don't act quickly.

The ball is in your court.

Standards need to be set. Rules need to be made so that every-
one is doing it correctly and doing it the same way.
What is happening in half the States now are a conglomeration

of a basic idea being put together in a multitude of ways. We will

see the same problem we have in so many areas of child support.
We have 50 ways of doing it, and it doesn't fit together as a whole
and therefore it does not work.

If we allow what is happening now to happen in this program,
it will fail because you will have an acknowledgment in one State
that it has to be notarized in the next State next door. It has to

be witnessed and in the next State it has to be filed in court and
it will have no meaning from one State to the next and it will bear
all of the same failures that the previous good ideas have had.
We need to have Congress set standards, that an acknowledg-

ment has to create at least a presumption of paternity.
There are States like Illinois who are attempting valiantly to do

this kind of program, but when the father shows up and signs an
acknowledgment and says "I am willing to support my child," it is

not worth more than the paper it is written on under the laws of
that State. It still has to go through the two different kinds of court
systems and they are about to add another layer. If it is not going
to solve the problem, we will then look at it and say "It wasn't such
a good idea because it did not produce the result."
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It will not be the fault of the idea. It will be in the carrying out.

It is not that the States are unable to do it. It is that they have
to fight this battle on their own without guidance or assistance
from the Federal Grovemment so everyone is trying the best they
can.

We need uniformity from the Federal Government to make the
program work and it will work and it will make a difference.

Genetic testing is also a key piece. It is the most significant ad-
vancement in paternity in this century. It also needs to create a
presumption of paternity. If we have those two elements, the ac-

knowledgment and genetic testing results properly done in the
States, we have a multitude of laws, some of which don't make
sense because the people who drafted them don't understand the
technology. The technicalities weren't worked out correctly.

There needs to be mandated uniformity on that also. The stand-

ards need to be the same State to State.

When Ms. Haynes talked about the Interstate Commission re-

port, throughout the entire report, the major theme on every area
of child support is every State is doing it differently. We need uni-

formity. That is the critical thing that is needed in this program,
and it will work.
Thank you.
Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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Testimony of
Jean Irlbeck, J.D.

Paternity Acknowledgement Associates, Inc.

In the IV-D program we have all too often looked back on our
history and wondered why a good idea did not live up to our
expectations. Usually, we whisper and point fingers and end up
deciding that something went wrong in the state programs. But we
do know that a good idea, by itself, does not solve a problem.
We must also carry it out correctly and well.

Right now we have the opportunity to avoid the failures of the
past. For at least five years we have been testing and studying
the hospital paternity acknowledgment program. We know that it
can make a difference. Many of us believe that it can break
through the barrier that is keeping us from making real progress
in establishing paternity for more of our children.

Right now, in about half of the states, there is an attempt
underway to turn this idea into reality. However, each state
must fight its own battle without any rules, or even without
guidance, from the federal government. So while the essential
idea will be the same everywhere, it will take a different form
in each state. It is that multiplicity which has been the
downfall of so many good ideas for this program in the past.

The time for talking and testing has passed. It is time to do
it. Congress must take the lead. Congress must set the
standards. If you don't, some day down the road, we won't be
wondering what went wrong. This time we will know.

The following elements should be required in the hospital based
paternity acknowledgment program in every state:

- All hospitals and birthing facilities should be required
to offer the parents the opportunity to acknowledge paternity.

-An acknowledgment must, at a minimum, create a presumption
of parentage shifting the burden to the presumed father to
disprove paternity if he chooses.

-Genetic testing results with an average cumulative
probability of exclusion of 98%, or higher, and a combined
paternity index of at least 100:1 or the probability of parentage
of at least 99%, must create a presumption of parentage, also
shifting the burden of proof.

-The acknowledgment process must be available up to the
child's eighteenth birthday.
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-The court or administrative tribunal must be able to enter
an order for child support based on the acknowledgment or genetic
test results without further action on the issue of parentage.

-The federal funding match rate should be 90% for all
activities related to voluntary paternity acknowledgment programs
and genetic testing.

In addition to the above essential elements, the following are
recommended

:

-A fee of $20 should be paid to the hospitals for each
signed paternity acknowledgment obtained by hospital staff.

-A presumed father could be allowed to request genetic
testing to rebutt a presumption within one year of the date an
acknowledgment was signed. Presumed fathers who are minors could
be allowed one year beyond their eighteenth birthday. In the
alternative, an acknowledgment could be rebutted only on the same
basis allowed under state law for vacating judgments.

-Paternity establishment and acknowledgment services, with
federal matching funds, should be available for every child
without a requirement for a written application for IV-D
services.

No one will claim that this program is perfect, nor is it the
single solution. However, I believe that it is the program that
will change the culture surrounding out of wedlock births in this
country. Someday, most of the fathers of these children will
rive up to the behavior that will come to be expected, because
every hospital in every city will be asking them the same
question: "Are you willing to accept responsibility for your
child beginning with day one?"

Tne majority of children who are born out of wedlock will live in
poverty and/or receive government benefits at some time during
their lives if the current system remains unchanged. The
establishment of paternity at birth is only one step toward
Improving their lives, but it is the critical first step. Any
delc.y makes the next step even more difficult.



69

Acting Chairman Matsui. I would like to acknowledge Wendell
Primus. He has been the chief counsel of this subcommittee for a
number of years, but he has also been on the staff of the Ways and
Means Committee since 1967, about 17 years now.

Effective Monday, he will be working at the Health and Human
Services Department. So we haven't seen the last of Wendell, but
at the same time we wish him the best and thank him for all the
help he has given us over the years.
Acting Chairman Matsui. Ms. Pappas.

STATEMENT OF MELISSA PAPPAS, PRESIDENT, CHILD
SUPPORT RECOVERY SERVICES, INC., ROCKVILLE, MD.

Ms. Pappas. I am glad to be here today.
I am Melissa Pappas and I am president and founder of Child

Support Recovery Services. I believe that I provide a unique insight
into the child support program in that I have worked with State
child support agencies to strengthen the national laws of the child
support program.

I now have the opportunity to meet directly with custodial par-
ents and hear first hand their experiences. Almost all of our clients
have been through the State system and for one reason or another
have chosen to seek outside help.

I would like to give you three ideas that I have. One is that my
experience with the American Public Welfare Association currently
is that the State child support agencies are overwhelmed. Tht» staff

face increasing work loads.

In some iurisdictions, in Maryland for instance, caseworkers
have more than 900 cases. There is no way we can expect them to

be efficient and effective with case loads exceeding those numbers.
I believe that any proposals that you look at should look at improv-
ing the efficiency in the child support programs.

I believe the States are currently doing things. We need to
streamline the processes. One recommendation is to adopt a simple
administrative process for establishing paternity. I believe that the
models established in the States of Washington and Virginia, for
example, will simplify the process and reduce some of the work
loads for the State workers.
Another way to improve efficiency in the State agency is to in-

crease automation. This means the capability to manage their
cases and their work load; and second is to automate the support
orders so that there is a national registry of support orders so that
we can locate noncustodial parents.
We have access to credit bureau reporting data, public records,

change of address, even magazine subscriptions. Within a matter
of seconds, we can find almost anyone. There is no reason that the
State agency shouldn't have access and be able to find people as
quickly as we can.

I want to encourage you to maintain your commitment to the 90
percent funding for the automation. That is an issue I talked with
the State agencies about and thev are concerned that this will be
eliminated and I believe this will impair the ability of the States
to handle the case loads they currently have.
The last issue is the need and demand for the private sector. I

believe that this is an opportunity to look at the role of the private
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sector in helping collect child support. Currently, case loads have
been increasing at the same time we are looking at budget reduc-
tions, staff furloughs and even—my point here is that the State
and Federal Government can really no longer maintain the role of

providing all services to all persons.
The role of Government in the past has increased tremendously,

driving up the cost to the taxpayers. The result is that the tax-

payers are refusing to pay increasing amounts for inefficient and
ineffective services. I believe that private child support agencies
should be encouraged and promoted to step in as a viable alter-

native.
The last issue I want to address is visitation. This is something

that we face on a daily basis. One of the issues that we hear each
day from our noncustodial parents is about visitation. I in no way
acknowledge that withholding support is an excuse for visitation,

but I believe that we need to establish a mechanism to revolve dis-

putes around visitation.

There really is no similar mechanism than the IV-D agency.
When someone has an issue of child support, they can go to the IV-
D agency. We don't have a similar mechanism for someone to go
to an agency when there is a problem with visitation.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:] ,'
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TESTIMONY OF MELISSA PAPPAS
Child Support Recovery Services, Inc.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Himian Resources, I am
pleased to have been asked to provide testimony today. I am Melissa Pappas,

president and founder of Child Support Recovery Services, Inc.(CSRS). Child

Support Recovery Services is a private agency established to collect current and

past due child support for custodial parents. We are located in Montgomery-

County and serve chents primarily in the Washington-Baltimore areas. CSRS was

formed with a deep commitment to help recover child support payments where

they are due. We understand the importance of child support to a child's well-

being and future, as well as to the family's standard of living.

1 am glad to have the opportunity to testify today, because 1 believe 1 have a

unique perspective on the problems in the child support arena. 1 formerly worked

with the state child support agencies to strengthen the laws and policies in this

country. I now have the opportunity to meet directly with custodial parents that

are not collecting child support. This combination of working on the policies and

structure of the program paired with front line experience has added to my
understanding of the child support system. From this experience I have 3

conclusions:

1 . The state child support agencies are absolutely overwhelmed by the amount of

clients that are requesting services each year. The IV-D agencies are also

overburdened by the increasing federal requirements. Child support

administrators must meet these increasing demands while state governments

are furloughing employees, reducing departmental budgets, and restricting

new employment.

Any additional mandates on the state IV-D agencies should be accompanied

by provisions to increase fimding and staff. In some Maryland jurisdictions for

example there are approximately 900 cases for each worker. In my work with

the state and local adimmstrators 1 find that they are increasingly reducing

services that are not mandated due to lack of staff and resources to handle the

work.

2. Proposals to reform the child support system should only streamline current

processes and improve efficiency. Adding additional measures to expand

services requires additional staff and resources that are not currently

available. 1 will later discuss proposals to reform the child support system. 1

believe that there are steps we can take now to improve the efficiency of the

IV-D agencies.

3. The need for the private sector in child support exists more today than ever.

The demand for private sector child support agencies is also expanding. The

reason for the increasing need and demand is that the nimibers of persons

requesting services from the IV-D agencies are increasing each year while

states are facing fiscal refrenchment in the provision of services. The state

and federal government can no longer maintain the role of providing all

services to all persons. The role of government in general has expanded

tremendously in the past 50 years, driving up the costs to the taxpayers. The

revenue base meanwhile suffers during economic downturns making it more

difficult to continue with the same level of services. The result is that tax

payers are refusing to pay increasing amounts for inefficient and ineffective

services. Private child support agencies should be encouraged and promoted

to step in as a viable alternative to using the state IV-D agency.
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INCREASING EFFICIENCY

The proposals to increase efficiency include:

• Creating non adversarial procedures for establishing paternity and support

orders;

• Expanding the automated data that is available to states for purposes of

locating absent parents, and obtauung wage and asset information;

• Streamlming mterstate procedures; and

• Adding additional tools for enforcmg support orders.

Administrative Procedures for Paternity & Support Establishment

One way to increase the efficiency of the current system is to establish a non

adversarial process to establish paternity. 1 support a requirement that all states

implement simple, non adversarial procedures for the voluntary acknowledgment

of paternity and civil procedures for contested paternity cases. States should be

required to implement simple administrative procedures for establishing paternity

and provide the fathers of children bom out of wedlock with several opportunities

to acknowledge paternity. The acknowledgment should be recognized as

establishing paternity in all states and federal entities. Additionally in cases where

paternity needs to be established there should be a simple administrative process

for establishing a support order.

Specifically, states should be required to implement outreach programs at hospitals

and climes regarding the benefits of establishmg paternity; explain to both parents

the rights and responsibilities of both parents to support children and the rights of

the child; provide an opportunity for the putative father to acknowledge paternity

volimtanly after the child's birth by signing a notaiized affidavit; and adopt a

rebuttable presumption of paternity for genetic tests that result in a 99 percent or

higher probability of paternity.

In addition to strengthening the process for establishmg paternity, states should be

required to establish administrative procedures to resolve cases in which the

putative father denies paternity during the voluntary acknowledgment process, the

findings of the genetic test resulted m less than a 99 percent probability, or when
the putative father moves to rebut the presumption of paternity.

These two steps would expedite the process for many fanulies of gettmg payments

in the household and would reduce the backlog of court cases now existing in

many jurisdictions.

Making More Data Available to State IV-D Agencies

GSRS is able to gain access to national credit bureau data, and public records such

as property records, and motor vehicle information. We are also able to obtain

data provided in public records such as change of address information, magazine

subscriptions and can access criss-cross directories. Through the use of a

computer we can locate almost anyone in a matter of seconds. There is no reason

why the state agencies should not have access to similar sources of data in a matter

of minutes. Each state should develop and maintain a registry of all support orders

enforced by the state child support program and should include records of persons

that request to be included in the system. This state registry of support orders will

assist in locating non custodial parents that re-locate within a state
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In addition to a state registry of support orders, there should be increased access to

other state's data. Information maintained by state agencies such as public utility

company records, employment records, vital statistics, and others should be made

available for other states. Access to this type of data can improve the ability of the

IV-D agency to locate non custodial parents and their assets nationally.

Streamline Interstate Procedures & Enforcement of Support Orders

I support the proposals drafted by the U.S. Commission on Interstate Child

Support as well as other legislation providing that Congress require states to:

• implement the new Uniform Interstate Family Support Act;

• reform the establishment of child support orders by requiring employers to

report new hires within seven days to the state through W-4 forms; and

• to adversely affect professional or occupational licenses for delinquent child

support obligors.

ROLE OF PRIVATE SECTOR CHILD SUPPORT AGENCIES

The role of private sector should be expanded to encourage qualified and

knowledgeable companies to provide direct services for locating non custodial

parents, collecting current support and past due support. This approach can

provide much needed relief to the state IV-D agencies allowing them to better

serve their clients. There are also ways in which the private sector can work with

the IV-D agency to benefit families and children. One example is that CSRS
reported a current home address and place of employment to the state agency so

that a support order could be established. The state had been unable to locate the

absent parent for months.

Congress should not abdicate responsibility for child support to the private sector

altogether. I believe Congress and states should work together to expand the role

and opportumty for private sector child support agencies as an alternative to IV-D.

I am not recommending that private agencies be used as a substitute for IV-D

entirely.

Using a private child support agency can be beneficial to many clients. Private

child support agencies can locate non custodial parents, and collect current and

past due child support. Additionally, pnvate agencies can provide mdividual and

personal attention to each case. As a private sector company that serves custodial

parents, CSRS is concerned with overall efficiency and effectiveness. We spend

as much time as needed on each case to effect a collection. Another benefit to the

client is there is little financial risk—we do not charge hourly fees for services with

little or no promise of a collection~CSRS only gets paid if there is a collection.

