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3. Payment of child support must be enforced 1n a ll po litica l 

subdivisions of the State.

4. Enforcement services must be provided to both welfare and 
non-welfare fam ilies.

5. The State nust retair. support money collected Tor an AFDC 

family unless the amount collected 1s su fficient to take the 

family off welfare, In which case the money 1s disbursed to 

them. Any money retained 1s divided between the State and 

Federal goverrments proportionate to their participation 1n 

local AFDC financing. (In Alaska, each receives 50% of an 

AFDC co llection.)

6. The State must cooperate with other states In Interstate 

enforcement and establishment of paternity.

7. States which do not run an effective program according to 

standards set by the national child support enforcement 
o ffice , w ill lose 5* of their federal matching funds for 

AFDC.

Requirements for the Federal Government

1. A national child support enforcement office must be estab­

lished In the Department of Health and Human Services to set 
standards for state programs, perform annual audits, and 

provide technical assistance.

2. A Parent Locator Service shall be conducted to retrieve Infor­

mation for states from federal data sources such as the Soc<a. 

Security Administration and the C iv il Service Commission.
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3. The Internal Revenue Service Is  authorized, through 1980, to 

use Its  collection mechanisms to co llect delinquent child  

support provided all other enforcement methods have been
tried . (The state requesting th is service must pay the cost 

of co llecting.)

4. The federal courts may be used to lit ig a te  Interstate child  

support cases In the event that one state has not acted In a
timely manner to enforce a support order referred to I t  by

another state.

5. The federal government shall pay 75% of the total amount 
expended by states to administer child suppor: enforcement 

agencies. Additionally, the federal governmert w ill also
make Incentive payment to states which co llect child support 

for an AFDC family on behalf of another state. The Incentive 

payment Is  15% of the federal government's share of the 

money collected.*

The In it ia l legislation authorized federal funding for non-welfare case­
work only through September 30, 1978. The Department of Health and 

Human Services approved some temporary funding after that date 1n the 

belief that Congress would soon fund enforcement for non-welfare fami­

lie s  on a permanent basis. However, Congress did not act. In May, 
1979, programs were notified o ff ic ia lly  that their non-AFDC funding 

had been cut, and were ordered to repay the amount they had expended

♦Reviewer's Note: "Each State Is In it ia lly  responsible for 1ndent1fy1ng 
and paying Incentives pursuant to federal regulations. The Incentives 
paid are then reduced from the federal government's share of collections 
retained on AFDC cases." Dan Copeland, Administrator, Alaska Child 
Support Enforcement Agency.
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NATIONAL ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

on non-welfare collections between October 1978 and May 1979. In 

March 1980, Congress released the funds for non-AFDC enforcement retro­

active to October 1978, and ■'n June authorized funding on a permanent 

basis.
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SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT IN ALASKA

Overview

Until 1975, the S U t e  court system enforced payment of child support in 

Alaska. State law required that all child suoport payments be made z o  

the Court Trustees who administered all court orders. Trustees col­

lected the monthly support obligation from the obligor, as well as a 

mandatory 3% collection charge, an l forwarded the support money to the 

custodial parent and children. Trustees were empowered to take legal 

action against obligors who failed to make their payments. In April 

1975, however, the State Supreme Court ruled that the doctrine of 

separation of powers prevented the court from prosecuting for non-pay­

ment of support through its trustees. The Court held that prosecutorial 

and judicial functions could not be combined. (Public Defender Agency 

vs. Superior Court, Third Judicial District. Alaska, 534 P.2d 947)

Following the Supreme Court decision, the Attorney General office 

provided child support enforcement services. However, in ’5, the 

newly-enacted national child support enforcement legislation required 

each state to develop a child support enforcement program which met 

federal effectiveness standards or annually lose 5% of the federal 

funding for their Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) pro­

gram. In most states, including Alaska, AFDC is the largest welfare 

program. A 51 cut 1n Alaska's federal funding represented about 

$300,000 at the time the national child support program passed Congress.

The enforcement performed by the Attorney General's office did not 

represent a comprehensive child support enforcement program. Conse­

quently .Alaska, like most states, adopted a support enforcement act, 

and created a child support enforcement agenc>. Alaska's agency was 

established by the Legislature in 1976 in the Department of Health and
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Social Services. On October I ,  1976, the Agency formally began opera­
tion, taking possession of the child support records from the State 

superior courts. Regional offices were opened 1n Fairbanks and Juneau 

by mid-November. The office In Anchorage served as both a regional 
office and as the state central o ffice.

However, even with a child support enforcement agency, the State's 

federal APDC funding was threatened. In December of 1976 when the 

Agency was reviewed by the Region X Office of Child Support Enforcement, 

1t was- found In violation of at least thirteen of the nineteen federal 

standards for an effective program. The State was warned Its  AFDC 

program could be ruled out-of compliance and all $6,000,000 in federal 

program funding withdrawn because child support was not being effective­
ly  collected for AFDC families.

During the next leg islative session, the Legislature moved the Child 

Support Enforcement Agency from Health and Social Services to the 

Department of Revenue where I t  Is  presently located. The regional 
offices were closed and a ll enforcement centralized 1n the Anchorage 

office . Agency staff was expanded from 23 to 48 fulltime employees, 

and the budget Increased 158%, from $581.5 thousand In state fiscal 

year 1977 to $1.5 million In state fiscal year 1978.

The Child Support Enforcement Agency w ill undergo several changes 

during the current fiscal year. F ir s t ,  s ta ff Is  Increasing th is year 

from 55 full-tim e employees to 63. Second, the Agency, which is  cur­

rently an office under the Division of Audit 1n the Department of 

Revenue, will become a division of Its  own sometime this year. F in a lly , 

a regional office w ill be opened In Fairbanks.
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Note on Location of the Child Support Enforcement Agency

The appropriate location of Alaska's Child Support Enforcement Agency 

has been discussed at length. According to the following quotation 

from a memorandum prepared by the Department of Health and Social 

Services n 1977, the Departments of Public Safety, Law, Revenue, and 

Health Social Services were a ll considered at one time.

st be stated 1n the strongest possible terms that the Department 
alth and Social Services did not volunteer to take on the Child 

jr t  Enforcement Program. During the FY 77 hearings with the 
rnor's Budget Review Committee, the Department took the position 

that this was a police/enforcement function totally unrelated to 
our mission of serving people and would be better placed 1n the 
Department of Public Safety or the Department of Revenue. Earlie r  
attempts by the Department of Administration to place the Agency 
In the Department of Law had met with negative resu lts. At one 
point during the hearings, I t  appeared the Department of Revenue 
would be the recipient department; however, once the Commissioner 
of that department was apprised of this fact, he raised strong 
objection, with the resultant effect of Its  being assigned to the 
Department of Health and Social Services. (Alaska Department of 
Health and Social Services, "Issue Study, the Child Support Enforce­
ment Agency," February 21, 1977.)

Placement of the Child Support Enforcement Agency depends largely on the 

role I t  Is  precelved to have. I . e . ,  whether I t  Is  viewed as an agency 

which co llects debts to the state, such as tax debts, or whether I t  Is 

viewed as a children's or family services agency. Regardless of where 

1t Is  placed, the Agency extensively uses the services provided by 

other departments. Therefore, I t  Is  more d iff icu lt  to Identify one 

department whose duties art most compatible with the Agency's. For 

example, a ll families receiving welfare through the Aid to Families 

With Dependent Children program are referred to the Agency by the De-
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partment of Health and Social Services, which also determines whether 

or not a family w ill be required to cooperate In enforcement activ ity . 
(This w ill be explained In more detail later 1n this report.) Conse­

quently, there 1s extensive Interaction between the Agency and the 

Department of Health and Social Services. Sim ilarly, the Agency re lies  

on the State Troopers, who are under the administration of the Department 
of Public Safety, to serve “notice" on obligors when enforcement pro­

ceedings are underway. In addition, the Department of Law provides 
legal services to the Agency. The Department of Revenue, through Its  

Income tax records, 1s a major source of Information concerning obli­
gor’ s whereabouts and earnings, and 1s engaged In collection activ ity  

sim ilar to the Agency's.

In other states, the location of the Child Support Enforcement Agency 

varies. I t  may be found In any of the departments listed  above, or 

their equivalent.
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Program Costs

The Child Support Enforcement Agency receives Its  appropriation from 

the State on a state fisca l year basis, I . e . ,  to cover the costs of 

enforcement between July 1 of one year and June 30 of the following 

year. However, In this report, costs are examined for each federal 

fisca l year - October 1 through September 30 - so that Interstate 

comparisons can be made. The only centralized source of data for 

other states' programs 1s the National Office of Child Support Enforce­
ment which publishes s ta t is t ic s  on a federal fisca l year basis. A 

table showing the Agency's appropriations for state fiscal year 1977 

through 1982 are attached to this report as Appendix C.

State's child support enforcement programs are funded 25% by the state 

and 75% by the federal government. Since October 1, 1976, the beginning 

of federal fiscal year 1977, S6.5 million has been spent on Alaska's 

child support enforcement program. The federal government has contri­

buted $4.9 million of th is money, and $1.6 million was supplied from 

the State's General Fund. Table 2 below shows the expenditures for 

each of the. la st  four federal fiscal years. (We are currently 1n 

federal FY 81.)

The cost of administering Alaska's Child Support Enforcement Agency dur­

ing federal FY 80 (October 1, 1979 - September 30, 1980) was $2.2 million 

as shown on the table. This represents an Increase of about $1.4 

million In total program expenditures since federal FY 77. Note, how­

ever, that over the four-year period, the state's annual expenditure 

ĥas only)lncreased by about $360 thousand. The bulk of e Increase 

has been absorbed by the federal government.

J  r -
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TABLE 2
Child Support Enforcement Agency 

Annual Program Cost 
Federal Fiscal Year 1977 through Federal Fiscal Year 1980

(Thousands)

FY 77* I FY 78* FY 79* I FY 80** |

I Federal Share 589.1 1,186.6 1,451.5 1 1,683.6 |

I State wiiare 196.4 395.5 483.8 561.2 1

1 Total Program Cost $785.5 1 $1,582.1 $1,935.4 1 $2,244.81

Source: * Office of Child Support Enforcement, Oepartment of Health,
Education and Welfare, Fourth Annual Report to t C o n g r e s s  
on the Child Support Enforcement Program, December 3 l, 197R

** Alaska Child Support Enforcement Agency

The State's actual expenditure for federal fiscal year 1980 was less than 

the $560,000 shown on Table 2, however. The State recovered $0.63 of 

every dollar I t  expended through (1) "Incentive payments" received from 

other states for collecting support on behalf of AFDC families living  
In those states; and (2) retention of 50% of the money collected for 

domestic AFDC cases.2 The amount of State money recovered Is shown 

1n the table below. By the end of federal fiscal year 1980, the net 

cost to the State of operating a child support enforcement program was 
$203,000.

T̂he state retains 50% of .he money collected In an AFDC case where the 
amount collected Is  not sufficient to make the family e lig ib le  for AFDC.
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TABLE 3
Child Support Enforcement Agency 

Amount of State Expenditure Recovered 
Federal Fiscal Year 1980 

[Thousands)
1 "  ' 1 

% of State 
Share of 

I Program Cost 1 
1 1

1
1 State Share of Program Cost 
1

$561.2
1

1 100% |

1
1 Incentive Payments made to 
I State by Federal Government
1
1AFDC Collections Retained by State

(74.5)

'  T ............  1
1 1 
1 13% Ij

(278.5) 50%
1
1 Total Amount Received 
1

($353.1) 63%
1 1

1
1 Net: State Cost 
1

$208.1
1 1 
1 37% | 
1 1

Source: House Research Agency, 1/2/80, from data provided by the Child
Support Enforcement Agency.

Agency Caseload

As of September 30, 1980, a total of 16,800 child support cases were 

registered with the Child Support Enforcement Agen.y. In almost 15,000 
of these cases (89%), the family live s  In ^Al^ka and the obligor either 

here or In another state. The remaining -r.QOO cases represent an out- 

of-state family, and are being enforced at the request of another state. 
Using the Agency's estimate that each case represents one adult and two 

children, approximately 30,000 Alaskan children were participating 1n 

the State's child support enforcement program as of September 30, 1980.
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TABLE 4
Child Support Enforcement Agency Caseload 

As of September 30, 1980

' 1 1 ...........................1
Alaskan Famllyl Alaskan Family iNon-Alaskan Famllyl 
Alaskan Father!Non-Alaskan Father! Alaskan Father j 

1 1 1
Total

1 AFDC
1

10,561 | 
1

168
1
1
1

845
1

11.574 | 
69% I

INon-AFDC 3,787 1 
1

301 1
1

1.172 I 
1

5,260 | 
(31%) I

IA11 Cases
1

14,348 | 469
1
1

” T
2.017 I 16,834 |

(85%) (3%) 1 (12%) | (100%) |

♦The Child Support Enforcement Agency estimates that there are two 
children per case.

Source: Child Support Enforcement Agency

As stated e a r lie r , the c lien ts of the Child Support Enforcement Agency 

fa ll Into two categories: welfare cases and nonwelfare cases.3 On

September 30, 1980, approximately 11,600 cases - ocjj.9% of the Agency's 

total caseload - were families who were currently receiving AFDC or 

who had received AFDC 1n the past. Non-welfare households accounted 

for 5,300 of the Agency's cases, or 31% of the total caseload. According 

to the most recent AFDC Recipient Characteristics Study done by the
Division of Public Assistance, 1n March 1979 the Child Support Enforce­

ment Agency was attempting to co llect support money for 97% of the
AFDC households where there Is  only one natural Darent* ?

3As a point of Information, Child Support Enforcement Agency staff refer 
to AFDC cases as "IV-A cases" because the AFDC program Is T itle  IV-A 
of the Social Security Act. S im ilarly , non-AFDC cases are called 
"IY-D cases" because T it le  IY-D of the Act Includes the provision 
authorizing agencies to enforce for non-welfare cl nts. Child support 
enforcement agencies are known as "IV-D agencies."
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There are several reasons why the Child Support Enforcement Agency 

appears to be used more by families receiving AFDC. F ir s t , AFDC cases 

are automatically assigned to the Agency for enforcement, while non-AFDC 

clien ts request the Agency's services at their own In it ia t iv e . In order 

to receive a fu ll grant, a ll AFDC applicants must agree to cooperate 

with th: Child Support Enforcement Agency 1n locating the absent 
parent of the children, and determining paternity, 1f that should be 
necessary.4

Second, non-welfare families may have been discouraged from using the 

Child Support Enforcement Agency to co llect unpaid support. It  was 

common knowledge among custodial parents that the Agency had no enforce­

ment money for non-AFDC families between May 1979 and March 1980. 

Non-welfare parents report that they were told by the Agency to go to a 

private attorney, 1f possible, during this period. In addition, there 

Is  a widespread belief that the Agency's f ir s t  priority 1s to provide 

enforcement for welfare fam ilies. Many non-welfare parents are con­

vinced that the Agency has had very l i t t le  success 1n collecting sup­

4The cooperation requirement may be waived by the Division of Public 
Assistance. Between Octobe- 1979 and March 1980, 54 AFDC recipients 
requested that the Child Support Enforcement Agency not take action 
against the children's other parent. For a waiver to be granted, one 
of the following circumstances must ex ist: 1) the child Is the product
of rape or Incest; 2) adoption proceedings are underway; 3) there Is  
the possib ility  of physical or emotional harm to a family member. In 
addition, so far the State has argued successfully with the federal 
government that Invasion of privacy Is  also grounds for granting a 
waiver. According to the Division of Public Assistance, a c lient who 
claims Invasion of privacy Is  1n fact claiming emotional harm. Most 
AFDC clients who claim good cause for refusing to cooperate In securing 
child support or establishing paternity c ite  psychological or booily 
harm as Ju stificatio n . The Division of Public Assistance determined 
that 23 of the 54 petitioners between October 1979 and March 1980 had 
a valid claim, having presented evidence of potential harm to themselves 
or their children. Of the valid claims, 3 alleged harm to the ch ild , 
while 20 cited harm to the parent or custodian.
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port money for non-welfare c lien ts. As this report will discuss la ter, 

both these Impressions are Inaccurate; nevertheless, they may have 

dissuaded non-AFDC families from coming to the Agency for enforcement 

serv ices.5

Fees

State statutes currently require the Child Support Enforcement Agency 

to charge non-AFDC families for enforcement based on their ab ility  to 

pay. To date, the Agency *as not charged any fees. However, the 

Agency's budget for State fisca l year 1981 was approved by the Legisla­

ture during the 1980 session with the following Legislative Intent: 

"The Department of Revenue w ill establish a sliding scale collection  

fee schedule for the non-AFDC caseload based on an Individual's economic 

ab ility  to pay." The Agency has developed the fee schedule shown below 

which w ill go Into effect April 15, 1981. (The proposed regulations 

are attached as Appendix D of this report.) Families must pay these

Sin addition, several non-AFDC custodial parents Interviewed by the
House Research Agency complained of how they were treated when they 
contacted the Child Support Enforcement Agency regarding the status 
of their case. One woman said she called the enforcement officer
assigned to her case to find out when she could expect some support
money and was asked not to ca ll again to Inquire about her case.
Another enforcement officer who was Interviewed for this project also 
Identified public relations as a problem. Custodial parents are not 
routinely notified regarding the progress In their cases beyond a 
form le tter which is  sent out once a year.

Enforcement of child support 1s a highly technical process Involving 
many unavoidable delays. It  may be that this Is  not being adequately 
explained to custodial parents. The Agency distributes booklets 
compiling all the State statutes pertaining to child support (see 
Attachment B); however, these are written In legal language, use 
technical terminology, and do not clearly  spell out what delays a custo­
dial parent can expect or what her role In the enforcement process will 
be.
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fees when they apply for the Agency's services. Any additional ser­

vices which the Agency la te r discovers a ê necessary w ill not be per­
formed until the family has paid for them as well. Families must pay 

these fees regardless of whether any support money Is  ever collected 

for them.

Agency Fee

$ 25.00

960.00

510.00

80.

120.00

In addition co the fees listed  above, an annual "processing fee" will be 

deducted by the Agency from each Incoming chi}d support payment. The 

processing fee equals 0%, 5% or 10% of the monthly payment depending on 

the family's Incowe.P No attempt Is  made to recover any portion of the
i -

collection costs from the obligor and no foes are assessed obligors. 

Sim ilarly, In child support cases where the family Is  the prevailing 

party, the Attorney General's office 'ioes not ask that the obligor 

pay any part of the court costs.

Steps In Support Enforcement

Under Alaska law, a ll children are entitled to support from their par­

ents. However, enforcement of this child support obligation is often 

a very complicated process. In most Instances, the Child Support 

Enforcement Agency must take several of the following steps In order 

to procure support money:

Type of Service 

Location

Establishment of paternity 

Establishment of support obligation 

Modifying a suprx>rt order 

Collection of delinquent support 

obligation on an annual basis
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Location — Virtually  no action can be taken on a case until 
the absent parent has been located.

Determlnation of °atern1ty — A father cannot be compelled 

to support a child born out of wedlock until the paternity 

of that child has been legally established.

Establishment of a child support order — Before an: child  

support can be collected from an absent parent there must be 

a legally binding child support order.

Modification of an existing child support order

Collection of support money

According to Alaska's Child Support Enforcement Act, payment of child  

support may be enforced by administrative as well as Judicial means. 
The Child Support Enforcement Agency has sufficient authority to obtain 

an acknowledgement of paternity, administratively establish a support 
order, and take action to co llect support money without resorting to 

the courts. When court action Is  required, the Attorney General's 

Office represents the Agency on a contractual basis. (The Attorney 

General's Office provides legal services to most State agencies free 

of charge. However, the Attorney General's Office and the Child Support 

Enforcement Agency have a contractual arrangement because the federal 

goverment w ill reimburse the State for 75 percent of the legal expenses 

Incurred by the Agency.)

