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MAY 5 1998MEMO 
To: . . Erskine Bowles. Bruce Reed 
From: I Lauren Choi. Counsel on Iudiciary Co 'ttee 
Subject: !Los Angeles County· Child SupportJ1:!"fiorcement System 

I Requirement 

Date: IMay 4.1998 


Senator Feinstein would like to arrange a one appointment with you this week to 
discuss the issues outline in the attached letter. 
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WAS'iINGTON, DC 20510·050. 

(202) 224·3641 

April S, 1998 

The Honorable William Jefferson Clinton 
The White HoQs. 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N,W. 
Washington, D,C.., 20500 

Dear Mr. President:, , 
I am writing to urge the Administration to support an exemption for Los Angeles 

County from the penalties imposed on states for not having a certitied child support 
enforcement sy~em as required under the 1988 Family Support Act and the 1996 Welfare 
Refonn, 

As you may know, both the House and the Senate halle recently passed different 
versions of the Child Support Perfonnance and Incentive Act, HR 3130, wbich lowers the 
Penalties imDa,cd on Slates who missed the October I, ]997 deadline. . I . 

Neither bill provides exemptions for Los Angeles County despite the fact that L.A. 
County has successfully completed its system by the October 1991 deadline, In 1989, Health 
and Human Services provided separate funding for L.A. County and urged LA County to 
create its own sYstem separate from the rest of California because of its large easelo.d, which 
is larger than 42 other states, Health and Human Services has also recently recognized that 
L.A, County's system could be certified separately in its March 2, 1998 proposed rules (42 
CFR Part 301). 

Both Representative Shaw and Senator ROlh's staff have indicated that their members 
will support a penalty exemption for LA County if the Administration demonstrates its 
support. Your actjon now.is key to continuing the LA County federal success model. 

I 

For Cali(ornla, 25 percent of the penalty will be borne by LA CouOly, the largest 
county in the n~rion serving SSO,OOO families. 
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Mr. President. this is an urgent and time sensitive matter since the Conferees will meet 
soon to detennine whether L.A. County will be exempted from the penalties in the final bill. 
I urge you to s~pport this provision in conference and [ would appreciate your timely 
response. Please let me know as soon as possible.

I 

With wa!mest personal regards. 
I 

Sincerely yours. 

Dianne Feinstein 
J"~ni'ted States~. .- •DF:jd 

cc: Mayor Richard Riordan 	 ~...,...~. . ." 1M~.- __ 
Gil Garcetti. Los Angeles Co ty District Attorney 
Members of the Los Ange County Board of Supervisors 
Members of the Los A eles City Council 

I 



DEPARTMENT Of HEALTH Ill. HUMAN SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 
OffIce of the AssIstant Secretary, Suite 600 

May 18, 1998 	 370 l'Enfant Promenade, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20447 

MEMORANDUM TO BRUCE REED 

I , 
Los Angeles·County is seeking to reduce the penalty that would be 
imposed on the State of California for failing to meet the 
October 1, 1998 date by which the State was to have in place a 
statewide:. automated child support enforcement system. The 
County's basic argument is that it has in place an automated 
system that "meets Fe;deral certification requirements!! and should 
therefore not be penalized for the State's failure to put in 
place a statewide-automated system, The County's system was . 
developedlunder waiVers granted to the State.of California, which 
permitted'the State·to_cYaim 90% Federal reimbursement for the 
costs of the County's sy~tero and to operate the system separa~ely 
as part of the State's statewide syst.em. Both waivers have 
expired. ; 

I 	 " 
There are strong reasons against incorporat'ing LA'S proposal into 
H.R. 3130, 

Q 	 Equity. It would be unfair to.treat California differently 
than other States ,." The, statutory ~equirement is for a State 
to have a statewide automated child support system. 
California did not meet that statutory requirement. Th.~ 
fact j that Los Angeles has a 'functioning (but !1Q.t. a 
certified) system does not support a reduction in the 
penalty levied against California for the StatelB having 
failed to meet the statewide system requirement . 

•o 	 Interstate and intercounty concerns. The fact that Los 
Angeles has a functional child support syste~ produces 
relatively little benefit to California and the national 
child support enforcement program. We estimate that 
something like 30% af the national child support enforcement 
caseload involves parents who live in different statesi the 
percentage who live in different counties, especially in a 
state like California, no doubt is even higher. Without 
statewide systems. it is impossible to have an efficient and 
effective State child B~pport program; witho~t a State-level 
system, it is very difficult to deal with interstate cases. 
The focus of the systems requirement is on statewide 
systems. 

o 	 LA County is not unique. Several other States (e.g., 
Michigan, Indiana, Pennsylvania, and Ohio) have implemented 
functional child support systems in at least some of their 
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counties; but, because they have not implemented such 
systems statewide, as required by law, they are, like 
California. subject to a penalty. California's receipt of a 
waiver and enhanced funding to build a system in Los Angeles 
is insufficient reascn to treat California more favorably 
that lother States. We are concerned that opening this issue 
up will encourage other States to seek partial exemptions 
from 'penalties. 

o 	 Penalty is an internal California issue. The decision of 
whether and how to pass along to counties any penalty levied 
against a State is an internal State decision. Congress 
should not interpose itself between Los Angeles County and 
the California legislature.

I 

We h~ve no indication at this point that CA intends to pass 
the penalty along to any counties, including LA. We 
understand that there is some sentiment in the California 
legislature to absorb the penalty at the State level, at 
least initially, in order to maintain some control and 
leverage over county participation in the California child 
support system. 

o 	LA cdunty bas no special statue. Despite its assertions of 
speci!al status, Los Angeles has no separate status in terms 
of its child support automated system. Los Angeles' system 
has ~ot been, and could not bel certified as meeting Family 
Support Act requirements. (The recent legislation allowing 
Los ~~geles County to receive enhanced systems funding 
specifically does llQt treat the County as a State, and thus 
is no= a precedent relevant to the systems penalty. The 
majority of funding comes from the State.) California 
curre~tly has no waiver or any other Federal approval to 
permilt the continued operation of the Los Angeles child 
support system as a separate system. {California is likely 
to re:quest: such a waiver as part of its efforts to implement 
a chi!ld support system, but has not yet done so.) There is 
no cO,mpelling argument that distinguishes california from 
the other States that are subject to a penalty. 

o 	The fact LA received a waiver to develop a systeID and did 
so is not relevant. LA's functioning computer system does 
not mitigate the fact that CA does not have a system to 
prope~ly handle all of its cases., 

o 	 Impac1t on pending child support legislation. Depending on 
how l'anguage is drafted, this proposal could have financial 
reper'cussions for H.R. 3130. It is not clear whether this,
propo,sal seeks to reduce the State's overall penalty or 
whether it would forbid the penalty to be passed on to LA 
County. If the penalty relief is structured in a way that 
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reduces the entire CA penalty, this would incur costs to the 
legislation. Alternatively, if the penalty relief is 
structured only to assist LA County, we may risk undermining 
our relationship with the State. 

o 	Timing. H.R.3130 is still in the process of negotiations, 
and opening up the legislation for special exemptions may 
adversely impact the final negotiations for this 
legislation. 

~~ 

ohn Monahan 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Children and Families 
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'~gst want~d'.··cposters ..··prodl.lce. 

solid.:leadsdndeadbeat P£lt¢~~~ 

. . ,; . -:. ./.. , .".~' 

Hottine gets more than- .,_. In'- addition, th,C burc.au._ 
. ,'100 caUs aboU1 people which m;m.ages the state's chil,d 

owing hitd support supp0:t enfOT.cem,ent effur:ts, 15 
_ - C , _ . .' prepanng to put a longer list of 

- .".' ..,. .. " l"J S2J . names of deadbeat parents on 
y' 

B't AMy RiNAIltl' .:. 
of t;M,"lOUfn.,1Ii Sllnh_htaff" 

. 
Motduwfl. - In ilor; _first w-eek. 

the Uate's'·ne-w ~mo5t wanted"" 
poster ampaign targeting peo~ 

. pIe who owe:dlild :support nas 
II' 	 produced morc than l00-cal1, fo 

a-hot line ';md at least four solid 
leads that ro~ld ,help track. 
down deadbeat ,parents, a state 
official,says:.. . ' . 

"The 'most wanted' poster. 
c..mpaign is produemg the kind 
o( information and leads we 

the Internet via .. child support 
henne page ,now .~eing devel.~ 
oped. '.' . _ -'. 

"Our· long-range '8<H11 is. -tu 
. publish a tist of names on'our 
internet home _page 'so peopl€ 
su:rfmg the Net will ha,!c a<;Cess 

. to ito-" Southwick said. 
-In the"meantime. the Ust.of 

about ~ 'n,ames.-of"people :w~o 
owe child support tn Wisronsm 
will ~ rf'leasea to ~pers 
and other. nPWS media~ she said. 

The list is the second phase 
of the "most wanted'. campaign 
that began 'May., 21)"witl'f tl't1i1. 

want,. .. said Mary Southwick. di· . printing of -2.000 posters featur
- ---I-rector o! th~ bureau of cmld- . il).g the pktu:es of_eIght .men 

support 11\ the state Oepartment_ 'who :owc chlJd,support pay-
of Health atld 500,..1 Seryices. me-nbi: ranging from' _$6..230 ,to . ' 	.. .. . ' 

$68,900'-, 
',-Together. the >men~ fn)m 

_c;igh,t different'. (ounties,. owe 
5242.061 in back chUd StlpporL 

'·The posten;. Wfft!- distributed 
around the. state and put up in 
public buildings' such,a... libra1"~ 
ies and courthouses. ,..' 

5o\lthwicksaid the posters -, 
as well 'oIl5 newspaper, IV and 
radio news (OVerage of the PO$t~ 
e:r c:am'ra:ign -:- resulted in :"'100. 
plus~ phone calls tt) the hot line 
lis~ on the,pMt<'rs.:' 

Manyp~opfehave_calledto 
get informOithm ..bout how to' 

, ge1 someone on ·the."mm.1. want-

to the, state for. possible indY
sion on the ~mos:~ wanted'" post· 
ets or lists.','·., ' 
'. Other calls to'the -hot 'line 
nave prcduceo leads' on, the 
pos.~lble whereabouts .nf sevt>ral 
of the men featured on tlw first 
poster. South\!'lic:k said. ~, . 

Those leads art' _being pUl
sued by investigators, s.he said. 

"You don'l knQW"wh",ther 
they Will result in finding SOn'U!w 

.ont;'but it's a 'start.",,,,tH~.S.lid, . 

."'We're' get!lng :vaiuab.le· infal"'" 
.. mation."':.,: .. ' :.:.- ...... .

State officials are working to 
'verify information'about dead

ed~ posters, she.s.aid. ,;" 'beat p.irents. who may be in· 
. ,

!hose, call~t5 . .a~ referred to 
Jocal <nunty,chIld support en w 

forcement officioUs whn nave the 
,primary responsibility .'for en: 
iot(ement efforts. Those officials 
refer nam~s of deadbeat paTll!nb 

. duded on future lists artd-post· 
ers. Southwick said. - 

'., , 

There IS nn shortage of candi~ 
.da.te~ ,In ~~oon~, mo~ lh~f\ 

S1.billion 1S owed In hack. child -----. 

support payments'. 
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Facts About Child Support Enfon:enlent~ 

K~s n<:r
~-\- -\"II s ..... tt... 

11.<4..... "':\'~J:,oJA h .I-i"". 
to ......h. 	 () 

CSIO pl.\-.(:.,.... 
0<'",1'£ _ .~v.h. ;..,..~ Cop 

Tld.l!O<iatioo r..!liiIdmIfer Eufommmt of~In~ M..tW...hl L;,h 
The Cum;nt System Is NOI Working. 

• 	 Only lB.2% of cases r<:IIll!t in conections, CM:Il though taxpayers spend $2.24 billion per year on poblic 
child support eufonoement. 

• 	 1.6 million childmJ. on AFDC la<:k CM:Il a basic child support order. 

• 	 Chi1dn:n are owed mom !han 35 billion in unpaid ""PJlO'I

• 	 36% of cbild support cases arc _Ie cases. Non-custodial parents who OWe child Bupport can avoid 
paying by moving to another stile, becauIle states usuaIIy can~ collect acro .. slate linos. 

• 	 Taxpayen; have invested over S2 bi1lion in state based chi1d support computer sysJemS, but these sysIemS 
are inooutparable and plagued with problems. The dcadlim: for completing these sysIemS was 
October, but only Montana had • certified ayslem by the deadline. 

• 	 The average number ofchi1d support cas.. per state child support _or is 1,000. That means Ihat if 
child support workers used their time exclusiwly for c_or!<, they wmdd average 10 minutes per 
month per case. 

Effective Child Support Enforcement Reduces W.lf• ..., Dependency: 

• 	 Eight out of ten cbildn:n relying on weIfiJrc are cntilled to some form of child support. 

• 	 Foll child support conection could r<:IIll!l in a $4.7 billion d=as. in AFDC, food stamps, and Medicaid 

""""'. 
• 	 Welfare """,loads would be reduced by one-third iffiunili .. could rely on $3,000 per year in child 

support. 

• 	 SI in potential welfare costs is avoided for every $5 in child support collec1<:d for fiunilics trying to stay off 
welfare - a savings ofSl.3 billion. 

• 	 Conecling S60 in support every week is enough to encourage a family to choose work over welfare. 

ACES 

The Asoodation for Chi1dren for Enfotiernenl ofSupport 


2260 Upton Avonue 

Toledo, OB 43606 


1-800-537-7072 
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Child Support Collections Have Increased 

Under the Clinton Administration 
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Paternity Establishments Have Increased 

Under the Clinton Administration 
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Child Support Collections Have Increased 

Under the Clinton Administration 
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Paternity Establishments Have Increased 

Under the Clinton Administration 
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1'hI Association for Children for Enforcement of Support, Inc. 

February 21, t997 

Bruce Reed I 
Chief of Domestic Policy 

Old Executive Office 

Washinglon l DC,20500 

I 
Dear Bruce,' 

Thank you for your assistance in including the need for making it a felony to fail to pay 
• 	 " support in some:iriterstate cases. We appreciate all of your efforts for children entitled to 

child support. 

Sincerely, I 

~I
I 

Gerri Jensen, President 

Michelle Hanneman, Assistant Director 

Lynda Benson, Board President 


ACES NATIONAL HEADOUARTERS. 2260 UPTON AVE .• TOLEDO. OH 43606 
I 800·537·7072 419·472·6609 
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I. Introduction lind Overview 

INTRODUCTION TO THE C1DLD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM, 
I 

The Child SupJort Enforcement prograUll>egwl in 1975 when Congress enacted title IV-D Of the 
Social Security Act fur)he purpose ofostablishing and enforcing the support obligations owed by 
noncuJ<todial parents to' their children. The Child Support: Enforcement progrnm is ft joint undertaking 
involving Federal Sta.te, and lOC'JOt cooperative efibns,, 

,, . 
The Office ofCbild Support Enforcement (OCSE) within the Administration for Chilciro" and 

Families ofthe Department ofHealth and Human Services is the Federal.gency that oversees 
administration of the proliram. The Federal government .et$ program standard. and policy, evaluates 
States' perfonnance in conducting their programs and offers technical assistanoe and trairung to States, It 
also conducts audits of'Swe program activities, and operates the Parent Locator Service. National 
Tr",ining Center and Nath.mal Reference Center. The Federal government pays the major share of the 
cost of funding the program. OCSE acts as the agent oft11e Internal Revenue Service in facilitating 
collection of overdue support from F¢dernl income tM refunds. OCSl! j)lcpares this annual report to 
Congress hased on StR~1 reports of their activities. 

State governments work directly with families thmllgh State. Child t:;upport Enforcement (CSB) 
agencies and/or the.ir local counterparts, These agencies work closely with officials offamiIy Or domestic 
relations courts or use adl1lini$lrative process.s in order to establish paternity, establish support orders, 
collect child support and di$tribute amounts coHected. They also work with prosecuting attorney' and 
olller law enforcement agencies to establish and enforce support orders. Each Stale CSE agency operates 
under. 5."", plan approved by OCSE. State governments and, in some States, city, oounty, andlor local 
govenunentli paIticipate in funding the program, 

'Ih~ Child Suppon Enforcement prognun directly serves It variety of families. It SelVes families 
rer..eiving: assistance under the: title IV-A Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AIDe) program.. 
tamilieg receiving 8s.si!;tRnce under the title fV*E Foster Care program, families rocciving ruJsiatc.nce urtdtor 
the title XIX Medicaid program. tamilies,who formerly received As~j~ance under' the above programs, 
and all other families who apply for services. . 

Much oftbc child support collected fur families in tlte AFDC program is wcd to repay assistance 
that they rece1¥e under those programs, Federa1law requires. applicants for and recipients of title IV..A 
Arne, and Medicald to I'Ulsign their support rights to the State in Qrder to reeeive assistance. The 
AFDC fiunilies receive up to the first $50 of any current child support collected each month, as well as 
any current support coll<:;et<:d that is ahovc the amount ofusistatlce received. 

I 
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For some families, the child support,collection is enough to enable them to ~eave the MDe fOtiS. 

Child support !;olleGted for families who all; nut rel;eiving guvertlluenl a!l~iSlance goes directly to those 
fa~lics,to help them remain self-sufficient. 

The Magultude of the Nonsupport Prohlem 

The latest available information confinns ~h3t child support is: critical to the lives ofAmer1<::tl's 
children and families, The report, Child Support for Cust9di,,1 Mothers anri F~then;' 1992., revr:als that 
millions of mothers and fathers are rearing children without the financial support of the other parent. 
This report is: based on a survey that is cosponsored by the Census Bureau and the Office of Child 
Support Enforcement. 

, 

According to ,the report, only half of all families with one cu'todial parent and with. child 
support award received the full amount of child support due to them. "Gan we say we are doing enough 
for children, when millions Of parents don't know ifthey can put food on their child's table while absent 
parents evadt:: their H:sporusibililY?" said Secu:uuy ShalaJa, "Today's It:'pVU clearly dcmonsl1ates that we 
ne:ed tough child suppon enfoCGCmcnt to in3Ure children get the help they dC;:;1;lVC. The Clinton 
Administration has 11 pilln that would increase child support coUections by $24 billion over 10 years 
resulting in $4.1 billion , in welCarte savings," added Secr<1\tsry Shalalfl, 

I 
The Census Bur.au reports that I L5 million famifies are potentiaUy eligible for child support 

because one parent lives elsewhere, Slightly more than hatf, 54% or 6,2 million families, had a child 
support order in place, Ofthose with orders," 5.3 rrtillion were due payment and 4 million received an or 
some payment. The iotal amount families received was $11.9 billion in child support leaving $5,8 billion 
uncoUected ofthe·Sl?:1 billion due in 199L These mlmbers reflect only the amount ofchild suppon: 
owed for custodIal parents who had child suppa" orders, 

i 
This is the fir~ Censutl Tepal1 on child support to present information on the growing number of 

custodial fathers.. In 199 t, 14 percent, or 1.6 million one custodial parent families, were heu.dcd by 
fathe'!"!>. More th:m h~tfofcustodial fathers had no chi1d support awards.. Of those with awards Rnd 
payment due. about two..thirdli received HOme payment. More titan half ofcustodial mothers have child 
support awards and al>out three~fQurths receiv~ some payment 

2 
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Social Indicators Chart Future Challenges 

The child suppon program can be viewed in the context ofgeneral social indictors, There are 
indicatofslhat can be )used both to chart changes across tile nation and to monilOI overall prOgICSS. 

While the child support enforcement program can affect these indicators, many other cxtemru factors also 
inlluence. them $ignificandy. Nevertheless, only when these factors begin to show improvement can 
Federal. State and locaJ governments truly claim succes!f 

I , 

~rt:ent of Children 10 Poverty. 1970..1993 
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Today, the needs ofchildren and fumilies 8.fe more complex and urgeni than ever before. Too 
many children live in 'poverty, Too mnny children are not supported, emotionally or financiaUy. by both 
their parents" The challenges are great. but the risks afnot achieving our goals are even greater. Strong, 
and healthy children ~nd famili~ impmve the quality ofUte for tIC. all. 

The American family has undergone dramatic structu(al change in the last two decades. A steady 
incre.", in tbe incidence ofout-of-wedlock births and high rates ofdivorce are denying children the 
traditional support ofa two-parent family. 

3 
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The nUIIlbeTs s~ow that nearly one of every four children. now liveR in a Ringle-parent home and, 
over time. about half of all children are likely to spend some time in a single-parent home. Child support 
is a critical component for ensuring economic stability for millions of single-parent families. While many 
single parents can and do raise their children well on their own, the financial burden of serving as the 
family's sale provider too often puts the children at risk of living in poverty. A better job of assuring that 
all children receive support from both oftheir parents can be done. 

, , 

Children Living in Single-Parent
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OVERVIEW OF FY 1995 ACmEVEMENTS 

, 
During fiscal year 1995, State CSE agencies were abl. to: 

• E.:Itabli:;h patemi(y for 903,000 children, an increase of17 percent since fiscal year 1992;· 

I• Establish 1,051,336 support orders; 
I 

• Locate 4,950,112 parents, their employers, income' or assets; and 
,

• 	 Collect a record $10,8 billion on behalf of children, a 36 percent increase from fiscal year 
1992 child support collections, 

This report is organized to focus on the constructive steps taken in Fy'1995 to serve children 
better. The CSE program concentrated major efforts in FY 1995 on consultlilg with State and regional 
staff in developing Ii national strategic plan, on reaffirming the government's role as a model employer 
and on building renewed and improved partnerships with other stakehoiders in the child suppon system. 
The essence of our partnerships win be :1 shAred strategic vision, joint planning to adueve lhat vision. and 
collective devclopm'ent ofperfortnanee measure& fQcused on outcomos that teat our progress, In 
addition, FY '995 wall a banner year for State adoption and implementation ofnew hire reporting, 
license suspension. and interstate legislation. as well as the nr.t meaningful reponing on the progress, that 
State. are making in estabUshing paternities tbrough in.ho,pital voluntary acknowledgement program •. 

I, 	 " 

NATIONAL STRATEGIC PLAN ADOPI'ED 

Tn FY 1995, after a year ofintensive wnrk and negotiations. Federal and State child mpport 
enforcement authorities reached consensus on a national fttrategic plan as a pilot under the C10vernment 
Perfurmance and Results Act, 

Signed into law by President Clinton in August, 1993, th. Government Perful1lUlllee and Results 
Act (GPRA) reforms the way Federal agencies perfurm, The law requires programs to decide what they 
want to achieve and repOrt on their performance. When implemented, GPRA will: 

• OCSE estimates that.lnationaUy, 903,000 pa.tem.ities were 5abUshed by child support enfotcement agencies during the 
1995 fiscal year, This takes acc;mmt ofbOlh the 659,373 paternities reported to OCSE by State child suppon a&enciC.1. as 
wcU AS in.hru!pitru u~cdgcmcnts (tot'" States who voluntarily fttrnlshed &m.il ~",,), In·bg~ltaJ nWllbcl1i include 1m 

uttknowrt number ofBCknowiedgemenlS for children in the IV-D cn~tMd. 
5 
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.. improve the effectiveness ofFederat programs by promoting a new focus on [esutts, service 

Quality, and pubfic .atisfaction; 


.. systematically repon on progress in achieving program objectives as stated in agency strategic 
plans and annual performance plans; and 

.- iniliatc It:fonn with a series ofpilot projects tlllicllmg pruguun gon!s, measuring progrlU1\ 

performance agairust the3C goals, tu\d repotting publicly on their progress. 


By September, )997, all Federal ~8et'lcie;:: wHl develop comprehensive five·y('.ar strategic plan5 
that indude mission statements and long range goals and objectives the agency expects to achieve. As a 
1I1iving" document. subject to periodic revision. the strategic plan must be flexible enough 10 

, accommodate new legislative mandates and other programmatic changes. At each stage of the 
document'. development and throughout the life of the program, Federal agencies must seek input from 
the people they serve; from state partners, and from other. directly concerned with the program. 
Agencies' annual perfbnnance plans will describe: the results they eJCpect to achieve in the corning fiscal 
year, along with the performance indicators they wiD use to measure results. Six months after the end of 
the fiscal year} agencies WilllepOll to ule public, the President, and C()Ugl~$ Ofi how well they did" 
Program results n.t the national level \Yilt be tied to budgeting. 

Before implementing GPRA in an Perleral progrnms, the Oflk.e ofManagement and Budget 
(OMB) is pilot te,ting GPRA's concepts in over 70 selected Federal agencies during fiscal years 1994
1996. All of the pilot programs are developing five-year strategic plans and annual perfonnance plans by 
which they will be measured at the end of the pilot period. The Child Support Enforcement Program is 
one of only four in the Department ofHealth and Human Services designated by OMB to be a GPRA 
pilot. 

Under the GPRA pilot project, Federal, State, and local child support or IV-D functio"" remain 
the same, hut OPRA icfocu.ses and restructures their work towaid a~hievi..u.s specific and measu(cbl~ 
ptogram results, OPItA at.tiviti~. conducted by Administrati<m for Children and Fnmilics region,,' 
offioos, and in State and local rv-D ¢£6.(;e~ jnclude strategic planning, perfonnance planning, and special 
demonstrations, AU GPRA activities are £',('Iorrlinaterl, inh~grated, and mutuaUy supportive, 

I 

The national strategic plan for the CSE Program underwent several revisions with widespread, 
thoughtful input from IV-D ageney officials, advocaoy organizations, custodial and noncustodial parents, 
vendors to the child support community, and State and local support enforcement workers. Closure on 
the plan occurred February 28, 1995, during. fAcilitated natiooal vidcoconference ofIV·D directors and 
Federal CSE stall: At the final talks, 23 State CSE programs were represented, as nearly 100 Federal, 
State, and local staffiook part in a telephone and videoconterence. 

http:five�y('.ar
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The accomplishment ofeOnEen$U~ on the five-year national st:ratl;lgie £'1111:1'1 drew lIpcntsneotls 
apptaw;,e from the group o{25 meeting in Washington. DC. Cecelia Burke,. then President of the 
National Council of State Child SuPPOrt Enforcement Administrators and Director of the IV-D program 
in Texas, acknowledged the event as a milestone in Federal and State relations. WFot the first tiltie ever," 
she said, "we have a strategic plan for the whole progtam_ I feel we are moving into a new realm with 
OCSE, when you cons~dcr the magnitude ofwhat we have just accomplished here. H 

In accepting the national strategic plan as a working b)ueprint for the CSE program over the next 
five years, all IVRD partners~~Federal, State, and local-signaled their 1\greement on the goals: and 
objectives for the program that focused ,?n -chUdn::;.n having parentage esttLblished and financinl and 
modicnl support from both parents. Leaders: noted, however, that current legislative activity may bring 
substaot1al change to the prqgram.. therefore) the strategic plan is: seen ali 111 i'living rlocumenf,~ flexihle 
with regard to local issues, thOll,gh still national in scope and open to revision as required by events.. , 

For FY 1995, OCSE'$ two measures "f,ucee,sful program results, nationwide, are the total 
number of paternities estllblished and total child support dollars w!leeted. 

MODEL EMPLOYER EXECUTIVE ORDER ISSUED 

Executive Order 12953 ~igned by Pre~ident Clinton on Febm~ry 27, 1995, established. the" 
executive branch of the Federal government, through its civilian employees and uniformed services. as: a 
llmodei employerU in promoting and facilitating the establishment and enforcement of child support. At 
the signing" President Clinton described the ex;~utive order as "another major step in our efforts to bring 
the Federal government in line with the basic volues of ordinary Americans." 

• 
The e)(ecutive order requires all federal agencies and unifonned services to cooperate fully in 

effOrtS '0 establiab paternity and child support orders and to enforce the collection of child and medical 
support in aU s:ituation~ where such actions may be required. '!be order also requires agencies to provide 
ir\fonnatio1"l to their pcrsormcl concemtng th¢ $¢Niccs thAt Are Available to them and to ensure that their 
children are provided th $UPp¢rt to wbtch they are (egany entitled. 

Tn implement this order, 

, 
Every Federal agency must review its procedures for wage withholding., and Implementing 
regulatipns, to ensure that it is in full compliance with the requirements of42 U.S.c. 659, 
Every agency shall-endeavor, to the extent feasible, to process wage withholding actions 
consistent with the requirements of 42 U.s.c. 666(bJ. 

7 
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, Beginning no later than July lj 199$, the Director Qfthe Offiee. OfPC:f$Onnel Munasement 
shaH publi$h Ilnnually m,tl\Q Federal Register the list ofagents (and their addresses) 
designated to roeltlvo service ofwithholdins notiees: 'for Federnl employees, 

• 	 Every Federal agency shall assist in the service: oflega! process in civil actions pursuant to 
orders ofState courts to establish paternitY and establish or enforce a support obligation 
by making Federal employ ••, and members of the uniformed services stationed outside 
the United States .vail.ble for the service of process, ' 

, Every Federal agency shall coopera,. with the Federal Parent Locator Service by 
providing complete, timely. and accurate information to assist in locating lIoncu~todial 
parents and their employers, 

• 	 The master' file of delinquent obligors tha.t each State child support ~nforoement (CSE) 
agoncy submits to the Internal Revenue Servir..e for the purpose of FAderi'd income tax 
I'enlnd offSet shall be matched at lea.r;t annually with the payron or persotUlel files of 
Federal' agencies to determine if there are any Federw employees with child support 
delinquencies, The list matches shall be forwarded to the appropriate Slate CSE agency 
to deteimine. in each instance. whether wage withholding or other enfofCeqtent action is 
appropnnte., 

I
• 	 AU Federal agencies shall advise currem and prospective employ~ of services aulhutized 

under title IV-D of the Social Security Act that are available through the Stat¢$, 

I 
The Office ofCb.ild Support Enforcement has worked to promote implementation of the order, 

In Aprill!)9S, OCSE and the Office ofPersonnel Management (OPM) jointly hotterl a oonference 
attended by over 100 Federal agencies to facilitate implementation ofthe EO. Bruce Reed. the Deputy 
Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy. provided the keynote .peech. "Leading by Example: The 
Federal Government'. Commitment to Improving Child Support Enforcement in the Federal 
Workforce," OeSE eonducted a training workshop for Federal, Stat¢, and localst.ifon the EO .. the 
51h Annual Training Confutence and at the National Child Support Establishment Association (NCSEA) 
conference and deve1dped an informatjonaJ video and flyer, "Child Support lnfonnation for Federal 
Employees." In addition, OCSE assigned a staff person to serve as coordinator for the EO and on lhl cc 
occasions OCSE developed messages infollning all HHS employees ofthcir- obli!J;i!liot1s under the EO, 

I 


I 


TWENTIETH ANNIVERSARY OBSERVED 

I ' 
OVCf'the: past twenty yenrs, the ChiJd Suppon E.nforcement Pr-ogr-um has matured into a public 

sCl'Vico that puts childi-tm first. The record shows continuing program improvements that havp. p.amed the. 
I 

8 
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program bipartisan support and produced high expectation, for the future. In 1995. thc Child Support 
Enforcement Prog"!,,, celebrated 20 years of existence. 10 proclaiming AugUSt National Child 
Support Awareness Month, President Clinton stated, ""11l.is program has been Ul.su'UmenraJ in giving 
hope and suppon to American"s children while fostering strong families alld'responsiblc paronting .... 
(See.1 Pr()CwflUJIion in the preface.) 

I 

I~ry Shalalll Salutes Child Support Workl\!'l< 

I 
Sp~ng on July 12th to nearly 500 child support professionals from across: the country at a 

luncheon celebrating the Child Support Enforcement Pr'ngt1\""~ 20th I\nnive~:ny, HHS Secretary Donna 
ShaInla paid tribute to OCSE1s: State and local partners. "You know child suPPOrt in America," she silid 
to tbo~e she called lithe real frontline troops. U • 

"You know Ihe need. ofour children. Every day you live and breathe 'he need. offllmities for 
whom the prompt and full payment ofchild suppon becomes an issue of survival. You see the anguished 
faces ofparents fighting to go it alone to stay just above the poverty line. You see the confusion, the 
bewildemtent of young children caught in emotional and financial squeeze plays. You know firsthand 
that child suppOrt is about muney-for c!otlUna.. food, utility bills. da), care, school field trip" But you 
also know that chih! support'5 about much more than money,. Ills about enpgement nnd involvement in 
a child1s life. emotionnl support, love, and understanding. It's about both parents being It part of'9 child!s 
life, " 

The Honorable Russell B. Lons. fonner Louisiana Senator and the legislative force behind the 
pivotal 1975 child support enforcement law, also addressed the gathering. Senator Long. warmly 
received by an audience that included many with keen memories of his contributions, recalled some of the 
legislative debate that resulted in the new law and a national Child Support Enforcement Program. "1 
never dreamed,« he said, lIour efforts would bear flul1 of the magnitude I see today," 

OCSE Deputy Dlrector David Gray Ross acknowledged the achit.'lvemC"llts ofhl$ pH'::deccsso[s. 
many ufwhotH were in the audience, and thanked.\\11 Qfthe pArticipants for pwviding hope and support 
to Amcrical.~ children since 1975. In a.ddition to the remark(O (}fS~<:retary Shalula, Senator Long, and 
Deputy Director Ross. congratulatoty mes:cages from President Clintt:'ln (<ee letter on the following page) 
and former President Ct'et'l!1d Ford were ".ad to the assembled guests. Former President Ford wrote. 
.....[Tbe Child Support Enforcement Program] is more than the mere sa'Vings of welfare dollars There 
are now untold numbers of children who have the emotional, as well as financial, support ofboth parents 
because ... of your efforts and the efforts of those who preceded you.''> 

9 



June 20, 1996, 

NOTE TO RAJLVI AND BRUCE: 

Henry Hyde and ACES', Jerri Jensen's child support group, held a press conference today on 
state child support computer systems. Hyde has asked GAO to do another audit of the computer 
systems -- while most states have systems in place, only six have been certified. Hyde is using 
this to challenge the executive action ~- our response, of course, is that states can do this with 
their current resources (most of the new hire work is done through the state empioyment security 
agencies, anyway). Attached is some material from [he press conference, and talking 
points!qllesrio~ and answers that we put together" 

! 
You should also know that Dorian Friedman of USN&WR is working on a piece tracking the 
Clinton/GOP record on family friendly policies: Family and Medical Leave Act, ElTC, child 
tax credit, Ctc.' Bruce, you may get a cali from her today. 