Clients wanting expedient, attentive service, and who are willing to pay an

affordable fee, should have the opportimity to turn to the private sector as an

option.

The role of the private sector in child support produces a win-win situation for

the IV-D agency. The state child support agencies benefit in that there are

affordable, reliable options available for clients to utilize. This can minimize the

burden facing many jurisdictions.

Just as the state agency can benefit from information provided by private agencies,

the private sector should be allowed access to federal data bases for purposes of

locating non custodial parents, or obtaining asset information. Such a cooperative
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relarionship ultimately benefits children and families through increased options,

and ultimately increased support and involvement of both parents.

The need and role of private sector child support agencies is expanding. A
majority of the clients that use CSRS have been to the state child support agency

and have chosen to leave that system. Most often custodial parents report

complaints in two areas: the length of time it takes for the state to initiate action

on a case—this is especially true in interstate cases, and the lack of personal

attention and ability to answer questions about the process. The private sector is

ultimately responsible to the consumer because success is solely dependent on the

ability to resolve cases to the satisfaction of clients.

OTHER ISSUES NEEDING CONSIDERATION . »

Visitation

One of the obstacles that CSRS deals with on a daily basis is the co-mingling of

the issues of payment of support and withholding of visitation. While it is clear in

law that child support and visitation are separate issues, they are not separate in

the mmds of many custodial and non custodial parents. We fmd that both parties

use payments and visitation as leverage over the other parent to hopefully effect a

positive outcome in the case. Unfortunately, the opposite usually occurs.

1 do not believe that non payment of support is justified when visitation is

withheld. There should however be procedures to resolve visitation disputes. Just

as the IV-D agency provides services to the custodial parents, service should be

provided to non custodial parents with visitation disputes. One way to resolve

these ongoing issues is to provide more mediation and parenting classes to the

families embroiled in these disputes Effective parenting skills do not involve

using the children as a pawn to resolve issues between the parents.

Proposals to reform the child support enforcement system should be considered as

part of a comprehensive package-the entire system needs to be addressed. The

other factors that should be considered include: funding for state IV-D agencies;

use of performance measures for funding and audit purposes; and mediation and

parenting classes.

1 appreciate this opportunity to testify before the House Subcommittee on Human
Resources. 1 share the goal of structuring a program that meets the desperate

needs of America's single parent families. Mr. Chairman, you and your

Subcommittee members are to be commended for your work and dedication to the

lives of families and children in this coimtry.
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Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you Ms. Pappas.
I would Hke to ask Dr. Irlbeck a question, I think the State of

Washington has done a tremendous job in terms of this early pater-
nity work and I think you are one of the forerunners in the Nation.
We are probably going to be looking to you for a lot of guidance
and leadership.
The only problem is—this is not criticism of the program because

it is a major step—but approximately only 40 percent of the fathers
show up at the hospital or less than that.

Ms. Irlbeck. More than that show up. Several studies in several
States have indicated that about 80 percent of the fathers are in

fact around at the time of birth.

Washington State is now this year getting at the end of 1992
running at a rate of 50 percent of fathers actually acknowledging
paternity. It is continuing to increase and there is room in the pro-

gram for making some improvements to get more and more of the
fathers to acknowledge. We are not there yet.

Acting Chairman Matsui. You are saying it is increasing. Are
the doctors suggesting the fathers show up or

Ms. Irlbeck. The word is getting out and it is becoming an ex-

pected behavior. The hospitals are doing a better job. Better edu-
cational materials being made available will continue to increase
that.

I have some ideas that I am offering to some of the States they
are not doing in Washington State that I think can get the number
even higher. There is room for improvement. It is the core idea. We
know it can be successful.

When you look at Washington State's percentages on establish-
ing paternity, that number does not count the hospital acknowl-
edgements. They were not counted in that number. There was a
glitch in the computer system that didn't count them. So you will

see a dramatic increase in their success rates. At 50 percent now
and if at least 80 percent of the fathers are around at the time of
birth, there is a bit of room to grow yet.

I am not sure we will ever get all 80 percent, but if we can 50
or 60 percent, what a chunk that is out of the big problem.
Acting Chairman Matsul It is tremendous and we thank you for

your innovative work.
Ms. Pappas, one of the problems I think we have when a private

concern gets involved with the child support enforcement issue, is

the fact that if we set up a national registry for collection and the
Social Security Administration or IRS is involved in the search
process, I don't know if the privacy issue can be resolved if we
allow private firms to engage in this kind of activity. I think even
with governmental agencies involved that the Judiciary Committee
will be concerned about privacy issues, but at least you have some
built-in safeguards.
What would prevent a for-profit enterprise such as yours and

others—and I don't have any problem with it because you fill in a
void there—but if they get this information, perhaps not you, but
others might sell the list to somebody else. That is a danger.
How do we resolve that because these records and information

are very sensitive to people?
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Ms. Pappas. I agree. I would support regulating and licensing of

private agencies. It is a new industry and I want to encourage and
support tnat only experienced and people that use a professional

approach go into this field. So I would support some type of regula-
tion and licensing, Mr, Chairman.
Acting Chairman Matsui. I don't know if we are going to resolve

this issue. Obviously we will need a national registry, no question.
I don't know what agency of the Federal Government will be in-

volved in this and I don't know if there is a place for the private
sector in gathering these records. That is something that I hope
you will be able to provide us information on.

I am a skeptic, I nave to tell you, and I want to be up front about
that. I think we are going to have problems anyway from the Judi-
ciary Committee and from other Members and I think their con-
cerns are well placed.

Ms. Pappas. I would love to be put out of business. I think that
there will always be a need, however.
Acting Chairman Matsui. My remarks are not a criticism of you

or anybody else. It is just that there is that issue. I understand
what you are saying.
Mr. Grubbs, in terms of your work with the bar, when I practiced

law I didn't handle any domestic cases. I think I did my first year
and I realized that was not my interest in practicing law because
of the problems involved. Some of my partners did. Tnis goes back
years and years so things may have changed.

I know that California was at the leading edge taking fault out
of domestic disputes in the early 1970s. I find that in terms of child

support issues, the judges really didn't want to handle those cases.

We do have family courts that are experts in these areas, so there
is more expertise there, but it is from a judicial point of view, not
a desirable area for the Bar or the Judiciary to be involved in.

Should we remove this issue completely from private litigators?

Mr. Grubbs. I believe that is part of what has happened. Since
the early 1970's, there may be that there are a lot more hungry
lawyers around today who are looking for other kinds of work to

be involved with.

Also, as we have moved child support enforcement more and
more from judicial processes into administrative processes, it has
made it less time consuming. It is not quite as resource-intensive
an activity, so there is more opportunity for it to be a profitable un-
dertaking.
As I mentioned in my testimony, I think a lot of what has hap-

pened is that because the private sector at one time couldn't realize

a return in working these child support enforcement cases, it

moved to the government. Then everybody got creative and devised
innovative kinds of tools to expedite the enforcement process.

Now I think we should reassess whether, because of the overload
in the IV-D system, it might not now be a good idea to revisit

these rV-D child support enforcement tools and see if there isn't

a way that the private sector could access these tools. That is what
we ended up doing in Texas.
When I worked in the IV-D agency, I spent my first 2 years con-

vinced that the IV-D agency could do anything. We asked the legis-

lature and they gave us all these new tools to work with. Then I
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spent my last 2 years undoing it, so we could open up these new
tools for use by tne private sector because we had created a night-

mare for the IV-D system.
As a result, a private attorney in Texas today can go in and file

an administrative wage withholding order and serve it on an em-
ployer. A private attorney can also file an administrative lien today
in Texas. Those are tools previously reserved only for use by the

IV-D agency.
Now that we are opening that up, hopefiilly we will take some

of the burden off the IV-D program and save tne Government some
money in the process.

Acting Chairman Matsui. Another thought, I would like to fol-

lowup, when you get a lawyer involved, it automatically indicates

an adversarial situation. How do we overcome that as more and
more lawyers get into this?

Mr. Grubbs. I think it is taking some training on the part of at-

torneys. Some of these things don t have to be done in a completely
adversarial judicial proceeding. A lot of what you are seeing in

these administrative processes is that that kind of adversarial rela-

tionship isn't absolutely essential. As a result, some of the attor-

neys pursuing enforcement activities don't have that attitude.

There are also reputable private child support collection firms

that may be run by people who are not attorneys. Although most,
I believe, have relationships with attorneys and I think attorneys

should be actively involved, particularly if they are dealing with

IV-D clients.

In many situations with IV-D agencies, if a custodial parent goes

to a private firm, the IV-D agency will terminate the case. That
doesn't make any sense at all because there are many things a pri-

vate collector can do, like spending a great deal of time working on
an individual case, that the IV-D agency can't do. That is the kind
of partnership that has to evolve.

Our former State IV-D director in Texas, who was there for 6

years, left and set up a private firm to do child support enforce-

ment. He is an attorney and he is finding that if there is coopera-

tion by the IV-D agency, it creates a win-win situation for every-

one.

Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you.
Mr. Santorum.
Mr. Santorum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You can take as

much time as you want. You are the chairman.
Ms. Irlbeck, you said 80 percent of fathers are around at birth

and 50 percent overall

Ms. Irlbeck. Fifty percent overall of all births out of wedlock.
Mr. Santorum. You mentioned a couple of other things that in-

terest me. We on the minority side are working on a child support
enforcement bill and you mentioned things I am very interested

in—genetic testing and getting acknowledgement, the acknowledg-
ment problems and the variation in State laws. We can solve that

by requiring States to pass measures to do that.

I would ask you to put together language for us. We would like

to see it and would be interested
Ms. Irlbeck. I have a copy in my briefcase. I will leave it with

you.
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Mr. Santorum. Ms. Pappas, you brought up the issue of visita-

tion. Mr. Camp and I both touched on that. You said you bring that
up again just to say it is a problem.
Do you have some suggestions beyond what was discussed earlier

on how we can begin to address this problem? Do we need to set

up another system, replace the system that is in place or set up
a new system?
Ms. Pappas. I am not sure. One of the things I believe would

work is increased use of mediation. Some of the counties require
mediation at the time of separation and divorce. I believe that in

those cases the incidences of problems with visitation are probably
less likely. I think that is one mechanism. I am not sure if we need
to set up another entire system to deal with this or if there is an-
other easy way.

I don't have an answer. It is something I think needs to be ad-

dressed.
Ms. Irlbeck. I will advise caution about mediation in the area

of child support, payments. Maybe in the initial setting of child

support payments. The States have had time frames imposed in

which they have to establish child support orders and take collec-

tion actions.

Some places do have mandatory mediation on domestic relation
actions and they are having a difficult time meeting Federal time
frames. It slows down the process. If you are going to hold up the
payment of child support while you mediate visitation issues, the
kid will starve to death in the meantime and the visitation problem
will go away.

I want to caution about using mediation and pulling child sup-
port payment issues into that. There are some things that can be
done to make the system work a little bit better.

There has been debate lately about mandating administrative
process versus using the court system. Something needs to be done
with our court system.

I am not sure if it can be made to look and work like an adminis-
trative agency and process, but it can be streamlined in many
ways. There are some experiments going around with special hear-
ing masters. Sometimes the solution is worse than the illness. A
special master may be appointed to hear child support cases, but
this person has no authority to make decisions, so all they do is

make a recommendation which has to be passed along to the pre-

siding judge who gets to review the case from day one all over
again.

You have built-in layers, time delays rather than helping it

along. The States have an administrative process. The officers or

ALJ's who can hear the cases or if they have a hearing master in

the court, if that decision can be final, unless it is appealed, that
will take care of the bulk of your cases. That is where you can
make some progress in the court system itself, not by putting in

additional layers.

Mr. Grubbs. Along those lines, currently, as you know, the title

IV-D statute doesn't permit IV-D agencies to receive Federal fands
to be involved in visitation resolution. So, they simply don't do it.

I would not want to see that additional responsibility placed on the
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IV-D progpram. They have more than they can handle now trying
to estabhsh paternity and simply enforce existing orders.

I think there is a role for the private sector here because in some
of these cases you may be able to get child support payments con-
tinued again if there is a component of mediation or you get the
two parties involved and discuss the situation. That simply can't

and shouldn't take place within the current IV-D structure.
Mr. Santorum. Do you see that as a problem? If we could deal

with the visitation problem, we would improve collections?

Ms. Irlbeck. I have been watching the research on this issue
since the early 1970s. There have been feeble attempts to study the
connection, but none have been able to make a solid connection be-
tween the two.

Personally I believe that child support and visitation are rights

of the child. Depriving the child of one right and somehow trying
to cure the deprivation of the other right is punishing the child
twice. Intermingling the two, you are going to say two wrongs are
going to make a right, and we have never believed that.

Mr. Grubbs. What we are facing in the IV-D program now is a
situation where for the most part we have permitted child support
to go unpaid and massive arrearages to build up and now we are
going back in and trjdng to fix a problem that has existed for sev-
eral years. I think nothing could do more to fix the problem up
front than to do everything we can in this country to encourage
that every new child support order issued in the United States be
monitored and within 10 days of any delinquency some automatic
enforcement take place on that case.

All the experts—and in certain counties in Michigan and else-

where where those concepts have been tested, that consistently
proves to be what obtains the highest-paying compliance and yet
the IV-D program is trying to fix a situation where nonprofit has
been allowed to go on for a long time.

I think nothing could be more important than for this committee
to look at encouragement for those systems to be set up. In many
situations it doesn't have to come at taxpayer expense. There are
plenty of ways that you can pay for that through a combination of
user fees, late payment penalties and other kinds of fees.

Mr. Santorum. Thank you.
Acting Chairman Matsui. I would like to thank all of you for

your testimony. We look forward to keeping in touch with you.
I would like to call the fourth and last panel at this time: Geral-

dine Jensen, the national president of the Association for Children
or Enforcement of Support, Inc.; David L. Levy, president of the
Children's Rights Council; and Ann Marini, vice president, Women
for Equality.

We would like you to welcome all three of you. Well receive for

the record, without objection, your entire written statement. We
would like to limit your remarks to 5 minutes.
Ms. Jensen.
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STATEMENT OF GERALDINE JENSEN, NATIONAL PRESmENT,
ASSOCIATION FOR CHILDREN FOR ENFORCEMENT OF SUP-
PORT, INC.

Ms. Jensen. Thank you for this opportunity, Mr. Chairman and
members of the committee. I am here today on behalf of the over
25,000 ACES members from throughout the Nation who are fami-
lies who are owed child support payments.
ACES is a part of the National Child Support Assurance Consor-

tium and we recently released a reports called "Childhood's End."
The report is about child poverty amongst families who have expe-
rienced a breakup.
We talked to 300 families in New York, Atlanta, Portland, Or-

egon and rural northeast Ohio and asked them what life was like

a year before the father left the home and what happened the year
after. The results were startling.

