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parents at some point during the life of their support orders.*1
Studies in other settings have shown well the lorg-term scars that
can develop from labeling people as criminal deviants.®3 If Michi-
gan’s aggressiveness were replicated in the rest of the country, as
might conceivably occur under the new pressures for collection the
federal government is applying in welfare cases, we could find courts
sentencing 100,000 American parents for nonpayment of support
each year.

Frequently men who have been jailed flee the county upon re-
lease.3l We have little way of measuring how many other men,
never jailed, leave because they fear that jail may befall them, al-
though that group also appears to be substantial in number.**  Since
those who leave because of such fears may well be men with a strong
desire not to pay, it is unclear how many of them would have con-
tinued a relationship with their children if they had remained in the
county. Jailing may nonetheless damage the quality of the relation-
ship between parent and child, even when the fathei does continue
to visit and pays support regularly. What is the impact of an ever-
present threat of jail on the relationship between a noncustodial par-

lice in Handbook i Criminology 777 (D. Glaser ed. 1974). County jails typicall
include a mix of persons under Sentence for misdemeanors (such as drunkenness%
and persons awaiting tiial for serious felonies who cannot make bail.

52, In Genesee, approximately one of every seven men in Ihe active caseload
in 1970 had been sentenced to jail at least once. Table 2 in the text shows that
in 28 Michigan counties 3046 ‘men. or 1.05%, from a total caseload of about
290,000 were sentenced to jail in 1974. However, the number of men in the case-
load who have ever been jailed is much higher, since most men sentenced in one
year remain in the caseload (or succeeding years. A case tyf)lcally will last 12 to
15 years, from divorce to the 18th birthday of the youngest child.

53, See H. Dicker. Outsiders: Studies in the Socmlogy of Deviance 31
(1963): "One of (he most crucial s in the process of building a stable Fattern
of deviant behavior is likely to be ihc <*, erienee of being cau%ht and publicly labeled
as a deviant” See dm R. Scorr 4 J. Douglas. Theoretical Persfecttve* on
Deviance (1972); The Labelling of Deviance: Evaluating a Perjf.'-.tive
(W. Gove ed. 1975).

54. In a sample we drew of 191 men sentenced to jail in Genesee CountY durin%
1969 and 1970. over one-third (61 of the 172 whose records were complete *A(
whose cises remained open for another year) fled town within a year after ueir
release from jail. We use the verb "flee” here because the payment rate in the
year after the release of those jailed persons who leave town i$ so low (.09) in
comparison to those jailed persons who stay {.48) tliat, (or most, avoidance of jail
seems to have been a primary motive for their leaving town.

55. In our random sample of 411 divorced families in Genesee County. 70 fathers
appear from our records to have moved away from the county after divorce. If
this group had paid at roughly the same rate ‘as those who stayed, we could make
no inferences about thci. motive for leaving. In fact, this group paid so much less
well than tl sse who appear to have stayed (a mean payment rate of .35 as opposed
lo atmeatn of .82) that it seems highly probable that many left to avoid the enforce-
ment system.
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ent and his child? How, that is, does a parent begin to behave to-
ward a child to whom he feels tied not by affection alone but at least
in part by fear? Can jail's distant possibility make even more tense
the already awkward visits between parent and child after divorce?
Can it aggravate the injuries to the child’s development?

Since little research exists on the impact on children's develop-
ment of various patterns of relations between the child and noncus-
todial parent after divorce,sa it is hazardous to speculate on the parti-
cular effects that the prospects of jailing could have. In many cases,
perhaps most, my worries may we’l be groundless. Many fathers
may be induced into regular payments in part through vague aware-
ness of the jailing policy but form a habit of payment so routine that
they soon cease altogether to be affected by the dire consequences
of ceasir.g to pay. For them, the jai'mg policy may indirectly im-
prove rather than corrode the relation with their children by re-
moving friction between the divorced parents over erratic payments.

C. An Alternative to Jail: Deductions from Wages

Even if one concluded that the benefits of a jailing policy greatly
exceeded all these possible social costs, jailing might still be wisely
avoided or curtailed if an alternative method of enforcement exists
that can produce as much or more money with lower costs. Such
an alternative may well be available. In the United States, child sup-
port and taxes arc the only personal financial obligations routinely en-
forced by public agencies. For the collection of income and Social
Security taxes, Americans arc well accustomed to the withholding
of wages. “Wage assignments" for child support operate similarly
when imposed on an employer and are authorized by law in Michi-
gan and several other states. In most states, including Michigan,
however, courts may not impose a wage assignment except on a per-
son already in default,*Tand in all states a wage assignment enus

56. Pari* of ihe retults of a Univer*iiy of California ai Berkeley study of children
of divorce will be_appcarint in he summer of 1977. Kc'lv & Wallgrilein. Part-
Time Parent, Part-Time Child: Visiting After Divorce, J. or Clinical Chii.D Psvcit,
(Summer 1977). See al*o Benedek & Benedek. supra note 32.

57, Comgare Mn. Ann. Code art. 27. » =8 (1976) and Mich. Conr. Laws 5
522.203 (19 0} ;both requiring default before Imposing a wa%easslgnment) with
Wts. Stat. 5 247.265 (19 3) %germlttmg wagge assignment to be imposed “at any
time.") See alto 42 U.SC. f 659 (Supp. V 1975), by which Congress recentlY pro-
vided that wage assignment* for support of children would be honoicd for employees
of the United StateS government as if the United States were a anate emplojer.
Thus, if state law permitted, a United States employee could be subject lo an invol-
untary wage assignment without proof of default.
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when a person ceases to work for the employer against whom it was
ordered.

If a federal system were established under which withholding oc-
curred from the first moment of an order and traveled with a person
wherever he took work within the country, the need for much of
the current enforcement system would largely disappear. To effec-
tuate this network, the federal government would need to create a
national computerized system tied to the man’s Social Security num-
ber. Employers would be required to make a check on a new em-
ployee through a Social Security office to learn whether support pay-
ments were to be withheld from his wages. Under such a system,
the frequency of payments would be nearly perfect except by the
unemployed/'8 the self-employed, and those able to evade the iloating
wage assignment by falsifying their social security numbers or by col-
luding with ihe employer.™

A compulsory deduction system would, to be sure, have many
troublesome aspects. It would be cumbersome to administer, a
fountain of details inviting errors. Unlike income-tax withholding,
deductions for child support would be required only for certain cm-

loyces, who would not look any different at the time of hiring from

other new employees. Unlike income taxes, support payments
would generally have to be funnelcd to a recipient other than the
federal government, a process likely to take several weeks, even
months.81 At varying inter,als, as children reached majority, the
amount to be withheld would ' ‘tange.

JS, No sanction* should ever be imposed on unemployed men without other in-
come. In Genesee, man%,une,mplo ed men were jailed after a firding that they could
have been working, a chimerical mdmg in a nation with over 7% unemployment.
A few men are willing to starve themselves to avoid paym% support, but their num-
ber* are worth neither the effort to ferret them out, nor the injustice to those who
ate unemployed for reasons beyond their control.

59. An. additional advantage of the assignment system is that it would allow the
court to fix orders in terms of a percentage of the ‘individual's net earnings, rather
than following the universal practice of d.efmm? the order as a fixed dollar amount
based on the individual's income at (he time of the divorce. Although courts have
the power to modify an otdcr to reflect changes in earnings, the procedure is cumber-
some and in many places infrequently used.

60. Presently, emﬁ)loyers pay Social Security taxes quarterly If. under the system
envisioned here, employers had to forward support withholdings only once a quarter,
some supgort payments would remain in the employers' accounts for over three
months. " Even if employets were re(iune,d to forward payments weekly, the forward-
m’? would likely be to a single federal office, which would in turn forward the amount
either to the cut'ndial patent, to a welfare department, or to another forwardln%
agency such as a Friend of the Court. The record of sloth and etror in the Socia
Security Administration's handling of old-age and disability benefits is hardly en-
couraging.
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The drawbacks of a compulsory wage-assigument system would
not be solely ones of administration. Such a system would also curtail
individual liberty. Many people feel strongly about their right to de-
cide for themselves what to do with their earnings. They would
resent involuntary wage assignments for child support as much as
they would resent involuntary deductions for their utility bills, even
though they would agree that it was reprehensible not to pay their
bills.  Whether seen as a right or an obligation, many nonet stodial
parents attach impirtance to their weekly voluntary writing ol a sup-
port check, viewing it as a means to demonstrate ,heir love for their
children.

A wage-assignment system would also involve another sort of
federal intrusion on privacy. We can appropriately worry about a
federal computer system carrying detailed information about the
failed marriages of millions of citizens. Indeed, the employers would
invariably learn through the system that their employee was divorced
or the parent of an illegitimate child. Today, agencies often hesitate
to impose wage assignments in cases in which they fear that the
father is likely to be fired because his employer either does not want
the bother of making an additional deduction or thinks ill of a person
who is divorced or the parent of a “bastard.” This troublesome
problem of employer attitude could well continue under the system
proposed here.

For all these reasons, it is easily understandable why only a bare
majority of the Friends of the Court indicated in a mailed survey
that they would favor a change in Michigan law to permit the imposi-
tion of a wage assignment at the moment the support ordor first takes
effect, despite the fact that, as a group, they arc strongly committed
to improving collections "f support."2 In the end, however, the issue
is not the evil of such a wage deduction system in the abstract.
Rather, it is whether it is better or worse than the sin-bhased system
that e have now—the system in which wc dangle before men the
oppo.mr’y not to pay. often so inviting because of the pain of con-
tinued recollection of the old family and the burdens of new cx-

61. Thu observation it bawd on field interviews with staff members of Genesee
County's Friend of the Court during the summers of 1972 and 1973. From those
interviews, we also learned that men often view the wage assignment with disfavor
because it curtails their bargaining power in the post-divorce period. In the absence
of a wage assignment, they can retaliate by slowing up on payments when the cus-
todial parent reneges on visitation. When “a wage assignment “is in effect, they can
retaliate in the same way only by quitting their job.

62. Twenty-three Friends of the Court among the 28 in our study responded to
our questionnaire. Of the 23. 12 favored such a change in the law, one was neutral
and 10 opposed.
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penses, and, then, when men respond to the opportunity, clap them
intojail. . .

If state and federal governments remain committed to compel-
ling long-absent parents to support their children and determined to
enforce the obligation aggressively, | for one would choose the com-
pulsory deduction system over the system now found in Michigan.
The deduction system would be my preference not so much because
it would almost certainly lead to even higher collections than Michi-
gan obtains today, but rather because of the doubts | have expressed
about the justness of a jail-based system and about the atmosphere
that system creates. The choice may seem easier because the new
system does not yet exist. It is, however, hard to believe that a new
system, however intrusive, could be as distasteful as one that de-
pends heavily on imprisonment and the fear of imprisonment. If
you have any doubts in this regard, turn yourself in for a weekend
at your nearest county jail.

Another alternative to the heavy use of jail exists. It is simply
for states to create efficieit full-time enforcement offices, compar-
able to Friends of the Court, with courts empowered to use sentences
to jail but rarely actually doing so. Remember that in eight of our
counties, the judges jailed few people but the full-time agencies in
each still collected vastly more than Dane County, Wisconsin. To
those to whom jail is repugnant or at least distasieful, this is a pos-
sible middle ground that could lead to much higher collections in
the many place, that now leave mothers not receiving welfare to the
same inadequate private remedies available in Dane.

V. The Implications of the Study for Efforts To
Control Other Forms of Undesirable Behavior

If the use of jail deters nonpayment of support, can we conclude
that it will similarly deter rape or armed robbery? Of course not.
We can expect that jail will have a greater effect when men know
that all their actions are observed. Most armed robbers and rapists
hope that their identity will remain unknown. Most shoplifters and
heroin sellers hope that even the offense itself will never be detected
by anyone interested in securing an arrest. In the case of child sup-
port in Michigan th' .'act of the offense and the identity of the per-
petrator arc always Lmwn. Thus the very factor that made our
study possible— the all-knowing files ¢* the Friend of the Court—
makes our findings un®*ncralizable to most other ;orms 0? conduct.**

61. For a provocative discussion of the quite different problems of deterring
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APPENDIX

Regression AnalﬂswofFactorsAccountmg or Differences
in Rates of Collections Among Twenty-Eight Counties.

The measure of county performance used in the study was the
mean for each county of the individual payment rates for each person
in the sample for the period sampled. That measure is referred to
here as the “Mean Payment Rate.” For the manner in which the
individual rate was computed, see note 12 supra. This measure was
used as the dependent variable here either in its natural form, its lost
to base 10, or its “Logit” form, as indicated.

A list of around 40 control variables tested in the analysis can
be obtained directly from the author. Below are the controls used
in the analyses reported here:

1. Self-Starting Factor. A binary variable that records whether
(coded 1) or not (coded 0) the county has used for several years
an enforcement system in which the agency initiates enforcement
in nonwelfarc cases without awaiting complaints from the mother.

2. Jailing Rate. The number of sentences to jail in 1974 for
contempt of court for nonpayment of support for each 10,000 per-
sons in the county population. As explained in note 17 supra,
this rate closely parallels the rate of jailing for each 250 men in
the county caseload.

3. Population. The logio of the county’s population from the
1970 decennial census.

4. Unemployment Rate. The unemployment rate in the civilian
labor force according to the 1970 census. A further explanation
of our use of the unemployment figures is found in note 25 Supra.

5. High-Jail/Self-Start Factor. A combination of factors 1 and
2 above into a binary variable that coded whether or not a county
was both high jailing and “self-starting”. Those counties that had
both a jail rate of 4 or more per 10,000 and a self-starting system
were contrasted with all other counties. The selected rate of 4
pet 10,('00 divided our counties approximately at the median and
had no other conceptual foundation.

6. Jail x Self-Start Factor. Factor 1 above multiplied by Factor
2. The multiplication prtxluced a 0 for all counties without a Hf-
starting policy (regardless of their jailing rate) and their jailing
rate (from 1 to 17) for all counties that did have a self-starting

policy.
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A .. Regression on the “Mean Payment Rate”

1. With three variables that explain most variance:

Beta T-Ratio
Self-s arting Factor 8.62 +0.41 89
Jailing Ra% . 0.92 +0.35 %24
Log,,, Population -7.91 -0.34 2.53
ancc. 62.6 per cent (unadjusted)
57.9 per cent (adjusted)
2. With four variables that explain most variance:
B Beta T-Ratio
-starti 1. +0.33 2.25
Jeling o, Fectr i®i
Log,,, Population -8.64 -0.38 1.48
Unemployment Rate 2.35 -0.19 2.80
ance: 65.8 per cent (unadjusted)
59.9 per cent (adjusted)

3. With the "High Jail/Self-Start Factor

Beta T-Ratio
High-Jail/Self-Start

Eactor , 14.8 + 64 6.36

Log,,, Population —108 - 4T 4.72

Unemployment Rate o =265 -1 22C
Fraction of explained vatiance: 7g.5 er cent ugad ui}ed)

3.6 Ber cent (adjusted)

4. 1Villi the "Jail x Self-Start Factor":

B Beta T-Ratio

Jail X Self-Start Factor + 133 + .55 4.30

Log,,, Population -9.96 -43 350

Uner do™ment Rate -1.94 -.16 125
per cent {unadjusted)

60.1 per cent (adjusted)

B. Regression on Logm "Mean Payment Rate”
With principal variables in log form:

B Beta T-Ratio

-starti ' 0047 +0.33 2.06

o Statig, Fac " ooty s03 920

.0g,0 Population -0.059 -0.38 2.69

Log,,, Unemployment -0.240 -0.23 1.62

nce

Fraction of explained variance: %%% Bg{ggﬂ%{ggﬂ?}g fd)

Signiﬁ

IC nc?
Leve
<]
<.0?2
<.02

Cevel

<01
<eQ1
<05

o
Leve?

<Q!
<.01

Signif-
Ic ncT
Leve

<05
<05h
<01
<20

Signiﬁ

939



940 Michigan Law Review [Vol. 75:900

Regression on “Mean Payment Rate” in modified ‘Logit” form
Mean Payment Rate

1-Mean Payment Rate

With principal measures in log form:

Slgmf-
: cance

B Beta T Ratio Level
Self-Starting Factor +0.13 +0.30 191 <10
Log(0 Jail Rate 0.19 0.38 2.75 <.01
Log,,, Population -0.18 -0.37 2.67 <.01
Log,,, Unemployment -0.79 -0.24 1.88 <.10
Fraction of explained varianc
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In fo re x

BURLINGTON. MA-Inforex, a
worldwide leader in information
management systems ?roudly an-
nounces C.A.S.E., a totally automated
s, r*«m tl at provides a solution to the
time consuming administrative and
procedural problems associated with
Title IV-D.

Inforcx believes that the maximum
effectiveness of the 1V-D program can
be realized only when the information
collec’e " can be easily used to answer
ad-nc y to day reguwements, along
with providing coordination of IV-A
and IV-D activity, providing automatic
notifications of delinquencies, and
maintaining strict accounting control.

Information is useful only to the ex-
tent that it is accessible and current.
To be effec ivc it must be able to be
accessed quickly in an ad-hoc fashion
as well as uscl for the production of
standardized rcnorts A IV-D infor-
mation system, m order to he respon-
sive to the dynamic needs of X/our
program, must he usable lo IV-D
specialists, not iu t data processing
expert*. .
~ Over a year ago. Irlorcx committed
itself to developing a system that
would address  the administrative
problems of Title V-

"... wc dedicated a team al

analysts la ilie task at teamini; the
requirement */ /1'-/) t nd building

a packa?ed 'format on svstem
that would i them. If'r haw
succeeded

and our success is C.A.S.E, — lhe

Child. Alimonv, and Sun art Enforce-
ment system

CASE IS ASYSTEM DESIGNED
T '

« Make information wo k for you

+ Meet Federal requirements

* He easig and quickly installed

*+ Be used by non-dita processing
personnel

INEOREX KNOWS YOUR PROB-
LEMS AND HAS THE SOLUTION
Certainly no one will nq ue with Ihc
lo*ic, and potential hem fits of the
Child Support Enforcement program.
However, as each suppor agency has
experienced, the realities of imple-
menting and  administering the
program can be ovcrwtelming To
date, the program has shown an ac-
ceptable return  on investment.

A nNnn oun-tces

however, there arc a number of
administrative problems that have pre-
vented the Program from reaching its
full potential benefit to the community
and taxpayers. . .

~ The ~paperwork associated  with
|n|t|at|n?, monitoring and enforcing
IV-D related support orders consumes
enormous amounts of staff time and
budget dollars. This problem is com-
ﬁpunded by the need for detailed,
istorical information on collections,
disbursements and  delinquencies.
These needs have complicated and
overloaded conventional filirg systems
to Ihc point where Ihe program's
effectiveness is suffering from a lack
of timely and accurate information.

Another major problem area is Ihc
need for so(fhlstlcated accounting pro-
cedures and controls that arc capable
of handling the arrearages, disburse-
ment hierarchies and a variety ol pay-
ment terms, that arc inherent in a
court order based system. These con-
trols arc necessarily complicated and
simc consuming and. in many cases
simply cannot keep pace with the
volume of transactions generated by
the state or county caseload

As is the cusc with uny program of
this magnitude there arc substantial
local, stale and federal requirements
Although lhe specific reports vary in
almost "very case they require a com-
plete review of Ihc caseload on at least
u quarterly basis . .
Allof these factors culminate in the
single greatest obstacle to success for
the program Too much time is spent
on generating, processing and retriev-
ing information/paperwork and not
enough time is spent on the functions
that “increase collection levels and
reduce Welfare roles.