Unless an abser.t parent w ill Immediately agree to begin paying monthly 

support, child support enforcement 1s time-consuming. There ere delays 

Inherent In the process regardless of whether the case Is being handled 
administratively or through the courts. F >r example, 1n every case,
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the obligor must be given adequate notice of a ll proceedings so that 

he may defend himself. In any action, there nay be several documents 
that mist be "served" on the absert parent, I . e . ,  either sent to him 

by registered mall with return receipt requested or delivered to him . . 
personally by the State Troopers. The obligor usually has t&j£ty days / 

from the date he was served to respond before enforcement proceedings 
are resumed. Frequently, more than th irty  days elapse because the 

date of service Is deferred. For example, an obligor who Is being 

served by registered mall may postpone the o ffic ia l date of notification  

by refusing to accept or pick up the documents. Sim ilarly, Troopers 

attempting to personally serve an Individual may not be able to locate 

him, or 1f he lives In a rural community may not be immediately able 

to make the tr1p.6 The I h ^ e j ^ d ^  ^ e ^ o u h d ^ . h y j ^ ^  

court action Is  required. Child support cases are c iv i l  matters, and /

may be set back on the court calendar to make time for criminal cases 

which, by law, must come to tr ia l as quickly as possible.

Location. The Child Support Enforcement Agency cannot take any co llec­
tion action until the absent parent of a f<m11y has been located. 

According to the Agency, the custodial parent u.ually knows the where­
abouts of the absent parent, or can at least provide helpful Information 

such as his social security number and occupation. When the address 
of the obligor Is not known, the Agency f ir s t  uses traditional Informa­

tion sources such as telephone directories, real and personal property 
records, vital s ta t is t ic s , and records of the Division of Motor

^According to a child support enforcement officer Interviewed by the ;
House Research Agency, the Troopers may assign child support cases a
lower priority than other cases which require service. In the off 1 - ‘ j ,
cer's opinion, notice could be served faster I f  the Agency did not ( \  ’
rely exclusively on che Troupers but took on some of the responsibility 
I t s e lf , or contracted with ex-Troopers, security guards or private 
Investigators for the Job.
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/
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r j  a

Vehicles. State and federal law require government entitles to provide 

address Information, and permit access by the Agency to records which 

are ordinarily confidential. For example, at the State leve l, the 

ecords of the Department of Revenue and the Criminal Justice Planning 

gency may be used by the Agency for location and enforcement purposes, 

he Federal Parent Locator Service provides state enforcement programs 

with addresses kept In the records of federal agencies such as the 

nternal Revenue 'ervlce and the Social Security Administration. Most 

h11d support enforcement agencies, Including Alaska's, use social 

ecurlty numbers to retrieve location Information available from other 

tate agencies and the federal Parent Locator Service.

laska's Child Support Enforcement Agency faces unique problems when 

ttemptlng to locate absent parents. Conventional location methods are 

ot necessarily as successful In Alaska as they are 1n other states, 

or example, social security numbers are not useful 1n location In all 
reas of the State. While performing research on another topic,* the 

ouse Research Agency was told by State alcoholism program administra­

tors that 1t Is  not unusual for Individuals, particularly 1n rural 
reas, to share a social security number with other family members or 

have picked their social security numbers at random whtn asked to 

rovlde one. Other factors also make It  d iff icu lt  to locate a parent 

n rural Alaska. A strong sense of group solidarity exists 1n some 

ommunltles so that people may te reluctant to provide Information 

bout another member of the community to an outsider. Further, many 

111 ages have limited telephone communications.

he d ifficu lty  of location In Alaska Is  compounded by the mobility of 

he population. The btate Department of Labor produced Its  most current 

laska Population Overview In 1979 using 1970 census s ta t is t ic s . The

eport stated that approximately 120,000 people moved to Alaska between
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1965 and 1970; but almost 100,000 people le ft  the state during the 

same period. For every six Individuals w»ic moved Into Alaska, five
Individuals moved out. The Department of Labor predicted that the

results of the 1980 census w ill show even greater migration to and 

from the state during the nineteen-seventies.7 In addition, assuming 

most absent parents are between 20 and 34 years of age, the Child

Support Enforcement Agency appears to be looking for people who sta tis­

t ic a lly  tend to be more mobile than other age groups.8 According to 

U.S. census data, over 551 of the population between 20 and 34 years 

old moved at least once between 1975 and 1978, compared to 32X of 
t>cup)e between 34 and 44, 20% between 45 and 54, and 17% between 55
and 64.9

^Alaska Department of Labor, Alaska Population Overview, December 1979 
pages 30,31.

8This estimate of the age of absent parents is  based on the 1979 AFDC 
Recipient Characteristics Study done by the State Division of Public 
Assistance. According to data Included 1n the study, of the parents 
(natural and adoptive mothers, natural and step-fathers) receiving 
AFDC benefits along with their children, 67X were between 20 and 34 
years of age. Given this Information, we made the following assumptions 
to reach the conclusion that most absent parents being sought by the 
Child Support Enforcement Agency are also In that age group, and follow 
the national migration trends reported for 1975-1978:

1. The custod4al parents of both AFDC and non-AFDC families 
served by the Child Suprort Enforcement Agency, are 
approximately the same age.

2. Absent parents are generjlly the same age as custodial 
parents.

3. The migration trends demonstrated between 1975 ana 1978 are 
representative of trends In subsequent years.

9U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series p-60, 
No. 331
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Establishment of Support Orders. The Agency must have a valid child

support order 1n hand before i'c can co llect any support money. Mos'
child support orders are obtained from a judge at the time of a divorce.

However, orders do not usually ex ist I f  the parents of a child are
separated but not divorced, or 1f they never married.

As the following table shows, only 42 percent of the Agency s total 

caseload had a valid child support order as of September 30, 1980.

Consequently, for over half of Its  cases, the Agency musi establish a 

^  support order before 1t can co llect any support money. (More than 9300 

fO  the Agency's AFDC cases do not have orders compared to only 470 of

r ^  \ Its  non-AFDC cases) Most non-welfare clients have a child supjort order 

p r  4 ^  ^  before coning to the Agency for enforcement services while most .a:’ fare 

families do not. The State Olvlslon of Public Assistance Indicate^ 1n
          -----

\ It s  1979 AFDC Recipient Characteristics Study that the.** 1s not a court- 

ordered support obligation for 78.51 of Its  AFDC households where 

there Is only one parent 1n the home.

TABLE 5
Cases with Child Support Orders 

Fourth Quarter of Federal Fiscal Year 19SO 
Ending September 30, 1980

I Number of |T of Total 1 Number of It of Total I I
ICases with leases with leases Without ICases Without I Total I

____________ [Support OrderslSupport OrderslSupport Orders Support Orders Cases I

I AFDC I 2211 I 191 I 9,363 I 811 I 11.574|
I I  I I I I I
INon-AFDC I 4786 I 911 I 474 | 9 I 5,2601
I-----------T------------------- 1------------------- 1------------------- 1--------------------1— — I
I All Cases I 6997 I 421 | 9.837 I 581 I 16,834|

Source: House Research Agency, 1/2/81, from data provided by the Child 
Support Enforcement Agency.
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SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT IN ALASKA

The federal Child Support Enforcement program permits states to estab­

lish  child support obligations 1n three ways:

1. by order of a court;

2. by administrative hearing process

3. ty legally enforceable and binding agreement ( I .e . ,  by a 

voluntary out-of-court agreement subsequently signed by a 

judge).

States specify In their statutes which method(s) w ill be used by local 
child support enfotcement agencies. Under Alaska Law, child support 

obligations may be »stabl1shed In a ll three ways.

Until recently, a ll support orders 1n Alaska had to be obtained through 

the court, a process which takes at least 6 months. Effective August 23,

1980, the Agency adopted regulations enabling 1t to administratively 

establish orders.10 (Regulations are attached as Appendix E.) The 

Agency anticipates that an administrative order can be obtained in 

a pproxlmately 90 days, provided the obligor can be easily  located.

The Agency has projected that Its  administrative process will enable 

I t  to establish 1,080 support obligations by September 30, 1981, the ^
end of federal "FY 81. This represents a 43X Increase over the number .
of groups established during FY 80. However, even at this rate 1tmay' ^  ?

be years before the Agency can establish orders for Its  current case- *r 

load, due to the number of cases without support orders.

lONote that Issues other than child support, such as v isitation  p riv i­
leges, may not be decided at an administrative hearing on child support 
obligation'. In Alaska, child support and v isitation  are separate mat­
ters. A custodial parent irfio denies the absent parent his/her legal 
visitation rights Is subject to a $200 find. However, denial of v is i­
tation 1s not considered a valid excuse for refusing to make child sup­
port payitents.
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Nationally, there Is  a general trend towards use of administrative pro­

cedures to set support obligations. There are two principal reasons 

for th is : 1) orders can be obtained more quickly; and 2) U  Is  less 

costly . These advantages are discussed more fu lly  below.

C h ill support orders can be obtained more quickly using an administra­

tive hearing process largely because the problems of crowded court 
calendars are eliminated. Child support cases are c iv i l  matters and 

consequently, they may be postpored by criminal cases which by law 

have priority  on the courts' calendar. In addition, hearing officers 

may be able to handle more cases In a day than j  judge. According to 

a national comparison of court system procedures and administrative 

procedures done by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 

(at that time, the Department of Health, Education and Welfare), this 

may be due to "greater formality In the courts str ic te r  rules and 

procedures, and fewer hours per day spent adjudicating cases."^

The higher overall costs of a court compared to a child support enforce­

ment agency are largely responsible for the comparative cost efficiency  

of an a<*n1n1 strative proceeding. For example, the sa laries of the 

parties Involved 1n establishing obligations administratively, e .g ., 

hearing officers (who may be attorneys), enforcement o fficers, c lerks, 
are comparatively lower than the sa laries of those Involved 1n a court 
proceeding, e .g ., judges, prosecutors, defense attorneys. Further, a 

court procedure requires more support sta ff than an administrative 

procedure, e .g ., court jle rk s , b a llf fs , court recorders, prosecutors, 
defense attorneys. An administratively-oriented child support enforce­

ment procedure offers additional economic advantages for a state.

l l U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Comparative Analysis 
of Court Systems Procedures and Administrative Procedures' to rsVaTnror 
and Enforce Child Support ObiIgatfons: Executive Summary, February
1900, page 4.-----™   -----------------------



SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT IN ALASKA

Currently, states are fu lly  assuming many of the Indirect costs of 
operating a court-oriented child support enforcement system. When 

determining tow much federal funding a state program Is entitled to, 

the federal government does not Include as allowable expenses a ll 
court costs associated with support enforcement. For example, there 

Is  10 formula for federal reimbursement of Judicial sa la ries , courtroom 

cost-., court f ilin g  costs, or the cost of summonses and notices. The 
Depaitroent of Health and Human Services found that for the states 

sampled 1n the study, when these Indirect expenses are Included, the 

total cost per case of establishing a support order through the courts 

was about 60% higher than the cost of establishing an order administra­
tive ly .

In addltlo , the research conducted by the federal Depa-tment of Health 

and Human Services showed that an administrative mechanism for estab­

lishing support order* may reduce AFDC program abuse. There are In­

stances of custodial parents fa lse ly  claiming that the children's 

other parent Is  not paying any support, or In states like  Alaska where 

only one-parent families are e lig ib le  for AFPr , fa lse ly  claiming that 

the other parent does not live  1n the home. Often states do not discover 

that these families are not e lig ib le  for AFDC (or not elig ib le for 

fu ll benefits) until the local support enforcment program attempts to 

track down the absent parent and discovers the family's real circum­
stances. Because I t  takes so long to process support cases through 

the courts. I t  could be six months or longer before th is discovery 1s 
made, however. The study by the Department of Health and Social Services 

found that custodial parents are le ss  lik e ly  to fa ls ify  Information I f  
they knew their cases would be looked Into by the child support enforce­

ment agency within the next month or two.12

^Alaska's Child Support Enforcement Agency 1s currently negotiating 
with the federal government for reimbursement of some of these costs.
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There are some disadvantages In having an administrative support order. 

F ir s t ,  1n most states, Including Alaska, there are collection actions 
which may be In itiated by the child support enforcement agency, and 

those which are reserved for the cour*. The most severe measures, 
e .g ., Involuntary wage assignments, stlzure and sale of property, 

ire  imposed by the court. Child support orders which are established 

b> the court m*y be enforced either administratively or Jud ic ia lly ; 

hovever, orders obtained administratively are enforceable only through 

administrative means. Second, administrative orders may not be recog­

nized 1n other states. Further, the federal government may be reluctant 

to garnish federal employees' salaries unless there 1s a court-ordered 

support obligation. Third, I f  a family with an administrative order 

subsequently goes to court to obtain a court order, e .g ., for Interstate 

enforcement purposes, the court may not require the obligor to pay 

the arrearages (unpaid child support from previous months) which have 

y accumulated under the administrative order. Al̂ l these d ifficu lt ie s  
may be avoided i f  administrative orders are summer-fly ratified  by the 

court, and subsequently enforceable as court orders. Employment of 
Jij/v th1i_procedure ir  Alaska would require leg islative  action, however.

Modification of Support Orders. Modification of a child support order 
1s handled sim ilarly  to establishment of an order. At the request of 
an obligor, obligee, or custodial parent the Child Support Enforcement 

Agency may modify orders which I t  has established administratively; 
however, i t  may not adjust an order which was orig inally set by the 

i jr t .  Consequently, In most Instances, modification requires court 

action, since, to date, most of the Agency's cases have a court-ordered 

support obligation. It  takes about six months to obtain a modification, 

as the case may be delayed by crowded court calendars, and notification  

of obligors. Most commonly, orders are modified to require that child



support payments be made to the Agency rather than directly to the 

family. Modifications may also be requested to adjust an order for 

Inflation , or because the obligor's financial status and his ab ility  

to pay, has changed.

Determination of Paternity. Illegitim ate children have the same right 

to support from their parents as children who are born 1n-wedlock. 

However, a man cannot be compelled to contribute to the support of an 

out-of-wedlock child until the paternity of the child has been legally  

established. Depending on the state, paternity must be established 1n 

15-65 percent of a ll child support cases.

As the table below Indicates, nationally, the numbers of children born 

to unmarried parents has steadily Increased, almost doubling between 

1960 and 1975.

TABLE 6
Illegitim ate Births In the United States

1 1 1
1940 1 1950 1960 1 1970 1 1975

1 1 1
89,500 1 141,500 224,300 1 390,700 | 447,900

Source: National Center for Health S ta tist ic s , HEW, Vital S ta tistics
Report, 3°72, Vol. I ,  and National Center for Health S tatis­
t ic s , Advance Report, Final Natality S ta tist ic s , 1975.

In A?77, one out of every six children or (16 percent of the children 

born 1n the United States were born out-of-wedlock.*3 The rate of

13Nat1onal Center for Health S ta t is t ic s , United States Department of 
Health, Education ani Welfare, Advance Report, Final Natality 
S ta t is t ic s , 1977.
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Illegitimacy Is particularly high among AFDC recipients. It  1s estimated 

that one-third of the children enrolled In the AFDC program are i l le g i­

timate.14

The Illegitim ate birth rate 1n Alaska appears to be slightly  lower than 

tne national rate. The State Department of Health and Social Services 

reports that 12.3 percent of the chlldrenborn Jn Alaska 1n 1977 were 

I l l e gitimate compared to 16 percent nationally. The most recent s ta t is ­
t ic s  for (1979j show that^H percent of the births In the state were 

out-of-wedlock. I .e . ,  with one out of every seven children born to an 

unmarried-mother.

The Child Support Enforcement Agency f i r s t  attempts to settle paternity 

cases out of court by obtaining a voluntary admission of paternity from 

the putative father. If  the putative father w ill not voluntarily  

legitimize the child and r nnot produce sufficient evidence to clear 

himself, the Agency refers the case to the Attorney General's Office 

for adjudication by the co u rt.*5

The Child Support Enforcement Agency 1s required by federal law to 

establish paternity for a ll Illegitim ate children who are receiving AFDC

14Jud1th B. Stouder, "Child Support Enforcement and Establishment of 
Paternity As Tools of Welfare Reform—Social Services Amendments of 
1974, pt. B, 42 U.S.C. Section 651-60 (Supp. V, 1975)," Washington Law 
Review, Vol. 52: 1-9. 1976, p. 177.

l5Blood tests of the ch ild , the mother, and the putative father are used 
as evidence both In cou t and while the Agency 1s trying to obtain a 
voluntary admission. B> means of blood testing, the genetic make-up 
of the ch ild , the mother, and the "father" are compared to determine 
the sta tistica l probability of paternity. Non-paternity can be posi­
tively  established In almost every case where a man has been wrongly 
accused. Paternity cannot be proven with the same degree of accuracy: 
however, the sta tistica l likelihood that the defendent Is  the father 
of the child can be computed based on the sim ilarity  of their genes.
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benefits. Paternity 1s determined for non-welfare children upon re­

quest. The Agency estimates that paternity must be established for 

one-th1rd of Its  AFDC caseload, while annually only two or three non- 
AFDC clients request a paternity determination.

4s explained e ir l le r ,  AFDC recipients must cooperite In establishing 

paternity In order to receive fu ll assistance benefits, except when It  
Is  not In the best Interest of the ch ild . At the direction of the 

State Legislature, v io ’atlon of privacy 1s also recognized as sufficient 

cause for non-cooperation. Consequently, compared to other states, 

Alaska may more readily excuse AFDC recipients from the cooperation 

requirement without penalty. Nevertheless, each quarter the CMld 

Support enforcement Agency meets it s  projected goals In establishing 

paternity, as the s ta t is t ic s  below show. Goals are approved In advance 

of the quarter by the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement. 
Last fiscal year, the Agency surpassed Its  projection by 13 cases. For 

fiscal year 1979. the Agency reported 3 cases In which paternity had 
been established compared to 53 for fisca l year 1980.16

TABLE 7
r ’ aska Child Support Enforcement Agency 

Number of Cases in which Paternity was Established by Quarter
Federal Fiscal Year 1980

l i s t  Quarterl 2nd Quarter |3rd Quarter |4th Qjarterl
1 Ending 1 Ending (Ending lEndlng lYear |
112/31/79 I 3/31/80 16/30/80 19/30/80 |Total I

r 1 1 1 r " “  1
1 Projected 3 5 1 14 18 1 40 I
1 T  ......... T " 1 I 1 1
1 Actual 1 6 13 1 15 19 1 53 I

Source: Child Support Enforcement Agency ?
• W . fi* **. W ,W r̂' ^.44*4—----  --

16Fourth Annual Report to the Congress on the Child Support Enforcement 
P-ogram, Office of Child Support Enforcement, Department of Health, Edu­
cation and Welfare, December 31, 1979, p. 113
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In many Instances, the potential advantages for the child make 1t worth­
while for the mother to request or cooperate 1n a paternity suite despite 
the Intrusion In to ner privacy and the embarrassment of the process. 

Unless paternity has been established, Illegitim ate children do not 

have the same rights as other dependent children to cla*m benefits 

through both their parents. In some st»tes, even when the father has 

been Identified, a child born out-of-wedlock does not have the same 

rights as children born 1n-wed1ock. However, 1n Alaska, the two may 

enjoy roughly equivalent legal status once paternity has been estab­

lished. In this state, upon legitim ization, a child has the following 

rights:r ign ts ;  y , *

. - ^ V u J h . 1

x  y ' A  M

s entitled to support from the father* 

s)he may use the father's name;

( s)he has a legal right to Inherit 1f the father dies without 

making a w ill ;

(s)he Is entitled tc any social security benefits, workers' 
compensation, and the lik e , which 1s paid to the father's 

dependents;

his/her birth ce rtifica te  1s automatically changed so that 

there Is no record that ( s)he was born out-of-wedlock.