Fifty-eight percent of the families told us they had a housing cri-

sis where 10 percent ended up in a shelter. Forty-eight percent ex-

perienced having to move in with relatives to avoid homelessness.
Seventy-five percent reported that they did not receive child sup-
port payments after a year, despite their best efforts to collect

those pajonents.
One hundred percent of the mothers had provided the govern-

ment child support agency the name of the father, and 87 percent
provided the agency the father's address. The fathers Social Secu-
rity number was provided by 74 percent, and 62 percent provided
his place of employment. With this amount of information, the gov-
ernment agency snould have been able to collect support for these
families.

Some of the other problems that they encountered were quite se-

rious. About 32 percent of the mothers reported that their children
went hungry and 37 percent could not take their child to the doctor
when they were ill due to lack of funds.
We believe this is an indication that the current child support

system is absolutely broken. We have a system which is State-
based system in the courts throughout the Nation for almost 20
years, we do not feel it can be fixed, that bandaid solutions are an
inappropriate way to help children who are being faced with family
breakup. We are calling upon you to federalize the child support
system. We believe that it should be placed within the IRS, that
there should be a national registry.

We think this is logical because employers are used to dealing
with the IRS so that if they initiate W^ reporting of new hires,

it is part of what employers already do, providing information and
money to that department. We support this as outlined in H.R.
773, a bill sponsored by Congressman Hyde.
We also believe that there needs to be a system set up where if

someone is self-employed and they pay their taxes quarterly. They
would pay their child support quarterly and pay it ahead. The IRS
would have the full power to collect child support the same as it

does taxes. This would send a strong message to Americans that
supporting your children is as fundamentaf as supporting your
country.
Another important piece of improving child support enforcement

in this Nation if we are truly to save the $328 million the President
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proposed which we believe it could be as high as $500 million, is

that we need a system that tracks cases to know which parent pays
and which doesn t so that action to collect can be initiated.

Congress attempted to set that system up through the establish-

ment of the statewide automated tracking systems. We are very
concerned and I am calling upon you to please undertake an inves-

tigation. We have currently spent $257 million on the systems. The
States are asking for another $863 million to complete the systems.
We only have 10 states that have systems in place. Of the 10

States that the systems are in, 8 are not working. They need to

spend more money to update the systems and make corrections.

Before we continue to spend more money on a system, ACES
asks you to look into it. We think that there are many needs in the
medical support enforcement area, including rights of the parents,
custodial parents, to use claim forms so they can process the insur-
ance.

In summary, we believe that all children need child support on
a regular, reliable basis. If you enact needed reforms, we believe

we can afford to enact child support assurance. You should be able

to collect it on about 59 percent of the cases from people working
jobs with regular paychecks.

If you can collect from the self-employed who pay their taxes
now, that is another 20 percent. If you use the tools you enacted
last year for criminal sanctions to collect from those who avoid
their obligations, you should be able to collect from those who are
truly deadbeats. This would leave about 10 percent of the families
who would be faced with a problem where the noncustodial parent
is unemployed and needs the Grovernment to supplement the sup-
port payments, and child support insurance could do that.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement and attachments follow:]
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TESTIMONY OF GERALDINE JENSEN, PRESIDENT
THE ASSOCIATION FOR CHILDREN FOR ENFORCMENT

OF SUPPORT, INC. (ACES)
HUMAN RESOURCES SUB COMMITTEE, MARCH IB, 1993

ACES is the largest child support advocacy organization in the U.S. We
have almost 300 chapters in 49 states with over 25,000 members. ACES
members are typical of the 10 million families entitled to child support
payments in the U.S. We have joined together to seek improved child
support enforcement so that our children are protected from the crime of
non-support, a crime which causes poverty.

ACES is a member of the National Child Support Assurance Consortium,
which was formed along with the Health and Welfare Council of Long
Island and the Center for Law and Social Policy. We interviewed 325
families about their experience with-in the first year after the father
left the family. The following is a summary of the effects of family
breakup on children in America.

- 75« of the families did not receive child support
payments
58X experienced a housing crisis (10X went to

shelters, 48X move in with friends or relatives to
avoid homelessness)

- 36* of the children did not get medical care when ill
- 32X of the children experienced hunger
- 57* of the children loss regular day care
- 26* of the children were left unsupervised while their

mother worked
- 49% of the children could not afford to participate in

school activities due to lack of funds

These statistics prove that the current state based support enforcement
system is failing to serve the children and that this causes child
poverty. The system needs radical, fundamental restructuring if it is
to become a program which ensures that both parents are responsible for
the well being of their children and decreases the burden of welfare
costs placed on the taxpayers. The child support enforcement system
needs to be a Uniform Federal System. In, A Vision Of Change For
America, it is estimated that $328 million dollars can be saved in the
next four years, if child support enforcement is improved. ACES
believes $500 million can be saved if we federalize the system.

Improvement is truly needed, over 20 million children are owed over
$23.5 billion dollars in unpaid child support. This large amount of
debt to children is really only about one-half of what is truly due,
because about 45* of the entitled children do not yet have child support
orders.
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In 1991, almost three million children needed paternity established.
Paternity was established for only about 17X of these children through
the use of the traditional court based system. In states where
administrative process for establishing paternity was used this figure
increased to 50%. (examples include: 47X in Washington State and 55% in
Minnesota. )

The administrative paternity establishment process needs to include a
user friendly system for voluntarily acknowledging paternity by signing
the birth certificate at the hospital, or completing an affidavit at the
Title IV-D child support agency or other community or government agency.
In cases where there is a dispute or question about paternity, genetic
tissue or blood testing should be readily available at the Title IV-D
agency, hospital, or clinic. New tests allow for a small piece of
tissue to be removed from the inside of the mouth of the mother, child,
and alleged father. This tissue can then be tested to prove paternity.
There is no longer a need for waiting six months after the child's birth
to obtain blood samples. The new genetic tests are much faster and cost
the same as the HLA blood testing method. Genetic test results of 98X
or higher should be a presumption of paternity. Paternity cases should
only be in the court system if there is a dispute over the chain of
custody of the tissue samples.

For those children who have child support orders, collections were
received in only 50% of the cases. Even in the worst and most
devastating economic times, we did not have a 50% unemployment rate.
This means that many parents who have the ability to pay child support
are simply ignoring their obligations and that our law enforcement
system is letting them get away with it.

A system where W-4 forms act as a reporting tooi^so ^hat child support
can be payrolled deducted is needed. Currently, only about 20% of the
cases where payments are received come from income withholding.
Amazingly, this accounts for almost 2/3's of the money collected. In
Minnesota and Washington State, W-4 Reporting has been proven to be
effective. The tax savings is tremendous because the government does
not need to spend resources tracking down the non-payor's place of
employment. Employers send a copy of all new hires W-4 forms to the
child support enforcement agency who then compares it with child support
records to determine if support is due. The agency then notifies the
employer to payroll deduct the support. Since 30% of all child support
cases involve more than one state, a national registry needs to be
established for W-4 forms to be compared with existing child support
record and to issue the income withholding notice to the employer.

It is logical to place this national registry with-in the IRS since
employers are already accustomed to sending the IRS regular reports and
payments. This would be the least burdensome for employers. The IRS
needs to immediately begin to take a more active role in the enforcement
of child support through the use of the IRS full collection.



84

We must send a national message that supporting children is a
fundamental responsibility as paying taxes. A National Child Support
Enforcement System needs to be adopted, such as; the national system
which is outlined in HR 773. The Federal Office of Child Support
Enforcement should be placed in the IRS. An Assistant Tax Commissioner
should be appointed to be Director of the IRS Child Support Division.
This national agency must be given all the tools it needs, including
improved information for locating absent parents and improved tools for
making prompt and effective collections, to aggressively pursue child
support and medical support for children.

The recommendation by the U.S. Commission on Interstate Child Support,
which call for employers to individually handle income withhold orders
and issue checks directly to the payee is not good for American
businesses. This type of plan would require the GMC factory in my
hometown to issue 3,000 checks a week to individual people from income
withholding orders, rather than the one transaction to the child support
agency. Instead of the government distributing payments to the
families, GMC will have to take over this duty. Some of these checks
will be for AFDC families, so GMC will have to be told by the state
agency which checks to send to families and which to send to the state.
Since the average length of time a family is on AFDC is 17 months and
that many families are on AFDC more than once, GMC will certainly be
kept busy sorting out who gets which check when.

In order to know which cases need child support enforcement action, we
need a national system which records payments made and initiates
appropriate enforcement action to collect on delinquent accounts.
Automated state child support tracking systems were suppose to be this
system, but only ten states have statewide automated systems in place.
Eight of these report continued problems and need additional funding to
make corrections and updates. In our annual survey, thirty-five state
child support agencies told ACES, that they would still not have a
system in place by the 1995 deadline. We have already spent over $257
million on automated systems. States are requesting an additional $863
million to complete the projects. This will be a total over $1.1
billion dollars. ACES requests Congress and the Administration to
investigate the problems associated with the automated child support
tracking systems, before we continue to spend tax dollars on a projects
which are not working and show little hope of being in place by the 1995
deadline, even though most states have been working on it for over five
years.

To help fund the child support enforcement system and to act as an
deterrent against failure to pay or making late payments, a fee should
be assessed against the non-payor similar to those charged by utility
companies against consumers who are late with payments. Since the
delinquency rate on child support cases is presently about 80*, these
late fees should save taxpayers millions of dollars! Interest is rarely
collected on unpaid child support debts and late fees are not charged.
This system acts as an incentive to accumulate a child support debt
since it can be paid off at anytime with no penalty or interest due.
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In order for families to no longer need public assistance child support
payments and medical support is needed. In the National Child Support
Consortium's Survey we found that 36% of the mothers reported that they
were unable to take their children to the doctor when ill, and 55*
missed regular check ups.

Government studies have shown that about 78* of the non-custodial
parents have health insurance available to them through their employer
for their children. Unfortunately, only 23% voluntarily provide their
child this health insurance coverage. Therefore, strong laws are needed
to require the parent to provide medical coverage for their children
after family break up. ACES members report that even when the non-
custodial parent has health insurance for the children they often cannot
access it because the non-custodial parent fails to provide them with
the insurance claim forms, ID cards and plan information. Many of our
members report that the non-custodial parent completes the health
insurance claim form and checks off the box which requests that the
insurance company pay the non-custodial parent rather than sending the
money to the health care provider. Some non-custodial parents than cash
the insurance check, spend the money on themselves, and fail to pay the
health care provider. This causes children to be denied health care
because the hospitals and doctors were not paid.

About ten states have enacted laws which require employers to add
children of non-custodial parents to health insurance plans and payroll
deduct any premiums, provide the custodial parent claim forms and ID
cards and require claim payments to be made directly to the health care
provider. Unfortunately, these state laws do not reach insurance
companies who are governed by ERISA (Employees Retirement Income
Security Act). Congress needs to act to create an exemption under ERISA
for state medical suppot^,laxs.

A federal law is needed requiring employers to comply with any medical
support court order from any state and for all insurance companies to
supply custodial parents needed information, forms and ID cards for
children covered under non-custodial parent insurance plans. Insurance
companies should be prohibited from refusing to cover a child which does
not live with the insured parent if that parent is required to provide
medical support.

All of the above reforms are needed if we are to truly alleviate
childhood poverty. Children are the innocent victims of family break up
and they should be protected from poverty. We should adopt a child
support assurance program that guarantees that child support will be a
regular, reliable source of income for children growing up with an
absent parent.

A SYSTEM LIKE SOCIAL SECURITY IS NEEDED FOR CHILDREN ENTITLED TO CHILD
SUPPORT TO INSURE THAT THEY RECEIVE REGULAR PAYMENTS EVEN IF THE NON-
CUSTODIAL PARENT CANNOT BE FOUND OR CANNOT PAY DUE TO UNEMPLOYMENT.
THIS CHILD SUPPORT ASSURANCE PROGRAM WILL REDUCE POVERTY IN THE U.S. BY
42%.

67-440 0-93-4
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The Child Support Assurance Consortium

Childhood poverty is one of the most disturbing and vexing problems facing

America today, in early 1991, following a senes of meetings to discuss child support

issues with congressional leadership, three organizations: The Association of Children

for Enforcement of Support (ACES), the Center for Law ana Social Policy (CLASP)

and the Health and Welfare Council of Nassau County (HWC) agreed to unify their

resources to advocate for justice and equity for Amenca s children. Together they

formed the National Child Support Assurance Consonium v;nose main oDjectives are

to document the child support experiences of low income women, to organize a

grass roots effort to change the inequities of a system tnat fosters one of the root

causes of childhood poverry. This report reflects the Consortium s efforts at

documenting the nature ana the extent of the problems caused by the inadequacies

of the present cnild suppon system,

ACES is the largest national grassroots cniid support advocacy
organization in the United States. Founded in Toledo. Ohio in 1984,

ACES has grown from a handful of parents to an organization with

chapters in 49 states, with over 18.000 members. The typical ACES
member is a single female head of household with two children. She
earns $8,906 per year and is owed $5,000 in Pack child support. Her

family has subsisted at least in part on government benefits due to non-
support.

CL^SP IS a public interest law firm based in Washington, DC. It

focuses Its efforts on public policies that effect Icw-income families. For

over a decade. CLASP has worked at the federal ana state levels to

improve the child support system.

HWC is a pnvate. not for profit health ana human services

planning, research and advocacy organization composed of 300 public

and voluntary organizations serving the residents of Long Island, NY.

Over the past two decaaes the Council has undertaken similar incidence

studies to document the basic needs of Long Island's poor and near

poor populations.

The Consortium now plans to distribute this report as widely as possible to

policy makers, elected officials, advocates and local and regional community leaders.

Within a few months, following public discussion of this report, the consortium will

offer the recommendations of its members on specifically how the system should be
changed to end the disgrace of Amencan children abandoned to poverty.

Childhood's End -- Summary of the Kinui Repurt



89

Executive Summary

Over 20 percent of American cnildren are poor. In families heaaed by

mothers, the poverty rate is even higher; 32 percent. One of the reasons for the high

poverty rate in these families is that the fathers do not pay regular child support.

In 1992. the Child Support Assurance Consortium set out to explore why
regular support is not being paid ana what effect nonpayment has on the lives of

children. The Consortium consists of three organizations with a longstanding interest

in improving child support enforcement. The Consortium members are the Health

and Welfare Council of Nassau County (HWC), a Long Island-based anti-poverty

organization; the Association for Children for Enforcement of Support (ACES), a

Toleao-based grassroots advocacy organization with chapters in 49 states; ana the

Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP), a Wasnington, DC-based public interest

aw nrm.

