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Child Support Enforcement Financing 
Consultation Questions 

Incentive 'Effect 

1. 	 .What funding mechanism for the child support program would create the right 
incentives to serve children? 

2. 	 Under the current funding structure, what are the incentives to serve some 
subgroups of families over others? 

3. 	 As the non-TANF caseload grows and the average income of families served may 
increase, what are the current impediments to receiving IV-D services? 

4. 	 What subgroups are currently underserved and what incentives would serve 
them better? 

5. 	 How do you restructure the program to reduce the gap between 
potential and actual collections? 

6. 	 How do we ensure that more children get support orders and that we 
collect more of the support ordered? 

7. 	 How do the various program funding streams serve other program interests at 
the State and local as well as the Federal levels? 

8. 	 How can the funding system be structured to ensure that child support 
payments benefit children to the maximum extent possible? 

9. 	 Does the current law regarding payment of a portion of the CSE costs by families' 
serve the best interests of children and the child support program? Ifnot, what 
alternatives would better accomplish program goals? 



Consultation Questions 

FederaVState Investment 

10. To what extent does States' ability to set up separate State assistance programs 
under TANF undermine the Federal share of child support collections and what 
action, if any, is needed to protect the Federal investment in the program? 

1 L 	What is the current level of non -Federal investment in the CSE program and how 
can we create incentives for increasing such investments? 

12. Some Statesllocalities receive more in Federal funding plus the state share of 
T ANF collections than they expend on the program structure. Does this serve as 
an incentive to improving services and increasing support to families? In addition, 
what types of activities are these funds currently spent on? 

13. Does the existing financing structure fairly balance Federal and Statellocal 
investments in the program? 

14. 	 What impact has the high effective match rate had on the ability of States to 
efficiently and effectively achieve the goals of the child support programs? 

Administrative Simplicity and Program Flexibility 

15. What aspects of the current funding structure are administratively 
complicated or burdensome? 

16. Does the current incentive structure support appropriate Statellocal 
innovations in CSE? 

17. What would Statesllocalities change about the current funding structure 
if they could change anything? 

18. 	What changes in the current funding structure would help Statesllocalities better 
integrate their CSE and TANF program while continuing to provide high quality 
services to non-TANF populations? 

Page 2 
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Consultation Questions 

External Issues 

19. 	 What changes about the current funding structure would advocates 
recommend if they could change anything? 

20. 	 How would any funding change affect the way child support 
enforcement services are provided to children and families? 

21. 	 How will funding changes fit into the historical context of the program 
and within the past six years ofincreased federal presence and 
direction, including PRWORA? 

22. 	 How would any funding changes be viewed by the general public and 
by the media? 

Page 3 
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CHILD SUPPORT FINANCING TASKiFORCE 
PRELIMINARY PROJECT PLAN " 

Background 
" 

The Administration's FY 1999 Budget for Child Support Enforc~ment makes a commit­
ment to meet with child support stakeholders to review program ~nancing. Child Sup­
port financing is very complicated, with federal payments to covh administrative costs 
made at several differem marching rates; with an out-of-date incdntive structure being, 
replaced with a new performance based system over the next few years; with collee"­
rions related to TANF cases ,shared between the state and federal! governments based 
on each state's Medicaid match rate; and finally with an option f~r 'states to collect fees 
within statutory limitations .. ' 

, 

The child support communicy has a strong interest in ensuring th~t the system is effec­
, . 	 I 

tive and efficient. There are growing concerns' in Congress and state legislatures about 
the cost of the program and about e~tablishing the appropriate sh~e of funding that 
falls on the federal, state and local governments. While many o~servers argue that the 
current financing system does not reward effective performance, !program administra­
[Ors and others maintain that some measures of success such as TANF recoupment

I 
may be inappropriate or overemphasized. Other observers have fruiintained that the 
program's financing is ineffective or at least inefficient. QuestioJts have Cl:lso been 
raised about the viability of the current financing system in light ~f welfare reform. 

Most stakeholders agree that there may be numerous positive prdgram outcomes that 
often go unidentified anq undocumented. These include Medicaid and food stamp di­
rect savings as well as the more difficult to measure financial be~efits resulting from 
helping families in becoming or remaining self-sufficient and thereby avoiding public 
assistance costs. Most stakeholders would also agree that there ke real, albeit less . 
tangible, benefits resulting from establishing parentage and finantial accountability and 
through maintaining contact between children and parents in sep~rated or never. mar­
ried family units. 	 . 

ACF has already begun [he process of reviewing the current finahcing system. An ini­
tial meeting was held on July 31, 1998 in Washington. DC with stakeholders to begin 
'. 	 I 

the consultative process. The Lewin Group has been retained to gather facts about the 
financing process especially as it varies betv,.·een states. OCSE has established a Task 
Force with responsibility for the Financing Project: 

Leader: 	 Robert Harris, Associate Commissi~ner for Central 
Office Operations, OCSE. Washington, DC 

Project Manager 	 Jerry Fay. OCSE, ACF Region I, B~ston. MA 

Staff Ass istant . 	 Brett Lambo, OCSE. Washington, DC 
tel: 202-401-4645; fax: 401-5558; email: hlamho@acf.dhhs.gov 

mailto:hlamho@acf.dhhs.gov
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Project Meeting Outline 

i 

The [ask force, has prepared a preliminary overview of planneda¢tivity for the financing 
project through the end of calendar year 1998. We have established four concurrent 
tracks for project activity iri order ensure maximum participatio~ from federal and non-
federal stakeholders: ' , '.,. ',!., 

Track 1 - Regional Consultation Meerin&s 

. i 

The task force w~lI, hold consultation meetings with local,stakehdfders in each, HHS Hub· 
area, The Hub cities are New York, Atlanta; Dallas, Chlcago and San FranCIsco, al­
though meetings may beheld in different cities within the Hub regions. 

We plan to begin these regional meetings in September and comp,Jete them by the end 
of November. We intend to arrange three of our meetings concJrrently with TANF 
mee[ings being scheduled by the Office of Family Assistance. A~ this time, this would 
include meetings in Denver, September 16-18; AtJanta, October,127-29; and Phoenix, 
November 4-6, 1998'; . i 

The regional consultation meetings ~i1l address several topics d~~igned to gather input 
on child support finanCing ,and effectiveness issues from a diversb group of invitees. 

, J 

We will address as many of the consultation que$tions distributeq at rhe July 31 meet­
ing as possible. These questions are included in this package fori reference. We will 
work wit~ Regional Directors, regional ACE officials; state IV-I:? Directors; NGA, NCSL, 
NACo, APHSA and other groups as necessary to identify approw-iate attendees repre­
senting at least the following stakeholders: ' 

fi federal HHS and OMB officials; 

fi tribal represenratives; I 

fi , state JV-D officials (and umbrella agency officials if determirled feasible); 
i

fi county and local officials induding . ; 

judicial officials. 

district attorneys> and 
, , , 

IV-D offices; 

fi . governors' offices; 

i'i state executive office budget officials; 

fi legislative officials (including budget staff); 

nadvocates; and 

fi academics. 
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Track II - Washington, DC Based Specific Topic Consultation Meetings 

The task force will hold a minimum of three meetings in Washington, DC, to address 
specific topics and the consultation questions distributed at the JUly 31 meeting which 
are also attached for your reference. The list of invitees will be Fhe same as for that 
meeting with selected additional participants. The topic areas as !currently identified 
are: 

1. Mission, Strategies and Financing Approaches 

We will distribute OeSE's current strategic plan and discuss ~he mission and goals 
of the program. We will seek ro incite a discussion of varying views of. eSE's mis­
sion, various strategies that should be used to accomplish tha~ mission and general 
financing approaches to support those strategies. ' 

2. Program Efficiency and Effectiveness 

We will address issues and the consultation questions related ~o administrative 
simplicity. program flexibility and external ,issues. We will discuss legislation and 
regulations that participants believe adversely impact efficien~y and effectiveness. 
We will also consider stat~ and local practices and policies including privatization 
that participants believe impact performance positively or ne~tively. 

I 

3. Review of Funding Issues 

We will use this meeting (or meetings as necessary) to discus~ program funding is­
sues including consultation questions aboUt federal and state i~1VeStment in the pro­
gram and [he impact of funding as an incentive for child suppprt enforcement. This 
meeting will take placeafrer issuance of the Lewin Group's preliminary findings 
scheduled for October 23,1998. We will review the findingsl and further discuss 
program mission, effectiveness and efficiency as they relate to the study. 

I 

Track III - Meetings with Selected GrQups and Associations 

The t~sk force will meet with Congressional staff and selected organizations having an 
interest in child support including but not limited to the: 

Ii National Governors Association; 

fi National Conference of State Legislatures; 

fi National Association of District Attorneys; 

n National Child Suppor[ Enforcement Association; 

fi American Public Human Services Association· 
. , .. 1 

ii. National Center for State CourtS; and 

fi National Association of Counties. 
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,Track IV i 
I 
: 
I 

" I 

The task force will develop a list: of other individuals and groupsiwith an interest in child 
support enforcement and mail the cOnsultation questions to them for completion and 
return. This will allow us to enlarge "the universe of those providing response to the 
questions." 1 " . 

I 

We will also work with the Lewin Group to provide them with ir1put for their fact finding 
as well as comments on their results. We will attempt to have Uwin Group reptesenta- . 
tives attend appropriate meetings to provide status briefings to p1rticiPants. 

I 

I 

! 
I 
i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
FIN ANCING CONSULTATION MEETING 

WASHINGTON, DC 
JULY 31, 1998 

PURPOSE AND INTRODUCTIONS 

The first child support enforcement financing consultation meeting wa~ held Friday, July 31 from 1:30 to 
4:30 PM in room 800, Hubert Humphrey Building, 'Washington, DC.! David Siegel, Office of Child~ . 
port Enforcement (OCSE), was the moderator. The meeting started v.rith Mr. Siegel introducing Mr. 
Monahan and Judge Ross. John Monahan, Principal Deputy Assistan~ Secretary, Administration for 
Children and Families (ACF) stated that the purpose of the meeting was to begin a discussion with s~ 
holders .about the need, feasibility, and possibility of changing child support financing. Specifically, this 
meeting was intended to obtain input intothe consultation ,process andlto promote collaboration betw'een 
OCSE, state partIiers. advocates. and other stakeholders. The Administration want'l ,to ensure that woo 
ever is tinally resqlved about this issue considers everyone's input. litis first session was intended to be 
an open process focused not on anyone partiCUlar goal. rather to be altime to present ideas and open a 
dialogue which could later be expanded to an even broader range of p~rticipants to identify alternative 
financing structures. 

Commissioner David Gray Ross, OCSE, noted that OCSE is not ente~ing this process with anyprere 
ceived notion of a preferred solution, rather, OCSE's interest is to'work together to arrive at the best 
possible solution. Anyone w~th a stake in this process iswelcome.to provide input. Commissioner Ross 
suggested to the group that two questions should be continually askedJ Are we doing our best and how 
can we do it better? In spite of different viewpoints and agendas, it is; necessary for us to keep "-Children 
First", While it is not known where this process will lead, the goal isjultimately to do what is best for the 
children. 

All of the other participants introduced themselves. The list of invite~s and guests is'attached. 

PRESENTATIONS 

Audrey Smolkin, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Management arid Budget (ASMB), discussed the 
attached language from the President's 1999 Budget·! . 

,, 
Tom K.i11murray. OCSE, gave a short presentation on child support f~ancing from the attached write·up. 