Thanks. 

Melissa 
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(202) 225-4561 

Qi:ongrell'S of tlJe Wnitcb j)tiltcs 
JUDICIARY 

~OU!lC of i':'cprescntatibcs 
INTERNA nONAl RELA nCNS 

WtlstJ(ugton, D( 205l5-130G 

June 20, 1996 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 

Comptroller Ge~eral of the U~ited States 

U.S. Ger.eral Ac=ounting Office 

441 G St., N.W. ' 

Washington, D.C, 20548 


Dear Mr. Bowsher~ 

The General Accounting Office prepared the report Ch;~Q 
Support Enforcement: Timely Action Needed to Correct System 
C~v~lQpment Problems (GAO!IMTEC-92-46, Aug. 13, 1992) in response 
to a congressional request to review the effectiveness of 
Oepartmen~ of Health a~d HUman Services oversight of state 
efforts to develop automated systems for child support 
enforcement. Federal law requires that states develop these 
systems which are to be used in making child support case 
management and the collection of and distribution of funds to 
custodial parencs more effective and efficient, The federal 
governmen~ has a large stake in the success of these efforts 
because ~t funds 90\ of state develop~ent and installa~ion costs 
-- apparently expending well over one billion dollars to date ~
and because~custodial parents often must resort to the AFDe 
program when their child support payments do not arrive. Thus, 
HHS's Office of Child Support Enforcement is charged with 
oversight over state efforts. 

I 

What have American taxpayers and the millions of children 
dependent on child support gotten for their money? How effective 
has been HHS's oversight? In its 1992 report, GAO found that: 

[HHS' s ~Office of Child Support En:orcement} has not 
requir~d needed changes on some states! seriously 
flawed systems. As a result. development of three 
severely flawed systems continued for a period ranging 
from 3;to 8 years, at a total cost of over $32 millior. 
in federal funds. before these efforts were stopped and 
redirected. OCSE officials have allowed federa~ly. 
financed projects to proceed without effective 
corrective actions because they believe states have 
primary responsibility for system development. 
Regardless of who has primary development 
responsibility, law and regula~ions'require OCSE to 
assess states' development efforts and allow it to 
suspend fu~di~g if states do not adhere to approved 
plans. 
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In adc.icion, the res'.ll:.s of OCSE' 5 office of. ,audit 
reviews of states I child support programs are not 
regularly used by the OCSE systems division, which is 
responsible for assessing states' systems. Although 
these audit reviews frequently identify automated 
syste~:proble~s, CCSE has ~c policy requi=ing ~he 
syste~s division to pursue resolution of these findings 
with states. 

I am concerned that there has been little apparent 
improvemen~ in the four years since the issuance of your report. 
Cc:r.gress recently fO'-lnd it necessary to exter.d by two years .. ~ 
until october 1997 -- the deadline by which all scates must have 
federally-certified computer systems up and running. By the 
approach of the original October 1995 deadline, only one state 
had an operational computer system meeting HHS requirements. 

A:SO tro'..lbling is a study just: issued by ACES -- the 
Asaociationifor Children for Enforcemen~ of Support -- which 
reports on a state-by-stace basis the state of, and problems 
with, system development. ACES says it has documented serious 
development problems in nearly every state in the Union. 

I am requesting that GAO update its 1992 'report, I would 
ask that as,part of its update, GAO address the following 
questions, I 

I 
* Has HHS implemented the recommendations made by GAO 
in 1992? 
* Is HHS now providing effective oversight of and 
assistance to state computer system development?
* What is the status of system development and 
impleffiencation in each state? . 
* What else needs to be done by the federal government 
to ensure that state computer systems are developed and 
put into operation in the most expedient and cost-
effective manner possible? . 
• Why did it take four years after the passage of the 
Family support Act of 1988 for HHS to issue regulatio~s 
providing states with detailed specifications for their 
computer systems?
* Are the charges and the analysis in the ACES report,
accurate? 
* Exactly how much money has been expended by federal 
taxpayers on the subsidiza~ion of sta.te computer system
development? 
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My ass~;nption is that GAO. as part of its research, will 

need to visit selected states to evaluate their system 

development;sfforts. The information gathered will help GAO 

provide a nationwide picture of the current state of automation. 

I would anticipate a GAO report by early 1997 . 


• 

I appreciate your assiscance. Please con:act Gle~r. 


Leuschner in my office to discuss any concerns related to this 

request. 


Sincere y yours, 

Hen 

HJH/gmf 
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT, I04th CONGRESS 

Comparison ofTitle IX ofH.R. 4, as passed by the Senate 

and 


Title IX ofH.R. 4, as passed by the House 
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- lLR. 4, as passed by tbe SeDate B.R. 4, SJ pa$.",ed by the House ). , 
Sec. 901. State Obligation to Provide ChDd Support EDforc:ement Section 701 c(lntai.ns the same provisions. Section 711 contains a 
Services.. Clarifies ~ requirement that all orden issued after 1011198 be included in state registry. 

________ '0 •• ~ - -- -

Section 102 Changes distribution priorities to provide that families -leaving 
welfare receive priority in payment of arrears, Specifies that states may " 

either retain, or distribute 10 the: family, the state share. with the state 
sending the federal share to the feden\! government. Former cash a.S!ilstanc:e 
families would ~ivc current support,. then arrearages prior and aft~r 
assistance, followed by assigned arrears to the state for reimbursement of 
assistance, with the remainder going to the family. 

Defines "cash wistante" as assistance under Title IV ~A, benefits under 
Tule IV·B, or IV-E. Changes "fe4firal share" definitiOn to tneorporate a 
federal reimbursement percentage in cases in which support was not owed to 
the famity. Distribution requirements generaUy become effective October 1. 
1999 except fer the definition changes and distn"butiOon requirements related . 
to cash assistance:, 

Unlike section 902 of Senate bill, it docs not include a clerical amendment. 

- ----------

No such provision. 

. 

-------

Section 703 cOontains th~ same prOovisions. 

Child SuppOrt Comparison: page I 

.', 

... " ~., .--." 

obligation to provide child support enforcement 
services such that services will be: provided for each. child receiving . - . 

. assiStance under lV-A. rY-B and Title XIX. All others must apply for 
services. 

Sec.. 902. Distribotion ot ChUd Support CoUtef:iou. Changes distribution 
priorities to provide that fami1ies leaving welfare receive priority in payment 
of post-AFDC arrears only. Pre..AFDC Ill'nWS may be paid to the state first 
or to the family t1.rst. at state option. Specifies that states may either retain, 
or distribute to the family. the state share, with the state sending the federal 
share to the federal government 

DerIDeS "eash assistance" as assistance under ntle iV-A or benefits under 
Title IV-E. Cbanges "federal stwe" definition to incorporate a federal 
reimbursem~t pereent:agc in cases in which support was not owed to the 
family. Distribution requirement! generally ~e effective October I, 
1999 except for the definition changes and distribution requin:mems related 
to cash assistance. , 

, 
. 

------

Sec. 903. RJgbts to Notification and Beatings. Requires st3tCs to have 
procedures for providing notices ofproc.eedinp and copies oforders to . 
recipients of program services or parties to eases being served under Title 
IV-D, and access to a fair bearing 001' other fOormal complaint prntedure 

~~~d~!! detivtr)' of program services. 

Sec.. 904. Privacy Sareguards. Protects privacy rights with ",sped to 
~~r~tial information. 



H.R.4, ..._ tbeSenate - H.R. 4. as paued by the House 
.. 

See. 911. State Case Re:gtstry~ Includes requirements for the central state 
registry, including maintaining and updating a payment record and 
extracting data for matclring with other datfthases. Allows automated 
linkages of local registri~; adds amount ofany Ji~ ~ the case ~; omits_ 
termination date oforder in state case registry yet Fedcru.l Order Registry 
requires updating ofexpiration. dates on <-rdm; adds explicit references to 
Internal Revenue Code restrictions on information sharing. 

, 
Section 711 contains the same provisions. 

. - - - --- --

Sec. 912. Collection and DIJbuf'ftment of Support Payments.. Inetudes 
requirements for the ccntrnJized collection and disbursement ofsupport pay~ 
ments, including the monitoring ofpayments, generating wage withholding 
notices, and automatic use of administrati....e enforcement retnedia 
Requires States to have sufficient staff to carry out these activities, Permits 
linkages of local disbursement unil$ to form. cent:ralized state disbursement 
unit for ooUection and disbursement ofchild,support payments provided 
Secretary of HHS agr:es such system is not more -costly nor more time-
consuming to establish or operate: than 8 !ing1e state disbursement unit and 
employers have one point ofrcr:nittanC'4 for income withholding. Requires 
distrtbution wrm 2 business days ofreeefpt ofconection; trnnsm.ission of 
withholding orders to emp10ytn wfm :2 business days ofnotice: of inemne 
source subject to withhofding with an exception to the requireinent to allow 
delay in disbursing arrearage collections pending resolution ofany timely 
appeal regarding amount ofarrearage owed. 

_._.

- ---- ----- - - - --------

Sections 7ills identical except that it only specifies that the Secretary agree 
that the linkage of local disbursement units must not cost more or take more 
time to establish (not operate) than a centraH7.ed unit and there is no 
provision p!!rmitting retention ofarrearages until the resolution ofa timeJy 
appeal. 
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H.R.. 4,. as passed by the Senate- H.R. 4. as passed by the House , 
See. 913. State Directory o!New HIres. Generally. Requires employers SectiOb 713 is the House version and is generally similar. It allows 
and labor organimdons to repo~ name, address, Soeial SeQ;Jrity Number, employers 15 days to report. It uses: different wording and organization to 
Employer Identification Number on Dew hires to State Di:rectory ofNew define "lalxlf organi:za.tloos" and "governmental entities" as employers, 
Hires within the tater of30 days ofhln: or "'in the case man employer who Allows employers to use a form "equivalent to the W-4", The House 
report! magnetically or electronically, the first business day Ot the week - venion contains a multistate employer provision that allows an emplOyer to 
following" date such newly himi employee first receives wages; l'1!<{Uires the report to the state where the greatest number of its employers work. There 
report to be the W-4; contains a multistate employer provision that allows is also no state requirement to enter the data within 5 business days?f 
an employer to report to 8 designated state where it's employees work; state :receipt The House allows four days instead of1wo for reporting newly 
option for a bomirtai penalty for failure to report. enhanced penalty based 00 entered data from the State Directory to the National Diret':tory of New 
conspiracy; infonnation reported on new bires to the State Directory must be Hires. Deadline for crc.ss-rnatebing: rv-0 cascload and State New Hire 
entered into the data base within 5 busine$$ days ofreceipt; State Diroetory Directory is 1011191. 
must perform database matchin~ using SSNs. end report findings to any
state. Directory must also report information to th~ National Directory 
within 2 business days, issue withholding notices within 2 business days of 
match, provide extracts ofSESA information to Nationa1 Oireetory 
quarterly. as ,,(en as other uses of new hire; adds Social Seeurity Act §454 
state plan requirement Limits required SSN matching to rv~D cases. not all 
cases: in registry. Deadline for states to begin performing automated data 
crossmatching between their iV~D easeload and the State New Hire 
Directory database is October 1, 1998. 

See. 914 Amendments Concernmg lneome Withholding. Strengthens and Section 114 is similar except that it does not specify due process procedures 
expands income withholding from WlJ.ges to pay child support. Reduces the to follow. Makes optional the administration (tracking/monitoring) ofonn
time for employers to remit withheld wages to 2 business days (current IV~Dwithholding by a public entity; 
regulations give 10 working days); adds a state law requirement allowing 
issuance ofwithholdiog orders by agency electronically and without notice 

"

to obligor; makes revisiotl$ to eutmlt statutory language governing 
providing notice to obligors concerning wage withholding actions and 
procedures for contesting such. 

, 

! 

, 
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H.R. 4, as passed by the House ,H.R. 4. lIS p.....t by tb. s.n.t. , 
Sec. 915. ~tor Information from Interstate Networb. Includes Section 71 Seontair.Js tht: same provisions. 
requirements for acceu to 1oc.ator information ftom. mterstate networks. 

Section 7t6 ofthe House version is substantiaUy similar, However, it dOes ! 

authority of FPLS to obtain information and locate individuals is expanded 
Set. 916. Expaosion ()f the Federal PArent Loator Serviu (FPLS). The 

not grant FPLS authority to coUeet information on assets. It also does not 
under this section. The language permits aeuss to FPLS for the enforce- address visitation rights, It also docs DOt specify a time"frame for entering 
mel'll ofchild visite:tion ordtn:. including expansion ofthe definition of . data received by the National Directory of New Hires. 
..authorized person" to include an abstnt ~ only with regard to a court 
order against a resident parent for child visitation rights. FPLS will be able 
to obtain information f'aeilitating the discovery or loe.nioo ofany individual 
under an obligation to pay support or provide visitation or for whom a 
support or visitation order is sought, information on wages and benefits and 
&.$$Ct information. This section grants the right ofgovernmental entities to 
be reimbursed for fccs Oll.det thts section, A federal case registry ofchild 
support ordel'$ is to be established. Guide-lines for the National Directory of 
New Hires lU"e'detailed, including a requirement that data be entered into the 
National Direetory two days after receipt The Social Smuity Administ:ra
tion is caned upon to veruy SSNs. 

Section 717 contains similar provisions. 
S'upport Enfo~mtnt. Requires use ofSocial Security Numbers on 
applications for professional licenses, commercial driver's liCCllSe) 

Sec. 917. Collection and Use ofSodaI Security Numben tor Use in Child 

.oecupationallic:mse. marriagt license. divorce decree. support order, 
paternity detetmfnatioD or acknowledgement and death certificate. 

Section 721 contains the same provisions. 
UIFSA with mioor modifications. Does not specifY "in its entirety" as the 
lnterstate Commission recommended 

See. 921. Adoption of Uniform State Laws. Mandates adqptlon oC 

Section 122 contains the same provisions except thatit,misses a technical 
Orders. Clarifies priorities for recomition (Iforders. 
See. 911. ImprovemtDts to Full Faitb !!tnd CHdit for Child Support 

eorredion. 

\'. 
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H.R. 4, .. pa_ by the s..... lLR. 4. as paned by the House , 

Sec. 923. Administrative Enforcement in Intentste Cases. Requ~ " 
; states to respond within 5 busIness days to a request from another state to 

enforce a support order. Eled:ronic means are encouraged for tran!mitting 
"Pests. 

• 
Settlon 723 contains the same provisions. 

-

Sec. 924. Ust': of Forms in Interstate Enfotumtnt. Calls fur the 
promulgation of Corm:!; to be used in inte:rstate- income withholding eases, the 
impos.ition ofiiens and administrative subpoenas across state lines. aft« 
consultation with advisory committee which includes state rv~D Directors. 

Seedon 714 contains the same provisions, except does not include advisory 
committee. . 

Set'. ,925. State Laws Provlding Expediti!d Procedures. State IV~D 
programs are granted ~ authority to take sneral actiOD$ "witbQUt the 
necessity ofobtaining an order from any otherjudiei:al or administrative 
tribunal, but subject t6 due process $8.feguard! as appropriate." These 
actions include ordering genetk t.csting: for paternity establishment. issuing a 
subpoena (or 1'inaru;ial or other information" and requiring an entities to 
respond to requests for information. States are granted aec:ess to public 
records such as vital stMistics ofmaniage bir1h and divorec. state and local 
tax records, real and titled personal property; license records, employment 
security recOrds, public assistante progratnSt motor vehicle records and 
corrections ~ The Senate vcrsiOt'1 also gnmts access to certain private 
recorns such as public utility and table ~ tecords and t'inancial 
institution data. Other administrative measures provided in tnis seetion 
include the power to change the payee to the state, to order income 
withholding and to size assets to satisfy m:rcarages and to inc:rease the 
amount of the award to pay 8ll"ea.mges, Automation is encouraged as a 
means of impltnttenting the ~ministratiyc remedies called for in H.R. 4. 
Due ,rQCe$S is to be vrotect<d uruIer the Slate', admmlstnotiv. process. 

Section 72S of the House bill is substantially weaker than the Senate 
version, the WRA or the legislation filed to implement the recommendations 
ofthe Interstate Commission because it does not have the provision 
allowing for access to public and private records as part of the packa~ of 
administrative enforcement praeti~ 

Does allow administrative authority to enter default orden;. 

. -

I 
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H.R. 4, as passed by .he S..... B.R. 4. as passed by the House , 

Sec.931. State Laws CODetrning Patemlty Establishment. Streamlines 
the legal processes for establishment of patem.ity. AlloW! establishment of 
paternity anytime before a ehild turns 21. Provides for mandatory genetic 
testing in contested cases. Enhances the process for voluntary acknowledge· 

- mem of paternity and requires a state form for voluntary acknowledgement 
States must have good cause exceptions, Establisbes a threshold probability 
for the establishment of paternity. Roquim default orden; in certain cases. 
Does not allow trial by july, Orders tnnporary cbild support in certain 
cases. Establishes a national paternity acknowledgement affidavit, Clarifies 
that other adm inistrative and judicial. means can also be unlized to establish 
patem1tr:_.... 

Sec. 932. Outnach fOT Voluntary PaternUy' Establishment. M~ 
that $tate programs "publidzt the availability and enooumge the use of 
procedures for voluntaIy establishment of paternity and child support by 
means the state deems appropriate." Docs not delineate any methods for 
outreach, 

Sec. 933. CoopuatioD by ApplieaDts for and Recipients of Temporary 
Family AssUu.nee. Specifically shifts to the states the responsibility for 
detemlining and redetermining whether recipientS oftetnpOraI'Y assistan'Ce 
for needy families (Tltle IV ~A) are cooperating: with child support . 

. enforcement efforts. It further ~ims actions with which the state must 
require recipients to ~.as wen 8.$ the: duty ofthe lV-O q;ency to 
promptly notify the individual and the state TItle IV~A agency oftfu:: 
_~~~~~ and basis for any finding ofnoncooperation. 

No similar sectIon. 

-
L~~ ------~-

, 
Section 7Jl makes similar changes. It only allows: for the establishment of 
paternity until the child turns 18. The House version also does not require a 
state acknowledgement form. 

- _. . ~~-. -~~ -
" 

Section 732 eontains the same provisions. 

~~~~.~-

Section 733 is similar, but does not have the further specifications and IV·D 
agency requirements that Senate version eontains, NOTE: related section 
405 ofTide I reduces the child's portion ofthe monthly benefit ifpatemity 
is not established. 

Sedion 741. Federal Mat<:bing Payments. Under a heading "increased 
base matching rate," the House bill maintains '!be current base matching rate 
of66 percent A maintenance ofe:ffort is also required ofstates so that total..,..,din. by • state pro"""" in • fiscal year cannot be d",reased. 

--:e: 
: , "'0 

,; 
,,-, 

,.-' 
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H.R. 4, as passed by the House , 

$«.941. Pertormanee-Bued Intentives and Penalties. Establishes a 


H.R. 4, as passed by the Senate 

Section 742 Adjusts. the matching rate ror FFP based on performance, A 

c()mmittee. that incrudes IV·O Directlm, to develop inctntive (oIlIlula to be 
 state can earn incentives up to 12 percent FFP for perf'onnance in paternity 
distributed from the pool of the federal share ofcollections; lists five and 12 percent in connection with overall pc!rfonnance in child support 

criteria (paternity establishment pereentage. percentage ofcases with orders, 
 enforcement A _~ond "paternity establishment percentage" (PEP) is 

percentage of cases with coUect:ions, ratio ofSiipport Collected fo support 
 created that judges a state by the total number of children in the state that 

due., and cost effectivettcss) and s.even factors to be included in the formula; 
 were born out of wedlock and have attained one year for whom paternity 

total incenti~ would be based on FY 94 incentives plm 8. portion of 
 was established during the year divided by the number ofchildren ~om out 
additional federal welfare recoupment; incentives capped based on state of wedlock during the year, The "overall perfonnance" standard takes into 
expenditures; provision for state sharing incentives with local political account the other four factors included in the Sena1e version, In<:entives are 

" subdivisions; change effective upon enactment, except law in eff.ea before capped and limited to the June 1994 cost estimates performed for this 
, enactment applies for purposes of incentive payments for fISeai yean prior section of the legislation, The requirement for the IV~D PEP is increased 

to FY 2000;: from 75 percent to 90 percent. Presumably, the IV~D PEP will be used to 
.. penalize stales wben necessary and the n~w PEP will be Ilsed to provide 


"State" excludes Indian trlballand!, 
 incentives. States must also show improvement in "overall performance" or 
risk penalties. 

Does not exdude tribal lands as part of "State"_ 

Section 104 ofthe biU. under confomling amendments, amends the IV-D 
PEP in section 452(g)(2) to exclude children receiving Temporary family 
Assistance. This would essentially exclude most cbildren needing paternity . 

. establishment from the formula and appears to be a drafting error, 

Sec. 743 uses most ofthe same language as the Senate version except it adds 
process to be based on performiUlet measures. In addition, requires 
SK. 942. Fedtraland State Rnkwl and AlIdits. ChangeS the audit 

"timely case processing" as part of measuring state compliance and 

information to be pnwided "necasary to measure state compliance with 
 insmu-ates the necessity ofprocess as well as performance~based measure~ 
federal requlm:n""'" for procedum." menC 


Sec 943. Required Reporl:lng Procedures. Requires states to collect ~d 
 Sec. 744 con~ns the same provisions, and adds that .the Secretary's uniform 
re~jl~~ dam in a wiform manner as a state pian requirement. definition include measurement of mn'e1v case UUt. 
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IUl. 4, as passed bytbe Senate H.a. 4t as passe4 by the House , 
, 

S«. 944. Automated Data Proeessing Ilequlremtnts. Revises ~ Section 745 is similar to S-ection 445, However. it does not extend the 
ments for the state automated data processing syst:ems. Contains a new October 1995 deadline, 
implementation timetable that extends the deadline to 1011/97 by which a: 
state must have an autotnated ease tracking and monitoring system meeting 

,-- - -- --- --- 
--~~all Federal rv-D requirements up through the enactment of the Family. - 

Support Ad of 1938:. Sets a deadline ofOeto:ber 1. 1999 for implementation 
of new requirements except that the deadline shall be extended by ooe day 

,
for each day ftf any) that the Secretary fails to meet the deadline for 
prescribing final regulatilJllS. The Secretary is to prescribe final reguJations 
not later than two years ahr enactment.. 

Extends 90. percent funding for the amount ~proved for states in the 
Advance Planning Documents submitted on or before May J. 1995. Sets 
funding at 80 percent or the state's regular FFP amount,. whichever is higher 
for new requirements. Caps aggregate spending on the new automated 
system at $260,000,000, 

Ste.945. Tethoic:al A.sslstanee. Sets aside one percent of the federal share Section 746 contains the same provisions. 
of reimbursed public: assistance for infonnation dissemination and 1echnicai 
assistance to stares, training of state and federal staff, staffing studie$ and 
related activities needed to improve programs including techniealassistance 
concerning state automated systems; and researeb. demonstrition. 'and 
special projects of regional or national significance relating to the operation 
of state programs. An additional two pen:ent is set aside for the operation of 
the Fedt:ral Parent Locator Service to conduct its expanded responsibilities, 
includ~~,tbos:: for interstate eases. 

" 

S«.946. Reports and Data Collectioo by tbe Secretary. Confof'D1J data Section 147 does not include the provision concerning information about 
collection requirements and eliminates requirements. for unnecessary or compliance. 
duplicative information. SevenU Dew data reports an: to be mcluded in the 

,annual report to Congress including information about eompllance, by state, 
with standards for progrmn operations sueh as time limits for service 
delivery and distribution ofpayments.. 
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II.R. 4, as passed by the House .H.R. 4, as passed by tbe Senate , 
S«.. 951. National Child Support Guidelines Commission. Establishes a No similar provision. 

National Commission on Child Support Guidetine$, cltarged with studying 

feasibility and necessity ofa standard national guideline for setting child 

suppan award amounts. Does not specify authorization ofappropriation for 


-~- .. . . .
~Commission. It is also vague where the Commission's authority l~ and· .•  '1 
what the Commission shan undertake. 

. . - - - - -------------- - - _.. 

Set:. 95:1. SimpUftN Procu:s for Review and Adjustment ofChild Section 751 contains similar provisions,. except that review is mandatory in 

Support Orne¥'$, Requires.stream1iDed processes for periodic modification 
 IVwDcases. 

ofall child rupport orders. R.evi~s would oCCur every three years, but only 

upon request," Language permits states to either review against guidelines or 

use a COLA method with the opportunity tOo contest the COLA and make a 

request for a review using guidelines; reviews may be performed using. 

automated methods; permissive reviews based upon change in circum~ 


stances; and notice provided of right to request reviews. Unlike current taw, 

review is not mandatory in AFDC cases. 


See. 953. Fumubing Coosumer Reports {Ol" Certain Purposes RehltiDg Section 752 oontaiM the same provisions. 

to Child Support. Expands access and use ofconsumer reports by child 

'Suppert agencies for establishing and modifying child support provided 

paternity has been established; cltild support agencies m.ust notify the party 


Ihat t~:~~~!~_~!ency is obtaining a report. 


Set. 954. NODUability tor IUposirory Institutions Providing Financial No similar provision. 

Records to State Child Support Enforcement Agencies in Child Support 

Cases. Specifies that depository institutions would not be liable for 

disclosing fmaru.:ial information to the child support enforcement agency; 
 . 
child suppert enforcement agency would be prohibited frQm disclosing 

information obtained except for cllild support purposes. 


.. --- 

S«:tion 161. Federal Income Tax Offset. Makes ce~in changes to 
improve the federal income tax offset ~SS. 

No similar section. 

No similar provision. 

technical oorreetion to IRS fuJI collection orocess. 

S«.961. Internal Revenne Servke Collection or Arrearage!. Makes 

_._._..... 
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- - - - ------

B.ll 4t as passed by the Senate H.R. 4, as passed by the House , 
See. 962. Autbority to Coned Support from Federal Employees. 
Eliminates separate withholding rules for federal employees. Applies to 
withholding of federal compensation for death benefits, black lung benefits, 
workers' comp and veteran's benefits. Adds protection from penalty/liability

- against federal employees for d:iselosu1e. Detennination oftbe amount of 
wit.hholding WQUld exclude certain taxes, hw.th and life premiums and 
retirement contributions, Specifies that money subject to this process are 
due from the e'X«utive, legjs1ative and judicial brancbes afme federal 

~~i?Y~:r::.ment. 

Section 761 contains the same provisions. 

~ ~..... - -

Sec. 963. Enfol'('ement ofChild Support ObligatioDS of members of the 
Armed Forte$. Sets forth processes for payment and enforcement ofchild 
~ttp.~:r obligati~_!,?!_~embers ofthe armed forces. 

Section 763 contains similar provisions. 

Sec. 964. Voiding of Fraudulent Transfers.. Makes amendments 
regarding voiding of fraudulent transfers. 

Section 764 contains the same provision.. 

Sec. 1M$. Work Requirement fOT Persons Owing Child Support. 
Requires the state to seek a judicial or administrative order that requires any 
individual owing support to pay such support or psrtidpate in work 
activities. 

Sec. 966. Dtfmition of Support Order. Provide for the definition ofa 
support order. Broadens the language in tile definition of"support order'" as 
follows:: As used in this part, the tenn 'support ordet means: ajudgment,. 
decree, or order, whether temporary. final. or subject to modification, issued 
by a court or an administrative agency of competent jurisdiction~ for the 
[H.R.4 instead says "process established under state law that requires"] 
support and maintenance of a child, including a ehild who has attained the 
age of majority under the law of the issuing state, or a child and the parent 
with whom the child is living, which provides for monetary support, health 
care, arrearages, or reimbursement~ and which may include related costs and 
fees, interest and penalties, income withholding. attorneys' fee!l. and other 
relief. ~ 

Section 766 is limited to past-due snpport. 

Section 161 defmes suppOrt otdtr as "an order issued by a court or an 
administrative process established under state law that requires suppon and 
maintenance ora chUd and the parent with whom the child is living", 

.~ ,: 
"t 

" 
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H.R. 4. as passed by the St!ute II.R. 4, as passd: by the House . 
, 

Sec. 967. Reporting Art'Qrages: to Credit Bureaus. Require$: aU No similar provision. 

delinquencies and tlu:ir amounts to be reported to trtdit bureaus. 


! Sec. 968. Liens. Requires liens on real and personal property by operation Section 768 contains the same provision, 

of law and extension of full faith & aedit to liens arising in another state ~ 
 ~~--.. -- 

wi~t registration -oforder ~ ~~_wh~_~perty is situated. 


See, 969. S!B-ce Law Authorizing Suspension ofUunse:s. Requires states Section 769 contains the same provisions. 

to have laws providing for the suspension ofdriver's, professional. 

occupational, and re~tio~~ _licenses. 


Sec. 970. Denial of Passports for Nonpayment of OUd SUpport. No similar provision, 

Establishes a process by wbich HHS can submit the nmncs of delinquent 

obligors in excess ofSS,COOto the State Depahmtnt for the denial of their 

passports. 


NQ similar provision. 

and Human Servi«s as the central authority for enforcement in international 

eases and authorizes the State Department to negotiate :reciprocal . 

agreements with foreign eountrles.. 


See.97t. International Child Support. Designates the Secretary ofHtaltb 

No similar seetion. 

PaTfnu Wbo Are Delinquent In Paying Child Support. A non-custodial 

parent who is more than 2 months delinquent in paying child support is not 

eligible to receive any Illeans--temd federal benefits. Exception for 

unemployed non.-custodial parents who enter a repayment agreement and 

meet the _t~!IDs_~~ent 


~c.. 972. Denial of Means-Tested Federal Benefits to N"()ni:ustodlal 

~ ~... ------- 

No similar section. 

required to make reasonable efforts to enter cooperative agreements with 

Indian tribes for the enforcement ofchild support obligations. Provide3 that 


Sec. 973. Child Support Enforcement for Indian Tribes. States are 

,the Secretary may, in appropriate eases, make direct payments to Indlan 

tribes with approved child support enforcement plans with the Secrewy 10 

make appropriate adjustments to the "State allotment" to take into account 

an ents under this section. 


~-~ ~~~ 
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H.R. 4, as passed by the Senate 

Sec. 974. Financial Institution Data Matches. Requires states to enter 
agreements with fmandal institutions doing business with the state to 
develop a data match system.. Financial institutions are to provide certain 
infornation on accounts and to respond to notices of liens or levies. 

H.R. 4, as passed by tbe House 

No similar section. 
, 

Sec. 975. Technical Correction to ERISA DermitiOIl of Medical Child 
Support Order. Similar to language included in S. 442 and S. 456 making 
technical corrections to the medical support provisions of OBRA 1993 
except that it refers to "administrative process under state law" rather than 
"administrative adjudicator." 

- -
Section 771 contains the same provisions. 

Sec. 976. Enforcement of Orders for Health Care Coverage. It adds a 
new state law requirement to section 466 of~e Act which provides that the 
State IV·O agency have procedures for notifying new employer of an absent 
parent, when the absent parent was providing health care coverage of the 
child in the previous job, of the medical support obligation. The notice 
would operate to enroll the child in the absent parent's health plan, unless the 
absent parent ·contests the notice. 

No similar provision. 

Sec.977. Enforcement of Orders Against Paternal Grandparents In 
Cases of I\'Unor Parents. Adds a new state law requirement that a child 
support ordef of a child of minor parents, if the mother is receiving cash 
assistance, may be enforceable against the paternal grandparents. 

No similar section 

Sec. 981. Grants to States for Access and VISitation Programs. 
Authorizes grants to states for access and visitation prognuns. Contains no 
appropriations clause as in WRA; calls for regulations rather than 
requirements to address grant project evaluations. 

Section 781 contains the same provision. 

-, 
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"FEB-02-1995 18: 19 FROM TO 94565557 P. 02 

COMMITTEE ON WAYS ANO MEANS 

U.S. HOU$! OFREPRESENTATNES 

WASHINGTON. DC 20515-6348 


MEMORANDUM 

TO 	 Washington Press Corps 

FA. 	 Ellen Dadisman 
2021225-4021 • 

DJlTE: February 2, 1995 

BE: . Welfare Ret9rm - Child Support Enforcement 

Atiiiched for your information are two letters from Congressman Ford to 
c;c ,gressman Shaw proposing a more moderete approach to some 
WE Ifare reform issues. 

I 
Ph,ase let me know if you need more information. 

, • I 	 ' 



TO 	 94565557 P,03 

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 

IJ.$. HOUSE Of RfPR!Se!NTATflJES 

WASklNGTON. OC 2OS1s.G.a. 