The Consortium aeveioped an interview questionnaire which was aaministered

to 300 mothers who were not living with the fathers of their cnildren. The interviews

were conducted in four different pans of the country. The HWC took responsibility for

the interviews on Long Island. New York while ACES was responsible for conducting
the interviews in Fulton County (Atlanta), Georgia; Trumbull County, Ohio; and
metropolitan Portland. Oregon. Thus, the mothers interviewed came from four

different states with representation of urban, suburban and rural areas.

A majority of the mothers interviewed had been marned to their childrens'

fathers. Many had been in marriages that lasted more than five years. About one-
thira of the mothers had not been marned. but most of these mothers had lived with

the father and/or received regular support from him at some time. At the time of the
interview most were employed but were living on incomes at or near the poverty line.

Less than 10 percent had yearly incomes above $25,000. In one set of questions the
mothers were asked about the economic and social consequences of the fathers

failure to support his children.

The second set of questions explored the mothers' expenence in pursuing
child support.

In Amenca, child support enforcement is generally a legal process. If the
parents are not marned, the first step in the process is to establish paternity. Once
paternity is established, the steps are the same for both marital and nonmarital
children; a support order must be obtained and then the order must be enforced.

Pursuing child support can be expensive. There are attorneys' fees, court
filing costs, and possibly genetic tests to pay for. Some of the mothers interviewed

2 Childhood's End ~ Summary of the Final Report
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usea private attorneys and paid for these services. Over half, however, used the

services cf their state cnild support enforcement agency.

These state agencies were brought into oeing, in 1975. by Title iV-D of the

Social Security Act. With a substantial amount of federal runaing, these agencies are

supposea to assist in locating aosent parents, establishing paternity, oDtaining and
moGifying support orders, and enforcing these oraers.

As Chapter 6 details, much of what the Consonium found is consistent with

other research data. Some of the Consonium s findings oreak new ground. Of major

imponance are the fmoings on how the mothers cope with the economic cnaos
createo wnen the father leaves and/or stops supponing nis children, and those that

describe what happens to the children themselves.

Briefly, the Consortium found the following;

Despite their erforts. three-quaners of those mothers interviewed did not

receive regular child support payments for their children.

• The failure of the aosent fathers to pay regular child support forced the

children into poverty and near poverty.

As a consequence, the children lost the cnance for a safe and healthy

childhooa. Too many of the mothers reported that, in the first year after

the father left, their children went hungry, lost access to regular health

check-ups. and did not see a doctor when they were ill. Children

lacked appropriate clothing (e.g., a winter coat) and couldn't participate

in regular school activities due to a lack of funds. An astonishing

number lost their regular child care because of the cost, and a
substantial number were unsupervised while their mothers went to work.

Further endangenng the children s well-being, in the first year after the

father failed to support his children, more than half the families faced a
serious housing crisis. From the data, it appears that there is a direct

connection between the failure to pay child support and childrens'

homelessness.

The mothers first tried to support their cnildren on their own. Primarily,

they relied on their earnings, joining the labor force for the first time or

taking a second or third ]ob. In many cases, the children literally lost

both parents — one who walked out on them and another who was so
busy trying to keep them housed, fed and clothed that she had little

time for parenting.

Childhood's End -- Summary of the Final Report
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When their earnings proved insufficient, most of the mothers next turned

to families, frienas, churches and private charities. Still, many reponea
utility shut offs. having creait cards revoked, ana selling off assets (e.g.,

a car) to keep going. Ten percent actually haa to file for bankruptcy.

• Eventually, a little over haJf the families had to apply for Aid to Famines
with Dependent Children (AFDC), Medicaid and/or Food Stamps. While

about one-fifth of the families were poor enough to use Food Stamps
before the father stopped supporting his children, over one-haJf of the

families were using Food Stamps after the father left.

Two-thirds of the mothers interviewed used the state child

support enforcement system to help them pursue child support.

Yet 40 percent had not obtainea an order at the time of the

interview. Of those who do have a child support order, more
than one-haif still do not receive regular child support payments.

Too many fathers are failing to meet their responsibilities to their children. The
government is also failing in its responsibility to the children. The result, for ail too
many, is childhood's end.

Childhood's End — Summary of the Final Report
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Overview

In 1991. the numoer of poor Americans reacnea iis nighest level in twenty

years. One of every seven Americans (14.2% of the population) was poor Moreover.

1991 was the third consecutive year in which the poverty rate increased.

The increase was panicularly sharp among the young. Some 14.3 million

children were poor. The poverty rate for children (21.8%) was higher than the poverty

rate for any other segment of the population. As Chan 1 snows, children of color had

even higher poverty rates. As Chan 1 also snows, child poverty is rising, m 1980, for

example, the poverty rate for children was 3.5 percent lower that it is today.

Chan t
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Consiaer the situation of a mother of two who has workeo pan-time curing her

marriage, earning $5 per hour. Her husoand leaves. Realizing that sne cannot

support her children on pan-time worK, sne increases her hours to full-time. The

family's before-tax income will be SI 0.400 per year ($5/hour x 40 hours/week x 52

weeks/year). This is $1,170 below the poverty line for a family consisting of a mother

and two children. If child care is needed auring the new worn hours, the money
actually available to provide fooa. shelter and clothing for the children will be even

lower. To ameliorate her children s poverty, the mother has two alternatives. She can

apply for puolic assistance or she can try to get child support from the children s

father.

In most states, her income from employment makes the children ineligible for

Aid to Famines With Dependent Children (AFDC). The family could receive a small

Food Stamp allotment. However, the children will still be poor.

If the mother loses ner job. the children will be AFDC-eligible. Then, the

combination of AFDC ana Food Stamps will give the family an income that varies

greatly from state to state. In Mississippi, the family's income would be 46 percent of

the poverty line, while in Vermont it would equal 95 percent of poverty. Even in the

most generous state, however, the children will be poor.

The mother s other alternative is to pursue child support. If successful, this

strategy could yield about $3,000 per year in additional income to the children. (In

1990, the mean child support award was $2,995). This, in combination with the

mothers earnings, makes the family income about $1,830 per year above poverty .

For her children then, child support enforcement is an anti-poverty policy.

To receive this income, the mother must first obtain a child support order. This

involves hinng a lawyer as well as paying filing fees and court costs. If the parents
were not married, the mother must also establish paternity. That can mean she will

also nave to pay several hunarea dollars in genetic testing costs.

Once an order is entered, it needs to be enforced. Unless the father

voluntarily pays, enforcement entails additional lawyers' fees and coun costs. For a
mother whose income is already below poverty, these costs can be an
insurmountable barrier to obtaining support for her children.

To address this problem, m 1974, Congress enacted Title IV-D of the Social
Security Act. This law requires every state with an AFDC program to also have a
state agency to help parents obtain child support. (In this Report we will refer to

these as "state IV-D agencies.") These agencies are supposed to assist in locating
absent parents, establishing paternity (if necessary), obtaining and modifying support
orders, and enforcing those orders.

Childhood's End •- Summary of the Final Report
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The services cr the state iV-D agencies are free to recipients of AFDC ana
Medicaia. In fact, the law reauires that these famiiies use iV-D services unless they

have good cause" for not pursuing cnild support. Gooa cause" can Pe founa when
the case involves issues of domestic violence, when the pregnancy was a result of

rape or incest, or wnen aaoption is Peing considerea. "here are very few good
cause exceptions grantea eacn year.

The services of the state IV-D agencies are also available to mothers wno are

not receiving AFDC or Medicaid. These mothers apply for sen/ices and may pay a

small aoplication fee. Mothers may also pay nominal fees for other sen/ices. Put. with

a few exceptions, states limit their charges to custodial carents. (Many ao try to

collect fees and costs from the noncustodial parent.) By-and-large, cost is not a

barrier to a family's use of its state IV-D system,

RegrettaPly, these state child suppon systems do not usually produce results.

Nationally, 42 percent of all mothers (and 57 percent of motners with incomes oelow
the poverty line) do not have cnild support awaras for tneir cnildren. For tnose using
IV-D services, the system maxes a collection in 12 percent of AFDC cases and 28
percent of non-AFDC cases. Clearly, something is wrong.

To find out wnat the problems are. a consonium of organizations, consisting of

the Association of Children for Enforcement of Support (ACES), the Center for Law
and Social Policy (CLASP) and the Health and Welfare Council of Nassau County
(HWC) undertook the project described in this Report.

The Consortium s findings are descnbed in detail in this Report. The findings

are shocking. From ooth the collective data and the inaividual interviews it is clear

that the suffering of children who are deserted by their father is frequently profound.
Children lose more than a parent, more than money. They lose their childhoods.

Childhood's End -- Summary of the Final Report
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Significant Findings

Three-quarters of the families interviewed dia not receive regular child support.

• 41% did not have a support order.

• 22% have an order but rarely or never receive payment.

12% have an order but receive payment only sporadically.

• 25% have an order and actually receive payment regularly.

2. The failure of the aosent fathers to pay regular child support forces children

into poverty ana near poverty.

• 48% of the interviewees reported a total family income of $10,000 per

year or less, after the father left home and/or stopped providing support.

• 20% of the interviewees repoaed a total family income Petween $10,000
and $15,000 per year after the father left home and/or stopped paying

support

As a result of the non-payment of support, children lost the cnance for a safe

and healthy childhood. During the first year after the breakup:

• 55% of the mothers reported that their children missed regular health

check-ups.

• 36% of the mothers reported that their children aid not get meaical care

when they became ill.

32% of the mothers reported that their children went hungry.

37% of the mothers reported that their children lacked appropnate
clothing.

57% of the mothers reported that their children lost their regular cnild

care.

• 26% of the mothers reported having to leave their children unsupervised
while they went to work.

49% of the mothers reported that their cnildren couldn't participate in

school activities due to lack of funds.

Childhood's End •• Summary of the Finui Report
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Further enaangering the cnildren s well-being, in the first year after the father

failed to suppon his cnildren. more than half the famines faced a senous

housing crisis.

• 48% moved in with frienas or family to avoid homelessness.

• 10% became homeless.

5. To meet their children s needs, the mothers relied primarily on their own
earnings.

• 61% worked even before the breakup.

25% went to work after the breakup.

34% of those aJreaay working took a secona or third job.

When earnings proved insufficient, most turned to family, friends, churches and
private chanties.

87% borrowed from family or friends.

• 47% used a food bank.

• 44% sought help from their church.

• 26% sought help from a locaJ charity.

A majority of the families were eventually forced to apply for government
assistance. Overwnelmingly (91 percent), the application was made within the

first year after the father left. The mothers interviewed reported the following:

52% received Fooa Stamps.

41% receivea Medicaid.

40% received AFDC.

Most of the mothers actively pursued child support. Among those IV-D families

who did obtain an order:

It took a substantial amount of time to obtain the child support order —

• 20% waited more than one year.

• 20% waited six months to one year.

42% waited one month to six months.

16% waited less than one month.

Childhood's EJid ~ Summary of the Final Report
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Thereafter, it took a substantial amount of time to obtain even one payment

under the order —

2% never got a single payment.

1 8% waited more than two years for a payment.

7% waited more than one but less than two years.

13% waited six months to one year.

40% waited one to six months.

21% waited less than thirty days.

There was additional delay in receiving support on a regular basis —

26% never received regular support.

1 0% rarely received regular support.

20% sometimes received regular support.

30% received payment on schedule most of the time.

13% received payment on scheaule ail the time.

9. Sixty-six percent of the mothers interviewed used the state child support

system to help them in the cnild support process. One-third still did not have

a support order.

10. This failure to act in a timely manner is particularly troubling given the

fact that the mothers reported fully cooperating and providing

significant amounts of information to the state agency.

• Interviewees provided the father's name (100%), home address (87°'o),

work address (66%), and Social Security Number (74%) to the agency.

More information was brovided by those who did obtain an order than

by those who did not. Nonetheless, those who did not obtain an order

provided the needed information in each category more than half of the

time.

More than half of the respondents followed up with additional

information.

• Seventy-five percent (75%) of the respondents had made inquiry about
the status of their case since it was opened. Many had called at least

monthly.

Despite the apparent effectiveness of respondent follow-up efforts, more
than 39 percent were told not to contact the agency.

10 Childhood's Elnd ~ Summary of the final Report

f.i-AdCi O - 93 - 5
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Childhood's End: The Study

The complete unabnagea eaition of this study will be available in February,

1993. Additional sections in the complete repon include

Acknowledgments
Methodology
Analysis of the Interviews

The Consortium's Findings in the Context ot Other Research

Bibliography

Appendices
The Actual Survey Instrument with Responses
Profile of the Interview Sites.

If you would like a copy of the Complete Childhooa s End Report please send

$10 with this tear off to:

The Child Support Assurance Consortium
773 Fulton Ave.

Uniondaie, NY 11553

Please make your checKs payable to The Health & Welfare Council.

