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This very bflei 1eg15lat1ve repart summarlzes the
House of Representatives Concurrent Resolution 45, a resolution
calling for the development of a model Uniform Grandpafgnts
Visitation Act (UGVAJ). The UGVA would grant grandparents adequate
rights to petition state courts for visitation privileges with the;ra
grandchildren following marriage disgsolution of such grandchildren's
parents. The legislative background of and 3ust1£1sat1§n for the
resolution are stated, and its costs and inflationary impact are
estimated. Additional views included in the riﬂaft -emphasize that the
resolution does not mandate or requlfe the detiglopment of such a o
model act and point out that real;zlng the aims of the resoclution may
také considerable time. (RH) :
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Mr Perrins, from the Committee on Education and Labm
submitted the following -

REPORT - e
. s together with
ADDI‘TIDHAL VIEWS

[To ncr‘(bmpnnyiﬂg {"Dn Res. 45 which on Feb. T, 1953 was rEfErrEd

jointly to the Cummitt&q on the Judiciary and Eduecation and Labor]

[Im:lut],;_n,g cost estimate of the Eongreasional Budget Office]
s ) /

The Committee on Education any Labor, to whomwas referred the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res:~45) E‘\plE“%‘Eln“’ the sense of the
House of Representatives that unifc
and adopted which provides grandparents with adequate rights to
petition State courts for privileges to visit their grandchildren follow-
«ng the dissolution (because of divorcee, stparation, or death) of the
midrriage of such grandchildren’s parenté- and f
ing considered the s !'nf report favorably thereon without amendment
il-mi recomnmend that the

m Sate het should be developéad

ntht;r purposes, hav-

concurrent resolution do pass.

i g -
BUMMARY OF RESOLUTION )

House Concurrent Rescrlutian 45 expresses the sense of 'the iImjse of

Representatives that the National Conference of Commissioners on L.
Uniform State Laws should develop a Model Uniform Act, “Uniform ’
. Crrandpar&nts Vlsltag;m Act”, that would grant rrmndpﬂ.rents ade- -
uate rights to petiti oo
their gr&ndchl]dlen following marriage dissolution of such grand-
children’s parentsg The resolution also réqurstf, that the National Cen-

the State courts for visitation privileges with -

ter for Child Abuse and-Negleet (NCCAN) provide technieal assist-
ance to the Conference Commissioners in eveloping guidelines to be
#sed to determine the “Test Interest uf e Child” standard..
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SLEGISLATIVE CONSIDERATION

*Hoyse Concurrent Resglution 5 was introduced on, Februpry 7,
1983, ?:y Mr. Biaggi (for himself), Mr: Murphy, and co-sponsors. The
regolution was jointly referred to the Committee on Education and
-0 Labor and Judiciary. On March 9th, the Subeommittee on Select Edu-
: 1 e H Committee on Iedueation and Labor unanimously
passed the resolution by a voice vofe. On March 24, 1983, the Com-
mittee on Edueation and Labor ordered it reported unanimously, by

¥ o voice vote, - C

JUSTIFICATION FOR TIIE LEGISLATION

Forty-two States currently statntorily qut,hm‘izwe"gfg%}pnreﬁ?‘\s -
- grandparéntal visitation under certain’ circumstances. The %scope of
these statutes varies. Most refer specifically to grandparents and be-
come operative when the grandchild’s parents are separated or di-
voreed. A few apply only when a pavent is deceased. A few.gpecifically
include great-grandparents, while others apply to “any relative”; or
the broadest. langnage, “any person.” One State specifically authorizes
grandparental visitation with a child who has been placed in a foster -.
Liome. A small number of States now provide statutorily that step-
parent adoption does not automatically terminate grandparental
visitation rights. , : ’ T .
- These State statutes lack uniformity and thus do not grant ggual
; protection to all grandparents in similar cireumstances. State laws.ag
currently- written are deficient in three important respects, First, the -