February 1,1995 

The H,)norable Clay Shaw 
Chaln:lllM 
SUbc( :nmlttee 'on Human Resources 
Comn Jttee on wayS and Means 
Roorr B-317 Rayburn Building 
washington, D,C, 20515 

I appreciate very much our conversations over the past feW dayS about working 
togal 'ler on welfare refOrm. I Sincerely believe - as I think vou do - that there IS 
cons; lerable rOom fOr oemoerats and RepUblicans to agree on welfare Issues. Toward 
that "Md, I would like to Share with yOU one proposed compromise on the Question of 
the e iglbllitv Q~ teenage parents for aid to families with dependent children IAFDO: 

We can all agree thatteen pregnancy - and growth In the number of oot-of. 
wedhCl( births -Is a problem that must be addressed. I think we all also recognize that 
govelnment alone can not solve this problem. We must help teenagers to have a VIsion 
fOr tt elr own future and to delay parenthood until they are'emotlonally and finanCIally 
capal:le of nurturing their ChUc.1. That task requires a concerted effort by our 
comrlunltles, c;rur religious leaders, parents, the media, and polItICians, 

• 
In the Family SUpport Act of 1988, we recognl.Zed'that It is wrong to encourage. 

teen 'larent to move out on their own, SUPPOrted by the welfare SyStem. so the Act 
gaveitates flexlbilltv - permitting them to reQuire young mothers to live at home as a 
COnd 'jon of receiving AFDC, under these Circumstances states are also permitted to 
pay t .e welfare check to the parent of the minor mother. 

It seems to me that there are additional steps that could be taken today to 
disco lrage teen 'parenthood. However. the proPOSals In the contract With Amerlca are 
too (raconian. AS. understand the contract. any Child of a minor mother born out-of. 
Wedl >CIc WOUld be permanently Ineligible for aid, It woulc.1 be counterproductive ana 
dam. alng to Chlloren. In my view. to punISh - for life - a child WhO did not'choose to be 
born OUNlf-wedIOCk. Toward tIlllt end, I propose the follOWing alternative: 

o 	 EStabllJl1I mee..tlves for n:s9!2j'!$Ible !!tllavlot.- Require minor parents 
to live at home (or, if that IS not Dosslble. under the supervision ot , 
anomer aOult or In a group homelln order to be ellglDle for AFDC. 
!lequire school·age parents to stay In school. And require full cooperatlon 
- up·tront, before any Deneflts are paid - with paternity establIShment 
efforts, 
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• 
o 	 RedUce teen IIt!!SIngney and O!Jt:Of:W!l!llm:t 1!1rtI!t.- Lead a national 

campaign against teen pregnancy; establISh a national clearinghouse on 
teen pregnancy prevention; anCl COnduct demonstration projects of 
preventton approaChes. 

It IS my view, Clay, that stePS like the ones I have outline(! will gO a long way 
towad aC\Clresslng tl'1e problem we race 'With teen parenthOOd, without unfairlY and 
unne :essarlly penal1zlng the children born Into these families. I look forward to talking 
With foo fUrther abOUt thIS. 

SincerelY, 
t I ",1
IfV/4C.~ 
Harald Ford 
Ranking Minority Member 
SUbCOmmltte on Human Resources 

HFld :0 
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Dear' lay: 

I write tOday tI) share with you my thOUghts on the Issue of child support 
enfOr :ement. and paternity establIShment In particular. this IS another area of welfare 
refOrl , where I believe Democrats anCl RePulllicans can flntl broad consensus. , 

A typical Chilo born In the united St3t:es tI)CIay will SIlenct some tlme In a single
parer ~ home. Despite concerted efforts by all levelS Of government. the current sYStem 
falls t } ensure that children receive adeqUate support from both parents. Recent 
analy es by the Orban Institute suggest that the potential for Child support colleCtions IS 
appr! xlmatelY 548 billion per year. Yet onlY 520 billion In awardS are currently In place, 
and ( ,ly 514 billion Is actually paitl. 

The problem IS threefOld. FIrst. fOr many Children born out-of-wedlock, a ChUd 
supp' ·Tt order IS never establiShed. second, when awards are establIShed, they are 
Ofter too lOW, are not adjusted for Inflation, and are not sUffICiently correlated to the 
earnl.gs of the noncustOdial parent And third, of awarCIs that are established, the fUll 
amot nt of Cl'lild support Is collected In only about half the cases.- . 

To my disappointment, the COntract with America InclUded no direct Child 
supp ,re provisions. It does, however, contain one patemlty establishment proVision: 
AFDC benefits would be denied to any child whose patemltY haS not been establIShed, 
even If the parent has fUlly cooperated with efforts tI) establish paternity and the State 
or CC Jrt Is at fault. . , 

Both the Clinton Administration and, soon, the women's caucus, have proposed 
coml rehenslve child support enfOrcement measures. There are many similarities 
beN len these.effOrts, as the enclosed table Illustrates. I.would recommend that you 
cons :ler adding a comprehensive Child support section tI) your welfare reform prop05al 
and' hat It be based on what the Admlnistratlon and the women's caucus propose . 

.", 

http:earnl.gs
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Specifically. I suggest tile following; 

o 	 RePlace the paternity establiSllment proVISion In the COntract with a 
taulll'l._ mare !lumena. reQulrement.- ReQuire more rigorous, UP
front, COOperatlon with paternity, as the Clinton Administration has 
ProPosed, bUt clon't punlstl the familY for the failure Of the state or the 
court to act promptlY. Instead, re'Qulre the state to establISh paternity 
within one year or face a penalty: 

o 	 WOrk to establish awards In every ease.- '!hIS can be accompliShed by 
streamlining the patemlty establishment process, maldng cooperation 
from mothers a real condition tor receiving ARlC benefits, expanding 
outreach ancl eauc:atlOn programs aimed at VOluntary paternity 
establishment. holding states to llerfOrman<:e-tlased Incentives for 
Improving patemlty establiShment rates; and giving states administrative 
authority to establISh awards. 

a Ensure fair award ievels.- ReQuire universal, periodic, aamlnlStratlve 
UPdating Of awards for aU cases; Pass on more Of chl/d support col/setacl 

. to families leaving welfare; and establiSh a national commission to study 
state gulelellnes and the desirability of unltonm natlonal gulelellnes, 

COUact awards that are owed.- Bring state administrative systems Into 
the 21st Century bY requiring a central registrY and centralized collettlon 
and disbursement capability; establlstl a national ClearinghOuse to aiel with 
enforcement, partiCular!v of Interstate cases; revoke professional. 
occupational, and drivers' licenses to make elelinQuent parents pay chilel 
support; use universal wage withholding, better asset and. Income 
Information, easier reversal of fraUdUlent transfers Of assets, Interest and 
late penalties on arrearages, expanded use of cneCllt reporting. easing of 

. tianl<rupCcy·rel3ted Obstilcles. and wage garnishment proceelures fOr all 
emPloyees. Also establish a perfOrmance-based finanCing and Incentive 
system. 

Clay, a complete child suPPOrt package like the one I have outlined here, will send 
a cle ,r message - to bOth parents - that theY are expected to support their families. 
That s. I believe, precISely tile kind of message we want to send In welfare reform. 

AlthOugh child supPOrt was not part of the original Contract with America vou 
are t ) be commended tor your WIllingness to add these provISiOns to the bilL I also 
appr .Clate knOWing, as you told me tOelav, that we will begin tile markup on Monday, 
Febr ,ary 13, and that you will do all In your power to prOVide us with a mark-up 
elOCl ment oy FeOruary StlI. If you are able to do that, It will be easier for us to Ielentity 
- Indvance - what amendments we Plan to offer. That ShOUld helP you determine, 
earl~ during the week of February 13th, JUSt haw muCh time to set aside for the marKUP 
and taw to organIZe our deliberations. 
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I look fOrward to our continuing convenatlons about thl5 and other welfare 
refon , Issues. 

sincerelv, 

role! Felra-
Ranking MlI'IOrItV Member 
SUbcommltte on Human Resources 

HF/dc l 

http:Fflt)rv.ry
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KElfORANJ)UK 

TO: 
, 

Ron' I<lain 
Chief of stafAff 

FROM: Andre'" FOis 
Associate Deputy Attorney General 

DATE: Decembu .1-/ 1994 

RE: Chi:td support Enforcement ("Deadbea.t Dads") 

----------~-----------------------------------------------------

Child support enforcement is a major issue. Accordin9 to 
government estimates, the total uncollected child support in the 
united states is approximately $34 billion and increasing. There 
are presently l4 million child support cases currently pending in 
the u.s. and more than half of all court ordered child support goes 
unpaid .. 

In the 102d Conqress t the Child support Recovery Act was 
enacted that, inter alia, created a federal offense for willful 
failure to pay child support with respect to a child living in 
another state. the support obligation must be greater that $5,000 
and outstanding for longer than one year~ During the 104th 
Congress, the Senate unanimously adopted a resolution criticizing 
DOJ for i t'g lackluster enforcement of this statute which at the 
time consisted of a handful of cases. 

Tho Department has been working over the past several months 
to develop policies and strategies to improve its child support 
enforcement efforts. As part of that strategy, we plan to make an 
announcement~ along with HNS secretary Shalala, of a three-pronged 
ento~ce~ent strategy as follows: 

l~ Aggressive Investigation and Prosecution 

-- Review of over 150 child suppor~ cases referred from HHS. 

-- Filing of charges in 34 of those cases today representing 
more than $1 million in overdue support (making a total of 45 cas~s 
in past l~ months). 
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Active investigation of more than 200 additional cases 
initiated'in last several months. 

-- Forwardinq to u.s~ Attornay Offices today an additional 50 
referrals received from HaS. 

2. Effective and Efficient partnetibig~ 

Establishment of referral and. information sharing 
procedures ~tween u. S. Attorney Offices and. state child support 
agenoies. 

-- Establishment of regular referral and review procedures 
between HHS and OOJ. 

3. Comprehensive Training and Support 

Designation of a child support enforcement coordinator in 
each of the 94 U.S. Attorney Offices. , 

I • ••
Development of prosecut~ve gu~dellnes to assist u.s. 

Attorneys _prosecute the most egregious cases in a fair and uniform 
manner .. 

-- Training conferences for U. S. AttornQys, Assistants and 
F~B.I. agents suoh as two, two-day conferences last week. 
Development of manuals and materials. ' 

We aliso intend to highlight se.ve.ral Lndividual cases by way of 
. description of the narratives and/or attendance of the victims at 
the announ'cement event. Our effort in the past months has included 
working closely with USAO's, FBI, HHS the Hill, interest groups 
etc. We have also already arrangad for the AG to make two public 
statements to DOJ conferences stressing the importance of the 
issue. 

The Event: 

present plans are to make this announcement at the AG's 
regular press availabi1.ity on December a with Seeretary Shalala 
accompanied by written press release and simulataneouls filing of 
as many of the 34 cases on that date as practicable. 

other' event options include: 

1. A White House event with the POTUS/ AG and HHS Secretary~ This 
should then include victims z "national interest group 
representatives and perhaps leadin9 Members of conqress such as 
Hyde, Schumer and Kohl (Shelby?). 

2. A DOJ':'HHS press conference on it' day other than the regular 
availability.

I 
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, 
Issues: , 

1. The AGAC has expressed its opposition to making any kind of 
announcemQnt from main Justice by thQ AG or anyone of that level. 
They prefer to quietly file the cases individually and locally. 
They argue the following: 

i 
a. 34 cases i6 insufficient to support a major announoement and 
vill lead ,to embarrassment and criticism of a lack of commitment to 
the issue. 

b. A ~ajor announcement will result in a daluqe of calls to their 
offices that they will not he able to handle. 

One or the other of these two may be true but it seems that 
both cannot be. 

OPA believes that while 34 is not a large number of cases 
standing on its own, as part of an enforcement strateqy package 
this constitutes a good press availabi~ity event. Also, it seems to 
me that 34 cases conveys the message that federal activity in this 
area must, be and will be of a limited and targeted nature~ 
Moreover, 34 cases is still seven tim.s more than before and 
represents just one wave in the present pipeline. Pinally, there 
is nothinq to be qained by waitinq to generate a larger number of 
cases. It vill be months before any more than a handful of cases 
are likely to be ready and by then most of these 34 will have. 
already been filed. Therefora, the decision .is to do one of these 
options nOW or not at all. 

2. Referral Policy, 
It is:and should be our policy that while referral through the 

local agen'cy is preferred, it is possible to initiate a case on 
direct referral to the USAO~ In fact; some of the 34 were direct 
referrals.' This is a very pig issue with the groups and the Hill 
but the AGAC would prefer a very firm stand against direct 
referrals. 

http:DOJ-O.UG
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY 

In spite of the concert<d efforts of Federal, State and local governments Ie establish and 
...fom: child support OIders, the =t system fail. Ie ensure that children """,ive adequate 
support from both parents. Recent analyses by The Urban Institute suggest that the potential 
for child support collections exceeds $47 billion per year. Yet only $20 billion in awards are 
currently in place, and only $13 billion is actually paid. Thus we have a potential collection 
gap of over $34 billion. 

The signals the system sends are unmistakable: all teo often noncustodial parents are not held 
responsible for the children they bring inle the world. Less than half of all custodial parents 
receive any child support, and only about one-dlird of single mothers (mothers who are 
divorced, separated, or never married as opposed to remarried) receive any child support. 
Among never-married mothers, only 15 percent receive any support. The average amount 
paid is just over $2,000 for those due support. Further, paternity is currently being 
established in only one-third of cases where a child is hom out-of-wedlock. 

The problem is primarily threefold: First, for many children born out-of-wedlock, a child 
support order is never established. Roughly 57 percent of the potential collection gap of $34 
billion can be traced to cases where no awand is in place. Paternity. a prerequisite to 
establishing a support awand, has nO! been established in about half of these cases. 

, 
Second. when awards are established. they are often teo low, are not adjusted for inflation, 
and are not sufficiently correlated to the earnings of the noncustodial parent. Fully 22 
percent of the potential collection gap can be traced 10 awards that were either set very low 
initially or never adjusted as incomes changed., 

I 
Third, of awards that are established, the full amount of child support is collected in only 
about half the cases. The remaining 21 pereent in the potential oolIection gap is due to 
failure to collect on awards in place. 

The typical child born in the U.S. tcday will spend time in • single parent bome. The 
evidence is clear that children benefit from the financial support and interaction with two 
parents-single parents cannot be expected Ie do the entire job of two parents. If we cannot 
solve the problem of child support, we cannot possibly adequately provide for our children. 

i 
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The Strategy: BuDd a child SII!IIIOl1 mtem for tile 21st century. 

The proposal has three Jru\ior elements: 

• 	 Establish Awards In Every case 

• 	 &I.ure Fair A ward Levels 

• 	 Collect Awards That Are Owed 

In addition. two other elements are proposed: 

• Guarantee Some Level of ChUd Support-Ciilld Support Assurance DemonSlrationsI 	 _ 

• 	 Supports and Nonfinancilll Expectations for Noncustodial Parents 

I. ESTABLISH AWARDS IN EVERY CASE 

Current System , 
States currently establish paternity for only about one-third of the out-of·wedlock births every 
year and typically try to establish paternity only for women who apply for welfare. which 
sometimes occurs Y""'" after the birth of the child. Time is of the essence in paternity 
establishment; the longer the delay after the birth, the harder it is to ever establiSh paternity. 
Research indicates that between 6S percent and 80 percent of the fathers of ehildren born 
out-of·wedlock are present at birth or visit the child shortly after birth. So beginning the 
paternity establishment process at birth or shortly thereafter is critical. Research also demon
Slrates that paternity establishment is cost effective. Even men who have low incomes 
initially often have quite significant <amings several Y""'" later, so the financial benefits to 
the ehildren within • few Y""'" are significant. States are also hampered by a lack of 
incentives and cumbersome procedures for establishing paternities. Scientific testing for 
paternity has now become extremely accurnte, yet many state systems fail to take fun 
advantage of this scientific advancement. , 
Proposal 

Under tlu! proposal: 

• 	 States will /'talVl! Fttkral jilndlng to implemelll II paternity ulabl/sMneIll program 
lhat expands llu! scope and imprtivt!S I~ effecrivt!ntss ofCUl'rt1ll Slale paternity 
ulabliSMnent procedures. Under new FttkraJ /'tquiremelltS. Slates musl ensure lhat 



paterniry is established for as many children bom ow-oJ-wedlock as possibl£, 
regardless ofthe ""'/fan or inc~ status ofthe ""'ther or father, and as soon as 
possible following the child's binh. EAch State's peiformance will be measured based 
not only upon cases within the State's current IV·D (child sappon) system, bUi upon 
Q/J. cases when children an bom to an unmarried mother. 

• 	 States will be encouraged to Improve their paterniry establishment records through a 
combination ofpeiformance standards and peiformance-based Incentiw!s. To 
facilitate the process, States will be required to sll'l!amiine paterniry establishment 
processes and Implement procedJJns that build on the successes ofother States. 

• 	 Outnai:h efforts at the State and FedLral l£ve/s will promnte the imponance of 
paterniry establishment both as a ponntal nsponsibiliry and a righJ ofthe child. 

• 	 The responsiblliry for paterniry establishment will be nwtIL cl£ar for both the porents 
and the. agencies. AFDC ""'thers must cooperate fully with paterniry establishment 
procedures prior to the receipt ofbenefits under a new stricter definition of 
cooperanon. 'Cooperation' will be determined by the IV-D (child sappon) worker, 
not the IV-A (""'/fare) worker, through an expedited process. State agencies will be 
required to either establish paterniry ifat all possible or impose a sanction in every 
case within strict timelines. Good cause exceptions will continue to be provided in 
appropriate circwnslances. 

• 	 Agencies will be given aUlhoriry to administratively establish child sappon orders 
following appropriate guidelines. 

i n. ENSURE FAIR AWARD LEVElS 
I 

Current System 
, 

Much of the gap between what is currently paid in child support in this country and what 
could potentially be collected can be traced to awatds that were either set very low initially 
or are never adjusted as incomes change. All States are required to have guidelines, but the 
resulting awatd levels vary considerably. Awatds are not updated for every case on a 
routine basis to reflect changed circumstances and AFDC and non-AFDC families do not 
receive similar treatment. Distribution and payment rules often place families' needs 
second. 

Proposal 
I 

Under the proposal: 
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• 	 A National Cmnmission will be set up 10 study the iss... qf child support guitklines 
(W/ the 'advisability oft<tablishing a national guitkline /(J insUl't! equitable awards; 

• 	 Univtl'1ll11, periodic, administrative updming oj awards will be re<jUlred for both 
IIFDC (W/ non-IIFDC cast< to ensure thoJ awards accurately rt/Itct the current 
ablIity OJ the noncuslodial parent to pay support; (W/ 

I 
• 	 Revised distribation (W/ payment rules will be designed to strengthen ftunilles. For 

/hose leaving ...(fare for wit, amaragt< will be paid to Joml/les Jim (W/ 
amarages owed to the Stole will be forgiven If the Jomlly unitt< or reunites in 
lIUllriage. 

, 

HI. COLLECT AWARDSTBAT ARE OWED 
I 

Curreat System 
, 

Fnforcement of support is handled by State and local IV-O agencies, with tremendous slate 
variation in terms of structure and organizAtion. Cases are too often handled on a complaint
driven basi. with the IV-0 ageney only taking enforcement action when the custodial parent 
pressures the agency. Many enforcement steps require court interventioo. even when the 
case is routine. And even routine enforcement measures often require individual case 
processing rather than relying upOll automation and mass case-processing. States are often 
nO! equipped With the necessary enforcement tools-tools that have proven successful in other 
States--to insure that people do not escape their legal and mota! obligation to support their 
children. ' 

When payments of support by noncustodial parents or their employers are matie. they go to a 
wide variety of different agencies, institutions and individuals. As wage withholding 
becomes a requirement for a larger and larger segment of tha noncustodial parent population, 
the need for one, central state location to collect and distribute payments in a timely manner 
has grown. Also, the ability to maintain accurate reconds that can be cent:ral1y accessed is 
critical. Computers, automation and information technology. such as those used by business, 
are rarely used,to the extent necessary. 

Welfare and non-welfare cases are handled differently, with less help for poor and ntiddle 
class women outside the welfare system. Slates require a written application, and often a 
fee, in order to provide enforcement services 10 a non-welfare parent. The incentives built 
into the system mean that non·welfare cases often receive second-hand services. 

The Federal government currently has a role in enforcement through tax intercepts and full 
collection program. by the IRS and operation of the Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS) 
by the Office of CIilld .Support Fnforcement (OCSE). Given that about 30 percent of the 
current caseload involves interstate cases and that we live in an increasingly mobile society, 

, 
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the need for a· stronger federal role in location and enforeement has grown, particularly in 
interstate cases. 

Through di=1 Federal matching, the Federal government currently pays 66 percent of most 
State and local program costs with a complicated incentive formula which caps the incentive 
for non·AFDC cases. There is almost universal agreement that the current funding and 
incentive structure fails to achieve the right objectives. In addition, existing audit procedures 
involve too many technical n!Iluirements and serve to address a StaIC'S deficiencies after the 
fact. Too little technical assistance is provided to Slates before problems occur. 

Proposal 

Under the proposal:
• 

• 	 The Stale based system will co~. but with bold changes which move the system 
/Oward a more Wtiform, ctntl'rJ!U:ed IlIId .!erviee oriented program. All States will 
maintain a State stqff In col!}unction with a central registry IlIId cen/ralized collection 
IlIId disbursement copolJility. The Stole stqff will monitor support payments to e",ure 
thiJt the support is being paid IlIId will be able to impose cmain t!1!foreement remedies 
at the State level odmin/stratively. TIuu, routine '1iforcement actions thai can be 
hIlIId/ed Ion a mass or group basis will be imposed through the centrol State oJfice 
using computers IlIId automation. For States thiJt opt /0 use lacal oJfices. Ihis will 
supplement. ow not replace. lacal e1iforcement actio",. States will be encouraged 
through a higher Fedt.roI match to operate a uniform State program entirely WIder the 
authority of the State's designated agency. 

• 	 States will be required to establish a Centrol State Registry for all child support 
orders established In thol Slate. The reglslry will maintain CU1'I'ent records of all 
support ·or<krs IlIId serve as a clearinghoUM for the ro/lection IlIId distribution of 
child support payments. 7his will be designed to Vastly simplIfY withholding for 
empluyers as wtll as I",.re accurate accounting IlIId monitoring ofpayments. 

• 	 Welfare IlIId non·welfare distinctions will be klrgely eliminated IlIId all cases Included 
In the centrol registry will rectlv< child support '1iforeement services automatically. 
withaut the need for /III application. Certain porenlS, provided thiJt they meet 
SPecified cond/Jions. can choose to be excluded from payment through the registry. 

• 	 The Fedt.roI role will be expanded to ensure eJficient lacation IlIId t1iforcemenJ. 
partlcuklrIy In Interstate cases. In order to coonJ/nate activily aJ the Fedt.rallev<l. a 
National ClearinghoU.le (Ne) will be established rons/sting of Ihree registries: the 
National LocaJe Registry (/III expanded FPLS). the National auld Suppon Registry. 
IlIId the National Directory ofNew Hires. . 
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• 	 The IRS role in full collections, tax refund offset, and providing Income and asset 
i'lfomwtion access will be expanded. 

• 	 Felkra/ technicoI assistonce will be exponded 10 prevent dejiciencies before they 
occur. While penoIties will still be available to ensure t/wl Stales meet program 
requirements, the audit process will emphtJsize a performance based, ·stale friendly· 
approach. 

• 	 The entire jinoncing and Incentive scheme will be reconstructed offering Stales a 
higher Felkra/ match and new performance·based Incentive payments geared toward 
desirtd outcomes. 

• 	 New provisiOns will be enacted 10 Improve Stale (/forts to _rk interstale child 
suppon cases and make interstale procedJJres more uniform throughout the country. 

• 	 /V-D agencies will be able to qulclcJy and r:fficiently take e'lforcement action when 
suppon is not being paid. /V-D agencies will use expanded access and matching with 
other slale data bases 10 jind location, assel and income l'lfomwtion and will be 
provided adminislrative power 10 lake many e'lforcement actions. A variety of lough, 
proven e'lforcement lools will also be provided. 

, , 
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IV. GUARANTEEING SOME LEVEL OF CHILD SUPPORT , 
CHILD SUPPORT ASSURANCE 

,
Current System 

Improving child support enforcement is absolutely essential if we are going to make it 
possible for people to move from welfare to work. Single parents cannot be expected to bear 
the entire financial burden of supporting their children alone. We have to do everything 
possible to ensure that the non-custodial parent also contributes to the support of his or her 
child. Still, there will be cases where the support from the non-custodial parent will not be 
available; for instance, in cases where the non-custodial parent has been laid off from a job 
or presenUy has very low income . 

• 
, 

Child Support' Assurance is a program that will seek to combine a dramatieally improved 
child support enforcement system with the payment of a minimum child support payment so 
that the custodial parent could count on some minimum level of support even if the 
noncustodial parent is unable to pay. CurrenUy, no state has such a program, although the 
Child Assistance Program (CAP) in New York State has some similar features. Many States 
have indicated. a strong interest in implementing such a program if they could receive some 
federal assistance. 

I 

Proposal 
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• 	 Stale ~OIIS <IIC01IIpQSSing II wzriny of differt!lII child .uppon o.uurance 
approocht!s. 

V. ENHANCING RESPONSmlLlTY AND OPPORTUNITY 

FOR NONCUSTODIAL PAItENTS 


Current System 
, 
, 

Issues (X)Ilceming child support enforcement and issues concerning non..,uS!Odial parents 
cro....,ut to • great degn:e. The well-being of children who only live witll one parent will be 
enl>anced if emotional and financial support were provided by hotI1 of tIIeir parents. Yel, tI1e 
needs and concern. of noncustodial parents arc often ignored under tile pn:senl .ys!em. 
Iostead of encouraging noncustodial parenlS to remain involved in tI1eir children's lives, tile 
system often drives them away. 

, 

Proposal 

Ulllkr tIlL proposal: 

• 	 the system will fQCUS 1Mrt! aII.>lliOll on rhis popukzlWn and ••>IIi tIlL message that 
"falllLrs matler.· the child suppon system, while gelling tougllLr on thate that can 
pay but rtfost «I do so, will also be fairer «I tlwse IWncustadial port!rus who 1MII' 
rt!Sponsibility toW<lrds their childrt!n. Sonre of the eiemellls above will IILlp. 7here 
will be belter tracking of paymerus /Q avoid build-up of arrearage! and a simple 
administrative process for modifications of _rds. Downward modifications of 
awards ,will be made when income declines so that tllLse port!rus art! !WI faced with 
_rdsthat /hey C(JII1I()t pay. Palernity OClions will strt!Ss the Imponance of getting 
falllLrs involved earlier in tIlL child's life. 

,I 
In 	oIidilion: 

• 	 Grams will be made to Stales for access and visitation rt!lattd programs; including 
mediation (both voluruary and matUIatory). counseling, tducation and e/iforcemeru. 

• 	 States will hiive tIlL option to use a portion ofJOBS program funding for training and 
work rt!adiness progroms for noncuswdial POrt!rus with childrt!n receiving AFDC. 

• 	 States will luzve the option to use a portion of WORK progrom .fUnding for 
noncustodial port!1llS wlwse childrt!n art! receiving AFDC or have arrearages owed to 
the State for past due child support. States could choose to 1IIIJkJ< porticlpation by 
IWn-cus«ldial foIhers matUIatory or volunIary., 

• 	 Paternity and Part!>lling DmIonstration grants will be made to states and/or 
community bastd organizations «I develop and implemeru II noncustadial paTeru 
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({Olllers) componenl for existing progrom for high risk fomiliM (e.g., HeaJIby Start, 
run Prtg1lQllC)' t11Id /'mItnlion) to promote ruponsibkl parenting, including tile 
Impartance of paternity esllJbli.rhrntw t11Id uonomic security for chiltJ",n t11Id the 
tkwJ/opmtnJ oJplJ"'nting sldlls. 
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CIDLD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

PROPOSAL 


I. ESTABLISH AWARDS IN EVERY CASE 

The first step in ensuring tbal a child receives Iinanclal support from the noncustodial parent 
is the establishment of a child support award. This is normally done through a legal 
proceeding 10'eslablish paternity or at a legaJ proceeding at !he time of a separation or 
divorce. States currently receive FederaJ funding for paternity establishment services 
provided throUgh !he !V-D agency. This proposal expands the scope and improves the 
effectiveness of current Stale paternity eslablishment procedures. Slates are encouraged 10 
establish paternity for as many cbildren born out-<)f-wedlock as possible, regardless of the 
welfare or income status of !he mother or father and as soon as possible following the child's 
biIth. This proposal further requires more outreach about paternity eslabtishmom to stress 
tbal having a cbild is a two-parent responsibility. Building on the President', 1993 mandate 
for in·hospital paternity establishment programs, it further encourages nonadversarial 
procedures to eslablish paternity as soon as possible following !he child's biIth, streamlines 
procedures surrounding genetic parentage testing, and requires efforts to remove barriers to 
interstate paternity establishment 

Paternlty Perfonnance and Measurement Standards 

Under current law, state performance is only measured against !hose cases in the IV·D child 
support system that need paternity eslablished. Children are often severaJ years old or older 
by the time they enter the IV-D system (normally when the mother applies for welfare). 
Research shows that !he longer the paternity eslablishment process is delayed, the less likely 
it is Iilat paternity will ever be established, so it is iropnrtant to ,lart early, before a mother 
goes on welfare. 

Under the proposal, each Stale', paternity establishment performance will be measured based 
not only upon cases within !he Slate', CUrmlt !V·D child support system, but upon all cases 
where children are born to an unmarried mother. Slates will then be encouraged 10 improve 
Iiloil paternity eslablishment for all out-<>f-wedlock biIths Ihrough performance-based 
incentives. (Current paternity establishment performance standards for !V-D cases will also 
be maintained.). 

(1) 	 Each State will be required, Q.I a candition of receipt of Fexhral fimdi."'I for 
tlu! child support 'IJ!orr:ement program, to calculate II SUIle paternity 
tstablishrru!nt perr:entage based on yearly data that rt!CtJrd: 
I 
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(a) 	 all ollJ-o!-wedJock births In the Stale for a given year, regardless of the 
parents' ...,/fOrt or i1lClNlU! StalUS; and 

(b) 	 all palemities established for the OIlJ-o!-wMJock blnhs in the State during thill 
year. 
I 

(2) 	 ~ age of the child at the time palemiry is established will be reponed, 
enabling States to determine exactly Iww long It is taking to establish 
, 	 . 
palel7lJry. 

(3) 	 ~ Stcmary shall prtScribe by regulation the acceptable metlwds for 
determining the denominator and the IUlTntrator of the new palemiry 
establishmenl peifoT71llUlCe measure with a preference for actual number COUNS 
rather than estimates. 

FInancial Incentives ror Paternity EstabIishment 

In order to encourage States to increase the number of paternities established, the Federal 
government will provide perfonnance-based incentive payments to States based on 
improvements in each State's paternity establishment percentage. The incentive structure will 
reward the early establishment of paternity so thai States have both an incentive to get 
paternities established as quickly as possible and an incentive to work older cases. (See also 
State Paternity Cooperation Responsibilities and Standards, p. Il). Finally, current 
regulations establishing timeframes for establishing paternity will be revised since the 
administrative procedures required under the proposal will allow cases to be processed more 
quickly. 

(1) 	 Federal Financial Participation rate (FFP) will be provided for all patemiry 
establishmenl services provided by the JV-D agency regardless of whether the 
mother or falher signs a JV-D application. 
, 

(2) 	 PeifoT71llUlCe-based incentives will be made to each Stale in the form of 
increased FFP of 1 to 5 percenl. ~ incentive srruelUre determined by the 
Stcmary will build on the peifoT71llUlCe measure so thill Slates lhill excel will 
be eligible for incentive payments. 

(3) 	 AI Stale option, Stales may txptrimenl with programs thill provide financial 
incentives to parenls to establish palemiry. Such programs, upon approval of 
the Stcmary, will be eligible for FFP. ~ Stcretary will additionally 
autlwriu up to three demonstration projects whereby financial incentives are 
provided to parenlS for establishing palemiry. 
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(4) 	 the Secrelary will iss"" regulaliOJlS esll1blishing revistd Iime}i'ames for 
eslablishing palemlty. 

, 
Streamlhtlng !be Paternity F&tabllshment Process, 

Very little outt<aclt is currently cooduCk:d about !he impo~ and mechanics of 
establishing paternity in public health relau:d li!cilities (e.g. pn:nataI clinics or WIC clinics), 
even though these li!cilities have significant contact with unmarried pIl'gIIIIlIt women. For 
example, in 1990, less than I percent of all counties reporu:d !hey cooduCk:d outreach about 
paternity establishment in prenatal clinics. Conducting outt<aclt in these public-health reIau:d 
facilities will not only broaden knowledge about the benefits of establishing paternity in 
general, but will also enhance the effectiveness of hospital-based programs. By the time !he 
parents of an out-of-wedlock child are offered an opportunJty to establish paternity in the 
hospital, the parentis) will have already had an opportunJty to obtain information about and 
reflect upon why !hey should establish pa!emity for their child. ,, 
As part of the' effort to encourage the early establishment of paternity, the proposal allows 
State agencies 'and mothers to slart !he paternity establishment process even before !he child 
is born. Sin'1" fathers are muclJ more likely to have a continuing relationship with the 
mother at that time, locating !he fa!her and serving him with legal process is much easier. If 
the father does not acknowledge pa!emity. a genetic test can then be scheduled immediately 
after the birth of !he child. 