C.AS.E. is designed to reduce the
amount of lime required lo process
the day to day functions of case
administration. Once Ihc terms of the
support order arc established on the
s%stem Ihc paperwork associated with
the accounts rc'~ivable. disbursement
and enforcement  functions arc
handled virtually automatically (ull
under strict accounting/balancing con-
trols) In addition, complete payment
disbursement and case status informa-
tion is available in seconds

By using ample two Inter cam-
mands, your staff members will be
able lo retnew information re-
qu. ed to counsel delinquent

c .A .S .E

parents, prepare for cour' pn eeed-

mgs, etc.

The Inforex C A.S.E system is not
only cost cffrient. hut produces
increased revenue "o the statc/county.
thereby reducing the burden of the
taxpayers by increasing IV-D collec-
tions <nd decreasing Welfare fraud
and social service assistance Addi-
tionally. 'nc CASE svstem can
quicken the response by the 1V-D
units, Froducmg benefits to recipients
of Welfare

Inforcx knows that you' ndividuai
installation is un x and that your
information rcqu rcmenls change with
time For these reasons Inforcx'svom-
mitment goes beyond initial program
J.wclopmenl Inforcx < commuted to
assisting vriu in meeting vour changing
needs, and seeing to it i*vt C AS |
remains compliant with le IcralU man-
dated requirements. We have over 41)i1
field  system and  maintenance
engineers n more than X1 major cine-
0 assist you m maintaining your
C ASE posuion of leadership Thev
arc trained Erofessmnals reads to help

you make the most ol your informa-

tion

SUMMARY . .
Inforex a worldwide leader in

intelligent terminals and Data Entry
and Information Management systems
— the company whose business it is to
kno i and undcrstard end user
requrcmenls — offers you the ulti-
mate olution to one segment of the
growin; Wt.iarc predicament

Agencies using the Inr .o f A S|
will now he able in rat. . e. review
alter and store all n 'cvanl support
information  Information that s
immediately available in hat! armlcd
form as well as CRT displays
Individual case; can row he reviewed
in minutes usinf simple two-key com-
mands Specific support check- can he
issued, actual letters can now he sent
Legal hackings will disappear as
C.AS.E. tracks crr;nl breadwinners
and dispenses funds with preci ton.
case and speed All wrilc using
Fresent staff as trained bv experienced
nforex personnel

Inforcx has presented os C \ S|
ThIS.EXCItIn.? new packaged system is
readily available and easily ms ailed
Contact yout local Inforcx office to .tY
for more information, or. cu'l Bill
Manuel id Inforcx (617) 277-<>4"



The Inforcx C.A.S.E. system is a
complete package designed to meet
the challenge of Title [V-D. The
package consists of the System 5000
minicomputer, C.A.S.E. application
software, training, documentation,
and hardware maintrnancc. It is a
powerful file management system that
meets federal 1V-D reﬂuwe.mentS in all
these areas. The following section
highlights the C.A.S.E. application
features in six major categories.

+ Case Management

+ Parent Locator Services

+ Accounts Receivable

* Support Distributor

* Support Enforcement |
* Admim:*ralivc Accounting

CASE INITIATION

« The system <cpts input from
AFDC as wcl a&non-AFDC
cases from an apt licalion form

« Assigns Ihe cast In a IV-|)
worker

* Ability
status

* The system provides lor ihr apa-
bility for multiple Payees (maxi-
mum of Il allowable! per case in
*.e event that more than one
payee receives islrihulion

PARENT LOCATOR SERVICES

* Provides a weekly report of open
parent locator requests sorted by
Individual parent locator

+ Name, current address, Flace of
birth, dale of hirth. employment
data, location status, and date of
last status change is included m
the system

ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE
+ Easily handles payments made by
mail or in person
* Processes  pre-payments  and
tracks them on a per case basts

to inquire into a case

Monitors ~ “ bounced  checks’
history ol payee and can disallow
personal checks based on past
erformance history. _

ain:.:ns a complete detailed
Bayment history.

rovides daily and molnthly col-
lection rcnorts bY individual case,
payor and total per case type
category
Distributes both AFDC and non-
AFDC monies to the appropriate
recipient

SUPPORT DISTRIBUTION

Provides a flexible hierarchy of
distribution to allow disburse-
ment of support in ac.ordancc

with IV-D based on AFDC
status -
Generates deluded distribution
registers

Automatically handles collection
fee  (poundage! calculation/
deduction fil selected)
Distributes arrearage payments
according to obligation priorities
Handles overpayments redirected
to dependent or refunded to
ayee

istributes payments in accord-

ance with due dates established in
each i itiri order

Retains data lor federal cjartcrly
reporting

Provides information needed to
track incentive reimbursements

In addition, the following types of
receipts and disbursement situations

2t Noith Avemio, flu'lington, Mmiarhuunt 01003

arc handled automatically bg CASE
re

Various  payment quencies
(eg weekly, bi-weekly, semi-
monthly. and monthly.)
Specified pre-payments (i.e. pay-
ments made by a payor for an
entire year lo be dishursed ac-
cording to due date for payee).
Payments made by a payor both
of a continuing nature and with

INFOREX

Features

regf.ard. to paying off a fixed
o |_g?at|on the Payor will be
notitied when the fixed obligation
is paid cff and any impact
therefore  on  the  payment
amount).

Printing of checks to payees on a
due date basis as well as complete
check reconciliation  processes
and reports

Generation of a single disburse-
ment check for multiple Fay-
ments to a single agenq{] along
with a detailed listing of | c.par
n;]enf(s included within this single
chec

SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
*« Monitors and reports late pa\-

ments, incomplete payment, and

excessive arrearages

Monitors case status and (based

in parameters  defined  h\

appropriate [V-D agency! gener-

ates exception reports/forms

1 Late payment notices =

2 S, 10. .10 day default listings

1 Form, letteis to payee ex-
plaining default enforcement
rights and procedures

4 Counseling notices and re
ports

5 Notification ol court order
changes

ADMINISTRATIVE A<<OUNIING
* Provides a complete set ol case

analysis reports_mclu_dm? Case
statls and activity, fiscal status
and activity, enforcement *ork
load analysis _
Maintains  complete accountln%
controls Batch balanced paymen
posting procedures, detailed pax
ment registers, check creation
deluded “disbursement register
detailed check regmter, check
reconciliation procedures
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Child
Support
Enforcement
Program

Created by law in 1975 as title IV-D of the Social Security Act, the Child
Support Enforcement (CSE) program is designed to help locate runaway
parents, establish paternity of the child or children if necesss /, and obtain
full or partial child support.

This Federal program, administered by the Office of Child Support
Enforcement in the Department of Health, Education, and V»,ifare, tied
together previous ef'irts by some States to collect support payments or
behalf of abandoned children and required all States to have such a
program as a condition for receiving Federal funds for Aid to Families with
Dependent Chi.dren (AFDC) programs.

CSE assistance is provided to all mothers (and, in some cases, fathers)
who depend on the AFDC program for financial support of their children.
AFDC outlays by Federal and State governments amount to approximately
$10 billion a year. Over 80 percent of all AFDC families receive financial
assistance because of the absence of the breadwinner from the home.
Families who are not receiving AFDC are also eligible for child support
services.

Overall results of the CSE program since it began August 1, 1975, are
as follows:

CSE COLLECTIONS AND ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

(in millions)
AFDC Non-AFDC Total Administrative
Families Families Collections Cost
rY 1976 $204 $308 $512 $139
FY 1977 423 441 864 277
FY 1978 472 578 1,050 321

Tho Fodoral Government pays 75 percent of the cost incurred by State
and local governments in establishing paternity and obtaining child
support. Incases whoro tho familios receive AFDC payments, tho States
koop part of tho money collected for child support an* part goos »o the
Federal Government to re mburso AFDC costs. Countios may also share in
tho collections as an incentive for tnoir participation.

When a support paymont is sufficient to mako a family ineligible for
AFDC payments, tho family loavos tho wolfaro rolls and tho support
payment goos diroctly to thorn. All non-AFDC child support payments
colloctod aro roturnod to tho families affoctod oxcopt for a nominal amount
that a State may charge to offset its administrative cost.

(More)



Each State operates its own CSE program, with Federal assistance,
through an organization known as the I1V-D agency, which car. be a new
State unit or part of an existing organizational unit such as a department
of welfare. The State IV-D agency must:

» require AFDC applicants to assign support rights to the State as a
condition of AFDC eligibility;

* locate, establish paternity, and collect support payments on behalf of
AFDC children and other families who apply for the services;

* require that AFDC applicants cooperate with efforts to secure support
payments unless such cooperation would not be inthe best interest of
the child.

in addition to assuring compliance with Feder?’ law, the Office of Child
Support Enforcement works directly with States in improving the efficiency
of their programs and in developing cooperative ties with ot'.er States.

Within the Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement and each State
[V-D agoncy there is a Parent Locator Service responsible for locating
absent parents. The Fedoral Parent Locator Service has access to
information maintained by other Federal agoncies—such as social security
records, internal revenue files, and military records. This augments the
State's ability to locate parents particularly when the absent parent has left
his or her home State.

The Office of Child Support Enforcement car. certify interstate child
support cases to U.S. district courts for enforcement where oxisting
reciprocal agreements prove ineffective, and can cortify court-ordered
AFDC child support cases that aro doliquent to tho Internal Revenue
Sorvico for collection.

To accelerate collection efforts, tho Office of Child Support
Enforcement and the States have established the goal of achieving an
annual collection rate ol $1 oillion for AFDC children by the end of fiscal
1979 (Soptembor 30). This special program, called PROJECT
RESPONSIBILITY, will moot its goal if $250 million is collected on behal;
of AFDC children in tho fourth quarter of FY 1979, This is approximately a
doubling of present collections,

Tho Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement is locatod at:

Offico of Child Support Enforcomont
Department of Hoalth, Education, and Wolfaro
6110 Exocutivo Blvd.

Rockville, Maryland 20B50
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Prepared by Robert E. Keith, Assistant Attorney General, lowa
For NCSL Child Support Enforcement Seminar

Proposals for Child Support and Paternity Legislation

INTRODUCTION: It is the right of heritage which we consider
today, the privilege to know one"s ancestry. Whatever else the
stigma of illegitimacy imposes, the very word implies a faulty
foundation upon which to build one"s life. Something essential
has been denied. The person entering this world illegitimately
is handicap >ed by the circumstance of his or her birth. No
legislative or judicial embracement of d”e process and equal
protection can entirely mend this child"s injur}. The future,
hopefully, may reveal anything; but, one-half of the individual®s
past may forever remain a mystery. When we speak of assuring an
illegitimate child a fair chance, there 1is but one logical
starting point. In order to grant the opportrinity for normalcy
in their lives, these illegitimate children require special
identification, 1i.e. the identification of their fathers.

Unfortunately, no one can predict in every case whether any
lasting good will result from the adjudication of the paternal
relationship. The father may or may not show any true affection
or even concern for his progeny. He may or may not be in a
position to provide a bare minimum of support for the child.
Nevertheless, the child has a right to know whence he was derived.
In the vast majority of cases, the child has no say in the
initiation and prosecution of the paternity claim. A great

burden 1is cast upon society to see that the interests of these
children are protected.

More than money 1is at stake. The knowledge of one"s lineage is
integral to everyone®"s sense of personal identity. To arbitrarily
foreclose access to one"s paternal heritage is an injustice. It
happens that some women do not want their children to know their
fathers. Public prosecutors are frequently willing to dispense
with these cases summarily. There are, no doubt, cases where
establishment of t.ie child ™ piternity will serve no good end

and may possibly be injurious to the child. These exceptions
should be carefully screened. The expedient rule of inaction

may have consequences the child will bear for a lifetime.
Despite the inconvenience and the expense, most children should
be afforded a legal relationship with their fathers. The
illegitimacy rate in this country 1is high and rising. Our task
as law makers and enforcers cannot be emphasized too greatly.

PROPOSAL: No statute of limitations for establishment of the
paternal relationship.

ARGUMENT: A number of states recognize chat the child is
disadvantaged by his or her minority, and cannot even commence



an action until at least age eighteen. It is considered unfair
to bar the paternity action before the child is even competent
to initiate the suit.

Obviously, 1t may be unfair 1in the typical case to impose an
obligation to pay back support for a child eighteen years of
age. Some states limit the recovery of back support to actions
initiated within a few years of the birth of the child. Some
bar recovery of back support altogether. The adjudication

of paternity, however, provides much more than a prerequisite
for the imposition of a support liability upon the father.
Social security, workman®s disability benefits, veteran's
benefits, tort claims, 1inheritance rights, and similar benefits
may be preserved for the child. In addition, the child is
permitted a personally invaluable opportunity to have his
ancestry legally recorded.

PROPOSAL: 1ITood tests as statistical evidence of the probability
of paternity.

ARGUMENT : Tne law has lagged consistently about ten to
twenty years behind the state of the art of medical science
in the area of genetic testing. It is currently possible to
exclude over ninety percent (907.) of wrongly accused fathers.
If no exclusion is obtained, the court should note, along
with other competent evidence, that the accused father is in
a statistically ascertainable sub-group of men who could be
the child"s father. This 1is the best available, and the only
empirical evidence tending to show an actual bio ™gical
relationship.

Blood test evidence is always as available as the parties to
the paternity action. Blood types do not change with age. It
there 1is any question at all concerning the reliability of the
testing procedures or the accuracy of interpretation of the
results, duplicate testing can be performed at independent

laboratories. Blood test evidence should be routinely admitted
in evidence by submission of the expert®s written report of
findings and evaluation of their relevancy. The necessity of

expensive and time-consuming personal testimony by the expert
ehoula be minimized.

PROPOSAL: Eliminate trial by jury and exclude bystanders fronm
the proceeding.

ARGUMENT: There 1is no 1inherent right to jury trial 1in civil
cases, nor does the public at large have any right to attend.
In domestic relations and juvenile justice proceedings, 1In
particular, there is a commonly recognized interest in trials
to the court which are closed to spectators. Highly emotional



issues are considered. Both parties are testifying regarding
the most intimate details of their private lives. The future
of a child is ultimately at stake.

In addition, it must be recognized that trials can be conducted
more expeditiously if extended jury selection is not required.

In many jurisdictions the backlog of civil cases is so great
that a jury demand 1imposes at least a year s delay in the action.
Furthermore, both jury and public trials invite spectacular
performances by the advocates. Simplifying the trial iray
ultimately eliminate much of this sensationalism.

PROPOSAL: Long-arm jurisdiction when the child is conceived
within the forum state.

ARGUMENT : In a paternity contest, if the father 1is known and
the mother is willing to proceed, the first consideration 1is
securing jurisdiction so that the claim may be adjudicated.

If the ar.cused man is not a member of the local community the
case 1is generally transferred to afortim where itis convenient
for him to defend. The mother may be required to travel there
to pursue her claim. Under our uniform support of dependents
laws, an attempt may be made to proceed without benefit of the
mother"s testimony 1in court. Occasionally this 1is satisfactory,
but in a probable majority of the cases it is not. The plain
fact is that a man may very likely avoid his paternal obligations
by staying away from the community where the mother and child
reside. Even with State aid, it cannot be expected that mothers
of illegitimate children will be shuttled all around the country
in order to press their claims.

If the mother and child reside in the state where conception
occurred, there should be no reason to require them to take

their claim elsewhere to be tried. In this situation the
accused father should be required to return and answer for the
consequences of his actions. A minor automobile accident, a

contractual agreement, or a criminal act in a state are all
sufficient basis to require an individual to defend himself
where the act occurred, not where it may be convenient for hinm
to proceed. The act of intercourse is no less important a tie
to a locality. Long-arm service of process should be used
regularly to bring the parties into court in the place where
the child came *nto being.

PROPOSAL: Expand t s right of a husband and wife to testify as
to the actual pateri ity of a child born during their marriage.
ARGUMENT: There 1is a serious question in the case law as to
the evidence which may be considered to rebut a presumption

of legitimacy. It is a fact of our times that a great many
children are conceived by acts of intercourse between married



women and men other than their husbands. The child does not
benefit by being denied a relationship with his or her natural
father because of too strong a presumption of legitimacy. The
best evidence, the testimony of the husband and wife as to
nonaccess, 1is often barred under the antiquated "Lord Mansfield"s

Rule™ of 1777. When that "Rule"™ was decreed there was no such
thing as a paternity suit and thus an illegitimate child could
have no father at all. Most legal scholars and several state

supreme courts have rejected the rule denying testimony of the
spouses for reason that it denies the court evidence which 1is
otherwise relevant to the proceeding.

The presumptive father should receive notice that an action is
pending which would effectively terminate his parental rights.
There need not be an actual termination action in most cases
as the husband probably 1is not the father of the child. I

he 1ignores notice of the proceeding or admits under oath that
he is not the father, then the case agaicst the alleged father
should proceed as in any other paternity suit. If the
presumptive father believes he 1is the actual father, then

he aiay join in the action ari defend his rights.

PROPOSAL; Provide that the mother of an illegitimate child
has exclusive custody, unless the court orders otherwise, end
.eparate custody and visitation issues from any proceeding to
establish paternity.

ARGUMENT : The mother of an illegitimate child should have
legal custody from the date of the child"s birth, unless
otherwise ordered by the court. Many women are afraid to
accuse a man of paternity tor reason that he may steal the
child. IT the father is the best suitable parent to have

the child, he should petition the court for legal custody.
This should not be considered as part of the paternity action.
The father should not be permitted to simultaneously deny
paternity and seek custody of the child. The paternity

issue should be settled before a putative father 1is given any
parental rights. This accords with current case law which
grants procedural rights to the unwr” father (e.g. notification
of pending adoption), but does not consider him to have equal
parental rights with the mother until he has actually
demonstrated his concern for the child.

This amendment would minimize concern that the accused father
would remove the child from the mother without a court order.
It would further insure that only paternity and support would
be considered at the trial. Once paternity 1is established,
then it is made clear that the father also has rights which
he may enforce by a separate proceeding in a court of equity.



The mother nay, of course, voluntarily grant visitation rights
and the subsequent legal proceeding usually will not be required

PROPOSAL: Provide for court ordered wage assignemnts, binding
upon employers, for child support debtors who have demonstrated
their reluctance to voluntarily provide for their children.
ARGUMENT: Citations for contempt of court and piecemeal
garnishment, attachment, or other execution proceedings provide,
at best, sporadic incentives to comply with the child support
order. Payments missed by the debtor in all likelihood will
never be recovered. The regular assignment, of an increment

of the debtor"s weekly or monthly wage 1insures that ho or she
will not fall behind. The payment 1is easier to make and
collections fees are totally avoided.

Employers will usually recognize the public benefit supporting
the wage assignment. If they have reservations, it is usually
because they feel a protective urge on behalf of their employees
The mandatory wag« assignment removes any stigma of cooperation

with the government to their workers®™ disadvantage. Another
concern, of course, is cost of effecting the wage transfer to
the court fund. Legislation should specify that only wage

assignments for family support may be made binding upon the
employer, and provision for nominal compensation for the
employer®s expense can also be made.

Additional explanation of proposed amendments and elaboration
upon each argument submitted may be obtained by contacting:

Robert E. Keith

Assistant Attorney General
808 First National Building
607 Sycamore, P.0. Box 2635
Waterloo, Ilowa 50704

(319) 232-6823
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PENDING FEDERAL LEGISLATION PERTAINING TO CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

S. 1396 Providing Incentives to State Administered Programs, introduced b
Senators Hatf relg 3 hy ,andPackwood FO R). : Y

res nt. fe flerawlrnancral |nt%ent|v roqram S e?tabhshed toencourage

g |t|ca visions in the .col child support ob gatro ?
e Incentive Wstem allows a go rtrcalsub rvrsron to retainl percent o
the support colfected a AFIC cases.

subdivisions can receive Inantial Incentives. cent 0

r
é?h%”“t%?ahmﬁ”“ Tl 30 9,0, o terr.rtrrﬁ‘?bt fof nta

Ives because they are state administered.

HR. 3491 and 3492 Chilg ?upport Debts and Bankruptcy, introduced by
Representative Matsui (CA).