, . , 

LEWIN GROUP 

Linda Mellgren, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and E~aluation (ASPE), introduced ~­
bers of the Lewin Group, Michael Fishman, John Topagna and Kristin Dybdal. ASPE and OCSE has 
contracted with the Lewin Group to conduct a fact-finding survey into! child suppon tinancing. They II:' 
resent an objective parry who will be able to determine the facts surrounding current child supporti..f 
nancing in the states'and states responses to legislation already enacteq. This survey will assist. In thikl­
ing through various options for future financing changes. The results lof their study will be reported back 
lOall involved once canpleted. ' 

Michael Fishman of the Lewin Group outlined their approach to this ~roject. He stated that it wa') their 
desire to come up with sound data and a good sec of information and ttacts so that everyone has the best 
available information from which to work. He also mentioned that it w'as important to differentiate<b . 
tween the fact-finding process and the consultation process. The Lewin Group has been tasked with fact­
tlnding which is limited to information gathering and presentation, as opposedtoconsultation, which. 

http:iswelcome.to
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iiwolves option provision. TIle purpose of their work is to provide data so that others may later offelpa 
[ions based on sound factual information. 

DISCUSSION 

The discussion evolved around .several.themes, including discussion of: whether it was necessary toe:'­
structure child support financing at aU.. A general description of the d~cBssion topics follows: 

n 	 Some attendees expressed belief that the tillie is wrong to coflSlder;funding cbanges at all. TheydJ. 

Jieve that toO· many changes are still underway such as enhanced computer systems coming on line: 

the national new hire and case registry systems being implemented; and the. new incentive system 

aimed at rewarding performance being phased-in over the next few years . 


. fi 	 Some attendees discussed concerns about the cost of the program t~ the Federal Government and the 
smaUer share of program COSlS financed by the states. It was srated that some Members of Congress 
are seeing the program as a profit maker for the states and a cost p~ohlem for the Federal Gouer 
ment. 

Ii 	Attendees believe th~t the states are also seeing a decrease in reve~e from the program as TANF 
collections decrease in many states due to the success of welfare reform. Collections continue to be 
made on many of these cases but they are no longer assIgned to th~ g(wcrmrieot arid therefore are 
distributed to the family. Incentive funds under the current system lare aL<;o decreas ing for these 
states .. Many attendees believed that state legislatures still see the rirogram as revenue producing and 
that declining revenue will negatively impact legislatures' view of the program. Additionally, it was 
stated that many state legislatures have a no growth policy for state budget expendirures on any JIT­
gram or a negative view of mancing what they helieve are federal mandates. 

fi 	 Many attendees stated that the ML<;sion of the pmgram needs to further defined. There was much 
discussion about whether the program is intended to he solely reveque producing, i.e. recouping et) 
lections co. partially offset T ANF payment'S, or intended to be a much broader income transfer OJDS 
cial program. These anendees believe that if the mission i<; a broad~r social one then the cOSt of the 
program needs to be considered differently. They believe that the program is a social cost much like 

·TANF and should not he measured on revenue production solely .. 

. n 	 Some attendees expressed concern that the program has not successfully used the resources tbat are 
currently availahle ..These attendees believe that the percentage of famiJies being served after years 
of program improvements and funding increases is stiU very low. These attendees expressed the 
opinion that they would need to see significant service level improvements before they could support 
funding increases for the program with state legishtures_ ' 

fi 	 Other attendees expressed concern Ihat the program expends resourc~s unproductively hl trying t() 
obtain money from those who camlot afford to pay at all or as much. The attendees expressing this 
view beJieve the program needs to concentrate more on family unitiCation, custody, and visitation"as 
well as job Training and placement programs for ithers. 

n 	 Many attendees discussed the need to fully develop and to educate Congress and state legislatures . 
.	about cost avoidance. These attendees believe that it is critical to demonstratedir~ct cost savingsta 
tributed to Medicaid and Food Stamps, as well as the more difficult to measure cOSt savings resulting 
from helping t'amilies in becoming and remaining self sufficient and lherebyavoiding public asm­
tance cosK A number of attendees also believe that there are real. albeit less tangible benefits, 
which result from establishing parentage and fmaneial accountability and maintainillg contact kt­
tween children ·and parents. 
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The meeting concluded with adiscussion of future steps. Mr. Monaha!n and Judge Ross agreed Ihat there 
is a net:d for a number of additional meetings to discuss topics raised. a~ this rneer,ing and to allow for 
more stakeholders to provide input. A ,commitment was made to conti~ue work with attendees at the 'July 
31 meeting while also reaching out to other stakeholders in diferent ar&s of the country. 

'. ' 

" , 
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Attachment 1 Attendees of July 31, 1998 Meeting 

Benson. Anne HHSIACFIOCSE 

Bevin. Cassie House Ways & Means HR Subcommittee 

Blake. Elizabeth eSE, M~yland .' 

Brooks, Eileen HHS/ACF/OLAB 

.Cohen, Mary HHS/ACF/OLAB 

Doar, Robert CSE, New York State 

Duff-Campbell, Nancy. NWLC 

. Durham Mcloud, D­
anne 

NCSCSEA 

Dybdat Kristin Lewin Group 

Ebb,Nancy CDF -\ , 
I 

Enrinacher. Joan National Partnership for Women & Families I. 

Fay, Jerry NCSCSEA 

Fishman, Mike Lewin Group \, 

Griffin, Lauren HASIASL 

Gwyn, Nick House Ways & Means HR Subcommittee 
, . 

Hall, C. ACES 

Haskins, Ron House Ways & Means HR Subcommittee 

Hennessey, Jim CSE, Iowa 

Howard, Alistar HHS/ASL 

Jensen, Ger~ldine _ACES 

Johnson, Jeff NPCL 

Kadwell. Laura CSE. Minnesota 
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Kerr, Kathleen . CSE, New Hampshire 

,
Kilmurray, Tom HHSIACF/OCSE/DPP 

.. 
Lau, Edwin OMB 

Layman. Cliff , CSE. Maryland 

Levy, David CRC 

Lovejoy, Anna APHSA 
; 

Matheson. Elizaheth . MRSIACF/OCSEIDPP 

Mellgren, Linda HHS/OSIASPE 

Mincy, R()n Ford Foundation 

Monanan, John HHS/ACF 

Parker, Emil NEC 

Primus, Wendell CBPP 

Richardson, D ACES 

Ross, David Gray HHSI ACF/OCSE 

Savage, C.E. ACES 

Siegel, David HHSIACF/OCSE/DCS 

Steiger, Doug Senate Finance Comittee 

Tale, Juanita ACES 

Tapogna, John ECONorthwest 
(Lewin Group) 

Thompson, Kelly NCSEA 

Turetsky, Vicki CLASP 

Van Dusen, Carherine OMB 

Vaughn, Alexander Senate Finance Committee 

.I 
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Watch. Marcia' ACES 
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A~ta~ment2 Child Support FY 1999 Budget Language 

Child Support Fiscal Year 1999 Budget Language 
• 

The Federal Government has a strong imerest in ensuring tihat the national child support . 
system is effective. Funding of (he Child support Enforcement (CSE) program, however, 
remains complicated. 'States get Federal payments to cover administrative costs at several 

different matching rates. States also get Federal incentive paym~nts, Jevyuser fees, keep a por­
tion of TANF-related collections, and return a portion to the Federal Government. 

Federal retention of T ANF·related payments is a legacy of the ol¢, AFDC program in which 
States and the Federal Government shared in funding AFDC and,' thus, in collecting child sup­
port for AFDC recipients. With welfare reform, States have gre3f freedom to design assistance 
for families with dependent .children. States, however, must contJjllUe to share a portion of child 
support collections with the Federal Government. The need to share collections may serve as a 
disincentive for States to pass through the full amount of child suppon to families, and it creates 
an unintended incentive for Sta~es to serve needy families through programs funded only with 
State doBars. Spending on these "State-only" programs continues :to count under the TANF 
maintenance-of-effort requirement, but child support coflectionsor{ behalf of these families do 
not need to be shared with the Federal Government. 

The Administration wilJ hold a dialogue with the stakeholders of th~ child support program to 
look at ways to address these problems and, working with Congres$, will prepare legislation. 
The budget takes a first step towards simplifying the chUrl suppon funding structure by 1) con­
forming the match rate for paternity testing with the basic.administrative match rate; and 2) re­
pealing the hold harmless-provision established under the welfare r~form law. 

Source: 1be flud~ct tor Fi:<cal Year 1999 
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Attachment 3 . Child Support Enforcement Program Fina~cing 

. ' , 

Child Support Enforcement Program Financing 

The' child support program administered by States :ij financed by four 
,streams of funding: : 

it 	The Federal Government reimburses States, on an open-ended. entitlement basis for 66% of all al­
lowable administrative expendirures on child support activities -. Ideating parents, establishing pa­
ternities. establishing orders, and collecting payments. The Feder~l Government also provides an 
80% matching 'rate (up to '3 cap of $400 million) for approved Sta~ expenditures on developing and 
improving automated systems and 90% for laboratory costs of blood tests required to establish a pa­
temity. FY 1996 data indicates Federal spending for this stream ac;approximately $2.0 billion while 
Srate spending amountt::d to approximately $1.0 billion. 

flO 	 Child support collections assigned to the State and Federal Gover~ent by public assistance appli­
cants as a condition of receiving assistance provide a second stream lof funding to States. These as­
signed coIJections (reduced by the Federal share of collectioDs) for c:i family on TANF can be used at 
Stare discretion. After a family leavesTANF. the State can still attcimpt to collect assigned arrear­
ages to recover the costs of assistance payments made to the family when it was on TANF, As­
signed collections are shared between the State and tbeFederal Government in accordance with the 
Medicaid matching rate. SinCe Medicaid matching favors States with low per capita income, using 
the reciprocal for distributing child support collections to the States means that poorer States like 
ML'isissippi may only keep 20% of assigned collections while wealth1 States like NY and CA retain 
50% of these collections, FY 1996 data indicates the State share of ~onections at approximately $1.0 
billion while the net Federal share was $888 million. (Net Federal sHare results after incentive pay­
ments are taken out of the Federal share). ' 

1& 	 T~e third stream of funding is Federa) incentive payments. Under the current incentive formula. 
which is also an open-ended entitlement. each State receives a paymeDt equal to at least 6% of 
TANF collections and non-TANP collections. calculated separately. l3ased on dollars collected and 

, collections per dollar of administrative expenditures ,{cost effectivenesS), Stares can receive incentive 
payments up to 10% of collections in both TANF and non-TANF parts of the program. The specific 
payment percentage for varying rang~ of cost effe<..tivenessis spelled 'out in statute, Non·TANF in­
centive,paymenrs are capped at 115% of the amount ofTANF incenti~e payments~ States may use 
'incentive payments in any way they wish. A new incentive system, e~acted under p, L.' 105-200, will 
pay incentives to States according to their performance on key, statutot-y indicators and performance 
standards from a capped'poo) of funds begiJUling in FY 2000. The use of these funds will also be ' 
more limited than at present. FY '1996 data indicates Federal incentive: payments to States at ap­
proximately $409 million. 

~ A new incentive system, enacted under P.L. 105-200, will pay'iincentives to States according 
to their pertormance on key • statutory indicators and performance standards from a capped 
pool of funds beginning in FY 2000. These funds must be reinvested in the' IV·D program. 
P.L. 105-200 sers the FY,2000 incentive pool at $422 million. 	 ' 

A fourth SCream of funding comes from State fees and cost-recovery. States may charge up to $25 tor an 
application from a Dl)n-T ANF family" in addition to other fees. FY 1996 income to States from fees and 
cost recovery amounted to approximately $37 million. 
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Child 'Support Enforcement Financing 

Consultation Questions ~ 


Incentive Effe~t 

What funding mechanism for the child support program would create the right incentives to 
serve children? '. 