! ciremmstances that trigger the right to petition a court for visitation =
pri s vary widely from State to State. Sécond; while forty-two
States use the “child’s best interest” standard in awarding visitation,

this standard is vague and too often fails to consider the vital relation-
ship between grandpavents and grandehildren: Third, the lack of a-
uniform approach among the States presents obstacles for interstate
enforecement, . LI
In conclusion, the Committee agrees that the development and adop-
tion of a “Uniform Grandparents Visitation Aet” must be based on
the presuinption of the “best interests of the child” thus, this presump- .
tion must continue to be paramounnt in making visitation determina-
tions. However, the resolution acknowledges that the child’s “best im-
terest” are often served by maintaining relations with grandparents.
Given the fact that forty-two states do have laws granting grand-
parents the right to petition, the adoption of a uniform approach.
could-only facilitate interstate recognition and promote the equal pro-

tection clause of the laws as envisioned in the Constitution. i - '
: . . _ OVERSKIGUT -

. S T L] o s I . I " L o
No findings or recommendations concerning oversight of the pro-  ~
visions of this resolution have been received by the Committee from’

L

the Commniittee on (Government Operations.

COST. ESTIMATE

In compliance with clause 2(1) (3) (C) of the Rules of the House of

Representatives, the estimate and.comparison prepared by the Direc-

“tor of the Congressional Budget Office pursuant to section 403 of the
& - :
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(aamnnl Budget. Act of 1974, as timely submittéd prior to the
Dt this, I\cpmt is set forth below, and the Conmmittee eeneurs in
5 U.8. Coxgress,
CoxgresstoNarn Buncer OFFICE,
Washington, 10.0C., April 11, 1983,

é

I7.8. [Imts’r i‘?f fu p; esentativ es, TVrm/unr,rfmz fs’ (L
ton 4(” of thv (Dllgl(‘éslﬂﬂ‘l]
i ined

Bud&t Act of 1974, the Cﬂii"’fi‘(‘." i
the federal cost mlprut of H. Con, R(‘% 4 a
the House Edueation and Labor Committee. 1
that uniform state laws be adopted to provide gr .uulpmvnts ‘l[](’(]lhlti} .
rights to visit their grandehildren following the (hs%nlutlun nt thE
marriage of the rrmntilnldwu s parents. Based on our 1
would'be no inerease in federal costs as o result of passa
The purpose of I1. Con. Res. 45 is to recomnend that a uniform =
act be adopted by all states. ']
specific nctions be taken by the states and this hus no di
st impact. If the states were to adopt such an act,
could be affécted when the ]nmnllnoa fm the interstate
visitation

he resohution does not. mandate tha
"vtdt&

loeal budgets
‘recognition and enforcement of state court order
]Cg(‘a for gr andparents ure impleme tod.
wuld the ( ‘amniittee so desirve, we wonld be pleaswd to provide
ther details on this estunate,

Sincerely, .

She
irt

fu

IXFLATHINARY 1AIPACT

1 . s not involve any additional costs, the
Committee concludes that it has no inflationary impaet. .

SECTION-BY-SECTION . ANALYSIS

The Hrst sect, . of the resolution vxpm%sos the sense of the Ho
of Representatives that (1) the National Coriference of Comny
sioners on Uniform State L should dev lop a Model State
which (a) grants grandparen juate rights to pctltmn state courts
for visitation privileges with their g ande ,ultllvn tollowing marringe
dissolution of such ifmmlxlnldwna parents (the memrfc encom- «
stepparent. rul{)ptmn) ; and (b) establishes p!gwdu ¢s for the
state recognition and enforeement of state court orders granting
such ‘nrﬁlﬁtmn privileges; and (2) states should adopt the model aut
which is so developed, In the second section, the Seeretary of Health
H(LI Huumn Servicees (IIII%) Hum rh the National Centor for € hild
sted to provide teehnieal « -
mntm"' guidelines which
st nf t]la child?” in each