Experience has also shown that while a higb proportion of fathers are willing to consent to 
paternity in the hospital, there are some who are unwilling to voluntarily acknowledge 
paternity outright but would do so if genetic testing confirmed parentage. The hospital based 
paternity establishment process can be further streamlined by providing the opportunity for 
genetic testing right at !he hospital. This is an efficient use of resources since hospitals are 
already fully equipped to obtain samples for these tests and blood tests are already performed 
on newborns at !he hospital for other purposes. 

As part of the State's volUlllOry COIISt<nt proct4uns, ~ State must: 

(J) 	 require. either directly aT under contTOCI wiIh health catr! provitkrs, O/her 
health-rel1JJed fodlitlts (inchtdlng pre-1IfJtal clinIcs. "well-baby" clinIcs, in
Iwme pablic health service visitatiOJlS. fomJly planning clinIcs ond WlC 
centers) 10 inform unwed partlllS abouJ the beneftls ofond the opportunities for 
"lI1blishing kgal palemlty for their childrtll; this f!jfort should be ctXJrdilIated 
wilh the U.S. Public Health Service ond lhe U. S. Depomnent of EduclIlion. 
WlC program inforrnotitJ. shall also be avallabk to the W-D agency In order 
to prrwiJU oumach ond services 10 recipient.J of lhat program. , 
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(2) 	 •requlnt ft;ll patticipatIOII by hospitals Q1Id other health-reItJled facilities to 
coopel'Qle Q1Id 1mp/onenJ /tt-hospIJol poumity establishnuw programs as a 
CUlldition qfrtimbursemt!!l qfMediWd. 

As part qfa ~ 's civil procedures for establishmlJlIt qfPOltmity, tach Stille IIIUSI: 

(1) 	 ,have stlJlUles allowing the cmntrIIlncemtllt ofpaI'mity actions prior to the birth 
qfthe child Q1Id expedited procedures for ortkring genetic tests as soon as the 
child Is rom, provided tIulI the putaliw: !Illher has IlOl yeI adww/edged 
palernity; 

(2) 	 mllIuI ava/labk procedures w/thbl 1wspIta/s It) provitU for taking a blood or 
other sampk at the Iim£ qfthe child's birth, Ifthe parents ntlJlll!Sl the test. 

Currently, acknowledgements of paternity must create either a rebuttable or conclusive 
presumption of paternity. A rebuttable presumption means that even though someone has 
admitted paternity, they can later come in and offer other evidence to "rebut" their previous 
acknowledgement. This leaves many cases dangling for years and years. The parents 
believe in some cases thst paternity is established when, in fact, it is not. Under the 
proposal, rebuttable presumptions "ripen" into conclusive presumptions after one year. A 
conclusive presumption acts as a judgment so thst paternity has, in fact, been officially 
established. Slates are allowed some flexibility to !allor due process provisions. 

The vast majority of paternity <easeS can be ntSOlved without a trial once a genetic test is 
completed. Such tests are highly accutate and will effectively either exclude the alleged 
father or result in a paternity probability over 99 percent. Virtually all alleged fathers will 
admit to paternity when faced with such results. Currently in most States, however, changes 
in the legal process have not kepI up with the changes in genetic testing techaology, resulting 
in an unnece''''ry and inefficient reliance on the courts to handle the matters surrounding 
genetic tests. 

Under the proposal, Slates will no longer have to stan a IegaJ proceeding through the courts 
and have a court hearing simply to have a genetic test ordered. States are also precluded 
from requiring a court bearing prior to ratification of paternity acknowledgments. These 
procedures will speed up what is otherwise unnecessarily a very time consuming and labor 
intensive process. Another delay in the process occurs if the father fails to show for an 
ordered blood test. Often the IY-D agency must go hack to court to get a default order 
entered, even though this process could be handled more efficiently on an administrative 
basis. Under the proposal, the IY-D agency will be given the authority to enter default 
orders without having to ntSOrt to the courts. 
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The Federal government currently pays 90 percent of the laboratory costs for paternity cases 
requiring genetic testing and will OOtItinue to do so. However, there is eumntly a gmlI deal 
of variation at the Slate and loeaI level regarding whether and under wbat circumstances the 
costs of genetic testing are passed OIIto fathen facing a paternity allegation. The proposal 
will eliminate the current variation by requiring all States to advance the costs of genetic 
tests, and then allowing recoupment from the alleged father in cases where he i. determined 
to be the biological father of the child. By advancing the costs of genetic testing, there i. no 
financial disincentive for alleged fathers to evade genetic testing. At the same time, 
requiring tba! an alleged father ROimburse the state for the cost of genetic tests should he be 
determined to be the biological father eliminates any incentive for fathers to request genetic 
tests as a 'slaIling' technique and promotes volunlllIy acknowledgment of paternity when 
appropriate. 

In the _t that a party disputes a panicular test result, the dispute should normally be 
resolved through further testing. The party should be given the opportunity to bave 
additional tests but also be required to incur the costs of those additional tests. This will 
help to ensure that the opportunity to request additional testing is used only in cases where 
there is a legitimate reason to question the original test results and not used as a del.ying 
tactic to avoid establishing paternity. 

Currently, research on non..:uStodial fathers suggests tba! many fathers who might otherwise 
be open 10 the idea of establishing paternity are deterred from doing SO because they may 
then be required to pay large amounts of ...,.,..... and/or face delivery-associated medical 
expenses in addition to ongoing suppert obligations. For Inw-income fathers with limited 
incomes, this poses a special problem. Providing the administrative agency/court the 
authority to forgive all or part of these costs will reduce disincentives to establish paternity in 
certain cases. 

IV-O agencies currently are not encooraged to bring a paternity action forward on behalf of 
the putative father, even in cases in which the mother is not cooperating with the State in 
establishing paternity. In some states, fathers bave no standing to bring paternity actions at 
all. If the primary gnal is to establish paternity for as many children born out-of-wedlock as 
possible, IY-D agencies should be able to assist putative fathers as well as mothers in 
establishing paternity for a nonmarital cbild. 

Under the OBRA of 1993 amendments, Slates are required to .bave ."pedited processes for 
paternity establishment in OOtItested cases and each State must give fuU faith and credit to 
determinations of paternity made by other States. In order to further streamline the treatment 
of contested cases, the proposal provides that States can set temporary support in appropriate 
cases. This discourages defendants in paternity actions from OOtItesting cases in order to 
simply delay the payment of suppert. The proposal also abolishes jury trials for paternity 
cases unless required under a State constitution. lury trials are a remnant from the time 
when paternity cases were criminal in nature. Almost two-thirds of the States stili allow jury 
trials. While rnrely requested, jury trials delay the resolution of cases and take a heavy ioU 
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on personnel ..:sources. With the advent of modem scientific genetie II:Sting, they serve very 
little purpose, as almost all cases will ultimately be mIOlved based on the results of the tests. 
The proposal also eases certain evidentiary rules, allowing cases to be heard without the need 
for establishing' a foundation for evidence that is normally uneontroverted. 

As part of~ Stalt'S civil prrx:eduru fo~ establlshmllnt ofpaltmiry, tad! Stalt 1mISt: 

(1) 	 prrn!i<k tJw( acJarqwltdgments of poItmity Crtllll. either II ",buJlab1e or 
Conc/usive presumption ofpoItmity. if II ",bwable presumption Ofpaltmity Is 
crtaled, Stales must provilk tJw( the prtsumption ripens into II conclusive legal 
dettnnination with the same effect tIS II judgment no /oJ" than 12 tnbnths from 
the tkJJe of s/glling the acbIlJwltdgment. Stales moy, al their option, allow 
falllers to tnbve to vacate or roopen such judl1- al II /oJer date in casts of 
fraud or If it Is /n the best wertst of the child.,, 

(2) 	 provilk administrative auJhoriry to the N-D age1lC)l to order all parties to 
submit to genetic testing In all casts where eilher the tnbther or putative father 
requests II genetic WI; I1IIIi submits II .....,'" stalement setting forth facts 
establishing a reasonable passibility of the requisite sexual COnlac/, without the 
need for a court hearing prior to such an order; 

(3) 	 preclude the use ofCOUlt hearings to TtJJiIY palemiry aclcMwledgmenrs; 

(4) 	 provilk odmillistrative twthoriry to the N-D age1lC)l to enter default orders to 
establish palemity specifically whe,e II parry tifUses to comply with an order 
for genetic testing; 

, 

(5) 	 udvance the costs of genetic Itsts. subject to recoupment from the putative 
falher if he Is th!termined to be the biological falller of the child (Feth!rai 
funding will continue al 90 percent for IaboTalory ItStS for pal.mity); if the 
result of the genetic testing Is disputed. upon ",asonab1e request of a parry. 
orth!r thal add/tiona/testing be done by the same IaboralOry or an IntUpenth!nt 
IaboTOlory al the expense ofthe parry ,.questing the addiIionaltts/s; 
, 

(6) 	 provilk disc,.tion to the odmillistrat/ve oge1lC)l or court setting the amount of 
suppart to forgive th!livery medical expenses or limit oman owed to the Stale 
(but not the tnblher) in cases where the father cooperates or aclcMwledges 
putemiry /xifore or qfter II genetic test Is completed; 

(7) 	 allow putative fathers (where not prosumed to be the father unth!r State law) 
sttmdlng to inltiate their own patemity actions, even if the tnbther of the child 
is not cooperatillg with the State,: 

,, 
I 

I 
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. 

(8) 	 e.stobIish ond ~nt laws which mandate, upon lIWlion by 0 pony, a 

tribunal III COntested aues to orrkr tm/pol'tlrj suppon /lCCOrding w die laws of 
the tribunal's SlOle it 

(a) 	 the resuks of die parentage testing creale a reblJltabk prtsumptiOfl of 
jaJel1lity. 

(b) 	 die pel'$On from whom suppDn Is !Ought Iw.J signed " verified statement of 
ponntag.. or 

(c) 	 the,. Is other clear and convincing evUknce /hoi die penon from whom 
suppon is !Ought is the porticular chiJ4 's portnt; 

(9) 	 <nact laws which abolish the OVtJiWblIily of tri41 by jury for palemiry aues 
unless required by the State constitution. ond 

(10) 	 have ond use laws that provilk for the 11IIroduction ond admission 11110 
evilknce, withoUl need for third-pony foUlltlmioll testimony, of p,.-nat41 ond 
post-nat41 binh-related ond pore1llage-testing bills; ond each bill sholl he 
regarded as prima facie evidence of the amoll1ll Incurred on hehalf of the child 
for the procedures included in the bill. 

Paternity Outreach 

Paternity establishment is recognized as an important strategy to combat the high incidence of 
poverty among, children born out of wedlock. Yet to date, there has been no cohesive 
national strategy 10 educate the public on this issue. As a result, many parents do not 
understand the ,benefits of paternity establishment and child support and are unaware of the 
availability of services. This proposal calls for a broad, comprehensive outreach campaign at 
the Federal and,Slate level to promote the importance of paternity establishment as a parental 
responsibility and a right of the children. 

A combined outreadl and education stralegy will build on the Administration'S paternity 
establishment iiUtiative included in last year'. budget law, OBRA of 1993, by underscoring 
the importance of paternity establishment for children born outside of marriage and the 
message that diiId support is a two-parenI responsibility. States will be asked 10 expand their 
point of contact wilh unwed parents in order to provide maximum opportunity for paternity 
establishment ai'd to promote the norm that paternity establishment is dedeg the right Ihing 
for their children. ' 
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UNkr 1M proposal: 
I 

(1) 	 the Dep6nmelll ofHeillth ned Humotl Services, In COtJj)erotWn with 1M PUblic 
Heallh Service ned 1M DtpartrtumI of EdlIctuion, will lake the leoti In 
tkW!/tJplng a compnllltnslW! media cmnpaIgn designed 10 rei1ffOTCt: both the, 
Importance ofp6lemlty eJlablisilwlll ned the message dial child sUPp6rt Is a 
"t)4'O panlll" rtSp611S1blliry: 

I,
(2) 	 SlIJIts will bt requiml to inIp/eJttMI 0III7t<IdI programs prt1mOli1lg voluntary 

ocbwwledgnuml of paltmlry Ihrough a ...mety of mtQ1IS including, but not 
11iniU!d to, 1M distribution of wr/nen _rials at schools, haspilals, ned other 
agencks. Slalts an also eflCOuragtd 10 tslablish prt-nata! programs for 
apeela/ll coupks, elllu!r morritd or unmorritd, /0 tducate p6rt111S on IMir 
}o/III rights ned rtSp611S1biliti"" in palemlty. AI State option, such programs 
could bt required ofall aptctOJU weI/are rec/plellls: 

(3) 	 Statts will bt requ/mllo mtIke reasonable efforts 10 follow up wllh individuals 
who do not tslaDlish p6lemlry ill 1M haspltal, providing tMm l1fformotion on 
1M btruifits ned proctdu:rts jor tstablishlng palemity, The materials ned 1M 
proeess jor which the Informotion Is dlsseminattd is left 10 the discrttion of1M 
Stotts, but Stat"" ""..1 haW! a pIM jor this outrtach, which /lICludes ot leasl 
01U! post-hospital contact with each pareN whose wreaboUls art lawwn 
(""less 1M Stote has reason 10 btlieve dial such COlllact puts 1M child or 
molMr at risk): 

(4) 	 ali p6rtlllS who ts/abltsh palemlty, bU1 who art 1101 requlml 10 assign tMir 
child sUPp6rt rights 10 the Slate due 10 recelpl ofAFDC. musl, at a minimum, 
bt provided substqutlll/y wllh l1fformotion on the btruifits ned proetd""'" for 
establtshing a child sUPp6rt order ned an application for child support 
services: ned 

(5) 	 upon approval of 1M Secretary. Federal funding will bt provided ot an 
/lICreastd matching rote of 90 porcelli for palemlty outreach programs. 

ImprovlD& Cooperation 8lD0III AFDC Mothers In the EstabUsbment of Paternity 

CoqpertJliJ;" S/mIdarde and Good Oms. ExC'plWIIS 

CurrenUy, cooperating willi lilt IV-D agency in establishing patemily is a condition of 
eligibilily for AFDC and Medicaid recipients. Cooperation is defined as appeamnte for 
appointments (including blood tests), appeararu:c for judicial or administrative proceedings, 
or provision of complete and accurate information. The last SUlndard is so vague lIIat "true" 
cooperation is often difficult to dete:rmine. Research suggests lila! a grealeI' perCtlllage of 
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mothen know the identity and whereabouts of the father of their child than is reported to the 
N -D agency. Better and more aggressive procedures can yield • much higher rate of 
success in eliciting information about the father from the mother than is currently achieved. 

The proposal cOntains several provisions aimed at significantly increasing cooperation among 
AFDC mothers while at the same time not penalizing those who have fully cooperated with 
the N-D agency but (or whom paternity (or their child is not established due to 
circumstances beyond their control. In<:reased cooperation will result in higher rates of 
paternity establishment. 

Under I~ proposal: 

(/) 	 I~ IIt'W cooperation staJldards dncrlbed ~rdn will apply 10 all applications 
for AFDC or approprlmt Medicaid cosa for """",n wilh children bom on or 
qper 10 months following the dote of-: , 

(2) 	 t~ initial coofH!ration requ/rtJn<!nt is met only when I~ mot~r has provitkd 
t~ StOle the following Informtlt/on: 

(a) 	 t~ name ofthef~r: and 

(b) 	 sldfic/ent iJVI>mwion 10 verll! lhe Identity of the fH!rstm named (such as the 
present address of the fH!l'Son, the pasI or prestnt ploce ofemp10yment of the 
fH!l'Son. the pasI or present school t1Ittndtd by the fH!I'SOn, I~ _ and 
address of I~ fH!rson's partl11S, friends or relntives IIw can provltk location 
/nfomwion for I~ fH!l'Son, the lelephone ruun./Jer of t~ fH!l'Son, the dote of 
birth ofI~ fH!l'Son, or other infomwion tIw, If reasonolile ejfons were made 
by I~ Slate, coald lead 10 1de1l1i.f! " portIcuJor person 10 lie served wilh 
process); 

(c) 	 if t~re is more than one posslole fat~r, the mol~r must provide I~ nomes of 
all postlble fm~l'S; 
, 

(3) 	 the continued coopert1llDn requirement is inti when I~ mot~r providn I~ 
Slm. t~ follnwing Infomwion: 

(a) 	 additional reasonable, releWlJU Infomwion which the mol~r can reasonolily 
provltk, requesled by I~ Slme at any poW; 

(b) 	 apfH!arance m required Interviews, conference ~arlngs or legal proceedings, 
ifnotified In adV<IIICe and l1li illness or «me,ceney dtJes not prevent OJIentkmce; 
or 

(c) 	 Jppearanct (along with the child) to suOmit to genetic tests: 
I 

9 



(4) 	 good cause =eptioM will ~ g7f1llltd for lIOII-cooperolWn on an individual 
ciue basis using striCI oppliC1Jlitm of IIU! uisrlng good cause actptions for the 
AFDC program.
I 

($) 	 Stale W-D wor/re" must i"'orm each oppliCOlll of lhe good cause =eplions 
available IUlder currr1ll lJzw and IU!lp the motlU!r determine If she meelS the 
definiIWn. 

• 

CurnmUy, many local IV-D agencies do not conduct inlala: interviews at all but rather rely 
on information (e.g., identity and location of the father) obtained by the IV-A agency. 
Those IV-D agencies that conduct inlala: interviews do not sdleduJe them until after the 
mother has already applied for and been derermined eligible fI) receive AFDC benefits. This 
pnlClice reduces the incentive of AFDC mothel'll fI) cooperate with the IV-D agency in 
providing complete and aceutate information about the father of their child because questions 
regarding C()()ptI8Iion do not arise until after etigibility for AFDC has been approved and the 
family is receiving benefits: 

I 
The proposal ..\.in increase the incidence of paternity establishment by making receipt of 
benefits conditional upon fulfilling the C()()ptI8Iion requin:ment; IV-D agencies will have fI) 

determine whether the cooperation requirement has been met prior to the receipt of benefits. 
Slates will be encouraged, but not required, to facilitate this change in procedure by either 
co-locating IV-A agencies and IV·D agencies or conducting a single IV-AIIV-D screening or 
inlala: interview. AFDC applicants who fail fI) fulfill the new cooperation requin:ment will 
be sanctioned. 

(1) 	 Applicants must ctJ(}peraJe in establishing palemiry prior 10 receipl of~nefiIS: 
I 

(a) 	 using the new cooperation standilrds, an Initial determination of cooperolWn 
must ~ maIk by the Slale W-D agency within 10 dl./ys oj oppliC1Jlion Jor 
AFDC and/or Medicaid; 
. 	 . 

(b) 	 If the cooperation determination is nol maIk within tlU! speclfitd time,frome, the 
gpplicant could 1101 ~ denitd .I/gil>illry for IIU! abo"" ~nejils bastd on 
1WIICOO{Jtratlon pending the delt_on; 

(oj 	 once an inirlaldeterminatlon of ctJ(}peration is maIk, tlU! W-D agency must 
iIiform the mother and the relevant programs ofilS determination; 

(d) 	 Individuals qwllfjing for emergency assistance or expedittd processing could 
~gln melving ~nefilS bifore a deltrminatlon is maIk. 
I 	 . 
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(2) Failure to coopeTtlle wilh the lV-D agency will result in an immediaJe 

sanction: 

(a) 	 sanctions will be based on current law. Slatts are required 10 i1ifonn all 
sanctioned individuals oflheir right 10 appeal the delennination. 

(b) 	 if a delennination Is mode that the custodial parent has mel lhe Initial 
cooperation requirement IJIId the lV-D agency later has reason to belie"" lhat 
the l1ifonnation Is incorrect or insl4/ficient, the agency musl: 

(I) 	 try 10 oblain additional i1ifonnation; IJIId if lhat fails 

(II) 	 schedule a fair hearing to delennine if lhe parent Is fully cooperating 
before imposing a sanction; 

(c) 	 if a molher fails 10 cooperate IJIId Is delennined ineligible for benefilS, but 
subsequently chooses 10 coopeTtlle IJIId lilkLs appropriate action, Federal IJIId 
Slate benefils will be immediately reinstated. 

(d) 	 if lhe delennination resulls in a finding of noncooperation IJIId lhe applicant 
appeals, lhe applicant could nol be denied benefils based on noncooperation 
pending lhe outcome of lhe appeal. Slates can sel up appeal procedures 
Ihrough lhe existing lV-A appeals process or Ihrough a lV-D appeals process. 

(3) Slates are encouraged 10 eilher co-locate lV-A IJIId lV-D offices, provide a 
single interview for IV-A and /V-D purposes, or conduct a single screening 
process., 

SIal. Pat.rnity Coop.ration R'rponsibililies IJIId StaJulanIs 

States will be held to new standards of responsibility for determining cooperation and 
ensuring that information regarding paternity is acted upon in a timely fashion. Under the 
proposal, if tIie. mother meets this stricter cooperation requirement and provides full 
information, the burden shifts to the state to determine paternity within one yeas from the 
date the mother, met the initial cooperation date. This is a shorter time period than what was 
required by regulation under the Family Support Act of 1988 and under the proposed OBRA 
of 1993 regulations. 

If the state fails to establish paternity within the new specified one-yeas timeframe, it will 
lose Federal FFP for those cases. This FFP penalty does not exist under current law, and 
provides a significant incentive for states to work their incoming paternity cases in a timely 
fashion. A tolerance level is allowed for cases where paternity cannot be established despite 
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the State's best efforts. Other paternity standards under existing law will be maintained to 
encourage States to continue to work all new and old IV -D cases. 

For all caies subject 10 the new cooptration rupd"""'nts: 

(I) 	 Slale JV-D agencies 17WSI either establish paternity if al all possible or impose 
a sanction In every case within one year from the d4le thai the initial 
cooperation requirement Is met; or 

(2) 	 q the nwlher has met the cooptration rupd"""'nts and the Stale has failed to 
establish paternity wilhln the one ytor time limit, the Stale will not be eligible 
for FFP of the AFDC granl for tlwse cases. (17Ie Secretary will establish by 
regulaJion a mtJhod for keeping track of tlwse coses. The FFP ptnaJry will be 
based on an overage nwlllh/y granl for cases where paternity is not established 
ralher than by tracking individllol cases.) The Secrtilary sholl prescribe by 
regulation a tolerance level. for which there will be no ptnalty, for coses 
where palernity Cannol be established despite the best eJfons of the Stale. The 
tolerance level sholl not exceed 10 ptrr:elll of the Stale·s 11IllNIIJtory cases thai 
need paternity established In rmy given year. 

Attreditation or Genetic Testing Laboratories 

In 1976 a joint committee of the American Bar Association (ABA) and the American Medical 
Association (AMA) established guidelines for paternity testing. In the early 1980's, the 
Parentage Testing Committee of the American Association of Blood Banks (AABB), under a 
grant from the Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement, developed standards for 
parentage testing laboratories. These standards served as a foundation for an inspection and 
accreditation program for parentage testing laboratories. In addition, the Parentage Testing 
Committee developed a checklist for inspectors to use in determining if laboratories are in 
conformance with the standards required for AABB accreditation. These standards are 
subject to future revision as the state-of-the-art and experience dictate. 

Using attredited laboratories ensures that laboratories do not take shortcuts, employ 
unqualified personnel, fail to perfonn duplicate testing or otherwise compromise quality 
control. Thirty-six of the fifty-four IV-D Child Support Enforcement agencies currently use 
solely AABB accredited laboratories for paternity testing. Under the proposal, the SecretaIy 
will authorize an organization such as the AABB or a U.S. agency to accredit laboratories 
conducting genetic testing and States will be required to use only accredited laboratories. 

State law often fails to keep pace with scientific advances in genetic testing. For instance, 
while DNA testing for paternity cases is widely attepted in the scientific community, some 
state laws remain from a time prior to DNA testing. Such state laws may refer only to 
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'HLA' or 'blood' testing, so state agencies are unable to contract with laboratories using 
more ftlCdern techniques. Under the proposal, States must amend their laws to accept all 
accredited test ....ull> with the type of tests to be delennined by the authorized organization 
or agency based upon what testing is widely accepted in the scientific community. 

(1) 	 1M ~f'WJry will QUlhortu <111 organization or U.S. agency to accredit 
UJbortllories conducting gtllttic testing I11Id 1M procedures I11Id ml!thod:< to be 
used; I11Id 

(2) 	 States II.. ..quired to us. accrtdited labs for all gtllttic testing IIJIillo accept 
aU accredited test mulls. 

Administrative Authority to I1stabllsb Orders Based ... GuldellDes 
i 

• 


Establishing paternity alone does not establish an obligation to pay support. An obligation to 
pay support is only created when the proper authority issues an Older that support be paid 
(Le., an 'award" of support). Sometimes this is done when patanity is established and 
sometimes not-there are many state variations. States also vary in how they establish an 
award when someone enters the IV-D system in non-paternity cases. A few States provide 
adminislnltive authority to establish child support OIders. Many State require that a separate 
rourt action be brought. 

! 
Establishing support awards is critical to ensuring that children receive the support they 
deserve. Under the proposal, all IV-D agencies will have the authority to issue the child 
support award. This will vastly simplify and speed-up the process of getting an award in 
place. Adequate protections ate provided 10 en.ure that award levels ate fair; the IV-D 
agency must base the award level on state guidelines and States ate provided the IJexibility to 
set up procedural due process protection.. These adminislnltive procedures apply to 
paternity and IV-D cases only. Legal separations and divorces may still be handled through 
the roun process. 

(1) 	 Stales must Iwve and use simpl. a4m/nistrative procedures ill N-D cases 10 
establish suppon orders so that· 1M JV-D agency CQ1I Impose 1111 order for 
suppon (based upoll Slall guidelilltS) in cases where: 

(a) 1M custodial pornu Iws assigned his or her right ofsuppon to 1M Stale; 

I 
the parent Iws not assigned his or her right of suppon 10 1M Stare but Iws 
established paternity through <111 tldawwledgml!nt or Stall l1Iiministrative 
pi-octdure; or ., 

(e) 	 in cases of seporation where " parent Iws applied for N-D services I11Id there 
is not " court proceedillg pending for a kgal stparalion or divorce. At Stale 
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b¢on, StOlts may atend such authority to 011 casts of separation ond 
divon:e, buI they an not rtquirtd to tkJ so. 
I 

(2) 	 In 011 casts oppropriare notice ond due process as dLtennlntd I1y the StOle 
must bI! followed. , 
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D. ENSURE FAIR AWARD LEVElS 

National Commk<lOD OD ChIld Support GuldeUoes 

States are currenUy required to use presumptive guideUoes in setting and modifying all 
support awards ,but bave wide discretion in their development. Wbile the use of state·based 
guideUoes bas led to more uniform treatment of similarly-situated parties within a state, there 
is still much debate concerning the adequacy of support awards resulting from guidelines. 
This is due to inadequate information on the costs of raising a child by two parents in two 
separate households and because disagreements abound over what costs (medical care, child 
care, non-minor andtor multiple family support) should be included in guidelines. The issue 
is further compOunded by cbarges that individual State guideUoes result in disparate treatment 
between States and encourage forum shopping. 

To resolve th-k issues and ensure that guidelines truly provide an equitable and adequate 
level of support in all cases, the proposal creates a national commission to study and make 
recommendations on the desirability of uniform national guidelines or national parameters for 
setting guidelin'7" 

(1) 	 Congress shall create a twtlve-member National Commission on Child Support 
Guidelines no /ater than December 1994, for the purpose of studying the 
tksirability of a unifonn, national child support guideline or national 
porameters for State guidelines. 

(2) 	 The U.S. House of Representatives and the U.S. Senate slwll appoint three 
membe,.. each, and the Secretary of the Department of Health and HUJTUJn 
Services slwll appoint six membe,.. within six months of enactment. 
Appointments to the Commission must include a State JV-D Director and 
members or representatives of both custodial and non-custodial porent groups. 

(3) 	 The Commission shall pre po'" a report not /ater than two yea,.. qfter the date 
of appointment to be submitted to Congress. The Commission terminates six 
months qfter submission ofthe ,..port. 

(4) 	 if the Commission determines that a unifonn guideline slwuld be adJJpted, the 
Commission shall recommend to Congress a guideline which it conside,.. most 
equitable, taking into account studies of various guideline models, their 
deficiencies, and any needed improvements. The Commission slwll also 
consider the need for simplicity and ease of application of guidelines as a 
critical objective.

I 
I 
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In addition, t~ Commission slwuJd study t~ following: 

(1) 	 ~ Ildequocy ofaisting siale guidelines 

(2) 	 ~ _ ofmldtlp/efomiUes In Stale guidelines illCludlng: 

(a) 	 ~T a remarried parelll's spouse's 11ICOI'1Ie qfftcts a support obligation; 

(b) 	 ~ Impact ofstep G1Jd Iwq-sibl/ngs OIl support obligations; G1Jd 

(c) 	 ~ costs of mldtIp/e G1Jd subsequent fomily child m1slng obligations, OI~r 
tIwn tlwte children for wIwm ~ action was broughJ; 

(3) 	 ~ mi1l1nelll of child care t:<ptnstS in guidelines including whI:~r guidelines 
slwuJd loire 11110 account: , 

(0) 	 currelll f)r projected •••,,* reloted or job training reloted child care expenses of 
eit~r parelll for ~ care ofchildren f)f eltlu!r POTeIll; G1Jd 

(b) 	 ~aJlh insurance, reloted uninsured ~1Ih care expenses, G1Jd exmumllnary 
sclwa1 expenses /lICUrred on belwIfof~ child foT wIwm tIu! order Is soughJ; 

(4) 	 t~ duratif)n f)f support /1JI one or both parelllS, Including t~ slwring ofPOSI
secondory or vocational InstilUlion cosu: tIu! tiJJrDtion ofSUPPOI1 of a disabled 
child illCludlng children ..no are unable 10 SUPPOI1 I~mselves dur /0 a 
disability lhot arose during I~ child's mi1!()rily; 

(5) 	 t~ adoption of unifo11ll lenns In oil child support orders tf) facilitale the 
e1J!orwnelll oforders /1JI OIher States: 

(6) 	 t~ definition of Incotne G1Jd whl:lher G1Jd under wIwt circumstances Income 
slwuJd be impuIed; 

(7) 	 t~ effect of extended visitation, slurred custody G1Jd jaJlII custody dectsions on 
guideline levels; G1Jd 

(8) 	 ~ tax aspects of child support paytnelllS. 

ModIflcatlODS of ChIld Support Orders 

lnadequam child support awants are a lIll\ior factor contributing to !be gap between the 
amount of child support currently coUecmd versus !be amount that could potentially be 
collecmd. When child support awards are determined initially. the award is set using current 
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guidelines which take into a<:count the income of the noncustodial parent (and usually the 
custodial parent as weu). Although the cireumstan<:es of both parents' (including their 
income) and the child change over time, awards often n:main at their original level. In order 
to rectify this situalion, ehiId suppol1 awards need 10 be updated periodically so that the 
amount of support provided refi""" current cireumstan<:es. Recent n:seareb indicates that an 
additional $7.1 billion dollars per year eouId be oollected if all awards were updated (based 
upon the Wisconsin guidelines). 

The Family Support Act of 1988 responded 10 the problem of inadequate awards by requiring 
States 10 n:view and modify all AFDC cases once every thn:e years, and every non·AFDC 
IV·D case every thn:e years for which a parent requests a n:view. Although a good start, 
then: an: several sborIOnmings with Cumllt policy. 

First, requiring the non-AFDC custedial parent, usually the mother, to initiate n:view places 
a heavy burden on the mother to raise wbat is often a controversial and advel'$lrial issue. 
Research indicates that a significant proportion of mothers would rather not 'rock the boat' 
by initiating • review, even thougb it eould n:sult in a higher amount of child support. In 
order to eUminate this burden on the non-AFDC custodial parent and this inequitable 
treatment of AFDC and non·AFDC cases, child support awards of non-AFDC children 
should be subject 10 automatic n:view and updating just as current law now provides for 
AFDC children. 

Seoond, current n:view and modification procedun:s an: extn:mely labor intensive, time· 
eonsuming, and cumbersome 10 implement. This problem is particularly pronounced, 
although not limited to, States with court-based SYS!A:llls. Improvements in automated 
systems will help diminish some of the time delays and trnclcing problems currenUy 
associated with n:view and modification efforts. However, a simplified administrative 
process for updating awards is also needed for Slates to handle the volume of cases involved 
in a more efficient and speedier manner. 

(1) 	 StaleS shllll have and use laws thnl require the review and a4jusmU:1It oj all 
c1ii1tl support onlers incl1llled in the SlI1Je Central Registry once every three 
years. 11u! State shall provide thnl a change ill the support anwUN resulting 
from the application oj guidelines since the entry of the last onler is sujJicient 
rtason Jor modification of a dUltl support obligation withoul the necessity 0/ 
slwwlng tury other change 111 circumstances. (SlI1Jes may, at their option, 
establish a thresholtl anwUN 1IlJt to acted .5 percent since entry oj the last 
onler.) 