Under the current funding structure. what are the incentiveS !Serve some subgroups of. 
families over others? " :. 

As the non·TAl'lF caseload grows and the~verage income bffamilies served may increase, 
what are the current impediments to receiv'ing IV -D services? 

\ 

Whar subgroups are currently underserved and what incentivefwould serve them better? 

How do you restructure the program to reduce the gap beti."een potential and actual 
collections? 

How do we ensure that more children get support orders and (hat we collect more of the 
suppOrt ordered? 

. . 

How do rhevariOlS program funding streams serve other program interests at the Stare and 
local as well as the Federal levels? . 

How can the funding sysrem be srrucrured to ensure that. cn ild support payments benefit 
children to the maximum extent possible? . 

Does the current law regarding payment of a portion of the CSE COSts by families serve the 
bes[ interes,f,S of child!en and the child support program? If not, what altefnatives would 
better ac;complish program goals? . 

$4 
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Consultation Questions 

1 ::: 

Federal/State Investment 

To what extent does States,' ability to set up separate State assistance programs under TANF 
undermine the Federal share of child support collections aJild what action. if any, is needed 
to protect the Federa1 investment in the program? 

What 'is the current level of non· Federal investment in the CSE program and how can we 
create incentives for increasing such investments? 

Some States/localities receive more in Federal funding plus the state share of T ANF 
collections than they expend on the program structure. Does this serve as an incentive to 
improving services and increasing support to families? In addition, what types of activities· 
are these funds currently spent on? . 

, . 

Does the ,existing financing strucrure fairly balance Federal1and Statelloca1 investments in 
the program? 

What impact has the high effective match rate had on the ability of States to efficiently and 
effectively achieve the goals of the child support programs? 

C' 

Adlninistrative Simplicity and Program Flexibility 

What aspects of the current funding structure are administnitively complicated or 
burdensome? 

. ' . . 

Does the current incentive structure support appropriate Sta~!local innovations in CSE? 

What would Sr.atesllocalities change about the current fundittg structure if they could 
change anything? 

What changes in the current funding structure would help Statesllocalities better integrate 
their CSE and TANF program while continuing to provide high quality services to non­
TANF populations? 

Page 2 
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Consultation Questions 

Extemallssues 

. What changes about rhe current funding structure would advocates recommend if they could 
change anything? 

.. 
. ." • . l' 
How would any funding change affect the way child support enforcement services are 
provided to children and families? 

How wiH funding changes fit into the historical context of the program and within the past 
. sixyears of increased federal presence and direction, including PRWORA?' 

How would any funding changes be viewed by the general public and by the media? 

Page~ 



94557431 1-'.1'::::TOFROMSEP-02-1998 17:05 , . 

PROJECT: 	 Study of the Impact of the Child Support Enforcement Program on 
A voiding Costs to Public Programs. 

CONTRACTOR: 	 The Lewin Group 

Purpqse 

This study will assessnationaJ microsimulation models that study the ilnpact.~ of the Child Suppon 
Enforcement program and will assess the capacity of Scate administrati've data for measuring cost 
avoidance. ' ' \ 

! 

Child Support Enforcement and Cost Ayoidance 

The Lewin Group, with Johns Hopkins University. wiU summariie how the existing major 
microsimuiation programs can be used or modified to estimate child support cost avoidance. Particular 
issues to be addressed include the advantages and disadvantages of specific models, the utility of the 
models at the national and State levels, and the extent [0 which the models curtently or. ultimately will be 
appropriate for taking into account the recent changes in Temporary Assistance to Needy Families. Food 
Stamps, Supplemental Security Income and other programs. Lewin wilJ begin working with 3 s[ates to 
assess the capacity of state administrative data bases to, measure cost avoidance, Lewin will provide 
limited funds for subcontract .. with State vendors and lor direct technical assistance. 

Microsimulation involves simulating outcomes. of a small economic unir.i.·typically the individual or the 
household. A microsimulation model uses iiJformation on the unit being analyzed (e.g., the household) 
and institutions (e.g.• welfare programs) to determine the likely impacto;;of various mechanical and 
behavioral factors on a household's economic'weB-bring. Examples of:{Ilechanical factOrs are 
requirements for program eligibility and benefits. Behavioral factors .inClude how people are likely to 
react to change. Child support cost avoidance involves Simulating hous~hold outcomes to look at the 
effect'> of changes in chiJd support levels. tools, and rules, and the effect of these changes on welfare and 
Medicaid expenditures. 

Schedule 

Work has been ex.tended to contin,ue through at least December. 1998. dpecially in regard to assessing 
the capacity of state administtative data. bases. ' , 

Contact 

Tom Killmurray OCSE/DPP (202) 401-4677 
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PROJECT: ' State Firiancing of Child Support Enforcement Programs 

CONTRACTOR: .The Lewin Group . 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to ~onduct a comprehensive 'fact finding an~lysis ofthe State financing of 
child support enforcement programs. Over the last several years~ both the Administration and Congress 
have pointed to thenced to re-examine the program's financing structunL In the FY 1999 President's 
Budget, the Administration stated that'it will "'hold a dialoguewitb the stakeholders of the child support .., . ' . 

· program to look at ways to addreSs these problems and, working with Congress, will prepare legislation"'. 
This study will provide the data gathering and fact finding analysis ofthe current systems of State 


financing of child supporrenf.orcement programs, providing a sound base. of facl and data for the 

"'dialogue,with the stakeholders": The results of the study will help to ensure that the process of 

consultation and any subsequent recommenqations wi 11 include the most complete and accurate facts 


· " available about State financing of child support enforcement programs. . . 

State Finaocjp/i! of Child SUPIIOrt Enforcement Pro2ramS ' 

The project will examine the current relationship between the Federal IV-D program fi.nancing structur~ 
and resources allocated to the Iv..n program at the Slareand localleve]s~ It will also set out to determine 
rhechanges States are contemplating 'in their fInancing strucrures in ligh(ofPRWORA. rapidly declining 

· TANF rolls, movements toward centralized collections~ and HR 3130 and the new incentive provision. 

The project will approach this study based on severa] study questions. Primarily. it will set out to ' 
determine what the various sources of funding for State and loea] IV·D e;"penditures are~ as well as what 

· share of the expenditures each source represents. Additionally, the study will seek to assess how State 
. shares of TANF collections and ,Federal incentive payments are allocated.. . 

Finally, this project will look" into bow States are employing cost recovery mechanisms such as user 

charges and fees, and where these funds go. The J:;isue of the extent to which States are "passing­

· through .... child .support collections to TANF families or disregarding child support payments in 

determining T ANF benefit levels. will also be a component of the study, . , . 


'" . . 

Schedule 

Data collection and synthesis will.begin in mid-August, 1998, and is scheduled to be complered in early .' 
October. Preliminary findings are expected to be released October 23, 1998. The final report is 
anticipated January is,. 1999. '. ' 

Contact 

Gaile Maller. HHS/ACF/OCSE/pPP" (202)401·5368 




• SEP-02~199B 17:07 FROM TO 	 94567431 P. 14 

PROJECT: 	 Nonresid~nt Fathers' Ability to Provide Child Support and Privatel:fealth 

Insurance Coverage for Their Children . 


CONTRACTOR: 	 Urban Institute 

Purpose 

.	The purpose of this study is to revise and update 'previous estimates of nonresident fathers' ability tQ pay 
child support and to develop new estimates of nonresident fathers' ability to provide health insurance 
coverage for their children. This .project will produce estimates on ability to pay and provide health care 
coverage for dependent children under age 18 not living with both biological or adoptive parents for all 
income levels, ~'ith a special emphasis on low-income parents and children. The'study's findings will 
have implications for the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Program (TANF), Medicaid, the new 
State Children's Health Insurance Program (CHIP) and the Child Support Enforcement Program. 

Ability to Pay Cbild Support and Medical Support 

National surveys do not ask adult men and women if they have a biologiCal or adopt~d child living , 
elsewhere. Because we cannot identify who. is a nonresident parent, it is! difficult to estimate nonresident 
parents' ability to provide child support or .medicaJ support. This absende of data ba~ made answering 
questions about "potential" cash and medical support very difficult. 

This project willrry to ,estimaunhe collections potential of nonresident fathers associated with families 
receiving or likely to r~ceive welfare benefits. Actual and potential awards will be estimated based on 
the recent award experience of li.ke .families in the sample .. 

Because eligibility for Medicaid and CHIP is based on family income. estimates of eligible children for' 
these programs usually examine only the income and insurance coverage of the resident parent. This . 
project will provide estimates of the potential for nonresident parents to provide health ~surance. 

Schedule 

Findings on nonresident parents' ability to pay child support are expected to be available by January 
1999. Findings on the potential to provide private health insurance wiU:be available in June of 1999, 

Contact 
Gaile Maller, HHS/ACF/OCSE/DPP (202) 401-5368 

.. 
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Invitationat Ust 

CSE Financing OptiollS Consultation Meeting 

IV-D Representatives: 

Jerry Fay 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02139 
(617) 626-3933 

Diana Durham McLoud 
401 South Clinton Street. 7th Floor 
Chicago, IL 60601 
(312) 793-4163 
fax (202) 793-0269 

CALIFOB.NJA 

LesJie Frye 

FLORIDA 
Patricia PiHer, Director 
Child Support Enforcement Program 
Department of Revenue 
P.O. Box 8030 . 
Tallahassee. FL 32314·8030 
Phone (850)488-8733 
.FAX: (850)488-4401 

IOWA 
Jim Hennessey, Direcror 
Bureau of Collections, 
Department of Human Services 
Hoover Building - 5th F100r 
Des Moines. lA 50319 
Phone (515)281-5580­
FAX:(515)281·8854 

MARYlAND . 
Clifford Layman, Executive DirectOr 
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. 

Child Support Enforcement Administration 
311 West Saratoga Street 
Baltimore, MD 21201 
Phone (410)767-7674 or 767-7358 
FAX:(410)333-8992 

" 
" 
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MICIDGAN 

Wallace Dutkowski, Director 

Office of Child Support 

Department of Social SerVices 

P.O. Box 30478 

Lansing, MJ 48909-7978 

(Street Address: 7109 W. Saginaw Hwy., 

Lansing, MI) 

, I 


Phone (517)373-7570'", 

FAX: (517)373-4980 


,MINNESOTA' . 

Laura KadweJl, Director' 

Office of Child Support Enforceme~t ' 

Department of Human Services . . 

444 Lafayette Road,'4th floor ' 

St Paul"MN 55155~3846 


Phone (612)297-8232 

FAX: (612)i97-4450 

MONTANA , 

Mary Ann Wellbank, Administrator 

Child Support Enforcement Divisiol) 

Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services 

P.O. Box 202943Helena, MT 59620 ' ' 

(Street Address:3075 N. Montana Ave., Suite 112, Helena, MT 59620) 

(406)442-7278 

FAX:( 406)442-1370 


NEBRASKA , 

Daryl D., Wusk. CSE Adrilinistraior 

Child Support Enforcement'OffiCe 

Department of Health and Human Services 

West Campus' 


, Folsom and West Prospector Place 
P.O. Box 94728 

Lincoln, NE 68509-4728 


, Phone (402)479-5555 

FAX: (402)479-5145 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Kathleen Kerr, Administrator, ' 
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Division of Child Support Services 

Office of Program Support 

Department of Health and Human Services 

6 Hazen Drive . 

Concord. New Hampshire 03301 

Phone (609271-4287 , 

FAX: (609)588-3369 


lSEWYQRK 
Robert Doar, DirectOr 

Office of Child Support Enforcement 

Department of Social Services . 