BankruPtc% e(orm Act of 1978 eorganrﬁed an? compr]ed all. f de(al

references an r Ptcy |nt0 ope q the indi

erences he orr n]a rovisions of the ederal Iegrﬁat

il i il i R e o iy o
pno f re-e acte rnythe %an up t H rym Act IDHR 3491 woulgprern

?tate that ?rovrsron by exclud |n ?(up ort, |mony and maintenance

rom deht hat can be” discharge n ankr ﬁscy vrr]et er Fig are owed to

an Indjvidua tate. R 3492 provide- that a

oblrjgatron Whrch has een assigned to the state cannot B QP (5

banKruptcy.

S 1669 Addltlonal Conditions for Federal ExPenThtures for the Operation
f State IV-D Programs, introduced by Senatol lalmadge (GA).

Aa deét%trosnal requirement . for edFraI % mentg dr?nagﬁ 6% ?nteanttg P(rngramsg‘e|rscteerr]f

X st oP 0 ergﬁ |nnrsn% IOK/D rogram n on
gorﬁ rom theps atesg e amount'oo(tg d su&nort coHeg dt a ? urs
prror to eqera

en ditures mut be re ort
ay ents made to the stat allows the era ermet
educt ro IS a ment o t e S ate mone t at the edera
gn ernment In rermb nrents on AF mp%yement as a resut 0 1d support

orcement collections having been

1675 Increase Matching Funds for Competer Systems for State IV-D Programs,
?ntroduced by Senator Ta?madge (GA). P y g

p o e L o e e )|
o I

a Ionpe(rrr:egrt]h(ﬂ%ggrrn%mmoart an %qumatr SP%arﬁrrr]rlrregssgneSIgrqd r/or a ron
retrie a gstem % Btron of match unds ? Eute syste son\ ﬁe
available t0 states se In thelr chifd support enforcement” and establis

ment of paternity programs.

S. 1396 modifies the curre é Pa?gram by, glrovrdin that states as well %e



S. 1676 Federal Participation in Court Expenses, introduced by Senator Talmadge
WT-

Title IV-D of the "Socigl Securit outlrnes7 the exRenses ﬁhat fhe federal
overnment| will sha.'e v/ith a stat rougch Its /5 Rerce t. matchjng  funds.
076. allows feder al [)art crlpathon In Tourt expenses arising In the performance
f se Vices drrectn¥ %ate 0t ?geratron of a state IV-D rorqr
lowance for mat unﬂs could be used for judges, support and admrnr
stratrve personnel and other things.

S. 1577 IRS Services for Non-AFDC Cases, introduced by Senator Talmadge (GA).

Currentl rvices are_avail 0 help collect chil ort debts_for
recipients o? 2\E é %?woug ﬁ thr? Servjce avaH mpor non 8
C se as weh The IRS services Include in arma‘ on about assets 0 arents
taken from the tax Beturns as.well as actua ectron servrces

a etermines that a case is worth pursuing after receivin atron on
ﬁ Byent parentgs assets, It may contrgct IRSgto collect sup or gatrons

S. 1678 Access to Wage Information for IV-D Agencies, introduced by Senator
Talmadge (dA).

A new section would be adped to. Title IV-D of the gocra gecurrt Act" to
Provrde accesi tB ge I ormafron retarneﬁj oclal Securit Admrnrstra
lon. State [V P ncies could obtain infor atron about absgn rens
concernin therr ﬁne Income, period for which. 1t's reposte

an %?dre ses of thejr. empo ers. Sucq mformatron which 1S necessar)é

esta |sh|n9 deéer mrrw mount of, or en orcrnq chil ort obliga
tions, 1S Pten IcU

to obtal ropriate safequa.ds agjgm t mis se
of such information are to %e estaBlrshe%p the Secretary of epartment
of Health, Education and Welfare.

HR 3091 Fundrng or [V-D ?tvrce *or Non-AFDC Clients, amendment concerning
child ‘support enfor:ement offered B} Senator Long. ( Loursranmﬁ

HR. 3091 Is a bill a?ldressl)nq t:éx treatme to féate Iegrslators bugrness
ex enses. Jhe Par 0 n ealin Wrt sup Tot 1S an amendment

opcerning nd g for the Vder rs or th t_ amendment 1S as
0 OWF orrqrna clil rt eno me grs atron Was. enacted,
e ﬁra rtflv. tron n ex?end ture or non- supﬁort SErvices vrrag
authoriz ?r only ane rnce hat trme undrn as been extend
twice. st expiration date was A[ps rA asure to rovr e

D clrents ailed

8ermanent ?un Ing fOr services to non- passage d rng the
bth Congress.

A temporary solutjon tao provide funding for non-AFDC child su ort services
f rpo Je/d In the 1679pcontrnurn ap%)roprratpon resoPut(rjon qh

sofution was overturned by the U.S. Treasury Department in Marc of 1979

It refused the undrng reauest

\\hen that portion of contrnur P(Proprratron resolution Yraa overtlurned
Senator Long ttach J IS amendmént to H.R, 3091 to @rovrde e eral an&ra
partrcrpatron or ¢ | support services retroactive to October 1, 1978.



this point, the bill has not been passed for ~asons unrelated to the child
support amenament.

Ten stﬁtes hav |Ied SUIJI in. U.S. D| rict Court to force the ederal overn-
men throu 0/ the non- ch|| sugPort SErvices,

d
T s i clor s Ml o e 8 e, B

cause tﬁe states
in question and numerous bene f claries to sufrer irrepairable harm.

Prepared b)( National Conference of State Legislatures for Child Support
Enforcement Seminars,
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S10.2 billion, which had to be extracted from already
tight federal and state budget*. Medical and other
henefits provided to AFDC families added another SI5
billion to the total.

Because most states had not been able to enforce child
support oh their own, the 1975 federal legislation called
for vigorous federal leadership. It required states to

,orce child-support obligations for children of AFDC
families and tho™e not on welfare rolls. Title 1V-D also
called on each tar: to cooperate in enforcing court
orders from other jurisdictions. In addition, the law
contained a provision that assisted children born out of
wedlock in establishing paternity and obtahing awards
of suppon from putative fathers.

The law was originally viewed whh sh.atvch=t by
those who feared federal control in family affairs, but it
has won wider acceptance as more people realize the
social and ethical implicaitons of parents’ neglect of
child support obligations.

To help states establish their own programs, the
federal legislation provided for a national Office of
Child Support Enforcement within the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare. It also established a
Parent Locator Service, which us s information
obtained by other agencies such as the Social Security
Administration and the internal Revenue Service to find
missing parents. Congress added clout to the legislation
by providin? Mwards to states with effective programs
—and penalties, in the form of reduced AFDC reim-

bursements, to states nqat in complignce with the law.
ow the %rograﬁ] WOI'V(/S

As a joint federal-state effort, child suppori en-
forcement requires cooEeratlon among states to locate
absent parents and collect funds. HEW’s Office (it
Child Support Enforcement provides national leader-
ship ai d direction, operates the federal Parent Locator
Service, and pays 7 Percent of the costs incurred by
stales in collecting child support money.

Federal interest in the program centers primarilly on
its p& .mial for reducing AFDC costs and helping
sint'i-parent families stay off welfare. Accordingly,
money receive.! for children of AFDC families is used
by the CSE program as an offset against federal AFDC
costs. If support pagments amount to enough to raise
the famiI?/ income above the poverty level, the welfare
case is closed and payments are made directly to the
family. Collections made on behalf of children in non-
AFDC families are simply passed through to the
families themselves; costs for recovery may be deducted
if the state elects to do so to offset non-AFDC adminis-
trative costs.

A recent study showed that payments made lor ihc
children of non-AFDC families play an important part
in helping the families stay off welfare. This benefit is
computed as cost avoidance, which indirectly helps keep
AFDC costs down.

Revenue for States

The CSE money that comes into a state for AFDC
families is split between the state and federal govern-
ments, according to the percentage each pays toward the
state’s AFDC program. In Utah, for example, 70
percent of CSE collections for AFDC families go to the
federal government and jo percent to the state. Tim

split corresponds to the Utah-federal matching formula’
for AFDC costs.

Since the Utah program brought in almost S4.6
million in CSE collections in 1978, the 70/30 split meant
that the state retained about SI.4 million. From this
money it had to pay for 25 percent of the IV-D agency’s
operating expenses, with the federal government picking
up 75 percent, as it does for all statc®. Utah’s share of
IV-D administrative expenses totaled almost $686.00J.
V\{htich left approximatley S687.500 to be retained by the
state.

The federal government also pays incentives that
amount to 15 percent of collections made by a state on
behalf of other states. Adding these incentive payments
to other money gained in IV-D efforts, Utah recouped
over SL.I million in 1978. States have considerable
latitude in deciding how these funds are used; in Utah,
the CSE money financed 10 percent of the state’s AFDC

COsts. )
Effectiveness

There are several ways to measure the effectiveness of
a child support enforcement program.

On the simplest level, effectiveness could be a matter
of he vmuch money is recovered from absent parents of
AFDC families. But if this were the only criterion,
agencies would be tempted to “cream” caseloads—to
work onlé/ on cases in which collection will be relatively
easy, and neglect difficult and troublesome cases, or
those in which the child support obligation is small.

For that reason, evaluators often look at other
measures: Fercentage of AFDC families served; ratio of
dollars collected to dollars sFent in the collection
process; increases and AFDC collections; and percent of
AFDC payments recovered by CSE workers. The Office
of Child Support Enforcement recently compared states
b% a number of such indicators, and the results are
shown in Table 1.

Inevitably, these ratings arc affected by laws and
conditions within each state. A 1V-D agency needs
cooperation from the police, coum, and district
attorneys, and it needs laws to help rather than hinder
legitimate collection efforts. (For example, some state
laws impede the process of establishing paternity, which
of course is essential to the CSE program.) Effectiveness
also depends heavily on adequate resources. such as
computer technology to tic into the federal Parent
Locator System.

Combined AFDC and non-AFDC collections for all
states totaled over SI billion in 1978. Over S3.30 is
currently being collected for each dollar spent to operate

the program. )
Faimess

Beyond measures based on collections, however, each
agency has a responsibility to the best interest of the
children in whose name collections are made. Child
support recovery and paternity proceedings involve
both the parents and children in a complex web of legal
relationships. In any case that involves an administra-
tive or court hearing to establish a support order, the
right of the parent to doe process is paramount. Pro-
Mding support sometimes involves paternity hearings,
which involve the private lives of both parents. To
enforce certain orders for suppori. a parem’s property
or wages may be attached.



Sensitivity to these human and legal issues is essential
to the operation of a IV-D agency. Unlike any other
welfare program, child support enforcement involves
the dual role of serving people /.. need while producing
revenue for the state and federal government. This
combination places upon program administrators a dual
responsibility for protecting the rights of children and
of taxpayers. _

Manh/ states have developed legal services to protect
the rights of everyone concerned. For instance, in the
state of Washington, althou?h the state assumes the
legal battle for support of children of AFDC families, a
nonprofit legal service has developed its own expertise
in representing the parents. They may serve absent
parents who ;re being sued for child support, or
mothers involved in the sensitive proceedings to
establish paternity. In all cases, their job is to preserve
the process.

How Legislators Can Helo

Interested state legislators can play a decisive role in
helf)ing child support enforcement agencies reach their
full potential, by helping to provide adequate funding
and an appropriate legal framework.

Funding. A child support pro%ram can bring
significant revenue to its state only if the program’sown
funding is sufficient. Adequate staff is a must in order
to Frocess cases in a timely monomer, which, in turn,
yields money to offset AFDC expenditures.

Laws. From the standpoint of those involved in CSE
progrms. the ideal statutory framework should:
 Enable the stte to be the recipient of support for

families ‘eceiving public assistance:

« Empower the state to.takc all IeFaI steps necessary to
establish support orders and collect support;

« Establish the state’s right of action in private cases,
allowing it to contract with a custodial parent or
requiring a state officer to represent the state upon

request of the custodial parent or the cours:; .

' acceiseto A BfCTeROIER o rprdevflfemhmﬁnon

A0 TIOR8 PAIEYL O CEEmNg s o

. Enage states to obtain enforceable paternity and
support agreements, stipulated orders and temporary
orders when court delays hamper collection of child
support obligations;

 Provide for the development and publication of
formulas for determining fair support obligations,
bas” on objective cost-of-living standards;

« Remove existing legislative barriers. For example,
one convenient way of tracking absent parents is
through a credit bureau, which maintains financial
records for most credit card users. In one state,
however, state agencies were prohibited by law from

joining a credit bureau. A simple revision in the law
elped speed agency operations.

Assistance to Legislators

The National Conference of State Legislatures
operates a Child Support Enforcement project to help
legislators learn more about CSE ‘and hecome more
involved in it. The iE)roject will provide information
inrough its clearingf- ouse service, conduct seminars,
and offer individual technical assistance to help in the
development of CSE legislation.

NCSL is sponsoring two regional seminars this fall to
bring legislators together with experts from the CSE
field for information sharing and discussion. Topics to
be covered include general concepts underlying the CSE
rrogxam, policy options, innovative state pro?rams,
mode, legislation, and impediments to effective
programs.

The Western regional seminar is to be held in Denver
on October 11-12. The Eastern regional seminar is
scr(lje(%téled for Hanford, Connecticut on October 22
and 23.

In addition, HEW’s Office of Child Support
enforcement Frowdes technical assistance and training
to state legislators, the judiciary, and staffs of IV-6
agencies. The recently established National Institute for
Child Support Enforcement (NICSE) iso e of OCSE’s
major resources for providing these services. NICSE
will be offering technical assistance by peer experts to
xeip state and local CSE programs set up effective
enforcement and collection systems, manage their oper-
ation? more efficientl?/, organize functional case
mana%_ement, and comply with federal audit and confi-
dentiality requirements, 1t is also developing a series of
training courses for delivery this fall and next spring.

Dennis C. Cooper, formerly the director o f Utah's IV-D
program,_now heads the National Institute for Child
Supgor,t Enforcement, administered under contractfor
the Office of Child Support Enforcement by the Univer-
sity Research Corporation, _ _
Mary R. Volgyes isa senior staff writerJor URC with a
persona’ interest In child custody and support Ispies.
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The motives or the purpose and thrust of the Child Support Enforcement
Program is to locate parents who have deserted their families, to establish
the paternity of children when they were bom out-of-wedlock, to establish
a legal obligation on the part of the absent parent to support that child,
and then to enforce that obligation. |In other words, make sure that the
absent parent pays cliild support. The program applies to all AFDC children
who have a parent absent frcm the hcne. States are required to apply tlie
child support program to those situations. The program is also available to
families not receiving public assistance, but come in and apply for services
through state or local government for help in obtaining child support payments
from an absent parent. The primary responsibility for these function iof
locating the absent parent, establishing paternity and collecting sup »rt
falls upon the shoulders of state aid local government. The federal law and
the federal regulations provide a great deal of flexibility to 3tate and local
government.

I suppose that the most important role of the federal government in the
eye of tlie state and localities is tlie fact that we provide 75% of the cost of
administering the child support program. Basically, 75% of whatever is spent
at the state and local level is matched by the federal government. We®"re also
required, of course, to carry out the provisions of the Social Security Act
through federal regulations. We also get more directly involvel in seme of the
aspects of the program, for example, in helping to locate absent parents.
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We operate something o Med the Federal Parent Locator Service, which makes

available to state agencies information that is maintained in various federal
record sources, such as the Internal Revenue Service and the Social Security
Administration. We also have a large role of providing technical assistance
to state and local governments, and we are further required by federal law

to conduct audits of the various state child support programs.

First because it probably has gotten the most attention in this program,
I'd liie to address what we see as sane of the financial benefits, parti-
cularly to state and local government. As | mentioned, we do provide 75%
federal financial participation. So to state and local Government it means
that only 25% of their costs are actually carried by the taxpayers of the
particular jurisdictions. A further financial benefit ¢cf tne program to
state and local government is the fact that most of the child support that
is collected on behalf of the children receiving welfare benefits is used to
reimburse the federal, state, and local costs of providing those welfare
benefits to children. In those cases in which the child support collected
fran t.ie absent parent is sufficient to take the family off of public assis-
tance, of course, then the state or locality also benefits by reduction in
their welfare roles.

Another unique provision of this program is what we refer to as the incentive
payment. When county government, such as the District Attorney's O ffice,
does the actual collection and enforcement of Child support in an AFDC case,
the county receives the so-called incentive payment amounting to about 15%
of the child support collection. This incentive payment may he used for
whatever purpose the political subdivision chooses.

The final financial benefits of the program are what we consider to be
the in.irect benefits of the ncn-welfare part of the program. This program is
available to those families who are not on public aas'ctance, who would like
to apply for and make use of the services. There's ' doubt, based on the
information that is available, and the experience ol otate and local child
support programs, that a substantial number of fam ilies who receive child
support collection i through this program are able to maintain their financial
independence as a fTesult and do not have to go on to public assistance. A
recent study that we had performed for us under contract suggests chat the
annual savings by avoiding additional costs, AFDC, Medicaid, and food stamps,
for these families runs into several millions of dollars a year.

In the final analysis, tho primary importance of this program w ill he its
social impact. Divorce and desertion frequently leave wcren and children in
a serious cconcmic plight. Many mothers who have been engaged in hememaking
have few marketable skills and little if any recent job experience. Faced
with the departure of the prinicpal wage earner, today's middle or even upper-
middle income varan may have little alternative but to turn to public assis-
tance if she is deserted. With the changing roles of men and vcmen in our
society, we* arc no longer dealing nolcy with deterting fathers. Tho departure
of a working mother can also present a serious problem. The bottcm line,
howwer, remains tho sans. The loss of support fran either parent can be
devastating for tho children.

Children bom out-of-wedlock face an even more serious problem. In the
ab3cnse of the legal establishment of paternity they may lose other benefits.
Not only w ill they lose support, direct financial support fran the parent, bat
they may lose other benefits that aro predicated upm legal patom ity, ouch os
Social Security, workers Carpensatian, inheritance, and Veteran's Benefits.
Establishing paternity for a child bom out-of-woe:lock es* ablishes or secures
at least one Ln”ortant right that T oolieve every child de crvea - the right
to know one's identity. As a result of the IV-P program, thousands of children



are obtaining this right for the first time. In fiscal year 1978, for example,
the states reported establishing the paternity of over 110,000 children under
the child support program. | would also like to stress the premium that we
place on maintaining due process of law in this program. We feel it is
essential that the rights of all parties - mother, father, and especially

the child - be protected and preserved.

Let me briefly address the type of services that cure available frcm the
federal government in this program and semething of the philosophy and approach
that we try to use in administering the child support program. In my opinion,
all too many federal programs get so hung up on issues of compliance and
technical' Lies and making sure that every "t" is crossed and every "i" is
dotted  They tend to lose sight of the results and the performance and the
bottn- line of theprogram. Obviously, we do have a responsibility to see
that federal law is carrie." out and complied with, but our primary interest
lies in performance and results. And we like to try to do everything possible
to facilitate stc.ee and local efficient administration so that the program can
be effective. We are trying to encourage the transfer of effective techniques
and procedures that have proven themselves in one or more states or jurisdictions
to other places so that jurisdictions don't have to keep reinventing the wheel
every time they cane up to a new problem.

{Basically, we are encouraging the development of state of the art techniques
that w ill make the program more efficient at a lower cost. Much of our activity
s aimed at attempting to do that. | would like to briefly mention two or
three of the more significant ones. First of all we do have our National
Insititute for Child Support Enforcement. In fact, this conference i3 being
held under the auspices of the Institute with the National Conference of State
Legislatures. Through our National Institute, we are striving to do two basic
things. 1) Tto provide effective training courses for state and local child
support personnel to irakt them more effective managers and supervisors and
child support workers. 2) We are trying to facilitate that kind of technology
transfer that | referred to a manent ago. We are financing the cost of sending
state and local experts from one jurisdiction, who have solved the particular
problem in their area, to another state or locality who is encountering the
difficulty in their area of expertise. So instead of always having tho federal
government core in and try to solve the problem, we are encouraging the use
of peer experts as well

We also have what we call our National Child Support Enforcement Reference
Center, which is basically a clearinghouse of information where we try to
maintain as much oirrent and up-to-date zliterature and information about the
program as possible. We also publish through our Reference Center a monthly
newsletter about the Child support program highlighting activities at the
state and local level that may le helpful to other state and local programs.