(2) 	 States may set II minimum fim4rame rhnl runs from the diJle oj the last 
a4jus_nt thnl bars " ~ nview bt,fore a certain period of lillU' 
ekJpses, absent (JIher cMnged circumstances. IndivitJJJflJs may req~t 

modiftcatioll.! more often than once every Me years if either parent's income 
changes by mort thaJI 20 percent. 
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,, 
(3) 	 StOles are not precluded from conducting the process 01 the Ibcal or cowuy 

Iivel. Telephonic hearings and video cOlferencing are encouraged. 
I 

(4) 	 To ensure that all reviews can be conducted within the specified timeframe. 
siOles must hove and use /aws which: 

(a) 	 provide the child support agency administrative power to mndify all child 
support orrk,. and medical support orrk,.. including those orrk,. e1llered by 
Q CDun; 

(b) 	 require all reviews and mndifications ofaisting orrk,. Included In the registry 
to be conducted through the StOle or Ibcal child support agency; 

(c) 	 provide jidl faith and credit for all valid orrk,. ofsupport modified through an 
administrative process; 

(d) 	 require the child support agency to fllJIoma/e the ... view and modification 
process to the txle1ll possible; 

(e) 	 ensure that i1llemOle modification cases follow U1FSA. and any amending 
F~ral jurisdictional legislation for dete17Tlining which stOle hils jurisdiction 10 
modify an orrkr; 

(f) 	 e!.sure that downward modifications as well as upward mndifications must be 
niade in all cases ifa ... view indicOles a mndification is wa"a1/Jed;

I 

(g) 	 simplify notice and due process procedures for modifications in orrkr to 
apedite the processing ofmndifications (Federal statuJory changes also); 

I 
I 

(h) 	 provide administrative subpoena power for all releVa1/J income i'lf017Tlation; 
a!ut 

(i) 	 provide default standords for non-responding pore1lls. 

I 
(5) 	 1ht Secrtlary ofHealth and Human Services and the Secretary of the Treasury 

shall conduct a demonstration to dettnnine if IRS inc01ne dola can be used to 
facilitOle the modification process. 
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Distribution or Child Support Payments 

Priotily 0/ Child Suppolt Distribution 

Families are often not given first priority under =t child support distribution policies. 
TIle proposal will make such policies mone responsive to the needs of families by reordering 
child support distribution priorities, giving States the option to pay cument child support 
directly to families who are lecipients and reordering Federal income tax offset priorities. 

When a family applies for AFDC. an assignment of support rights is made to the State by the 
custodial parenL Any child support paid is retained by the State to reimburse itself and the 
Federal government for AFDC benefits expended on behalf of that family. When someone 
goes off public assistance. payments for support obligations above payment of curnent 
support (i.e., arrearages) may be made to satisfy amounts owed the State and the family. 
States currently 'have discretion to either pay these child support arrearages first to the former 
AFDC family or to use such arrearage payments to recover for past unreimbursed AFDC 
assistance. Only about 19 States have chosen to pay the family arrearages first for missed 
payments after the family stops receiving AFDC benefits. 

TIle proposed ~han&e will requin: all States to pay arrearages due to the family before 
reimbursing any unreimbursed public assistance owed to the State. Such a change will 
strengthen a families post-AFDC self-sufficiency. Families often remain economically 
vulnerable for a substantial amount of time after leaving AFDC; about 25 percent of those 
who leave return within • year and another 25 percent return within two years. Ensuring 
that all support due to the family during this critical transition period is paid to the family 
can mean the difference between self-sufficiency or a return to welfare. 

, 
States that have already voluntarily implemented this policy believe that such a policy is 
more fair to the custodial family wbu now depends on payment of support to help meet ils 
living e'penses. States have also found it difficult to .'plain to custodial and non-custodial 
parents why support paid when a family has left welfare should go to reimburse the state 
arrearages first before arrearages owed the family are paid. If child support is about 
ensuring the well-being of children, then the children's economic needs should be taken care 
of before state debt repayment. 

Public policy also ought to promote the establishment of two-parent families. Having two
parents living tOgether within marriage provides children with more emotional and financial 
support than having two parents living apart. Under current law, child support arrears are 
not dischargeable even if the parents marry or reconcile. In these cireumstances. the family 
must pay back itself, or the State, if the family was on AFDC. For families with no AFDC 
arrearages, such payments are illogical and inefficient; a check must be written by the 
family, sent to the N-D agency. credited against the arrearage amount, and re-issued by the 
state back to the family. For families with AFDC arrearages, such payments are not re
issued to the family, but are be used to reduce the State and Federal debt. 'Ibis can make 
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low income families even poorer. Under the proposal. families who unile or reunite in 
ma.rriage can have tbeir arreara,ges suspended or forgiven if the family income is less than 
twil:e the Federal poverty guideline. ProIeetions will be included to ensure that marria,ge (or 
remarria,ge) is not undertaken for the sole pwposc of eliminating child support arreara,ges. 

(J) 	 StoleS shall distrib~ payme1llS qf all chilJ support collecUld in casu in which 
/he obltgee Is MI receiving AFDC, with /he uceptlon of moll/!}'S collected 
through II 1<1% ~ offiet. In /hefoI/owing priority: 

(a) 	 to /I t:1ImJfJ monIh's chilJ support obligation; 

(6) 	 to debts awed /hefomily (noIt-AFDC obIigatiqns); Ifany righls to chilJ support 
we,., assigned to /he SllIIe, /hen all IJJ'm1J'tJgt.S that Q.CCI'fIed qfUJr or 1NIo'" the 
chilJ rtetived AFDC shall be 4ist:rlbuIed /0 /he fmnlly; 

(c) 	 subject to (2). to the State making /he collection for any AFDC debts incumd 
under /he assignment qf r/ghls provision qf Title /V-A qf /he Social Security 
Act; 

(d) 	 subject to (.2). to other Statts for AFDC debts (in the order in which they 
occ1TiU); the collecting State must COIIlinut to "'!fOrce the order until all such 
debts a,., satisfied and to tt'tlII.Imit /he collections and MentifYlng 11iformiU/on w 
lhe Olher StOle; 

(.2) 	 q the noncustodial and custodial pGn:1lIS UIIJt. or reunite In a legilimot. 
marriage (not II .hom marriage). the Stat. must suspend or forSI..,. collection 
qf amarages awed to the Stat. If /he reunited fmnl/y's jo/nt Income Is kss 
than twice the Federal poverty gulJeline. , 

(3) 	 The Secretary shaIl pronudgat. regulaliollS that provlJe for II uniform method 
ofallocatlonfproration ojchilJ support when the obligor owes support to nwre 
than one fmnlly. All SIllies must _ the SlandmtI allocation formula. , 
•(4) 	 ~slgnment ofsupport provislollS shall be conslsltlll with (J) obove . 

. 
Treatment 0/ ChIld Support lor AFDC FamilUI• • Stat. OptWn 

With the exception of the $50 pass-through, states may nO! pay current child support directly 
to families who an: AFDC recipients. Instead child support payments an: paid 10 the Stale 
and are used 10 reimburse me State for AFDC benefit payments. Many States have found 
that both AFDC recipients and noncustodial parents misunderstand and """",t child support 
being used for staIC debt ooUection. Under waiver aumooty, Georgia has undertaken a 
demonstration to pay child support directly to the AFDC family and a number of other StaleS, 

20 




have expressed Iinterest in this approach. The proposal will allow states the option to pay 
child support dire<:Uy to the AFDC family, thereby allowing States to choose the distribution 
policy that will 'work best in their state. The AFDC benefit amount is reduced in accordance 
with state policy to account for the additional family income. This policy change makes 
child support p3rt of a family's primary income and places AFDC income as a secondary 
source of support. 

I 

(I) 	 AI StOle option, StOles may provide tIwt all current child support ptiyments 
mIJde on behalf of tmy family receiving AFDC must be paid directly to the 
family (counting the child support payments as Income). 

,, 
(2) 	 7he Secretary shall pronw/gOle regulations to ensure that StOles choosing this 

option hove avai/oble an AFDC budgeting system that minimizes irregular 
monthly payments to recipients. 

, 

I 


Priorily of Federal Income Tax Refund Offset 

The Federal inl,me tax offset is used to collect payment of overdue child support. Non
AFDC intercepts were given a low priority--afier the collection of all other Federal debts. 
The needs of children should take precedence over all other debts, including tax debt. Non
AFDC tax offsets represent a significant amount of money that, if distributed to children, 
could help prevent impoverishment as well as reduce government welfare expenditures. 

, 

(I) 	 7he Federal income tax code shall be revised to provide the following priority 
of tax refond offsets to satisfY debts: 

(a) 	 child support or alimony owed to a family (non-AFDC arrearages); 

! 
(b) 	 Federal tax debts; 

(c) 	 child support owed to a StOle or local government (AFDC arrearages); and 

(d) 	 remaining debts delineOled in their order under Section 634 of the Intemol 
Revenue Code. 
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m. COLLECT AWARDS THAT ARE OWED 


Overview 

CUIreIltly, enforcement of support cases is too often handled on a complaint-<Iriven basis 
with the IV·D agency only taking enforcement action when the custodial parent pressures the 
agency to take action. Many enforcement steps require court intervention, even when the 
case is a routine one, and even routine enforcement measures often require individual case 
processing rather than relying upon automation and mass case processing. 

Under the proposal, all States will maintain a centta1 state registry and centralized collection 
and disbursement capability through a centta1 payment center. State staff will monitor 
support payments to ensure that the support is being paid and will be able to impose certain 
administrative enforcement remedies at the State level. Thus, routine enforcement actions 
that can be handled on a mass or group basis will be imposed through the centta1 State office 
using computeis and automation. States may, at their option, use local offices for cases that 
require local enforcement actions. State staff thus will supplement, but not necessarily 
replace, local s,taff. 

The Federal role will be expanded to ensure efficient location and enforcement, particularly 
in interstate cases. In order to coordinate activity at the Federal level, a National Child 
Support Enforcement Clearinghouse (NC) will be established to help track parents across 
state lines. The National Clearinghouse includes a national child support registry, a national 
locate registry" and a national directory of new hires. The National Clearinghouse will serve 
as the hub for transmitting infonnation between States, employers, and Federal and State data 
bases. Interstate processing of cases will be made easier through the Odoption of uniform 
Jaws for handling these types of cases. 

The proposal includes a number of child support enforcement tools-·tools that bave been 
proven effective in the best performing States. Finally, changes in the funding and incentive 
structure of the IV-D program and changes designed to improve program management and 
accountability are proposed. 

STATE ROLE 

Central State Registry 

Currently, child support orders and records are often scattered through various branches and 
levels of government. This fragmentation makes it impossible to enforce orders on an 
efficient and oi-ganized basis. Also, the ability to maintain accurate records that can be 
centta1ly accessed is critical. Under the proposal, States will be required to establish a 
Centta1 State Registry for all child support orders established or registered in that State. The 
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registry will maintain current records of all the support orders and serve as a clearinghouse 
for the collection and distribution of cbild support payments. This will vastly simplify 
withholding for employers. The creation of central state registries was one of the major' 
recommendations of the U.S. Commission on Interstate Child Support and is a concept 
supported by ~y all child support professionals and advocacy groups. 

(1) 	 As Q condition of rtceipt of Fttkral jimding for tht child support e"'orcement 
program, each State wwst establish an OJIIomated central state rtgistry of child 
~upport orders. 

(2) 	 The rtgistry wwst maintain Q currtnt rtcorrJ ofthe following: 

(a) 	 iul prtSent IV-D orders established, motiified or e"'orced in tht State; 

I 
(b) 	 all new and modified orders of child support (lV-D and non-IV-D) established 

I1y or under the jurisdiction of tht State, qfler the effective date of this 
provision; and 

(c) 	 existing child support cases not included in the IV-D system at the date of 
enactmenl (JJ tither parent's request. 

I 
(3) 	 The State, in operating the child support rtgistry, wwst: 

I 
(a) 	 maintain and update the rtgistry at all times; 

I 	 ' 
(b) 	 'meet specified timeframes for submission of local court or administrative 

orders to the registry, as determined I1y the Secretary; 

(c) 	 rtcei"" out-of-state orders to be rtgistered for e"'orcement and/or modifica
Irion; 

(d) 	 ,record the amount ofsupport ordered and the rtcorrJ ofpayment for each case 
'that is collected and disbursed through tht central payment center; 
, 

(e) 	 co"'o"" to a standtJrrJized support abstract fOrmal, as determined I1y the 
Secretary, for the extraction of case i"'ormation to the National Registry and 
for matches against other data bases on a rtgulor basis; 

(f) 	 (program the statewide OJIIomated system to extract weekly updates OJIIomatical
, Iy of all case rtcords included in the rtgistry,' 
,, 

(g) 	 :provide a central point of access to the Fttkral new-hire reponing directory 
! and other Fttkral data bases, statewide data bases, and interstate case 
activity; 
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(h) ,.,jutt",,1y 11UJIch againsl olh4r Slote daia bases 10 which the child support 
agency has access; 

(1) 	 use a unifonn ;.k1llification 1IIlIPIbtr, prtfembly the Social Security Number, 
for all individuaL! or cases as delennJne41fy the Secretary; 

0) 	 preclude the child support agency from charging a fee 10 any cusuxlial or 
IIOncuslodiai port!nI for Inclusion In the reglslry, and agencies art precluded 
from Imposing any new fees on CUSlodial parentS for routt"" utablishmenl, 
el/forctmelll or IIIOdftlCl1lion ofcases handled Ihrough the registry; 

(Ie) 	 mainlain proct!tlw'es 10 ensure thai new a/'UIJrages do not /lCCI'Ui! qfter 1114 
child for whom support Is oidered is no longer eligible for support or 1114 
oider becomes Invalid (e.g., triggering 1IOIicts to parelllS 1/ oider does not 
lemunalelfy Us own tenns (JT Ify operaJion of law); 

(I) 	 USe leChnaingy and auto11UJIed procedures ill operaJing 1114 registry wherever 
feasible and cosl-'l!fecllve;, 

(m) 	 ensure thai the ilIlerest or 141. poymenl fees chqrged can be llUIonuuica!1y 
caIcuI1ued; 

(n) 	 ellSure thoi th4 registry has access to vital stotistics or OIher infonnotion 
necessary to deiennJne 1114 new paternity peifonnance measure. (If llUIomated 
elsewhere, access to these OIher daia bases should be auto11UJIed as well); and 

(0) 	 ensure thoi the system Is capable ofproducing a paymelll hislOry as detennined 
Ify 1114 SeCreJllry. 

Option for Integfrded Slot. Registry, 
(4) 	 SlOJes may, at th4ir option, maintain a unified, illlegrated registry Ify 

CfJMecting local registries through computer linkage. (Locai registries musl 
be able ro be inlegrflled at a COSf which does not exceed the COSI of a new 
single cenlrol registry.) Under lhis option, halvever, 1114 Slate and State sttiff 
must still peifonn oJl of 1114 oct/llities described h4reln for ""nlra! registries 
and must maintain /I State CntroJ Payment Cent., for collection and disburse· 
ment ofpaymenrs.

I 
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Automated Mass, Case ProcessiDg and Admlni<tratlv. Eafo........ot Remedies 
, 

In most States, routine enforcement actions, which are necessary in thousands or tens of 
thousands of cases, are still handled on an individual case basis. Often these actions require 
court involvement in each individual case or, at the very least, initiation of the routine action 
at the local level. Such a process by its nature is slow and cumbersome, causing many cases 
to simply never receive the attention they deserve. A few StahlS, such as Massachusetts, are 
handling routine enforcement actions by using mass case processing techniques and imposing 
administrative enforcement remedies through centralized case handling. Computer systems 
routinely match child support files of delinquent obligors 88ainst other data bases, such as 
wage reporting data and bank account data, and when a match is found can take enforcement 
action automatically without human intervention. The system automatically notifies the 
obligors of the actions being taken and offers an appeal process. The vast majority of 
obligors do not appeal, so the case proceeds routinely and the support is obtained and sent to 
the families due support. 

The use of such mass case processing techniques and administrative remedies has 
significantly reduced the number of cases where the N-D 88ency has to resort to contempt 
or other judicial measures. This also frees up staff to work paternity cases or other more 
labor intensive enforcement measures. The proposal requires ali States to develop the 
capacity to handle cases using mass case processing and the administrative enforcement 
remedies. 

(I) 	 As a condition ofState plan approval, the State must have slf/ficient :iIiJI§. staff, 
State autharity and auto"""ed procedures to monitor cases and impose thase 
e'!forcement measures thai can be handled on a mass or group basis using 
compUler automation technology. ·State stqff" are staff thai are employed by 
and directly accowuable to the State JV-D agency (private contractors are 
allowed). (Where States have local staff, this supplements, bUl does not 
necessarily replace, local staff, Therefore, local staff are still provided where 
necessary.) 

Specifically the State shall: 

(2) 	 monitor all cases within the registry on a regular basis, detennining on at 
/east a monthly basis whether the child supporr payment has been made; 

(3) 	 maintain automation capability whereby a disruption in payments trigger:r 
automatic e'!forcement mechanisms; 

(4) 	 administratively Impose the following e'!forcement measures withaUl need for a 
seporate court order: 

I 
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, 
,, 

(a) 	 order wag... to M witIWld DJltomtJJlcally for tire purpos ... of satisfying child 
support obligations. fJ//IJ direct wage withholding orrUrs to employers Immedi
alely upon notification by the national directory of1ILW hir..... 

(b) 	 altach financial Institution accounts (post-judgmLlIl seizures) without tire need 
for a separale court order for the altachmLlIl.. (Stal... can. al their option. 
freeze accounts fJ//IJ If no challenge to tire freeze ofjimds Is made. tum over 
the part of tire accoUlll subjea to tire freeu up to tire amoUlll of tire child 
support debt to the person or Stale seeking the execution).. 

(c) 	 illlereept certain llImp-SIl11l mont... such as lottery winnings fJ//IJ settlemLlIlS to 
M turned over to the Stale to satisfy pending arrearag... ; 

(d) 	 altach public fJ//IJ priWJJe retiremLlIl jimds in appropriale cas.... as detennined 
by the Secretary;

I 

, 
(e) 	 altoch unemp/oymelll compensation. workman's compensation fJ//IJ otlrer Stale 

Mnefits; 

(f) 	 increase payments to cover arrearages: 
I 

(g) 	 intereept Stale tax rejimds; fJ//IJ 

(h) 	 submit cases for Federal tax offset., 
(5) 	 Stare laws fJ//IJ procedures must recognize thai child support arrears are 

judgments by operation of law fJ//IJ reducing amoUlllS to money judgmellls is 
not a prerequisite to any enforcement. 

Centralized CoUection and Disbursement Through a State Central Payment Center 

Under current law. payments of support by noncuslndial pasents or by employers on behalf 
of noncustodial pasents are made to a wide variety of different agencies. institutions and 
individuals. As wage withholding becomes a requirement for a larger and larger segment of 
the noncustodial PoPulation. the need for one. centIal location to collect and disperse payme
nts in a timely manner has grown. Slates vary regarding how the child support payments are 
routed. In some Slates. locaJ\y distributed child support payments slay at the local level. 
with the remainder going to the Slate for distribution. In other Slates. all the money is 
transmitted to the slate and is then distributed to either the family or to the governmental 
entity receiving AFDC reimbursement. A few Slates are beginning to collect and distribute 
child support payments at the State level. 
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I 

Collection and distribution practiees vary In non-IV-D cases as well. Some Slates route the 
money through local clerks or coot!S. In 0Ibet Slates the non-IV-D clilld support payments 
flow entirely outside of government, from the obligor or his or her employer din!ctly to the 
custodial parent. ' 

Under the propoSal, payments made in all cases entered in the central registry are processed 
through a Central Payment Centet, nm by the State government as part of the Central 
Registry or contracted to a private vendor. (Parents may opt out of payment through the 
State Central Payment Centet under certain conditions; see p. 29 for further deralI.) This 

, eases the burden on employers by allowing them to send withholdings to one location within 
the state insteadl of to several county clerks or agencies. In addition, distribution and 
disbursement is accomplished based on economies of seale, allowing for the purcbase of 
more sophisticated processing equipment than many counties could Individually purchase, 
ensuring speedy disbursement and central accountability in intercounty cases. State 
governments will be ahle to credit their AFDC reimbursement accounts quickly and parents 
who opt fur direct deposit could have their sbare of the support almost immediately. ' deposlted. ,, 


I 

. 

(1) Through /I folly auttmli1Jed process, /he Stille Central Payment ~nter mwJt: 

(a) 	 se"", as * Stille payment WIler lor all emplayers remitling child support 
wlthhi!1dfrom wages; t1JId 

(b) 	 serve as /he Stille poyment center lor all "",,""wage wIIhhoIding poyments 
through the use of poyment coupons or stubs or electronic means, unless the 
parties meet spec/jled opt-out requirements. Stllles, III their option, may allow 
caSh poyments III local ojfIces or ftnoncial in.tIiruIions only, if the paymelllS are 
remilled 10 the Stille ~ntral Payment Center for payment processlnll by 
electronic fu:nds trtlll.ffer within 24 hours of receipt. 

(2) In j1Jiftlling 1iIes. obIigmions. the StOle ~ntral Payment ~nter mwJt: 

(a)) 	 accept all payments through D1tY means 0/ trtJJI.ffer detennlned acceptable by 
/he Stille including /he use of credit corrJ payments t1JId Electronic Fundi 
TraIIsfer (EFT) s:ysrems; 

(b) 	 generllle billr which provide for accurate poyment itkntlficmlon, such as 
rerum stUbs or tXlUpOIIS. for cases not covered IJlIder wage withholding:, 

(c) 	 IdtiIU/fj all poyments made fa /he StOle ~ Payment ~nter t1JId match the 
payment 10 /he correct child support case record: , 
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,I 
(d) 	 disp,me all collections In QCCOrrJonce willi prlDritiJ!s as set forth /I1Ide, tM 

proposal., 

(e) 	 disbune 1M child support JN1.Y1MNS to 1M custodial parents through a 
transmissiOll prr>Cl!SS acctlptable to 1M State, Including direct tk[JQS/t if 1M 
custodial parent requestS,., 

(f) 	 provide that each child support payment made by 1M noncustodial parent is 
prr>Cl!SSed and stili to 1M custodial parent wilhin 24 lwun from when it was 
initially rutiwd (aceptions by TtgulatiOll for ualtkntIfted JN1.Y1MNS); 

(g) 	 maintaln rwmJs of transactions and 1M SJalUS of all accounts including 
arreors, and monitor all poymelllS 01 support,. 

(h) 	 develop automatic monitoring procedures lor all cases where a disruption in 
poyments triggen automatic e'lforcemeN mechanisms,. 

, 

(i) 	 aCcept and II'tUIS1IIiI inttnlate collections to OIM' Slates using electronic funds 
transfer (EFT) lechnology; and 

(3) 	 In ortkr to lacililate 1M quick processing and disbunemeN of poymeNs to 
cUslodial poreNs, Slates are encouraged 10 use Electronic FuNIs Transfer 
(EFT) syslems whert<Vlt' possible.

I 
(4) 	 sioleS must oiso be oble 10 proviJJe por,1IIS up-ttHlme i'lfonnodon on current 

p(ryment records, omorages, and g<nero! i'lfonnodoll 011 child support 
services available. Use of illIIomoJed Voice Response Units (VRU) to respond 
10; client need!i and quest/Oil.!, 1M use of high-speed check-processing 
equipmeN, !he use of high-petj'ormotlCt, jidly-illIIomoted mail and [JQSlal 
procedures and jWIy illIIomattd biIJing and statement processing are encour
aged; 1M Fetkral Office of Child Support E'!forcement roesE) wlil lacililate 
private businesses in providing such techllicol assistance 101M SImes. 

,, 
(5) 	 SImes may101111 n:giOllal tooperotl"" agreements 10 providL 1M collection and 

disbunemeN jimctimI for two or more States through one "drop box' location 
w(th computer linkage to the individual Slate registries. 

i 
(6) 	 States must enact procedures prol'iding that in child support cases, a change in 

payee may not require a court Maring or ortkr to take effect and may be (/one 
odmJllistrotlW!/y, with notice to both portIes. 
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Eligibility for n:-D Eaforcement Senic:es 
, , 

Under the existitlg system, child support services are provided automatically to recipients of 
AFDC, Medicaid and, in some cases, Foster care Assistance. Other single parent families, 
however, must seek services on their own by making a written application to the IV·D 
agency. Further; they must pay an application fee unless the State elects to pay the fee for 
them. Women may be intimidated from initiating a request for services and many Slates 
view the written application requirement as an ~ bureaucmtic step. 

, 
To foster an environment where routine payment of chiId support is inescapable without 
placing the burden on the custodial parent to take action, all cases included in the central 
registry (that is, au families with new and modified orders for support, all families currently 
receiving IV-D services and any other family desiring inclusion in the registry) will re:eive 
child support enfon:ement services automatically, without the need for applicstion. 
However, in situations where compliance with the order,;s not an issue, parents can opt to be 
excluded from payment through the central payment center. This essentially carries forward 
the flexibility pn)vided under existing immediate wage withbolding requirements. 

I 
(1) 	 Ail cases Included in the S-'s COIJral ~gisrry shall nc<JIve child supporr 

seT:.tces wilhoUJ ~garrllo wheJhLr the parent slgltS an application for services. 
Current child support cases 1WI covered through IhL lY·D system 01 the lime of 
eMctmenl could also nquest services Ihrough the Stole child supparr agency. 

I 
(2) 	 U1Ider 110 cirr:umsUlncts may a Stole deny arry person access 10 Slate child 

suPPOrt services based solely on the per:ron ~ nonresidency In lhat StOle or 
re4ufn the payment 01 arry lees l1y the custodial pannt for inclusion In thL 
C£nlral registry,,,,,,, 

(3) 	 Parents with child supparr orde"lncluded in thL cenlral registry can choose to 
opt-oUJ 01paymenllhrough thL central payment center If they art 1WI OlhLrwise 
subject to a wage withholding order (cumnt provisioltS for excepliOltS 10 lI<lge 
withholdillg "'" preserved). 

(4) 	 Parents who opt-oUJ must file a separate written form with thL agency signed 
l1y both parties, indicating that both Indivitlullls agree with thL arrangemenl. 

, 

(5) 	 If ihL poreItls choose to opt-oUJ 01 lI<lge withholding and paymenl through the 
cenlral paymenl c£nter, thL IIOncustodial panni falls 10 pay supparr, and the 
custodial partnt notifies the agency for etlforcemenl action, cvmpliance will be 
mo~tortd l1y thL State thLrtQj'ter. 
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FEDERAL ROLE 
r 

NatlOlllll Cleario&house (NC) 

The Natioru!l Clearinghouse will consist of four registries, th.ree of which have di=1 bearing 
on improving child support enCon:ement: the National Child Support Registry, the National 
Locate Registry (an expanded Fl'LS), and the National Din:ctory of New Hires. (The 
Natioru!l Welf.,., Ra:eipt Registry is not discussed in this document.) The NC shall operate 
under the direction of the Secretary of Health and Human Services. 

i 
! 

NaIiolll11 C1U14 $uppolf RegistrJ 

The Family suPPort Act of 1988 mandated the implementation and operation of a 
comprehensive, statewide, automated child support enforcement system in every State by 
October I, 1995. Statewide automation will help correct some of the deficiencies associated 
with organizational fragmentation as well as alleviate another problem - ineffective case 
management. ~r interstate case processing, the Child Support Enforcement Network 
(CSENet), currently being implemented. is designed to link together statewide, aUlOmated 
systems for the purpose of Cltchanging interstate case dala among States. While all States 
will eventually be linked through CSENel. no natioru!l directory or registry of all child 
support cases currently exists. A national registry in combination with statewide automated 
systems has the potential to greatly improve enforcement nationally. through improved 10cate 
and wage withholding, and to also improve interstate case processing. 

I 
Under the proposal, a National Child Support Registry will be operated by the Federal 
government 10 maintain an up-to-date record of all child support cases and to mateh these 
cases against other databases for location and enforcement purposes. The primary function 
of the Registry is: to expedite matches with other mllior databases. 

(1) 	 TJu: Federal gOWil7l11ll!nt will establish a Nmlonal Child Supporr Registry that 
mointalll.l a current recorr!. of all child supporr cases based on an extroct of 
l1!frJrmmlonfrom each Stille's Central Registry. TJu: Nmlonal Registry will: 

•
• 

(a) 	 contain minimal i'lformmlon on every child supporr case from each Stille: the 
name and Sociol SuuriIy Number of the noncustodiol porent (or putative 
father) and the cast Itkmlftcmlon IIU1TJber; 

(b) 	 Inttifact with Stale Centrol Registries for the /JUIomatic trQll.lmission of case 
updllIes: 

(c) 	 match the data against other Ftlkral. data bases; 

(d) 	 point oll matches bock 10 the rekVQ1l/ Stille in a timely manner; and 



(e) Interface and mIJIch with NaJionJJl Directory ofNew Hires. 

(2) The Secretary shall tUtermi"" the ""lWOridng system, qjter considering the 
feasibility and cost, which may be any of the following: 

(a) building upon the existing CSENet /ntenlOle 1U!IWOrt system; 

(b) repl4clng the existing CSENet; 

(c) integrating with the ctirrent ss.t system; or 

(4) integrating with the propostd HeoJJh SeauiIy Administration's ""lWOrt and 
doJa base. 

National Directory of N.w Hins, 
A N.tional Directory of New Hires, operated by the Federal government, will be created to 
maintain an up-kHlate data base of all new employees for purposes of determining child 
support responsibility. Infonn.tion will come from transmission of the W4 fonn, which is 
already routinely completed or through some other mechanism as the employer chooses. 
Infonn.tion from the data base will be matched regularly against the N.tional Registry to 
identify obligors 'for .utomatic income withholding and the appropriate State will be notified 
of the match. This national directory will provide. standardizA:d process for all employers 
and interstate cases will be processed as quickly as intrastate cases. 

Currently, infonnation about employees and their income is reported to State Employment 
Security Agencies on • quarterly basis. This data is an excellent source of infonnation for 
implementing wage withholding as well as for locating the noncustodial parent to establish an 
order. A major drawback, however, is that this data is approximately three· to six·months 
old before the child support agency has access to it. A significant number of obligors 
delinquent in their child support change jobs frequently or work in seasonal or cyclical 
industries. Therefore, it is difficult to enforce child support through wage withholding for 
these individuals. At least ten States have passed legislation and implemented a process 
requiring employers to report infonnation on new employees soon after hiring. Several 
others have introduced legislation for employer reporting. 

The problem with continuing on the current path is that each State is taking a slightly 
different approach concerning who must report, what must be reported, and the frequency of 
reporting, etc. Also, while improving intrastate wage withholding, this approach does little 
to improve interState enforcement. The time has come for more standardization as well as 
expansion through a national system for reporting new hire information. Many employers 
and the associations which represent them, such as the American Society for Payroll 
Management, are calling for a centralized, standardizA:d single reporting system for new hire 
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i 

reporting to minimize the burden on the employer community. A National Directory of New 
Hires will signil,icanUy reduce the burden on emplDy=. especially multi-Slale employers. as 
weD as increase the effectiveness for in_ wage withbolding. 

(1) 	 7'Iu Sec~tary of Heallh twl H_ S<!rvlces shIlllOptrale a ~ NaJionaI 
DI~Cff)ry 0/ New Hires which mailllalns a currelll dIlta base of all ~ 
t:mp/qyus In the Uniltil Slatts as lhey = hirtd. 

(2) 	 AU t:mpkJyers a~ rri/uirtil w report Uiformati01l bastil 011 .very /leW 
t!mplt:ryee's W-4 jbrm. (Which I.! aJreody routinely compleltil) within 10 days of 
hire w the NQlfonaJ Directory: 

(a) 	 t:mpkJyer.t may mail orfox a (;OP1 Of the W-4 or .... a variety 0/ other filing 
mahodJ: to accommtJdole thei, IIIII!d.s twllimiltJlions, including the ...e 0/ PaS 
devices, touch lone lelephones, electronic trtmsmissions via per.tonaI computer, 
IOpt trllllf/en. or mai1iframt: ro mai1iframt: transmLlslons; 

(b) 	 Uiformatioo Submllfed musl Include: the t:mpWyee's nome, Social Security 
Number, date ofbirth, twl the t:mpkJyer's idenJificQlfon number (BIN); 

(3) 	 employer.t wllI/acefines ifthey illlenJionaIlyfaJllo: t:Omply with the reporting 
requirements; wlthlw14 chl14 suppo" as rri/uired; or liisbur.te II to the payee of 
record within five caiendDr days ofthe date ofthe payroll. 

(4) 	 7'Iu NQlfonaI Directory ofN~ Hires shall: 

(a) 	 match the data base against several nOIfonaJ dIlta basts 011 at least a w"fdy 
basis including: 

(I) 	 the Social S<!curity Administration's EmpWyer Veri/icQlfon System (EVS) 
to verify thai lhe social security number given by the t:mplayee is 
correCt twl to correCt l1l/)I transposiJions: 

(Ii) 	 the NQlfonaI Child Suppo" Registry; twl 
. 

(III) 	 the Fllderal Parent Locate S<!rvIce (FPLS); 

(all casts SIdlmined to the NQlfonaI Child SupPO" Registry twl other Wcal. 
requests submitted by the Stales shall be periodically cross-matched agalnsllhe 
NaJionaI Directory ofN~ Hires); 

(b) 	 notify the State RegislT)! of111/)11ItW matches inclJJiling the Individual's place 0/ 
t:mpWyment so thai Statts can initiate wage withholding jbr cases where wages 
a~ not being withheld currently or take I1PPropriate ellforcement oction; twl 

I 
, 
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(c) main daltl for a IksIgllllltld time ~riod, UJ be detel7lfintd by the Secmary. 