P.O. Box 14 

Albany, NY 12260-0014 , 

(Street Address: One Commerce Plaza, 

Albany, NY 12260) 


Phone (518) 474-9081 

FAX:(518)486-3127 


OREGON 

Phil Yarnell, Director 

Oregon Child Support Program '. 

Adult and Family Services Division' 

Department of Human Resources 

500 Summer St. NE ' 

Salem, OR. 97310-1013 

Phone (503)945-5600 

FAX: (503)373-7492, 


TEXAS 
David Vela. DirectOr 

Child SuppOtt Division 

Office of the Attorney general 

P.O. Box 12017 


. Austin, TX 78711-2017 

(Street Address: 5500 E. OllOrf, 

Austin, TX 78741) 


Phone (512)460-6000 FAX: (512)460-6028 


Congressional Staff Participants: 
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Cassie Bev~n 


House Ways and Means Human 

Resources Subcommittee I 


Nick Gwynn 

Minority Staff 

House Ways and Means Human 

Resources subcommittee 

Ron Haskins. 

House Ways and Means Human 

Resources Subcommittee . 


Barbara Pryor 

Office of Senator Rockefeller ' 


Doug Steiger 

Minority Staff . 

Senate Finance Committee 


Carmen Solomon-Fears 

Congressional Research Service 


Alee Vachon 

Senate Finance Committee 


OMB: 

Edwin Lau 

State Organizations: 

Anna Lovejoy 

American Public Human Services Association 

810 First Street, S.E. 

Washington. D.C. 20002-4267 

(202) 682-0100 

fax (202) 289-6555 


Marilina Sam 

NACO 
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440 First Street, 8th Floor 

Washington. D.C. 20001 

(202) 942-4260 

fax (202) 942-4281 


Sheri Steisel 

NCSL 

444 North Capital Street. N. W.. 

Washington, D.C. 20001 

624-8693 

fax (202) 737-1069 


Nancy Sabolovitch 

National Center for State Courts 

(215) 560-6337 

Gretchen Krumbiegel 

National Governors Association 

444 North Capitol Street. Suite 267 

(202) 624-5361 20001-1512 

fax (202) 624-5313 


Advocacy Organizations: 

Geraldine Jensen 

ACES 

723 Phillips Avenue, Suite J. 

Toledo, Ohio 43612 

(419) 472-0047 

fax (419) 472-6295 


. Doug Besharov 

American Enterprise Institute 

1150 17th $treet NW 

Washington, DC 20036 

(202) 862-6290 

fax (202) 


Wendell Primus 

Center for Budget and Priorities . 

820 1st Street 
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Washington, D.C. 20002 
(202) 408-1080 
(202) 408 -1056 

David Pate 
Center for Fathers, Families and Public Policy 
121 South Pickney, Suite 310 
Madison. Wisconsin' 53703 
(608) 257-3148 

Vicky Turetsky . 

Center for, Law and Social Policy (Clasp) 

1616 P. Street~ N.W., Suite 150 

Washington, D.C. 20036 


. (202) 328-5145, ext 9 
fax (202) 328-5195 . 

Nancy Ebb 

Children's Defense Fund 

25 E Street N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20001 ' 

(202) 662-3539 

fax: 202-662-3560 


David Levy, Esq. 

Children's Rights Council 

220 Eye Street S.E. 

Washington, D.C. 20002 

(202) 547~6227 


fax (202) 5464272 


Ronald Mincy 

Ford Foundation 

320 East 43rd Street 

New York, New York 10017 

(212) 573-4719 

.Fax (212) 351-3658 
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Jeffery Johnson 
National Center for Strategic Nonprofit Planning and Community Partnership 
113320th Street, N .W., Suite 210 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202)-822-6725 
fax (202) 822-5699 

Joel Bankes 
National Child Suppon Enforcement Association 
Hall of States 
444 North Capitol Street, Suite 414 
Washington, D.C. 20001-1512 
(202) 624-8180 
fax (202) 624-8828 

Joan Entmacher oJ 

National Partnership for Women and Families 
1875 Connectic~t Avenue; Room 710 . 
Washington, D.C. 20009 
(202) 986-2600 
fax (202) 986-2139 

Duffy Campbell 
National Women's Law Center 
11 Dupont Circle, Suite 800 • 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 588-5180 
fax (202) 588-5185 
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Child ~upport Enforcement Program Financiag 

The child support program administered by States is financed by four streams of money: 

ii 	 The Federal Government reimburses States on an open-ended, entitlement basis for 66% of 

all allowable administrative expenditures on child support activities -- locating parents, 

establishing paternities, establishing orders, and collecting payments. The Federal 

Goverrunent also provides a 80% matching rate (up to a cap 0('$400 million) for approved· 

state expenditures on developing and improving automated sysremsand 90% for laboratory 

costs of blood testS required to establish a paternity. FY 1996 data indicates Federal 

spending for this stream at approximately $2.,0 billion while State spending amounted to 

approximately $1.0 billion. 


Ii 	 The non-federal share of child support collections assigned to the State by public assistance· 
applicants as a condition of receiving assistance provide a seCond stream of funding. These 
assigned col1ections (reduced by the Federal share of collections) for a family on T ANF can 
be used at Sta:r~ discretion;· After a family leaves TANF, the State can still attempt to collett 
assigned arrearages [0 recover the costs of assistance payments made to the family when it 
was on T ANF. Assigned' col1ections are shared between the State and the Federal 
Governmen[ in accordance with me reciprocal of the Medicaid matching rate. Since 
Medicaid matching favors States. with low per capita income •• using the reciprocal f9r 
distributing chUd support collections means that poorer sCltes like Mississippi may only keep 
20% of assigned collections while wealthy states like NY and CA retain 50% of these 
collections. FY 1996 data indicates the State share of collections at approximately $1.0 
billion while the net Federal share was· $888 million. 

ii The third stream of funding is Federal incentive payments. Un~er the current incentive 
formula. which is also an open-ended entitlement, each State receives a payment eq~al to at 
least 6 % of TANF collections and non-TANF collections, calculated separately. Based on 
dollars collected and collections per dollar of adminis[rative expenditures (cost 
effectiveness), States can. receive incentive payments up to 10:% of colJections in both TANF 
and non-TANF parts of the program. The specific payment percentage for varying ranges of 
cost effectiveness is spelled out in statute, Non:..TANF incenrive payments are capped at 
·115 % of the amount of T ANF incentive paymentS. States may use incentive payments in any 
way they wish. A new inCentive system, enacted under P.L. 105-200, will pay incentives to 
states according to their performance on key, statutory indicaiors and performance standards 
from a capped pool of fundS beginning in FY 2000. The use of these funds will also be more 
limited than at present. FY 1996 data indicates Federal incentive payments to States at 
approximately $409 million. 

Ii 	 A fourth s,ream of money comes from State fees and cost-recovery. States may charge up to 
$25 for an application from a non-TANF family. in addition [0 other fees. FY 1996 income 
to States from fees and cost : recovery amounted to approximarely $37 million. 

1/28/98 
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ConsuJ1ation Questions 
, 

1. Incentive Effect 
, 

--What funding mechariism for the child support program would create the right incentives 
. to serve children? . , 

--Under the current funding structure, what are the incentives to. serve some subgroups of 
families over others? : . 

• 	 As the non·TANF caseload grows and the average income of families served may 
increase, what are the current impediments to receivingIV-D services? 

--What subgroup's are currently underserved and what incentives would serve them better? 
, / 

Ii 	 How do you restructure th.e program to reduce the gap between potential and actual 
collections? 

• 	 How do. we ensUre that more chi ldren get support orders and that we'collecmo~e 


.of the support ordered? . 

. 	 . . 

--How do the various program funding streams serve other program interests at the State 
and local as well as the Federal levels? . 

-How can the funding system be structured to ensure that child support payments benefit 
children to the maximum extent possible? 

• Does the current law .regarding paYIIlIlt of a portion of the CSE costs by families 
serve the best interests of children and the childsuppon program? If not, what 

. alternatives wouJd better accomplish program goals?' 

2. Federal/State Invesonent 

- T 0 what extent does States' ability to set up separate State assistance programs under 
TANF undermine the FMeral share of child support collections and what action. if any, is 
needed to protect the Federal investment in the program? 

i 

--What is the current level of non-Federal investment inhe CSE program aIid how can we 
create incentives for increasing suchinvestmenrs1 	 '. 

-- Some Statesllocalities receive more in Federal funding plus the state share of TANF 
collections than they expend on the progra,m structure.' Does this serve as an incentive to 
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improving services and increasing support to families? ·In addition, what typeS of activities 
are these funds currently spent on? . 

--Does the existing financing strucrure fair1y balance Federal and Statelloca1 investments in 
the program? 

• 	 What impact h3s the high effective match rate had on'the ability of States to 
efficiently and effectively achieve the goals of the child suppon pr.ograms? 

3. 	 Administrative Simplici~y and Program Flexibility 

-What aspects of the" current funding structUre are administratively complicated or 
burdensome? 

--Does the current incentive structure suppon appropriate State/local innovations in CSE? 

-What would StateslIocalities change about the current funding structure if they could 
change. anything? . 

_·What changes in the current funding structure would help States/loca1ities better integrate 
their CSE and T ANF program. while continuing to provide high quality services to non-
TANF populations? . 

4. 	 External Issues 

-What changes about the current funding srructure would advocates recommend if they 
. could change anything? 

--How would any funding chailge affect the way child support enforcement services are 
provided to children and' families? , . , 

--How will funding changes fit into the historical context of the program and within the past 
six years of increased federal presence and direction, iricluding PRWORA? 

--How wou1d any funding changes be viewed by the general public and by the media? . 	 , 
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Child Support Enforcement Fil'IaDciDg 

1. 	 G.oals 

o 	 Serv~ children in the lV·D program at all income kv~ls. making sw:e the difficult to 
serve do not get left behind '. 

o 	 Support national system while maintaining flexihility for State l'ToguUlls 

o 	 Create proper incentives for States, looolities, iJtIJ't"nts and all addiuClnal stakeholders to 
maximize child support collections 

o 	 Prevent systemtic divol'sio1l of child support r.ollections \0 Stll'Q:;-ouly programs Wlder 
TANF 

o Maxim.i%e cost effec.1ive program operations 


Promote financing siJ;Dpliticationwhere appropriate 


A. 	 Develop parameter!> and options 

o 	 Stakeholder consultation 

o 	 Seek outside contractor assistance -with issue analysjs 

o 	 Intental development ofoptions (onioint anjl1stn1enl:s as infomlaliuJl from contractors 
auu collSUltations is considered) 

B, 	 lnfoml stakeholders where appropriate 

C. 	 The Administmtion~ working with ConiICSS.will prepare legislation 

m. 	 StaJseholdK Consgltation 

• The pU1'JlOSe ofthis oonsu1tatiun is 10 inform us on Ii better way to finance the child support program; 
. its ptUpo5e is not to find savings or prQ'POsc program expansionr;. . . 