For multiple copies of the report call 516-483-1 1 10

Enclosed is my check for S Please send copies cf the complete report to

Name

Organization

Address

City/State/Zip_

Phone

Childhood's End -- Summary of the KinjI Report
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Child-Support System Assailed
CHILD from Page 5

after their father left Mt
heaJth check-ups More than haJf the laxnilies became

lives HaJf the mothers applied for welfare, while 45
percent of the Long Island respondents took a second

"It's creating not a single-parent family, hut a no-

parent family." said Jack O'Connell. executive direc-

tor of the nonprofit Nassau Health and Welfare Coun-
111, which co-sponsored the survev

Nationwide, the most recent Census data available

estimate that haJf the roughly 5 miUion mothers with
I- h lid-support orders received the fuU amount due
them in 1990 A quarter received partial payments,
and another quarter received none at all That
laied into $5 bilhon worth of

unpaid support for 1990
.ilone Fathers, who make

> percent of cus-

uded in future studies

3 pav his e

an il'lusl

the Family Court proceeding has no bearing
on a t-Late Supreme Court order the woman obtained
dunng the couple s divorce — from which she's stiU

owed $58,000
County workers have suggested that the woman

erase her New York court orders and transfer the

matter to Georgia courts, advice she s rejected be-

cause Georgia geimishees about 50 percent of noncus-
todial parents' income, compared with a maximum 65
percent in New York Georgia also lifts child-support
nrders once children reach 18, compared with 21 here

One-third of all support cases involve noncustodial
parents who moved across state lines, a statistic some
observers cite as a compelling argument for building a

less fragmented national child-support

other enforcement functions will remain on the local

The expenmeni is designed to respond to activists'

s that wages gamisheed by local child-sup-

e held loo long b iich

blame short sualfing and budget cutbacks for prob-
lems in meeting the federal requirement of delivenng
lunds to the intended party within 15 days

I feel as though I'm always at war about this."

said Cathy V'amosy, a Commack mother of three,

complaining that county workers rarely turn over her
ex-husband's support payments on time To say noth-
ing, she said, of how hard it is to reach caseworkers.
as required, before noon each workday Afternoons
are reserved for paperwork in the Suffolk agency
Nassau accepts telephone calls until Ham OrnciaJs
of both county agencies say they make allowances in

emergencies and accept walk-in clients all dav"
'

'

Suffolk's refusal

Enforcement ot Support

dealing with the problem But he's also

rcome increasingly complex 'The guys with

protect will find ways not to pay sup-
port." he said "You're talking about doing surveil-

lance, following people around, and that becomes very

difficult"

A Huntington mother of four has sought more than
S68.000 in late support payments from her ex-hus-
band since September, 1991 Court documents show
that since that time, he has traded an $85.000-a-year

insurance broker s job for several positions paying
much less, including one ai a bank teller He has lef't

five jobs in the last year, said the woman, who asked
not to be named to protect her children's identity

Last fall, her ex-husband moved to Georgia and
now has told authonties he s unemployed. But a Suf-

folk probation olTicer persuaded him to return to

Long Island last Tuesday when, dunng a coun ap-

pearance, he was arrested, sentenced to 30 days in

that end. former President George Bush signed i

measure last year making it a felony to leave a state to

avoid paying support Last week. President Bill Cbn-
ton proposed creating a nauonal data bank and hav-

ing the Internal Revenue Service withhold money
from deadbeats' tax refunds

While nauonal lawmakers target the issue, a smat-
tenng of states have been taking their own action,

from requiring fathers to sign patenuty statements m
delivery- rooms to moving chUd-support funaions into

state tax offices that might better monitor deadbeats
income and whereabouts New York, which ranked
33rd in Congress' most recent state- by-state assess-

ment of child-support programs, is reviewing its oper-

On Apnl 1 in Nassau and June 1 in Suffolk, all

child-support payments will begin going directly to

Albany as part of six-month pilot project designed lo

expedite payments as well as give beleaguered local

caseworkers more time for other responsibilities All

of

planning and evaluation for

the federal child-support of-

fice, said that while she is

pleased by i

support, the dis

focuses on how much
of the fight may be lost before her agency gets in-

volved, she aaid. Among other considerations, she said

judges routmely reduce child-support orders to dead-

beats who are substantially in arrears, jobless for pro-

longed penods or whose lives are otherwise in disar-

ray Also, she said, children grow up and become
inebgible for pavmenu But the government tally of

unpaid support continues to grow, barely taking into

account the fact that children get too old. by law, to be

supported

It's sensational to just say [billions are) owed. The
ones that haven t paid and haven't paid and haven t

paid, your best hope is that they win the lottery And I

don't mean to diminish the issue. ' Mailer said 'But

a lot of parameters influence it and our ability to

collect."

Kerschner concurred, adding that cutbacks in a range

of agencies — from the sheriffs department to the

courts — involved in child support have affected the

operation She said Nassau workers have a big wish

list "IWel would like improved interstate mecha-

nisms, more staff, passage of the proposed legislation

on IRS intercession And, most important, that

noncustodial parents will be willing to accept reapon-

iibibty for their children voluntarily *

William Cinnamond. a custodial dad from Williston

Park- said the network is so gndlocked that he was
lorced to pay $250 a week in child support to his wife

Irom last March through mid-January, even though

she had relinquished custody of their 13-year-old

'laughter, who was bving with him dunng that penod
Cinnamond. a Long Island Rail Road conductor,

dreads the proceaa of recouping support he paid dur-

ing those months, and of gettmg hia ex-spouae, a reg-

isterwl nurse, to pay support Tm an angry guy.
'

Cinnamond aauL "Not even at her mother, but at the

system — or lack of a system "

r . i .. n ;
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NEWSDAY, Friday, January 15, 1993

Katie Not Only Child in Need

..plv Sviffnlk Ci.unty I ,ej;isli»lure

uliI.TMim II) Haiippftugc nl a hear-

j; LMnductcd by U-gis Nora Rredes

) Stnny Orookl on the lock of c

,
for .rking

lined t r the

; federal i.ld-=

lawyers from Ihe county attorney

oITice; the only attorney regular!

available to the non-welfare reci

pients who need legal help

ycr on a pilot project

Suffolk Law Services But
Jacqueline Man. the Suffolk law

services lawyer, said she is not like-

front page, but thei

of <

"'
KatK

are ih.x

ngry. po

|i;irL-iil.s whose 9pou6€?s, usually the

liiisliaiids. have skipped out on pay-

ing child siippurl.

The corps representing ihe Suffolk

County Department of Social Ser-

vices and the duo from the rnunty at-

torney's office peeled ofT from the

speakers' table after word of Katie's

disriivcry was announced The prom-

ised 'IV camrraa never showed. Sev-

eral reporters who had come left. The
e and one representativi

l.y the USS, Of thaie. 3l).tHX)

nM„-wclfarc rcc.p.rnls W,-l-

L;iseH are represuiit*.*il hy four

nth Na

> aJI who need

one secretary, one part-

time paralegal," she eaid

"And we get the 'thorn

tho who
isfer i

>lf-employed,

ible to

Thorn

Not

take time

That leaves the others,

the working poor, to try MarllVn
to find their own legal '

,

help. Moflt couldn't afford GOlOStein

n.i Wednesday, my colleague KatU

C.rav reported in Newsday that Suf-

folk County 13 not assigning county

lawyprs to represent thousands of

low-mcnme. non-welfare parents

wlio need help obtainint; child sup-

|Mirt "It's nnt our policy," confirmed

Dcpulv S.M:ial Services Commission-

-T Meg O'Regan Paincia Wnllon.
pri-sidcnt of the Suffolk County chap-

ter of ACKS (the Assocation for the

Knli.r.i-n.cnl of Support

Without lawyers. parenU get lost

in the maze of the court and welfare

syetema. Meanwhile, no money
comes in The result: a lot of neglect-

ed children hardly better off than Ka-

dressed, cold out there, left ndna
with no supports, no systems that wt

have come to expect as commonplncf
ndinquent, deadbeat dads are aisc

neglecting their children." The coun

cil IS preparing to releaae late this

month a report caJled "Childhoodi

End — What Happens U
1^^^ Children When Child Sup-

port Obligations

Enforced."

The national study of

300 fomerly middle-class

women was done by by the

Health and Welfare Coun-
cil, The Center for Law
and Social Policy, a Wash-
ington-baaed public inter-

est law firm and the nn-

tional office of ACES.
Although the report will

not be made public until

Jan. 25, O'ConncU, who did not at-

tend the Suffolk hearing, agreed lu

release a portion of the information

Of the mothers interviewed, all left

with no or only partial support. 36

These arc iK-glctU-d childr.n. l.«.,

but their situations ore lev r:tMcIrd

than Katie's Mosllv, thcv I..-.-.1 milv

money due them Slcplumu- N.i.!v..r

nik Inid the O-mnHll.'.- ..n Wniiu-n.

Children and I-...i.ilv "I'-r me and

others like me who w..rk scvi-r.il johs

to keep a roof nvrr our heads ami
food on our children's plates, the sys-

tem IS failing us 1 cannot wfrnrd U>

take lime off of my job t" sit in child

support [the DSS Child
"

aid their children did nr

nedica) care when they became

ill, 32 percent reported their childr

went hungry. 55 percent i

their children missed regula

checkups, 37 percent that their

One mother testified that her

kida have experienced cold because

the fuel company wouldn't deliver

any more to their house Another

mother testified that for a time her ^,_^,_ ^_ „. ^_.
hungry and she asked ^^.^^^ lacked appropriate clothing; 49

ported

scoop up the saltinei

stash them in his pockeU whe
father took him to dinner.

and percent that their children

participate in school

lack of funds. 48 per

uldn't

sdue I

Jack O'Connell. executive director with family or friends to avoid home-

of the Health and Welfare Council of lesaness within the first year; 48 per-

Nassau County said: "We're a soci- cent reported the total family income

pty of very mixed values, we care fell to $10,000 or less after the father

nhnul Katie because Katie makes the led home.

i<l fill I

iiitlv i.Ry.

What she nei-ds

Although the cnuulv wmil sup-

ply one. Buch a innve would not

cost Suffolk a cent In t^v^. (he

more cases the county handles, the

more profit it ni.Tki'>. The federal

government reiinhur.-.i_s the county

for about 70 percent of llie legal

expenses incurred when tracking

-down dcadbeats plus (i lo 10 per-

cent of every dollar Llicy cullect as

an incentive. In fnct. Ihe county,

using four lawyers, ni.idc J2 niillinn

frum rniovennK ilrl.uque.U clnl.l

support last year

Nora Rrodes. the chairwoman of

.'iUKgested that with an nnirr<^^"vc nl

Uick to recover thild siipixirl fri.in

deadheal parents "wc ciiild do a lit-

tle hit more on the df>ricil of the coiin-

Indeed Maybe instead of lookuic

at the collection pri>j;rniii .ts hi-lp

for iiPRlected childrt-ii, il om^Ih I..-

presented to the county as The
Uwvers Jobs ProEinn. Or mavhc
as liie Budget Uevrmie KnhancinR

Program That "upht In ^cl .some

atU-iition.

NEWSDAY, Monday, January 25, 1993

Use Child-Support Windfall to Help More Kids
Its a rare thjng when government officials

can help thelrneedy constituents and bring in

revenue in the bargain That's the happy con-
fluence In Suflolk County, where officials can
in one stroke belatedly comply with federal

law, get money into the hands of financially

strapped custodial parents and their children
and benefit the county treasury.

It would be irresponsible and sad if Suffolk

County officials frittered away such a golden
opportunity by refusing to hire the handfUl of
additional attorneys needed to represent
parents who are not on welfare but must go
to court to collect delinquent child support.
Deputy county attorneys already handle

child-support enforcement cases where nec-

essary for 20.000 parents who are on welfare.

And the federal and state governments offer

such a sweet reimbursement and incentive

deal for doing so that the program not only

paid for Itself last year but generated $2 mil-

lion for the county's general fund
The same deal Is available for the 30.000

pending delinquent support cases involving

parents who are not on welfare.

Yet for lack of what officials agree would be
about five attorneys and their support staff,

officials are Qoutlng a federal law that requires

them to do the Job, And they're leaving those

mostly low-Income people — whom the coun-

ty already assists with support enforcement in

other ways— ^^ look elsewhere for legal help.

For many, child support spells the differ-

ence between a tenuous independence and
welfare. The national rule of thtmib is that.

for every $5 collected in child support for par-

ents who aren't on welfare, taxpayers are

saved $1 in aid to dependent children

Because Suffolk has already adopted its

budget for the year, there must be a trade-off

to free up money to hire new attorneys. Coun-
ty officials must do that: As one advocate said

at a recent hearing before the legislatures

committee on women, children and family,

since the county Is taking in $2 million extra

only as a result of stepped up child-support
enforcement, the extra funds should be used
to help more children get support W2'
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Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you very much.
Mr. Levy.

STATEMENT OF DAVID L. LEVY, PRESmENT, CHILDREN'S
RIGHTS COUNCIL

Mr. Levy. Good morning and congratulations, Mr. Matsui, on be-

coming acting chairman of the committee.
Our Children's Rights Council (CRC) is an 8-year-old child advo-

cacy group with chapters in 23 States. We have a chapter in Sac-

ramento led by Patricia Gehlen, a grandmother and a teacher.

Grandparents United for Children's Rights, and other national

child advocacy groups are also affiliated with us.

In addition, I am a board member of the Stepfamily Association

of America. Our CRC national conference will be April 28 to May
2, 1993. Senator Rockefeller will host the Capitol Hill symposium
that is part of the conference. You are cordially invited to the con-

ference.

Our Children's Rights Council is a supporting group for a rally

to be held a few minutes from now on the steps of the Capitol by
the Child Welfare League of America. We have a good neighbor ad
in today's Washington Times.

Let me briefly acknowledge our office manager, Lynn Nesbitt and
three of our legislative interns who are also nere, Brian Brilliant,

David Moravek, and Mary Kay Saverino.

Our advisers include Dear Abby, Senator DeConcini, Karen
DeCrow, Joan Berlin Kelly, and Elisabeth Kubler-Ross. We are also

members of the D.C. Kinship Care Legislative Committee working
on the kinship care issue.

Mr. Chairman and Mr. Santorum, the data and the policies on
financial child support are wrong. We see financial child support
data in the newspapers. It is probably the most poorly reported
story anywhere in the country.

The Census Bureau only asks custodial mothers—who tend to

underreport—what they pay. The Government does not ask fathers

what they pay or match the mother's reporting against court

records. Nor does the Census Bureau ask noncustodial mothers
what they pay, or custodial fathers what they receive.

Payers tend to overreport. Recipients tend to underreport. You
need both sets of data to get a truer sampling.
To the extent that welfare parents are part of that database,

they have a further disincentive because the more outside income
they report, such as child support, the more it may affect their wel-

fare payments.
The GAO reported in 1992 that 66 percent of mothers with a

child support order who did not receive payment state it is because
the fathers are unable to pay. So much for Cadillac-driving, di-

vorced deadbeats.
That same GAO report said our Government is classifying de-

ceased fathers as deadbeats and in many cases counting support
owed to children up to age 21, even though most youngsters are

emancipated by age 18. These are only a few of the deficiencies in

child support that your staff and all the researchers and all the ad-

vocates throughout this country know about—the data is faulty.
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Mr. Chairman, it is junk science. And bad data makes for bad pol-

icy.

The policies are wrong because although the United States has
spent billions of dollars and passed increasingly tough financial

child support legislation for more than 40 years, the poverty rates

have not gone down and the welfare rolls have not gone down, yet
the child support industry now wants even more punitive laws that
will cost the taxpayers billions of dollars.

Please don't mistake me. Parents owe their children emotional
and financial support. I pay more child support than the court or-

dered and no one is going to have to make me send my son to col-

lege. I intend to pay oecause I have been involved in my son's life

since he was born.

The custodial parent, had she wanted to cut off access, could
have done so at any time and every noncustodial parent in the

country knows it. We estimate that about 6.5 million noncustodial
parents have their access interfered with by the custodial parent
and there is no real remedy.

Parenting is the issue here. For too long the United States has
ignored the issues of family formation and family preservation and
when families break up or are never formed, we have ignored as-

suring a child the two parents and extended family the child would
normally have had during a marriage, a natural process.

We have paid a terrible price by ignoring all this, with the result

that the white family structure is close to what the black family
structure was nearly 30 years ago.

In 1965, 51 percent of black teenage mothers were single. In

1990, among white teenage mothers, 55 percent were single.

In 1965, 26 percent of olack babies were born out of wedlock. In

1990, 19 percent of white babies were bom to unwed mothers. But
today as in 1965, writes Rutgers University researcher David
Popenoe,

Anyone who brings up the issue of family structure is ridiculed and dismissed.

Apparently we are still to believe that the two-parent family is simply one of several

options.