Execution of a Support Order

After a child support order has been established, the Child Support 

Enforcement Agency In it ia tes action to co llect the debt. The Agency 

f i r s t  attempts to bring about voluntary payment using traditional col-
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lection techniques. The Agency re lle s  primarily on telephone collection  

ca lls  and collection le t te r s .17 These efforts are aimed at committing 

the obligor to a regular payment schedule or a voluntary assignment of 
a portion of his wages. If  the obligor does not begin to make child  

support payments of his own vo lition , the Agency has the authority to 

In itia te  two kinds oe collection action: I) Issuance of an order to
"withhold and deliver" to a person, business, or government entity 

vhlch has possession of property belonging to the obligor; or 2) asser­

tion of a lien  against real property, I . e . ,  land and buildings, anJ 

personal property, such as vehicles, bank accounts, and wages. Orders 

to withhold and dellveA are usually sent to the obligor's employer, 

and stipulate that a portion of his wages be withheld or "garnished". 

State law requires a ll persons to cooperate with orders to withhold 

and deliver and with the conditions of a Hen, or be liab le  for the 

debt themselves.

17An effective collection system depends largely on personal contacts.
Nationally, commercial collection agencies and support enforcement 
programs rely on telephone c a lls  which are cheaper and more timely 
than personal v is it s . Other states have found, however, that flexible  
working schedules are necessary for "phone power" to be most effective, 
as frequently obligors cannot be react. »d at home during the day. For 
example, Missouri Increased Its  AFDC collections by 18X and Its  non-AFDC 
collections by 401 during a six month pilot project vrfiere collection  
ca lls  were made during the evening and on Saturday*. .An enforcement 
officer far Alaska'a C h ild Support Enforcement Agency sa'ld that calling  
on Saturdays is  much more succcessful. It  also seems llke iy  that 
telephone contact with other parts of the state - many of vrfilch are In l 
different time zones - would be more d iff ic u lt  I f  c a lls  are only placed ^
during regular office hours In Anchorage. Currently, however, the 
Agency has no policy permitting enforcement officers to work on a ^

'TTex-tlme basis.-  -  ^
Additionally, when the obligor cannot be contacted by telephone, the 
Agency re lie s  on collection le tte rs . According to the enforcement 
officers to whom we spoke, personal v is its  would be, a more_effective  
alternative, as obligors often ignore l etters. Enforcement officers 
currently do not do any enforcement work In the fie ld .



Before executing either collection action, the Agency must obtain what 

1s called a "judgment" from the court on the amount In arrears.*® 

After obtaining a judgment, the Agency must serve notice upon the 

obligor specifying his debt, the terms of the child support order, and 

the action that w ill be taken unless payment 1s made. The obligor has 
th irty days from the date of service to respond. According to custo­

dial parents Interviewed for this report, tre Agency does lot proceed 
r with the action 1f the obligor makes any payment at a ll during the 

th irty day period. Even I f  the obligor owes a large amount of child  
support - for example, $5,000 - a token payment of only $200 would be 

enough to prevent the Agency from garnishing his wages, or asserting a 
lien against his property.* I f  the obligor makes no attempt to pay 

within thirty days, a Hen w ill be filed against his property, or an 

jjrder to withhold and deliver Issued, usually lo his employer.

Lien. By law, property subject to a lien mcy not be sold, released or 

transferred until the child support 1s paid or the lien 1s released. 

For example, the Child Support Enforcement Agency can assert a lien

*®Currently, th is Is  a time-consuming process requiring the obllgo- 
to appear In court. The Agency and the Attorney General's office have 
suggested that the process of obtaining a judgment can be streamlined 
In the following manner: 1) The Agency would submit a statement of
the arrear»"e to the Superior Court, which would serve as a motion for 
a judgment; 2) at the same time the Agency would notify the obligor of 
the amount of child  support owed jnd that a judgment had been requested; 
3) i f  the obligor does not present any defense, the court would enter 
a judgment for the amount of support owed Including overdue payment 
fees.

Reviewer's Note: "Even though payments may be made during the thirty
day period, the Agency w ill proceed with the action to co llect the re­
maining obligated amount. The obligor may negotiate a payment arrange­
ment tc satisfy  the debt. Action Is  only stopped when the fu ll amount 
stated In the notice 1s paid." Dan Copeland, Administrator, Alaska 
Child Support Enforcement Agency.
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against a building owned by the obligor. If  the obligor decides to 

se ll the building, the amount oweu to the Agency must be paid before a 

buyer can obtain t it le  to the property. However1, the Agency cannot 

compel the obligor to se ll the building to pay his debt, but must wait 

until he decides to do so. Consequently, a lien acts as security for 

future payment of the support debt (provided the obligor ever disposes 

of the property), out as there is no Immediate threat that property 

w ill be seized fnd sold, a Hen may not induce an obligor to begin

paying his month'y support obligation. Additionally, a Hen against 

an obligor's property usually results In one lump sum payment to the 

Child Support Enforcement Agency upon disposal of the property. There­
fore, 1t may be a good tool for collecting a large arrearage, but may 

not be an effective way to start a stream of regular payments between
the obligor and the family.

Order to Withhold and Deliver. Almost a ll orders to withhold and deli­

ver are directed to the obligor's emnloyer, and require that some 

portion of the obligor's wages be garnished and turned over to the 

Child Support Enforcement Agency. The amount of earnings to be withheld 

Is  Jetermlned by the Agency, and depends on the total amount of support 

owed. Orders to withhold and deliver are commonly called Involuntary 

wage assignments. In contrast to a lie n , an order to withhold and 

deliver may result 1n money for the Agency w ltiln  approximately 60

days. However, like  a Hen, an order to withhold and deliver Is not 

currently an effic ien t way of collecting support money on a regular 

basis because the order Is  only In effect for one p«y perlou. Conse­

quently, the Agency must again serve notice on the obligor, wait the 
required thirty days, and re-serve the employer with an order to withhold 

and deliver In order to co llect money from the next paycheck. The $1 *  
Agency and the Attorney General's office have proposed ithat AS 47.23.25$} 1 

be amended so that one order to withhold and deliver remains In effect 

until the obligor's child support debt Is  satisfied .

i
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In 1980, the Child Suport Enforcement Agency began using a collection  

procedure called "deKt set-off" which has been successful 1n other 

states. Debt set-off allows states to co llect child support debts by 

intercepting tax or other refunds due to the obligor. To Implement 
this procedure, social security numbers are used to match the Child 

Support Enforcement Agency's records with those of the Department of 
Revenue. Prior to Intercepting the refunds, obligors must be served 

notice, and given 30 days to respond. The Agency had somewhat limited 
success in attaining 1979 Income tax refunds as In many instances, 

obligors' social security numbers were not on f i le .  However, numbers 
have been obtained, and the Agency Is  planning to Intercept 1980 tax 

refunds as well as any dividend payments from the Permanent Fund or 

royalty o il sales.

In cases where the Child Support Enforcement Agency cannot co llect sup­

port money by using Its  own collection mechanisms, I t  may refer the 

case to court for further action. The court can require that an obli­

gor's property be seized and sold for payment for the support debt. 

Sim ilarly, the court may Impose wage assignments which follows the 

obligor from Job to job, and does not require monthly renewal. F in a lly , 

the court may find that an obligor who w illfu lly  does not pay even 

though he 1s f «ncial1y able to do so, is  In contempt of the child 
support order, and Imprison him. The court almost never takes this 

action, however; and the Child Support Enforcement Agency and the 

Attorney General's Office advise against I t  in most Instances, on the 

grounds that 1t may Jeopardize the obligor's employment and therefore 

be counterproductive to payment of support.

Distribution of Collections. The federal Child Support and Establish­

ment of Paternity Act requires a ll states to distribute support money 

collected in AFDC cases in the fo.lowing manner:
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the family receives the monthly support owed to them 1f that 

amount Is  sufficient to take them off AFDC;

If  the monthly support obligation Is not enough to make the 

family se lf-su ffic ien t, the Agency retains the cj ’ i ction;

an amount equal to the family's AFDC payment for th month 1s 

divided between the State and federal governments according to 
their contribution to local AFDC financing. In Alaska, the 

distribution is  50% to the State and 5C% to the federal govern­

ment;

when assistance payments have been fu lly  reimbursed, the excess 

Is  paid to the family.

Between October 1, 1979 and September 30, 1980 (federal FY 80), the 

State and federal governments each received $278,600 as their hare of 

AFDC co llections. According to the Child Support Enforcement agency, 

almost all the money collected In AFDC cases 1s retained. The Agency 

estimates enough support Is  collected to make the family Inelig ib le for 

AFDC In less than five AFDC cases a month. Nationally, about 5% of the 

money collected In AFDC cases Is distributed to the fam ilies.

Interstate Enforcement

Alaska's Child Support Enforcement Agency currt .iy  outlines two proce­
dures to be used In Interstate support enforcement. These allow custo­

dial parents to establish child support orders and secure support from 
absent parents who liv e  in another state without 1) traveling to the 

obligor's state of residence; 2) hiring an attorney In the obligor's 
state of residence; or 3) extraditing the absent parent to Alaska on 

charges of criminal non-support.
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URESA — The Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act (URESA) was 

adopted by Alaska 1n 1953. Nationwide, URESA Is  the mostly widely used 

Interstate enforcement mechanism. The URESA procedure may be used to 

enforce an existing child support order, obtain a support order, and 

establish paternity where the putative father lives out-of-state. To 

In itia te  an Interstate action, a petition Is  filed  on behalf of the 
family In the Alaska court. (Alaska Is subsequently known as the " In it i­

ating- state.) The petition Is then sent to the court In the obligor's 
state of residence (the "responding" state). The case 1s carried on 

between the two courts. When the case comes to t r ia l ,  the obligor ap­
pears before the responding court. I f  evidence Is  required from the 

custodial parent, she presents her testimony before the In itiating  

court, which forwards i t  to the responding court. The final Judgment 

In the case 1s made by the responding court. I f  payment of support Is  

ordered, the obligor pays his local child support enforcement agency 

which sends the money to the agency In Alaska for disbursement to the 

family.

Uniform Registration of Support Orders --  In some states, a simpler 

method of enforcing support obligation exists for cases which already 

have a support order. An order fron Alaska, for example. Is  registered 

with the court In another Jurisdiction which extends to I t  "full 'a ith  

and credit." This means that the second court can enforce the "foreign" 

order as I f  I t  w re Its  own, without holding further hearings on the 
matter. Consequi ntly , an Interstate enforcement case Is  resolved more 

quickly using this procedure rather than the original URESA procedure 

discussed above, as URESA usually requires that hearings be held by the 

court 1n the second Jurisd iction.

Alaska law extends fu ll faith and credit to support orders from other 

states; currently, however, the Attorney General's office will not per­
mit foreign orders to be simply registered and enforced, because the
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existing State law does not adequately protect either obligors or 

custodial parents. As AS 25.25 currently reads, upon registration of 

a foreign order, the ju rsld lctlon  of Alaska courts Is  not confined to 
collection of child  support, but also extends to v isitation and custody 

agreements. The Child Support Enforcement Agency does not have the 

legal authority to defend a custodial parent from another state In 

these matt?'”* . Consequently, If  an Alaskan obligor requests the State 
court to modify the original custody or visitation  agreement, and the 

custodial parent Is  Indigent and cannot afford to hire an Alaskan 

attorney, she would not be represented when the matter came to court. 

Sim ilarly , I f  the Alaska court modifies a child support order to require 

less than the amount orig inally specified, the excess In the out-of- 

stece order continues to amount as arrearages, even though the obligor 

regularly pays the amount entered In the Alaska support order.

The Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act and uniform registra­

tion of foreign orders (where It  exists) have not entirely simplified 

Interstate enforcement. There are s t i l l  significant differences among 

states' enforcement laws and po lic ies. For example, some states do 
not pursue payment of arrearages. Consequently other states Involved 

In Interstate collection actions with these states would not be able 
to co llect arrearages even though their own laws permit I t .  Addition­

a lly , states frequently assign a lower priority to out-of-state cases 
than to their own cases. As a resu lt. Interstate actions may take a 
long time to resolve. States have several options when another state 

fa lls  to respond to an Interstate action 1n a timely manner. They may 

ask the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement to refer the case 

to a federal court. To date, no cases have reached the federal court 

for enforcement. The second alternative for a state Is extradition of 

the obligor to be prosecuted for criminal non-support.
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In some states, Including Alaska, local child support enforcement agen- 

cles currently have statutory authority to enter Into reciprocal en­
forcement agreements with other states, *ut not with other countries. 
Consequently, as a practical matter, obligors who have gone to Canada, 

for example, are lo st to these enforcement agencies. West Germany, 

Canada, and the other Commonwealth countries have enacted legislation  

sim ilar to URESA, which enables them to participate 1n International 

enforcement proceedings with states that have statutory authority to 

do so.

On September 30, 1980, Alaska's Child Support Enforcement Agency was 

a party to approximately 2,490 interstate en‘*»rcement actions. The 

Agency was responding to 2,020 aid had Initiated



EFFECTIVENESS OF SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT IN ALASKA

The primary measure o f  art enforcement agency 's  success I s  I t s  c o l l e c ­
t i o n s .  However, as the preceding s e c t i on  has d i s c u s s ed ,  be fo re  any 
support  money can be c o l l e c t e d ,  the Agency I s  fo rced to spend a s i g n i ­
f i c a n t  p o r t i on  o f  I t s  time obta in ing support  o rders  and e s tab l i s h in g  
p a t e rn i t y .  T h e re fo r e ,  the Agency's c o l l e c t i o n s  alone do not adequately  
r e f l e c t  I t s  o v e r a l l  p r o d u c t i v i t y .

* In the fo l lowing s e c t i o n  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  the  Agency's success  In ob ta in ­
ing support  o r d e r s ,  determining p a t e rn i t y ,  and c o l l e c t i n g  support  money 
a re  a l l  d i s cu s sed .  With regard to the Agency's c o l l e c t i o n  success ,  
two quest ions are  addressed :  1)  how s u c c e s s f u l l y  has the Agency c o l ­
l e c t e d  c h i l d  support  f o r  I t s  c a s e l o ad ;  and 2 )  how does the Agency's 
c o l l e c t i o n  success compare n a t i o n a l l y ?  In o rde r  to answer the f i r s t  
qu es t i on ,  the amount o f  c h i l d  support  In a r r e a r s  I s  con t ras ted  with 
the amount o f  c h i l d  support  c o l l e c t e d ,  and the number o f  paying cases  
I s  compared to the Agency's t o t a l  c a s e l o ad .  To respond to the second 
ques t ion ,  A la ska 's  t o t a l  c o l l e c t i o n s ,  and c o l l e c t i o n s  per d o l l a r  o f  
expenditure a re  compared to  o th e r  s t a t e s ' .  A f in a l  s e c t i o n  d i s cusses  
the c o s t  e f f i c i e n c y  o f  A la ska ' s  enforcement program r e l a t i v e  to o the r  
s t a t e s .

Support Orders Obtained

Rough1y(9 ,800 c a s e s ,  o r  581,'  o f  the Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency's 
c a s e l o a d d o  not have i  c h i l d  support  0£der* The Agency's performance 
with respec t  to these cases  should be measured by I t s  a b i l i t y  to  ob ta in  
a support  o rder  f o r  them.

During federa l FY 8 0 ,  the  Ch i l d  Support Enforcement Agency e s t a b l i s h ed  
a t o t a l  o f  755 c h i l d  support  o rd e r s .  Th is  compares t o  553 fo r  FY 7 9 .



Each q u a r t e r  o f  1 980 ,  the Agency was p rog re s s iv e ly  more su ccess fu l  In 
ob ta in ing  c h i l d  support  o rd e r s ,  as  shown by q u a r t e r l y  data on Table 8 .  
One out. o f  every nine cases with support  o rde rs  on September 3 0 ,  1980 
had obta ined t h e i r  o rders  s in ce  October 1 ,  1979.

Orders e s ta b l i s h ed  during federal FY 80 had to  be obta ined through the  
c o u r t ,  a p rocess  trfHch takes about 6 months. As noted e a r l i e r ,  the  
Agency has r e c en t l y  begun e s ta b l i s h in g  orde rs  . adm in i s t r a t iv e ly  and 
a n t i c i p a t e s  I t  w i l l  be able to ob ta in  1^,080j> r d e r s  during federa l  FY
81 .  However, even a t  t h i s  r a t e ,  I t  w i l l  be many years  be fo re  the 
agency w i l l  have support  o rders  f o r  a l l  I t s  e x i s t in g  c a s e s ,  due to the 
backlog o f  .a s e s  cu r ren t ly  without  o r d e r s .

250 I

TABLE 8 
Support Orders Obtained 
Federal F i s ca l  Year 1980 

8y Quarter

1 230 227
200 | 17771 17771

1 168 I / / / I I / / / I
150 1 130 1777 I / / / I I / / / I

1 1— 1 1 / / / 1 I / / / I I / / / I
100 | I / / / I M U i I / / / I I / / / I

1 I / / / I 1 / / / I / / / I
I7ITI

1— 1
50 I ------ I - — 177 |

1 51 1 151 1 I 1 1
0 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 s t  Q1

17771 ^  9  * ° °
\ j U \  Cases

{ { Non-AFDC Cases

Source :  C h i l d  Support Enforcement Agency

J o y

-  t O O t f
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Pa te rn i t y  E s tab l i sh ed

As o f  September 3 0 ,  19 0 ,  approximately 3 , 1 0 0  o f  the Agency's cases  were 
awaiting a pa te rn i ty  de tenn lna t ion .  During federa l  FY 7 9 ,  the Agency 
repor ted  t h a t  pa te rn i ty  was e s t ab l i s h ed  f o r  3 c a s e s ,  compared to 53 
cases  during FY 8 0 .  By the l a s t  q u a r t e r  o f  FY 8 0 ,  the Agency was 
completing an average o f  6 p a t e rn i t y  c a s e s  per month compared to 2 cases  
per month during the f i r s t  q u a r t e r  o f  the  y ea r .

TABLE 9
Number o f  Cases 1n which Pa te rn i ty  was E s tab l i sh ed

Federal FY 80

25-

By Quarter

20-

15- 13 15_

10-
6 I I  I I

5- 1------ I 1I
1 I I I I

0- 1 1 I I  I I
1 s t  Q t r .  2nd Q t r .

Source :  C h i l d  Support Enforcement Agency
3rd Qtr.

19

■«k  o t v r

Ch i ld  Support C o l l e c t e d

The t ab le  on the fol lowing page shows the Ch i ld  Support Enforcement 
c o l l e c t i o n s  f o r  the l a s t  two federa l  f i s c a l  y e a r s :  FY 7 9 ,  ending Sep-
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tember 3 0 ,  1979 ,  and FY 80 ending September 3 0 ,  1 9 8 0 . 19 In the two- 
year  p e r i o d ,  a t o t a l  o f  $10 .9  m i l l l c r  was c o l l e c t e d  f o r  the Agency's 
c l i e n t s .  C o l l e c t i o n s  on behz l f  o f  AfuC f am i l i e s  t o t a le d  $ 1 . 9  m i l l i o n  
while c o l l e c t i o n s  f o r  non-AFDC f am i l i e s  equaled $9 m i l l i o n .  C o l l e c t i o n s  
Increased over the two-year p e r io d .  In federa l  FY 8 0 ,  the Agency 
c o l l e c t e d  a lmost $1 m i l l i o n  more than was paid In FY 7 9 ,  r e f l e c t i n g  
an Increase o f  19%.