Two·pba:se approach: . 

o 	 C',onsult with key stakeholders on critical questions 
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o 	 IV-D Direct.ors (contact IV:-D Directors to designate one Iv-n Director 
represent'ttive peT Ferlernl R.e.gion) 

o Human Selviw Dm:cwrs 

° State (including APWA, NGA, NACO and NCSL), Fedeml. and advocacy 
~.ntati\les 

Q 	 Key Congressional staff 

o 	 S~~k lUI-lUI frCJIl1. stakeholders on genrnnl npP1'Oflch 
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I, Incentive Effect 

-~Wha1: fimdlng mechani.sm for the child support: program would create the right ill~[ives to 
serve children? 

-Under the current funding structure, what are the incentives to serve some suhgroupt of 
families OVI;:C others? 

• 	 As the non-TANF caselolldgrowsand the average income offam iliesserved may increASe, whatare the 
currenllmDedimentsto I"I'lMivl.nglV.O tervice.>? 

--What lilJbgroups are currenr.lyundtt""'td :md what incc::ntllfcl> Viuuld serve them bener? 

• How do you ro:muc'tUJc the program to red.uce the gap between potentiaJ and actual collections? 

Howcia W4l't'tnsurethat more children get SUpportorders end thll~ we collect more of the support 
orderod? , 

-How do the "tUinu~ program funding etrODm5 ~c::n"e olht:I program interests 61 the State and 
local as well as the Fedemllevcls? 

-How can the fimding system be structured to en~llTe that child support payment:. blmeftt 
children to the maximum e>..1ent possible? 

Do£s the (~urrent lawrega.rdini payment of & portion of the CSE eosu by families serve the belll 
Inf"!'f!I5h:. of children Q1ld the child ISLlPpOn: program'! U DOt. what altemative6would better accomplish 
program gOllis? 

--To wllst OKtent dool! S",L.:Ii' IibfUty to set up &eparltc: Stat~ assistance progH.I.Ill.S undtr T ANF underrnine the 
F<eder-III share ofchild support cQllecrioAund what action, ifany, is needed to prDtect lhe Fecfp,.,d inVestm6nt in 
the progrom? 

--'''lln, illlh" ~uu I:IU~ level ofnon,!:'ederal in,vestment in the CSE program and how can wo ct¢t:e ineentlvcs for 
increasJng &u,h investments? 

- Some StatesllocalitiesreceiYC more i.n federal funding plus the stare share flf TANF collections thM they 
oxpclld VII LIlt: program strUc::tUre. 008S this serve as an incentive to improvini services and increasmgsopport 
to families') In addirion, wha.t typel of acti\:itiesare these funds cUIrentJ). !f,pent en? 

What impact has the hWl etfClcllvr. '1I~'r.t. raie had Oll. thr; ability of SlII.lc:s to emclontJyand dfect1vely 
achle\feilie gOBiaoftho child sl1pponprosrarr.s? 

http:mechani.sm
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3. Ad.mtnbtrtlLlvQSilU 10'1 h;it)' and Ptvsram Flexibility 

-lAIhal "pec~ onhe CUTTent [undulA: :litl u~tul'C ZtTC IIdmIn13r.utiv olyc.ompJio!l.todor t>1.I;denacimf'1 

_. Does ttle current incentiveSU"UCNre $Upp'Jrl "IJPI opl:iateStlltcllocallnnovationsin CSE? 

--What would StatesJloc,alitiesr;hans, anout lb. cl1m:m fumling :mu\;ture if they c;ould chllnge anything? 

.-What changes in the c:urront 1'undingstrucrurewould help S!.l:llcs/lu\':llliticsbcttcrinb.':&"lItoth~lrCSS QI"Id TANF 
proaram w1'iile eOlltlnuinsto providehigh quality servlces to non·TANF populat(ons? 

4. ExtclTIalIssuoJ 

- What changes Ilbotit the camel1t1\1 nding str'IJctun:wou Id advocates n:commendlftlu:y could chan;eanythlng? 

- How would.any funding change affectthe way child suppon enfori;cmcntservitos are PTQvi~ed to children and 
fam.l.Ues'? 

··How will funding changes ill Into the historical context of tlle program an.:l within tile past six ye8J'3 of 
Increased fedt;ralpresence and direction, inchdingPRWORA? . 

--How would any funding chanlles be viewed by the gen!ral public and by the media? 
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~alo" Approaches Ibr CIIOt! Suppon Enfbn::emen( ,j(lllUt.:ing 

The P.dminislrIltionwm (;onsuItwitb its Stllkeholderson three-majorapproaches for finoncin&c:bild support enforcement. . 

These approIl.CbCS8!e nor exclusive ofeacn otiler iJnd t;lcmeotsllf the~e approacbes can be com~ined in various ways. 


1. Maximizing Incentives-Based Fundlne Approach. U10I'O are currently two major soun;es ofFedcral funds for lht) 


child support prQgram, a Federal match for administrative expenditures (66%) and incntivcli funds paid to States. ' 

A3suming.Chat H.R. 3J30 is passed and signed by the President. the ini;:entiveswill be paid to States based upon Stare


"-penormanc:e: "Th-e~ed~nil share'ofcxper,clliUresis currentlyapproximately$2.3 blllloTllllld the incentive,. are S.4 billion. 
Und~ the "Maximizmg!ncentivcs-BasedFLtnding Approach" ,the proportionofthe total financing for the child support 
enforcemelltprogram which is bosed upon State perfoimancewould be Increased. The propol'tionthat ls based upon the 
Federal match would be reduced to make the total fiTlancingchange cost neutral. Such a change could be phaseCl·ln. 

2. 'Maximlzlna Simplicity Approach. C\lrre~tIY" TANF reclplontsmu'st assign their right to child &UpportcollectioDsto. 

the State when they apply for assistance. Child support collections in TANFcases are still split between the Federal and 

State govemmentsbasedupm the FMAP rate, even tho:Ji!-h tl:e major welfJ.lreprogram has become II block grant program. 

Some people believe that th:, ma), encourage StattS to set up separate SUire programs and thereby diverr child &uppon 

~nnp.C'.lin"" frnm The FerlerAI etlvemment Under the "Maximizin'll Simplicity Appl'()och." the financine for the child' 

support program wou1d be chQ.llged so that States retain aJll:l.Ss~gnecl TANF collections, Alternatively. the State share 

would be. baced upon a dmpl~nplit. r"t"~ffh;m The FMA P. In ntderto make this 006t neutral.(a)tbe Fedoral match could 

either be reduced. either on a vary!n~ State basis; or on a unifonn nationallllUis, or (b) sEl'vIn,s offsets would have to bt 

identified. 


3. !\faximiziJJg PaYbltD" to F$lmiliea Approach. Currently,('.hild ~~'f.lJ)(Irtf'.nll~r.'Ii/'lIlA·rnrTA'N'F rec:ipienUiIlr&paid to the 

Stllte (with certain 11m ited exceptions ill some States). T ANY recipients receive "welfare paymenrs",not "child support": 

hr~uablY.llll ohl1d Ii\lpport payment" ouSht to SO to farniJiflc, '''11'1 ifthl!' famJly III (In welfllTe, Anti wl':lf"r~ pRymenr.~ 


would supplement child suppOrt. not visa/versa. Under the "M&ximi7.ing P~ymenlS to Families Approach" ell child 

sUPP(lrt po.ymcnt3 (OT nltMnativcly, il minim\lrtl 4\fnQunf) would be paid or "p:aSEed through" to TANF recipIent•. A 

dIsregard of the cblld support payrnents from income couldbe eitherrnr.ndDfed or a Stllte (lption. Tn addition.oth;r 

poli~,i~$ to maximiu parn1CnC& to famllio:>, ,uc:h Il~ allmino.ting the tax ,..t\lnc:! offset elCeeption to thQ ."Family Firct" 

distrIbution policy, (.Quid 8150 be adopted. If this Ap!>:oach is to be cost neutral, savinis offsets would have to be 

id~'llifjcd . 
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DRAFT 7\08\98 

'TJMELINE FOR CONSULTAnONS 

Complete Administration level conversations to assure agreement on process and options. 

MONTH 1: (July 1998) 

Contact all appropriate organizatioru; and Hill staff to inform them about the consultation 
process. Revise consultation process as necessary depending upon comments on 
process. 

Proce.ss: 

nm staff: Make courtesy calls to congressional staff: 

Ron Haskins, Subcommittee on Human Resources and Counterpart .. 

Doug Steiger and Dennis Smith, Senate Finance Committee 

Lead: ASL 

Adyocates: In the form of personal telephone calls: 


Center for Law and Social Policy 

National Women's Law Center 

Center for Budget and Policy Priorities 

National Partnership 

Children'S Defense Fund 

ACES?1 , 
Children's Rights Council 

Lead: Joan LOmbardi, OCSE Senior Staff 

State OqapizatiOIJSi 


APWA 


http:Proce.ss
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NCSL 

NOA 

NACO 


Lead: Jim Ivery; David Siegel 

Task Order Questions: 

Clasp 

NGA 

NCSL 

APWA 

NACO 


. Ron Haskins 

Lead: Linda Mellgren 

IV-0 Directors -Lead: Anne Donovan, Paul Leg'leT 

Early-July 

Work with Jerry Fay, President of the IV -0 Directors' Association. to get States to 
des ignate one State Representative from each of the ten regions to represent the other 
States in the region. 

l&.ad& Anne Donovan,Pau] Legler, Betsy Matheson 
. . . \ 

Mid.July 

The IV-O Directors' meeting on July 20 may be an appropriate forum for a general 
discussion with all IV-D Directors. followed by a separate meeting with state designees .. 

l&ad:. David Siegel. Betsy Matheson 

End of the week of Joly 20:. 

Preliminary discussion of issues with advocates in the form of a 2-3 hour meeting. 

Leadi John Monahan, Joan Lombardi. Senior OCSE staff 

Preliminary discussion of issues wilh key interested Hill staff. Will include a discussion 
of the task order cona-del. . 
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Key Hill Staff: 

Ron Haskins 
Doug Steiger 
Dennis Smith 
Barbara Pryor 
Others 

Lead; ASL with OCSE 

Month 2 (August) 

Follow-up meeting with JV-D representatives. This could be done in conjunction with 
the National Child Support Enforcement Association (NCSEA) AnnuaJ Conference 
which will be held in Washington on August 3,4 & 5. Ongoing teleconferences with IV­
D representatives will continue throughout the month of August as necessary . 

.Lead: Anne Donovan, Paul Legler, Betsy Matheson 

Preliminary discussioq of issues with NCSL, NGA and National Association of Counties 
following the NCSEA meeting. 

Lead: Joan Lombardi, John Monahan and senior OCSE staff. 

Host discussion at State Human Service Finance Officers Annual Conference (the annual 
conference of the National Association of State Human Services Finance Officers is 
scheduled for August 9-14. 1998 in Boise, Idaho). ,. 

Month.'Ii 3 -7 (September '98 -.~anuary '99)
:'.' ' . 

Ongoing teleconferences with IV-D representatives will continue as necessary. 

Host imeractive consultation meeting with JV-D representatives. advocates, stale 
organizations and key hUJ staff. 

Ongoing refinement of internal administration djscussion on development of options 
based upon informalion gathered at various meetings. 

Month 8 (February) 



7-10-98 4:35PM 
< ACf I SU ITt: 600~::st.N1 I:SY:AEROSPACE BLDG. 

< <. 

Final meeting with IV -D representatives to reach consensus if possible. 


Internal Administrarion discussion on development of options. 


Month 9 (March) 

Hold at least two additional discussions wirh advocates. 

Hold at least two additional discussions with Stale organizations- NGA. NCSL & APW A 

Discussion with Hill staff 

Continued Internal Administration discussion on development of options.. 