Yet as the 1988 National Health Interview Survey of Child
Health found,

Young people from single parent families or step-families were two to three times
more likeiy U) have emotional or behavioral problems than those who have both of

their biological parents present in the home.

Single parents do all they can for their children and many chil-

dren of single parents turn out fine. But statistically, such children

of single parents are more at risk than children who have two par-

ents in marriage or in the restructured family of divorce.

The child support law comes out of welfare law, not family policy.

That is what is basically wrong with the whole approach.

Instead of recognizing the relationship between parenting and fi-

nancial support, which a family policy would, our country promotes
family breakup and family uninvolvement and then tells parents to

pay up and get lost. In those cases where the parents ignore the
Government injunction and stick around, the results are astonish-

ing.

The Census Bureau reports that parents with joint custody or

shared parenting pay 90.2 percent of their support. Parents with
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visitation pay 79.1 percent of their support, and parents with nei-

ther joint custody nor visitation pay only 44.5 percent of their sup-
port.

The Census Bureau also finds that only 8 percent of parents
have joint custody, 55 percent have visitation, and 38 percent have
neither joint custody nor visitation.

Twenty years ago the Cadillac queen symbolized what was wrong
with welfare. Now we realize that the welfare problem is systemic,
and needs general overhaul.

Instead of learning our lesson, we have produced a new icon

—

the deadbeat parent. Will it take us another 20 years to realize
that the child support problem is systemic and also needs over-
haul?
Thank you.
Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you, Mr. Levy.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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But for too long, the U.S. has ignored the issues of
family formation and family preservation. And
when families break up (or are never formed), we have
ignored assuring a child the two parents and extended family
the child normally would have had during a marriage.

We have paid a terrible price by ignoring all this--with
the result that white family structure is now astonishingly,
similar to the black family structure of 1965. For example,
in 1965, 51 percent of black teen-age mothers were single.
In 1990, among white teen-age mothers, 55 percent were
single. In 1965, 26 percent of black babies were born out of
wedlock. In 1990, 19 percent of white babies were born to
unwed mothers.

But today, as in 1965, "anyone who brings up the issue of
family structure is ridiculed and dismissed," writes Rutgers
University researcher David Popenoe. "Apparently we are
still to believe that the two-parent family is simply one of
several options."

Yet as the 1988 National Health Interview Survey of Child
Health found, "young people from single parent families or
stepfamilies were two to three times more likely to have had
emotional or behavioral problems than those who have both of
their biological parents present in the home."

Single parents do all they can for their children, and
many children of single parents turn out fine. But
statistically, such children are more at risk than children
with two parents.

Instead of recognizing this, and realizing the
relationship between parenting and financial support, our
country promotes family breakup and family uninvolvement--
and then tells parents to pay up and get lost. In those
cases where the parents ignore the government injunction,
and stick around, the results are astonishing.

The Census Bureau reports that parents with joint custody
(shared parenting) pay 90.2 percent of their support,
parents with access (visitation) pay 79.1 percent of their
support, but parents with neither joint custody nor
visitation pay only 44.5 percent of their support.

Twenty years ago, the Cadillac queen symbolized what was
wrong with welfare. Now we realize that the problem is
systemic, and needs general overhaul.

Instead of learning our lesson, we have produced a new
icon--the deadbeat parent. Will it take us another 20 years
to realize that the child support problem is systemic and
also needs overhaul?
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Acting Chairman Matsui. Doctor Marini.

STATEMENT OF ANN MARINI, MJ)., VICE PRESIDENT, WOMEN
FOR EQUALITY, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Dr. Marini. Thank you very much.
Mr. Chairman, I am Ann Marini, a physician-scientist at the Na-

tional Institutes of Health and the National Institute of Mental
Health.

I want to thank you for allowing me the opportunity to testify

before you today. The president of our organization Deanne
Mechling, could not be here today, but she assisted with this state-

ment.
Women for Equality is an embryonic national organization that

realizes that the social service systems are being overwhelmed with
families and children in distress. So we are urging our political

leaders to go back upstream to emphasize family formation and
family preservation.

For every family that can be encouraged for form, to stay formed,
and be sustained, there is one less family breakup.
The reality of the situation today is tnat one out of two families

get divorced. Of those families that get divorced, there are more
than 15 million children who suffer the ravaging effects of divorce.
The court system in this country must be restructured to reduce

the acrimonious nature of settling custody issues. We also need to

reduce the profiteering that lawyers incur over this very emotion-
ally charged situation.

The restructuring of the court system should be along the lines

of mediation, parenting classes, and presumptive joint physical cus-

tody between divorcing parents.
Parents must be educated not only before the divorce occurs, but

also afterward, so that they understand the potential harm they
can do to their children.

The potential harm consists of such things as alienation by which
one parent poisons the child's mind against the other parent; child

abuse in the form of mental or physical abuse; and false allega-

tions, which then make it more difficult to help the children who
have really been abused.
Women for Equality is an all-female organization, but we are

also grandmothers and aunts of the children involved in a divorce;

we are the second wives, mothers and sisters of the two parents in-

volved; sometimes we are the good friends of the parents or chil-

dren who are involved.

Our main interest is in keeping the marriage intact, because
once the divorce occurs, we may never see those children again.
This is because under current laws, the relationship of the

noncustodial parent to the child is not protected in the same way
that financial child support is protected.

This means that everyone's relationship with the child that flows
through the noncustodial—such as aunt, grandmother, second wife,

sister, mother, friend—is endangered, and the child suffers.

We know this suffering occurs because we are in a unique posi-

tion—many times the children will talk to us in a way that they
will not confide in their own parents.
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What those children want—and every child will tell you—is to

have a close, loving and nurturing relationship with both of their
parents.
This can be accomplished before divorce, while the marriage is

in the process of dissolving, by parenting clinics, so parents can
help their children cope with the upcoming adjustments.

Three-quarters of all divorces are filed by women. It would be
very helpful if the parent seeking the divorce could learn in ad-
vEince that it is not going to be the rainbow or gold mine she may
have been led to think divorce will be.

The courts are changing, so that the woman will not automati-
cally get custody. There are, in fact, about 2 million noncustodial
mothers in America, representing about 15 percent of all divorced
parents, and that percentage of mothers without custody is grow-
ing.

Women who care about a child's relationship with both parents
and extended family need to take the lead in teaching those
parenting courses.

Congress has lots of authority to act in these areas—by authoriz-
ing State iustice institute grants, by requiring States to have
parenting classes or joint physical custody—as a means of reducing
violence and for the purpose of reducing child support problems,
both areas that interest Congress.
We know from the Census Bureau that 90 percent of fathers who

have joint custody pay all of their child support.
We know from judges who have required mediation for divorcing

parents that domestic violence problems decrease when there is

mediation.
Help us to help children.

Thank you. Chairman Matsui and members of the subcommittee.
Acting Chairman Matsui. Thank you, Dr. Marini.
I would like to thank all three of you.
Mr. Santorum, unfortunately, had to leave. He had a prior com-

mitment set up before the hearing, so he apologizes.

Ms. Jensen, one issue that comes up in terms of the child sup-
port issue is the issue of health care. Oftentimes the mother who
has custody of the child has no work experience and is not in the
work force.

Have you had experience with that and how have you dealt with
that? If we have a national approach to health care, that will alle-

viate this issue we hope.
Ms. Jensen. It is a serious issue that almost 80 percent of our

membership has a medical support problem in addition to child

support.
My personal case outlines the problem. Although my divorce de-

cree ordered the father to provide health insurance for the children,
he did not voluntarily do that, so we did not have coverage because
I was working as a nurse's aide with no insurance.
The agency took him to court. He was found in contempt of court

and therefore listed his son on his health insurance policy. He then
failed to provide me with the ID numbers and the claim forms in

order to use the health insurance for my son. Therefore, I had to

take him back to court again. Thev found him in contempt and at
the time he provided the forms and ID cards.
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However, since he was the insured party, the claim form had to

go to him to be signed and to be sent to the insurance company.
When he signed the claim form, he checked the box that says to

pay the insured party rather than to pay the doctor, so when Aetna
issued the insurance check, it came to him. He cashed the check
and did not pay the doctor's bill. My son was then refused health
care from that doctor because there was never any payment.
Congress can make sure that custodial parents have direct access

to the insurance company to fill out the claim forms and that the
claim is paid directly and that you amend ERISA so companies like

Aetna, which is across State lines, are governed by this.

We only reach part of the insurance companies.
Acting Chairman Matsui. I think it is interesting the direction

it appears we are going in with regard to the health care reform
debate—and this is speculative—but it will be a managed care ap-
proach which is similar to the system we have now where the em-
ployer-based insurance will continue on for health care and that
means that we will have to do something about this, I would imag-
ine. That brings in other committees.

Yes, we would want to work with that.

Ms. Jensen. One more idea. Right now if you are on AFDC, you
have to use the Medicaid card. If those families were allowed,
where there is private health insurance available, to use the health
card to get access to health care, they would have access to many
more places to obtain health care for the children and the kids
would get coverage.
Now you use the card and they bill both places and it is very bu-

reaucratic and ineffective.

Acting Chairman Matsui. The health care issue is almost as
large as the child support issue. That has to be one of the frighten-
ing things when you are a single mother with custody of a child.

Ms. Jensen. You certainly can't get off and stay off of welfare
when you can't take your child to a doctor when they are sick.

Acting Chairman Matsui. Mr. Levy, I appreciate the fact that
you didn't link the custody issue with the child support issue. I

didn't sense that from your testimony. I feel very strongly that
there be no linkage.

I hope that most people when they think about this will come to

that conclusion because there is no excuse for a noncustodial par-
ent, father or mother, not making a support payment, and the Gov-
ernment has every right and reason to be involved in that when
the failure occurs because Grovernment picks up the cost. People
shouldn't have children if they are not going to support the child.

In the 1970s and 1980s, we talked about the welfare queen. I

said now we are going to focus on the welfare king. The father who
buys a motorcycle and has a second family will no longer have an
excuse after we pass legislation in this area to say "I can't afford

it," because that obligation to the second, third or fourth family,

first family, will continue on.

We want to work with you and your organization, but I will tell

you that there is not going to be breakage. We are going to make
the link between the absent parent, father or mother, and the child

a strong one. We are going to decouple the issue of custody from
that of support payment.



Ill

We will work on that because that is a problem, but they are sep-

arate as far as this member is concerned and this Chair is con-

cerned.

I want to give you fair comment in terms of where I am coming
from, and I feel very strongly about this. That is not negotiable.

Mr. Levy. We agree with what you just said. You said it better
than I could. Your comment shows me that you are interested in

having a system that works. That is all we are talking about.
We are saying that just as the welfare queen was symptomatic

of a huge problem, if we look at ways to strengthen collections

merely in a collection way, we are doing the same thing as we did
with the welfare queen. We are not looking at the whole problem.
The whole problem is family policy.

If we start doing more things; for example, step back and look
at family formation and preservation, and do more things to en-

courage this, such as parenting classes, ending the marriage tax
penalty, and providing child development classes, we encourage
more family formation and family preservation with counseling and
braking mechanisms for divorce.

If we keep more families together, we have solved half the prob-
lem. When parents begin to separate, right then, before the posi-

tions of the parent harden, we need an administrative process to

handle access and support. They are not linked, but they are both
issues that need to be addressed.

In Michigan, one of our advisers says Michigan has one of the
highest support collections in the country because they have paid
attention to both sides of the problem and administratively it is the
only State that handles support and access.

All we are saying is that if you pay attention to the family is-

sues, this problem can be handled without spending billions more
on the kind of proposals that are being put forth now. You can go
down in history as the family architect of the 1990s.
Acting Chairman Matsui. I appreciate your comment because I

think we need to deal with the issue of custody and making sure
that the court orders are complied with.

I want to make sure that everyone understands that these issues
are decoupled, and you coupled them again when you talked about
the Michigan experience. We are not going to couple the issues.

By the time we are finished with this debate, the taxpayers are
going to understand in many cases that when they pay their taxes,

in many cases it is because the absent father who has the where-
withal, is not making his support payments and fulfilling his obli-

gations to his children, and that will be on people's minds just as
in the early 1980s it was on people's mind that the welfare queen
was why they were paying taxes.

I can't tell you how serious this is.

Mr. Levy. Maybe I am not making myself clear.

Acting Chairman Matsui. I understand what you are saying, but
don't couple these issues in our discussions. You can talk about
custody problems and we will deal with them, but child support
will be separated from these issues.

Mr. Levy. It has been separated for years. Many judges will not
give access if you are behind in support, Mr. Chairman.
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We are not saying tx) couple it. We are saying unless you pay at-

tention to the other side, you are not going to solve the support
problem.
Acting Chairman Matsui. We will solve the support problem by

the penalties involved. That is how we are going to solve that prob-

lem. That is what I am trying to tell you now. We are not going
to couple those issues.

I want to thank the panel for their testimony. We look forward
to working with all of you and this debate on child support will

continue on through 1993 and into 1994.

Thank you. The hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]

[Submissions for the record follow:]
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AMERICAN P I H I I ( W i; L F ARE A S S O C I A T 1 O N

Kevin W. Concannon. President

A. Sidne\ Johnson 111. Executive Director

March 17, 1993

The Honorable Robert T Matsui

Acting Chairman, Subcommittee on Human Resources

Committee on Ways and Means

B-3 17 Rayburn House Office Building

Washincrton DC ''O'^l'^'"""*""

l3^h
'"

Dear Rgpzesentative Matsui:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify at your hearing on President Clinton's budget

proposals in the human resources area We are unable to attend due to other

committments However, 1 would like to make several comments.

We fully support President Clinton's proposal to invest in families and provide family

support services APWA went on record in December, 1992 at our last National Council

of State Human Service Administrators (NCSHSA) meeting that family support services

are a cost-effective investment in the lives of vulnerable children and troubled families

The President's proposal will use tested strategies — especially prevention — to promote

the well-being of children and preserve families

We support President Clinton's call to improve the child support enforcement system

through streamlining paternity establishment and enforcing health insurance support Last

December we also endorsed procedures — pioneered by Washington State and Virginia ~

for voluntary parentage acknowledgment both in hospitals and through an administrative

process operated by the state IV-D agency We also endorsed laws to ensure that children

receive adequate health care coverage by mandating that federal and state laws provide for

access to coverage for all eligible children, regardless of their residence or the marital

status of their parents

Finally, we support increased funding for the Child Care and Development Block Grant

Quality child care is pro-family, encourages children's social and intellectual growth, and

benefits parents by allowing them to continue their education and to participate in the

labor force At our December, 1992 meeting of our Child Care Administrators Task

Force, 23 out of the 30 states present had waiting lists We are currently focusing on

implementation issues for this important program

810 First Street. X.E.. .Suite ^00. Washington. D.C. 20002-4267 _(202) 682-0100 FAX: (202) 289-6555
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We are concerned, however, about the proposal to increase the fee for administering state

supplements to Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits As the Congressional

Budget Office (CBO) notes in Reducing the Deficit: Spending and Revenue Options,

increasing the cost that states would incur could discourage some states from

supplementing the federal SSI payments Many SSI recipients are chronically mentally ill

or mentally retarded persons living in the community As CBO points out, the federal

government should encourage, not discourage, state supplementation because federal

payments alone are already insufficient to raise the incomes of SSI recipients to the

poverty line

We are also concerned about the proposal to eliminate the enhanced administrative match

rates for the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program The core of an

efficient, effective welfare program that also controls fraud and abuse is its automation

system According to the Department of Health and Human Services' Office of

Management and Information Systems, approximately 20 states do not yet have certified

FAMIS systems The enhanced rate is essential for states to develop automated systems.