(5) 	 The Stau Emp/oymLIIl SeCllrlry Agencie.s (SESAs) shall submit amu:ts of their 
qwut«r/y wagt rtpMin8 daltl UJ the Natimw1 Directory 01 New Him. The 
SESAs sholl Uliliu a WIriltry of automtlltd means 10 transmit lhe dtUa 
ekctronically 10 the Nat/on.aJ DirtClory of Ntw Him. The NalionaJ Directory 
shaJJ UJkL approprllJle measures to saftguarrl the privacy and unauthorized 
disclosurtl 01the wage rtlponing dtUa submitttd by SESAs. 

(6) 	 StlJles sholl match the bits agal1!Sliheir ce1llTal rtlgislry rtlcords and must send 
notice to employer.t (If" withholding orrkr/notice is not already In plm:e) 
w/tbin 48 Iwur.t ofrt:ctipt from the NalionaJ Dirt:ctory ofNtw Him. 

(7) 	 A ftaslbility SIU4y sholl be IUldertaknJ UJ dettl7lfi~ If lhe Ntw Hire DiTtCfory 
should uIlimI:Uely be part of the SimpliJitd Till' and Wag. Reponing System. or me Social Security Adminislration's or the Health Security Act-c,wed dtUa 
bases. 

, 
States currently operate State Parent LocaIOt Services (SPLS) to locate noncustodial parents, 
their income, aSsets and employe... The SPLS conducts matches against other state 
databases and in 'some instances has on-line access to other State databases. In addition, the 
SPLS may seek information from ert:dit bureaus, the postal service, unions, and other 
sources. LocatiOn sources may vary from State to State depending on the individual State's 
law. One location source used by the SPLS is the Federnl Parent Locator Service (FPLS). 
The FPLS is a computerized national location network operated by OCSE which obtains 
information from six Federnl agencies and the State Employment Security agencies (SESAs). 
In order to improve efforts to locate noncustodial parents, under the proposal, OCSE will 
significantly expand the Federal Paren! Locate Services and make improvements in partin! 
localOt services offered at the Federnl and Slate levels. The FPLS shall operate under the 
National Clearinghouse as the 'Nalimtal Locate Registry•• 

(I) ~ OCSE sholl txpoNi the sco~ ofSUJU and FtderYJllocate qJ'orts by: 

(a) 	 allowing Stales (Ihrough QCcess UJ the Nat/on.aJ LociJle Registry) to locate 
~r.tons who _ a child support obligalion. ptr.tons for whom an obI/galion is 
IN!/ng eslablishtd. or ptr.tons who are owed child suppon obligations by 
acCessing: ' 

I 
, 

(i) : the records of other SIIJJt N-D agencies and locate sources; 

(ii) FtderYJl sources olloclJlt 11ifo171llJlion In the same fashion; and 
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(IH) 	 OiMr approprlJU tkwJ bas".,. 

(b) 	 rtquiri.g 1M child support agtIICY to provitk both ad-hoc and batch 
processing of 1ocoJ. rtquesu, wIlh ad-hoc tJdus restricted to ctlSU In which 
tho infoTm(Jl/on Is ..eded lmmediaJely (such os with court DppeOrtJ1l£l!J) and 
batch processing used to Irrlll dIlla basu 10 Ioclll. persons or update 
InfoTm(Jl/on periodico1ly; 

(c) 	 jor /nfoTm(Jl/on rtlJJined In a SI4u lV-D systtm, providi.ng jor a 11U1X111Ul1Il 48 
hours tumorrJand from 1M time 1M reJj1JLSIls rtCtiveti by 1M Stat. ro 1M time 
InfoTm(Jl/onlrespotlSe Is reJIIJ'ned,' jor /nfoTm(Jl/on not maintained by tho Statt 
lV-D system, 1M system must geMrate 0 reJj1JLSI ro OiMr StOle 10caJe dIlla 
basu wililin 24 hours ofreceipt, and rupond ro 1M rtquesting Stille within 24 
hours qft., receipt of lhlll infoTm(Jl/ollfrom tho State locoJe sourc..; 

(d) 	 allowing tho National l.octJte &glstry accus to /nfoTm(Jl/on {rom qUllrterly 
utimIIIed UW!li filed by Individuals; 

(e) 	 developing with 1M Slates on IJJII01IIIJIed inteifau between thoir Statewide 
mitomated child support enforcement systems and 1M Child Support 
Er!forcemenJ Networlr: rCSENtl), pemlilting locoJe and staIUS requests from one 
Slate to be InJegrated wilh inJraslate requests, 1Mre/Jy automatically accessing 
all locate sources ofdIlla available to tho State lV-D agency; and 

I 

defining porenJ location to include tho reskkntial oMress, employer name and 
oMress, and porerus' income and assets. 
,

(2) 	 Statu sIul1/ hal'<' and use lows thlll rtquire unions and lMir hiring halls to 
cooperate wilh lV·D agenciu by providing /nfoTm(Jl/on on tho r..idential 
oMress, employer, employer's oMress, wages, and medical Insurance be..fiJs 
ofmembers; 

(3) 	 The SecreTary shall aurhariu: 

(a) 	 a study to oMress 1M Issue of whelMr llCCUS to the National Locate Registry 
shauld be wended 10 noncuslodial parents and whether, if It were, custodial 
parents .r-:rw of domestic violence could be adequately protected and shall 
moJ:.e recommendarions to Congress; and 

I, 
(b) 	 a study to oMress 1M feasibilily and COSts of aJntracting with 1M /4rgm 

credit reporting agenci.. to hal'<' on electronic tkwJ interchange wIlh FPLS. 
accessible by Stales, jor credit /nfoTm(Jl/on ustiful for 1M enforcement of 
orders, and iftho Fair Credit Reporting Act Is amended, jor estoblishmenJ and 
adjustmenJ oforders. 
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(c) 	 dtmonslration gmnu 10 Statu 10 Improve the Intevoce with Slate data bases 
lhot show poItIIIial as _ed 10ctJu sourr:es for child support etiforr;~nt. 

Expanded Role or Jnternal Revenue Service 

The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) is currently involved in the ebild support enforcement 
program both as • source of valuable infonnation to assist in locating noncustodiAl parents, 
their assets and \heir place of employment, and as • collection authority to enforce payment 
of delinquent support obligations. In FY 1992, well over one-half of • billion dollars was 
collected by the IRS on behalf of over 800,000 child support cases. This proposal focuses 
on strengthening the IRS mle in child support enforcement in three 3l1!3S: enhancing data 
exchange; expanding the tax refund offset program; and, expanding the full collection 
process. 

Enhmtdng Data ExcJrang. BllWeen W·D Child Support and the IRS Data 

Privacy restrictions in the Internal Revenue Code currently limit the use of data maintained 
by the ms in child support cases. states bave found the rules to be unduly restrictive 
especially in that full financial disclosure is essential to assure that appropriate orders are set 
in accordance with an obligors ability to pay. Access to information as it is reported to the 
ms will greatly enhance State enforcement efforts and the utility of the loc:ale network. 
Accordingly, under the proposal the Secretary of the Treasury will establish. process 
whereby States can resdUy obtain access to ms data. 

(1) 	 The Secretary oflhe Treasury slwll Institute prilCM.um whereby Stales can 
readily obtain /lCCCSS 10 IRS daJa (Including 1099 daJa) for the purposes 0/ 
ide1lli/Ying obligors' income and assets. All IRS daJa transmitted to States 
musl IH! mode available 10 child support etiforcement agencies. Sqftguards 
musl IH! In p/iJce 10 protl!CI the cm!fidentiality 0/ the ltiformotion. 

1RS Tax Rifund Olftet 

Current Slatutory requirements for Federal tax refund interception set different criteria for 
AFDC and non-AFDC cases. One especially inequitable difference is that the tax refund 
offset is not avellahle to collect past-due ebild support for non·AFDC ebildren who bave 
reached the age of majority, even if the arrearage accrued during the ebild's minority. The 
proposal will eliminate all disparities between AFDC and non·AFDC income laX refund 
offsets for child support collection purposes. .. 
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(1) 	 The dlspariJ/es beJwun AFDC and _AFDC co.res regartiillg W availability
of W F(!I/J!ra1 Income tax r¢nd qJfseJ shaI1 be elimint:Jud, W amarog. 
requi~ shaI1 be ~ to 1111 amtJ/I1II tktermi1led I!y W SeCl'eJaty, and 
qJfstU sholl be provIdIJ regardkss ofW age of W child for whom 1111 qJfset 
is _glu. 7lmtframu, Mtice and hearing requirtments shall be reviewed for 
simplification. IRS feu for F(!I/J!rai Income lax qJfseU shaI1 be recovered from 
W MncustodioJ parent through W ojfteJ process. 

Currently, the IRS fuD collection JlIOC"SS (which may include seizure by the IRS of propetty, 
freezing of accounts, and o1het procedures) is available to States as an enforcement tool in 
collecting delinquent child support payments. While use of the IRS full collection process 
could be an effective enforcement remedy. especially in interstate cases, it is currently used 
only rnn:Iy, iii part, because the current process is prohibitively ..pensive and cumbersome. 
The proposal )Nill require the Secrewy of Treasury to improve the full coUection process by 
establishing a simplified and streamlined process, with uniform standards for collection, 
including the use of an automated coUection process for child support debts. Fees will be 
added to the amount owed and coUected at the end of the collection process, rather than 
requiring the parent seeldng the support to pay the amount u[rfront. 

(1) 	 ,To improve ._ntmechanisms through W IRS Full Collection proce.s, 
the Secretary of the TreaJury sholl: 

(a) 	 simplifY the IRS ftdl collection process and reduce W amount of arrearogu 
needuJ before one may apply for ftdl collection; 

(b) 	 set UIIlfonn standards for ftdl collection 10 e1lSUlVl that the process Is 
expeditious and implemented tjJectively; 

(c) 	 require W IRS /(J use ilS tUJlotnaIed tax collection /l!chniquu In child sapport 
ftdl colll!ction casu. Care submitting and subsequent activity logging will be 
processed using tUJlomation and I'eJrleved I!y eilher lhe IRS or the Departr1U!nt 
of Beakh and HIIIMJI Services (without permitting DHBS access 10 other 
cases). Stales will also be able to access OCSE for i"'ormation about Wlr 
cases (wilhoUl accessing olher Stare's cases), with appropriale sqfegl/Jlrd$; and 

(d) 	 IRS's fees for use offtdl colll!ction shaI1 be oJded 10 W amount owing and be 
collected from the MllCUSIodial parent ar W end of W colltetion process. 
The IRS wiiillf)l chol'8t 1111 extra submission fee IfQ State updates the amars, 
on an open case. 



INTERSTATE ENFORCEMENT 

Currently, many ~hild suppon efforts are hampered by States' inability to locate noncustodial 
parents and secure orders of suppon across State lines. New provisions will be enacted 10 
improve State efforts to worI< interstate ehild suppon cases and make interstate procedures 
more uniform throughout the country. 

Under currentiaw, most States handle Iheir interstate cases through the use of versions of the 
Uniform ReciptOc::al Enforcement of Support Act (URESA), promulgated in 1950 and 
ehanged in 1952, 1958 and 1968. Using URPSA may result in the creation of several ehild 
suppon orders iIt different States (or even counties within the same state) for different 
amounts, all of' which "'" valid and enforceable. Interstate income withholding, an 
administrative alwnative to URESA, is not widely used and limits the enforcement remedy 
of withholding. ; 

Under the proposal, States will be required to adopt verbatim URPSA', replacement, the 
Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA). UlFSA ensures that only one State 
controls the terms of the order at anyone time. UlFSA, unlilre URPSA, includes a 
comprehensive long-arm jurisdiction section to ensure that as many cases stay in one State as 
is possible. Dim:t withholding will allow a State to usc income withholding in interstate 
cases by serving the employer directly without having to go through the second State's JV-D 
agency. Lien. entered in one state will be given fun force and effect in another state if the 
noncustodial parent has property in the second State, without having to go through • lengthy 
judgment domestication a.:tion and redundant lien-imposition process. Additionally, a 
subpoenas will be honored across State lines so that States could quickly obtain wage 
information from out-of-state employer.. Interstate locate through the National 
Clearinghouse should improve locate capability dramatieally, by linking state agencies, 
Federal locate sources and the new hire data base. 

We will also ask Congress to express its sense that it is constitutional to use '¢hiId·state' 
jurisdiction, which if upheld by the Supreme Coun, will allow agencies to bring the child 
support case where the child resides instead of where the noncustodial parent lives if he or 
she has no ties to the ehild's state. This extends long arm jurisdiction's rea<:h Ie all cases 
instead of just most cases. 

While all States !'aVe implemented immediate wage withholding program. for child support 
payment, there are significant variances in individual State laws, procedures and forms. 
Those diff......,.,. are signifi=t enough to bog down the interstate withholding system. 
Even within States. forms 8Jld procedures may vary. resulting in slow or in=u.mte case 
processing. The proposal will amend Federal law so that incorae withholding terms, 
procedures and definitions "'" uniform to improve interstate wage withholding effectiveness 
and fairness and facilitate a more employer·friendly withholding environment. The net effect 
of UlFSA, direct 8Jld uniform withholding, national subpoenas, interstate lien recognition, 
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, 
interstate communication, and child-state jurisdiction is 10 almost eradicate any barriers that 
exist 10 case processing simply because the parents do not ""ide in the same state. 

, 

To foe/tirOle IlIltl$We t'lfOl'W'MIIl (!/forts, toeh StOle musl /uII>t and use laws, rules and 
p1'rJCbblru thOl: 

(l) 	 provil1t for /ong-omJ JurisdictiOll over Q IIOIITUUUIll illdivlJUl1l III a child 
support or parentage COSt Illl<Uf etrtGln conJiJiOllS; 

(2) 	 require Soclol Secw1ry Numbers ofall pe1$OllS applying fof Q llUV'riage lietllSt 
or dlvofct to be listed 011 the supporting lict1lSt or decree; 

, 

(3) 	 require Social &Curtry Numbers 01 both parents to be listed 011 all child 
support ortkrs and birth ctrtificOles; 

(4) 	 DIiopt verbalim 1M Uniform R£ciprocal EfIforr:eme1ll of Support Act (URESA) 
drqf/ing committee's final version ofthe Uniform IlIleTStOle Family Support Act 
(UIFSA), w OtclJ1M (!/fective In all StOles no later than October I, 1995 or 
with/II 12 months olpassage, but /11110 evellllOler than January I, ]996;,, 

(5) 	 gli.e julilaith and credll 10 all terms 01 any child support ortkr (whether lor 
past-d~, cumlllly owed, or prospectively owed support) Issued I1y a court or 
through an odmlnislroJive process; 

(6) 	 provil1t thOl a child support lien administratively or Judlclolly Imposed ill one 
State may be Imposed In another StOlt through summary record01lol1 III another 
Siate's Ctlllrai clearinghouse or ather tkslgnOled registry and 1M Iil:n is 10 be 
given fUll faith and credll, and shall encumber the IIOnexempt rea/ and 
p£1$ana/ property of lhe noncustodial parelll for 1M SI111Ie QIIIOUIIl as It 
encumbers ill 1M original StOle, including any unpaid 6lTt;arages tJeCnJing 
ofter the lien's lnitiallmposltlan; 

(7) 	 provil1t lhat o/ll-of-state service of process In parentage and child support 
act/OIIS 11IUl/ be occtpted In 1M same 17U1II1It7 as are In-State service ofprocess 
mtlthotts and proof ofservice so if strviet ofprocess Is valid III elIMr State It 
is valid In 1M hearing State; 

(8) 	 require the filing of the noncustodial parent's and the custodlai porelll's 
resuullllol oJdress, malting oJdress, homt! ttkphone number, driver's IlctllSt 
number, Social &Curiry Number, name of employer, address of place of 
tmplIJYmtllll and ...,rk ttlephone number with 1he appropriOle court or 
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I 
tidminislrattwt agency 011 or be/Ort die lime the f/1II11 order Is IssULd; III 
tJddItio/!: 

(a) 	 presume jor die pwpose of proWling .lffI/dMI 1IOtiC$ In 01tJ support rtlaJed 
actiOll, odIer t1ttm die IIIit/aI ~ in /III actio/! to odjudictlJe porenUlge or 
establish or modifY a support orrkr that the last ru/deJuiai a4drtSS of lhe 
porty giwtll 10 die uppropriate agency OT court Is die CIUTeIII a4drtSS of the 
porty, in the absence ofdle obligor or obligee provIdJllg a new a4drt.s; 

,, ,
(1)) 	 prohibit die rtleast of IlIfomralion colIC$m/ng the whertoboUl.l Of a portlll or 

child to die odIer partlll Ifdlert is a coun orrkr for die physical protection of 
one partlll or child tfIlered against the OIher portfIl: 

(9) 	 provUk jor ifIlrastatt 1:7IlIIS/trs of cases to die cIJy, county, or district where 
die child ruides jor purposes of ellforcemelll and modification, withaul the 
need fOT replins IJy the plai1llijf or rt·.erving die defendant; require the Slate 
child support agency or State courts that hear child support claims to txert 

statewide jurisdiction owtr die parries and allow the child support orders and 
liens to have statewide t}fect for ellforcemelll purposes; 

(10) 	 make clear that visitation denial is 1101 a defense 10 child support ellforcemelll 
mid the defense of nonsupport is 1101 aval/a1Jle as a defense when visitatiOll is 
at issue,' 

(11) 	 require States to use and hanoT out-of-state subpoenas, based on a Felkral 
form. with nationwide reach for use III child support cases at the Ioc(J] and 
Stale level to reach Individual Income illfomralloll pertaining to all privott. 
FttkraJ, State and Ioc(J] gOwtnuiu!lIl employees. and to all other persons who 
art entitled to ~jve incOllll!: and provide that: 

(a) 	 die scope ofdie subpoena Is limited to die prior 12 ""'lIlbs of /1ICOIIll!; 

(1)) 	 payors mI1Y hanor die subpoena IJy timely mtlillng the i1iformatinn to a supplied 
a4dress on die subpoena; and 

(c) 	 illfomralloll provided pursUlW to die subpoena Is admitted once offered to 
prow. die trtab ofthe matteT asserted. 

In a4dition. die Federal govemmelll shall: , , 
(1) 	 make a CongrusionaJ finding that child·state Jurisdiction is conslsttfll with the 

DUe Process clauses of die Fifth and Fourtee1llh AmendmefllS. Section 5, the 
Cmnmerrt Clause, the Gtneral Welfare Clause, and the Full Falth and Credit 
Clause of the United States Constitution, so that due process is saJ4fied when 
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lhe Stille whe,. Q child Is domiciled DSStrts Jurisdiction ove, Q 1I01Iresidi!/IJ 
parry. provitkd tIwt parry Is the pa,./IJ or presumed part/IJ of the child in Q 

part/IJage or child suppart action; 

(a) 	 teSt the consllNl/ollallly ofthis 4SSe1'lion of child-SI4It jurisdiction lJy providing
for till t:XptiIimJ appeal to the u.s. Supreme Qnm directly from a Fedi!ra/ 
:court: 

(2) 	 prov/dt! tIwt a Slatt tIwt has 4SSerttd Jurisdiction properly retains continuing• 
. aclurlve Jurisdiction ove' the parties as long as the child ,or tither party 
resides In tIwt SlOIe; 

(a) 	 when 110 SlOIt has continuing uc/USlve jurisdiction when actions art pendillg 
In ~eTt/IJ SlOIes, the WI SIoIt wheTt the child has resitkd for Q consecutive 
six rrwnth period (the home SlOIe) CIIII clolm 10 be the Stille of ronti""ing 01Id 
ucluslve jurisdiction. if lhe actiOIl ill the ho"", Siale WtJ.I filed before lhe time 
txpIred in lhe other Stille for filing Q responsive pleading 01Id a respanslve 

:pleading CO/IJesting jurisdiction is filed 111 rhoJ other Stale; 

(3) 	 providi! rhoJ a Stale loses lis continuing. uclu.rive jurisdiction 10 modifY Its 
artier regarding child suppart ifaliI"" parties 110 longer residi! in tIwt Still. or 

.ifall the parties ronstlll to another StaJe DSStrting jurisdiction;
i 

(a) 	 if a Slale loses Its cantinuing. exclu.rive jurisdiction to modifY. lhot Stme 
relains jurisdiction 10 e1iforet lhe limns of ilS original ortler 01Id to e1ifo1U ,'''' 
new artier upon Ttquesl UIIlIer lhe directiQn of ,'''' Stale lhot has subsequelllly 
acquired cantinuing. exclusive jurisdiction; 

(0) 	 if a Stille no longer has continuing Jurisdiction. then any ol""r Stm. lhot can 
claim jurisdiction may assert /I; 

(e) 	 when octions to modifY OTt pending in dflf<Tt/IJ SlaJes. and tht Stm. thot last 
had rontinuing. acluslve jurisdiction no longer has Jurisdiction. tht lasl SlfJI. 
when the child has resitkd for a C/IIISI!CUtive six rrwlllh period (I"" home 
Stalt) can c/oIm 10 be the StfJIe ofcontinuing. aclurlve Jurisdiction. If: 

(I) 	 Q respanslve pleading colllesting jurisdictional COlllra/ is filed in a 
timJlly basis in lhe nonhomt State. and 

(II) 	 an action in the home StfJIe Is filed belOTt the timJI has f!XfJlred in f"" 
nonhomt StfJIe for filing a responsive pleading; 

(4) 	 prov/dt! tIwt the Ulw of the forwn StaJe applies in child support cases. unless 
the forwn Stille must IlIlerpnt till artier rtndi!red in _"", Slate. so thot lhe 



TtIIlIerlng SriJle's ItJw governs IlIItrpmaJion of tIu! olrkr: In cases In which 41 
SliJlltlt of lImitaJions nw:y preclude COikcti01i of ony OlllStanding child support 
__ges, tIu! longer of tIu! forum or TtIIlIerlng Stou!'s SUlIUIt of IimitaJions 
sW apply: and 

(5) 	 prov/ik t1II1I all employers COlI IH! served directly willi 41 wIIhholtIing ordLr by 
ony SttJlt, ,.garrlJess of the SltJIt Issuing tIu! olrkr; The SecretIJ1Y shoJI 
dltveillp 41 universal withholding form t1II1I IllUStlH! uml by all StOles. 

I 
111 adt/iJiqn: 

(1) 	 Section 466 of tIu! Soc/al SecuriIy Act will IH! /l1III!nde4 so t1II1I incol1lll 
wltMDltIing I<rms, proct!liJm!s, forms and tIqinilions of incomI: for wltMDlding 
purposes 0I't uniform Ib ensure IlIItrsltJlt wltMDltIing IIf/Ici1tncy and faiT1U!Ss, 
bostd on regulations promJdgOltd by the :kcreuuy: 

OTHER ENFORCEMENT MEASURES 

Currently, State and Federal ..,forcement effons are often hampered by cumbersome 
enforcement pI'<lCedures !hat make even routine ..,forcement actions difficult and time 
consuming. In order to enable States to taIre more efficient and effective action wilen child 
support is not paid, the proposal requires states to adopt severa1 additional proven 
enforcement tools and stream1ine enforcement procedures. 

Adminjstmtiye Liens 

Liens bave two faces. They are either passive encumblllllccs on property !hat entitle the 
lienholder !JJ money when the property changes owners, or they are proactive collection tools 
that force the obligor to relinquisb the property to satisfy the ehiId support debt through levy, 
distraint, foreclosure or other legal pI'<lCedures. Under current law, States must bave and use 
pI'<lCedures to impose lien. on personal and real property. However, because they are rarely 
imposed, States forego the chance !JJ collect millions of dollars of ehiId support. The ume 
consuming and cumbersome nature associated with the case-by..,...., judicial activity required 
!JJ impose liens is a major reason for their limited use. Under the proposal, liens will be 
easier !JJ impose because States will be required !JJ bave and use laws that allow for the 
administrative imposiuon of liens on nonexempt real and tided property for all cases with 
orders in which there are two months or more of child support arrears. 
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. 

Withholding child support directly from wages has proven to be one of the most effective 
means of ensuring that child support payments ale made. CunenUy, all IV-D orders should 
generally be in withholding status if the parties bave !lOt opted out or a decisionmaker has 
!lOt found good atuse. IV-D orders enteml prior to 1991 in which no one has requested 
withholding or the obligor has !lOt fallen behind by one month's worth of support are the 
only orders that do !lOt bave to be in withholding status. A1rearag~triggered IV-D 
withholding requires prior notice in all but a handfUl of States. Non-IV -D orders enteml 
after January I, 1994 ale subject to immediate withholding if the two opt-outs are not 
invoked. Other non-IV·D orders may be in withholding status, depending on if there .... 
arrearages and whether the parties lOOk the appropriate action to impose if the withholding 
St!te does !lOt impose it automatically in non-IV-D cases. 

. 
While the patcb~ oforders subject to withholding is gradually being filled in, one way to 
speed up the universality of withholding is to require withholding in all cases unless the 
parties opt out or a court finds good cause. As under current law, if an arrearage of one 
month of support ac<:mes wbether or not there is an opt out, withholding must be 
implemented; however, it should be implemented automatically without need of further court 
action in non-IV·D cases as well, and without need for notice prior to withholding in the 
arrearage-triggered cases. Universalizing withholding (except for opt outs) makes the system 
equal for the non-IV-D and the IV·D parent. It allows for the immediate implementation of 
withholding when an obligor begins a new job. imposing withholding without prior notice 
gives the States the jump on collection, instead of waiting up to 45 days for resolution. In 
the very few cases in which withholding might be incorrectly imposed, a hearing will be 
immediately available to the aggrieved obligor to satisfy due process concerns and to ensure 
accurate withholding (if. phone call to the agency does not quickly resolve the dispute). 

I 
Access 10 Records 

Access to current income and asset information is critical to tracking down delinquent 
noncustodial parents who ale tl}'ing to escape their responsibilities. The need to petition the 
courts for information on the address, employer, and income of parents on a case·by-ease 
basi. impedes the ability of States to effectively carry out child support enforcement actions. 
Recognizing the' value of timely and syslematie access to information, the pruposal will 
require States to make the records of various agencies available to the child support agency 
on a routine basis, through automated and nonautomated means. in addition, the proposal 
wili require that child support agencies be granted access to specific ~related financial 
institution records for location or enforcement action. 

~ucineFrnwfukmtInwnercfASKU 

A major problem in some child support cases oeeun when an obligor transfers his or her 
assets to someone else to avoid paying support. To protect the rights of ereditors, States 
bave enacted laws under die Uniform Fraudulent CMveyance Act and the Uniform 
Fmudwent Transfer Act II> allow creditors to undo fraudulen! transfers. Applying such laws 

I 
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to child support will provide equal proItCtion to the support rights of custodial parents as 
applied to any other credilOr and may detec obligoili who are OOIlsidering mudulent transfer. 
The proposalwillllllWo it easier to lake kgal Sleps against parents who intentionally transfer 
properly to avoid clilld support payment. 

License Revocations 

An effective enforcem....llDol """",l1y implemented by a number of _ is withholding or 
suspending professional/occupational licenses and, in some _, also sIandard driver's 
licenses of nOncustodial parents owing past-d.. child support. States lila! have added dlis 
procedure to' their arsenal of ....forcemenl remedies have favorable percc:ptions aboul its 
effectiveness, ,noting thai il has both· increased the amounl of ~es collected and served 
as an incentive for noncustodial fathers to keep CUlTet\\ in their monthly child support 
obligation. Often the mere threat of suspending a license is .... ough to gel many rocalcitranl 
obligors to pay. The proposal requires all states to adopt such laws while allowing State 
flexibility 10 tailor due process protections. 

Statute of Limitations for Child Supj)Ort Auemw , 

I 


Under current law, each state may decide when it no longer has the power 10 collect old 
debts. Usually invoking a state statute of limitations is done by the debtor, and is not 
automatic. Some state statute of limitations for clilld support debts are as short as seven 
years. Under the proposal, a uniform and extended statute of limitations for collecting child 
support debts of 30 y..,. after the child's birth will be required. 'fhjs ensures that a non
payor is less likely 10 forever escape payment simply because they have avoided payment in 
the short-term. 

Intern\ on Ariearaw 
,

Child support· debts are currently at a competitive disadvantage compared to commercial 
debts. While I many Slates have the authority to apply interest to delinquent support, few 
routinely do so and thus there is no financial incentive for a noncustodial parent 10 pay 
support before paying an interest accruing debt. To mise the priority of child suppon debts 
to at least that afforded to other credilOIll, the proposal win require States to calculate and 
collect interest or late penalties on arrearages. 

E>;panded Use 'of Credjt Reoortine 

Credit Bureaus can be an effective mechanism for collecting information needed to locate 
parents and establish awards at the appropriate level and for ensuring lila! child suppon 
payments are !rept current. Under current law, credit report information may be used for 
locate and enforcem....t purposes. Ag....cies may not use credit reports for establishment or 
modification purposes, however. States are also.nOl required 10 repon arrearages upon a 
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request from a credit bu...... lIJl!ess the arrearages are in ""cess of SIOOO. (States may report, 
at state option, when a lesser amount is owed.) This proposal will give IV-D agencies access 
to all credit bu...... information for considemtion in establishing, modifying, and enforcing 
cbild support orders. Since credit reports are likely to fuUy disclose income genem!ing 
activities, such reports can be extremely important in identifying assets and income needed to 
establish awards. Additiona1ly, requimnenls for States to report cbiId support arrears of 
more than one month would cnooumge non~ parents to stay current in their R"yment 
of support, because non-payment oould jeopan!ize their credit mting. Many States have 
improved their credit reporting activities regarding cbild support arrearages. This proposal 
will ensure uruformity among tile states and pn:vent any one state from becoming a safe
haven for non-paying parents. 

Altllough a noncustodial parent obligated to pay support may not escape the obligation by 
filing bankruptcy, tile abitity to ooDect amounts due is hampered by current bankruptcy 
practices. One of the difficulties faced is that· the filing of a bankruptcy action automatically 
"stays" or forbids various actions to ooUeet past-due support. In order to continue child 
support coUections, perntission from the Bankruptcy Court must be gmnted to lift the 
automatic stay. Another obstacle is a requirement that the attorney handing the child support 
creditor's claim must eitller be a member of the Federal bar in tile jurisdiction where the 
bankruptcy action is filed, appear by perntission, or find alternative representation. In 
addition, child support obligations are often treated less favorably than otller financial 
obligations such as consumer debts and, under a Chapter 13 bankruptcy proceeding, an 
individual debtor is allowed to payoff debts over an extended period of time-usually three 
to five years. Even though the current child support continues and arreamges cannot be 
forgiven through bankruptcy, the ability to coUect these arreamges quickly can be thwarted 
when, as under current pmctice, a bankruptcy payment plan could require a different 
payment arrangement on support arrearages than that imposed by a court or administrative 
support process. 

The proposal will eliminate these types of bankruptcy related obstacles to coUecting child 
support. It will remove tile effects of an automatic stay witll respect to child support 
establishmenl, modification, and enforcement proceedings, require the establishment of a 
simple procedure under which a support creditor can file their claim with the bankruptcy 
court, treal un~ support obligations as a seooad priority claim status, and require that 
the bankruptcy trustee recognize and honor an arrearage paymenl schedule established by a 
court or administrative decisionmaker. These cbanges will facilitate tile uninterrupted flow 
of support to children in the event the obligor files for or enters into bankruptcy • ,• 
Federal Gamishmen! 

, 
Oamishment of Federal employees salaries and wages for child support was authorized prior 
to the requlren)ent thai all states have and use wage withholding procedures which do not 



lequire specific court or administrative authorizalioo. The Fedetal garnishment statute was 
not changed to make its procedu.... consistent with the lequirements for all other child 
support wage withholding. The proposal will simplifY the implementation of child support 
wage withholding by lequirlng that the same procedures be used for FedemI and non-FedemI 
employees. . . 

, 
YeIm!Is Benefits 

Cwmlt Jaw exempts certain veteran's benefits from the involuntary withholding of child 
support paymentS. Additionally the veten\J! is responsible for ensuring that the dependent's 
benefits are provided to the dependent when the child does nol ....ide with his or bet parenl. 
These legislative:exclusions mean that child support from veteran's payments and pensions is 
treated differently from child support payable from other pension and disability benefits. By 
making Federal :garnishment lequirements consistent with those already placed on other 
employers, this proposal will ensure that choices made by the veteran do not adversely affect 
the well-being of his or bet children. All veterans benefits will be subject to withholding for 
child support purjlo.ses and dependent benefits will be payable directly to the custodial parent. 

Pasij,lllrts 

Collecting child support from persons who have left the rountry is extremely difficult, even 
if the United States has a reciprocal agreement with the rountry in which the noncustodial 
parent currently resides. If there is no reciprocal agreement with that rountry, it is often 
virtually impossible to collect child support from the noncustodial parent. Under the 
proposal, passports and visas will not be issued for foreign travel for the most egregious 
cases in which support is owed--those owing over $5,000 in past due support. 

Currently the non-custodial parent can claim a deduction for a dependent who does not live , 
with him/her, if the custodial parent has signed an agreement giving the dependent deduction 
to the non-(:ustodial parent. Under the proposal, it will still be possible for the non-<:ustodial 
parent to take such a deduction, but only if he/she has paid all child support due during the 
tax year. This will act as an inoentive for non-<:ustodial parent to keep current with their 
support obligation. 