Month< 10 (April) 

.Draft proposed leg<islation. if any. 
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State Financing of Chi1d Support Krlforcement prograas 

rurppse 

The purpose u! chis task order is to provide basic information on State 
financing of child support enforcement: programs. This is a ~uick turn-around 
study which will provide key information that is needed ~o inform an 
anticipated up-coming debate involving the Uepartment, OMS and Congres~ on 
possible changes to the Federal-State financing structure of the Child Support 
Enfon:ement Program. The project will provide information for Administration 
use within t:hree months, and a longer, written report. within six months. The 
chief product of this task order will be a,description of child support 
financing issues across States, including information on how States financ~ 
the non-Federal share of administrat.ive-expenses and how they use such sources 
of child support revenues as Fede~al incentive payments, and the State share 
of child suppor~ collections in. TANF cases. 

Backg:c:ound 

The Federal Government'haa a strong interest in ensuring that the national· 
child support system is effective. Funding of the Child Support Enforcement 
(CSB) program. however, is complicated. States get Federal payments to cover 
program costs at several differe~t matching rates. States also get Federal 
incentive payments,· levy user ft:les. and keep a portion of TANF-r.elated 
colleccions (returning a portion to the Federal Government). In terms of 
total dollars, States receive a net benefit from the program. In 1996. for 
example, the CSE program cost the Federal Government $1.2 billion. While 
States retained $407 million in excess of their ~osts. 

1'he cur:rent struct.ure of child support financing is a legacy of t:he old Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program. When it: was establiShed, the 
child ·support enforcement program was essentially a program for welfare 
families, collections 'for. whom were to offset the cost of che cash benefits 
the families received. States and the Federal Governmenc, which shared in the 
costs of funding AFDC, retained proportional shares of collec~ions in welfare 
cases.· Since 1975, however, the eSE'program has served an increasing number 
of families who are no~ on welfare, and. these families now greatly ou~number , 
welfare ,families in t:he eSB caseload.ln 1996, child support collect:ions for 
non-welfare families totaled $9.2 billion, compared to S2.9 billion for 
families on welfare. TANF-relat:ed collect.ions, a sig'nificam: source of st.ate 
CSE financing is derived. therefore, from families which now make up a 
minority of the program's caseload. 

In addition, the policy changes under welfare reform potentially have 
significant: implications for child suppor~ financing. The Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity ~econciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), at 
once, increases the rewards to States for reducing TANF caseloads and, on· the 
child support side, maint.ains rewards !or rnaximizing collections in TANF ' 
cases. AS welfare rolls drop, States lose a source of child support funding 
on which they already rely disproportiomitely. 

, . 
PRwORA also, requires States to share all child support collections with Che 
Federal Government. eliminating t:ht:l ·$50 pass through" policy which allowed 

http:caseload.ln
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Staces ~o calculate ~he Federal ~hare after subtracting the firsc SSO of child 
suppor~ collections passed on ro families. The need to share che full amount 
of collections may serve asa disincentive for States to pass through child 
support co families:. about. half of States have already el1mi.nat:ed the SSO 
pass-through since the passage ot: PRWORA. The requirement to share TANF­
relat.ed collections wit:.h the Federal Government. may also creat.e an unint.ended 
incentive for States to serve needy families through programs funded only with 
State dollars. Spending on ~St.ate-only" programs counts under the TANF 
maincenance-or-effort. requirement, but child support collect.ions on behalf of 
~hese families do not. need to be shared with the Federal Government. 

Over the last several years, both the Administration and Congress have pointed 
1:0 the need co re-examine the financing structure of the CSE program.. In the 
FY 1999 President:' s S'udget, the Administration stated that 1~ will "hold a· 
dialogue with t.he stakeholders of the child support program to look at ways to 
i;l.ddress these problems and, working with Congress, will prepare legislation." 
This task order will inform these discussions and the development of any 

resulting legislation by providing information which is critical to 
unders1:anding the impact: of any proposed changes in Federal policy. 

Federal financing aside, Stat.es construct.their financing for their child 
support enf.orcement programs in many different ways, and incentive payment.s 
and the State share of child support collect.ions on TANF cases are used' 
differently in different. States .. For example, in some S~ates, the source of 
the non Federal share of administrat.ive expenses is entirely general fund 
appropriations. In others.· it ·i9 essem:ially Federal incentive paym.ents 
earned in the prior fiscal year, passed through the State or county general 
fund. States differ in the ext.ent to which local jurisdict.ions contribute to 
Child support funding, and to the extent that localit.ies receive a share of 
incentive payments or TANF collections. 

This ta~k order would provide a basic descript.ion of State child support 
financing across the country. There are several existing and on-going stUdies 
which provide some knowledge about child support financing issues. These 
studies in themselves, however, do not provide a complete picture of how child 
support funds flow in different s~ates, nor do they explain ecate financing in 
suffjcient detail for national-level policy discussions. This task order 
would pull toger::her what is known from these existing studies, filling in 
whatever new information is needed. The task order would tell us how Stat.e~ 
use their share of child support collections in TANF cases, how they use 
Federal incentive payments,and the sources of funds.for t:he non-Federal share 
of administrative expenses. The study would also verify and update 
information on such State policies as r::he pass-t:hrough of child support 
collections to TANF families, disregards of child support payments in 
determination of TANF benefit levels, -fill-the-9ap~ policies, and fees or 
user charges. 

Project Management 

Chi~d Support P~nance--Page 2 
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Responsibility for prOject: Ulanagement will be shared by 1:1010 Co-Task Order 
Monicors ('!'Msl t one from t.he Office of the Assistant S@cretaryfor Planning. 
and Evaluat.ion (ASPE) and one from t.he Office of, Child Support Enforcement: 
(OCSE). The TMswill work with t.he contractor to ident.i!y child support: 
enforcement experts and will review prod~cts as needed. In addition, there 
will be significant. involvement. in the project by st.aff from the 
Adminiscration of Children and Famili@s (ACF) , and the Office of the Assistant 
Secret.ary for Manag~ment and Budget. (ASMB). 

Adyance Approval for Dis9em~nation of Project XntormAtion Prior to Contract 
COlI'\Pl.etion 

The contractor shall not. release or disclose, verbally or in writ.ing, 
information pertaining to t.he result.s or findings of work (including data 
collection,' analyses, draft. or final papers and reports) for the period of· the 
cask order without obtaining prior writt.en approval in advance (minimum 21 
days prior ~o release) and in wri~ing specifying: who or what is genera~ing 
che reques~ for advance informa~ion; ~hen and how project.. results/information 
would be released; and what information would be released. Failure ~o receive 
informa~ion from the TMs .does not const.itut:e approval for releasing 
informacion. 

~HYBral:!lea 

The contraccor shall submlc one camera ready copy and five copies of each ~ 
final deliverable ident.1fied in the taSK order. In addicion, a digital copy 
of the f:inal report shall be delivered on 3W' disks formatt.ed in the DOS (FAT) 
formac. The text, ~ables, and any charts or other graphics shall be organized 
and format:~ed as described in t.he following paragraphs. 

Text may be formatted in any of the commonly available word processing 
program£'; marketed by the IBM®, Corell"!/, or Microsoft~ corporacions. Lengthy 
documents should be organized in~o several parts and a separate file should be 
provided for each part. Lengthy files (more than lOOK) should be avoided ,if 
possible. 

The title page, cable of'content:s,' and other front: matter shall be in a· 
separate file. File names should contain consecutive numbers ~hat correspond 
to the numerical labels used in the printed version. For example, Chapter 4, 

Figure 2 can be rendered as C4F2.gif. Where,compaeibility with earlier 
versions of t:he software is, in doubt, files !':hall be delivered in t:he 
penul t ; mate vers ion of the ·soft.ware. 

Graphic figures such a.s bar and line chart.s, di.agrams, and ot.hel: orawings 
shall ~e delivered ill the GIl" (Graphics Interchange Format) or the JPEG (Joint 
Photographic Experts Group> format. Even though the graphica.l elements may 
have been merged with the t.ext to form a single file for. print.ing purposes, 
each graphical image shall be delivered as a separate file on theoisk and 
must. not embedded in a word processing, spreadsheet, slioe show or other 
composit~·filf:. 

Child Support Pinance--Page 3 
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This task order is on d very fast track. The basic information ,OIl state child 
SUppOl.'C financing will be collected; synthesized, and presented in abrj efing 
to Department officials within three months. A longer. written report will 
fOllow within six months. 

Task 1.0 	 Prepare Issue Framewprk and Informru:.ion epllecd on Strat: egy 

Subtask lIThe contractor shall meet with the TMs and others in the 
Department to discuss key issues in State financing of child 
support enforcement and related study questions. The contractor 
shall prepare an outline of key issues in advance of the meeting 
which will include, at a minimum, major policy issues and a review 
of existing sources of State-level information on child ,support 
financing. 

Subtask 1.2 	The con~ractor will meet with experts in chearea of State child 
support financing to discuss key financing issues,'related study 
questions, and pot:ential sources of State-level information. 
These expert's will include appropriate individuals from non­
governmental organ~zations who are knowledgeable about c,hild 
support !inanc1ng issues, including APWA, NaCO. NCSL, NGA. the 
National child Support Enforcement Association (NCSEA), the 
National Asso'ciation of State Budget 'Officers, t.he National 
Association of State Human Service Finance Officers, Cent.er on Law 
and Social policy, Center on Budget. and policy PI:'iorities. the 
National Women's Law Center, and the Children'S Defense Fund., The 
contra'ccor shall work with the 'IMs co ident:ify these experts. 

SubtasK l.3 	The contractor shall conduct a literature review and shall 
investigate existing sources of st.ate-level informacion. 

Subtask 1.4 	The contractor shali prepare a briefing memo laying out an issue 
framework to guide the collection of information and an , ' 
information collection strat.egy. The document will identify the 
chief issues of inquiry, subparts to these issues, related study 
quest. ions , an informacion co~lection strat.egy and data sourceS to 
be used. 'The:. j:'ont;ractor shall submit a draft document to the TMs 
for review arid' "shall revise the study questions and the 
informat,ion collection strategy based on their comments: 

Task :.2.0 	 Collect and Synt.hesiZe Infgrmatipp 

Task 2.1 	 The cont:ractor shall attend,the child support financing 
consultations convened by ACF and OCSE and SCheduled ~o ~akeplace 
in July and August 1998. The contractor shall use these group 
meetings eo learn more about significant St:ate finanCing issues. 

Child Support Pinanca--Paga 4 
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TtlSk 2.2 	 The cont.ractor shall use regional meetings of State child support 
enforcement program directors and State budget officers. and other 
meetings identified by the TMs to meet informally with indlviduols 
who are knowledgeable about St.ate child support. financing. 

Task 2.3 	 The cont.ractor will clarify and fill in any gaps in informat.ion 
gathered through the literature review, the consultations. the 
regional meetings of State policy officials through telephone 
conversations with individual State-level policy-makers. 

Task ::2.1 	 The contractor shall analyze and synthesize the information 
collected to address the study questions. 

Task 3.0 	 Brief Department Officials 

SubcasK 3.1 The contractor shall brief theTMs and other Department 
officials on significant findings of the study. This briefing 
will cover, at a minimum, how States use·their share of child 
support collections in TANF coses, how they use Federal incentive 
payments, and the .sources of funds for the non-Federal share of 
administ.rative expenses. Secondary level information such as 
State. policies on pass-through of child support collections to 
TANF families, disregards of child support:. paymem:::s in 
determination of TANF benefit levels. and fees or u~er charges. may 
be omitted from this briefing. but inCluded in the final written 
report to allow more time for collec~ion of information on these 
topics. 