Each y e a r ,  approximately $ 1 . 5  m i l l i o n  In c h i l d  s u jp o r t  money was 
exchanged between Alaska and o the r  s t a t e s ,  $1 .2  m i l l i o n  going ou t  o f  
Alaska and $300 ,0 0 0  coming Into the s t a t e .  A compara t ive ly small 
amount o f  suppor t  I s  being c o l l e c t e d  by o th e r  s t a t e s  on b eha l f  o f  
f am i l ie s  l i v i n g  1n Alaska hgcpiitp tho S ta te  has requested s i^h se r -  
v l c e s  le s s  o f ten  than I t  has been asked to prov ide  them.

^A l th ough  the Ch<1d Support Enforcement Agency has been In ex is tence  
s ince  the beginning o f  federa l  FY 7 7 ,  s i g n i f i c a n t  In ternal r eo rgan i ­
z a t ion  occurred during FY 79 ,  Inc lud ing r e v i s i on  o f  the accounting  
system. According vo the cu r ren t  adm in is t ra to r  o f  the Agency, Jlin 
Copeland , the  f ina l  t o t a l s  reported f o r  c o l l e c t i o n s  f o r  FY 79 are  
a c c u r a t e ;  however, th«» t o t a l s  repo r ted  fo r  FY 77 and FY 78 may not be 
c o r r e c t ,  and, In any event  were computed In a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  
manner than t o t a l s  f o r  FY 79 and FY 8 0 .  S t a t i s t i c s  are  shown fo r  
federal f i s c a l  yea rs  as they a re  taken from repo r t s  submitted by the 
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency to the  nat iona l  O f f i c e  o f  Ch i ld  Sup­
p o r t  Enforcement to s a t i s f y  federa l  repor t ing requirements .
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TABLE 10 
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 

Ch i ld  Support C o l l e c t i o n s  
Federal FY 79 and Federal FY 80 

( thousands o f  d o l l a r s )
lAlaskan Famllyl Alaskan Family INon-Alaskan Famllyl |

FY 79 lAlaskan FatherlNon-Alaskan Father! Alaskan Fa ther  I Tota l
I------------------1-------------------------------- 1------------------------------------- 1-------------------------------------1----------------------------1
IAFDC | 2 2 6 .3  5% I 107 .8  2% I 4 3 9 .8  91 I 7 73 .9  16%I
I I I  I I I
INon-AFDC I 3 , 2 9 0 . 0  66% | 2 2 0 .2  4% | 6 9 8 . 6  14% I 4 . 2 0 8 . 8  82%I
i--------r- -̂---------- 1------------ — i-----------------r -1--------- 1
I Sub -Tota l  I 3 , 5 1 6 . 3  71% I 3 2 8 .0  6% | 1 , 1 3 8 . 4  23% I 4 , 9 8 2 . 7  100%I
FY 80

I AFDC | 4 54 .1  8% I 103 .0  2% I 5 39 .5  9% | 1 , 0 9 6 . 6  19%|
I I I  I I I
INon-AFDC I 3 , 8 5 6 . 1  65% | 2 2 1 . 0  4% | 7 5 9 .3  13% I 4 , 8 3 6 . 4  92%I
I------------------- 1------------------------------1--------------------------------------1--------------------------------------1  1
I Sub -Tota l  I 4 , 3 1 0 . 2  73% I 3 2 4 .0  6% | 1 , 2 9 8 . 8  22% I 5 , 9 3 3 . 0  100%|
Source : O f f i c e  o f  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement, U .S .  Department o f  Health

Education and We l fa re ,  Fourth Annual Report t o  the Congress on 
the Ch i ld  Support  Enforcement Program, December T H  l97*T

According to the Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency's c o l l e c t i o n  da ta ,  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more c h i l d  support  I s  paid f o r  non-welfare cases  than 
welfare  c a s e s .  In both f i s c a l  year 1979 and 1 8 0 ,  the amount o f  c h i l d  
support  rece ived f o r  non-AFDC f am i l i e s  a ccou i ted  f o r  over 80% o f  the 
t o t a l  support  pa id .

In the p a s t ,  the Agency concentra ted I t s  c o l l e c t i o n  e f f o r t  on non-AFOC 
c a s e s ,  l a r g e ly  because they a re  more c o l l e c t a b l e  than AFDC ca s e s .  There 
a re  several reasons f o r  t h i s :

More Support Orders - -  P r op o r t i on a te ly  more non-welfare f am i l ie s  
than welfare f am i l i e s  have an ex i s t in g  c h i l d  support  o rd e r .  While 
t h i s  may not make ac tua l c o l l e c t i o n  e a s i e r ,  the  Agency does not
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have to spend time secur ing an o rde r  and may be able to I n i t i a t e  
enforcement e f f o r t s  as much as six months sooner .

H i s to ry  o f  Payment —  A la rge  p ropo r t i on  o f  the absent parents o f  
AFDC f am i l i e s  have never paid any support  money. I t  1s l i k e l y  to 
be more d i f f i c u l t  to  c o l l e c t  suppor t  from an Ind iv idua l  who has 
never paid than from an Indiv idua l who has gambled t h a t  no c o l l e c ­
t i on  a c t i o n  would be taken and stopped making payments.

G rea te r  Coopera t ion  - -  Non-welfare f am i l i e s  I n i t i a t e d  the a c t i on  
aga in s t  the  absent parent  and they may be more w i l l in g  than 
wel fa re  f am i l i e s  to a s s i s t  the Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 
In l o c a t in g  him and c o l l e c t i n g  suppo r t .  Cus tod ia l  parents o f  
f am i l i e s  on we l fa re  are  requ ired to c oope ra te  with the Ch i ld  Sup­
por t  Enforcement Agency even though they may not want c h i l d  support  
c o l l e c t e d  f o r  personal o r  f in an c ia l  reasons .  Some AFDC parents  
view c o l l e c t i o n  o f  support  as coun te r  to the f am i l y ' s  f in anc ia l  
i n t e r e s t .  While enough support  may be c o l l e c t d  to make the family 
I n e l i g i b l e  f o r  AFDC, t h i s  amount may not be s u f f i c i e n t  to compen­
s a t e  f o r  the med ica id ,  food stamps, j o b  t r a in ing  o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  
c h i l d  ca re  and low c o s t  housing o p p o r t u n i t i e s  which can be l o s t  
as a r e s u l t  o f  going o f f  pub l i c  a s s i s t a n c e .

G rea te r  a b i l i t y  to  pay — The absent parents o f  non-welfare f am i l ie s  
may be ab le  to pay more supoo r t .  A s t a f f  person from the Ch i ld  
Support Enforcement Agency observed t h a t  the f in an c ia l  s t a tu s  o f  
the absent parent  o f  a we l fa re  family I s  not o f ten  s lg n l f l c an ty  
b e t t e r  than the f am i l y ' s .
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C o l l e c t i o n  Performance

Support Money Owed. During federa l  f i s c a l  yea r  1980 , approximately  
$6 m i l l i o n  1n c h i l d  support  was c o l l e c t e d ,  as d iscussed above. However, 
t h i s  represents  only 6% o f  the c h i l d  support  owed as shown on the 
t a b l e  below.

TABLE 11
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 

C o l l e c t i o n s  as a Percent  o f  Estimated Amount Owed 
Federal F i s ca l  Year 1980

AFDC
1

% | Non-AFDC 
1

% 1 Total % 1

1 Average C o l l e c t i o n  
iPer  Quarter

$ 2 7 4 .1
1

3%| $ 1 , 2 0 9 . 8  
1 
1

97%| 1 4 , 0 1 7 . 8
1
1

8% 1$1 ,4 83 .2 6%|

1 Average
1 Arrearage per Quarter

8 , 7 8 2 . 1 92% 122 ,7 9 9 . 9 94% |

I Average Owed Per Quarter* 9 , 0 5 6 . 2
1

100%| 1 5 , 2 2 7 . 6  
1

100% 124 ,2 8 3 .1 100%|

* The t o t a l  amount o f  c h i l d  support  owed per qua r t e r  was computed by 
adding the average c o l l e c t i o n  per qua r t e r  and the average amount o f  
support  money ou t s tand ing ,  o r  In a r r e a r s ,  a t  the end o f  each q u a r t e r .

Source :  House Research Agency, 1 / 1 2 / 8 1 ,  from data provided by the Ch i ld  
Support Enforcement Agency.

Support In A r r e a r s . By the  end o f  federa l  FY 8 0 ,  unpaid c h i l d  support  
' f o r  the Agency's c l i e n t s  amounted to  $ 9 . 7  m i l l i o n  f o r  we l fa re  f am i l ie s  
and $15 .2  m i l l i o n  f o r  non-welfare  f am i l i e s ,  a t o t a l  o f  $24 .9  m i l l i o n .
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EFFECTIVENESS OF ENFORCEMENT

TABLE 12
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 

Ch i ld  Support 1n Arrears  
4th Quarter o f  Federal F i s ca l  Year 1980 

( thousands)
lAlaskan Famllyl Alaskan Family 
lAlaskan FatherlNon-Alaskan Father

Non-Alaskan Family 
Alaskan Father

T T
To ta l

AFDC I $ 6 , 1 5 0 . 8  |
I

Non-AFDCI $ 9 , 9 7 0 . 3  
I

$ 449 .0
$924 .7

$ 3 , 0 8 5 . 5
$ 4 , 2 8 1 . 2

i :---------------1------------------------
Tota l I $ 1 6 , 1 2 1 . 1  I $ 1 , 3 7 3 . 7

I ______________  I

$ 9 , 6 8 5 . 3
$ 1 5 , 1 7 6 . 2

$ 7 , 3 6 6 . 7 $ 2 4 , 8 6 1 . 5

Source :  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency

Ob l igo rs  l i v i n g  In Alaska owe $16 m i l l i o n  to f am i l i e s  who a l s o  l i v e  
he r e ,  and an add i t i ona l  $7 m i l l i o n  f o r  support  o f  c h i l d r en  res id ing  
ou t s id e  the s t a t e .  The Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency I s  a ttempting  
to c o l l e c t  s l i g h t l y  ove r  $1 m i l l i o n  from f a th e r s  1n o th e r  s t a t e s  on 
b eh a l f  o f  f am i l i e s  who l i v e  here .

During federa l  FY 8 0 ,  th e  amount o f  c h i l d  support  In a r rea rs  grew by
$4 m i l l i o n ,  from $20 .8  m i l l i o n  a t  the end o f  the f i r s t  qua r te r  o f  FY 80
to $ 2 4 .9  m i l l i o n  a t  the end o f  the fou r th  q u a r t e r .  Of t h i s  In c re a se ,  
$1 .7  m i l l i o n  was In AFDC c a s e s ,  and $2 .3  m i l l i o n  In non-AFDC. The
Agency has a l s o  seen an Increase 1n I t s  case load  during FY 80 .
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TABLE 13
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 

Support 1n Arrears  
Federal F i s ca l  Year 1980 By Quarter

1 s t  Q t r . 2nd Q t r . 3rd Q t r . 4 th Q t r .
1 AFDC

—Arrearages $ 8 . 0  m i l l i o n $ 8 . 5  m i l l i o n $ 8 . 9  m i l l i o n $ 9 . 7  mil 11on I
# o f  Cases with

Support Orders 2 ,0 0 9 2 ,0 4 3 2 ,1 1 9 2 ,211
Arrearage per case $3 ,9 6 3 $4 ,1 8 2 $4 ,2 1 8 $4 ,381

1Non-AFDC
Arrearages $12.9m11 l i o n $ 1 3 . 7ml 111 on $ 1 4 . 4m1l l i on $ 1 5 . 2m1111 on I
# o f  Cases with

Support Orders 4 , 5 4 0 4 ,621 4 , 6 5 5 4 ,786
Arrearage per case $ 2 , 8 3 0 $2 ,9 6 3 $3 ,0 8 4 $3 ,171

IA11 Cases
Arrearages $20.8m1l H on $22 .2m11 l ion $23 .2m11l ion $24 .9m1 l l1on |
# o f  Cases with

Support Orders 6 ,5 4 9 6 , 6 6 4 6 ,7 7 4 6 ,9 9 7
1 Arrearage Per Case $3 , 1 7 8 $3 , 3 3 6 $3 ,439 $3 ,5 5 3  |
Source :  House Research Agency, 1 / 1 2 / 8 1 ,  from data provided by the Ch i ld

Support Enforcement Agency

However, i t  I s  un l ik e ly  t h a t  these  new cases  account f o r  the t o t a l  
growth 1n a r r e a rage s ,  a s  t h i s  wo j ld  mean th a t  the average arrearage  
per new case was over $ 9 , 0 0 0 .  The Increase  In a rrea rages  i s  probably 
the r e s u l t  o f  two factor* . :  1) the a d d i t i o n  o f  new ca se s  with support
in a r r e a r s ;  and 2 )  an Increase  In the amount o f  unpaid support  fo r  the 
Agency's ex i s t in g  c a s e l o ad .  The l a t t e r  seems to  Ind i ca te  th a t  each 
month the Agency Is f a l l i n g  f u r t h e r  beh l rd  In c o l l e c t i n g  the support  
money owed to i t s  c l i e n t s .

The amounts shown p rev iou s ly  In t h i s  s e c t i on  rep resen t  the support  In 
a r r e a r s  f o r  only the c l i e n t s  o f  the Ch i ld  Support agency who have a 
support  o rd e r .  C l i e n t s  with o rders  c o n s t i t u t e  only 421 o f  the Agency's
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case load  as o f  September 3 0 ,  1980 .  S i g n i f i c a n t l y  more money i s  owed f o r  
support  o f  f am i l i e s  f o r  whom a support  o rd e r  has not y e t  been e s t a b ­
l i s h e d ;  by law, the absent parent o f  a fam i ly  on AFDC owes support  
money even i f  a c h i l d  support  o rd e r  has not been e s t a b l i s h e d ,  as an 
o b l i g o r  i s  l i a b l e  t o  the S t a t e  f o r  the amount o f  pub l i c  a s s i s t an c e  
provided t o  h i s / h e r  c h i l d r e n  i s  not t ru e  f o r
non-AFDC c a s e s ;  l e g a l l y ,  the  ab AFDC family  has no
s p e c i f i c  f i n an c i a l  o b l i g a t i o n  t o  the  fam i ly  un t i l  a support  o rd e r  has 
been e s t a b l i s h e d ,  A *  J r  s h s a A F l Y i

In Table 14 ,  a r rea rages  f o r  ca ses  without  o rde rs  have been p r o j e c t e d  
f o r  the f ou r th  qua r te r  o f  f ed e ra l  FY 80 .  To es t imate  a r rea rages  where 
the re  1s no support  o r d e r ,  the  number o f  AFDC cases  which do not have 
orders  was m u l t i p l i e d  by the  average arrea rage  f o r  AFDC c i s e s  with a 
support o r d e r . 20

According to  the  t a b l e ,  approx imate ly $41 m i l l i o n  a re  owed f o r  wel fare  
f am i l i e s  w ithout  a support  o r d e r ,  making t o t a l  support  In a r r e a r s  f o r  
welfare  c l i e n t s  o f  the  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency approximately  
$50 .7  m i l l i o n ,  and a r rea rages  f o r  a l l  c l i e n t s / $ 6 5 . 9  m i l l i o n .

20Th1s assumption may have r e s u l t e d  1n s l i g h t l y  understa ted e s t im a te s .  
The Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency en fon .es  the most c o l l e c t i b l e  
o f  I t s  c a s e s ,  which a re  l i k e l y  t o  be those  with compara t ive ly  smal­
l e r  a r r e a rage s .

t a A  i



EFFECTIVENESS OF ENFORCEMENT

70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

TABLE 14
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 

Est imated Ch i ld  Support Arrearages  
July 1, 1980 -  September 31, 1980 

(M i l l i o n s )
6 5 . 9

5 0 .7

7 7 7  

%
9 . 9

) t
Cases

15 .2

///

I I I

-XfoT
Cases

7 7 7
I I I
I I I
I I I

M
Cases

2 4 . 9

17771 Arrearages reported by the  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 
\ l l l \ f o r  cases with e x i s t in g  c h i l d  support  o r d e r s .
I I Arrearages f o r  cases without c h i l d  support  o r d e r ,  estimated
I___ I by House Research Agency, 1 2 / 1 8 /80
* To de r ive  the e s t im a te s ,  the number o f  AFDC cases  without a support  

o rde r  was m u l t ip l i e d  by the average a rrea rage  f o r  cases  wit  support  
o rd e r s .  This assumes th a t  a r rea rages  f o r  cases  with o rders  and cases  
without o rders  w i l l  be approximately equa l .

Cases Receiv ing Ch i ld  Support —  The number o f  o b l i g o r s  making c h i l d  
support  payments t o  the  Agency between Ju ly  1 ,  1980 and September 3 0 ,  
1980 I s  shown on Table 15 below. The agency c o l l e c t e d  support  money 
f o r  roughly on e - t h i r d  o f  I t s  cases  with c h i l d  support  o r d e r s ,  o r  12.7% 
o f  I t s  t o t a l  c a s e l o a d .  Using the  Agency's e s t imated average o f  two 
c h ' l d r en  per c a s e ,  c h i l d  support  was c o l l e c t e d  f o r  4 , 2 6 4  c h i l d r e n ,  
1 ,000  welfare  c h i ld r en  and 3 ,2 6 4  non-welfare c h i l d r e n .  However, no 
money was c o l l e c t e d  f o r  more than 2 9 ,0 0 0  c h i l d r e n ,  9 , 7 3 0  o f  whom have 
a c h i l d  support o rd e r .



TABLE 15
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 

Number o f  Payors Copared t o  To ta l  Caseload  
4th Quarter  o f  Federal F i s c a l  1980

Payors
Cases with
Support
Orders

t  o f  Cases 
with Orders 
Receiv ing  
Support

Tota l
Caseload

T o f  Tota l  
Caseload  
Receiv ing  
Support

AFDC 500 2 ,2 1 1 22.6% 11 ,574 4.3%
Non-AFDC 1 ,632 4 , 7 8 6 34.1% 5 ,2 6 0 3 1 . C%
Total 2 , 1 3 2 6 ,9 9 7 30.5% 16 ,8 34 12.7%

Source :  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency
Amount Received Per Case —  As Table 16 shows, f o r  the f ou r th  qua r t e r  o f  
f i s c a l  yea r  1980 , the average c o l l e c t i o n  per payor was $793 f o r  non- 
AFDC c a s e s ,  and $562 f o r  AFDC c a s e s .  Consequently , the average c o l l e c ­
t i o n  f o r  each month o f  the  q u a r t e r  was $187 f o r  AFDC cases  and $264 
f o r  non-AFDC c a s e s .  Assuming two ch i ld r en  per c a s e ,  $ 9 3 .5 0  was c o l ­
l e c t e d  monthly f o r  each we l fa re  c h i l d  and $132 f o r  each non-welfare  
c h i l d .

TABLE 16
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 

C o l l e c t i o n s  f o r  Fourth Quarter  1980 
( thousands )

C o l l e c t i o n s # o f  Payors

Averagt 
C o l l e c t i o n  
Per Case 
f o r  Quarte r

Average 
C o l l e c t i o n  
Per Case 
f o r  Month

Average 
Co l l e c t i o n  
Per Ch i ld  
For Month*

AFDC $ 2 81 .2 500 $562 $187 $93 .5 0
Non-AFDC $ 1 , 2 9 4 . 6 1 . 6 3 2 $793 $264 $132 .00
Tota l $ 1 , 5 7 5 . 8 2 , 1 3 2 $739** $246** $123 .00**

* Using the Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency's es t imate  o f  2 ch i ld r en  
per case  

• •  Weighted Average
Source :  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency
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The Agency es t imates  t h a t  the average monthly support  o b l i g a t i o n  f o r  
i t s  cases  i s  $ 16 5 ,  which i s  l e s s  than the average c o l l e c t i o n  per case  
as shown in Table 16.