At the very least, reducing the match rate must be accompanied by increasing state

flexibility in the Advanced Planning Document (APD) process, eliminating technology

transfer requirements, and streamlining fiscal reporting requirements We will formalize

our policy position at our NCSHSA meeting next week and look forward to discussing it

with you at our breakfast meetmg on March 25

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input into your hearing I look forward to

seeing you at our Commissioners' Breakfast on Thursday morning Please let me know if

we can provide additional information

Sincerely,

A Sidney Johnson III

Executive Director
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STATEMENT OF JOHN BOUMAN AND DANIEL LESSER

March 18, 1993 Oversight hearing on AFDC program, including JOBS
Subcommittee on Human Resources, Committee on Ways and Means

John Bouman, supervisor of the Welfare Law program at the Legal Assistance

Foundation of Chicago ("LAFC"), testified at the Subcommittee's field hearing in Chicago

on May 29, 1992, concerning the history and current status of Illinois' JOBS program and

its predecessors. Daniel Lesser is a staff attorney at LAFC who is a welfare-to-work

specialist funded by the Woods Charitable Fund.

In this submission to the Subcommittee, we would like to reference John's earlier

testimony as we believe the points made therein are still relevant. We also think it is

important to bear in mind the history of this and other State's welfare-to-work programs for

the AFDC population since the legacy of the past remains with us and should inform how
we shape our programs in the future. We never start from scratch - to the extent past

programs have been misguided and punitive-oriented, there is a bad history that needs to

be addressed and cleared away before these programs can reach their potential for

improving people's lives.

We would like to briefly make the following points, all of which either summarize

testimony we and others presented at the field hearing or are logical inferences from that

testimony that bear on the current welfare reform debate.

Relax Draw Down Rules and Increase Federal Funding

TTie inability of States under current budget constraints to draw down available

matching funds is well documented and need not be belabored. Illinois' record in this

regard is one of the worst in the nation. Any new matching formula should substantially

increase the percentage of federal participation but should retain the simplicity of the

current formula.

The proposed "2 years and out" approach to welfare reform adds great urgency to the

need for vastly expanded federal funding of the JOBS program, along with a real jobs

creation plan. The price tag for the intensive case management services and supportive

services needed will be high, although a good investment in the long run.

Eliminate or Drastically Revise the 20 Hour Rule

Again, the incompatibility of this rule with virtually all education activities has been
well-documented. Pre-secondary adult education activities (literacy, basic education, English

as a Second Language, G.E.D.) generally are not available for more than 12 hours per week
in the Chicago area. A full-time A.A. or B.A. program is likewise 12 hours. Doubling the

number of hours credited for education activities would solve this problem.

There is another profound problem with the 20 hour rule, however. This problem
was spotlighted in the compelling testimony presented at last May's Chicago field hearing

by Toby Herr, Director of the nationally renowned Project Match program. Project Match's

field research has found that for many AFDC recipients who have been out of school and

the job market for a substantial period of time, 20 hours is far too intense a commitment
at the beginning, and frequently leads to failure and even greater alienation. They have also

found the importance of broadening the array of activities that should count as authorized

JOBS activities, at least initially - e.g., volunteering at a child's school, serving on a tenant

advisory board-to begin encouraging the type of socially productive behavior that will start

participants on the road off of welfare.

Eliminate Work Disincentives of Federal Earned Income Rules

The current 30 and a third disregard system is a complete failure and should be
entirely scrapped. The Illinois Department of Public Aid has proposed a dramatic new
method of earned income budgeting that accomplishes the objective of creating solid

financial incentives to work and is far simpler than some of the "fill the gap" and other

budgeting schemes used elsewhere. The Department has proposed that AFDC recipients

be permitted to keep $2 out of every $3 earned - e.g., the client who earns $300 per month
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will have their grant reduced by $100. We strongly endorse and support this simple and

straightforward approach to solving the current work disincentive problem.

Eliminate Sanctions from the .lOBS Program

We propose this at the risk of not being taken seriously. In light of the magnitude

of the other changes to welfare policy being proposed, in particular the two year and out

framework, current sanctions policy needs to be entirely re-thought.

If a time-limited system is adopted, then that in itself will provide the "stick" to

encourage participation. Additional pressure and additional resources need not be devoted

to provide interim sticks along the way to running out of time in the system.

Aside from the expenditure of resources on the sanctions machinery, including

compliance with due process requirements, having sanctions as part of the JOBS program

fails to recognize perhaps the most basic field lesson about the JOBS program and thus

fundamentally undermines the effectiveness of the program. As Toby Herr of Project Match

has explained, leaving welfare is not a one step event about getting a job, rather it is a long

and difficult process about growth and development. Project Match's field research has

shown that the initial placement in a school or a job usually fails, and that long-term,

supportive case management is essential if clients are to bounce back from the initial and

other setbacks. Nor is leaving welfare a linear process. Individuals with low basic skills

generally must work for a while before they make the connection between acquiring skills

and finding a decent job, and are ready to make the substantial commitment to school that

success requires.

Achieving success on the "incremental ladder to self-sufficiency" that Ms. Herr

describes, a process that commonly involves two steps forward and one step back, requires

supportive case management. This supportive and trusting relationship cannot be

established when the JOBS case manager is responsible for initiating the sanction process.

Clients will not trust JOBS case managers and confide in them as long as they know that

what they say and reveal can and will be used against them.

Eliminating sanctions from the JOBS program would not necessarily leave the

program as a purely volunteers program, as currently understood. As earlier explained, the

program will not be entirely voluntary if and when the AFDC program becomes time-

limited. Second, eliminating sanctions from the program will go a long way towards wiping

away the "bad history" detailed in the testimony John gave at the Chicago field hearing.

Many recipients still are reluctant to get involved with JOBS because they distrust the

package of services available, and they fear it will all ultimately lead to sanctions.

Removing this disincentive, together with more effective marketing of the program and

elimination or substantial modification of the 20 hour rule, will lead to much higher

"voluntary" participation rates.

Eliminate Work Restrictions on Receiving AFDC
Two artificial restrictions on receipt of AFDC discourage clients from working and

families from saying together. The 100 hour rule serves no useful purpose and should be

eliminated. The AFDC-U rules should be loosened, at least with respect to young parents,

so that 2 parent families with involvement in education or training can qualify for AFDC.

Eliminate AFDC-U JOBS Participation Requirements

These distract program resources and imprudently restrict the States' discretion in

how to shape their JOBS programs. They should be eliminated.

We thank the Committee for this opportunity to present our views.

Sincerely,

John Bouman Daniel Lesser
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STATEMENT OF

KEVIN M.ASLANIAN,
^

Facilitator

NATIONAL WELFARE RIGHTS & REFORM UNION, INC.

00
Executive Director

COALITION OF CALIFORNIA WELFARE RIGHTS ORGANIZATIONS

BEFORE THE

COMMIHEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

March 10, 1993

A Hearing on President Clinton's Budget Proposals

for Human Resources

1901 MfuimBra 'BCvcC. SecondJ^bor, Sacramento, CSl 95816

• i:d. (916) 736-0616 • ^JVC (916) 736-2645

Fighting for the rights ofpoor children and families of America



118

SUMMARY

We recommend that \he proposal to alter ttie federal financial

participation (FFP) matctiing for AFDC, Food Stamps and Med-
icaid to 507o across the board, be amended to provide States

up to 5 percent increased or decreased funding (from the 50%
level) based on the objective assessment by the recipients, of

services that the State provides to recipients.

We also recommend that Secretary Shalala take a leadership

role by establishing a meaningful dialogue with representatives

of the organized poor to reverse the current negative treatment

that the "welfare administering industry" extends to the welfare

recipients of America.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-
mittee:

Thank you for allowing the National Wel-

fare Rights and Reform Union the oppor-

tunity to submit written testimony to this

Honorable Committee.

We SUPPORT the elimination of the "en-

hanced Federal matching rates" given to

States for many years as incentives to

carrying out special AFDC administrative

activities.

We propose that the 50% federal match

tng be enhanced or reduced by up

to 5% depending upon the quality

of services the State provides to

the recipient as assessed by the

recipients.

necessary sense of responsibility to the

state workers paid to provide services to

welfare recipients. As a result of the ab-

sence of such a system, state corruption

is rampant. Laws are routinely and sys-

tematically broken. There is littie ac-

countability for these illegal activities,

and laws protecting the welfare of the

recipients are being ignored. Welfare

workers treat AFDC applicants and re-

cipients as third class citizens, yelling at

them in public, not returning phone calls

and making appointments for 9 AM and

then seeing the client (with three children

Such a system would provide a

We propose that the 50% fed-

eral matching be enhanced or
reduced by up to 5% depending
upon the quality of services the

State provides to the recipient

as assessed by the recipients.
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who have been trapped in the welfare

waiting room without any food or a

place for the children to play) at 4:00

PM, or telling the client to return to-

morrow. Applicants and recipients

are not allowed to apply for benefits to

which they are legally entitled.

What happens if a client complains

about a worker? First, you have to find

somebody to complain to. Generally,

the worker's supervisor won't even

talk to the client. If the client does man-

age to talk to the supervisor, the client is

generally told to "work it out with yoior

worker." The worker then retaliates and

asks for information that clients cannot

get. Once the client is unable to provide

the worker with the information re-

quested, aid is terminated. Then the

client must reapply and wait up to 45

days before aid is restored. Meanwhile

the family becomes homeless goes hun-

gry. Then the case is assigned to the

same worker and the cycle begins anew.

This blatant disregard for the rights of

recipients is greatly responsible for the

loss of personal worth that inflicts so

many people who seek temporary assis-

tance. While the welfare worker should

be an encouraging force for self-suffi-

ciency, they exploit the recipients viol-

nerability, assassinating their drive to

survive independently.

The degrading treatment received by re-

cipients reflects the absence of worth

We are also very xinhappy that Donna

Shalala, the Secretary of HHS, has

refused to meet the representatives of

the organized poor. We had hoped

that there would be a "change" in

that we would have a Secretary who

would treat welfare recipients with

dignity and respect, but so far, our

numerous requests have been ignored.

placed on the clients rights by the admin-

istrators has been going on for years. A
system ofState ServiceAssessmentwould

produce a sense of responsibility to the

client, encouraging humane and lawful

behavior by the welfare bureaucracy.

Mr. Chairman, ifyou knew the number of

times we have had women with crying

about how their worker made them feel

worthless, you would be appalled.

We recommend that federal matching be

dependent on how AFDC. Food Stamp

and Medicaid recipients grade the ser-

vices they receive from their State. Under

our proposal, a State can receive as little

as 45% FFP and as much as 55% FFP

depending on how recipients grade the

State treatment. The gradingwould range

from 1 to 5-- minus or plus. For example,

if California receives a plus 2.2% positive

grade from the recipient through a scien-

tifically valid statistical analysis which

developed by the National Academy for

Sciences in consultation with the Na-
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tlonal Welfare Rights and Reform Union

and the American Public Welfare Associa-

tion, then California's federal matching

rate for the next year would be 52.2%.

Alternatively, ifNewYork State recipients

grade the services at minus 3.3%, then

their FFP for the next fiscal year would be

46.7%.

These rates should be automatic without

any court or political games by States. No

hardship waivers. The problem with the

welfare system is that the rules are con-

crete for AFDC recipients- if you do not

submit a monthly income report, even if

you have nothing new to report, your

AFDC benefits are stopped. On the other

hand. States can ask for waivers and play

all kinds ofgames to bypass laws enacted

by Congress with impunity.

Mr. Chairman, adopting this proposal

would cause a change in thinking. Poor

women and children would be treated like

humans and not like animals, as they are

treated by the current "welfare system"

and welfare administrators.

We are also very unhappy that Donna

Shalala, the Secretary of HHS, has re-

fused to meet the representatives of the

organized poor. We had hoped that there

would be a "change" in thatwewould have

a Secretary who would treat welfare re-

cipients with dignity and respect, but so

far, our numerous requests have been

Ignored.

We are happy to report that representa-

tives from the White House has met with

us, but not the Secretary of HHS or her

Chief of Staff, Mr. Kevin Thurm.

As you can see Mr. Chairman, the treat-

ment of welfare recipients comes from the

top and is reflected at the bottom and we

see no leadership in the Clinton Adminis-

tration at HHS to treat welfare recipients

and their representatives with any dignity

or respect.



121

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1102 Longworth House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

MEDICAL SUPPORT--
Elements of an offective system.

WRITTEN COMMENTS OF JOHN J. PHILLIPS

To the Honorable Robert T. Matsui, Acting Chairman, and members:

I submit these comments as an individual private citizen. I work as a child

support enforcement attorney for the Kansas Department of Social and Rehabilitation

Services. I am a graduate of UCLA and the University of Santa Clara Law School. 1

began working on child support and paternity cases in 1977 as an assistant district

attorney for Johnson County, Kansas, a suburban area near Kansas City. I spent five

years in private practice emphasizing family law. Since 1984 I have worked for the

State of Kansas, establishing and enforcing orders for child support.

I have written articles about child support, medical support, proof of paternity

and data processing systems for legal work. I am a member of the Association of

Family and Conciliation Courts and the Family Law Sections of the American and

Kansas Bar Associations. I am past president of the Kansas Child Support

Enforcement Association. I am the author / compiler of proposed stata legislation to

improve enforcement of medical support.

In 1990 I wrote an article about medical support for the newsletter of my local

bar association. I wrote that medical support was a challenging area and that

legislative action was needed to improve the situation. I had a few "good ideas".

Within a few months, an interim committee of the Kansas Legislature challenged me
to write a bill which would implement my suggestions. So began a project that

continues to develop.

My initial effort was aimed primarily at creating a high level of assurance about

the effectiveness of medical support orders. Without independent assurances, many
obligees are left in difficult situations. For some it is truly unbearable: for essential

medical services they are forced to depend upon the cooperation of a former spouse

for whom there may be no trust or confidence.

In my effort to develop adequate assurances I considered the example of

mortgage companies and their technique of avoiding lapses in casualty insurance.