Finally, we develop, pranott, and actually install “model" corputer systems
to help states and localities nw uigc their programs more effectively. CSE is a
very carpiicatod program involv ng many financial transactions, many functional
activities with respect to loca don and paternity and collection to operate a
CSE program without the support of a computerized information system is virtually
impossible. So wo are hoping to stiiiulate more effective and more inexpensive
use of ca'puter systems.

Finally, I would like to address myself to what | view as being tho very'
important role of state legislatures in tho child support program. As | ace
it, there aro at loast three vital functions that you perform. First, without
tho adequate bhudget resources to administer child support program, it's
vituail, impossible to have sufficient personnel at the state and local level
and sufficient funds to carry out tho program. State legislatures can play
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a vital role in appropriating proper funds for CSE. Secondly, and perhaps
equally important, you provide the tools to the child support administators
that can make their jobs simpler, by providing efficient and up-to-date
legislative procedures to help out in many areas of the progam. And finally,
| think that you can perform a valuable oversight and evaluation role by taking
a look frcm time to time at how the child support program in your state is
doing by overseeing the executive branch, by raking evaluations and reccrrmen-
dations as to how your state program can be improved. We are, of course,
attempting to help you in that effort.

| think that all too often the federal government tends to overlook or
ignore state legislatures and deals exclusively with state executive branches.
We feel we have a responsibility to provide you with information that ray
help you in carrying out your responsibilities and any kind of assistance that
might make your tasks simpler. For example, we can provide you with data
results of the program on a regional or national basis, that can help you
evaluate your state and compare it with national performance. We can provide
you with information about effective legislative tools that have proved
successful in other states. We ran, and have on a number of occasions when
asked to do so, provide testimony in hearings. So wa would like to think
tint in this program, unlike others, we can foster a greater amount of
conrmiration and cooperation among the executive and legislative branches
because that is essential to the success of the program. In conclusion, |
would like to say that we are attempting to develop a partnership in this
program, a partnership in federal, state and local government. Obviously,
each branch has its separate roles and responsibilities, but | think we ran
all have a cannon purpose in carrying out those roles and responsibilities;
namely, improving the child support program and most inportantly, serving the
children of our nation.

Questions following Mr. Kay's address in Denver began with the Program
Moderator, Ron Strahle. He wanted to know about the distinction between
welfare intake workers and the child support enforcement staff. Mr. Hays
answered by saying that his office has encouraged the two staffs to cooperate,
which increases the intake workers awareness of child support enforcement.

He also addressed a question regarding the cost effectiveness of non-AFDC
support enforcement. He responded by saying that non-AFDC clients are usually
just making a living and are forced onto AFDC without the support payments.
An HEW study shows it to he cost effective through cost avoidance.

In response to questions about federal legislation on child support issues
Hays reported on the status of several bills. He focused on the b ill concerning
funding for Itan-AFDC rases.

There were no questions following Lou Hay's address in Hartford.

Judith H. Cassetty, Ph.D., University of Texas
Dr. CaswOtty is an Assistant Professor at the I'niversity of Texas at Austin
in the School of Social Work. Her research is in the area of child support.
She has recently published a book Child Support and Public Policy.
"Putting Faces to Names and Nnnber3: Scope of the Problem”

Judith Cassetty addressed both seminars. The following is the transcript
of her address to both seminars.



| would like to talk to you today about sane of the broader child support
enforcement issues — both political and economic — and what can be done to
resolve them,

It has been estimated that with today's divorce rate running close to 50%
and illegitimacy rates (especially among whites and adolescents) rapidly
increasing, close to half of all children bom today w ill spend several years
before they reach eighteen in a female-headed household. Furthermore, the
years spent in such Ivouseholds w ill, most likely, be years in which they
receive no support at all from the parent who resides elsewhere. It has been
observed that during the past decades, this country has virtually eliminated
poverty among the aged, blind, and disabled, and substantially reduced the
earnings gap between white and minority males. The price tag on this progress
has been high, however. The aged, who constitute only about 20% of a Il
household heads, receive fully 50% of all public transfers. Because of our
success in moving these adult categories fran the ranks of the poor, and
our relative success in providing market opportunities for minority males —
progress we can certainly be proud of — it has been noted that our poor
and near-poor population in this country, presently, are disproportionately
found to be members of female-headed families. Some have said that because
women can earn only sixty percent of what men earn with equivalent levels of
educational attainment, the surest route to poverty is for a household to lose
its male head. Similarly, the quickest way out of poverty for these families
is the acquisition of a male head. Lest you conclude that decisions regarding
a marriage cornu.tment are beyond the manipulation of public policy, | hasten
to add that the likelihood of remarriage increases with the reliability of the
child support and earnings received by the female head of a family.

| must also stress that the severe earnings differentials between men and
women is the consequence of bias which is so firmly rooted in our social,
educational, and economic institutions that progress in narrowing that
differential, while certainly a worthy social goal, is realistically one with
a long-Lime horizon. On the other hand, increased private sector transfers
through the child support enforcement system is, in every sense, a possible
and necessary means of imrediately narrowing the enormous gap in economic w all-
being between the children who must live in female-lieaded households and the
father who no longer lives with them.

Which brings us quickly to the topic of ability-to-pay. Until recently,
professionals and the public alike were unaware of the severity of tha problem
of non-support. It was generally assured that anyone who wonted child support
lvad the legal tool3 available tc get it, and not receiving any was a function
gither of the inability of the absent parent to pay it, or the unwillingness
of the custodial parent to pursue it. Nothing could be further fran the truth.
In general, the payment (or non-payment) of support by an absent parent has
beer found to be, in largo measure, a voluntary phenomenon and one which cuts
across inccme classes. Again, generally speaking, the money is there. It is
not being receiving by ovnr half of the children in ferale-headed families
tyr.iiiy the absent poren'. doesn't want to pay it, because most of these women
cannot afford thecost and time-consuming effort necessary to pursue it through
the courts, and because the enforce lent bool:; are inadequate and support laws
vague and archaic.

It is your business, as state .egislators, to protect the interest of your
constituents and to uphold the fun Lamental right of the children in your
states to be supported by both parents to the greatest extent possible. It is
clear fran data, that the mothers who head families and the public have borne
a disproportionate share of the economic and personal burden of these families.



My own research, and that of others, has shown that, in order of magnitude,
women's earnings are the primary source of income in a female-headed family.
Following this is: opublic transfers, and running a poor third, is child support
from absent parents and other relatives. That this observation could have
occured, speaks very poorly of our commitment to fostering a sense of indi-
vidual responsibility on the part of the fathers of our children.

The tasks before you are clear:

State Family codes and other laws effecting the enforcement of the

child support obligation must be updated, overhauled, and given seme
teeth:

Public child support enforcement efforts must be supported with dollars
dollars which couldn't be spent in a worthier pursuit;

Subsidized enforcement services must be expanded fc_ the non-affluent
who are not on AFDC, but whose incomes are too lav to pay for legal
services in the private sector. This is necessary lest we foster a
dual system of support enforcement - one which subjects the poor to a
different set of opportunities and constraints than that available to
the non-poor;

Child support payment standards must be adopted to ensure equal treatment
of absent parents on the basis of their ability to pay. Assurance that
they are being treated equitably vis-a-vis other absent parents is bound
to enhance payment performance.

Already there is talk among academics and legal professionals about
removing the child support function frcm the private legal/judicial sector
altogether and making it part of the federal tax collection system. | am
aware of at least two serious proposals which would call for mandatory
registration of parentage of each child at birth and a sur-tax on the inccme
of absent parents. The arguments which favor this strategy gain strenth every
day as the scope of the problem of non-support becomes more apparent and state
goverrments remain unresponsive to pleas for reform.

Clearly, there is a substantial constituency for these reforms. Few could
dery that reforming the child support laws and system falls within the proper
purview of the states. Child support enforcement may be the only public
service that makes money. It is the business of government to foster individual
responsibility, and children — the adult citizens of tomorrow — are the
biggest winners with an effective support system.

In Denver and again in Hartford, legislators were interested in learning
more about the normative standards and system of surtax' for support payments
tlkit Dr. Cassetty discussed in her address. She responded by providing figures
demonstxating the lew rate of payments being made nationally. Her point was that
while th* returns quoted ty IV-D agencies sound positive, the actual dollar
amount is iruch lower than could be collected.

She also reiterated that most absent parents are not paying and that the
surtax is a positive method of collecting support payments. Her emphasis was
on shewing the dramatic irprovaients that could be rrode in the IV-D program.
Wich the focus on the social impact of non-support, Dr. Cassetty cautioned
against believing that a good collection record solves the problem.

In Hartford, Dr. Cassetty was asked whether she thought that the legislatures
should be setting standards rather than the courts. Her response was that she
thought that the court's prerogative to settle support disputes is only a
matter of tradition. She also pointed out that individual adjudication is a
more costly process.



Anthcny W. M itchell, Ph.D., Executive Directory
Utah State Department of Social Services

Dr. Mitchell's responsibilities as Director of Social Services include
overseeing the O ffice of Recovery Services which includes child support
enforcement. Utah's IV-D agency ranks in th topten, nationally.

"An Executive Branch Perspective on Child SupportEnforcement”

Dr. Mitchell spoke at the Western Regional Seminar. The following
exerpts frcm his address discuss the benefits of a strong CSE program.

Can you imagine alegislature in a state as conservative as Utah, that in
the last three or four years has an agency which has almost tripled the number
of employees, almost doubled, more than doubled the budget, and allowed them, to
go from three offices throughout the state to ten offices throughout the state?
That's the kind of support that your fellcw legislators in the State of Utah
have given to Utah's Child Support Enforcement Program. We have gone from
1976, where we had somewhere around 80 employees, up to around 210. We have
gone from a budget of around 2 million in 1977 to 5 million. And we have
opened offices in many areas throught the state so that we can expand the
functions of the Child Support Enforcement office.

| guess the question is, why would the legislators allow that kind of
expansion during a time of general cutbacks and constraints? There were three
major reasons why they've given that kind of support. First, because the
Child Support Enforcement Program adds credibility and acceptability to the
whole of the welfare program. Second, because on a very practical level,
it generates additional revenues. Third, and probably most importantly, on
a philisophical level it reinforces the personal responsibility of each
individual - and it is the just thing to do.

Let me take the first of these reasons, the fact that it gives credibility
and acceptability to the Public Assistance Program. Hew does it do that?
First of all, it has an impact on holding dewn increases in welfare roles and
the public assistance burden on the state. Most people do not want to be on
welfare. Many of them find their way there because of the hushand leaving
the children, leaving the family. Over 80% of all of our cases in the State
of Utah are that kind of a case where the husband has left the family and in
almost all of those cases, there is a duty of support obligation owing.

O ften, there is no collection at all because the people, in many cases, wi.l
not voluntarily pay it. The CSE program helps to break the welfare cycle
because the job that we have as we deal with people who need ixiblic assistance
is to gradually help them get off of public assistance. We move them into
training, into jobs. They get into a job and we start paying them smaller
assistance grants as they earn more money. And when we're able to get the
payment of the child support enforcement money on a regular basis, it creates
a situation where tlie support that they're receiving from both their job and
the child support payment is enough to allow them to move completely off of
public assistance. So that'3 one way in which the Child Support Enforcement
Program has credibility and acceptability. It helps to decrease and hold down
the cases that we have in fxiblic assistance.

Child support enforcement odds credibility also because it helps us to
detect welfare fraui. In the State of Utah, we don't have that much welfare
fraud. Our rates aro relatively low. | think it's 1-2% of the caseload, if
that, where there's any intent to defraud. But there are those cases and
they normally come under the rubric of the man in the house situation, where
a couple divorces or separates, she goes on welfare and then they get back
together again, lie moves back in, but she fails to declare tho fact that he's
now living at the house again. Normally, that kind of a case can go on for a

-8-



long time before anything would be done about it. But

assistance and because there's an effective child support enforcement ag
operating, the Parent Locator System goes into affect. We find out where he's
living and then take action to either close the case, or recover fraudulent
payments. CSE helps us add credibility to the welfare system because it
helps us to detect fraud. And the avoidance principle is in effect there

as well. If people know ofothers that have been caught in similar situations,
they refrain frcm getting into the same problems.

| think another way CSE adds credibility, is that the public feels better
if the person, who in some measure created or helped to create the welfare
burden, is paying their share of the costs that are needed to help resolve
it. Nationally, as | understand it, about 55% of the assistance payments
funds or welfare funds core fran the recoupment of child support enforcement
payments. It was mentioned today by one of the previous speakers that in
his state it was around 9%. This past year, Utah was at 11.2% and led the
nation in the percentage of welfare payments that were recouped frcm child
support enforcement.

There's also a cost avoidance in staff. | mentioned to you that we had
nearly tripled the staff in the Child Support Enforcement Agency, but over
that same period of time, we have not added one staff person to the assistance
payments unit, and the welfare eligability determination unit has not had any
staff increases hecause we have lieen able to hold down the public assistance
population. Now there are obviously a lot of other factors that go into
place such as the economy, employment and unemployment pictures and so on,
but | do suggest that a strong child support enforcement program is a part
of the reason that vie have been able to hold dcwn the public assistance
burden within the State of Utah.

The second reason | mentioned for the support that both the Executive
Branch, the Legislative Branch have given to the child support enforcement
program is that it generates additional revenues. ['ve already mentioned
a portion of the revenues that go to the AFDC program. In addition to that,
this year Utah passed through to the 29 counties H m illion dollars of
unrestricted revenues, which is their share of the incentive program. We
have, of course, passed through all of the costs of the counties being involved
in tlie child support enforcement program.

In Utah, child support enforcement is a part of what we call the O ffice
of Recover/ Services. As that office has developed staff with expertise
and background in collections, we liave given tilem greater responsibilities
For exampl,e they do tlx? collections for the medical fraud and abuse and for
any other welfare fraud and abuse. They do the collections for court awards
in foster care cases and we w ill be starting this year to liave them become the
collection agency at our State Mental Hospital, to collect tlie fees, the

Title XIX reimbursements, SSI payments and so forth.
The reason this program has the support and credibility of the people in

the State of Utah is that it reinforces personal responsibility. We have a
problem in this society with a lack of wanting to be held accountable for our
actions. In this program, the government is not saying, if you fail to meet
your obligations tlie government w ill pick tlxan up. What it is saying, is

that you liave an obligation and v*i're going to help make sure that you meet
that obligation. It reinforces the responsibility of parents to support their
children. In those families tliat separate or divorce, the nvrn must know that
[t) cannot simply walk out on that obligation. Where we have the young people,
witli the real problem of teenage pregnancies, tlieso young 16-17-18 year old
boys nist be .ware that they cannot be socially and sexually irresponsible.



There are certain kinds of obligations that they w ill incur. We have to
reinforce that sense of personal responsibility and | think this program
helps to do that. Butnotonly does it reinforce and stress parental
responsibility, it also reinforces the rights of chilcren - the rights of
children to have their fathers support them and care for them.

Ve have found many cases where, as a nan starts paying, pays o ff his
past debts and starts making his payments regularly, he resumes contact with
the children. It creates a linkage again because he realizes he is paying for
part of their keep and that he does have seme responsibility to also share
part of his life with them. And for those others, the children have a right
to know who their father is, to have their paternity established, and to
have the rights of inheritance and a |l the other rights that they ought to
be able to share.

Those are three reasons then why | think this program has received support
frcm the legislature in the State of Utah. It does provide great credibility
for the welfare program, and it does generate revenues that are greatly
needed and it does reinforce personal responsibility.

About a year and a half ago Dennis Cooper, who is now the Director of the
National Institute for Child Support Enforcement and who used to he the
Director of Utah's program, gave his presentation to the legislature. At
the end, one of the senior senators said to him, "Well, what can we do to
help you?" Oneof tle things they did to help us was to give us a flexible
budget. We fund that program entirely out of income and as long as we have
a collections ratio that is acceptable, we have seme latitude to expand that
staff.

And | suppose that's why all of you as legislators are here, because you
want to also know what you can best do to help make sure this program succeeds
in your state. Obviously, during the conference you'll be studying sane
model legislation and discussing things you can do within your legislature.

Let me also suggest, secondly, that you look at providing greater budgetary
flexibility for this office. | suggest you not treat it tiie way you do a Il
other offices, because it performs a very different function. As long as
they have a collections ratio that is acceptable, and as long as they are not
being too lose with their monies and spending them responsibly, | think that
you allew them greater flexibility to expand so that they can get greater
penetration into their caseloads. Instead of affecting only 20% of those
people who owe a duty of paying support, they can raise that level. And |
think the third thing you can do as legislators is to continue to exert your
influence to lend strong public support to the Child Support Enforcement Program.

Lavon D. Loynd, Technical Assistance Coordinator,
National Institute for Cliild Support Enforcement

Mr. Loynd is responsible for providing tcclinical assistance to people
administering the child support programs in the states. He is also the form r
Director of the child support agency in Idalo.

"Program Basics and Major Variations Among <te States"
The following speech exerpts give loynd's description of the steps involved

in handling a child support enforcement case and the points where major problems
occur which could be addressed by legislation.
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| am going to talk to you today about the very basics of child support
enforcement. | want to cover the trail of a case frcm its initiation into
the system to where it is ultimately successful or is put into a dead file.
There are variations in agency structure and in state laws that make the
handling of cases different fran place to place. 5'faile dealing with these,
| want to take particular pains in pointing out problem areas in the support
enforcement field. This is fitting with this audience because most of the
problems may be solved or greatly affected by legislative action in each state.

Child support units across the nation are normally set up under an
umbrella agency, usually the social service agency. The reason for this is
that when the IV-D law was enacted, most everyone at tlie state level inter-
preted it as being a foster child of the welfare eligibility unit. A few
states placed the child support unit in a department of revenue and taxation
or in a department of justice or even split it up between agencies. This may
be the first problem in the support enforcement process. Is the support unit
in your state located where it can be most effective in collecting child
support? If the unit is stifled where it is, then maybe a'change should be
made.

The first step is for cases to ccme into the child supportagency. Cases
may ccme from two sources. In the case of mothers whoare on welfare,the
case w ill autom atically be referred by the welfare agency.

There are severed times as many non-welfare cases that need services as
there are velfare cases, and they pose particular problems. One is that
emphasis in most of the states has been to recover thewelfaredollar.

It is easy to see that there is an iirmediate offset of welfare funds to the
benefit of the state and federal governments. However, there appears to be
little doubt that an active non-welfare support program can also enable
mothers to stay off welfare. Failure of sudi a program to serve non-welfare
cases either places a burden upon the welfare mother, who is too proud to ask
for public assistance, or forces her to give up and go on welfare. Her case
is then automatically referred to us anyway. This is a problem. Are non-
welfare mothers helped in your state?

The next step is for the child support case worker to locate the absent
parent. Major legislative consideration in tlie IV-D Act was to increase the
absent parent location success nationwide. It was quickly noted that if we
could look to the government records and into the doings of state agencies,
our location frequency would increase greatly. The federal Parent Locator
Service was created. They are trying to develop computerized retrieved, by
state agencies, of information as to the whereabouts of absent parents. The
states can key into the system by CRT units, which is a computerized process,
and get information out fairly rapidly, or be sending in the proper paperwork,
which amounts to a location application form. That takes a long time. Seme
states have not bothered to give their IV-D agency the ability to locate
these parents. The whereabouts of up to 60% of the absent parents, in sane
areas, may not be known. This is the front end. There is no need in worrying
about what follows, if emphasis is not put here.