The d i f f e r en c e  between the  Agency's es t imate  and the monthly c o l l e c t i o n  
shown here can probably be accounted f o r  by the  f a c t  th a t  each month 
many o b l ig o r s  are  paying o f f  a po r t i on  o f  t h e i r  a rrearages  (unpaid c h i l d  
support  from prev ious  months) 1n add i t ion  t o  t h e i r  monthly support  o b l i ­
g a t i o n .

The average c o l l e c t i o n  per case  during the  fou r th  quar te r  o f  FY 80 
represented only 12% o f  the t o t a l  owed per c a s e ,  as shown on the  
t a b l e  below.

TABLE 17
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 

Ch i ld  Support C o l l e c t ed  Per Paying Case as Percent o f  Amount Owed Per Case 
Fourth Quarter  o f  Federal F i s c a l  Year 1980

AFDC Non-AFDC All Cases

Average C o l l e c t i o n  
Per Paying Case $562 $793 $789

Average Arrearage 
For All Cases $4 ,381 $3 ,171 $3 ,553

Average Owed 
For Al l Cases* $4 ,5 0 8 $3 ,441 $3 ,778

* The average owed f o r  a l l  cases was computed by adding the t o t a l  c o l ­
l e c t i o n  and the  t o t a l  a r rea rage  and d iv id ing  by the t o t a l  number 
o f  cases  with support o r d e r s .

Source :  House Research Agency, 1 /27 /81
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Length o f  Del inquency . Table 18 on the  fo l low ing  page shows the  Chi ld  
Support Enforcement Agency's c a se load  by length o f  1 me s in ce  l a s t
payment. As o f  June 3 0 ,  1980 ,  the end o f  the t h i r d  qu a r t e r  o f  , ;i s ca l  
y t a r  1980 ,  25% o f  th e  Agency's cases with support  o rders  were re ce iv ing  
su»'ncrt as schedu led .  F o r ty - e ig h t  percent  (48%) o f  t h e  Agency's cases  
had not rece ived  any support  money 1n over a y e a r ,  24% 1n over th ree
y r * r s .  Cases de l inquent more than a year  represent an est imated
*1 2 .5  m i l l i o n  o r  more 1n a r rea rages  and pose the  most d i f f i c u l t  c o l l e c ­
t i o n  problem fac ing  the Agency.

Using the Ch i ld  Support Enforcement. Agency's es t imate  t h a t  the  average 
monthly support  o b l i g a t i o n  1s $ 165 ,  3 , 7 0 0  o b l i g o r s  owed more than
$990 1n c h i l d  support  pr *ments, 3 , 1 0 0  owed more than $ 1 , 9 0 0 ,  and 1 ,6 0 0
o b l ig o r s  owed a t  l e a s t  $ 5 , 9 0 0 .
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TABLE 18
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 

Arrearages by Case by Length o f  Del inquency 
Third Quarter o f  Federal F i s ca l  Year 1980

Cases with 
Ch i ld  Support 

Orders

Amount 1n Arrears  
Per Case , Assuming 
$165 Monthly Support  

0b l1qat1on

Tota l Arrearage  
Assuming $165 

Monthly Support 
Ob l iga t ion  
(Thousands)

Current Cases 1625 25% — —

Delinquent Cases
Less than 1 month 
1 - 3  months 
3 - 6  months 
6 - 1 2  months 
1 - 3  years  
More than 3 y r s .

Sub - t o t a l

89 1% 
714 11% 
379 6% 
597 9% 

1540 24% 
1582 24%
4901 75%

$165
$165 -  495  
$495 -  990  
$990 -  1 , 9 8 0  

$1 ,9 8 0  -  5 , 9 4 0  
$5 ,940+

$14 .7
$ 117 .8  -  3 53 .4  
$187 .6  -  3 75 .2  
$59 1 . 0  -  1 , 1 8 2 . 1  
$ 3 , 0 4 9 . 2 -  9 , 1 4 7 . 6  
$ 9 , 3 9 7 . 1 -  1 5 , 6 6 1 . 8  

( 5  years  
de l in quen t ) 1

TOTAL CASES 6526 100% $ 1 3 , 3 5 7 . 4 -  2 6 , 7 3 4 . 8

l F1ve years  i s  used as an upper l im i t  f o r  length o f  del inquency only f o r  
the purposes o f  t h i s  t a b l e .  The Agency has cases  f o r  which c h i l d  
support  payments are more than f i v e  years de l inquen t .

Source :  House Research Agency, 1 / 1 2 / 8 1 ,  from date provided by the
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency

Impact o f  Enforcement on Payment o f  Support

Even though only on e - th i r d  o f  the Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency's 
cases  are  cu r r en t ly  r e c e iv in g  r egu la r  support  payments, the Agency's 
enforcement a c t i v i t y  appears t o  c o n t r ib u te  t o  the  level o f  c h i l d  suppc . t  
paid in the s t a t e .



EFFECTIVENESS OF ENFORCEMENT ______

^  >^Jnt11 March 1979 ,  the Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency concentra ted on 
^ c o l l e c t i o n s  f o r  non-AFDC c a s e s .  However, f f f e c t l v e  Apri l I ,  1979 ,  

^  Al l  f edera l  funding f o r  non-AFDC casework was withdrawn. Consequent ly ,
f o r  the remaining two quar te rs  o f  f i s c a l  yea r  1979 and the f i r s t  two 
qua r te r s  o f  f i s c a l  y ea r  1 980 ,  the  Agency's enforcement a c t i v i t y  was 
focused on the AFDC c a s e l o a d .

Table l r  shows the  Agency’ s c o l l e c t i o n s  by qua r t e r  f o r  f i s c a l  years  
1979 and 1980 f o r  ca ses  where the  family l i v e s  I n - s t a t e .  As s t a t ed  
e a r l i e r ,  the Agency's a ccount ing procedure was changed s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
during f i s c a l  y ea r  1979. T o t a l s  repo r ted  f o r  the f i r s t  two quar te rs  o f  
the  year  must be used as approx imat ions ,  as the  Ch i ld  Support Enforce  
ment Agency cannot v e r i f y  t h e i r  a c cu ra cy .  According t o  the Agency, 
s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  the  f i n a l  qu a r te rs  o f  f . i c a l  y ea r  1979 and the annual 
t o t a l  are  c o r r e c t .

C o l l e c t i o n s  f o r  both non-AFDC and AFDC cases  Improved during the f ou r  
qua r te rs  th a t  the  Agency concen t ra ted  on c o l l e c t i n g  surpo r t  f o r  wel­
f a r e  c a s e s .  By March 3 1 ,  1 980 ,  non-AFDC c o l l e c t i o n s  had increased 11% 
even though no non-AFDC. casework was being done. According t o  Dan 
Copeland, thero  a re  seve ra l  exp lana t ions  f o r  the  Improvement. F i r s t ,  
the  ‘ gency never p u b l i c l y  announced t h a t  I t  was no longer doing non- 
AFDC enforcement . Second , during the  yea r  t . e r e  was no funding, the  
In te rna l  management o f  the Agency was Improved. For the f i r s t  t ime ,  
the  Agency was ab le  t.o send ou t  r e g u l a r  l e t t e r s  t o  o b l i g o r s  n o t i fy in g  
them o f  the  amount o f  support  owed and the dead l ines  f o r  payment. The 
Agency cont inued t o  send these  l e t t e r s  t o  absent parents o f  non-AFDC 
f am i l i e s ,  even though no a c t i o n  cou ld  be taken ( f  the ob l ig o r s  chose  
not t o  pay . F i n a l l y ,  the  Attorney G ene ra l ' s  o f f i c e  had a backlog o f  
non-AFDC cases  which they cont inued t o  p rocess  throughout the f ou r  
q u a r t e r s .
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As the t ab le  shows, when the Agency sh i f t e d  I t s  p r i o r i t y  to enforcement 
o f  AFDC c a s e s ,  c o l l e c t i o n s  f o r  t h i s  ca tegory Improved 125X. During 
the f in a l  qua r t e r  o f  the yea r  o f  In tens ive AFDC case enforcement , the 
Agency c o l l e c t e d  approximately $100 ,000  more f o r  AFDC cases  than was 
c o l l e c t e d  during the f i r s t  qua r te r  o f  the yea r .  In the absence o f  data 
Ind ica t ing  the amount o f  c h i l d  support  paid be fo re  the Ch i ld  Support 
Enforcement Agency was e s t a b l i s h e d ,  the Agency's success In c o l l e c t i n g  
f o r  we l fa re  cases  during t h i s  per iod provides some In d i c a t i on  t h a t  the 
Agency's c o l l e c t i o n  e f f o r t s  do Increase the amount o f  suppor t  money 
pa id .



TABLE 19
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 

Ch i ld  Support C o l l e c t i o n s  
(not  In c lud ing amounts c o l l e c t e d  f o r  f am i l i e s  In another  s t a t e )  

Federal F i s ca l  Years 1979 and 1980 by Quarter  
(thousands o f  d o l l a r s )
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♦ No funding f o r  non-AFDC casework 
| / / / | Non-AFDC Cas*s

AFDC Cases

Source :  f our th  Annuel Report to  the  Congress on the Ch i ld  Support
Enforcement Program. O f f i c e  o f  Ch i ld  Support En fo r cemen t . '  
Department of  ̂ H e a l t h ,  Education and W e l fa r e ,  December 3 1 .  1979.
?Ch11d Support Enforcement Agency
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In te rsta te  Comparisons

In t e r s t a t e  comparisons prov ide another means o f  eva lua t ing  the success  
o f  A la ska 's  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency. As s t a t ed  e a r l i e r  In t h i s  
r e p o r t ,  an Agency s im i l a r  t o  A laska 's  e x i s t s  c u r r e n t l y  In a l l  the s t a t e s  
and most U.S» p o s s e s s i on s .  Programs a re  c l o s e l y  monitored by the fede ra l  
O f f i c e  o f  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement, and a rc  aud i ted  annua l ly .  S t a t i s ­
t i c s  used 1n t h i s  s e c t i o n  are  taken from the Fourth Annual Report t o  
the Congress on the Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Program. This p u b l i c a t i o n  
was prepared by the Nat iona l  O f f i c e  o f  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement f o r  
f edera l  f i s c a l  y e a r  1 979 .  The s t a t i s t i c s  In t h i s  r ep o r t  were submitted  
by each l o c a l  agency t o  the na t iona l  enforcement o f f i c e ,  and were 
der ived accord ing  t o  the  same procedure .

In the ch a r t  on the f o l l ow ing  pages ,  s t a t e  agencies a re  ranked accord ing  
t o  t h e i r  t o t a l  c o l l e c t i o n s  f o r  both AFOC end non-AFDC f am i l i e s  In fed e ra l  
f i s c a l  year 1979 .  Obv iou s ly ,  these s t a t  s t i e s  cannot be used t o  measure 
the e f f i c i e n c y  o f  l o c a l  programs, as the 'mounts shown are  a fun c t i on  
o f  many f a c t o r s .  In c lud ing  the s i z e  o f  the s t a t e ' s  p opu la t i o n ;  the  
propo r t ion  o f  the  popu la t ion  r e ce iv ing  AFOC; »nd the extent  o f  e n f o r c e ­
ment being done f o r  AFDC cases  compared t o  non-AFDC c a s e s .  P red i c t a b ly  
Alaska ,  which has a small p o pu la t i o n ,  a comparat ive ly low number o f  AFDC 
r e c i p i e n t s ^  and which does more non-AFDC case  enforcement than AFDC 
case enforcement , c o l l e c t s  a very small amount o f  support  money f o r  
AFOC c l i e n t s  compared t o  o th e r  s t a t e s  (see  Table 2 0 ) .  However, Alaska 
ranks seventeenth n a t i o n a l l y  In the d o l l a r  amount c o l l e c t e d  f o r  non­
we l fa re  cases  d e s p i t e  I t s  small popu la t ion  r e l a t i v e  t o  o th e r  s t a t e s

21S t a f f  o f  the Committee on Finance ,  United S t a t e s  Senate ,  " S t a f f  Data 
and Ma te r i a l s  on Ch i ld  Suppo r t , "  Washington: U . S .  Govemmer. P r in t ing  
O f f i c e ,  March 1 9 ,  1 9 7 9 ,  p .  6 2 .
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( see  Table 2 1 ) . 22 In a d d i t i o n ,  as Table 21 shows, Alaska ranks twenty- 
t h i r d  n a t i on a l l y  1n the  amount o f  c h i l d  support  c o l l e c t e d  on b eha l f  
o f  AFDC and non-AFDC cases  combined.

’ 2 The h<gher earnings and c o s t  o f  l i v in g  In Alaska do not account f o r  
I t s  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e ly  la rge  c o l l e c t i o n s .  The average monthly support 
o b l i g a t i o n  f o r  f am i l i e s  r eg i s t e r e d  with the Agency 1s $ 8 2 .5 0  per c h i l d ,  
which apparent ly  does not d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from the nat iona l  
average .



TABLE 20
Ch1Td Support C o l l e c t i o n s  on B eha l f  o f  AFDC Famil ies  

(no t  In c lud ing  amounts c o l l e c t e d  f o r  f am i l i e s  
l i v i n g  1n another s t a t e )

By S t a t e ,  Federal F i s c a l  Year 1979
Rank o f  S ta t e  C o l l e c t i o n  Rank o f  S ta t e  C o l l e c t i o n
1 M1chi gar. $ 1 7 2 , 0 3 8 , 7 9 8 28 Indiana $956 ,929
2 Pennsylvania 1 5 3 , 5 2 8 , 4 9 4 29 Ohio 8 57 ,9 4 9
3 C a l i f o r n i a 8 2 , 4 1 2 , 3 0 8 30 I l l i n o i s 822 ,741
4 New York 7 9 , 7 7 2 , 9 8 0 31 Georgia 6 70 ,1 9 5
5 Oregon 7 5 , 5 2 4 , 9 6 6 32 Oklahoma 565 ,510
6 New Jersey 6 5 , 3 8 3 , 0 0 4 33 Montana 528 ,2 4 6
7 Connect icut 1 1 , 6 1 6 , 8 9 8 34 Kansas 520 ,308
8 Maryland 9 , 9 2 7 , 0 2 4 35 New Mexico 5 20 ,1 1 0
9 Washington 8 , 6 9 9 , 0 5 8 36 Colorado 495 ,681
10 Wisconsin 8 , 2 2 3 , 8 4 8 37 South Caro l ina 479 ,9 8 7
11 Lou is iana 7 , 4 3 4 , 4 4 4 38 Idaho 4 53 ,9 8 7
12 Massachusetts 7 . 1C 3 . 1 8 8 39 Maine 440 ,981
13 Minnesota 6 , 8 6 0 , 7 8 8 40 Nebraska 385 ,124
14 Arizona 5 , 7 6 8 , 9 2 5 41 North Dakota 343 ,55 8
15 Ternessee 5 , 1 0 4 , 8 3 6 42 South Dakota 269 ,543

J iLPe law a re 4 , 4 2 7 , 8 7 9 43 Kentucky 266 ,1 5 3
E L S a s k a ) 3 , 5 1 0 , 2 2 4 44 Vermont 185 ,551
18 Nevada 3 , 3 5 0 , 7 8 4 45 D1 s t .  Columbia 179 ,46 2
19 Hawaii 2 , 6 0 6 , 2 2 9 46 West V i r g in ia 161 ,839
20 Iowa 2 , 3 6 3 , 1 7 5 47 Wyomlng 140 ,669
21 F lo r ida 1 , 9 2 5 , 7 6 8 ' 3 Rhode Is land 137 ,475
22 Texas 1 , 8 3 7 , 4 6 5 49 V irg in  Is lands 116 ,932
23 Missouri 1 , 6 6 3 , 9 9 1 50 V i rg in ia 116 ,130
24 Arkansas 1 , 4 9 3 , 5 7 6 51 M is s i s s ip p i 105 ,9 4 2
25 Puerto R1co 1 , 4 7 6 , 8 8 3 52 Alabama 16 ,0 32
26 North Caro l ina 1 , 4 5 4 ,1 5 4 S3 Guam 408
27 Utah 1 , 1 8 2 , 7 5 5 54 New Hampshire - 0 -

Nat ional T o t a l :  S 7 36 .5 19 .8 44
Source :  O f f i c e  o f  Ch i ld  Support Enf rcement . Department o f  Hea l th ,  Education

and We l fa re ,  Fou r th  Annual Report t o  the  Congress on the Chi ld  
Support Enforcement Program, December 3 1 .  1 9 / 9 .
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TABLE 21
Ch i ld  Support C o l l e c t i o n s  on B eha l f  o f  AFDC Famil ies  

(not in c lud ing  amounts c o l l e c t e d  f o r  
f am i l i e s  l i v i n g  1n another s t a t e )
By S t a t e ,  Federal F i s ca l  Year 1979

Rank o f  S ta te C o l l e c t i o n Rank o f  S ta te C o l l e c t i o n
1 C a l i f o r n i a $ 1 1 7 , 5 3 2 , 2 0 4 28 Tennessee $3 ,87 0 ,8 61
2 Michigan 7 6 , 3 7 5 , 0 8 2 29 Colorado 3 , 5 2 4 , 5 9 9
3 New York 5 6 , 5 8 7 , 9 0 4 30 Kansas 3 , 4 5 4 , 4 2 6
4 Pennsylvania 3 3 ,1 89 ,9 31 31 Rhode Is land 3 , 4 3 7 , 8 0 2
5 Massachuset ts 2 9 , 1 4 5 , 2 1 8 32 South Caro l ina 3 , 1 5 8 , 9 5 5
6 New Jersey 2 8 , 6 2 1 , 6 8 5 33 Hawaii 2 , 5 4 3 , 7 5 3
7 Wisconsin 2 6 , 0 4 3 , 5 2 9 34 Arkansas 2 , 4 2 7 , 5 7 0
8 Ohio 21 , 9 7 4 ,3 9 3 35 New Hampshire 2 , 0 8 8 , 8 8 2
9 Washington 1 8 , 3 1 8 , 4 8 8 36 Nebraska 2 , 0 8 3 , 3 2 2
10 Minnesota 1 4 , 5 0 9 , 6 5 8 37 Idaho 2 , 0 4 6 , 8 4 7
11 Oregon 12 ,9 77 ,2 61 38 M is s i s s ip p i 1 , 5 5 5 , 9 4 7
12 Connect icut 1 1 , 4 1 6 , 2 3 4 39 West V i rg in ia 1 ,4 30 ,3 07
13 Maryland 1 0 , 9 2 8 , 8 1 7 40 Delaware 1 , 3 8 5 , 5 8 7
14 Iowa 1 0 , 6 5 4 , 0 4 4 41 North Dakota 1 , 3 7 9 ,1 2 7
15 I l l i n o i s 9 , 9 1 6 , 4 2 8 42 Oklahoma 1 , 2 6 0 , 2 4 5
16 V i rg in ia 9 , 0 8 0 , 4 6 2 43 Vermont 1 , 2 0 0 ,8 3 9
17 F lo r id a 8 , 5 9 7 , 7 5 2 44 New Mexico 1 , 1 6 0 , 0 1 6
18 Indiana 8 , 1 1 5 , 6 3 2 45 South Dakota 1 , 1 3 7 , 3 1 8
19 North Caro l ina 7 , 7 1 4 , 0 7 4 46 D i s t .  Columbia 906 ,609
20 Alabama 6 , 8 3 7 , 8 4 4 47 Montana 684 ,566
21 Texas 6 , 3 6 9 , 6 1 7 48 Arizona 642 ,054
22 Utah 5 ,441  ,476 49 Nevada 517 ,0 8 9
23 Lou is iana 5 , 2 4 4 , 1 6 6 50 Puerto R1co 4 39 ,1 7
24 Georgia 4 , 8 8 2 , 6 8 8 51 Wyomlng 379 ,302
25 Kentucky 4 , 6 1 5 , 0 4 9 3 2  a l l f ” 334 ,058
26 Missouri 4 , 1 6 4 , 8 0 8 53 Guam 159 ,096
27 Maine 4 , 1 3 2 , 5 6 2 54 Virg in Is lands 143 ,201