Verification of Social Securil)' Numbe!li 

Currently, OCSS and the Social Security Administratinn (SSA) have an agreement to allow 
SllIte IV-D agencies, through OCSS, to participate in SSA's Boumemaon Verification 
System (BVS). This is a critical tool to IV-D agencies in helping to ensure the accumcy of 
Social Security Numbets (SSNs) for use in location, enforcement, and collection of child 
support. SIlIte child support enforcement agencies genemUy have access to their own SllIte 
Department of Motor Vehicle (DMV) records. S!lItes which lequire motorists to disclose 
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their SSN at the 'time of application for a driver', license report serious problems (Including 
data entry errors) in maintaining accurate records. While SSA cannot 'disclose' SSN. to a 
State DMV, current law does not pteVenl 'verification" of SSNs subJltiItod by the State to 
en""", data inlqrity. Under the proposal, all State DMVs will be guaranteed access to 
SSA', system for verification of SSNs. 

III order to e1Iforu orders ofsupp<m _ ejfectively, StOles IlIUM how! tmd lISt laws thot 
provi4e IV-D Qgt!1lC)l admillim'atlve DlIIhbrity ta cony OUI the el!forcemefll j'unctions 
describetl b</aw witlwut the 1ItCessity ofCOIlI1 approval (ill addition to those tmJmerOled 
on pp. 2J-16;for 1IIOIIiI0ring by State stqff): 

(l) 	 alitomaliClJ1ly Impose administrative liens on all 1IOIle:WIIpI real tmd titled ,
personal property Ifamarages equal ".., _lis' worth of suppon (less than 
two mofllhs' ,..,nlt 01 Stilte option); the liens sholl cover all """,,,It tmd fUture 
suPPon omarages tmd sholl how! priority Over all other creditors' liens 
iniposed qfter the child suppon Ii.. '$ imposition; III appropriOle cases the 
agency sltali have the power to freeze, seize, selltmd distribute encwnl>ered or 
tJItIJCIted property: 

In addition, tlte State must have tmd use laws that: 
I 

(2) 	 require the State agency to Initiate itnmLt:lUJJe ....ge withholding action for all 
cases .for which a tlbncuslodial paTeN has been lIx:ated tmd wage withholding 
is not currently /n tiftCl, without the need for adwmce notice to tlte ab1igor 
prior to tlte implemefllation ofthe witlthoJdlng order; 

; 

(3) 	 e,!,power child suppon agencies to Issue administrative subpoenas requiring 
dqendants In poIemity tmd child suppon actions ta produce tmd deliver 
tiocumefllS to or to appear 01 a coun or administrative agency on a cenoin 
time; sanction individuals who;fail to obey a subpoena's command: 

(4) 	 provi4e, 01 a minimum, thot lite following ",corris are available to tlte Slate 
child SUlfpon ogency througlt llJiJomated or tlbllllUlOtnoled means: 

! 
(a) 	 rei:reaIionoI licenses of residents, or of nonresidents who apply ;for such 

liCenses, If the State molntains ",corris In a rt!ildily accessible;form; 

(1)) 	 reid, tmd personal property including traJlSjers ofproperty; 
, 

(c) 	 Stilt. tmd lIx:ai tax departments including i1!formOlion on the Tl!SiJJeJIce 
addTl!SS, tmpltJyer, income tmd assets ofresidents; 

(d) 	 pUblicly regulated utility companies tmd cable television operators; tmd
I 	 . 
I 	 . 
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(e) 	 marriagu, births, and divorr:u ofruidents; 

(5) 	 proviJle, III a minimum, W foliDwlllg records ofState agencies art: available to 
W Stille child support agency: w ~ di!part1lll!nJ, motor Vl!hicle 
di!part1lll!nJ, emp/oylMnJ securIIy di!~, cttlM lofomtOlion system, 0urt:llU 
Of comctiom, occupo.tioMllprofesslonal licensing di!partmenJ, secretary of 
state's ojfIce, Oureau of vital $I/JlIstics, and agencies odminisli!ttng public 
a...istance. If /J1IY of tkse Stille dafg, bases art: tllIIOnlalt.d, W child support 
agency f/Ul.Il be gl'Wllt.d eiWr on-line or batch access to w data. 

I 

(6) 	 provldi! for access to jlnanclal Institution rt:COrds bast.d on Q specljlc case's 
iDcalion or eoforc= net.d through topt match or other automatt.d or 
nonautomatt.d lMans, >lith appropttate sofegl/l)rds to eruu", th/Il the 
loformotimt is ust.d for Its lit/ended purpose only and is upi C01!/Idi!nJlaI; a 
bo:nl< or other jl1UUICIai institution will not be liable for /J1IY consequences 
arising from providing the access, unless the harm arising from institution's 
conduct W4I ilt/entiona/; 

(7) 	 providi! Indicia or bodges of fraud thaI crellle a pttma facie case thaI an 
abligor transferred iTlCOlM or property to avoid a child support creditor; once 
a prima focia case is madi!, the State IIIllSt talz steps to 'avoid the fraudulent 
tfans,fer unless settlement is ",ached;, 

(8) 	 require the withholding or suspension of professional or occupotional licenses 
from noncustodial porents who owe pas/~ child support or a'" the subject of 
_standing failurt! to appear warranlS, coplases. and bench warrants reloted 
to a parenJage or child support proceeding; 

(a) 	 the State shall di!li!T11line W proct.duru to be ust.d i. a particular State and 
di!teT11li.. the ~ process ttghts to be acconWl to obligors. 
, 

(b) 	 the SUll. shaJJ tieteT11li.. the threshald atnoUnJ of child support ~ before 
withhol4ing or susperuion proct.dum are iniliatt.d. 
, 

(9) 	 .iupend w driVl!r's licenses, 11ICllIding /J1IY commercial licenses, of 
no1lCUStodiai parents who owe past~ child support: 

(a) 	 w suspension shaJ1 be tieteT11lint.d by the lV-D agency, which shall 
administroliveiy suspend licenses. ~ Slate shall di!li!T11line w ~ process 
rights to be acconWl w abllgor, including, but not lImitt.d to, the right to a 
hearing, stoy of w orticr undi!r appropriate circutnstances, and w circum,
sta1lCU undi!r which w suspension may be Ilftt.d; 

, 
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(1)) 	 I 1M Stale sJwJI determine 1M thnshold _ of chilii support due biifore 
! wlthlwldlng or 'Wlpension procetlJ<ns art iniliared. , , 

(10) 	 mend tM SllJlUle of limilalions for colkaton ofchilii support omarages until 
1M chilii for whom tM support Is orrkred Is ar /tasl 30 years of age. 

(11) 	 CQkuIoJe and co1kct InteTtlf or k1u penallia on amaroges (accnmJ qfter 1M 
time of _) for non-payment. (lAte penallles moy be Imposed on a 
monthly, qututerly, or 0IIIIUDl basis.) AU such charges musl be dislributed 10 
1M belll.'jll of1M chilii (ImItss chilii support rights haw! betn assigned to tM 
Star.). 71ul $(!crerary .hall eslObllsh by regulallon a rtde to nsoll'lt choice of 

: law cmiflicu. 

In addition, Congress shall: 

(12) 	 amend 1M Fair Credil Reporting Act to ai/Qw Stare agency access to untI Wle 
of credit reportS for the location of MncWltodial porems untI IMir assets untI 
for establlsldng untI nwdifying orrkrs 10 1M .same txtent thai 1M Stare agency 
moy cumnt/y us. credit reportS for e'!foreing orrkrs; 

(13) 	 'require reports 10 credit burt!QUII of all chilii support obligations when the 
arrearages reach an amount equal to one month 's pay~nt of chilii support;
I 

(14) 	 amend 1M Ba.nkruptcy Cotk 10 allow poreruage untI child support establish
ment, modi/lcalion untI _'!fore.ment proceedings to continue without 
interruption qfter 1M jiling of a bankruplCy petition; preclude IIu!; bankruptcy 
stay from barring or qifeatng Day port of Day action pertaining to support as 
dlifined In section .523 of TIt/t 1/; 
! 

(a) 	 amend 1M Ba.nkruptcy Cotk to stale thai 1M debt owed to a child support 
credilor Is m0N4 as a debt outside 1M ChlJpter II, 12, or 13 Pion UllItss lhe 
chilii support credilor acts ajJinnotil'lt/y 10 opt /n as a creditor whose debt Is 
port of IIu!; Pia".. estQIe assets moy be reached wldk in 1M lrustee's control 10 
soJ4fIlM cldlii support debt; 

11» 	 allaw chilii support creditors 10 make a lim!Jed appearance untI inteTl'ltne 
without chargt or /IalItng to meet speclal local court rtde requiremelllS for 
Q/tol1U!Y oppeartJ1lC/lS in a bankruptcy case or district COurt DlfYwhere In IIu!; 
Unized Starts by jlling /I form thai includes l'!fonnotion delailing 1M child 
support creditor's rtpresentalion, untI lhe child support debl, its stotus, untI 
mher characteristics; untI 
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(c) 	 kntI the Banbvptcy Code ItJ clmifY Ihal S/au public ddns and ass/gllM 
child support base4 on the provision of TItle /V-A and /V-E U[M1Ulirures are to 
be treate4 as child support for the purpose ofdisc/wrgobility antler 11 U.S.C. 
section 523; and, 

(d) 	 amend lhe BanbvpICY Code to precJlI4e buslrwsu from disclwrglng child 
support debts withheldfrom wgu but nol yet forwarrfl!d 10 the /V-D agency; 

(IS) 	 amend and strtIlml/7U! SectlOIIS 459, 461, 462 and 46S of the SocIal Security 
Act and compaIIIon IaIOIf to I7ItJke the garnishment of Fet1era/ t11IIpWyeu 
salaries, wgu and other ~ and income C01lSi.ount with lhe terms and 
p~ ofthe /v-D wilhlwlding SlIJJUlt (466(/» of the SocIal Securlly Act): 

(16) 	 amend IaIOIf and p~ ItJ allow the gamishment of _rans /JeJuifIts and 
ItJ ensure Ihal the Department of Veterans Affairs slwll provide /I simple 
adminislratlWl process for apportiiJ_1JI of beMjits willwut lhe 7U!e4 for /I 

vel'ron's approval, and shall publlciu its avaI1JJbility 10 the nonveteron parent 
whe7U!Wlr /I 111<1'l'/1li applits for /I ben4it and indicates, antler penIIl!y, Ihal he 
or , she is not residing with his or her depande1llS 

(17) 	 QJ7U!nd IaIOIf and procedures ItJ ens,," tiuJJ passports, and visas for parsons 
IIlIt11IIpting 10 leal'tl the coumry. an not issut4 if they owe more than SS,()()() i. 
child support OrrtaTages. The Slate Departme1Jl may 1IIIIlch Its lisl Of 
applicants against an FPLS abstract [rom lhe Locate Regislry of noncustodial 
pore1Jls with orders wIw owe more than SS.()()(). 

(18) 	 revise the lax code (() prohibil a noncustodial parent who hns a support 
amarag. for a taxable year to claim the children. for whom support is in 
omars, as a depande1Jl for Fet1era/ i1lCl»7U! lax purposes for tiuJJ year. 

(19) 	 prolliik the Slate /V-D or Departme1Jl of Motor Vehicle agency access to 
eieClronic Wlrff!cation ofSocIal StcIuity Numbers. 

, 
I 

Prlv""Y ProtedIon 
; 

Historically. child support enforcement agencies have had access to information unavailable 
to other Feden!) and or State agencies because of the special nature of its mission--ensuring 
that children noceive appropriate financial support from their parents. Parents cannot be 
located and orders can not be established and enforced unless 1IIe Slate has access to a wide 
array of information sources which identify plaees of employment and other information 
abeut assets and income. Under cunent Federal and Slate regulations and rules. information 
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obtained for child suppolt purposes is proteeted from unwammted disclosure. The proposal 
ensures that privacy safeguards oontinue to _ all sensitive and persooaI infonnation by 
extending such protections to any new sources of infonnation. Stiles are required 10 ensure 
that safeguards are in place 10 prevent breeches of privacy protection for individual. not 
Ilable or potentially liable for suppolt and 10 prevent the misuse of information by those 
employees and agencies with legitimate _ for child .uppelt purposes only. 

(1) 	 Stolu shaJJ: 

(a) 	 _nd their diJIa sqfegumrJing state pion requlmnellls to all newly accessible 
blfo111lllli0ll under the proposlJ!. Statu shaJJ aIso insIitute routiJIe troIning for 
SlOte and local empIDyees (and COIII1'OCrors sIwll be required to do the smne for 
their slqjJ) who /wJrdle sensllive and C01fIiJiWiai dilto. 

(h) 	 rtguklrly self-audit for unaJ4lhorlud access or dilto misuse, and investigate 
Individual complaints as necessary. 

(c) 	 hove penalties for persons who obtain unaJ4lhoriud access to sqfeguarded 
III/ormation or who misuse il!formation thoJ tIlLy art iUilhoriud to obtain. 
Supervisors who blew or should hove known Of untmthoriud access or misuse 
shall also be subject to penalties. 

(2) ProcedurtS for protection oflaX records should include such protections as: 

(a) 	 dilta matching peiformed l1y stq(f having access only ro related dilta fields 
necessary to peiform child support jimctions; 

(h) 	 coNromng access to individual child support computer records l1y the use of 
individual passwords; and 

(c) 	 monitoring access on a reguklr harls l1y use of computeriud audit troll rtports 
and feedback proooiJ;rtS. 

In addition: 

(3) 	 All child support eoforctmi!nt stq(f shall be kepi blformed 0/ FetJerai and SIOle 
I.aws and rtguIations pertaining to disclosure of cmifliJentiai tax and child 
support ill/ormation. 

(4) 	 Access to state vital statistics sIwll be rtStriaed to iUilhorlud lV-D personnel. 

(5) 	 The FetJeral government shall ellSure thai New Hire blformation Is limited to 
lV-D agency use l1y IlUlharlud persons (os defined under currelll law). 
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(6) 	 The Secmary shall Wile rtgulll1Wns stJdng minimum privacy sqfoguards tIuJJ 
Stales must folloW 10 t1/SUrt tIuJJ only omhorlwI users ofpersOMlI1ffotmalion 
IrIM t1CCtsS to it solely for ojficlaJ purposes. 

Funding 

Fethral Fftuuu:kd ~1I1J114 IlIc,ntI_ 

The current furiding structure of the Child Support Enfomement program is comprised of 
three ~or components: direct Federal matcl1ing, incentive payments 10 SflIles, and the 
Slates' share of ehild suppel1 collections made on bebalf of AFDC recipients. 

Direct Federal matching, known as Federal financlaI participation or FFP, provides for 66 
percent of most Statelloeal IV·D program costs. A higher rate, 90 pereent, is paid for 
genetic testing to establish paternity and, until October I, 1995, for comprehensive state wide 
automated data proeessing (ADP) systems. The Federal government also pays States an 
annual incentive based on collections and cost effectiveness equalling 6-10 percent of 
collections from the Federal share of AFDC· ..... ted collections. Slates must pass on part of 
the ineentive to any local jurisdietion that collected the ehild support if the Slate required the 
jurisdiction to p;irticipate in the program's costs. 

• 

Currently. States may profit from Ibe IV·D program's funding structute irtespective of their 
performance. The proposed ehild suppert financing reforms are primarily directed at the 
Federal financial participation and the payment of incentives. Basic FFP will be increased 
from 66 percent to 75 percent to ensure that all States had a sufficient resource base to 
operate an efficient and effective program. Incentives will be based on Slate performance in 
the areas of patemity establishment, order establishment, collections and COSHffectiveness. 
Such incentives will ensun> that States focus on the results that are expeeted from the 
program activities. 

Slates and the Federal Government will still share in the reduction in costs resulting from 
support collections made on bebalf of AFDC recipients. 

(1) 	 The FethraJ govemmelll will poy 75 percent 01 Slott administrative costs. All 
CilSts included in 1M SIal. 's Central Regislry will be eligible for lethro/ 
fUnding. 

(1) 	 States art .lIglblefor Incentive poyment.lln IMlo/lowing artas: 

(a) 	 poI.miry establishment - earning a 1 10 5 percent Increase In FFP lor high 
pOttmiry establishment raJts, as determined by the Secretory: and 
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(b) l1'krall peif'ormt1IICt - taming a 1 to 10 percenJ Increase in FFP for Strong 
o""ralJ pe1fo171llJ1lCt! which factors in: 

(i) 	 the percenJage qf casts wilh sr.tppOff orders tslabllshed (number qf 
orrkrs compamJ to the 1UI1IJber qf poremities established aIId other 
casts which nud /I child SUPPOff orrkr): 

(Ii) 	 the peTt':llntage qfoverall casts willa orrkrs In paying Stt/IUS: 

(3) 

(4) All inctlllive paymtnlS made 10 lhe Stales must be reinVtsted bock IlUo the 
StOte chiM support program. 

(5) StaleS will colliinue 10 receive their share qfAFDC relmbursel1llJlUs. 

(6) Congress shau!J1 appropriOlt sljfflcltIU IfI01fI!J so IhaJ the OCSE can carry out 
the functions and dlreclivu within this proposal. 

I 

Unified StaI. Syst.m FFP BnJumumenl 

Slates may operate !heir child support enfon:ement program as a state-administertd system or 
as a county-based program. Thus,!he cum:n! child support systmn is not just a program 
which reflects !he differences of 54 state-Ievel political jurisdictions, it also reflects the 
differenoe of sevetal thousands of subSlate jurisdictions (primarily counties) which actually 
operate the chUd support program. The proliferation of differing policies and procedures that 
results from such decentralized decision-making. has made intrastate ellforoement almost as 
difficult as those that cross state lines. Such internal state complexity has made it next to 
impossible for many states 10 take full advantage of !he increased effectiveness and effieietey 
that can result from highly automated mass case processing techniques. The proposal will 
reward states for unifying their decision making and program operations by increasing the 
State', FFP by 5 percent. 

(1) 	 If /I Stale has a IlIIified SlOIe program. the Federal gOWJmmeIU will pay an 
additional jlWJ perceru jor a tolIIl FFP qf80 percenJ. 

(2) 	 A IUI/fled stOlt program Is one which inclutks: 
I, 
• 
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(a) 	 all tuIlhDrity, _oUlllabillty and mponslbl/il)' for op<l'tlIion of a stDlewUk 
program celllllftlt! aI the Stalt levtl/n a WIlfIetl Stale agency;, 

, 
(tI) 	 slngk-agtncy atImilllstl'tllion and ce1llra1 pol/cy-making tMlr the chilt! suppon 

enjorwnt'1II prrJgram; 

(c) 	 stDlewUk uniformity ofcast·prtJceSSlng proceduFa and forms; 

(c) 	 uniform hearing and app<aJ process; 

(tI) 	 all j/IIolIdng tIecisWIU Dl the Sialt! (not local) levtl; 

(e) 	 Non-Fedett/J ftmding approprla/ed aI the Sl<Jlt! (not local) kve1; and, 
(j) 	 ~rs/J1l1lt1 and controcting decls/on-making mUle at lhe Slate /v-D agency 

(personnel will b< employees of lhe Slate /v·D agency /!XC'pl thai the Secrelary 
shail establish by regulations OIlY txet:ptions not 10 /!XCettl 10 p<rce1ll of the 
SUJle's /V-D pers/J1l1ltl). 

R.g/slry and CkarlnghDuse Stan-up BtlJuuJted FFP 

Enhanced funding for the automated central registries and centralized collection distribution 
systems is critical to enable States to implement these new requirements. 

(1) 	 SUJles will reeei"" enhDnced FFP Dl a 90%110% Fedett/JfSlate 11UJlch rat. for 
llie planning, Iksign. procurtment, conV<'nioll, ItStillg and stan-up of lheir 
fiJi/·service. uchnology-enabled state registries and centralized pay_1II 
celllers. (This includes necessary enIuw:ements to lhe <UIlOnUJIed chilt! suppon 
system 10 acC01lllllOtla1e the proposal.) 

(2) 	 SIDles shall b< helt! hDrmkss from S/J1lCtions inllOMng cumlll Ftikral 
requireme1lls for SYSlems certljlcation during coIIV<'rsion 10 Ctllltt/J regls
tries/ce1llral poymelll celller (for 0 limited period of time 10 b< iklelTflined by 
the Secrelary) prrJvidtd IheY conti_ to IIlIlIIe good faith tjJ011S as defined by 
the Secretary 10 impkmelll those prtStlll requirtmDIIS thai are COMisle1ll with 
the new Fedett/J requireme1lJs. 

StaI./Fed.ral MainlellQnct of JQJort 

(I) 	 U~ing a mai1lltnollCt of tjJon p/I»I, the Federal govenune1ll wiU reqa/re SIDles 
to, mailllain at kast their cum1ll levtl of C01llrlbut/on 10 lhe prrJgram, 
representing the SiDle FFP 1IIDlch and OIlY olher SIDle jiwJ:I or receiptS 
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DiJocoJed to the child support program. 111e Fetkral government's t:Um!nt 
FFP ond Inc.ntiw: ]X¥JI1Mnt to the StIltt slwIl be t~ floor amount a State moy 
1tWW: Il1IIkr the rtvlsed FFP ond inctntiw! proposal. 

In order to ~ ongoing imovatiOll in !he IV-D program, it is proposed that a 
revolving loan fund be """,!<:d. The revolving loan fund will allow Ihe Federal government 
more flexibility in beiping States develop a.nd implement imovative pnlCtices wbich have 
significant effects on increasing collections a.nd ongoing imovation. 

I 
(1) 	 111e Fetkral government through OCSE sIwll providL " .!Olll!:e of fonds 

appropriated up to $100 million to be 1IU1lk IfflIilable to Statu ond their 
subdivisions to be used solely lor short-teim. hlgh-payoff operational 
imp1T1l'll1fU!ntS to the Stau chlld support program. Projects dononstrating a 
pottntial for increasu In chlld support collections will be submitted to the 
Secretary on 1/ comptIitlw! basis. Criteria lor determlnlllg which projects t() 

fimd shllll be specified by the Secretary based 011 whether adequate alternative 
jimding alreody exists, ond whether colkctions can be increased as a result. 
Wlthln these guldeltnu. Statu slwIl have maximum jlulbillty In dec/ding 
whlch projectS t() fimd. 

(2) 	 Funding will be limited t() no """" than IS million per Stat. or $1 million per 
project. except for limited circumstances under whlch a lIl'le State Il1IIkrtakes 
a statewide project. in whlch case the maximum lor that State sIwll be IS 
million lor the project. State!! moy suppltml!lIt FetkraJ fonds to increase the 
amount 0/fonds available/or the project and moy require lccaJ jurisdictions to 
puI up a lccaJ match. 

(3) 	 Funding will be available for a maximum of three years based on a plan 
e!!talJllshtd with the Seertlary. OCSE must expeditiously nview and, as 
appropriate, fimd the approved plan. AI the tlld 0/ the project period, 
redpitnts must pay fonds bock 10 the ReVQJving Fund out of increastd 
per/OI'l1lQ7lCe Incentiws. 

(4) 	 Beginning with the Ill'» Fetkral fiscal year qfter the project t1llls. the Fetkral 
government sIwI/ offset hoV' of the increase In the StIlte's per/Ol17lllllCt 
incentives eVllry year until the fonds are folly rtpOid. (f the Statt/ails to rot.. 
colkctions that result in a per/OI'l1lQ7lCe incentive increase at the projected 
attributal>k level, the fonds will be rtcooped by offstttlng the FFP due to a 
Slate by a sum equal to one-twelfth of the project's Federal jimding, pius 
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IIIttlW, over the jim twtlW! I]IIIi1IeI1 beglnll/ng with 1M nat fiscal year 
jblJDwing the projm's rompkti01l. 

Program Manacemerlf. 

Dramatically improving child suppon enfort:ernellt requires improved program rnanIIgement 
at both the State and Federal levels. The proposal includes several provisions designed 10 
1ead to better program petformance and better services. 

From 1919 through the late 1980s OCSE conlIacted with outside organizations to provide 00
site training to States across a broad range of topics. In early 1991, OCSE established the 
National Training Center within the Division of Program Operations to takeover many 
training functions formerly performed by conlIactors. The purpose of the Center is to 
bolster States' training initiatives through curriculum design/development, dissemination of 
infonnation and materials and, to Ille extent mIOUI'CeS permit, the provision of direct 
training. While a rew States have developed training standards for staff, there is currently no 
mandate that States have minimum standards for persons involved in the child support 
program. 

Under the proposal, the Federal' share of funding for training, IIlchnical assistance and 
research will significantly increase and will be earmarked each year for such things as 
training, technical assistance, research, demonstrations and staffing studies, Furthermore, 
States will be required 10 have minimum standards for training in their State plans. Under 
Ibe proposal, OCSE will also develop a training program for State lV-D Directors. TOO lV
D program's complexity and importance to children and family self-sufficiency require that 
States have experienced and well-trained managers. Experts often point 10 the leadership 
experience of lV'D managers as a major factor in a state's performance. 

(1) 	 /Ill _ eqllJ11 10 four (4) percent of the FetkraI share Of child support 
caJkctiollS 11UJIie l1li bthoif of AFDC families III tM previous year shali be 
auI1wrized In euchjIscaJ year 10jiwI lechnical ass/st/lllCe, traIning, research, 
demllllstratilllls. SlIljfing studies, and operal/on of the Not/onol Clearinghouse. 

(2) 	 OCSE shall provUk a FetkraJJy deW!/Qped rore curriculum to all StOles to be 
tlSed in the deWfWpment of State-specific trtJining guides. OCSE shall also 
de....lop /I notional lraiJling program for all StOlt JV-D direClol1. 

(3) 	 StOles murt also havt minimum SlOIId4rds In their State plans for trtJining, 
based on 1M newly tieWflopeli stOle-specijic training guide, that Include initial 
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and ongoing mWIIng for all pmons Involved In the /v·D child support 
program. 7'Iu! program shall include I11I1UI01 ll'ailling for all liM ...,tie.... and 
speciQ/ ll'ailling for all stqff wlltn lows, poIicia or procl'durts change. 

(4) 	 In odtiition, jimds under 1ltk /v·D oJ the Social ~curity Act shall ~ made 
avGIlabk tl) Stllles for the dew:/opmmI and conduct oJtrallling of /v·A and /V. 
E 'casewotien, priVate tIItOmeys, jlJlJgu and ckrks .me Mea a knowlblgt of 
child SIIpPOn to pel/o"" their tbitie.s but for whom a roopel'lUiW! Qg~1II 
does IWI exist for Mgoing child support activtties. 

CurrenUy, states complain that they receive very little kChnical assiSWlCe from the Federal 
government. Indeed,!he level of kChnical assiSWlCe provided 10 Slate child support 
enforcement agencies has declined significantly over the past several years because of staff 
and resource limitations. Aside from the provision of training and publication dissemination, 
most of the assistance provided is in !he nature of problem identification through proglllll1 
reviews. 

Under !he proposal, OCSE will provide comprehensive direct kChnical assistance in a variety 
of forms to States. In particular, OCSE will take an active role in developing model law, 
and identifying best practices that States may adopt, reviewing State laws, procedures, 
policies, and organizational strucrure, and providing enhanced technical assistance to meet 
the prognun's goals. Such provision of technical assiSWlCe will be designed to prevent 
proglllll1 deficiencies before they occur. 

7'Iu! OCSE shall provide technical asslslance to SIllies by: 

(I) 	 developing IIWdeI lows and Uklllifying IIWdeI kglslOllon and '~st' Slllle 
practices thot States may follnw wlltn changing SIDle laws 10 meel new Federal 
requiremellls; 

(2) 	 1'f!Vt.wlng StOle lows, policia, procedures, and organiu1lionGI structure, 
including cooperative agreemelllS, as port oJthe Slllle pkm approval process; 

(3) 	 providing a Sllllt with a wriatn QSSessmt1U of its program and, wlltn 
approprl1Jte, Identifying areas In lIi1ich the SlOlt Is Ikftcitlll: 

(4) 	 providing tnhtmced techllicQ/ ass/siance to SlOJes 10 meel the program's gools; 
IIIIiI 

(5) 	 allowing srqffand _rues jiurding 10 match program jlurdlng. 
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Audil and Repott/ng 

'The Federal statute mandates periodic comprehensive FederaJ aodits of State programs to 
ensure substantial compliance with all federal requirements. If deficiencies identified in an 
audit are not oorrccttd, Stales faI:e a mandatory fiscal penalty of between 1 and 5 peroenlof 
the Federal share of the SlaIe's AFDC program funding. Once an audit deI.ermlnes 
compliance with identified deficiencies, the penalty is lifted • 

. 
The detaiI-orientcd audit is IimlH:onsuming and labor inf£nsive for both Federal auditors and 
the Stales. One result is that audit findings do not measure current State performance or 
current program requirements. Stales contend thai the audit system focuses too much on 
administrative procedures and processes rather than perfonnance outcomes and results. 
However, it is widely agreed that efforts to pII.JlS Ute audit have been a significant driving 
force behind Sla/es' improved perfonnance. While two-Utirds of the States fail the initial 
audit, three-fourUts of these ......., Stales come into compliance after a corrective·action 
period and avoid the finaru:ial penalty. 

The proposal will simplify the Federal audit requirements to focus primarily on performance 
outcomes and require States to conduct self·reviews to assess whether or not all required 
services are being provided. Federal auditors will assess States' data used to determine 
performance outcomes to determine if it is valld and reliable and conduct periodic financial 
and oUter audill' as the Secretary deems necessary. If Slale self·reviews or the level of 
grievances/complaints indicates that services are not being provided, OCSE will evaluate the 
State's program and ascertain the causes for the problems to help States correct the 
problems. 

One·haIf of any audit penalties will be put in escrow for up to two years and returned to the 
Slale if the Slale passes the audit in the twc>-year period. 

I 

(1) Audit plYJC<ldures by the SeCretary shldl include: 

(a) 	 simplifying the F<Okrai owlit rt!quirmJl!1IIS to focw primarily on ptrfo11llfJJtCJt 
0/llClJ11IeS • 

i 	 ' 

(11) 	 nequirlng StaIM to tkw/op their .,.... connol systems to ensure that 
ptrfo171ltl1lCt OUlComes art! aehleved. whilt I1IIlIdng the resulls subject to 
wrlflcotWn and audiJ; 

(2) StiJw shldl: 
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(a) 	 tiel>tlcp iflli!mo1 t1lIlOllll1led mDlI/JgemeN con.rrol reporting systemr that provide 
Ilffomwlit1ll Ib eMble Slates to QJStsS their own pelformance and tmp/uyees' 
worldoad twJIysis, on " rousint, Dllgo/ng basis so lhos exceptions can be 
coIled 10 1M progmm mDlI/Jgement's /lIteMO" 

(b) 	 tiel>tlop cvmptIIer systems con.rrois that provide ",asoMbk OSSU1'OJlCe$ that 
compur."basM limo art t:tJntpktt. wUJd, and reliabk: 

(c) 	 In, occo1flonce with Federal reguJodons. IWIlIlIl1y amdJJct a selfreview to 
oss... whelMr or 1IOt 1M SII1I< meets 1M program's specified goots. 
petfo171llJ1lCt: abjtctivu and IJ"Y rectnl/y compkted stqfJing Sllldies. os well as 
.......,.. that ail required services art being provided. 

(3) 	 Federal auditon shall: 

(a) 	 aI a minimum. based upon 1M GAO Govrn!nu:!!I duditine Sran4qrds, tvery 3 
yea.... assess 1M reliability of1M computer-processed tloJa (or results provided 
as a result of 1M selfreview). '11wt audits will: (a) I!l'DtIIine lhe computer 
sysum's general and application cOnJroJs; (b) Its! whether those coNrois are 
being complied with: and (e) test tloJa produced /Jy tM system on compuw 
magnetic top< or other approprime auditing medium 10 ensure thos il is valid 
and reliabk: 

(b) 	 if il State hos failed a previous audil. COMnue 10 tvalUaJe on an Il1I1IUal basis, 
whelM' the State hos corrected 1M ~clencl.. iJWItified under (1) above; 

I 

(c) 	 if 1M Slat. selfrevkw$ determine thoslM Federal requirements are not being 
met, ascert<lln 1M causes for 1M deficlency/wea/i;rws so that Slales will be 
abk to I~ better corrective actions; and 

(d) 	 If tM Slale'S report on 1M status ofgriLwmcts/compUJintS Indlc"'es subslallliaI 
and materiai noncompliance with 1M program requirements, IMn eIItllUaJe 1M 
Stale's program. 

(e) 	 each Stale will also be subject Ib periodic financial audits Ib ensure that IMlr 
fuiuIs are being Dllocaled and apeNkd oppropriale/y and adeqUDle Internal 
controls art in place wIIlch will M/P ensure that all monies art being 
softguartled. The Secretary may conduct such DlMr audits as deemed 
necwary 10 ensure comp/ian(:e. 

I 

(4) 	 TIle &crttary shall promulgale nguJodons Ib revise 1M penalry process for 
failures to l1lI!ei 1M program's pelformance goots and objtctives and/or failure 
to generate ",liable and valid tloJa. 
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(a) 	 htwlties shD1l ~ Imposed immtdiOle/y qfter a rorrective DCtWlI period, but 
mre-/IiJIf of the pe1lDllies 11w11 ~ put 111 ucrow for a period of up to two years 
to ~ rttII11Itd to the StOle If the Slillt passes the audir ill the two-year period., 


, 


(b) 	 hnaJties p/oced In escrow am ~ used I!y the StOlt to contract for ttchnica! 
assIsIance Ol the dl.scrtd01l ofthe IHcmary • 

• 

Insufficient staff levels bave been cittd. as the greatest banier \0 effectively """"",sing child 
support cases. Despite significant State savings from the program, S1affing levels bave not 
kept pace with caseloads ever increasing in size and complexity. Comprehensive data on 
S1affing is almost nonexistent. To address this infonnation vacuum, staffing studies will be 
conducttd. for each State child support enforcement program, including an assessment of the 
effe<:ts of automation on human ROSOurce needs. StaleS can use this information for infonned 
pmonnel and budgetary decision-making. 