The briefing package shall concain a summary of findings; a brief 
description 	of ~h€ information collection stra~egy; and pertinent 
charts, tablp.s or graphs. The contractor shall prepare and 
duplicate all briefing materials. Briefing materials require 
prior approval by the TMs. 

Task 4.0 	 final Written Report 

Subtask 4.1 	The contraCtor shall prepare a written report which will include 
an explanation of how the study'S findings address policy-relevant 
issues. The contractor shall provide theTMs a draft of the final 
report for review. 

Subtask 4.2 	The contractor shall revise final report as instructed by the TMs. 

Ch1~d Support P1nance--Page S 
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DATE AFTER AWARDTASK # DELIVERABLE .. 
~........::...-. 


1 week 


1 4 


,Meet.ing with TMs1:1 

4 weeksDraft: Issues j:'ramework and Informacion 
"COllect.ion St::rategy 


Final Issues Frat:nework and Information 
 5 weeks 
Collection Strategy 

.,­
12 weeks 

Revised Materials 

3.1 Draft: Briefing Materials 

l3 weeks 

Departmental Briefing 14 weeks 

S.l Draft: Report. 20 weeks 
,5.2 Final Report 24-26 weeks 
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MEMORANDUM 

Date: June 18. 1998 

To: John Monahan 

From: Vicki Turetsky 

Re: ChUd Suppon Funding Issues 

This memo is an outline of my state-by-state analysis of IV-D collections per case, costs per case, I and 
cases per FfE. I will get you a draft paper and charts next week. I also am sending over a copy of 
the Urban Institute swdyand their unpublished dam on child support funding. 

The data suggests that program invesunenl - funding and staff .- rnay be closely related to program 
performance. The data SUppOI18 the conclusion that most child support programs may be 5.LJbstantially 
underfunded and understaffed. and that performance mayimprnve with increased investment. 

'.' 

II is clear from the data that states have made different policy and funding choices affecting their cost. 
staffing. and collection ratios. Some stateS. such as Indiana. maximize state revenues and generated 

, . large stale "profits" by focusing their collection efforts on current welfare cases.. Other states, such as 
Michigan.concentrate on non-welfare cases. boosting cost~ffectiveness. Other Slates. such as Virginia, 

. have applied their collection effon~ evenly across the entire caseload. sun other states, such as 
Pennsylvania, have expanded their child support program to encompass all or most child suppon orders 
entered within the state. 

State performance, cost, and starnng levels vary substantially. In 1995, state collection 
rates ranged from 10 percent to 40 percent, with a 19 percent national average. State COStS per 
case ranged from $30 to $356, with a national average of $135. State staffing levels ranged 
from 1073 cac:es per PTE to 170 cases per FIE. with a national average of 373. 

Staffing le'Vels are closely related to program costs. The number of total staff employed by 
State and local child support. programs is closely correlated to the cost per case. Witb few' 
ex.ceptions, state. .. with higher costs bad more staff. while states with lower costs, had fewer 
slaff. . 

Perrormance is tied to funding and staff. Three-fourths of states with below average co.c:rs 
and stafting ratios had below average collection rates in 1995. Every state in the borrom . 
quinrile for both cost and staff had a collection rate in tht: bouom quinate. Conversely. three­
fourths of states with above average C(}S~. and staffing ratios had above. average collection rates. 

COSIS per case exclude APD expenditures reimbu1'l5ed at the euI:ia.D::ed 90 perCCn[ rare. 

1 

1 
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All but one state in the top quinrile for both cost and staff (Utah) had a collection rate in the 
top quinlile, and every state hadan above average collection rate. ' 

, The top perfonners were better funded and starred. Seven states with collection rates in 
the rop quintile had above average cost and staffing ratios. Only two States with a collection 
rate in the top quintile (Wisconsin and South Dakota), had both cost and staffing ratios that 
were beJow average. States in the top performance quintile spent an average of $180 per case 
ami had 286 cases per FTE. 

States with the lowest collection rates had fewer program resources. Similarly. 7 states, 
with collection rates in the bOrfom quintile had below average cost and staffing ratios. Only one 
state with a collection rate in the bottom quintile (Arizona). had above average cost and staffmg 
ratios. States in the bottom performance quintile averaged $112 per case and had 460 cases'per 
FIT. 

Performance, funding, and staffing orten followed similar trends. Although more analysis 
is needed, state-by-stare data fur 1991 through 1995 suggests that collection. cost, and staftirtg 
ratios increased or decrt!aSw at the same time in abouttwo-mirds of the states. In about a 
quarter of states, collection rates went up as funding and staffing levels went up. In another 
quarter uf states, collection rates went down as funding and staffing levels went down. In an 
additional half-dozen states. collection. co..~t. and staffmg ratios declined during the early years, 
but increased in the later years. 2 

' , , 

A comparison of IV-D and AFDC administrative COSts also suggests that tlle JV-O program may be' 
under funded. Nationally, IV~D administrative costs were less than half of AFDC administrative costs 
in 1995. Nationwide, states spent $380 per AFDC recipient child, while they spent only $135 per IV­
D case.> While the programs are not completely comparable, a case can be made that a weU·run child 
support program requires more inten. ...ive case work than states typically provide. The disparity in co..c;ts 
was grealer in states with lower cost and collection rares than in states with higher cost and collection 
rates. IV-D administrative costs were roughly equivalent to AfDC administrative costs in five states 
with relatively high collection rates and COstS.

4 
' 

" This last pattern is consistent wid) general caseload trends. IV-D cases incre3.~d rapidly between 1991 and 1994. but growth slowed; 
94 and 1995. 

, To cQlJtpare 1995 AIDe and IV-D COS( per case data~ I divided AFDC adlninistrative cost.c;/cbildren n:;cipi~nt:s amIIV-D expendirure 
uced APD costs)/case. Thi<; calcuiatiOIuesulted in $380/AFDC child n=cipient compart=d to $J35IIV-D case, a 2.8 ratio. Without suhlrac 
wide systems COOlS. the IV-D cost per case was $157, a 2.4 ratio. Guyer, Miller, and Garfinkel (1995) suggest, based on HHS estimates. i 

1.4 fathers for every AFDC case (using 1998 and 1992 data). Usi'lg Ehe Office ofChiId SUpport Eriforcement Data to RrJnk the States: A 
ionary Note (1995). CuC!em AFDC/FC cases jn the: IV-D caseJoad amounted to 7.9 million, 1.6 times the mun~r of AFDC c:t!'les in 199 
all average of 1.9 recipient children peT AFDC case in 1995. with 4.9 million AFDC cases and 9.3 million recipient children.. HHS. Aid 

ilies with Dependenc Children: The Baseline (June 1998). Although a more termed conversion factor could be used. use of recipieDlcbik 
FDe denominator and AFDCIFC cases in the IV -D denominator allows for a rough comparison of adminisuative costs between AFDe a 
. If a 1.4 conversion factl;.)r were used, die IV·D cost (less enbanccd APD COSIS)/case would be $145. and the rado of AFDC to IV-O 
uiscrativ(; COStli would be 2.6. ' 

• Maine, West Virginia. Hawaii, Vermotlt. and Kansas 
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Unpublished data from the Urban Jnstiwte indicates that state spending in the child support program. 
varies consicle,·ably. after taking into account fiscal capacity and child poverty levels. I compared the 
Urban Instiwte data with IV -D cOSt per case data to deb:rmme how many states in the top and bottom 
qu.ntiles for costs per case were paying commensurately with their ability. The data indicates that the 
amount of money a state invests in irs child support program is not closely related to its ahility to fund 

. the program or to the proportion of poor children that it serves. 

States with the highest IV-D costs per case Invested more in the program relative to their 
fiscal capacity. All but three Slateti in the top quintile for cost per case spent more than the ' 
national median. after taking into account their fiscal capacity. Five states were in the top 
quintile for state inve~-unent relative to capacity. 

States with the highest costs per ease invested more relative to their child poverty. All but 
one state in the top quintile for cost per case (Massachusetts) spent more than the national 
median. after taking into account their child poverty rate. Seven states were in the top quiIltile 
for state investment relative to child poverty . 

. States with the lowest costs per case generally had the abiUty to invest more. TheUrban 
Institute found that all but one state in the bottom quintile for cost per case (Mississippi), were 
below the national median in the amQUllt of money they spent on their child support program 
relative to their fISCal capacity. Three states were in the bottom quintile for stare investme.nt 
relative to capacity . 

.	States with the lowelH costs per case generally had the highest child poverty rates. Every 
state in the bottom quintile for cost per case was below the national medianm stale child 
support spending rt:lative to their child poverty. Seven states. were in the bottom quintiJe for 
state in"estmentrelative to child poverty. ' 

The data also supports the conclusion that financing mechanisms that allow some states to retain 
substal.uial "profil'>" sometimes rewards performance. but just as often rewards miserly investment. In 
addition, the current distribution of welfare collections according to a reverse ..MAP rate appears to 
short<hange poorer states. [n 1995. three-founh.<; of states made a "prOfit" from the child support 
program. that is, the stare share of revenues exceeded the state share of costs. The remaining one­
fourth had a "deficit." that is. tbe state share of costS cxceeded the state share of revenues. 

Some of the states with the largest "profits" have the worst perrormance and investment 
levels. Of the ten stateS with the largest profits, five had below average collection rates. Three 
of these states- Rhode Island, Indiana. and California·-are in the bottom quintile for collection 
rales. In addition, Rhode Island. Indiana, and Michigan are in t~e bottom quindles for cost and 

In a receru study, the Urban Jnstirute analyzed swes' fiscal capaciry. child poveny rates. fiscal effon. and spending levels in federal! . 
Tell'S programs. Tbe srudy concluded that many Stales with low fiscal capacities also have high child poverty rates. ,The study also coneJ 
fiscal effoCl is nol d(ISCly rela[ed to fiscal capacity, but L'i inversely relaled to chill.! !)Oveny rates. The DilSuict of Columbia was IlOt incb~ 
. Se~ Douglas. Toby and Kimura Piores, Federal and &arc Fundt"ng of Otildrell's Prugrams (March 1998). ' , 

3 
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sta.ff. These states had'very low. costs per case; mo~e welfare cases and fewer Don-welfare 
cases; lower FMAP rates; and lower family payments. 

Other states with large "profits" are tnp performers. Of the ten states with the largest 
profits, five bad ahove average collection rates. Three states _. Pennsylvania. Maine, and 
South Dakota~- are in the top quintile for collections. These states had larger welfare collections. 
and somelimes lower COSts, along with fewer non-welfare cases; lower FMAP rates; and lower 
family payments. 

Most states with the largest "deficit.'!" are poorer states. Of the teD states with the largest 
~deticit.<;... five had below average aDd five had above average collection rates. Five states had 
ahove average and five hadhelow average spending and scaff. Most stares had a larger . 
proponion of ntln-welfare cases than welfare cases. Most stateS bad below average cost­
effectiveness ratios. Most.states had higher FMAP rates and higher family payments. both 
characreristics of plXlrerstates. Most states are "low abilitY.. states in the Urban Institute sWdy 
--sta.tes with low fiscaJ capacity and high child poverty. 6 

/ ' 

" The Urball Tnstirure dt:veloped an index !hat combines me state's per capita income and its child poyerI)' level!; (0 detemline "bigh-abi 
-ability" scao::s by comparing each state's level of per:;oual income relarive IX) the proponion of poor childrenm the staie.' 