National T o t a l :  $ 5 9 6 , 7 3 8 , 5 5 5
Source :  O f f i c e  o f  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement , Department o f  H ea l t h ,  Education 

and We l fa re ,  Fourth Annual Report t o  the Congress on the Ch i ld  
Support Enforcement Program, December 3 1 ,  19/9
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TABLE 22
Ch i ld  Support C o l l e c t i o n s  per D o l l a r  o f  Program Expenditure  

Top Ranking S ta te s  1n C o l l e c t i o n s  
Federal F i s ca l  Year 1979

Rank o f  $ Co l le c t ed  Rank o f  S ta te  
Rank In S ta te  S ta t e  In per $ 1n $ C o l le c t ed
In C o l l e c t i o n  C o l l e c t i o n  Expenditure Expenditure Expended per $ Expended
---------------------------       W  /
1 Michigan $248 ,4 1 3 ,8 8 0 $21 ,4 03 ,3 4 3 4 1 1 . 6 1 ^  ^ 1
2 Cal 1 f o rn la 1 99 ,944 ,512 7 1 ,9 1 3 ,9 5 5 1 2 . 7 8 ,  12
3 Pennsylvania 186 ,718 ,425 11 ,3 17 ,7 91 6 1 6 .5 0& ^  2
4 New York 136 ,3 6 0 ,8 8 4 5 6 ,8 7 4 ,9 3 9 2 2 . 4 0 14
5 New Jersey 94 ,0 0 4 ,6 8 9 2 1 , 5 2 1 , 7 4 7 3 4 .3 7 7
6 Oregon 88 ,5 0 2 ,2 2 7 7 , 4 8 1 , 0 8 8 12 11 .83 3
7 Massachusetts 3 6 ,3 3 8 ,4 0 6 6 , 2 4 7 , 9 2 7 16 5 .82 4
8 W1 sconsln 3 4 ,2 6 7 ,3 7 7 7 , 5 6 2 , 3 5 5 11 4 . 5 3 5
9 Washington 27 ,0 1 7 ,5 4 6 9 ,186 ,951 8 2 .9 4 10
10 Connect icu t 2 3 ,0 3 3 ,1 3 2 5 , 2 4 7 , 8 8 4 20 4 . 3 9 6
11 Ohio 2 2 ,8 3 2 ,3 4 2 1 1 ,4 2 5 ,1 1 6 5 2 . 0 0 17
12 Minnesota 21 ,3 70 ,4 46 8 , 8 2 7 , 1 7 8 9 2 . 4 2 13
13 Maryland 20 ,8 55 ,8 41 8 , 1 6 1 , 8 2 5 10 2 .5 6 12
14 Iowa 13 ,0 17 ,2 19 3 , 7 9 8 , 5 4 5 25 3 .4 3 8
15 Lou is iana 1 2 ,6 78 ,6 10 6 ,7 1 5 , 8 7 4 15 1 .89 19
16 11 U n o l s 1 0 , 7 3 9 , 1 6 9 6 , 9 0 7 , 6 5 6 14 1 .5 5 21
17 F l o r i d a 10 ,5 23 ,5 20 7 ,1 2 4 , 2 0 5 13 1 . 4 8 23
18 V i r g in i a 9 ,1 9 6 , 5 9 2 5 , 9 9 6 , 6 2 5 17 1 .5 3 22
19 North Caro l ina 9 , 1 6 8 , 2 2 8 5 ,8 0 0 , 3 7 3 18 1 .5 8 20
20 Indiana 9 ,072 ,561 4 , 0 2 1 , 1 7 7 22 2 .2 6 15
21 Tennessee 8 , 9 7 5 , 6 9 7 2 , 8 8 5 , 7 8 9 28 3 .11 9
22 Texas 8 , 2 0 7 , 0 8 2 1 1 . , 3 2 , 9 4 8 7 0 . 7 4 24
£3 Alaska 2  • 3 , 8 4 4 , 2 8 2 1 ,9 3 5 , 3 6 7 31 1 .9 9 18
24 Alabama 6 ,8 5 3 , 8 7 6 4 , 6 3 3 , 6 3 7 21 1 .4 8 23
25 Utah 6 ,6 24 ,231 3 , 0 3 6 , 2 4 6 27 2 .1 8 16

Source :  House Research Agency, 1 / 2 / 8 1 ,  taken from data from the  Fourth
Ann al Report to the Congress on the Ch i ld  Support Enforcement 
Agency, O f f i c e  o f  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement,'  Department o f  
Hea l th ,  Education and Wel fa re ,  December 3 1 ,  1979.
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EFFECTIVENESS OF ENFORCEMENT

The f i g u r e  on the fo l l ow ing  page shows the c o r r e l a t i o n  between s t a t e s '  
expenditures per case and t h e i r  c o l l e c t i o n s  per c a s e .  Although the re  
1s c ons id e rab le  v a r i a t i o n  among s t a t e s ,  1n g ene ra l ,  the amount a s t a t e  
c o l l e c t s  1s f a i r l y  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  the  amount I t  1s w i l l i n g  t o  spend. 
S ta te s  which ranked 1n the top  h a l f  1n c o l l e c t i o n  n a t i on a l l y  spent an 
average o f  $7 more per case than s t a t e s  ranking lower 1n t o t a l  c o l l e c ­
t i o n s .

P"r1ng federa l  f i s c a l  yea r  1 980 ,  A la ska ' s  average enforcement expendi­
tu r e  per case  was approximately $133 .  The S t a t e  assumed $33 o f  the 
expenditure per c a s e ;  however, I t s  a c tu a l  c o s t  a t  the  end o f  FY 80 
was $12 per c a s e ,  o r  $6 per c h i l d . 23

TABLE 23
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 

Program Costs  Compared t o  Number o f  Ch i ld  Support Cases 
Federal F i s c a l  Year 1980

Cost Per Cise*
Program Cc-.t $ 2 , 2 4 4 ,8 1 *  $133
S ta te  Share o f  Program Cost 5 6 1 ,2 0 2  33
S ta te  Share o f  AFOC Co l* a c t ion s  ( 2 7 8 , 5 5 1 )
Incent ive Payments Received ( 7 4 . 5 6 7 )

Net S t a t e  Expenditure $208 ,084  $ 12
* On September 3 0 ,  1980 ,  the  f i n a l  qu a r t e r  o f  federa l  f i s c a l  year  

1980 ,  16 ,834  c h i l d  support cases  were r eg i s t e r e d  with the Ch i ld  
Su po r t  Enforcement Agency.

Source :  House Research Agency, 1 / . . / 8 1 ,  from data provided by the
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency.

23us1ng the Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency's e s t ima te  o f  two ch i ld r en  
and one adu l t  per c a s e .
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CONCLUSION

A la ska 's  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency has shewn p rog re s s iv e ly  more 
success  in c o l l e c t i n g  support  money f o r  i t s  c l i e n t s .  Nonethe less ,  the  
number o f  f am i l i e s  in Alaska yho are not r e c e iv in g  any support  money 
cont inues t o  grow.

The Governor w i l l  be In t roduc ing l e g i s l a t i o n  t h i s  sess ion  on beha l f  o f  
the  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agercy. The l e g i s l a t i o n  i s  intended t o  
s t ream l ine  the  e x i s t in g  process o f  ob ta in ing  a c h i l d  support  o rder  and 
c o l l e c t i n g  suppor t .  The major p rov i s i on s  1n the  l e g i s l a t i o n  have been 
r e fe renced  in  t h i s  paper ,  and a copy o f  the proposed l e g i s l a t i o n  1s 
a t ta ched  as Appendix A. The changes proposed w i l l  undoubtedly speed 
case  enforcement ; however, the backlog o f  cases  c u r r en t l y  awa’ t ln g  a c t ­
ion 1s so la rge  th a t  I t  may be severa l  yea rs  be fo re  many o f  the f am i l i e s  
r e g i s t e r e d  with the Agency rece ive  any support  money.

Although the changes suggested by the Agency w i l l  so lv e  some en fo r c e ­
ment problems, the S t a t e  may need t o  c on s id e r  more comprehensive r e ­
v i s i o n s  t o  the cu r ren t  enforcement program. A thorough eva lu a t ion  o f  
enforcement procedures In o th e r  s t a t e s  is  beyond the scope o f  t h i s  r e ­
p o r t .  However, we have Included a b r i e f  d i s c u s s ion  o f  two enforcement 
approaches which have proven su c c e s s fu 1 n a t i o n a l l y .

In c a r c e r a t i o n  f o r  Non-Support

The S t a t e  o f  Michigan has had a c h i l d  support  enforcement program s ince  
1917 .  I t  was p a r t l y  M ich igan 's  longstanding success  a t  c o l l e c t i n g  
c h i l d  support  which persuaded Congress t o  adopt the fede ra l  Child  
Support Enforcement Act and e s t a b l i s h  a support  enforcement program In 
each o f  the s t a t e s .  Michigan c o l l e c t e d  $248 m i l l i o n  In c h i l d  support 
during .ede ra l  f i s c a l  year  1979 —  aprox lmate ly $50 m i l l i o n  more than 
C a l i f o r n i a  which ranked second In t o t a l  c o l l e c t i o n s  (see  Table 2 2 ) .
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Ce r t a in ly  the  f a c t  t h a t  M ich igan 's  c h i l d  support  enforcement program is  
l o n g - e s t a b l i s h e d  c on t r i b u t e s  to  i t s  c o l l e c t i o n  success  r e l a t i v e  to  
o th e r  s t a t e s .  Many s t a t e s  had no enforcement program a t  a l l  un t i l  1975 
when the  nat iona l support  enforcement program was adopted .  In c o n t r a s t ,  
Michigan has had ample oppor tun i ty  t o  improve i t s  program o rg an iz a t i on ,  
eva lu a t e  d i f f e r e n t  enforcement t e chn ique s ,  e t c .  In a d d i t i o n ,  because 
payment o f  c h i l d  support  has been enfo rced 1n Michigan f o r  so long ,  the  
s t a t e ' s  o b l i g o r s  are  1n the h ab i t  o f  making payments. In o the r  pa r ts  
o f  the c oun try ,  l o c a l  c h i l d  support  enforcement programs are  t ry ing  t o  
convince o b l i g o r s  t h a t  the s t a t e  1s s e r i o u s  about en fo rc ing  payment o f  
c h i l d  suppo r t .

.M ichigan 's  enforcement program has severa l  unique f e a t u r e s  in add i t ion  
\ / . t o  being w e l l - e s t a b l i s h e d .  F i r s t ,  the  c h i l d  support  enforcement program 
/ T s  a pp l i e s  t o  a l j [  c h i l d  support  cases  (we l f a re  and n on -w e l f a re ) .  The 

f a c t  t h a t  a l l  c h i l d  s uppo rT ca se s  are  en fo rced  r e in f o r c e s  t tnr Impress ion  
t h a t  the  s t a t e  i s  s e r i o u s  about payment o f  c h i l d  suppo r t .

By law, a l l  c h i l d  support  c a s e s ,  both we l fa re  and nonwelfare , are  
a u tom a t i c a l l y  assigned t o  the  l o c a l  suppor t  enforcement agency. (In  
o th e r  s t a t e s ,  we l fare  cases  are  ass igned t o  the enforcement agency but 
non-welfare cases  must come t o  the  agency a t  t h e i r  own I n i t i a t i v e . )

Second , by s t a t e  s t a t u t e ,  the w i l l f u l  o r  neg l igent  f a i l u r e  t o  make 
^  c h i l d  support  payments ordered by th e  c o u r t  1s a spec ia l  form o f  

contempt which can lead t o  a j a i l  sentence o f  up t o  a y e a r .  Every,  
ye a r j i i i o u  sands o f _ men a re  j a i l e d  f o r  n on -suppo r t .  Defendants car 
ob ta in  an e a r l y  r e l e a s e  by paying t h e i r  a r rea rages  o r  working out u 
payment schedule s a t i s f a c t o r y  t o  the  c o u r t .  Most o b l i g o r s  who are  
j a i l e d  purchase an e a r l y  r e l e a s e  by paying an amount le s s  than t h e i r  
f u l l  a r r e a rage .
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CONCLUSION

In a dd i t i on  t o  r eg u l a r ly  j a i l i n g  f o r  non -suppor t ,  the Michigan count ies  
which showed the  h ighe s t  c o l l e c t i o n s  d id  not wait f o r  complaints from 
c u s t o d i a l  parents tha t  payments were overdue. In s tead ,  they sent 
warning n o t i c e s  t o  o b l i g o r s  a t  t h e i r  own I n i t i a t i v e  a f t e r  several weeks 
6T~non-payment o r  when a c e r t a in  a rrearage amount had accumula ted .24

In summary, Michigan coun t i e s  which have a s e l f - i n i t i a t e d  warning 
system and a high Inc idence o f  j a i l  sentences c o l l e c t  the most c h i l d  
suppo r t .  Counties which have one o r  the o th e r  mechanism, but not 
b o th ,  c o l l e c t e d  only s l i g h t l y  more support  than coun t ies  which employed 
n e i t h e r .  The study o f  Mich igan 's  enforcement program concluded tha t  
j a i l  i s  not an e f f e c t i v e  instrument o f  c o l l e c t i o n  "unless 1 t  1s p e r ­
ce ived  by p o t en t i a l  o f f ende rs  as l i k e l y  t o  oc cu r  t o  them, a b e l i e f  
t h a t  apparen t ly  a r i s e s  not from the mere occurrence o f  j a i l  but 
from an e f f e c t i v e  reminder s y s t em . . . . . " 2 5

2^Dan Copeland the Adm in is t ra to r  o f  A la ska 's  Ch i ld  Support Enforcement 
Agency, conf irmed 1n a conversa t ion  th a t  the f a s t e r  an agency can 
c on ta c t  an o b l i g o r  who has stopped making payments, the e a s i e r  1t 1s to  
persuade him to  resume.

25[)av1d L .  Chambers, "Men Who Know They Are Watched: Some Ben e f i t s  and 
Costs o f  J a i l i n g  f o r  Non Payment o f  Suppor t ,"  Un ive rs i ty  o f  Michigan 
Law Review, Apr i l  -  May 1977 ,  7 5 :  927 .

* Reviewer 's Comments: A s s i s t an t  Attorney General Pat Kennedy had these  
comments r egard1ng M ich igan 's  enforcement p o l i c i e s :

Michigan gets good r e s u l t s ,  but they a l low  no due p r o ce s s ,  I . e .
In c on t r a s t  t o  us :
1 .  The f a t h e r s ,  1 f  Ind igen t ,  do not have the  r ig h t  t o  an a t to rney .
2 .  I n a b i l i t y  t o  pay 1s no excuse .
3 .  No j u r y  t r i a l  1s a v a i l a b l e .
4 .  The case  worker can a r r e s t  and prosecu te  the c a s e .

Fu r the r ,
1 .  They have a very s t a b l e  working popu la t ion  so  people don ' t  

f l e e .
2 .  Their  r e c i d i v i sm  r a t e  1s high -  they have a c l a s s  

o f  ch ron i c  " j a i l  b i r d s . "
3 .  I t  I s  un c le a r  whether t h e i r  c o l l e c t i o n s  would not be Just

as high using ou r  c o l l e c t i o n  techn iques .
- 7 9 -



Income Withhold ing

Other s t a t e s  have found t h a t  Income withho ld ing 1s the s in g l e  most 
e f f e c t i v e  t o o l  f o r  en fo rc ing  support  o b l i g a t i o n s .  Alaska can c u r r en t ly  
r equ i re  th a t  Income be w lthhe lu  through 1 ) wage assignments imposed by 
the c o u r t s ;  and 2 ) o rde rs  t o  w ithho ld and d e l i v e r  which may be Issued  
a dm in is t r a t iv e ly  as /e l l  as j u d i c i a l l y .  The National Conference o f  
S ta t e  L e g i s l a t u r e s  (NCbL) has thoroughly  researched Income withhold ing  
methods, and found t h a t  the most e f f e c t i v e  w ithho ld ing laws have many
fea tu r e s  which A lask a ' s  law cu r r en t l y  does not In c lude :  they are
mandatory; remain In e f f e c t  c o n t in u ou s ly ;  and fo l l ow  an o b l i g o r  from 
j o b  t o  j o b .

The fo l l ow ing  s e c t i o n  1s excerp ted from an Informat ion r e l e a s e  prepared  
by NCSL which c on c i s e l y  de s c r ib e s  some o f  the Income withhold ing laws 
In e f f e c t  In o th e r  s t a t e s .

Income Assignments With Every O rder .
W iscons in ,  Rhode Is land and tew York a re  examples o f  s t a t e s  with 
mandatory laws r equ i r ing  th a t  every o rd e r  f o r  support Inc lude an 

/ r  assignment o r  w ithho ld ing  p r o v i s i o n ,  which I s  t r igge red  t o  go 
In to  e f f e c t  when the re  Is a s p e c i f i e d  d e f a u l t  In payments.
Wisconsin law (Chapter  7 6 7 . 2 6 5 )  r equ i re s  th a t  a l l  orders f o r  
c h i l d  support  and maintenance payments Inc lude an assignment. 
The assignment cou ld  take e f f e c t  Immediately o r  when the person 
owing support f a l l s  t o  make a f u l l  payment w ith in  twenty days o f  
I t s  due d a t e .  The c ou r t  then n o t i f i e s  th'/ de l inquent payor o f  a 
r i g h t  t o  a h ea r ing .  I f  the hear ing Is  tot requested w ith in 10 
days ,  the assignment goes In to  e f f e c t .  This  law 1s c on s ld e re .  a 
key f a c t  -  In the success  o f  the Wisconsin program, which was 
j u s t  I d e n t i f i e d  as f i r s t  In the  nat ion  by th e  O f f i c e  o f  Ch i ld  
Support Enforcement In re tu rn ing  d o l l a r s  to  the s t a t e  from AFDC 
c o l l e c t i o n s ,  compared t o  s t a t e  d o l l a r s  spent f o r  the  f i r s t  th ree  
quar te rs  o f  f i s c a l  yea r  1980.  In a d d i t i o n ,  one year o f  ope ra t ion  
using the new law Is  cons idered  t o  be the main reason th a t  c o l l e c ­
t i o n s  f o r  September 1979 , 1n Milwaukee County were 5550 ,0 00  
h igher  than c o l l e c t i o n s  f o r  September o f  the preceding y e a r .
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CONCLUSION

In 1980 Rhode Is land adopted an Income assignment law (Chapter 1 5 -  
5 - 1 6 - 3 - 1 )  modeled a f t e r  the  Wisconsin s t a t u t e .  New Jersey ( S .  
1508) has Introduced « s im i l a r  vers ion  which a l s o  Includes a new 
element f o r  ge t t ing  the  assignment p r ov i s i on  In to  support orders  
which were se t  be fo re  the adopt ion  o f  the proposed law. A person 
e n t i t l e d  t o  payments under a p r e - e x i s t i n g  c h i l d  support ,  alimony 
o r  maintenance o rde r  may apply t o  the c ou r t  t o  modify the o rder  t o  
Inc lude an assignment, t o  take e f f e c t  at the  time o f  a del inquency .
As o f  January 1 ,  1 979 ,  New York law (Personal Property Law Sec t ion  
4 9 -b )  requ ire s  th a t  a l l  o rde rs  f o r  suppo r t ,  which requ i re  t h a t  
payment be made t o  the support  c o l l e c t i o n  u n i t ,  must Include a 
withhold ing o rder  which goes In to  e f f e c t  when the re  1s a f a i l u r e  
t o  pay a s p e c i f i e d  number o f  payments, as determined by the c ou r t  
a t  the time the o rder  1s s e t .  I f  the  parent owing support f a l l s  
t o  make the number o f  payments se t  by the cou r t  In the o r d e r ,  the  
supoor t  c o l  e c t l on  un i t  can take a c t i o n  t o  put the withholding  
o rde r  In to  e f f e c t .  The f i r s t  s tep i s  t o  n o t i f y  the  de l inquent  
payor t h a t  the withho ld ing o rde r  w i l l  be going In to  e f f e c t  In 
f i f t e e n  days ,  unless the a r rea rage  (missed payments) Is  p a id .  I f  
the payor s t i l l  f a l l s  t o  comply,  n o t i c e  1s given t o  the employer 
t o  begin withho ld ing an amount from the employee's wages s u f f i c i e n t  
t o  meet the support  payment.
Of the o rders  e s t a b l i s h ed  s in ce  January 1979 ,  which Include the  
withho ld ing p rov i s i on  (s>me c ou r t s  were slow t o  coiuply with the  
l aw ) ,  and In which the  s>ec1f1ed del inquency has o c cu r red ,  steady  
payments through w ithho ld ing are  now being rece ived  In 72 .9  percent  
o f  the c a s e s .  In New York a lone the re  I s  an 80 percent pavment 
r a t e  on those o rders  which Inc lude the withholding p r o v i s i o n ,  
which may o r  may not be In e f f e c t ,  versus a 40 percent payment 
r a te  on o rders  which do not Inc lude the withhold ing p r o v i s i on s .