Many absent parents are within the same city, county, or state as the
metiier but cannot be located. Many states have legislation that carmands a Il
acincies to cooperate with the child support enforcement unit for the location
of absent parents. In the states that do have it, most of the agencies try
tc ignore requests anyway unless they are forced or unless the law is very
clear. For instance, the employment agency, the state tax ccnmissicn, and
the motor vehicle division could help a great dead. Some states have no
provisions at all for tlie utilization of oth”™r agency records. You can imagine
what the location success is in those places. A state needs adequate location
tools. States and agencies uhould cooperate witli each other in the location
of absent parents. The law should be very clear.



Contrary to popular belief, the cases that cane to the worker are not
just divorce cases where the father has failed to pay. In fact, divorce
cases seldom comprise more than 50% of the caseload, Many are separation
cases where the father or the mother have just picked up and left. There
is no order for support. There is no definite amount that should be paid.
But, in most states, there is an obligation to support children. In these,
the state must establish paternity before any collection can be made in court.
Paternity cases occupy an alarming high percentage of the total caseload,

The lowest percentage in any state appears to be in the neighborhood of 25%.
There are a couple of states where the paternity cases anount to over 65%
of the total caseload. These figures are important in understanding the
work load in a IV-D agency.

The next job for the CSE worker is to make every attempt to persuade
the absent parent to begin paying child support. [If the support officer is
unable to persuade the father to pay willingly, there is only one answer le ft,
and that is court in most cases. Each case requires a different effort. Some
need a paternity determination. Separations need a court order. Others with
court orders may be ready for the actual collection. How is it done? This is
another problem. Caseworkers are normally not attorneys and only attorneys
can appear in most court systems. Who in your state are these atromeys?

Do they ooop rate with the caseworkers, or put them off, as has happened in
ldaho for years? A few attorneys vill conscientiously do a good job. However,
most consider support enforcement: work to be the pits. Support work w ill take
a back seat in any case where an attorney has other things to do. Establishing
a system where child support cases are a priority to attorneys is Important

to an efficient operation.

For a child support system to work, under the normal court system, there
must be legal counsel who w ill pursue cases aggressively, preferably be co-
located with the child support unit and do only child support work. Idaho is
trying semething new. They have passed legislation that allows the unit to work
with private attorneys. With private attorneys, there is the profit motive
that has made America the powerful and industrial nation that it is. These
attorneys w ill pursue child support as if their payclxck depended on it, and
it does. It will be interesting to see how this program worteout. How is
your state's legal counsel situation?

In those cases wh<nre it is needed, the establishment of paternity can be a
mind boggier. Very few states have decert paternity legislation. There is a
new and fine uniform .act called The Uniform Parentage Act that incorporates
till the advantages tliat modem science has to offer as well as being fair to
all parties. Unfortunately, at my last count, only six Vtestem states and none
of the Eastern states have adopted it. Most of the states have been trying to
shore up their old paternity acts to meet present day requirements. Some have
donewell. Others have simply backed o ff from pursuing paternity cases through
court until they can get better legislation. When the patemi_y caseload
amounts to frcm 25% ba 65% of the total cases that can be pursued, it is
obvious that semething should be done legislatively. Does your state have
this act or enough amendments to the old one that w ill allow it to bhe an
effective tool? Are blood tests admissible as evidence?

The next step in the process is to petition tne court for a support order.
The procedure is to file a petition or a complaint claiming that the person
is the father of the childrer who have been abandoned and who need support
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in a reasonable amount, or in the case of welfare children, the claim could
be for third party recovery of monies expended by the state to support his
children. In response to the claim, the judge may issue a summons for the
father to appear in court and answer the canplaint. If he fails to appear,
judgment w ill be made against him. |f the father secures an attorney, there
can be a great deal of time pushing and shoving, sparring and knocking. In
the meantime, the nother, with the children, could be having a very difficult
time making a go of it unless she resorts to public assistance.

Finally, we may get the case to court. There may result (we hope)an
order for support. Now the officer has his work cut out for him. Anorder
does not mean that we have money. In fact, the hardest work cates ncx*, How
do we turn a court order for support into money? It is true that a few cases
w ill pay as soon as an order is handed down by the judge. Howaver, most need
to be forced. We'll also assume that in tliis support order, the judgeset
an amount for arrearages owed to the state or to the mother.

Prior to entering court or as soon as possible thereafter, it may be
advisable, if the location of assets are known, to tie the assets up so that
when a court order is given, there w ill still be something around to satisfy
the judgment. Attachment is the proper tool. The way the attachment works
is that a prayer is made to the judge that the defendant w ill probably hide,
secure, sell"or otherwise dispose of collateral, land or money during the
proceedings in court and that the mother, or tlie state; w ill be unable to
collect after getting an order. If a proper pleading is made on a ‘good
attachment law, the court will normally issue a writ of attachment that merely
tells the debtor that he shall not, under pain of contempt, dispose, secret,
hide or sell or otherwise deal witli this property until the conclusion of the
case that is before the court. After winning the order, the state should
immediately apply for a writ of execution upon that property.

The prccess of forcing payment is called execution. Contrary to popular
beliefs, a sheriff does not just go out and take everything he can find and
bring it back to the plaintiff. He w ill take only what he is ordered in
writing to take. This means the support officer must determine what the debtor
has that can be executed upon. Where is his job? How much does he make?

Does he have a snowmobile, a four-wheel drive pickup, a couple of expensive
hunting dogs? Most important, does he have real estate?

't does the support officer no good to find out these things if your state
does not have effective execution remedies. Does your state have adequate
execution laws? Is your garnishment act workable? Wage assignments are a
must in same cas. to .ssure that payments are given to the children before
they are given to “-ie bartender. To be effective, wage assignments’, must follow
the employment of the father without the necessity of going back to court
each time he changes jobs.

Lien laws are important too. The state of lowa has, what | call, a strong
abstract law. In effect, the child support owed acts as a lien on any property
that the debtor may have or acquire. For instance, if he were to try to sell
a house, the title insurance ccnpany would show a lien for child support.

He would be required to pay it to finish the sale. Few states have strong
lien laws such as this. But they are certainly worth their weight in gold.

't is very cost-effective to liave support officers cajole, worry, harrass
or encourage absent parents to pay support. This is especially true if they
can get the absen_ #-rents' attention. There is nothing quite so ateention-
getting as the sheriff taking a paycheck, a process known as garnishment. We
have found in 100% of the cases where we take the paycheck that the father calls
within eight hours. At that point, lie is usually ready to negotiate, especially
with the new wife on his case. There are other attenticn-g ‘eers that can
be included in laws. Most of them revolve around the judge's willingness to
act. Jail time, fines, probation are examples.
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An undiscussed ppoblan is that the absent parent may be outside of the
state. State borders form quite a barriert A number of years ago, the law
enforcement officials of many states determined that interstate enforcement
of su ort was enough,of a problem that states should enact reciprocal laws
and help each other out. As a result, the National Conference of Carmissioners
on Uniform State Laws pioneered the Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support
Act for this purpose. A Il 50 states, have enacted such a 3aw. However, the
only thintj uniform about them is their non-uniformity.

Seme provide for establishment of paternity through URESA and others do
not. Same provide for the collection of support arrearages, others do not.
There are many differences in the URESA Act, but there are even more inter-
pretations of it by different counties, localities, and judges.

Possibly the greatest distinction is that the state enforcing the URESA
law is taking one of its own good citizen's money to se-id away to a stranger
in another state. As a result, enforcement has always been carried out in an
unenthusiastic, if not downright apologetic manner, Hopefully, the effort
that is going into coordination of interstate cooperation w ill convince the
states that if they enforce orders for other states, they can expect something
back in ireturn. The net result could be significant. Maybe there is seme
legislation that might help.

There is one other possible answer to out-of-state enforcement of support.
Many states have the Registration of Foreign Judgment Act, which is also a
uniform law. This provides that one state can send a judgment with proper
papers to another state who w ill register it, and then the second state w ill
treat that judgment as its own.

The accounting unit for child support enforcement does many things. It
seems that cases pay for a while, then drop off, and it is very important
that the support officer be notified immediately because the cases most likely
to pay are those that have recently paid. The distribution section must have
a system whereby they can determine when a case has failed to pay and notify
the lineworker as soon a~ possible. Where the average case p.iys approximately
$100.00 each month and if the state is collecting three mil'‘ion dollars each
year (and that is what most of the very low population states should be
collecting, or more), then the distribution unit must take in 30,000 payments
per year. Each payment may require numerous steps. In iddition, there is
the non-welfare money caning in that must be returned to the mother in a
speedy fashion, due to the fact that she needs it now to stay off welfare.
Believe it or not, some states are still trying to do this accounting manually.
Even those who liave a computer system are realizing that designing and

installing such a system does taki time ind it must be tailored to the job.

There are variations in the enforcement of support other than through the
standard cocrt system. Two noteworthy rues are the M ministrative Hearings
Procedure and the Master Referee Fystem. Michigan has been in the enforcement
field for many years. They do a very find job using what they call a Friend
of the Court system. A Friend of the Court is nothing more than a master or
referee that has been appointed by the curcuit judge to hear, investigate,
and determine what should be done in support enforcement cases and then to
make a recaimendation to the judge. As a result, the judge normally finds
that the recommendation is correct and issues an order in keeping with the
referee's findings.

Maybe you wonder "why do you need a friend of the court when we have
judges.” The answer is that tlie judges' courts are normally overloaded anyway,
and in chxld support enforcement overloaded dockets have proved to be a
bottleneck through which the cases do not flew readily. It is, after all,
traditional for courts to hire young attorneys to brief cases and otherwise
to help -hem to save the court time. It i3 far cheaper than hiring more
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judges because the attorneys cane to work at a much more reasonable salary..
Referees are the sane. They can do a great deal of work for less money. The
friend of the Court in the Michigan system does this as a vocation, not a
sideline. The beauty of the system is that the recommendation of the referee
is then adopted by the court as its own ruling and the support unit has a fu Il
fledged court order to work with. It was done quickly and efficiently.

The other variation on the enforcement system is the Administrative Hearings
Procedure. Washington, Alaska, Utah, Maine, Qrrgon and a few other states have
a version. It is similar to the Administrative Hearings Procedures that have
been set up in so many state and federal agencies. The cases can be funneled
through the system quickly and fairly. In Utah, the debtor then has 20 days
within which time he can appeal. The appeal, however, must be based upon fact
or error such as failure in due process. The reviewing court must find error
before the case can be reversed. Even 'f the judge would find differently
from the fact, the case w ill not be di wurbed if there is sufficient evidence
fran which the hearings officer could arrive at the conclusion he rid, without
evidence of arbitrary and capricious decision making. If there is no appeal
in 20 days, the Utah court also adopts the order as its own. Fran .hat point
on, the execution process that | described before can bhe carried out It
would be on a regular court order,

lii0 Administrative Hearings Procedures should bhe considered in each state
as a possible alternative to pure court. Mew many states have a tie-up in
court to wvere it takes a great deal of time for a case to he heard.

Setoff laws could be a money maker for the s ‘'a. The problem is diat
each year the state income tax people canpute returns for thousands of tax-
payers, many of whom ere absent parents who owe money to the state. [t does
not make much sense for one agency of the state to return money to the tax-
payer while another agency is trying to collect money that it ewes the state.
There are very few states that have a setoff law where computers would match
up names of absent parents with returns; but if there were, the return (nationally)
would be in the millions.

Last year Idaho tried, on a manual basis, to match up names of absent
parents with return lists and then issue garnishments in those cases. They
hoped that they might collect $10,000 the firit year. Within the first couple
of weeks of the tax season, they had identified and put into motion the papers
to collect $30,000. It went up fran there.

This system required the state to fill wut papers for garnishment in
each and every case. That was no simple matter. It required a motion,
affidavits, and the writ itself, which as served on the tax counission after
the check was made out to the individual taxpayer. The money was then taken
bad into the state system and redeposited. In most states, it takes $20 or
so just to cut a check. Think how wasteful this situation is over a pure canputer
matchup that makes a paper transfer of the money from oneaccountto the other.
It sounds like good business to me. It would be an easy piece of legislation.

*THE BEETCTS OF EFFECTIVE STATE QU ID SUPPORT SIPORCEEJT PROGPAfE"

William T. Smith, State Senator, New York

Senator Smith is trie Chalrman of the New York State Tenpcrory Cannissicn to
Revise the Social Services Law3d. His interest in child support enforcement is
a result of his work on that ormnissicn.



"New York State*s Big City Probleml

Senator Smith addressed the NCSL Eastern Regional Child Support Enforcement

Seminar, lhe following excerpts frcm his address focus on the problems of
New York City.

The obligation of parents to provide financial support for their children
has always been an integral part of our public assistance laws but it took
passage of the Title IV-D legislation by Congress (in 1975) to put "teeth?l
into the program. Our State of New York, encouraged on one hand by the. large
carmitment of federal funds and on the other hand by the threat of fiscal
penalty for noncarpliance, enthusiastically r tablished the Child Support
Enforcement Program in 1976.

I w ill provide an assessment of New York's progress in implementing this
program, along with some recommendations for directions in the future,

Frcm tlie very start of the IV-D program in New York State, the legislature
was fully involved. This legislative ccrmitment to the program has continued
to date, and I'm sure this has been a major factor in keeping pressure on the
involved bureaucracies to improve their performance. We have had numerous
meetings with state, federal and local officials. We've held conferences with
Family Court judges across the state. And every year we've enacted a package
of bills to remedy any new problems which seem to impede program perfornunce.
Scre of the requirements in our state statutes include:

-Centralizing responsibility foi collecting support payments for both AFDC

and non-AFDC cases in the local t-Tcial services departments;

-Automatically assigning the absent parents' wages if three consecutive

support payments are missed;

-Serving summonses and petitions by trail in seoport proceedings, (rather

than leaving these matters to the general discretion of the courts);

-Prohibiting the court frcm cancelling or reducing arrears inchild support

payments unless good cause is shown;

-Mandating an absent father who ha3 health insurance available as an

employment benefit to make such coverage available to his dependent family;

-Establishing a wage Reporting System which requires the State Department

of Taxation and Finane to maintain afile on wages andemployer information

for all individuals suuject to inccme tax withholding. Such data is made
available to tl3 State Department of Social Services for various purposes,
including locution of absent parents, verification of their incari, and
establishment of support obligation.

One of the most important pieces of IV-D legislation passed in .977 provided
for a Statewide Child Support Collection go'l to be established er*h year in
the loca™ assistance budget. This goal was initially set at $60 iiillicn; by
this fiscal year (1979-80) it has increased to '75 m illion.

A portion of the statewide goal is allocated to each of New York State's
58 Social Services Districts, and a financial perilty is assessed to any district
not meeting its goal. A district not meeting its goal is denied reimbursement
of AFDC program expenditures. Tho forntila for this is equal to the difference
between 1) how much in non-federal fund3 the district is required to repay to tho
state out of the collections actually rnvde and 2) tho amount of non-federal funds
the district would have been required to repay to the state had it met Its
collection goal.
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Last year, Lew York assessed penalties of $5,78 m illion on 12 social services
districts. Of tlk'.t, $§5 m illion was assessed to New York City. Upstate districts
in the aggregate exceeded their goals by more than 5.Q% (.$1.4 million) but New
York City caused the state as a whole to miss its goal by approximately 29%
($17.2 m illion).

| consider this IV-D goal legislation one of the most important pieces
of legislation passed in our state. It illustrates that the legislature means
business and expects performance.

In addition to these statutory efforts taken by New York to strenghthen the
program, HEW has provided us with valuable assistance in funding various special
programs. As one example, HEW is fully funding the development of a xmputerizod
[\ -D case-tracking system in our state as pairt of the Model Child Support
Enforcement Program. This tracking system w ill provide a quick trace of each
case in which a parent owes child support to ensure that a series of enforcement
steps are taken exr~ditiously. The ccnputerized tracking system w ill monitor
each child support case from the time the absent parent is located through receipt
of monthly support payments. Should payments lapse, the system sends dunning
notices. If the notices are ignored, the system w ill alert state child support
enforcement st? _f to the need fo** violation orders through Family Court. [f an
absent parent in arrears of child support payments leaves the state, the system
w ill refer the case to the Federal Internal Revenue Service for collection of
arrears through whatever means necessary.

The State Department of Social Services is developing, on its own, a parallel
computerized accounting system ASCU (Automatic Support Collection Unit) to ku”.
track of the amount? ot child support payments tl.it have been made by the parents
to ensure the proper distribution of funds. This system w ill also have the
capability co issue regular b illiig notices to the absent parents, reminding
them of their on-going responsibility co support their dependent children.

In spite of all these and other measures, New York State still has a long
way to go. According to the latest federal data available, our state is among
tha 17 states in the nation where the AFDC IV-D is not cost effective. In other
words, the amount of money needed to administer the program exceeds the amount
of child support collection received frcm absent parents.

As one would expect, New York City again brings our state down to a level
of a negative cost/benefit. Statewide, we're collecting only 83 cents for every

dollar spent in administrative cost-. If wa extract New York City's performance
(70 cents per dollar spent), *he program in upstate districts is effective,
returning $1.42 for every dollar spent. | should give credit here to the State

of Massachusetts which ranks first in the nation in IV-D performance, returr ng
$5.12 for each dollar “penu in administering its "program.

Let me digress i»ist a moment to ‘'euinent on the "numbers games" being played
with IV-D cost/bene it ratios. This year in a Report to the Governor and the
Legislature, our State Social Services Department informed us that New York
itate was nvikirg progress "at somewhat of a reduced level". The Department
pointed our thit IV-D collections ww exceeded program expenditures, returning
$1.05 for every iolltr spent. After a closer review of the data, | discovered
that the expenditure data included not only support payments received in the
cited 12-month period, but also more than $5 m illion received in prior years,
(This information, of course, was emitted in the report). Obviously, you can't
charge administrative costs of one period against collections received in another
period. In correcting the "numbers", we find New York 3tate does not have a
positive cost/benefit ratio, as we were told by the Department of Social Services,
but lias instead a negative position.
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lhe point I'm making is not how smart legislators are, bat rather the
importance of maintaining a level of legislative expertise to a-Llcw independent
assessment of publicly sponsored, programs. No one - least of all public
administrators  likes to admit that the programs they are administering are not
successful. And as we have seen in New York State with the IV-D program, many
of the needed remedies were the result of the agressiveness, expertise, and
stick-to-itiveness of the members of the state legislature.

Lastly, I'd like to carment on seme of the problems which prevent the state
from achieving the full potential the IV-D program affords us. The most serious
problems are clearly centered in New York City, although they are not soley New
York City problems. Obviously, seme of the problems are management-oriented,
resting with the purview of the state and local social services departments.
These difficulties, I'm sure, are faced by most of the larger urbanized states.
Once these management systems are debugged and operating statewide, performance
sfr-uld be increased substantially.

On the other hand, many other problems rest outside social services within
the judiciary and law enforcement systems. These r mblems are more pervasive
and can't be solved by simply implementing new tecnnical management \stems.
They include:

-The Failure to Enforce Established Support Obligations

Not surprisingly the problem is most severe in New York uity. It's not

bad enough that a court ordered or voluntary support agreement exists for

less than 8% of the ADC-IV-D caseload, but only slightly more than a third
(37%) of these cases are paying. | do not need to tell you that men who
have been ordered to pay child support learn all too quickly and easily
that non-payment is likely to be ignored by both the courts and by law
enforcement authorities. The arrearages alone for these cases run about
$28 m illion andare growing month by month.
An HEW-funded demonstration project in the city which funded city police
officers to execute arrest warrants has not proved cost effective, although
the deterrant effect has yet to be examined. Data suggests that more fathers
are surrendering voluntarily in demonstration areas. Presumably, this occurs
when the word has gotten out that police officers are actively pursuing arrest
of fathers who are delinquent in making support payments.