(1) 	 The Secretary of HealIh and Human Services or a disinterested contractor 
s1iaJ1 ro/ldUCI st4lfin8 studies of each State's child SUPPOrl ''!fore.ment 
program. Such studies shall Include a review of the amommed case 
procuslng systt!l1l and central registry/central payment center requireme1l1s 
and include adjustments to JUJure stolfing If there changes reduct sl4lfing 
needs. Such sr4lfing studlu may ~ periodicallY repeated at the Secretary's 
disc",don. The Sec",rary shD1l reporl the results ofsuch st4lfing studies to the 
Congress and the Statu. 

Expanded Outreach 

No manner of child support reform will be Inlly successful unless patents are aware of and 
have reasonable access to services. Despite the fact that State child support agencies are 
currently requited \0 advertise the availability of services, many families remain unaware of 
the program and still others find that services are not easily accessible, 

In addition \0 the paternity establishment outreach provisions described earlier. the proposal 
will require each State \0 develop an outreacll plan \0 inform families of the availability of 
!V-D services and to provide broader access to services, including initiatives which target the 
needs of working families and non-English speaking families. The Fedetal government will 
aid this effort by developing outreaclI prototypos and a multi-media campaign which focuses 
on the positive effects a noncustodial patent's involvement can bave on a child's Jjfe as well 
as the detrimental effects of a patent's failure to participate. 
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(1) In mdilr 10 bl'tXJlUn access to chJld support services, each Stale plan mUS/: 

(a) 	 respond Iti the IIffll for ojJlce hours or other j1exI.bility dUll provitle pari!ntJ 
oppoTfUflity to I1Jttnd appoinJ:meIUS without toJdng time offof ...,rk,' and 

(b) 	 tk../op and appropriatt/y disumiMte _rials In Itmguages other lhan 
English where the Stale has a s/gnUI.ctw __English-speaking popu/lJlion; 
stqff or ccntractors who can translllle should be reasonably accessible for the 
non-English-speaking personprovf4M services. 

(2) To aid Slale outreach ejfortS, OCSE must: 

(a) 	 tk..lop prolotype brochures dUll explain the services available to pari!1IIS with 
sPecific InformoJion on the type.! of services available, the 1NlIII1med time 
fti»nes for action to be laken, and all releVQIU infonnaJion about the 
proctdures used to applylor services; 

(b) 	 tkvelop 1tWde1 public service announcements for use by Slates in publ/cltJng on 
Weal television and radio the availability 0/chJld support services;, 

(eJ 	 tkw!:/op 1tWde1 news releases dUll States coaId use to announce mqjor 
tkvelopments in the program that provide ongoing illfonnaJion 0/ the 
awulabllity 0/services and dtlai/s o/new programs; and 

(d) 	 focus more resources on reaching pwatiw!: fathers and /I01ICWiIodia/ pari!1IIS 
through a multimedia campoJgn that acknowledges positiw!:/y those who comply 
and spotllglus the tktrime/Ual ejfeCIS on a child 0/ a pare/U's failure to 
j/!umcially and emotionally participate in the child's life . 

• 

Under current law, OCSE has few requitements reganfing how IV-O offices are to interact 
with the ·customer,· i.e., the affected Ilunily memben, and bow S_ agencies 1hould 
respond to cbild'support customers' complaints. Undct the proposal, S-. will be required 
to notify custodial parents on a timely basis before all scheduled establishment and 
modification hearings or conferences. The Slate agency bas 14 days to provide a copy of 
any subsequent order to the custodial parent. If someone receiving IV-0 services feels the 
services provided were inadequate, be or she may request a fair bearing or a formal review 
process. Complainl and disposition reports abaII be forwarded to the Department of Health 
and Human Services. These reforms give the ·customers: the cbildren's parents acting on 
behalf of the cbildren. the redress that seems lacking in many States when the system fails to 
perform adequately. A mandatory formal grievance system should take care of most 
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complaints, with a back-up right 10 sue in case the state grievance system inadequately 
resolves serious deficiencies of the pmgmm. 

(}) 	 Slate agencies shall1Wl(fy Cll.!Jtodiai pare1llS in II timely I1UlII1Ier of all hearings 
or COI/Ierences In which child suppon obllgat/ons migh/ be estobllslJed or 
motIIjltd; 

(2) 	 State agencies shall providi! custodial part1llS with II copy of any order lhat 
esltlbllshts or motIIjles II child suppan obllgat/OII within }4 days of tho 
Issuance ofSIICh order; 

(3) 	 An IndivldlllJl rtICtIivlng /v-D ,emar shall have timely access to II State lair 
hlarlng or a lormal, illlemal complailll-review process similar 10 II State lair 
hearing, accoldillg to regu/atiolU esltlbllslJed by the Secretary, provitkd that 
there Is 110 Slay ol.""'=melll as a result 01 the pending lair hearing request 
(repons ofcamp/ai1llS 0Jtd dIsposilIons shall also be reponed to the Seert/ary); 

(4) 	 11 is lhe IlIIe/II of CongrtSS that the tXprtSS purpose 01 IDle /v-D is 10 assisl 
children 0Jtd their lamilles In collecting child suppan owed to them. 
lndivl.duals who are illiurtd by a Statt'S lailure to comply with the require· 
me1llS 01 Federal law, Including State plan requiremelllS of various tilles 01 tho 
Social Security Act, should be oble to stele rtdrtSS In Federai coun. (No 
specific private cause of action to DIforr:e child support provisions of tho law 
are cOlllained herein /1ecOUSt thore Is aiready II private came oloct/OII Ulllkr 
42 U.S. C. 1983 to redre...tate 0Jtd local officials' violations 01 Federal child 
suppon statuteS.) 

Effectl•• Date 

Unless otherwise stated in the Appendix, the amendments made by this Act sItalJ take effect 
on October I, 1994. 
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IV. I GUARANFEEING SOME LEVEL OF SUPPORT 
CIULD SUPPORT ASSURANCE DEMONSTRATIONS 


Improving child support enfon:ement is absolu1ely essential if we are going 10 make it 
possible for people ro move from welfare ro worle. Single parents cannot be expected 10 bear 
tIIc entire financial burden of supporting their children alone. We have 10 do everything 
possible 10 ensure lllat the non-<:ustodial parent also contributes ro the support of his or her 
child. SIiII, thcie will be cases where the support from the non-cuSlOdiaI parent will not be 
available; for inStance, in cases where the non-<:uSlOdiaI parent has been laid off from a job 
or presently has vt:rj low income. 

Child Support Assurance (CSA) is a program that will provide a minimum insured child 
support payment to the cuSlOdiaI parent even when the noncuslOdial parent was unable 10 
pay. With such a program, a combination of worle and child support could support a family 
out of welfare and provide some real financial security. Unlike traditional welfare, Child 
Support Assurance will encourage work because it allows single parents ro combine eamil'Igs 
with the child support payment without penally. Also, according ro some experts, Child 
Support Assurance will change the incentives for a mother II:> get an award in place and it 
will focus attention on the noncuSlOdiaI parent as a source of support. 

I 
No state currently has a Child Support Assurance program, although the Child Assistance 
Program (CAP) in New York Slate has some similar features. Many Slates have expressed 
an interest in trying a Child Support Assurance program, provided that some federal 
assistance and direction could be provided. Major questions surround such programs 
costs, implementation strategies, anti-poverty effectiveness, the effect on AFDC 
participation, etc. And unless the slate really does a good job in enforcement, there is as 
question about whether such a program lets the noncustodial parent off the book for payment. 

State demonstrations will be used to try out Child Support Assuranoe with States being 
allowed some state fleltibility II:> try different approaches. Evaluations of the demonstrations 
will be conducted and used 10 make recommendations for future policy directions. 

(I) 	 Congress will /IUl1wr/u and approprlQle jImds foQ CSA demonstration 
prog=: 'V 

(a) 	 Dmwnstralions shall serw _ JH!~nt ofthe nationDl potentially eligibk child 
suppon eligible families. 

(b) 	 &ch demonstl'tllion wlU last seven to ten yean. An Interim repon will be due 
four yean qfler approval ofthe demonstration grant. 

I 
(c) 	 The StcretOJy slwll determine ftvm the interim ftpom wh£ther the programs 

shOuld be atended beyond seven 10 len years and wh£lher additional SIQle, 



demorulrlJ/ions slwuJd M rtCOmmI!Nkd, baJed on vorlous jacJD'" IIwz include 
tire tcOlIOmic Impact of cs:.t on both tire noncustodial and custodial parents, 
tire rote of lIi»ICU$lOdial parents' child supporr compliDIICe in costS whLre cs:.t 
has Men nc.!lved by IhL clUwdlal parelll, tire impact Of cs:.t on work-fOTCt: 
parricipolion and AFDC participation, IhL and-poverty q[ecliventSS of CSA, 
tire t;/fect on paU!mity esta1JlisIImeII rates, and any OIhLr fOClo", thL Secretary 
may cite, 

(d) 	 As parr of thL demoruI1'IJIion, _ States will I/a", IhL option of creating 
IMIrk programs so tIwz lIi»ICU$lOdial panlllS cauJd IMIrk off IhL supparr If th£y 
""'" no Income. 

(e) 	 7iu, demorutratiOIl projects are baJed on a SJ()%IIO% federal/state match rate 
(the hig~r ftdtral match applies only to admillislrative costs attribUlable If) 

thL program and tlwz 'portion of IhL M/lIifIts tlwz does not npresent IhL 
reducdon in A.F1)C due to receipt ofthL cs:.t be/lliflt.) 

(j) 	 77Ie Secretary may tel7llinate tire demonstrations If the Secretary determines 
tlwz IhL State conductillg the demonstrations Is not In subSlandal compliance 
with tire lerms oftire approved application. 

(g) 	 77Ie $e;cntary may approve both Slatt-wide del1llJIISlratiOns and del1llJnstrations 
tlwz ore less than state-wide. 

(h) 	 77Ie Secretary shall devtlop stfJlldarris for evaluation including appropriate 
random assigMU!nI requirvnents. 

(I) 	 ~ Secretary shall allocate up to _ percelll of A.F1)C colltctlollS for 
evaluation. 

(2) 	 77Ie child supparr ossurDIICe criteria for t~ Stat. demonstration programs will 
require tIwz: 

l 
(a) 	 tire cs:.t program M administered by tire state lV-D agency, or at state opdon, 

ils deportmelll of re",nue: In order to be elig/hle 10 participate In the CSA 
program, Statts must eruare tIwz I~ir autOmated SYStems tlwz Include child 
supporr castS are folly able 10 IMet tire cs:.t program's processing demonds, 
timely dlsrtibute IhL cs:.t beIlIifIt, and !lIIe1/act: wilh an in.JwlUt (or IuJve on
line access to aJ Ct/lJral stattwide registry ofcs:.t costS. 

(bJ 	 States are provided JkxibIlity In detlglling IhL beIlIifIt scales within lhe 
following paramtt"": be/lliflt levels between $1,500 per year for one child 
and $3,()()() per year for four or more children and beIlIifIl Ie",ls between 
$3,()()() per year for one child and S4,5OO per year for four or I1IIJre children. 
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(e) 	 CSII /Josie be1u:jit __ are fntku4 10 1M adjusted Consumer Pria Indo:. 

(d) 	 CSII benefits ore ClJWIIed OS pTtvote child WJ1P()rt for the fJIl1POJe ofeligibility 
for other govemm<l1U prog1'l1lllS; 

(e) 	 CSII benefits ore tkdJicud dDl/ar for dDllor from /111 AFDC grtllU. /!'XCepi thoJ 
In low benefit Skiles. 1M ~crtlary shaJI havt discretion 10 approve 
applications fOT pmg1'lll1l!l wIIh less th/I1I a dollor foT doiloT deduction. (Also. 
where CSII """"""" someone from 1M AFDC grtllU. StOles may. 01 IMIT 
option. CII1Ili""" eligibility for other rewed benefits thoJ would havt been 
provldl.d llltikr 1M AFDC grtllU.) q a StOle chooses II may SuppkmeN the 
CSII basic benefit _ Ity paying 1M FMAP CTJntribution ofany Suppie"",1U 
up to $25. 11114 Gil ofany suppiement OW!T $25• 

•
(j) 	 GSA eligibility is limited to children who have pOIemity 11114 suppon 

esmblished. WGivers from this requiremelll /IUI)I be gl'fl1lled only in COSts of 
rape, incest. 11114 donger ofphysicGi abuse. 

(g) 	 CSII benefits an tremed as income to 1M custodial pare1U for StOle 11114 
FederGl tac purposes. At 1M end of the cGlendor year, the stOle will send each 
CSII recipleN a SIOJemelll of 1M amo/lllt of CSII provldl.d 11114 private child 
suppon pGld during 1M cGlendor year. q 1M CSII benefitS /!'XCeed the support 
coliected. 1M difference is ta:cabie as ordinary inc_. 

(II) 	 money collectedfrom ,he noncustodiGi panlll be distributed first to pay curreN 
support, then CSA arTearages, thenfamily support arrearages (see distribution 
seCtion ofeoforctrlWlt). then AFDC debts. 

(i) 	 in cases ofjoint ondlor split CUStody. a person is eligibie for CSII If there is a 
suppon award thoJ exceeds the millinuun Insured benefit or the coun or agency 
setting lhe award an/flu thoJ 1M child support award will be below the 
minimum CSII benefit If 1M guidelines for sole custody were applied to ellM, 
portlll.,,, 

(I) 	 AI katt two odditionGl demonstrations will approl'ed for an advanced minimum 
child support paymeN program. Under iMse demonstrations. StOles must: 

(a) 	 establish II minimum child support obligatltm of 01 ieast $50 per child. (The 
$50 minimum obligation will be set 01 1M time 1M onkr is established or when 
an existing onkr Is modified); 
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(b) 	 provide dwl the rWpltlllS who leave AFDC and other custodial paTWS who 
an 1101 on AFDC txmld opp/y for Dllvanced pay_Ill of the $.SO minimum 
paymtlll. StIlJU 1IUISt gUlUl1IIItt the $.SO ptr molllk minimum paymtlll to the 
custodial panlll tvtn if it fails to collect from the IIDncustodiai panlll; 

(c) 	 m Stmt option. Stm.. may ,.qui,. the noncustodiDI piJlMt to ".,rk off the 
support due. 

Secdon 1115 Wai.". 

(1) 	 the prohibit/on In Sect/on IlJ5(3)(c) against child support tJifolUmetIt 
Ikmonslro.tions dwl Inc,....t costs to the Ftthrai gOvtrnmtlll undEr the AUf 10 
Famili.. with Deptntklll alild,.n (AFDC) progrom Is ,.ptaIed. 
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V. ENHANCING RESI'ONSmlLlTY AND OPPOIlTUNITY 

FOil NON-CtlSTODIAL PAIlENTS 


Issu"" concerning cIilld support enforcement and issues concerning non-custodial parents 
cross-cut to a ,peat degree. The well-being of cIilldren, who only live with one parent, will 
be enhanced if emotional and financial support welC provided by both of their parents. 
There are many, reasons that such support' is not provided. In IIOme cases non-<:ustodial 
parents are unwilling to provide financial support. Proposed improvements in the cIilld 
support enfon:enient system will reduce such willful denial of financial support. 

There are other, impediments fD the lack of parental support from non-¢llstodial parents. 
Some parents have difficulties negotisting successful parenting pa.rtnersbips once the family i. 
no longer living ,together. Such families often can benefit from programs which focus on the 
need by the children to have continuing relationships with both parents. 

Other parents have inadequate skills and resources to provide adequate support for their 
children. These parents are often part of the growing number of workers with low and very 
low incomes, Young worlc.ers, the less weII-<'ducated, and minorities in particular have 
disproportionately borne the brunt of the """""mic changes of the past few decade.. Th.... 
parents need belp in obtaining skills and jobs which will help them meet their financial child 
support responsibilities. 

Finally, some non-<:USlDdial parents have difficulty understanding their rights and 
responsibilities as parents, because they had missing or inadequate role models when they 
were children, These parents need programs to help them reconnect to a family structure in 
which they can nurture and support their children. Th.... programs will help communities 
and families work together 00 improve the wellbeing of our most vulnerable children . . 
As there is not a long b1II;k record of research and evaluation on programs for non..:usoodial 
parents, it is envisioned that new programs should be modest and flexible, growing only as 
evaluation findings begin to identity the most effective strategies. 

Aecess and Visitation Grants to SlaWs 

Children need emotional and socia1 support of both parents, as well as financial support. 
While it is necessary to clearly distinguish between obligations for financial support and other 
parent..:hiId interactions, positive parenHhild interactions may have an effect on support 
payment compliance as well as other aspects of child well-being. There i. also evidence that 
many parents need help in understanding how to implement cooperative parenting after a 
divorce or separation occurs and that children are harmed by the continuation of hostile 
relationships between their parents. The Family Support Act of 1988 authorized Access 
demonstration todetennine if such projects reduoed the amount of time required to resolve 
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. 
access disputes, Rlduced litigation relating to _ disputes, and improved oompli....., in 
the payment of support. These demonstralioos are ooming to a close and there is no 
provision for the on-going funding of additional projects. 

This proposal will supplement stale efforts 10 provide increased suppon for _ and 
visitation projects wbicb reinforce the need for children 10 have continued _ to and 
visitation by both parents. 

(l) 	 GronIS will be IfIOIk 10 Statu for fJCCUS and vis/tailOR reloted programs; 
InCluding medilJliml (both voluNary and IIIIUId4IOry), cmmseUng, t!l!ucaJion, 
deve~1II of pare1lllng pImu, visltalion tIIforr:emenJ Including IIIOJlItoring, 
SUJ1<'rvision and _rOJ drop offand pick up and deve~ ofglddel/IJU for 
visltalion and alJel7ll1live custody ammgtmtlllS • 

• 

(a) 	 1M Administralion for auWren and Families, Department of Health and 
HiJm4n Services will administer the program. 

(a) 	 Stales will be required ID IIIOJlItor and evalJuJte their progratru; evaluaJion 
and reparting requirements will be determined by the Secretary; 

I 

(c) 	 Stares may sub-grant or contraCt with COliN, IDeal public agencies or to 
priVOIt non-profit agencies to carry ou! the approved grant work; 

i 

(d) 	 hogram(s) operaling under the gram will not haWl to be stale-wide; 

(e) 	 Funding will be lll/lharized as a capped e1lllt/emttrJ under section lV-D of the 
Social Security AC/. Stale grantees will receive jimdlng al the regular FFP 
program rale. Projects will be required 10 supplement wher than supplant 
Stale funds. 

Tralnio& and Employment lor NOIItIISIodlaJ Pareuts 

There is evidence !bat 0I'Ie of the primary reasons for non-support by some non~ustodial 
parents is unemployment and underemployment. In II recent GAO report evidence was 
presented that about 29 percent of non~todial fatbets under age 30, many of whom were 
non-marltal fatbets, bad income below the poverty level for one or no income at all. II will 
be difficult for these futhers to contribute much to the financial suppon of their children 
without additional basic education, work-readiness and job l!l\ining whicb would enhance 
their oarning capacity and job security. 

Under CUI'I"eIlt law the Secretary is permitted to fund a limitod number of demonstrations 10 
provide services 10 non~stodiaI parents. This proposal would provide states with the option 
of developing JOBS and WORK program! for the non~ustodiaI parents of children who are 
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receiving AFDC or have child support am:arages owed li! IIle state from prior periods of 
AFDC receipt. Slates wiD be given IIle flexibility li! develop different models of non
custodial parent programs which could best address the needs of children and parents in their 
slale. Evaluations wiD be required as approprilIte (or IIle options developed by IIle States. 
As the child support syslem becomes more vigorous in its punuit of financial support (or all 
children, recognition need. to be given li! the fact thai some fiIIbers are as poor as the 
mollters and children who are receiving AFDC. 'Il1ese parents need to be provided with 
opportunities to fuJliII their role as financial providers for their children. 

(1) 	 Noncus/Qdi.QI pinnts' }I<lI'Iidpalion In JOBS and WORK programs could 0., 
oPerated (J.J a combined or (J.J separate programs. . 

I 

JOBS PDrtidpaiion, . 
(1) 	 At $lot. option, up to 10 perceN qfJOBS program fUnding could 0., used for 

training and ...m: readiness programs for nancustodhJI pareNS. 

(a) 	 States must follow evohuuion and reponing requirementS, including random 
asslgllmeN, as de1ermined by tlu! Secretory. 

(b) 	 At $lote option, panicipaliOIl by lIOn-custodial pinNS could 0., mandatory or 
VO/UIIlory but thi!. non-custodial pinTrlS' c1tIldren will IuJve to 0., receiving 
AFDC or WORK services at tlu! time qf ",errol In order to panicipole. 
Palemiry, If nat alreody established, willluJve to 0., volUIIlarily acknowledged 
prior to po1ficipaliOIl 111 the program. Arrears do _ have to have accrued 111 
order for nan-custodlal porents to 0., eligible to }I<lI'Iicipole. For those poreNs 
with na Idml/fIobk Income, }I<lI'Iiclpalioll could commence as part qf tlu! 
establlshmeN or el!farcemeN process., 

(e) 	 Non-custodial pinTrlS could continue pa1ficipaJing In tlu! program even if the 
child(ren) o.,came Ineligible for AFDC. Huwever, if tlu! non-custodial porent 
volUlllarlly kifi thi!. program, WQ.I p/ace4 In a job, or was terminated from the 
program, hi!. could nat 0., ftlldmined unless his c1tIld(renJ was once agaln 
relil/lll OIl AFDC (or similar) o.,nej/ts. 

(d) 	 $lotos are _ ~uired to provUk thi!. same JOBS services to custlJdjal and 
lIOn-custodial pinlllS, allhough they may choose to do so. '11u! non-custodl.l 
parent's }I<lI'Iicipalion will not 0., linked to self-slffJlclency requirements or 
JOBSIWORK particlpa!iOll by the CUSllJdjal pinnt. 

(e) 	 At;State option, the c1tIld suppart obligaJion could 0., suspemkd or reduced to 
the, minimum whik the 1I01ICUS/Qdi.QI pinllt was poniclpaling in JOBS activities 
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, 
which did nat prov/iJe a sJlpe1ll1 or wages sqfJlclorl 10 pay the Q/IIOunt of the 
CIITT/!1II order. 

(2) 	 Pareflli1lll and pur support servit:l!S will be eligible for FFP. 

m 	 PaytneTll of l1IIini1lll stIptnds will be allowed and such payme1IlS will be 

eligible for FFP. Stiptnds could be gtlTnishtd for payme1Il ofcum:TIl support. 


, 

(4) 	 State·wideflltss mjUlrtments wllillbt opply. 

(5) 	 This option will be tjfective FY 1997; Iwwever, the Secretary will Iwvt! the 

QJJJhority 10 opprove a SIaI.'s graTJI in advance of lhe tjfective dlJie, If the 

State agrted 10 mInImwn evalUation and rtporti1lll rtqu/rtnlCUS, 


WORK Partle;piuw.. 

(1) 	 AI State opliM, up 10 10 perceTll of WORK program funding could be used for 

wort programs and wort opportuniJies for IIbncUStadial pareTlls. 


(aJ 	 States must follow evalUation and reporting mjUlrtme1JlS, Inclading random 
assignment, as determiflltd by the Secntary. 

At State option, particlpatlo/l by 1IOII-CUStodial partNS could be mondotory or - ~ 

voluntary bw the !Wn-cuslodial pareNS' children will hove 10 be receiving \ '~ I 
AFDCIJOBSIWORK s<rvices at the time of n;fenaJ or /un¥: arrearoges owed "" 
10 'Ihe State for periods w/Jen lhe childrtn wert participating in lhe AFDCIJ(J. ~ 
BSIWORK program. Paternity, If nat already eslOblished, will hove 10 be \10,0 \ 1 
voluntarily acknowledged prior 10 participation In the program. Arrears do 
!WI hove 10 hove accrued in order for 1UJ7I-cu.slodiai patt1JlS /0 be eligible 10 

participate. For lhose partNS with /10 itUfllijioble income, participation could 
cO~llCe as part oflhe estoblishmeTll or erl/orr:emeTll process. 

(c) 	 Non-custodio1 pareTlls could cofllinue participating In the program even If the 
their children became Ineligible for AFDC. HoweWJr, If lhe !Wn":uslodial 
partIU voluntarily I¢; the program, lOW plnced In a job, or was terminated 
from the program, he could not be rtadmilled unle.rs his child(ren) was once 
agaln rtliaTJI 0/1 AFDC (or similar) bellt!jlts or arrears 10 lhe Slate wert still 
oUlS1andlng. PartIcipation In JOBS Is not a prtrtqu/slte for participation in 
WORK. The 1UJ7I-cu.sIodiaJ partTll's participation will !WI be linked 10 self 
sqfJlclllllCJ rtqlliremt1JlS or JOBSIWORK participation by the cu.stadial parent. 
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(d) 	 SIOIa will IlOl have 10 provUk all WORK oppommltia offered 10 cuslodial 
portnts in wir non-CUSlodjal portnts WORK program, alt/wugh lhey may 
choose 10 do so. 

(e) 	 Parenting and pur support ..rvica will be ellglbk for FFP. 

(f) 	 Paymtlll ofWORK stipends will be required. Stipends could be garnish 10 pay ~ ~;.;:-
currelll child support. 

5trr 

(g) 	 SUUe-widtntss rtquIrt17U!nts will nol apply. 

Demonstration Grants for Paternity and Parentln& Proerams 

There is considerable evidence that increased poverty is not the only adverse affect on 
children of fathetless families. Fathers have an important role to play in fostering self
esteem and self-Control in children and in increasing and promoting the career aspirations of 
both sons and daughters. Some clinical researchetS and social commentators believe that 
much of the increase in violent behavior among teenage boys is at least in part due to the 
lack of positive male role-models and supportive fathering in many communities. But good 
fathering is especially difficult for the many men who themselves belong to a second and 
thin! genetation of "fathetless" families or whose own role models for parenting were 
abusive or neglectful. This proposal would focus on helping fathers (primarily poor, young, 
non-marital fathers) understand and accept their responsibilities to nurture and support their 
children. Building on programs which seek to enhance the well-being of children this 
proposal WOUld. facilitate the development of parenting components aimed specifically at 
fathers whose participation in the lives of their children is often ignored or even 
unintentionally discouraged. 

(I) 	 Demonslration grallls will be 1IIIJde availobk 10 slOIa and/or community based 

organizations 10 develop and Impkmelll non-cuslodjal porelll ([OIhers) 

ctimponellls for .ruling programs for high risk familia (e.g. Head Start, 

Healthy Slart, Family Preservation, Teen Preg1ltl1lCY and Prevention) 10 

promole responsibk parenting, Including lhe Importance of pOIemity 

alablishmelll and economic security for children and lhe deve/opmelll of 

portnting skills. 


(2) 	 Gronts musl iarllhrte years, have an evaluation componelll and be replicable 

In similar programs. 


(3) Funding appropriation will be a capped set-aside wilhin WORK 01 $10 million 
jor lhe first 5 years. 
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APPENDIX A 

EFFECTIVE DATI'S FOR IMPLEMENTING HYPOTHETICAL REFORMS 

The following schedule assumes passage of Federal legislation before October I, 1994. 
Legislation amending existing Federal statutes outside of Title IV-D of the Social Security 
Act is effective upon enactment unless stated otherwise. Legislation amending Federal 
responsibilities under Title IV-D is effective October I, 1994. 

Any state reqwrement that requires legislation to be effective within two years of the date of 
enactment of the Federal legislation should have an additional cavcat: •...or, if the state 
legislature meets biennially, within three months after the close of its first regular session 
that begins after enactment of this bill.· 

, 

Page # Proposed Requiftment 

I Paternity 
I New paternity measurement 
2 FFP - paternity (see FFP phase in below) 
2 Performance-based incentives 
2 Federally approved state incentives/demos 
3 State/health care provider information 
4 Simplified paternity procedures 
7 State outreach requirements 
7 BIlhanced FFP (90%) for paternity outreach 
8 Cooperation and good cause requirements 
12 Accreditation of genetic testing labs 

fed regulations 
effective for 1st new state contract 

13 Administrative authority for establishment 

15 National Commission on Child Support Guidelines 
Authorized 
Named by 
Report due 

16 Review and Adjustment for All Cases 

19 Distribution Changes 
20 New priority/multiple orders 
13 Treatment of child support in AFDC cases 
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EffectIve 
Date 

Oct. I, 1995 
Oct. I, 1997 
Oct. I, 1996 
Oct. I, 1996 

Oct. I, 1996 
Oct. I, 1995 
Oct. I, 1996 
Oct. I, 1995 
10 months after enactment 

Oct. I, 1995 
Oct. I, 1995 
Oct. I, 1997 

Oct. I, 1994 
March I, 1995 
July I, 1997 

Oct. I, 1999 

Oct. I, 1997 
Oct. I, 1995 



21 Tax offset-returns filed 

22 Central S_ Registry 
Automated requirements tied to 

CUImlt FSAlOCSB requirements 
Other requirements 

26 Central Payment Center 
Cenlr.lliz.fd roIIe<:tionIdlstribution start up 
Swewide dlstribution 

28 Administrative Action to Change Payee 

29 National Child Support Registry 
Funding 
On-linelfully operational 

31 National Directory of New Ifues 
Funding 
On-line for all StaleS 
Universal BR reporting requirements 

31 Feasibility Study (STAWRS, SSA, AHSA) 
Funded 
Let 
Due 
HHSIIRS decision 

33 National Locate Registry 
Funding 
On·line/fullyoperational

I 

34 Union Hall Cooperation - State Laws 

34 Studies: Locate and Credit Reporting Agencies 
Funded 
Let 
Due 

35 IRS Data (IRS and .- changes) 

35 

36 

IRS Tax Offset- Bffcclive for returns , 
IRS Full Collection 

Nonautomated changes 
Automated funding 
Automated IRS implementation 
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after Jan. I. 1996 

Oct. I, 1995 

Oct. I, 1997 


Oct. I, 1997 

Oct. I, 1998 


Oct. I, 1995 

Oct. I, 1994 
Oct. I, 1997 

Oct. I, 1995 
Ian. I, 1997 
Ian. I, 1997 

Oct. I, 1994 
Dec. I, 1994 
June I, 1995 
Aug. I, 1995 

Oct. I, 1994 
Oct. 1, 1997 

Oct. 1, 1995 

Oct. I, 1995 
Dec. 1, 1995 
Dec. 1, 1996 

Oct. I, 1995 

after Jan. 1, 1996 

Oct. I, 1995 
Oct. I, 1994 
Oct. I, 1995 



38 
39 

38 

41 
41 
41 

Interstate Enfort:ement 
UIFSA (legis. flexible until 111/96) 
FedenIl request for information 
: OCSE distributes form 

nationwide fun::e effective 
Other _laws 
I 

Other Enforcement Measures 
State enforcement law changes 
Exception: liens and immediate wage 

withholding in all non-IV·D cases 

45 Tax Deduction Coon:!ination 

49 Privacy ProleC1ions 
Federal regulations 
State implementation 

51 Federnl Financial Participation 
66'; 10 69'; 
70'; 10 72'; 
73'; 10 75'; 

51 
. !

Incenbves 
Federal reg promulgation 
Paternity standard 
Overall performance 

52 Enhanced (80';) Unified System 

53 

53 

Enhanced (90';) ADP System Enhancement 
Start up 
Sunsets, , 

State/FedenIl Maintenance of Effort 

54 Revolving lDan Fund 

SS TminingITeehnical Assistance 
OCSE begins illl efforts 

55 OCSE Earmarked Funding 
State requirements 

57 Audit and Technical Assistance 
Technical assistance funding 
Federal audit regulations 
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Oct. 1. 1995 

Oct. 1. 1995 
Oct. 1. 1995 
Oct. 1. 1995 

Oct. I. 1995 

Oct. I, 1991 

Jan. I, 1996 

Oct. I, 1995 
Oct. I, 1996 

Oct. I, 1995 
Oct. I, 1996 
Oct. I, 1997 

Oct. I, 1995 
Oct. 1. 1997 
Oct. 1. 1997 

Oct. 1. 1997 

Oct. 1. 1994 
Oct. 1, 1999 

Oct. 1, 1991 

Oct. I, 1995 

Oct. I, 1994 

Oct. I, 1994 
Oct. 1. 1995 

Oct. 1. 1994 
Oct. I, 1995 



State-based audit requirements Oct. 1, 1996 

59 Staffing Studies Funded Oct. 1, 1994 
Studies completed Oct. 1, 1996 

59 Outreach 
States begin to meet goal. Oct. 1, 1995 
OCSE requirements/funding Oct. 1, 1995 

60 Customer Accountability 
61 Fair hearing. 

Federal regulations Oct. 1, 1995 
State implementation Oct. 1, 1996 

62 Child Support Assurance (CSA) DemonslIations 
Fed/state funding for CSA Oct. 1, 1995 
State interim reports Ian. 1, 1999 
State final reports Oct. 1, 2002-5 
Federal reports to Congress Apr. 1,2005 
Federal adminislIative funding Oct. 1, 1994 
Federal regulations Oct. 1, 1995 
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