Income Assignments E s tab l i shed  a t  Time o f  Del inquency
C a l i f o r n i a  has rece ived  a grea t  deal o f  a t t e n t i on  In the popu lar  
press f o r  adopt ing a new Income assignment law (Chapter 1341 ,  
Sec t ion  4700 )  th a t  I s  cons idered t o  be one o f  the  most s t r in g en t .  
The s t a t u t e ,  which takes e f f e c t  1n January 1981 ,  requ4 es the  
cou r t  t o  Issue an o rder  o f  assignment upon rece iv ing  a p e t i t i o n  
signed under penal ty o f  p e r ju ry  by the person t o  whom payment was 
t o  be made, th a t  the c h i l d  support  payments a re  In a r r e a r s  In a 
sum equal t o  one monthly payment w ith in  the 24-month per iod  
immediately preceding f i l i n g  o f  the p e t i t i o n .  The o rder  would be 
Issued without n o t i c e  by the  c o u r t  t o  the  parent owing suppor t .  
There Is  a requirement t h a t  the  parent o r  rep re sen ta t ive  o f  the  
government agency des ignated t o  r e c e iv e  support  must n o t i f y  the  
parent owing support o f  h i s  or  her In tent t o  seek an assignment at
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l e a s t  15 days p r i o r  t o  the  da te  o f  the  f i l i n g  o f  the p e t i t i o n .  
Included In the law 1s a s e c t i o n  sp e c i f y ing  the cond i t ion s  under 
which the assignment may be te rm inated .
Under p r i o r  C a l i f o rn i a  law, the absent parent had t o  bo two months 
in arr«»a«-s w ith in  the p r i o r  24-month pe r iod  and a cou r t  hear ing  
had t o  Je he ld t o  ob ta in  an o rde r  f o r  a wage assignment. The 
cou r t  process  not on ly  Involved a con s id e rab le  time d e l ay ,  but 
a l s o  the expense o f  h i r i n g  an at torney* Thus,  many c u s t o d i a l  
parents were unable t o  take advantage o f  the  wage assignment law, 
and many o f  these were f o r c e d  onto  AFOC because o f  the de lay and 
expense.  Under the law the  c o u r t  can Is sue  a wage assignment 
without  a c ou r t  hear ing and t h e r e f o r e  the de lay and expense have 
been e l im ina ted .  Consequent ly ,  I t  1s expected tha t  the re  w i l l  be 
a sub s t an t i a l  Increase  In the  number o f  wage assignments ordered  
In C a l i f o r n i a  as those  c u s t o d i a l  parents p rev iou s ly  unable t o  
a f f o r d  the de lay and expense involved 1n ob ta in ing  a wage a s s ign ­
ment can now ob ta in  one .

Further  In format ion regard ing a l l  the programs summarized In t h i s  s e c ­
t i o n  are  a v a i l a b l e  from the  House Research Agency upon r eq u e s t .

-82-



APPENDIX A
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency's Proposed L e g i s l a t i o n



APPENDIX B 
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APPEND IX
i Title IV  o f the Social Security Act

Part D—Child Support and Establishment o f Paternity11
Appropriation

Sec. 451. For the purpose of enforcing the support obligations owed by absent parents to their children, locating absent parents, establishing paternity, and obtaining child support, thera is hereby authorized to be appropriated for each fiscal year a sum sufficient to carry out the purposes of this part.
Da ties of the Secretary

• e  •  • •

Sec. 452. (a) The Secretary shall establish, within the Department of Health, Education, and Walfarv s separate organizational unit, under the direction of a d«*ignes of the Secretary, who shall report directly to the Secretary and who shall—(1) establish such standards for State programs for locating 
absent parents, establishing paternity, and obtaining child sup-
S T  S S S * " 10 u  •>

(2) establish minimum organizational sad staffing requirements for State unite cringed in carrying out such programs under plans approved under this part;(3) renew and approve State plans for such programs;(4) evaluate the implementation of Stale programs established pursuant to such plan, conduct such audits of Stats programs established under the plan approved unuer ‘Jus part m i  mnv be necessary to assure their conformity with the requirum « ls  of this part, and, not leoi often than annually, >induct a<omj«Ute su.!,t of the programs eslaNisheil under such plan m each State determine for the purposes of the penalty provision of uwuon 403(h) whether the actual operation of such programs in each State conforms to the requirements a t thin part;(5) assist States in establishing adequate reporting procedures and maintain records of the operations of programs established pursuant to this part ia each Stale;(0) main tain records of all amounts collected and * 'burned under programs established pursuant to the provisions of Una part and of tha costs incurred in collecting such amounts;



(7) provide technical assistance to the States to help them es­tablish effective systems for collecting child support and estab­lishing paternity;(8) receive applications from States for permission to utilise the courts of the United States to enforce court orders for support against absent pereote and, upon a finding that (A) another State has not undertaken to enforce the court order of the originating State against the absent parent within a reasonable tuna, and (B) that 'itUizatioQ of tha Federal courts is the only easonabla method of enforcing such order, approve such applications:(0) operate the Parent Locator Service establisued by section 
453; and(10) not later than three months after the and of each fiscal year, beginning with the veer 1077, submit to the Congress a full and complete »sport on ell activities undertaken pursuant to tha jroviaioos of this part, which report shall include, but not be i mi ted to, the following;

(A) total program coats and collection* sst forth in suffi­cient detail to m o w  tha coat to th# States and the Federal Government, the distribution of collections to families. State 
and local governmental units, and tha Federal Government; and an iaeotificatioo of the financial impact of tha provi­sions of this part;(B) costs and staff associated with the Office of Child Support Enforcement(O  the number of child support cases in each Stale during each quarter of the fiscal year last ending before the report is submitted and during each quarter of the preceding fiscal year (including the tmnsiUooal penod beginning July 1 ,1976, and ending September 30, 1976, in the earn of the first vs port to which this subparagraph applies), and the disposition of such cases;

E

fD ) the status of s i  Stats pis— undsr this part as of U sod of tho fiscal year last ending before the report is sub­mitted. together with sa ssplanaUoo of any problems which are delaying or preventing approval of Stale plans undrr

fMMftiss to cooperate n  based no i ood cause (as determined «  accordance with the standard referred to m seMion 409(a)
(36) (B ) (u»;(O ) dau. bv Stole, on the use ef Federal courts, and on mo of tho Internal Revenue Service for cotlecttoni. the number of court  otden ee which ceOeeuoos were n e l* . the a umber of j-e ie rm ty  detsrm hm tioM  made and tho number of parents located, in lu ftte n l deled to show  the coat and bene­
fits to the Steles and to tho Federal Government; and



(H ) tha major problems encountered which have delayed or prevented implementation of the provisions of this part during the fiscal year last ending prior to the submission of such report.1(b) The Secretary shall, upon the request of any State having in ■effect a State plan approved under this part, certify the amount of any child support obligation assigned to sucn State to the Secretary of the Treasury for collection pursuant to the provisions of section 6305 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. No amount mapr be certified fo. collec­tion under this subsection except the amount of the delinquonc ’ under a court order for support and upon a showing by the Slate that such State has made dilinnt and reasonable efforts to collect such amounts utilising its own collection mechanisms, and upon an agreement that the State will reimburse the United States for any coats involved in making the collection. The Secretary after consultation with the Sec­retary of the Treasury may, by regulation, establish criteria for se­cerning amounts for collection and Tor making certification under this viWotion including imposing such limitations on the frequency of making such certifications under this subsection.
(e)(1) There is hereby established in the Treasury s revolving fund which shall be available to the Secretary without fiscal year limitation, to enable him to pay to the Slates for distribution in accordance with the provisions of section 46? such amounts as may be collected and paid fsubjeet to paragraph (2)) into such fund under section 6306 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1964(2) There is hereby appropriated to the fund, out of any money* in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, amounts equal to the amounts collected under section 6305 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1964, redu'ed by the amounts credited or refunded ae overpay­ments of the _ jounts so collected. The amounts appropriated by the preceding section shall be transferred at least quarterly from the gen­eral fund of the Trr*sury to the fund on the basis of estimates miule by the Secretary of the Treasury. Proper adjustments shall be made in the amounts subsequently transferred to Ilk a  ten I prior estimates were in excess of or lens than the amounts -squired lo be transferred.

Parent Locator Service
Sec, 463. (a) The Secretory shall establish end cooduct a Parent Lora tor Service, under the direction of the designee of the Secretory referred to in nirtioo 452(e), watch ahull be used to obtain and traan nut to any authorised person (an defined in subsection («)) informa­tion as to the whereabouts of any absent parent when such information in to be used to locate such parent for the purpose of enforcing support obligations against such parent(b) Upon request, filed in accord sacs with eubeection (d) of any authorised pervon .as defined in subsect m (c)) for the moot recant addreos and {dace of employment of any absent parent, tho 3ocrvtary •ball, notwithstanding any other proemou of la— tcovhIs through the I‘areal Locator S v w  such information lo sub  per son, if such 

. information—



(1) is contained in soy files or records maintained by the Sec­retary or by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; or
(2) is not contained in such files or records, but can be obtained by the Secretary, under the authority conferred by subsection (e), from any other department, agency, or instrumentality, or the United States or of any State.

No information shall be disclosed to any person if the disclosure of such information would contravene the national policy or security interests of the United States or the confidentiality of census data. The Secretory shall give priority to requests made by any authorized per­son described in subsection (c)(1).(c) As used in subsection (a), the term "authorized person" means—(1) any agent or attorney of any State haring in effect a plan approved under this port, who has toe duty or authority under «uch plans to seek to recorer any amounts owed as child support (including, when authorized under the State plan, any o ffirt l of a political subdivision):
(2) the court which has authority to issue a order againit an absent parent for the support and maintenance of a child, or any agent of such court; and
(3) the resident parent, legal guardian, attorney, or agent o f a child (other than a child receiving aid under part A of this title) (as determined by regulations prescribed by the Secretory) with­

out reword to the existence of a court order against an abrrnt par­ent who has a duly to euppurt and maintain at r such child.(d) A request for information under Uua auction shall be filed in ouch manner and form os the Secretory shall by regulation prescribe and shall be accompanied or supported by ouch document* as the Secretary may determine to be neceaaory.
(e)(1) Whenever the Secretary receives a request submitted under subsection (b) which he is reasonably satisfied meets the criteria estab­lished by subsections (a), (b), end fe), he shall promptly undertake to provide the information requested from the Ales and records main­tained by any of the departments, agencies, or instrumentalities of the United States or of any State.
(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, whenever the individual who is the head of any department, agency, or instrumen­tality of the United States receives a request from the Secretary for information aithonaed to he provided by the Secretary under this Mcum. such individual shall momptly cause a search to be made of the file> and records maintained by such department agency, or instru­

mentality with a view to determining whether the information roqnested is contained in any such files or records If such search discloses the information request*!, such individuals shall immediately transmit such information to tha Secretary, except that if any infor­mal ion Is obtained the dtariovsire which wuuld contravene national policy or security in -rests of the United States or the confidentiality of census dots such information shall not be transmitted ami such individual shall immediately notify the Secretary. If such search fails to disclose the information requested, such individual shall immedi- * Italy ae notify the Secretary The cosu nc irred by any such depart­
ment, agency, r instrumentality of the United States or of any State



in providing such information to the Secretary shall be reimbursed by him. Whenever such services are furnished to an individual specified in subsection (c)(3), a fee shall be charged such individual. The fee so charged shall be used to reimburse the Secretary or hia delegate for the 'ixpeuse of providing such services.
(f> Tire Secretary, in carrying out his duties and functions under this section, shall enter into arrangements with State agencies admin­istering State plans approved under this part for such State agencies to accept from resident parents, legal guardians, or agents of a child described in subsection (c)(3) and. after determining that the absent parent cannot be located through the procedures under the control of such State agencies, to transmit to tl * Secretary requests for informa­tion with regard to the whereabouts of absent parents and otherwise to cooperate with the Secretary in carrying out the purposes of this section. State Plan fo r Child Support
Sec. 454. A State plan for child support must—(1) provide that it shall be in effect in all political subdivision* of the State:(2) provide for financial participation by the Stats;J 3) provide for the establishment or designation of a single 1 separate organizational unit, which meets such staffing and organisational requirements as the Secretary may by regulation prescribe, within the State to administer the plan;(4) provide that such State will undertake—(A) in the case of a child bore out of wedlock with respect to whom an assignment under section 402(a)(28) of this title is effective, to establish the paternity of such child unless the agency administering the plan of the State under part A of this title determines in accordance with the standards pre­scribed by the Secretary pursuant to section 402(a)(?ft)(R) that it is against the bast interests of the child to do so, am!(B ) in the case of any child with respect to whom such assignment is effective, to secure support for such child from his parent (or fm n any other person legally liable for such *upf>ort), utilising any reciprocal arrangements adopted with other States (unless the agency administering the plan of the State under part A of thrs title determmes in accord­ance with the standards prescribed by the Secretary purtu ant lo  i  -two 402(a) 1 2ft w It i that it is ’gainst the best interests 

of the child to do so), except th it when such arrangements and other meeoe have proven ineffective, the Stele msv utilise the Federal courts to obtain or enforce cot t order* for support;1(ft) provide that, in say case in which child support paymeote are colWted for a child with respect to whom an assignment under section 402(a)(2S) is afiactive, such payments shall be made to the Stale for distribution pursuant to secu m 447 and shall not be paid directly to the family except tha. this paragraph shall not apply



to such payments (except as provided in section 457(c)) fo r any 
month in which the amount collected is sufficient to make such 
family ineligible for assistance under the State plan approved 
uuderpa rtA ;'

(6) provide that (A) the child support collection or paternity 
determination services established under the plan shall be made 
available to any individual not otherwise eligible for such services 
upon application filed by such individual with the State, (B ) an 
application fee for furnishing such services may be imposed, ex-
St that the amount of any stich application fee shall be reason- 

t, as determined under regulations of the Secretary, and (C) 
any costa in excess of the fee so imposed may be collected from such 
individual by deducting auch costs from the amount of any re* covery made;

(7) provide for entering into cooperative arrangements with 
appropriate courts and law enforcement officials (A) to assist the 
agency administering the plan, including the entering into of fi­
nancial arrangements with such courts and officials in order to 
assure optimum results under such program, and (B ) with respect 
to any other matters of common concern to auch courts or officials 
and the agency administering the plan;

(8) provide that the agency administering the plan will estab­
lish a service to locate absent parents utilizing—

(A) all sources of information and available records, and
(B ) the Parent Locator Service in the Department of 

Health, Education, and Welfare; '
(9) provide that the State will, in accordance with standards 

prescribed by the Secretary, cooperate with any other State—
(A) in establishing paternity, if necessary,
(8 ) in locating an absent parent residing in tbs Slate 

(whether or not permanently) against whom any action b  
being taken under a program established under a plan ap­
proved under thb part in another State,

(C ) in securing compliance by an absent parent residing 
in such Slate (whether or not permanently) with an order 
issued by a court of competent jurisdiction against such 
parent for the support and maintenance of a child or chJdren 
of sue a parent with respect to whom aid b  being provided 
under the plan of such other State, and

(D ) in carrying out other functions required under a plan 
approved under thb part;

J IO) provide that the State will maintain a full record of actions and disbursements made under the plan and have an adequate reporting system;
(11) pn>«ide that amounts collected as child support shall be 

distributed as provided in section 457;
(12) provide that any payment required to he made under 

section 456 or 457 to a family shall be made to tbs resident parent, 
legal guardian, or caretaker relative having cuetody o f or respon­
sibility for the child or rhildien;



(13) provide that the State will comply with such other re­quirements and standards as the Secretary determines to be necessary to the establishment of an effective program for locat­ing absent parents, establishing paternity, obtaining support orders, and collecting support payments;(14) comply with sucn bonding requirements, for employees who receive, aisburse, handle, or have access to, cash, as tne Sec­retary shall by regulations prescribe: and 1(15) maintain methods of administration which are designed to assure that persons responsible for handling cash receipts shall not participate in accounting or operating functions whicn would permit them to conceal in the accounting records the misuse of cash receipts (except that the Secretary shall by regulations pro­vide for exceptions to this requirement in the case of sparsely pop­ulated areas where the hiring of unreasonable additional staff would otherwise be necessary).1
Payments to States

Sec. 455. (a) From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary shall pay to each State for each quarter, beginning with the quarter commencing July 1, 1975, an amount—(1) equal to 75 percent of the total amounts expended by such State during such quarter for the operation of the plan approved under section 454, and(2) equal to 50 percent of the total amounts expended by such State during such quarter for the operation of a plan which meets* the conditions of section 454 except as is provided by a waiver by the Secretary which is granted pursuant to specific authority set forth in the law; 
except that no amount shall be paid to any State on account of furnish­ing wild support collection or paternity determination services (other than the parent locator services) to individuals under section 454(0) during any period beginning after September 30, 1978.'(b)(1) Pnor to the beginning of each quarter, the Secretary shall estimate the amount to which a Stale will be entitled under subsection(a) for such quarter, auch estimates to be baaed on (A) a report filed by the State containing its estimate of the total sum to be expended in such quarter in accordance with the p.ovtsions of Si>ch subsection, and elating the smounl appropriated or made available by the State and its political subdivisions tor such expenditures in such quarter, and if such amount u  leea than the State’s p oportionste share of the total sum of such estimated expenditures, th# source or sources from which the difference is expected to be derived, sod (b, such other investigation as the Secretary may find necessary.(2) The Secretary shall then pay, in such installments as ha may determine, to the State the amount so estimated, reduced or increeaed to the extent of eny overpayment or underpayment which the Seem-
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tory determines was’made under this section to such State for any 
prior quarter and with rejpect to which adjustment has not already 
been made under this subsection.