-Delays in Processing Court Cases

Even if an absent father can be located, it often takes 3 months in New

York City before a court hearing can be scheduled. Even if an order is

issued inmediately, substantial opportunity for collecting support has

already been lost. 15o0reaver, long delays between service of notice to
appear and the actual hearing date probably contribute to the high rate

of non-appearance among respondents in support cases which further "backlogs"

the calendar.

't was in response to this problem that the state legislature authorized the
establishment of the referee system. In 1977, the law "permitted" the
establishment of a panel of hearing officers; in 1978, ve amended the law to
"require" tha court to take such action for referral of support and patam ity
proceeding. Since the effective date of the legislation was January ', 1979,
it's a little early to assess its inpact.

Another major barrier to increasing the effectiveness of the IV-D program
which rests with the judiciary is in the area of court-ordered support payments.
Although the state legislature passed legislation which required judges to take
account of the Department of Social Service's support fornula, many judges are
still establishing child support obligations, without regard to the financial
assessment made by the department. Sane feel that such independent court-ordered
obligations are unreasonably low.
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New York City's child support enforcement is particularly affected by
this problem. First of all, nearly 50% of the cases in the city brought to
Family Court are dismissed outright. Of the remaining cases, the average
support payment is only $122, although the state formula would have required
an average of $200.

We are currently awaiting HEW apprmra for a demonstration project for
funds to allow the city to hire attorneys to appeal these "adverse" Family
Court decisions. It's hard to believe that no appeals have been made on
adjudicated IV-D cases since the inception of the program, .he results of
this lemonstration should prove interesting.

Another example which is reflective of the prohlems presented by the
judiciary is the"suit recently initiated in New York City by Family Court;
judges challenging the legislation mandating the automatic placement of wage
assignments on parents who are in default. Pending the outcome of this action,
automatic placement of wage assignment, for all intents and purposes is

njo66 in the city.

VOUS| Y, state legislators are going to have to look more closely at

the role the court plays in implementing the IV-D program. We should expect
the courts to maintain a position of neutrality in a proceeding that is, in a
sense, adversarial between the social services agency and the respondent.

But it appears to seme of us that the courts often lean too far "on the side"
of the deserting parent. | presume seme judges feel that, since the financial
needs of the dependent family w ill be taken care of by welfare anyway, ordering
support payments adds nothing to the family irccme and only present "an undue
hardship" for the absent father. [f this attitude persists to the detriment
of the IV-D objectiv s, ic may be that legislative involvement w ill be necessary
in order to protect _ne taxpayer who, in the end, is called upcn to "foot the
bill".

Although the progress made in New York State in implementing the Child
Support Enforcement Program isn't as substantial as | would like, it's a big
step in the right direct.ion. Support collections in the state jumped 70% over
the level preceding the initiation of the program. However, since the
administrative costs seem inordinately high, it is the responsibility of
state legislators and our colleagues on the hill, to make sure the program,
or I should say, the fathers pay o ff.

Thomas Fruechtenicht, State Representative, Indiana

Representative Tern Fruechtenicht is an attorney and member of the Indiana
Legi~la*'ve Advisory Ccrmitteo which oversees the IV-D program. His committee
orks with the CSE agency cn all legislation presented to the legislature.

"Indiana's CSE Legislative Advisory Ccnmittee"

Representative Fruechtenicht addressed the Eastern Regional Seminar.
The following excerpts of his address focus c¢cn the Legislative Advisory Ccnmittee.

It is my pleasure to meet briefly with you and tell you about Indiana's
histtory of child support enforcement and also our current situation. | think
it's excellent that we can get together and share ideas when we're all working
on the same type of problems and maybe approaching it frcm slightly different
procedures. Through tho sharing of these ideans | think we can all ccme away
with acme new concepts and possibly new legislative type situations to implement
our program to make them more effective.

-19-



One of the most helpful procedures we have in Indiana is a ccnmittee called
the Child Support Advisory Ccrmittee and | wvold suggest that each of you think
about such a committee for your state. This was established in 1976 when w?
implemented the program and it's composed of ten members, three House, three
Senate, one Governor's representative, one state budget representative, and one
State Department of Public Welfare person and one Prosecutor's Association
representative. The ccnmittee meets four times a year and receives reports
fran the State Department of Public Welfare regarding the IV-D performance..

't was created initially, I think, as kind of a watch dog. Certain members

of the General Assembly were fearful that the IV-D program would enter into
agreements and contacts that the legislature should bhe aware of, and they wanted
seme control over the IV-D program.

| think what has happened, is that it has given the legislature and the
IV-D administration a direct contact for cormunication and deliberation to
implement necessary legislation and has made the program more effective. |
think this has bheen a great benefit to Indiana in its performance, with three
House and th.ee Senate members on the committee. It's been our task (as one
of the members myself) to sponsor th'™* legislation necessary to modify our
existing statute, that was created back in 1966. One of the problems that we
ran into is that the legislature generally does not have a great deal of interest
in IV-D or a knowledge of its workings. The Advisory Ccnmittee creates a
credibility situation where you have members of both houses who are familiar
with the operation of IV-O who can sponsor legislation, answer questions in an
intelligent ffhicn and make rapid legislatirc changes as they are necessary.

As an exanple of what this ccnmittee bar implemented in the last two years
we have oassed the access information regarding the tax return for parent
locator implementation. Indiana recently passed a new criminal code and
juvenile code and had seme things cross-wise with the IV-0 section, so we liad
to make .erne quick changes to ccnply with those new statutes. Mb implemented
a reciprocal support statute with four jurisdictions because we found we had
sane parents in Canada and seme servicemen in West Germany. Vie had no statutory
basis for entering into agreements with those foreign countries to establish
reciprocal support agreements JO passed that statute. We also had a couple
prosecuting attorneys who were reluctant to contract and do their job, under
IV-D and we passed or threatened to pass legislation to authorize the hiring
of private counsel in certain counties and all of a sudden the prosecutor
decided to cooperate. So we did not need to pass that b ill, but we have full
cooperation among our prosecuting attorneys.

| think overall, we'vo had a very good experience with that type of relation-
ship and | would highly rcoormond that you think about that sirplo type statute
and that cooperation between your agency operator and jour V-0 program.
Indiana, of course, is not aa big aa sane states in population on welfare
problems, but we did have a retvm vranking us very high in the nation, getting
$2.46 back for every dollar we spent in tho program, which placed ua probably
in the top ten sancwhere.

Tho berofits of tho program are, of course, to tho children receiving this
support. TO show you the iigpfcct that wo've had in our collection program since
1966 - we've had a reduction in AFDC cases in Indiana frcm 60,000 in October of
76, to 50,000 this current year. So that's a reduction of over 17% in our AFDC
caseload, which | think is duo largely to tho IV-0 program. And | think when
you can make that become an iflfact on your AFDC caseload, you're certainly
doing something in tho right direction, we also located 22,000 aboent parents
in less than throe years. 15,000 of those were out of au»te, We or? just new
starting to see tho"benefits of the court ordered support and pate.
really cane in lino about 1977, but it's r. vreally starting to reduce the
caseload in a very rapid fashion,
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We've also had a marked increase in non-AFDC cases in the last year and
| had a question of our director, whydid it take so long to start seeingsane
rapid increase in non-AFDC cases.Well, first of all, | think we've had a very
poor publicity and you may check.your own state situation and see how much
is being used in non-AFDC caseload, | think the mothers who were not on welfare
did not know about the program available to them through the prosecuting
attorneys office in the local county, In our state, we charge a fee of $20.00
for a non-AFDC case. That covers thebasic costs of the interview, the

application and the initiation of thepursuit. Also it gives them accessto
the Parent Locator Service and this can be used by their attorneys and as far
as the purpose for finding support. | think as more and more people are aware

of this program, it certainly is much more cost effective to go through that
situation than it is to hire private counsel and go through regular contempt

procedings.
| think also our prosecuting >meys were reluctant to publicize the
non-AFDC type cases. | think tha ‘ney had enough work to do already so we

had to set up a program to guarantee 100% reimbursement for their costs and
time in handling non-AFDC caseloads. Again, they are coming along now and |
think we w ill have a very dramatic increase in our collections for non-AFDC
cases. The other problem, which I don't know how to solve,is the slowness
of which seme of these procedures work. And when a mother is without funds
to support her children, and reluctant to go on welfare, she's dismayed when
she applies for services on the non-AFDC side to find out that it may take
3-4 months to find the absent parent. Even with our fancy nation-wide network
of ccnputers and tracers, it sometimes takes that long to locate the person.
And | think, at least | hope, the federal government ray bhe improving their
speed in cooperation of location and Indiana is now like Connecticut, implemeting
a fairly funded carputer service, wiiich w ill greatly improve our capabilities.
| believe that child support enforcement is an extremely important issue
for all state legislator*"  Those of you who have been fam i.'tt with child
support in the oourt sys «sn know the agony and grief that sanetimes is caused
by the non-payment of support. [Ithink that whatever we might share today and
orrow to improve our state systems would he of great benefit to this country.

Herman M. Holloway, State Senator, Delaware
Senator Holloway has been an active advocate of custodial parents seeking
support fran absent parents in Delaware. Ho has worked to streamline the
procedures for establishing and monitoring child support obligations. Senator
Holloway is chairman of the Health and Social Services Oanrittce.
"How Delaware Han Tackled Its CSE Problems”

The following ia an abreviated transcript of Senator Holloway's address
to tho NCSL Eastern Regional Sminar.
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cfy assignment here today is to discuss the benefits of an effective child
support collection and enforcement program. The benefits are so obvious and
the previous speaker has so clearly outl ed them, that X would like to deviate
a bit and describe for you seme of the problems and successes, we in Delaware
have had during our attempts to realize seme of these benefits.

Delaware is a small state, about the size of a county or two in seme of
your states. Because we are small, we can address many of our problems on a
state-wide basis. And because we are small, our successes and our failures are
often magnified. For while'a good program is readily diseamahble, in a state
where almost everyone is on a first name basis with the Governor, the citizens
can readily recognize when a program isn't working and producing the benefits
premised or expected. Until recently, |'mafraid our Child Support Enforcement
Program was one of those programs which premised much and produced little . |
am, however, happy to report we have turned the comer and very shortly should
be reaping the benefits we expected.

New as a father and as a legislator, | am unableto understand why a
parent would refuse to support his blood offspring. But | recognize that
thousands of parents do, and there is an imperativeneed for a mechanism to
determine the amount of support a child needs, the amountthat a parent isable
to contribute, and a mechanism for making sure theparent makes that contribution
regularly.

Under Delaware law prior to 1974, the father had the sole responsibility to
support a minor child, whether or not he was the custodial parent and this
generated inumerable injustices. Such an a poor father supporting his child
while living with a wealthy mother. There were separate family courts in Delaware
in each of our counties, three counties and child support orders often bore no
relationship to either the father*s ability to pay or thelegitimate needsof
the child. Often, support orders were used as a means to nttenpt to force
parents back together. Often the court orders were inequitable. With one
father neking a thousand dollars per month, paying the same amount of support
as a father nuking two hundred a month. Often two fathers with the same inccme
would be ordered support of widely differing amounts, for the same nunber of
children. In other words, the system bread injustice, and tended either to
drive fathers out of the state or fill our jails with them.

In July 1974, the Delaware General Assembly changed the law to read as
follows and | quote "The father and mother are joint natural custodians of
their minor child and aro equally charged with their childs support, care,nurture,
welfare and education. Each ha3 equal powers and duties with respect to tho
child and neither has any right for presunptian of fight or fitness superior
to the right of the other consenting such child's custody or any other matter
affecting tho child." Tho adoption of this law has forced a oenphtechange in
the way Delaware's Family Court, which three years earlier had became a state-
wide court, establishes and enforces support orders against absent parents frcm
broken hart's, it also created a problan of equitably assessing support responsi-
bilities of both parents, enforcing and collooting tho support orders, and
getting the support funds to tho custodial parent. That became evident oarly
after tho enactment of the new definition of support responsibility. Tho
Family Court had to be relieved of its responsibility of actually collecting
sipport payments if it was to fu Ifill its judicial function in other areas,
rather than to become bogged down in what wna essentially an administrative
function.

Thanks to the Federal Social Services ftnendment of 1974, Delaware's Bure »u
of Child Support and Paternity was established within tho State Department of
Health and Social Services, to take over frcn tho Family Cburt a function of
collecting child support payments fran the Family Churt orders, fkv | have boon
a frequent critic of tho bureau sinoo that time. My criticim has been a
reflection of wide spread dissatisfaction on the part of mothers in the State
of Delaware as it relates to having the support order honored by the wijpp'rting
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parent and at sane time, reasonably soon, having that check passed on to the

parent. |'ve notonly critisized the Bureau of Child Support, I've invited
them to tell me, when they appear before the Joint Finance Canmittee, their
needs in terms of staffing to get the job done. [I've taken the Senate floor

on many occasions to insist that this agency do the job with which it was
intrusted and mandated under the law, collecting funds and pnaiptly dispersing
them to the custodial parents to whan they belong and locating absent parents
not fulfilling their obligations.

I've had constituents complain that their support checks from the bureau
were received eight weeks after the absent parent had made the support payment.
| have railed at the Family Court for not enforcing its orders only to find
that the absent parent had met his support order, but the check had not yet
teen dispersed by the bureau. Absent parents have been hailed and called into
our court and threatened with jail for not making support payments, only to
produce canceled checks showing that the payments had been made to the bureau,
but net dispersed. A period of getting the new agency into gear was truly
a dramatic one. Cre time the judges, administrators and other personnel of the
Family Court unanimously branded the bureau the worst in the state. But I'm
happy today to report that we have finally turned the corner.

As of this year, the bureau hegan to pay its own way. The bureau'3 collect-
tions from absent parents of AFDC fam ilies were $190,000. In addition to these
AFDC collections, the bureau collected $466,000 due in the month of August
from non-public assistant ,>arent3. And the importance of these collections
cannot be overstated, jecr.use non-assistance case' quickly become public assis-
tance cases and tne responsibility of every caxpayer if support collections are
not assured. The Bureau of Child Support iiiforcement in Delaware, in August,
showed a substantial reduction in administrative costs and tho effectiveness of
the bureau has increased remarkably. The agency collected about $2.04 fran
absent parents in AFDC fam ilies for each dollar spent, 'total collections in
August were $607,000. In other words, the agency collect** §35.70 for every
administrative dollar spent by tho state. They have located missing parents in
hundreds or cases and reduced sate “xpenditures significantly in AFDC cases.
In August, the bureau returned $452,000 to the Delaware General Fund for use in
other programs.

Mow the agency ia cracking down on delinquencies which previously plagued
the system. An enforcement program was laun hod in March of this year,
concentrating cn poicnts wtvo had not met their support order responsibilities
for a yearor roro. to date, thia effort has resulted in 366 parents rejoining
payments cither through wage attachments or Family Cbhurt actions. These
payments amounted to $20,000 per month. Tho agency' has also initiated property
searches in cases referred to tho bureau's legal staff for presentation to
Family Court os delinquents. For a $5 filing fee, the bunau recently recaptured
$3,000 in arrearage in a single case by locating a property transferred by the
delinquent. With the addition of three legal officers, the bureau is new
rtVKfy to extend Its crack down to cases delinquent less than a year old. It
anticipates a dramatic increase in collections fran absent parents of AFDC
fanlice.

In August, tho gency also initiated a data processing capability through
the state Central Data Processing Uhit. This step ia expected to reduce the
pax>i**Inj time for non-public assistance checks frcm 3-6 woks to a maxinn
of ten aiya. This alcno w ill greatly reduce criticion of the agency. And very
recently, tho bureau awarded a contract to a private detective agency to help
in its location efforts in specific cases. The present goals aro to reduce
non-publir assistant check turnaround tine to 72 hours, initiate a service charge
to nuke the system self supporting with robfrct to non-welfare cases, and rofino
tho parent location effort by cranking into tne data files of other agencies,
such as tho Internal Revenue Services project 4-19, tho state Division of
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John Clawson/ State Representative,, Minnesota

Representative Clawson became involved in child support issues during
a controversy over a paternity questionnaire that included questions about
the mother's sexuality. The dispute was resolved without legislation and
Representative Clawson was instrumented in having \ new standard questionnaire
developed for interview purposes.

"The Minnesota CSE Program"”

Representative Clawson addressed five major areas of concern to legislators
in Minnesota. He outlined the history of Minnesota's program frcm its
inception in 1975 and included the projected collections for 1980.

Clawson presented an overview of how a state supervised, county administered
program works. State administration has heen discussed as a method of improving
efficiency. Because a variety of approaches used by the counties, the IV-D
program would become more standardized by state administration, according to
Clawson.

The judicial participation in the child support program was discussed by
Clawson. He mentioned the differences between courts but emphasized that most
courts follow through on their rulings. The court procedures have been
stream lined, which has resulted in an increase in the number of cases that are
heard.

One of the problems facing the Minnesota program is inadequate information
sharing. Representative Clawson cited inter-agency difficulties as well as
interstate. He offered his support to any interstate cooperation that could
improve the system.

Representative Clawson also discussed a difficulty that has been resolved
by Minnesota concerning paternity cases. The problem arose over a questionnaire
given to tho mother involved in paternity suits;. The questionnaire was
considered to be an invasion of privacy and was replaced by a standard form
now used in all of the counties.

He closed by outlining legislation that w ill be considered this session
in the Minnesota Legislature, "he bill calls for a review board to develop
Jtate-wide standards for the county administration of the IV-D program.

lillon Crowley, State Representative, Wyoming

~Representative Crwlcy is an attorney in private practice and is active in
child su{ ort cases.

"The Legal Baise for Wyoming's Child Support Program”

Representative Crcwlcy began by outlining all of the Wyoming laws that
pertain to children and child support enforcement. Included was a description
of her state's Uniform Parentage Act, the Child Abandonment law, the Domestic
Relations laws pertaining bo divorce, cliild custody and support, the Desertion
and Non-Support Act, and the Public Assistance and Social Services Act.

Representative Crtwley shared with participants details of seme recent
frustrations she's had in getting help obtaining child support for seme of
her ncn-vclfaro constituents. A specific situation involved a county attorney,
who refused to process cases under URESA for non-welfare people. Quoting
Wvaning law that states, "It is iimutorial if the person to whom a duty of
support is Orfxl is a recipient of public assistance." Crowley noted that the
breakdown in efficiency of a child support program can be a case of the enforcers
not property following the law.
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She also pointed to a problem with Wyoming's attachment laws that require
a plaintiff to post a bond equal to twice the amount of his or her claim in
order to pay the defendant all possible damages if the support order proves to
be wrongfully obtained.

Crowley concluded the address by referencing one Wyoming Supreme Court
decision pertaining to honoring but revising a foreign state's decrees for
alimony and child support, another emphasizing the state's moral obligation
to establish paternity, and a District Court's rule that child support
payments be made to the Clerk of the Court with cash, certified check or money
order.



CONCURRENT SESSIONS

Seminar participants, who were split into two groups for the Concurrent
Sessions, were provided with a background paper on "Guidelines for Discussion
Groups." It began with general suggestions for discussing policy options to
be considered when examining a state CSE program. Included were suggestions
that participants identify issues that might arise as a result of proposing
each option, consider whether the rights of all parties involved are
protected, what other state experiences have been, whether options should
be combined to maximize effectiveness, and whether an individual state's
judicial or legal system would preclude using any option.  The bulk of the
paper was then devoted to definirg all of the policy options which were
presented for discussion under Topics A, B and C.