Fmay bc
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- to visit such grandparents’ grandchildren: ilftEl the
. eause bf divoree, separation, or death) of the marriage of such grand-

children’s pare:

may be developed. Tn addition, H. Con. Res.-45 provi

. = - . B -

ADDi TIONAL VIEWS OF HON, TDHN N. ERLENBORN

would like ta mltmatc nnd ex psm(l upnn SOV l concerns régard-

ingNouse C rd ﬂ uring full
iMigtee a‘msldemtmn ;‘md mmL np of this measure

& Agdl.stated at that time, I can emnphasize with-loving grandparents

w]' 'mva iﬁzpmmn ced the pzun un(l lwm_tbl Eak Df bemif dumed an

ﬂ“‘B of 1(‘]\ i nd( hlldn;n 5. ]mmnts (hm
:lmth bmu]*u ] thL denml nf \,rv:—,lmtmn

dl%&ﬂ]lltlﬂn nf i nmnmﬂ'e, pmvnta mmauxv nnd :teppments ndnpt
grandchildren,

On the other lmml viewed on a case by mndoubt-
edly instances in wl ich the custodial pare its lm,va (nmpiﬂ ipz argu-
ments in support of their desive to ];mlt such fnmldparental visitation
rights.

flaarly, the rights of the children m\m]\fed must Le Mully pr OFECILd
and what is in their best mtue%tg should remain paramount."

The reservation wl regarding IHouse Concurrent R(‘snlu—
tion 45 1s this: T am drmp]v cnnm-rnea that there may be false expeeta-
tions raised as to the effect that Con sional approval of this
measure may have on the dilemma it seeks to address. Our constitu-
ents need to knowthat Congressional approval of House Resolution 45
will not gnarantee certain and immediate reliéf to rﬂundparcntfs who
vaaﬁz&n denied the visitation rights they seek.

H. Con. Res. 45 docs not t‘%mbhfa]x any Federal statutor y rights or

protections, If approved, House Concurrent Resolution 45 me lvly
presges the sense. or belief of a majority in this, (nng‘ﬁ‘%% that the Na-

ference of Commissioners on {Tniform State Laws shonld—
evelop a mmh] State act. Sueh a model State
=: (1) provide grand-

tional Cor
not “l]]—hllf should—«l
act, in turn, should add

-parents with- adequate lfr‘]lts t(‘) p(‘htmn State C()lll'f‘ﬁ for, ‘111(1 to be

fully heard in such courts with respect to the granting of. privileges
flaf{ﬂutmn (hc‘=

;. (2) ensure that such rights oxtend to eases in
whiech, after’anch dzssu]utlcm " such parents remarry and %teppnwni%-
adopt such grandechildren nnd (3) establish pm{‘mhn{:; for the inte
%tatc lecnffmtmn and enfmeemvnt of State court order eranting such

the C‘nngrefﬁ ﬂnlt: the States should mlnpt whatever
s that it is the

retary of Health agd Hunmn Serv-
tance to the States in developimg
: ich may be used in d«?tmmmmw the
‘F\f:ases in which thc ar nndpfu ents of such

(5)

sengp nf tha Cﬂﬁff'ﬁ‘:‘s‘% t]mt-t]u' Se

;f

solution- goos on te cxpress the sense of ./
1gdel State act _ -
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child seck pr xvx]ngos to visit the child after
.dren’s mar ringe under certain c‘nmhhrms
ate or i'&qune ﬂnt ﬂnz 2 1tmnal Cc‘mé

1c (disso lutmn nf their chil-

This resolution does m}t mand
ference of Commi
velopmentfof such o mndv] ‘%tatv aet. thu]d the nf
swt we do not know when a nmﬂe‘] State act may he mguly fo
ration: by the States. £
‘;\tfnn there i# no assurince. that the respective States will, in fact,
. consider or cnact any model State act which may be developed and
presented for their corigideration, Nor do we have any reasonable basis
- for predicting the outcome or timetable for such State deliberations.
Similarly, whethier or not tle S .rc‘tfn v-of Hwﬂth and ITumdn Serv-
“ies dnvs provide technical nssi ¢ tes in developing and
1itng “best 1ntvnit nf t]w rlu]d” :ruulv]mvs is ]rxft to his or
her (ll%ultmn .
Surely the problems \\'h,gh 1
tempts to ‘address are rehPones. Bot w 3 g
tlmt Jpositive am(] t;m;;b]v v-;u]ts may Lw a h:mcr tmw in fmthu‘)mm

: * Jonx N. Ert
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