Standard mortgage terms require adequate casualty insurance on the mortgaged
property. Loans are not granted unless there is written proof of coverage in an amount
that is sufficient to protect the loan balance. If there is a default on the premiums, the

mortgage company must receive notice prior to the lapse of coverage so that it can

pay the premiums due and add their cost to the balance owed. This system prevents

uninsured losses from ever occurring. I concluded that comparable assurances should

apply to health benefit coverage for the children of divided families.

By good fortune, a copy of my early work was directed to Ted Earl, a generous

and thoughtful expert in the subject matter of medical support, medicaid, child

support enforcement and health insurance. Ted works as the director of "third party

liability" for the medicaid program of the State of Connecticut. His letters and phone
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calls were the beginning of my education about the larger issues involved in medical

support. He introduced me to the advances already undertaken by several states,

(New York, Connecticut, Minnesota and Hawaii among others), and most of the other

issues that needed to be addressed. Soon a much larger discussion was developing

and my proposal for state legislation was part of it.

I began to collect the comments of law professors, judges, lawyers, obligees,

obligors and others having interest or experience with the subject. The proposal

became a compilation of the best ideas I could collect. I have learned a great deal and

had many opportunities to further this work. I have been a speaker at conferences of

the National Child Support Enforcement Association, the Eastern Regional Interstate

Child Support Association and the state child support enforcement associations of

Kansas, Missouri and Nebraska. The U.S. Commission on Interstate Child Support

studied medical support and its work contributed greatly to further refinements.

I endorse the recommendations for health-care support made by the U.S.

Commission on Interstate Child Support. Several points deserve special emphasis: (1

)

ERISA should be amended so as to allow effective state regulation of health plans; (2)

IV-D funding rules should be changed so that state child support programs can receive

federal incentive payments for the results they achieve in medical support; (3) federal

legislation should improve the means for enforcement of medical support in interstate

cases; and (4) states must enact legislation to improve medical support enforcement.

The need for medical support has never been stronger or more widely felt.

Children need health insurance coverage to ensure the availability of medical care.

Parents need health benefit plans to limit their expenses. State governments need

improved medical support enforcement to strengthen child support programs and to

control medicaid costs. Health care providers want better procedures for dealing with

divided families. State courts want medical support orders to be meaningful and

effective without further expense or delay. Divided families need m.edical support

orders to provide health coverage for children, and to equitably share children's

medical expenses not covered by insurance.

Several problems have been Identified which are barriers to effective medical

support enforcement. One major barrier is ERISA, the Employee Retirement Income

Security Act of 1974. ERISA preempts state regulation of health benefit plans other

than insurance. The effect is that state legislation to improve medical support can

regulate insurance programs but is ineffective as to other types of plans. ERISA

preemption should be amended so that states may regulate all health benefit plans.

A second barrier to medical support enforcement arises from the limits of state

court jurisdiction. When parents in a divided family relocate to a different state, they

may sometimes participate in health plans which are not subject to the jurisdiction of

the court which rendered the order for support. To be rigorously complete about

medical support enforcement, it will be necessary to cover this gap. The situation is

very similar to the need for direct enforcement of interstate income withholding

orders. The U.S. Commission on Interstate Child Support has identified a good

solution for that problem and medical support should follow the same pattern. All

health benefit plans should be required to respect medical support orders without

regard to the state in which the order originated.

A third barrier is the funding formula for state child support programs. The

existing formula provides financial incentives for regular support collections but fails

to similarly reward successful efforts in the area of medical support. This problem is

especially serious because the establishment of an order for medical support will often

decrease the amount of regular child support to be paid. The present formula puts

child support programs in a terrible predicament with rules and incentives which are

confusing and contradictory. Title IV-D funding rules should be changed so that state

child support programs will receive federal incentive payments for the results they
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achieve in medical support.

Medical support is established and enforced as a matter of state law and states

should be encouraged to enact legislation which will improve medical support

enforcement. Orders for medical support are established on a case by case basis in

divorce decrees and other state court orders. The underlying laws and procedures are

different in every state, and in many situations they are surprisingly cumbersome and

difficult. The situation is so bad that many claims for medical support are simply

abandoned. Even when a court has previously ordered medical support and health

insurance coverage, it is not automatic that an obligor will be held liable for uninsured

medical expenses. The claimant may be required to pay it in full before seeking

reimbursement. By way of defense, the obligor may question the necessity of the

medical treatment, the reasonableness of its cost and whether It was competently

provided. States should eliminate or minimize burdensome steps. I have developed an

example of how such a system might work.

A good medical support system would include all affected parties. It would

encompass all types of plans, including those administered by employers and unions.

Full effectiveness would require revision of ERISA, as recommended by the U.S.

Commission on Interstate Child Support. Medicaid programs and child support

agencies would participate directly. The medical support system would apply to all

children in divided families including those children who live with a relative or

caretaker other than a parent. The system would recognize that the "obligated parent"

for medical support will not necessarily be the same as the "obligor" for child support.

A good system would spell out the terms of parental responsibility for a child's

medical expenses. Parents are responsible to health care providers for the reasonable

costs of a child's necessary medical care. As between the parents in a divided family,

responsibility for a child's reasonable medical expenses, (not covered by a benefit

plan), should be equitably shared. In many states, child support guidelines have

special calculations by which health insurance costs are taken into account.

In determining whether or not a court will require a parent to provide health

coverage, the test should be flexible and not absolute. For some low income families,

there may not be any coverage available at "reasonable cost". Specific factors may
be useful in addressing the situation: (1 ) the best interests of the child, (2) the child's

present and anticipated needs for medical care, (3) the financial ability of the parents

to afford the plan and (4) the extent to which the plan is subsidized or reduced in cost

by participation on a group basis or otherwise.

The system should establish a procedure for choosing among available plans.

The first option is to examine any existing arrangement. This should have priority if

it is reasonable and adequate. If not, we should examine whether coverage is available

to the residential parent. This choice should have priority unless a better alternative

is available. If neither of the previous options apply, we should examine whether
coverage is available to the non-residential parent. The court might require both

parents to provide coverage in unusual cases. Even if health coverage is not available

to either parent, the order should anticipate the possibility that coverage will become
available in the future. IV-D regulations require orders of this type.

Medical support orders must have persistence. Regular child support may be

interrupted or "abated" in certain circumstances, (for example, during an extended
visit with the non-residential parent). Medical support should not have interruptions.

A copy of the order or agreement should be sent to the health benefit plan. This

is necessary to authorize direct interaction with the plan by parties other than the

"insured". In most situations this makes it possible to by-pass an uncooperative party.

The plan must be authorized to release appropriate information. Open communication
is needed to assure access to relevant information. It also simplifies administration of
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enforcement. There are several needs for this information: (1 ) choosing which plan or

combination is best; (2) administering the medical support program; (3) recording and
measuring program value and performance; and (4) processing claims.

Some plans offer a large menu of choices. Many plans and jobs will change
after the date of the order. The existence of changes or other discrepancies should not

frustrate the order or automatically require further hearings in court. Coverage should

become effective even if the order does not specifically address the situation. A
procedure should be provided to apply the order in such cases. An minor discrepancy

should not result in a lapse or denial of coverage.

The plan should be freed from the duty of exclusive contact with the "member"
or the "insured". We should not allow the action or inaction of any party to impede
enrollment or other benefits. Either parent should be authorized to submit claims and

to exercise options for extension of benefits. The best possible procedure would
provide opportunity to avoid lapses in coverage.

To establish meaningful reliability, the plan must be required to enroll the child

and provide benefits upon receipt of the order. Every plan must be entitled to

premiums for the coverage it provides. Income withholding should be available to

facilitate payment. Notice from the plan should confirm enrollment or give prompt
notice if there is a problem, (for example: coverage is not available, the obligated

parent is not eligible for benefits, the plan is no longer in operation, etc). Interested

parties should receive notice when plans cliange.

The plan must be required to provide written notice prior to any "adverse

action". This is necessary to provide opportunity to make alternative arrangements
and eliminate any possible risk of surprise about a lapse or reduction of coverage.

Direct payment of claims should be authorized so that the plan can by-pass the

"insured" whenever appropriate. This will minimize opportunities for abuse and avoids

any temptation to convert payments. If a payment is mis-routed, there should be a

specific duty to forward it appropriately.

Coverage needs to be fully accessible to both households of a divided family.

Plans should not discriminate against a child on the basis of the child's place of

residence or membership in a particular household. HMOs can comply with this rule

by entering agreements with similar plans or with insurance carriers. A plan should

not discriminate against a child on the basis of the policy holder's ability to claim the

child as a tax exemption or upon the marital status of a child's parents. Enrollment

should not be postponed until an "open enrollment period".

There should be a procedure to avoid non-contractual liability for expenses
which are unreasonable. This is necessary out of fairness and to discourage residential

parents from using medical services extravagantly. The key term in this procedure,

("unreasonable expense"), needs a good working definition. The test should be

flexible and not absolute. In the case of a wealthy divided family, it might be that non-

essential care, (a cosmetic procedure, for example), would not be unreasonable.

Consequences of non-compliance should be spelled out. Accountability means
full liability for actions and results. Mitigation of damages, prompt remedial action and

reasonable settlement should be encouraged and facilitated. Where appropriate,

unpaid medical bill should be converted into legal judgments for child support so that

income withholding or other legal remedies can be used to collect it.

Adjustment of child support needs to be easily accessible when medical support

is modified or established. Frequent interaction is expected between these two
aspects of family support. Violation of a medical support order should constitute a

special circumstance justifying an immediate modification of child support in order to:



125

(1) provide for the actual or anticipated costs of the child's medical care, or (2)

provide or maintain health benefit coverage for the child, or (3) eliminate undeserved

credit for support obligations which are not being met.

Improvement in medical support enforcement will yield important benefits.

Children with insurance coverage enjoy the assurance that medical care will be

available. Parents with health benefit plans can better control their medical expenses.

Effective state programs for medical support enforcement programs will strengthen

the child support enforcement system and help to control medicaid costs. Health care

providers will enjoy an improved situation when dealing with divided families. State

courts will enjoy improved credibility because their medical support orders will have

meaningful effect with a minimum delay.

I support the recommendations for health-care support made by the U.S.

Commission on Interstate Child Support. Several points deserve special emphasis: (1)

ERISA should be amended so as to allow effective state regulation of health plans; (2)

IV-D funding rules should be changed so that state child support programs can receive

federal incentive payments for the results they achieve in medical support; (3) the

federal government should provide leadership and an effective legal framework for

enforcement of medical support in interstate cases; and (4) states must enact

legislation for improved medical support enforcement.
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THERE ONCE WAS A WOMAN NAMED JEAN,
WHO HAD AN IDEA THAT WAS KEEN.
BUT THERE WAS NO ONE WHO DUG IT,

THOUGH THE IDEA WAS A NUGGET
TO IMPROVE THE AMERICAN SCENE.
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THIS YEAR WE HAVE A NEW PREZ
WHO SEEMS TO MEAN ALL THAT HE SEZ
FOR THIS WE SHOULD BACK HIM,

AND GIVE HIM NO SLACK IN.

IT'S OUR LAST CHANCE TO SAVE OUR INVES

.

Jean Little, President
PROMOTIONS FOR THE PEOPLE

I've been waiting twenty-five years for a President of the United States to zero
in on our domestic problems, as have a lot of you out there. We have made so

many false starts, come up with so many good ideas that we never implemented,
emphasized the negative to the point of ad nauseum, that I was beginning to
think we would never get it right.

Bill Clinton has got it right. Without stepping hard on anybody's toes, he
has taken the good ideas of the right (enterprise zones) and melded it with
the needs of the people for jobs and training and education and the need for
rebuilding worn out road and bridges and housing (read: infrastructure) and
made a total package we should all be thrilled to implement. The question
on people's minds is, can we afford it - the $30 billion price tag. The price
is not out of line. Most of that money will circulate throughout the economy
and produce more goods and services and customers and taxpayers. The example
of the Marshall Plan for Europe should tell us that such an investment will pay
off handsomely. Our alternative? Let everything deteriorate - our morale,
our living conditions, our paychecks.

Russia needs our help and our example of not only product output but of living
peacefully with ethnic diversity. How can we teach the world democracy works

when everyone thinks we are sitting on a powder keg born of discrimination and
resentment?

Only when we roll up our sleeves, take a new motto for our inspiration, and
get to work producing jobs and a decent lifestyle for all of our citizens
can we say to the world: it works!

To whom much is given, much is expected. This country has been truly blessed.
But It didn't happen overnight. A lot of blood, sweat and tears went into the
building of our cities and towns over the last century. But it all bore fruit
in remarkable abundance. We are the envy of most of the world. So why can't
we solve our domestic problems? It is expected of us.

It IS only a matter of
can be taught.

Jill and way. We have the talent. Those that don't

PROMOTING JUSTICE FOR ALL IS OUR BUSINESS, MAKE IT YOUR BUSINESS TOO.

Promotions for the People, Box 68, RR 5 , Pleasant Valley, NY 12569
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But let us not make the mistakes of our predecessors. Let us not buii.J segregaueu

housing for the poor and expect them to compete with the productive sector from

their position of disadvantage. Let's build our enterprise zones, yes, and

build housing for all right next to them, and let the whole complex be built out-

side city limits. There is no other way to help people pick themselves up from

the bottom rung of the ladder.

In 1968 I preached a similar sermon and nobody wanted to hear it.

Time is running out for solutions to work.

Here is a practical suggestion. There are miles and miles of poor housing

just outside the center of Philadelphia. It is currently occupied by black
citizens, some on welfare no doubt, and some working people no doubt. But

the housing is all ugly and decorated with graffiti for miles and miles.

Go into that neighborhood and ask the people that live there if they would like

to see an enterprise zone established in their midst. If they say yes, then

map out a plan to do it. If they say no, then go further out and ask another
neighborhood. Until you get a yes. The people must be in favor of the project,

they must profit from it by obtaining jobs to bring it about, they must be willing
to be trained for those jobs,' and the housing that must be eliminated to bring

this about must be replaced first on the perimeters of the industrial zone so

you do not cause resentment of those whose housing must be sacrificed to bring

this positive improvement in their lives about. Done in this manner, the

government is not doing "for the people," it is allowing the people to do for

themselves with government help.

I always liked my motto: Save America First, but I think it was misinterpreted

by both sides. At the time it was invented, in 1968. I revised it in 1986

but the slogan I came up with in 1990 should appeal to everyone today. It is

simple and to the point. It applies in any nation, among any ethnic group.

Keep it in mind as you map out your plans. A lot of the American populace is

hurting today, and worried about tomorrow. God will bless this nation again

and again if we remember one simple thing: The goal is "justice for all."
Adopt that as your inspiration as you plan your projects, and you cannot lose.

PROMOTING JUSTICE FOR ALL IS OUR BUSINESS. MAKE IT YOUR BUSINESS TOO.
Promotions for the People, Box 68, RR 5, Pleasant Valley, NY 12569
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