Resource people present for Concurrent Sessions at the Western Regional
Seminar ware the following:

Dennis C. Cooper, Institute Manager,
National Institute for Child Support Enforcement
Sherwood Zink, Legal Counsel,
Wisconsin Bureau of Child Support
Robert E. Keith, Assistant Attorney General, lowa
R. James Lore, Former Associate Attorney General,
North Carolina
Lawrence R. Young, Assistant Attorney General, Oregon
Daniels W. McLean, Family Court Referee,
Hennepin County District Court, Minnesota
Lavon Loynd, Technical Assistance Coordinator,
National Institute for Child Support Enforcement
Kenneth Muroya, State IV-V Director, Colorado

Resource people present for Concurrent Sessions at the Eastern Regional
Seminar were the following:

Dennis C. Cooper, Institute Manager, National Institute
for Child Support Enforcement

Sherwood Zink, Legal Counsel, Wisconsin Bureau of
Child Support

Robert E. Keith, Assistant Attorney General, lowa

Daniels W. McLean, Family Court Referee, Hennepin County
District Court, Minnesota

Lavon Loynd, Technical Assistance Coordinator,
National Institute for Child Support Enforcement

Representative Thcmas E. Fruechtenicht, Indiana

R. James Lore, Former Associate Attorney General,
North Carolina

Topic A: Establishment Legislation
The policy options to he covered were:

Enabling Legislation
Legislative Advisory Canmittees
Court Representation
Disclosure
Interest Charges on Arrearages
Debt Set Off Collections
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The resource people at each seminar split between the two groups to discuss
these options.

In Denver the discussions did not follow closely the policy options as laid
out for Topic A. Questions on Oregon's adm inistrative procedures were
addressed by Larry Young. He particularly focused on the appeals process,
provisions for handling contested, agreed and default cases, and the ability
to establish paternity. He cautioned against trying to establish paternity
by just assuming the power under administrative procedure as one state had
tried. He pointed out that Oregon's administrative costs are not as low as
HEW's Annual Report indicates. Daniels licLean described and recommended
Minnesota's Referee System for handling CSE cases.

Formulas for setting support order amounts were discussed. The consensus
was that no single formula can or should exist to serve all states. Consent
orders, which are legal in all states, were cited as common in AFDC cases.

Bob Keith stressed the key to obtaining consent orders frcm absent parents
is personal contact.

Lavon Loynd urged legislators to make enabling legislation for CSE as
broad as possible. Court representation restrictions can cause severe time
lag problems if legislation lim its the legal counsel that can represent the
state le.g. Idaho only allowed the State Attorney General to represent the
state}.

Nevada's disclosure law was briefly discussed as wall as a recent change
in federal law that permits arrearages to be discharged under bankruptcy.
Resource people pointed out the importance of not mixing up establishing
visitation rights with obligations and payments for support. They are separate
issues calling for separate determinations.

Oregon's debt set off program was briefly described. Participants ware
interested in learning that the Oregon tax department compares names of absent
parents owing support with those people receiving a state inccme tax return.

In cases where names match,the department channels the tax return to the CSE
unit.

Problems of state supervised, county administered programs were described
by Ken Muroya. Participants discussed a response of combining support enforce-
ment personnel to work for a group of counties.

In Hartford, discussions of court representation focused on paternity.
Legislators were very interested in finding out about evidence and testimony
in paternity cases. The discussion centered around forcing either parent's
cooperation in paternity case. James Lore explained that it is constitutional
to take evidence by force. Civil contempt was presented as a method for
forcing compliance. It is a father's privilege to bring suit to be recognized
as a legal parent.

Family courts were discussed. Representative Fruechtenicht stated that the
success varies with the population and they cure more successful in larger urban
areas than rural areas. Senator Holloway explained how family courts work in
Delaware.

Statutes of lim itation on paternity cases wa3 another topic that interested
legislators. James Lore explained sane of tho constitution al inequities
involved in barring action for legitimate children at a different time than
for illegitimate children. With current blood testing procedures,evidence
can be gathered and used years after a child's birth.

Debt set off was presented by James Lore, who explained North Carolina's
experience in that area. He explained hew the procedure works and the success
North Carolina had with their first experimental match. Cuitested cases are
referred to administrative hearings.
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Wage assignments were also discussed as a method of collecting support
obligations on a regular basis. It was pointed out that wage assignments
increase the collection ratio and the cost effectiveness of support
enforcement. Representative Fruechtenicht carmented that wage assignments
can take pressure off of crowded court dockets.

Topic B: Enhancement Legislation |
The policy options to be covered were:
Public Support of Children
Post Judgment Remedies
Attachment
Judgment Lien
Garnishment
Wage Assignment
Order to Withhold and Deliver
Budgeting
Paternity

In ienver, the resource people for Topic B were Sherwood Zink, Bob Keith,
Larry Young and Dennis Cooper. The bulk of the discussions focused on wage
assignment, garnishment and paternity. There was also sore brief exchange on
debt set off collections and budgeting.

Participants in one group spent time discussing the difference between
garnishment and wage assignments. Resource people felt that wage assignments
were the most effective mechanism for collecting child support. It is less
pejorative, and better for both employe and employers than a one time
garnishment action. The importance of personal contact with the employer
was stresseu by Bob Keith. The value of placing save liability on the employer
wno does not cooperate, and a caution to make sure the state as an employer is
bound by wage assignments was also brought up. The difference hetween the
Wisconsin, Oregon, California and Icwa laws was discussed.

Sherwood Zink suggested making "incane assignments" that would cover a
broader range of inccme sources than just salary. These could cover unemploy-
ment compensation,workers canpensation, disability benefits and so forth. When
writing wage assignment legislation, Bob Keith urged participants to restrict
the process only to child support cases to make passage into law easier. Tlve
fact that states may already allow wage assignments, but tha*- the pcwor is not
specified in the child support laws was also brought up.

In reference to garnishments find liens, Bob Keith suggested that state-wide
registries be established for keeping track of property. Tlien any orders for
child support could quickly be put into an automatic lien on that property
of the absent parent.

Dennis Cooper briefly described the flexible b 'geting process in Utah and
stressed that it had been a key factor in allowing the Utah program to attain
such success. Sherwood Zink described the flexible budgeting capabilities
that Wisconsin gives to its counties.

Legislators were also very interested in item ity issues. Bob Keith
gave the background on how blood testing to determine paternity became a part
of the IV-D program. He explained he difference hetween HLA and red cell
blood testing and discussed specific types of legislation to allcw blood
test evidence to be used in paternity issues.

The expens»of blood testing versus ocurt costs was discussed. It was
pointed out t.at the cost of blood tests seems expensive until it is ccnpared
with court costs. The blood tests usually obviate the need for a court case.
The relative certainty of prosecution with the help of the blood tests is the
major henefit.
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Jim Lore explained the concept of debt set off laws. He recounted tte
experience of the North Carolina Legislature in adopting the set off procedure.
Legislators were interested in the success of the program and the relative
ease with which a program can be established.

In Hartford, the resource people for Thpic B were Sherwood Zink, Bob Keith,
and Dennis Cooper. Paternity was the dominant topic of discussion. In
response to a request for a listing of the highlights of paternity law, Bob
Keith discussed first the problems with most state statutes of limitations.
(lhe average lim itation is r'ow 3-4 years after birth for bringing a paternity
action.) He suggested that ideally "illegitimate" children should have the
same rights as “"legitimate"” children. In most states, the statute for
legitimates begins tolling at the age of majority (18 mostly) plus a few years.
In any case, a five year statute would be more reasonable. Fjr equity's sake,
a state could eliminate all limits, but forclose any right jo collect
arrears in support money. Sherwood Zink described Wisconsin legislation being
drafted which would set the statute as six years for mothers bringing an action
and the age of majority plus one year (19 years of age) for diiliren bringing
an action. This allows the opportunity to recover back support. He pointed
out that a paternity action is separate frcm a recovery action.

The use of jury trials for paternity actions was discussed, with its
benefits and detriments explained by various resource people and participants.
Generally, it was felt that there are not, nor should there be, many jury
trials to establish paternity. Discussion then focused on blood testing and
empirical evidence. Awgain, the different tvpes of blood testing were described.
Various procedures for ordering and paying for blood tests ware listed.
Medicaid was mentioned as an option for AFDC clients,

There was a great deal of interest among legislators about long arm
statutes. Establishing and enforcing the statutes, as well as the technicalities
of long arm suits ware discussed. Long arm statutes can be much more effective
than URESA for paternity cases. Participants were directed to the Uniform
Parentage Act for good examples of provisions to use in drafting blood testing,
long arm and other statutes. States may only want to focus,on concepts one
or two at a time to ease passage. The importance of working with a  branches
of government in drafting and getting passage of laws was stressed. Sherwood
Zink suggested that other states may want to folic*/ Wisconsin's ex \iple and
begin codifying carmon law concepts and putting than all in one pli< in their
statutes to ease CSE work.

In a short discussion, wage assignments were again cited as the best (or
least onerous) collection device. Setting up ongoing agreements with major
companies to send one check equal to the total of support money a*3d by all
affected employees, as has been done in Utah and lowa, was reoontnended.

There .rore also brief discussions of normative standards for setting support
orders, judgment liens, and interest charges on arrearages.

Topic C: Enhancement Legislation Il
TSe policy options no be covered were:
Consent Orders
Alternative Court Systems
Criminal Enforcement
URESA
Extradition
Uniform Registration of Foreign Judgments
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Resource people for Topic C in Denver were Jim Lore, Daniels MclLean and
Lavon Loynd. James Lore introduced the topic of URESA by discussing the
crucial parts of the statute that were added in the 1968 version. He explained
the philosophy of URESA and the incentive for an absent parent to flee fran
his home state without reciprocal enforcement. He also discussed areas of
the uniform law that are not particularly strong and need to either be
strengthened or have other laws passed to replace them, e.g. interstate
paternity cases. Further points raised by Lore focused on criminal enforcement.
He stated that the new URESA remedies for criminal enforcement preempt the
need for foreign judgments. (Since all states have provisions for criminal
enforcement there was minimal discussion on this.)

The variety of uses for computers in child support cases was discussed.
Legislators showed particular interest in the discussion of the accounting
and locating functions of computers. A discussion of their cost effectiveness
followed.

A question was asked about enforcement for non-AFDC clients-in terms of
what states are doing in this avea and any studies on its cost effectiveness.
Severa. resource people addrersed the issue, stressing that non-AFDC services
can lead bo cost, avoidance wnere the custodial parent does not have to turn to
AFDC when support payments are received regularly. Cost recovery for non-AFDC
was suggested as a method to offset the cost for service to non-AFDC clients.
The b ili to reinstate federal participation was discussed.

Contempt, extradition and criminal enforcement were discussed. James Lore
made a presentation on long arm statutes that nay be used to prosecute
paternity jses based on the act of sexual intercourse within a state even
thoug.i the putative father has left the state.

Other topics discussed included consent orders and alternative court
systems. Court Referee, Daniels McLean, explained how the referee system
works in Minnesota. He talked about his experiences and how cases differ
when they are heard in a family court versus a district court. The need for
a speedier court process through adding more judges or another alternative
was cited as the primary reason for adopting a referee on administrative
pmcedures system.  Opinions were expressed that either system just added one
more step in the appeals process. On the other hind, greater speed and less
expense in handling most cases were cited as bhenefits,

Resource people for Topic C in Hartford were tlie same. The discussion
was also very similar bo the focus in Denver. There was, however, more time
devoted to the idea of making other family members — grandparents, brothers,
sisters, etc., responsible for support of children. Daniels McLean descrilod
Minnesota's Relative Responsibility Act.

Normative standards were also discussed, with reccrmendations frcm resource
people that the standards not be tied to hard numbers. Demographic data
showing the drastic change i.. our social structure - increase in wanen workers,
family inccme levels, etc. - was emphasized 03 having a major impact on the
philosophical bisis for setting support levels. McLoan offered the Minnesota
philosophy wtiich begins with the premise that both parents have a duty to
support based on their education and experience. That duty takes precedence
over all other duties except requirements for self-sustenance (clearly defined)
for either parent. Finally, parents have an obligation to try to find work
based on their education and experience.

Paternity discussions concluded with Jim Lore restating the three major
laws he felt were most needed: long arm statutes, provisions for HLA blood
testing, and changing statutes of lim itation.
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CLOSING REMARKS

"Observations on the Seminar - What Are the Benefits ol the CSE Program"
Ronald H. Strahle, State Represencative, Colorado

Representative Strahle is Chairman ot the Judiciary Carmittee of the
Colorado House of Representatives and has a history of interest in child
support legislation.

"A Colorado Perspective"

Representative Strahle was Program Moderator and the Surmation Speaker
for the Western Regional Seminar. In the following exerpts frcm his remarks
he shares seme of his thoughts on the program.

Speaking for myself, I've seen this conference from two vantage points.
One as a lawyer in general practice, the other as a legislator. | might say
paranthetically, a lawyer who is pondering much of the time whether he is a
full time lawyer and a part time legislator or a full time legislator and a
part time lawyer. One of the tough human problems has been the wife, generally,
who is left by a fade away father. She doesn't qualify for welfare becaus®
she is desperately doing what she can, out of pride and the willingness to
consume her own energies, to sanehow keep that family afloat, without charity
and with no help fran this father that either can't be located or is in a
sheltered position because of the deficiencies in our laws.

| applaud the effort that is being made on the national level and the
successful efforts that appear to bhe at least starting in many states. |
applaud because of what this program can do both for all of us as guardians
of the state treasuries, and for those of us who have the kind of interest we
should have in the non-welfare mother. This mother works herself into an early
old age, in sane cases, trying to hold that family together and make enough
money to make it go, and doesn't get as much as she should or perhaps any help
fran that missing father. Al of us know, of course, that it is a continuing
and worsening problem, particularly in the area of illegitimacy.

| was not surprised at the figures that were quoted in this conference
about the awsane rise in the race of illegitimacies. It seems to me that one of
our problems is not only the teenager or even sub-teenager who gets pregnant
and has an illegitim ate cliild as a result. This problem is not just one of
ignorance. We're inclined to say, here is a cliild who needs to he counseled
about contraceptives and given access, if she is sexually active, to contra-
ceptives. Of course | can't argue with that. But, | see as many as three
generations who liave been involved in this situation and have ccme to look at
the receipt of welfare bhenefits as a kind of profession, much as one of the
tradition, vocations might be. Although it seems incredible to me when |
look at t dollars we give our mothers; under tlie AFDC program, still | know
of sane cases and I'm sure if | know ol' sane there are nuny more, where young
girls whose mothers and grandmothers have reared their fmailies under this program
tliey simply take ir granted the fact that as they get to be old enough, they
will start a family by whatever means ;ind get on welfare. It has become a
way of life for seme folks. 1 think we would eliminate a great deal of that
if our programs for locating and pressing runaway fathers could be expanded and
made more efficient.
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| was, for several years, a member of the National Conference of Commissioners
on Uniform State Laws, and | can tell you that they have been and are still
very interested in working out uniform laws in areas where states are having
difficulty, or where, if there is a vacuum, the feds w ill move in. We're
getting a lot of federal help in this program. I'm certainly the last to
be ungrateful to the federal government for the help it is giving us under
IV-D. But | would recarmend to you, if you are not fam iliar with them, the
Uniform Acts as they deal with this subj*ct. As someone said, they get to bhe
pretty ununiform. Most state legislatures w ill not accept them without seme
changes, some substantive and seme procedural. The cctnnissioners have been
very concerned about this field because they have felt, as | have heard seme
of you say, that there has been a vacuum here, .t is a vacuum 'vhich may sane
day be filled by the federal government, hence putting us in a position of
receiving more help frcm the feds than we think we need. The Uniform Acts
were the first place that the child support effort really got started on an
interstate basis because the Carmissioners drafted the Uniform Reciprc
Enforcement Act.

We have an interesting situation on garnishment in Colorado. The federal
government has put restrictions on usual wage garnishments which essentially
say that you cannot take more than 75% of an employees wages when you garnish.

In the last couple of years, the feds have increased the limitation so
that garnishments fo. child support can take more money than can normal
garnishments. The problem is that most of the states amended their law
when the feds first put in the 25% lim itation to conform to the federal law.
Then when the situation was eased on the federal level, many of us simply
didn't know a'out it or didn't hear about it, and our laws stayed at that
level. This last year we conformed our garnishment law as it related to
child support with the federal act. Hence we have a more generous garnishment
situation for mothers and child support claimants than we've had in the past.

In our state we also have fought the battle of continuing garnishment a
number of times. To the best of mv knowledge, the b ill has always died in
ccnmittee. It lias not so much bt*n sponsored in our state by persoris who are
interested in the enforcement of child support orders and sim ilar child
support matters, but rather by collection agencies and people who are in the
collections easiness. Obviously they don't like to haveto garnish every week
or every two weeks or every month, deperding on what the pay period is. There
are, however, seme problems that | ought to bring to your attention about
continuing garnishments. The one that has been most vocally and effectively
voicedin our legislature is that continuing garnishment results in a race to
tlie employer. The first person to get there with his continuing garnishment
has it. If you happen to be the second person, you probably can't collect any-
thing under that garnishment until the first writ of garnishment has been
satisfied completely, which may be a matter of months or years. So although
it helps the first creditor to get there, it really can create sart problems
for the second and third creditorwho get3 there.

We've had seme amendments attempted to ameliorate that situation, but the
b ill lias liever passed here. To be perfectly honest, even though | understand
its u tility in many situations, | have not been one who's supported the b ill

here, : S :
We've been concerned too in our judiciary ccrrmittces about the problems

of the very zealous persons in this field (and | don't think those problems
have heen posed so much by o'ir Department of Social Services as they have by
seme of the attorneys in the various District Attorney's offices around the
state) wtio sometimes aro so anxious to do a goaljob and feel so strongly about
this situation that they propose legislation which, | think to some degree,
does not take into account that the fade away father, even though he may bhe
reprehensible, is still a citizen. We liave to move slowly in making our
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collections too automatic or so stringent as to get away frcm what we have
traditionally thought of as something approaching due process of law. [I'm
talking now about some of the proposals that have been made for administrative
rather than judicial entry orders.

| remember one young assistant District Attorney who came in with a
proposed b ill and got someone to carry it. We had it in the Judiciary
Ccnmittee. It involved a very long administrative process and an appeal
process. Then when you finally have exhausted your administrative remedies
you could go into the courts. But that toowas made as difficult and as
complex as possible and he was quite candidin saying that he'd drawn the b ill
so that we'd have as few appeals as possible from the administrative master's
or administrative referee's decision. Obviously, we need to he more evenhanded
than that. Obviously, we need to he careful when we get into that area.

I'm not unenthusiastic,and don't intendto be, about the efficient operation
of the kinds of programs we've heard today. | think it's important to all of
us, | think it's important to our citizens, In Colorado, and | suspect we
share this position with the rest of the United States, | feel that a myth
has grcwn up, or a series of myths have grown up about welfare. People hear
these stories, none of which seen to hold up when they're traced down, about
the welfare recipient who drives up in a Cadillac to get tlie check, and they
-»ve the impression that AFDC is a real gravy train and that people have seme
means of getting well-to-do on it. | think all those are myths. 3ut I do
think that legislators, who are alwaysinterested in their image with their
people - certinaly tliose in Colorado are - can find nc better way to inprove
their image than to do whatever reasonable and workable things can be done to
decmonstrate to the citizenry that waifare is not a gravy train, that although
we intend to take the best care we can afford of those people who need it, but
we don't intend to subsidize persons who are really not in need or qualified
for welfare. This program, it seems to me, is one of the best ways of doing if.

Finally, the thing tliat lias impressed me the most about this meeting has
been that more than at any othrr of these meetings that I've attended, we have
not been subjected to justthe glittering generalities and philisophical truths.
We have received the kind of intensive bow-to-do-it training that w ill enable
us all to go back to our state and be able to introduce and carry those bhills
which we think w ill really ehlp us Jo tho job, to do it well and do it
efficiently. | feel that any of us who liave really listened in this conference
have ccme away with tools that w ill not solve, but certainly take the edge
of a problem which is getting out of hand and which the citizen regards as
being out of hand.