( 3 )  Upon the making of any estimate by the Secretary under this 
subsection, any appropriations available for payments under this 
section shall be deeraetl obligated.1

Support Obligations
Sec. 456. (a) The support rights assigned to the State under section 402(a) (26) shall constitute an obligation owed to such State by the individual responsible for providing such support. Such obligation shall be d'ttmed for collection purposes to be collectible under all applicable State and local processes.(1) The amount of such obligation shall be—

(A) the amount specified in a court order which covers the assigned support rights, or(3 ) if there is no court order, an amount determined by the State in accordance with a formula approved by the Secretary, and(2) Any amounts collected from an absent parent under the plan shall reduce, dollar for dollar, the amount of hie oblige Jon under paragraphs (1) f A) and (B ).[ (b ) A debt which is a child support obligation assigned to a State under section 402(a)(28) ia not released by a discharge in bankruptcy under the Bankruptcy Act.] 1
Distribution of Proceeds

Sec. 457.* (a) The amounts collected aa child support by a State pursuant to a plan approved under this part during the 15 months beginning July 1, 1975, shall be distributed aa follows:(1) 40 per centum of the first 550 of auch amounts aa axe col­lected periodically which represent monthly support payments paid sa assistance to such family during auch month;(2) auch amounts aa are collected periodically whi:h are in •seen of any amo« nt paid to *ho family onner paragraph ( I )  which represent monthly support payments shall be retained by the State to reimburse it for aaaistance payments to the family during such period (with appropriate reimbursement of the Federal Government to the extent of its participation ia be financing);(3) such amounts aa are in excam of amounts retained by the State under paragraph (2) and are not ia excem of the amount reuuirad to be paid during such penod to the faxnd) by a court order shall be paid to  the family, and(4) auch amounts as are in excem of amounts reo :red to be distributed under paragraphs ( I ) ,  (2), and (3) she., be (A) retained by the State (with appropriate reimbursement of the Federal Goverrment to the extent of ita participation in tho financing) aa reimbursement for any paat aaenUnce payments
•SmOm  «U<»> U M  k» rsMIr U «  M-M 8m i Im m Un  M  W NHM te«
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mad* to the family for which the State haa not been reimbursed or(D) if no aaiatance payments hare been made by the State which hare not been repaid, auch amounts shall be paid to the family.(b) The amounts collected aa child support by a State pursuant to a plan approred under this part during any fiscal year beginning after September 30, 1076, shall be distributer! aa follows:(1) such amounts as are collected periodically which represent monthly support payment shall be retained by the State to reim­burse it for assistance payments to the family during such period (with appropriate reimbursement of the Federal Government to the extent of its participation in the financing);(2) such amounts as are in excess of amounts retained by the State under paragraph (1) and are not in exceaa of the amount reauired to be paid during auch period to the family by a court order shall be paid to the family; and(3) such amounts as are in excess of amounts required to he distributed under paragraphs (1) and (2) shall be (A) retained by the State (with appropriate reimbursement of Use Federal Govenununt to the extent of iu  participation in the financing) aa reimbursement for any past assistance payments made to the family for which the bUU has not been reimbursed or (B) if no assistance payments have been made by the State which have not been repaid, such amounts shall be paid to the family.fc) Whenever a family for whom child support payments have been collected and distributed under the plan ceases to receive seaistsnre under part A of this title, the State may—(1) continue to collect amounts of child support payments which represent monthly support payments from the absent parent for a period of not to axceed three months from the month following the month ia which such family ceased to receive assist­ance um er pert A of this tills, sad pay all amounts so col­lected. which represent monthly support payments, to Um family; and(2) at tha cad of such three-month period, if the State is so- thonied to d i so by the individual on whose behalf the collection will be made, continue to collect amounts of child support pay­ments which represent monthly suppoi t payments fmrr tha absent ps .ent and pay tlia net stnouni of any amount so collected, which represents monthly support payments, to the family after de­ducting any costs incurred in making the codecUm from tho amount rf any recovery made,
sod so much of say amounts of child support so collected as are in excess of tha payments required to be made in paragraph ( I )  shall bo distnbutsd is the maroer provided by sub*e<:t<>n <h»(-1) (A) ami (B) with respect lo excess amounts described in subsection <»«).'

Incentive Payment to Localities
o•

Sec. 4M.1 (a) When a political subdivision of a State make*. for 
the Stale of which it is a political subdivision, or on# Slate make*, for soother State, the enforcement sod r«>ile<i*on of tho support rights 
assigned unite section 402(a )(H ) (either within or outside ef such



State), there thell be paid to such political subdivision or such other State from amounts which would otherwise repreeent the Federal share of assistance to the family of the absent parent an amount equal to 16 per centum of any amount collected and require to be distrib- uted as provided in section 457 to reduce or repay assistance pay­
ments.*(b) Where more than one Jurisdiction is involved in such enforc**- ment or collection, the amount of the incentive payment determine' under subsection (a) ahall be allocated among the jurisdictions in a manner to be prescribed by the Secretary.4
Consent by the United States to Garnishment and Sim ilar 

Proceedings fo r Enforcement o f Child Support and Alimony 
Obligations
Sec. 469. (a) Not withstanding any other provision of law, effective January 1, 1975, moneys (the entitlement to which is based upon re­muneration for employment) due from, or peyable by, the united States or the District of Columbia (including any agency, subdivision, or instrumentality thereof) to any individual, including members of the armed services, ahall be subjttt, in like manner end to the same ex ten' as if the United States or the District of Columbia were a private person, to legal pro cam brought for the enforcement, against such individual of his legal obligations to provide child support o r make alimony payments.

J >) Service of for the enforcement of an.vidunTs obligation to provide wild support or make alimony payments shall be arcompliabed by certified or registered mail, return receipt requested, or by personal service, upon the appropriate agent 
designated for receipt of auch service of pro rasa pursuant to regula­tions promulgated pursuant to section 461 (or, u no agent has lean 
v v .m sled for the governmental entity baring payment responsibility for toe mooeys involved, then upon the heed of such governmental anli>y). Such procam shall be arcocnpeni(d by sufficient date to permit prompt identification of the individual and the moneys involved.'(e) No Federal employee whoae duties include responding to inter- roga-.ooae Lumiant to raouirnnenU imposed by section 461(bi(t) shall be subiert under any lew to any d cpimarr ec'ien or dvu or criminal liability or penalty for, or on account of. any dodoeure of 
information made by him in eenaoetioa with the carrying out of any of ha duties which pertain (directly or indirectly) to the answering of any such interrogatory '(d) Whenever any person, who is designated by law or regulation to accept service of proram to which tho I luted States a  subject under tha secuoo. m offeruvety serveu with any such prorem or with inter­rogatories Mating to an individual * child support or alimony pay­ment otligatMM e, sorb parson shall respond thereto within thirty days (nr Within surh longer period ao may bo pnwmbed by applicable State law) after the date effective service thereof » made, end ahaU, aa soon



as possible but not later than fifteen days after the date effective service is so made of any such process, send written notice that such process has been so served (together with a copy thereof) to the individual whose moneys are affected thereby at his duty station or last-known home address.1
J e) Governmental entities affected by legal processes served for the orcement of an individual's child support or alimony payment obligations shall not be required to vary their normal pay and dis­bursement cycles in order to comply with any such legal process.1(f) Neither the United States, any disbursing officer, nor govern­mental entity shell be liable with respect to any payment made from moneys due or payable from the United States to any individual pur­suant to legal process regular on its face, if such payment is made in accordance with this section and the regulations issued Co ca.ry out this section.'

Civil Action* To Enforce Child Support Obligations
Sec. 460. The district courts of the United Statee shell have juris­diction, without regard to any amount in controversy, to hear and determine any civil action certified by the Secretary of Health. Education, and Welfare under section 452(a)(8) of this Act A civil action under this section may be brought in any judicial district in which the claim arose, the plaintiff resides, or the defendant resides.

Regulations Pertaining to Garnishments1
Sec. 461. (a) Authority to promulgate regulations f-ir the implementa­tion of the provision* of section 459 shall, insofar as the provisions of ouch section are applicable to moneys due from (or payable by)— (1) the executive bran* h of the Government (including in such branch, for the purposes of this subsection, the territories and possessions of the United btales, the United Statee Postal Service, the Poelal Rale ('ommta*ion, any wholly owned Federal cor- ,por*Uoa created by an Act of Congress, and the government of , the Diatnct of Columbia), be vested in tho President (or his designee),i2) the legislative branch of the Government, be vested jointly in the President pro tempore of the Senate end the Speaker of the House of Reprmmtauvoe for their deeignses), end(3) the judicial branch of the Government, be vested in the Chief Justice of the United Statee (or hie designee).(b) Regulations promulgated pursuant to Umo section shall— . .( I )  in the case of Urns promulgated by the executive branch - of the Government, include a requirement that the heed of each agency thereof shall cause to be published, in the appendix of the regulations so promulgated, (A) hie designation of ao agent or agents to sccept service of process, id so tit oil by tills of position. M»ili«g address, end telephone number, end (li) an indication of the tlata reasonably required in order for the agency promptly to identify the individual with respect to whose moneys the legal process is bmnghl* . . . .
•SM«iM«ei •MuiMUtM eetir) w el  eves
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(2) in the case of regulations promulgated for the legislative and judicial branches of the Government set forth, in the appendix to the iepilations so promulgated, (A) the name, position, ad­dress, and telephone number of the agent or agents wno have been designated for service of process, and (B) an indication of the• data reasonably required in order for such entity promptly to identify the individual with respect to whose moneys the legal process is brought, and
(3) provide that (A) in the cose of regulations promulgated by the executive branch of the Government, each head of a gov­ernmental entity (or his designee) shall respond to relevant in­terrogatories, if authorized by law of the state in which legal process will issue, prior to formal issuance of such process, upon a showing of the applicant’s entitlement to child support or alimony payments, and (B) in the case of regu.utiona promul­gated for the legislative and judicial bran'hes of the Govern­ment, the person or perso is designated as agents for service of process in accordance with paragraph (2) shall respond to rele­vant interrogatories if authorized by the law of the State in which legal process will issue, prior to formal issuance of legal process, upon s showing of the applicant's entitlement to child support or alimony payments.(o) In the event that a governmental entity, which is authorized under this section or regulations issued to carry out this ssction to Mcspf service of process, pursuant to the provisions of subsection (a), ia served with more than &ae legal process with respect to the same moneys due or psysbls lo any individual, than such moneys shall be available to satisfy such processes on a first-come, first-served basis, with any such process being satisfied out of such moneys as remain after the satisfaction of all such processes which have been previously served. Definitions*

See. 462. For purposes of section 452--
(a) The term "United States" means the Federal Government of the United States, consisting of the legislative branch, the judicial branch, and the executive branch thereof, and each and every depart- mvtit, agency, o| instrumentality of any auch branch, including the United .statea Postal S*-vice, the Postal l ls t t  Commission, any wholly owned Federal corporation created by an Act of CVmgrw, any office, commission, bureau, or other administrate* subdivision or creature thereof, end the governments of the territories and pass— iina of tho United States.
(b) The teim "child support," when used in refereoce to tho legal obligations of an individual to provide such support, mesne periodic payments of funds for the support and maintenance of a child or chil­dren with reaped to which such individual has such an obligation, ami (subject to ami in accordance with Stale law) includes but is not limited to, payments to provide for health care, education, recreation, clothing, or to meet otkw pacific needs of such a child or children, such term also includes at * «mey's fees, intereat, and court coats, when and to tha eitsnt that the same are etprvsaly mads recoverable aa such



pursuant to a decree, order, or jud. uent issued in accordance t u applicable Stat<* law by a court of competent jurisdiction.(c) The term ‘alimony," when used in reference to the legal obliga­tions of an individual to provide the same, means periodic payments of funds for the support and maintenance of the spouse (or former spouse! of such individual, and (subject to and in accordance with State law) includes but is not limited to, separate maintenance, ali­mony pendente lite, maintenance, and spousal support; such term also inclu 'es attorney’s fees, interest, and court cost, when and to the ex­tent tbat the same are expressly made recoverable as such pursuant to a decree, order, or judgment issued in accordance with applicable State law by a court of competent jurisdiction. Such term does not include any payment or transfer of property or its value by an individual to his spouse or former spouse in compliance with any community prop­erty settlement, equitable distribution of property, or other division of property between spouses or former spouses.
(d) The term "private person" means a person who does not have sovereign or other special immunity or privilege which causes such person not to be subject to legal process.(q) The term "legal proceas" means any writ, order, summons, or other similar process in the nature of garnishment, which—(1) ia issued by (A) a court of competent jurisdiction within any State, territory, or possession of the Unit ad States, (B ) a court of coimwteat jurisdiction in any foreign country with which the United £ tea has entered into an agreement which requires the United States to honor such process, or (C) an authorised official pursuant to an order of such a court of competent jurie- dictiot. *r pursuant to State or local law, and(3) is directed to, and the purpose of which • to compel, a governmental entity, which holds moneys which are otherwise payable to an indivlual, to make a payment from such moneys to another party in order to satisfy a legal obligation of such individual to provide child support or make alimony payments.(0  Entitlement of an individual to any money shell be deemed to be "baaed i ,>on remuneration for employment," if such money cooauta of •

( I )  compensation paid or payable for personal services of auch individual, whether auch compensation is denctiunat as wigre, salary, commission, bonus, pay, or otherwise, and includes but ie not limited to severance pay, sick pay, and incentive pay, but doss not include swards for making suggestions, or(3) periodic benefits ((Deluding a periodic benefit aa defined in section 338(b)(3) of Uua Act) or other payments to auch indi­vidual under the insurance system established by title 11 of this Act or any other system nr fund established by tbs United Stales (aa defined in au has cl ion (a)) which provides for tho payment of pensions, retirement or retired pay, annuities, dependents or sur­vivors' benefits, or Minder amounts payable on account of personal services performed by himself or any other individual (not inched- ing any payment as compemat<un for death under any Federal program, any payment under any Federal program e tablisbed lo provide "Stack lung" benefits, any payment by the v’eteram' Administration as pene.ua. or any peymeuta by lbs Veteran*'



A 'ministration as compensation for a service-connected disability or death, except any compensation paid by the Veterans' Adminis­tration to a former member of the Armed Forces who is in receipt of retired or retainer pay if such former member has waived a portion of his retired pay in order to receive such compensation), and does not consist of amounts paid, by way of reimbursement or otherwise, to such individual by his employer to defray expenses incurred by such individual in carrying out duties associated with his employment.
(g ) In determining the amount of any moneys due from, or pay­able by, the United States to any individual, there shall be excluded amount: which—

(1) are o red by such individual to the United States,
(2) are required by law to be, and are, deducted from the remuneration or other payment involved, including but not lim­ited to, Federal employment taxes, and fines and forfeitures ordered by court-martial,(3) are properly withheld for Federal, State, or local income tax purpovw, if tbe withholding of such amounts is authorized or required by law and if amounts withheld are not greater than would be tbe case if such individual claimed all dependents to which he was entitled (the withholding of additional amounts pursuant to section 3402(i) of the Internal Revenue Cods of 1954 may be pennitt' ’ only when such individual presents evidence of a tax obligation which supports tbe additional withholding),(4) are deducted as health insurance premiums,
(ft) are deducted es normal retirement contributions (not in­cluding amouu a deducted for supplementary coverage), or(6) are deuucted es ootu*d Ids insurance premiums fro ji salary or other remuncratim for employment (not including mounts deducted for supplementary coverage).
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APPENDIX c 
Ch i l d  Support Enforcement Agency 
Approp r ia t ion  By Funding Source 

S t a t e  FY 77 —  FY 82 
(Thousands)

FY 77 
ACT.

FY78
ACT.

FY79
ACT.

FY80
ACT.

FY81
AUTH.

FY82
GOV.

Federal Rece ip ts $ 1 0 4 . / 7 7 9 . 9 1280 .4 1505 .1 1478 .3 1 869 .0
General Fund 
Match 4 0 1 . 2 6 6 7 . 4 4 0 3 . 2 5 0 4 .3 6 0 4 . 7 6 2 0 . 0
Gen«.**a1 Fund 300 .9
Program Rece ip ts* 7 5 .6 3 3 . 0 3 3 .1 70 .1 4 9 . 0 7 5 .0

Other Funds 1 9 . 5

Tota l SS81 .5 1 499 .8 1716 .7 2 0 79 .5 2 43 2 .9 2 56 4 .0

* Program Rece ip ts  Inc lude In cen t iv e  payments from o th e r  s t a t e s .



AF ZNDIX D 
Ch i ld  Support Enforcement Agency 

Proposed Fee Schedule



Register REVENUE 15 RAC 147.120

C H A P T E R  147

CHILO S U P PORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCY

15 AAC 147.120 it amended by  adding a na w  taction to read:

15 AAC 147.120 TEES FOR AGENCY SERVICES. (a) Feat thall 
be charged in til caaat w h ere a w r i tten application for 
agency aervicea hat been executed purauant to taction 110
(a)(1) of theae regulation! but will not apply to application! 
executed purauant to taction 110 ( a)(2) and (3) of these 
regulation!.

(b) An application fee thall be computed and if applicable 
thall be paid by tha o b l igee at the tiiae of initial application 
for agency aervicea on  all caaea o p ened or reopened after 
January 1, 1901. T he application fee will be  computed and 
paid aa follovai

(1) The agency will d e t e rmine the obligee'a ability to 
pay by requiring a notarised atateaent of tha obligee'a 
gross annual Incom e and the aise of the family unit.

(2) There it no application fee w hen the obligee'a groaa 
annual Income la 1251 of the poverty level or  lower. The 
application fee la 010.00 when the o b l i g e e ' s  groaa annual 
Income la above 1254 of the poverty level and up to 2001 of 
the poverty level. The application fee la 020.00 when the 
obligee's groaa annual Income ia m ore than 200t of the 
poverty level. For c o m p u tation purposes the obligee's 
annual lnoome may be reduced by  any e x tra o r d i n a r y  mandatory 
expenses which will be continuous and are not payment for 
conaumer goods o r  services.

AH APPLICATION FCt SCHEDULE BASED UPON AN OBLIGEE'S 
ABILITY T O  PAY USING THE 1900 POVERTY LEVEL IS ATTACHED 
AS EXAMPLE No. 1.

I)) After a written withdrawal of services haa been 
submitted by the obligee, a ny re-applicatlon for aervicea 
will require a new application fee.

(ol A  service fee based on  the cost o f  the total expected 
child support enforcement services shall be computed and if 
applicable a percentage of this cost shall be paid by the 
obligee with the application fee. The percentage of the 
service fee shall be pai d  prior to the start of each new 
service required or requested after January 1. 19S1. The 
agency shall notify the o b l igee w hen an additional service 
is required end obta i n  payment of the additional fee before 
the agency wttl -rovlde the new service. The total service 
fee end tbe percentage to be paid shell be cos^uted as 
follewei

(1) Agency aervicea end the related service fees aftsr 
January 1. 1981 are ee follows:

(A) Local Ion
IS) Establishment of paternity
1C) Establishment of auppert obligation
(01 M o d ifying a support o b l i g a t i o n
(B) C o l l ection e f  delinquent support

• 25.00
940.00
910.00 00.00

ob l i gation a m  an annual baala 120.00
The ageary will annually adjust the fee for each service 
according to the chengt In I U  c o n aumer price lades, rounded 
U  the nearest 19.04 Inc.ement.

-1 “