Irving J. Stolberg, State Representative, Connecticut
representative Stolberg is House Chairman of the Joint Finance Ccrmittee
of the Connecticut Legislature. Ho lias a long standing interest in child
support enforcement,
"A Connecticut Perspective"
Representative. Stolberg was the Program Moderator and Surmation Speaker

for the Eastern Regional Seminar. The following exerpts from his address
stress the strengths of the program.
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Cn behalf of the conference, | would like to thank all of you who partici-
pated - certainly the speakers, the faculty, the legislators who came frcm a
variety of states. People frcm the O ffice of Child Support Enforcement and
the people frcm tlie institute and the academicians, balanced, | think,
very nicely in the working sessions of this conference. And that rubbing of
minds, as Governor Grasso put it, has hopefully kindled a number of sparks
that will result in legislative introductions in individual states ani also
in seme movement ¢n behalf of the public that we all work to represent.

I"d like to refer to for a minute, if you'll permit me, a moment of
parochialism about the IV-D program in Connecticut. In the few years that
the program has been in existence, our collections have doubled. That would
not certainly have happened without the incentives, obviously ithout the
kind of information and effort that has gone into the agency people that we
have seen here this weekend at a conference Cor legislators and legislative

staff. lhe figures in Connecticut are quite telling. In fiscal '78, our
AFDC collections were 9.3 million dollars, in '79 over 11 million dollars.
Non-AFDC collections had almost a similar increase - '73, 9.9 million dollars

and in 79, 11.3 million dollars. And even though the level of increase after
the first few years looks like it's going to level off, we think it's going to
retain an increase level of about 20% for the next two or tiiree years. Let
me suggest that when you have any revenue producer in state government that
exceeds the rate of inflation, that's an accomplishment, particularly for
legislators who have to put together a budget. The problem is that so many
of the other sources of revenue are having a rough time matching the inflation
rate.

I'd like to just sunmarize for a moment my opinion of what the benefits of
what a IV-D program are. For four years | chaired the Human Service ConmLttee
in the state legislature. "ocial service programs, welfare programs in
particular, are under fire in Connecticut. | can't think of many states where
our job is not essentially a defensive one. Most people have no image what the
real AFDC payments a ' and how difficult it is to maintain a family on those
level of payments. | cme from a state writh one of the hightest levels of
payments in the United States and it is inadequate. Over the last decade
it has gone up at about half the rate of inflation. | presume that the same
challenge faces tlie poor in all of our states. In that context, having a cost
efficient program related to welfare is extremely important. | would suggest
as you go heme, one of the groups to make aware of it are your colleagues,
because that's where the key votes w ill be on seme of the important bills to
meet needs of the coming years.

Last year we had a legislative election. (I happen to be a democrat.)
| sent to every decmcrat a breakdown of our IV-D program, because the State
of Connecticut recouped over 10 million dollars of which we retained 5 m illion
dollars through better collections. | think seme of that would have luppcnod
anyway, but a good half of it is a result of the increased e ffoft in this
program. Fm our Governor Grasso's point of view, and most of our legislative
point™ of view, that recoupment is important with our colleagues and is
certainly crucial to the public.

| was very pleased to see on tho front page of tlie Hartford Current today,
astory playing up the V-0 program 03 a result of this conference. Even
though | got one call from an irate father who feels he's bet-, over charged
and wanted to ccnw and address the conference today (it might have been an
interesting addition to the panel)+ ftost of the public i3 very pleased to see
that some of the tax burden is being lifted frcm their shoulders. And that
fiscal fact about the IV-0 program is what gave rise to it in the first place
and one of the things that should sustain it and increase the varixxis nuances
of its effectiveness.
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Many of my democratic colleagues, by the way, did use the fiscal facts
of the IV-D program in their campaign and in their answers to the charges
that welfare is just miserable through and through, and is not really meeting
the needs of the public as tax payers. Certainly another fiscal aspect to bear
in mind is the federal willingness to absorb 3/4 and in seme cases, depending
on the kinds of programs and interstate relationships, more than 3/4 of the
cost of operating the program. This has reduced the fiscal burden on the
‘tates and has enabled us to reduce backlogs. In the past year the backlog
of collection cases in Connecticut has gone frcm about 17,000 to about 11,000.

Let me move frcm the fiscal for a moment and summarize what | think are
concomitantly important aspects of the IV-D program. This has been touched
cn in the discussions, but I think in this summary, they're also important to
underline. IThis is the year of the child. The White House is doing all kinds
of things for families today. One might suggest that in a family that is
either broken or a family that has never been together in he first place
(even though a short range liaison did produce children), there's nothing
really to retain. Certainly just by causing the father to pay a little bit
more money, or establishing wto the father is, you're not doing very much for
fam ilies. I'm not sure that in depth, this cursory analysis stands up. |
would suggest that even though you might have had to bring it about through
state intervention, when you establish a financial responsibility on the
part of the parent, there are other levels of responsibility that accrue
frcm that. The benefit can be to the parent, in terms of recognizing the
rewards of being a parent. And even more importantly, the benefit is to tlv'
child. That tic with a father, rather than with a local welfare office is
important. Even if the child continues on welfare, even if just the state
payments are reduced, retaining any semblance of family relationships in
these cases is an extremely important contribution. For some of us in
academic life, it would be worthwhile really examining the psychological
impact on children that do have thij recaptured parent. What happens in the
relationship, first fiscal and then hui.an, witli the parent.

| have found this conference very useful. Having participated in
virtually the entire session, having worked with IV-D for a nirber of years,
| learner! seme new things. With the degree of expertise that ws brought
hare, | think virtual:y all of us, even paneliiits and people from the
insititute, picked up acme new things. One surgesticn | would make is that
you might want to examine the relationship between the federal and state
government for refinement in the future.

Connecticut is not unique in being one of 7 or 8 other states that does
not have an irxmo tax. So that avenue of income tax recoupment doesn't
exist for us. But we've had sane exchange between our department and the IRS
in terms of the Federal Inccme Tax. | would think that in today's world with
equity built in, there can be seme recapture of funds through tlie Federal
Income Tax returns. That is semetiling that | would guess will be looked into
nuch more closely in tho caning years.

The scope of the problem, both in finar Lai terms, the drain on AFDC and

tlie concomitant Medicaid and other skyrocketing co3ta are great. | am ver,
pleased that my Speaker Ernie Abate referred yesterday to tlw central focus
which | hope we w ill leave with; that ia, tho children themselves, and the

quality of lives that we're affecting.
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Deborah E.S. Bennington, Director
NCSL Child Support Enforcement Project

""Where Can You Get Help - Description of the NCSL Child Support Enforcement Project"l

Deborah Bennington described the assistance available to state leaislators
and staff to help than better understand their state's CSE program, fhe
assistance is available in a variety of forms including an information
clearinghouse service, these regional seminars, technical assistance through
individual state workshops, and in "A Legislator's Guide to Child Support
Enforcement” to be published in early 1980.

She concluded by thanking the faculty resource people and attendees for
participating in the program.
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT SEMINAR

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 11

§:00-9:00 a.m.

(Old Supreme Court Chamber
Second Floor, State Capitol—
0S0C)

9:00-9:15 a.m.
(0SCC)

9:15-10:00 a.m.
(0SCC)

10:00-10:45 a.m.
(0SCC)

10:45-11:00 a.m.
(Ground Floor, State Capitol)

11:00 a.n.-12:15 p.m.

12:30-2*00 p.m.
(Radisson Hotel
Colorado Roam 4,
Second Floor)

2:00-2:30 p.m.
(Radisson Hotel,
Colorado Roan 4)

Denver, r*orado
October I: 1979

AGENDA

REGISTRATION

WELCOME
Program Moderator: Representative Ronald H. Strahle,
Colorado
Fret) E. Anderson, Senate President, Colorado

KEYNOTE ADDRESS

"Overview of Child Support Enforcement”
Louis B. Hays, Deputy Director, O ffice of Child
Support Enforcement, U.S. Department of Health,
Education and W elfare

"Putting Faces to Names and f&xrbcrs — Scope of the Problem”

Judith B. Cassetty, Ph. D., Assistant Professor,
School of Social work, University of Texas at Austin

COFFEE BREAK

"The Benefits of Effmactive State Child Support Ehforosnuit
Programs"

Representative Jchn Clawson, Minnesota
Representative Ellon Crowley, Vtyoming

LUCHEON
"An Executive Branch Perspective on Child Support Fhforomecnt"

Antha.y W. Mitchell, Ph. D., Executive Director,
Dvpartn*>nt of Social Services, Utah

"Program Basics and Major Variations Among the States”

Lavon Loynd, Technical Assistance Coordinator,
National Institute for Child Support Enforcement
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2:30-3:00 p.m.
(Radisson Hotel,
Colorado Roan 4)

3:15-b:0? p.m.
(State Capitol)

(House O cmittee Roan F,
Ground Floor)

(House Oamitteo Roan C,
Ground Floor)

6:00-7*30 p.m.
(Brown Palace Hotel,
Central City Roan,
Mezzanine Level)

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 17

8*30-10*15 A.o.
(State Capitol)

"What a State CSE Program Might Need fran a State Legislature:
Introduction to Concurrent Session Discussions?

Panel Moderator:
Dennis C. Cooper, Institute Manager, National
Institute for Child Support Enforcement

Panel:
Topic A: Sherwood Zink, Legal Counsel, Wisconsin Bureau
of Child Support Enforcement
Topic B: Robert E. Keith, Assistant Attorney General,
low a
Topic C: R. James “ore, Former Associate Attorney
General, North Carolina

CONCURRENT SESSIONS
(Attendees w ill break into two groups (I & Il) to discuss
Tspic A simultaneously)
Topic A: Establishment Legislation
Enabling Legislation
Legislative Advisory Caimittees
Court Representation
Disclosure
Interest Charges on Arrearages
Debt Set O ff Collections

Group |
Moderator
Representative Irving Newhouse, Washington
*Resource People:
Robert E. Keith
Lawrence R. Young
Lavon Loynd
Kenneth Miroya

Group Il
Moderator:
Representative Wint Winter, Kansas
*Resource People
Sherwood T7ink
R. James Lore
Dennis C. Cooper

CASH BAR RBCCTTICH

CT XTORJT SESSiaE

eAffiliations of Resource People Listed at end of *"mda.



(House Cannittee Roan F, Group |
Ground Floor) Topic B: Enhancement Legislation |
Public Support of Children
Post Judgment Remedies
Attachment
Judgment Lien
Garnishment
Wage Assignment
Order to Withhold and Deliver
Budgeting
Paternity

Moderator:

Representative Gretchen Kafoury, Oregon
‘Resource People:

Shirwood Zink

Robert E. Keith

Lawrence R. Young

Dennis C. Cooper

(House Cannittee Roan C, Group Il
Ground Floor) Topic C: Enhancement Legislation Il
Consent Orders
Alternative Court Systems
Criminal Enforcement
URESA
Extraf -ion
Uniform Registration of Foreign Judgments

Moderator:

Representative Charles Parr, Alaska
*Resource People:

R. James Lore

Daniels McLean

Lavon Loynd

10:15-10:30 a.m. COFFEE BREAK
(Ground Floor,
State Capitol)

10:30 a.m .-12:15 p.m. CONCURRENT SESSIONS

Topic B and C w ill be repeated. Groups stay in same
roans. Resource people switch rooms.

(House Cannittee Room F, GCSUP..I
Ground Floor) Tooic c: abapcsmept legislation ||
Moderator.

Representative Ann Mary Dussault, Montana
*Resource People:

R. James Lore

Daniels McLean

Lavon Loynd

(House Ccnmittee Room C, &WP n
B

Ground Floor) Topic Enhancement Legislation |

eAffiliations of Resource People listed at end of Agenda.
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Moderator:

Dorothy K. Witherspoon, Colorado
& Resource People:

Sherwood Zink

R. Janes lore

Dennis C. Cooper

12:30-2:00 p.m. LUNCHEON
(Brown Palace, Onyx Room,
Mezzanine Level) LUNCHEON ADDRESS

"Observations on the Seminar — What are the Benefits of the
Child Support Enforcement Program”

Representative Ronald H. Strahle, Colorado
"Where Can You Get Help — Description of the NCSL Child

Support Enforcement Project”
Deborah Pennington, NCSL Project Director

WORKSHOP RESOURCE PEOPLE

Dennis C. Cooper, Institute Manager,
National Institute for Child Support Enforcement

Sherwood Zink, legal Counsel,
Wisconsin Bureau of Child Support

Robert E. Keith, Assistant Attorney General, lowa

R. James Lore, Former Associate Attorney General,
North Carolina

Lawrence R. Young, Assistant Attorney General, Oregon

Daniels W. McLean, Family Cbhurt Referee,
Hennepin County District Court, Minnesota

Lavon Loynd, Technical Assistance Coordinator,
National Institute for Child Support Enforcement

Kenneth Muroya, State V-0 Director, Colorado
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NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT SEMINAR

Hartford, Connecticut
October 22-23, 1979

AGENDA

A seminar for state legislators and legislative staff,
Monday, October 22

8:00-9:00 a.m. REGISTRATION
(Qutside the Senate

Chamber, 3rd Floor,

State Capitol)

9:00-9:15 a.m. WELCOME
Program Moderator: Representative Irving J. Stolberg. CT

Governor Ella T. Grasso, Connecticut
Speaker Ernest N. Abate, Connecticut
Senate President Pro Ten Joseph J. Fauliso, Connecticut

9:15-10:00 a.n, KEYNOTE ADDRESS
(Senate Chamber. "Overview of Child Support Enforcement”
Third Floor, Capitol)
Louis B. Hays, Deputy Director, Office of Child Support
Enforcement, U.S. Department of Health,
Education 8 Welfare

10:00-10:45 a.a. "Putting Faces to Names and Numbers -- Scope of the Problem”
(Senate Chamber)

Judith B. Cassetty, Ph.D., Assistant Professor, School of
Social Work, University of Texas at

Austin
10:45-11:00 a.a. COFFEE BREAK
11:00 a.a.-12:1S p.a. "The Becnfits of Effective State Child Support Enforcement
(Senate ChamberT Programs"

Representative Thomas E. Fruechtenicht, Indiana
Senator Herman H. Holloway, Sr., Delaware
Senator W Illian T. Smith, Il, New York

12:30-1:30 p.a. LUNCHEON

(The Terraco Room,
He:ranine Level,
The liilton)
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1:30-2:00 p.m.
(The Terrace Room,
The Hilton)

2:00-2:30 p.m.
(The Terrace Room)

2:45-4:45 p.m.

(Room 408/412
The Hilton)

(Room 416/420,
Tlie Hilton)

5:30-7:00 p.m.
(Room 436/440,
The Hilton)

"Program Basics and Major Variations Among the States"

Lavon Loynd, Technical Assistance Coordinator, National
Institute for Child Support Enforcement

"What a State CSE Program Might Need from a State Legislature:
Introduction to Concurrent Session Discussions”

Panel Moderator:
Dennis C. Cooper, Institute Manager, National Institute
for Child Support Enforcement

Panel:
Topic A: Sherwood Zink, Legal Counsel, Wisconsin
Bureau of Child Support Enforcement
Topic B: Robert E. Keith, Assistant Attorney General,
lowa
Topic C: R. James Lore, Former Associate Attorney
General, North Carolina

CONCURRENT SESSIONS
(Attendees w ill break into two groups (I 5 IlI) to discuss
Topic A simultaneously)
Topic A: Establishment Legislation
Enabling Legislation
Legislative Advisory Committees
Court Representation
Disclosure
Interest Charges on Arrearages
Dabt Set O ff Collections

OrovE-J
Moderator:

Senator William T. Smith, I, New fork
‘Resource People:

Robert E. Keith

Shecrweod Zink

Daniels W. McLean

Dennis C. Cooper

tircuB-H
Moderator:
Representative Dick J. Batchelor, Florida
‘Resource People:
R. James Lore
Representative Thomas Fruechtenicht
Lavon Loynd

CAJ4l BAR RECEPTION

“Affiliations of Resource People listed at end of Agenda.
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Public Support of Children
Post Judgment Remedies
Attachment
Judgment Lien
Garnishment
Wage Assignment
Order to Witlihold and Deliver
Budgeting
Paternity

Moderator:

Senator William E. Nichol, Nebraska
‘Resource People:

Sherwood Zink

Robert E. Keith

Dennis C. Cooper

(Rooms 416/420, Group Il . _
The Hilton) Topic C: Enhancement Legislation 1l

Consent Orders

Alternative Court Systems

Criminal Enforcement

URESA (Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act)
Extradition

Uniform Registration of Foreign Judgments

Moderator:

Senator Rachel G. Gray, North Carolina
*Resource People:

R. James Lore

Lavon Loynd

Daniels W. McLean

10:15-10:30 a.a COFFEE BREAK

10:30a.m .-12:1S p.m. CONCURRENT SESSIONS
Topics B and C will be repeated. Groups stay in same
rooms. Resource People switch rooms.

(Room 408/412, f.roni |
The Hilton) Toole C: Enhancement Legislation 11
Consent Orders
Alternative Court Systems
Criminal Enforcement
URESA (Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act)
Extradition
Uniform Registration of Foreign Jidgments
Moderator:
Representative Wayne Snow, Jr., Georgia

eAffiliations of Resource People listed at end of Agenda
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& Resource People:
R. James Lore
Lavon Loynd
Daniels W. McLean

(Room 416/420, Group |
The Hilton) Topic B: Enhancement Legislation Il
Public Support of Children
Post Judgment Remedies
Attachment
Judgment Lien
Garnishment
Wage Assignment
Order to Withhold and Deliver
Budgeting
Paternity

Moderator:

Representative Susan H, Webo, Vermont
& Resource People:

Sherwood Zink

Robert E. Keith

Dennis C. Cooper

12:30-2:00 p.m. LUNCHEON

(B uffalo, New York,

Washington Room, Luncheon Address — "Observations on the Seminar — What
The Hilton) are the Benefits of the Child Support Enforcement Program"

Representative Irving J. Stolberg, Connecticut

"Where Can You Get Help — Description of the NCSL Child
Support Enforcement Project”

Deborah Bennington, NCSL Project Director

WORKSHOP RESOURCE PERSONS

Dennis C. Cooper, Institute Manager, National Institute
for Child Support Enforcement

Sherwood Zink, Legal Counsel, Wisconsin Bureau of Child
Support

Robert E. Keith, Assistant Attorney General, lowa

Daniols W. McLean, Fam ily Court Referee, Hennepin County
District Court, Minnesota

Lavon Loynd, Technical Assistance Coordinator, National
Institute for Child Support Enforcement

Representative Thomas E. Fruechtenicht, Indiana

R. James Lore, Former Associate Attorney General,
North Carolina
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Technical Assistance Request Form

The National Conference of State Legislature's Child Support Enforcement
Project is offering a number of services to legislators interested in playing
a more active role in their state's program for child support enforcement.
The ten-month effort w ill provide services to lawmakers through an information
clearinghouse , regional seminars, technical assistance and a "Legislator's
Guide to Child Support Enforcement.”

A fter the seminars in October, the project is offering technical assistance
to legislators for the purpose of assessing problems and identifying solutions
to improve their state programs. State workshops designed to respond to the
particular needs of the state are available through tlie Child Support Enforce-
ment Project.

[f you are interested in having a Child Support Enforcement Vforksnop held
in your state please fil out the following form and return it to:

Deborah E.S. Bennington

National Conference of State Legislatures
1405 Curtis Street, Suite 2300

Denver, Colorado 80202

NALSE

TITLE STATE

ADDRESS

TELEPHONE

Please specify the area in which you would like assistance (e.g. paternity,

enforcement tools, legislative advisory cannittee, alternative court systems, etc.)
in tho space provided below.