4 



IUL-28-1998 17:45 FROM TO 94567431 P.01 

FACSIMILE TRANSl\fiSSION 

ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES, 

OFFICE OF THE ASSIstANT SECRETARY 


370 L'ENFANT PRO:N,fENADE, S.W. 

WASHINGTON, D~C. 20447 


'DATE: 1/)Y/18 
'1>t~a. f,r~' 

Name: '1S~' 'SS10 
~:Phone: tt$'(P w %S 15 1tf31 

, Number of Pages (excluding cover):/ 
, I 

, i 

FROM: . ' JAIME KENDALL .. .. fo~··. ~. ·ro~1 
. . '.'B' 'jTelephone: (202) 40t.9227 

, , 

Fax: (202) 401-4678 ' 



94567431 P.02JUL-28-1998 17:45 FROM TO 

AGENDA 

CONSULTATION MEETING: 
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT FINANCING OPTIONS 

. Friday, July 31, 1998 
1:30-4:30 PM 

Room 800, Hubert H. Humphrey Building 
Moderator: David Siegel, OCSE 

ii Introduction 
John Monahan 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, ACF 

ft. Greetings from OCSE Conunissioner David Gray Ross (5 minutes) 

fi Introductions 
All participants 

(30 minutes) 

fi Child Support Fisca1 Year 1999 Budget Language: 
Audrey Smo1kin 

(10 minutes) 

fi Current Child Support Financing 
Tom Killmurray 

(5-10 minutes) 

i'i Introduction of Lewin and Associates 
Linda Mellgren 

-- Lewin and Associates 
Mike Fishman 

John Tapogna 

(5-10 minuteS) 

fi BREAK (15 minutes) 

fi Open Discussion: Next Steps for consultation (30 minutes) 

fi Open Discussion: Child Support financing issues (60 minutes) 

fi Wrap-up (10 minutes) 
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Cynthia A. Rice 07/29/9801 :01 :02 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Lauren Griffen 

cc: Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP . 

Subject: fwd: Child Support Financing Consultation + + + Handouts 


Wh 
---------------------- Forwarded by Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP on 07/29/98 01 :05 PM -------------------------- ­

Diana Fortuna I~"i')"""·===O""'7:;::'/;:;;:2""'S/;;:S:;;:8""'O::=;:S""':O:;::'1~,:'71""'S= 
,'\oM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: fwd: Child Support Financing Consultation ++ + Handouts 


---------------------- Forwarded by Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP on 07/2919809:06 AM -------------------------~-

Lauren Griffin < Igriffi1 @ os.dhhs.gov> 
07/28/9802:06:14 PM 

Please respond to Igriffi1@0S'.dhhs.gov 

Record Type: Record 

To: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOR 

cc: 

Subject: fwd: Child Support Financing Consultation + + +'Handouts 


, , 

Hi Diana 

Attached are 3 documents for·the meeting on Friday (the agenda; invitee 
list, and a one-pager re: the current Financin'g structure). We met with 
Ron Haskins, Nick Gwyn, and Doug Steiger today to outline the process and 
invite them to the meeting on Friday. Ron was very positive about this. 
He said that there is a good chance that Shaw would consider introd'ucing 
legilsation sometime in the next two years (of course he said they reserve 
the right to make changes to the proposal). 

Are either you or Cynthia going to be able to attend the'meeting on Friday? 
Ron asked specifically whether someone form the White House would be 

http:Igriffi1@0S'.dhhs.gov
http:os.dhhs.gov
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. ,j 

attending. 

Let me know if you need other information. 

Original Text , 

From: David H Siegel@OCSE.DCS@ACF.WDC, on 7/28/98 7:53 AM: , 

To: Amanda Barlow@OLAB@ACF.WDC, Anne F Donovan@OCSE.COO@ACF.WDC, Audrey 

Smolkin@ASMB.BUDG@OS.DC; Eileen C Brooks@OLAB@ACF.WDC, Elizabeth C 

Matheson@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC, INTERNET[lmellgre@OSASPE.DHHS.GOV], 

INTERNET[mahern@OSASPE.DHHS.GOV]' James Ivery@IOS.IGA@OS.DC, Jamie 

Kendall@OAS@ACF.WDC, Lauren Griffin@ASL@OS.DC, Mary' Cohen@OLAB@ACF.WDC, 

Paul Legler@OCSE.OC@ACF.WDC, Robert C Harris@OCSE.COO@ACF.WDC, Samara 

Weinstein@OAS.lGA@ACF.WDC, Shannon Rudisill@OAS@ACF.WDC 

Cc: Ceri Warner@OCSE.CONTR@ACF.WDC, Eileen McDaniel@OCSE.OC@ACF.WDC, Gaile 

R Maller@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC, Joan Lombardi@OAS@ACF.WDC, John 

Monahan@OAS@ACF:WDC, Leon McCowan@ORA@ACF.DAL, Michael Kharfen@OPA@ACF.WDC, 

Reginia Ryan@OCSE.COO@ACF.WDC, Tom Kilimurray@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC ", , 


As we move closer to Friday's consultation, we moving to have'the Handouts 

ready "in finaL" ' 


Attached you will fine three (3) Handouts. They include: 

o The agenda (agenda.073) .... this is in WordPerfect 

o The invitees (invite.073) .... this is in Word Perfect 

o One-pager describing current child support financing , 

(finansum.doc) ... in WORD 


Another documents that will be used as a Handout is,the,already 

OMS-approved 2-page document entitled "consultation questions" which you 

already have. ,. 


. t 

If Lewin and Associates plan to have Handouts or other materials, 

Michelle/Linda would you get them-to Reginia Ryan so that we can have them 

in the packages for the invitees? 


I believe these are all the items we discussed a(our meeting, last week. 

If there are other suggested Handouts, please give me, a call so we can 

discuss. Thanks. 


David Siegel, ' '.' 
, Office of Child Support Enforcement; HHS 

202-401-9373 . 

I - agenda.073 

I - finansum.doc 
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AGENDA 

CONSULTATION MEETING: . 
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT FINANCING OPTIONS 

Friday, July 31, 1998 
1 :30-4:30 PM 

Room 800, Hubert H. Humphrey Building 
Moderator: David Siegel; OCSE 

• Introduction 
x John Monahan 
x PrinCipal Deputy Assistant Secretary, ACF 
x 
• Greetings from OCSE Commissioner David Gray Ross (5 minutes) 

x 
• Introductions ' (30 minutes) . 

x All participants 
x 

• Child ·Support Fiscal Year ,1999 B:udget Language (10 minutes) 
x Audrey Smolkin 
x 

• Current Child Support Financing (5-10 
minutes) 

x Tom Killmurray 
x 

• Introduction of Lewin and Associates 
x Linda Mellgren 
x 
x -- Lewin and Associates (5:-10 

minutes) 
x Mike Fishman 
x John Tapogna 
x 

" 

• BREAK (15 
minutes) 

x 
x ' Open Discussion: Next Steps for consultation (30 

minutes) 
x 
• Open Discussion: Child Support financing issues (60 

minutes) 
x 



• Wrap-up (10 
minutes) 
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, Child Support Enfo:rCement, Program Financing 

The ~hild support program administered by Sfates is' financed by four streams of money: 

• 	 The 'Federal Government reimburses States on an opeti-ended, entitlement basis for 66% of 
all allowable administrative expen4itureson child support activities-- locating parents, 
establishing paternities, establishing orders, and collecting payme~ts. The Federal ' 
Government also provides a 80% matching rate (up to acap of $400 million) for'approved 
state expenditures on developing and improving automated systems and 90% for laboratory 
co'sts ofbl90d tests required to establish a paternity. FY 1996 data indicates Federal 
spending for this stream at approximately $2.0 bmio~ while 'State spending amounted to 
approximately $1.0 billion. 

, 	 . I . 

• 	 The non-federal share ofchild support collections assigned to the State by public' assistance 
applicants as a condition of receiving assistance provide a second stream of funding. These 
assignedcoUections(reduced by the Federal share of collections) for a family on T ANF can . 
be used at, State discretion. After a family leaves TANF, the State .can still attempt to collect 
assigned arre.arages to recover the costs of assistance payments made to the. family when it . 
was on TA.NF. Assigned collections are sharedb~tweenthe State andthe 'Federal 
Government in accordance with the reciprocal of the Medicaid matching rate. Since 
Medicaid matching favors'States with low per capita income, using the reciprocal for 
distributing child support collections means that poorer states like Mississippi may only keep 
20% of assigned collections while wealthy states like,NY and CA retain 50% ofthese ' 
collections. FY 1996 data ind'icates the State share of collections at approximately $1.0 
billion while the net Federal share was $888 miilion. . " . 

• 	 The third stream of funding is Federal incentive payments. Under the current incentive 
formula, which is also' an open-ended entitlement, each State receives a payment equal·to at 
least 6% of TANF collections andnon-TANF collections, calculalt;;d separately. Based on 
dollars collected and collections per dollar of administrative expenditures (,?ost 
effectiveness)" States can receive ipcentive payments up to 10% of collections in both T ANF 
and. noh-T ANF parts ofthe program.· The speci.fic payment percentage for varying ranges of 
cost effectiveness is spelled out in statute . .' Non-T ANF incentive payments are capped at 
.1 1'5% of the .amount of TAJ'lF incentive payments. States may use incentive payments in any 
way they wish.' A new incentive system, ~nacted under P.L. 105-200, will pay incentives to, 
states' according to their performance on key, statutory indi~ators and performance standards 
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from a capped pool of funds beginning in FY 2000. The use of these funds will also be more 
. limited than at present. FY 1996 data indicates Federal incentive payments to States at 

approximately $409 million. . 

• 	 A fourth stream of money comes from State fees and cost-recovery. States may charge up to 
$25 for an application from a non-TANF family, in addition to other fees. FY 1996 income 
to States from fees and cost recovery amounted to approximately $37 million. . \ 

, , 
I 



Invi,tational List 

CSB Financing Options Consultation' Meeting 

, IV-D Representativ'es: 

Jerry ,Fay 
'100 Cambridge .Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02139 
(61 7 ) 626 - 3,93 3' 

,­

Diana Durham McLoud 

401 South Clirtton Stieet, 7th Floor 

Chicago,' IL 60601 

( 3 12 -) 793 - 416 ~ ­
fax (202) 793 '0269 


CALIFORNIA 

Leslie Frye 

FLORIDA 
Patricia Piller, Director 

Child Support Enforcement Program 

Department of :Revenue 

P.O. Box,S030 

Tallahassee, '~L 32314-S030' 

Phone (850)48~-8733 ' 

FAX: (850) 48,8-:4401 


.I.QWA' 
Jim Hennessey, Director 

Bureau of Colle'ctions,' 

Department of Human Services 

Hoover Buildirtg - 5th Floor, 

Des Moines, ,IA 50319 

Phone (515)2S1~5580 

FAX: (515) 2S1-S'S54' 


I 

MARYLAND 
Clifford Layman, Executive Director 

Child Support Enforcement Administration 

311,West Saratoga Street ' 

Baltimore, MD Q1201 

Phone (410)767r7674 or 767-7358 

FAX: (410)333-8992 
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MICHIGAN 
Wallace Dutkowski, Director 

Office of Child-Support 

Department 'of 'Social Services 

P.O. Box 30478 

Lansing, MI 48909-7978 

(Street Address: 7109 W. Saginaw Hwy., 


, 	LansIng, MI) : ' . 

Phone (517)373~7570 


FAX: ( 51 7 ) 3 73 ..:. 4 980 


MINNESOTA 
Laura Kadwell; Director 

Office of Child Support Enforcement 

Department of iHuman Services 


·444 Lafayette,;Road", 4th floor 
St Paul, MN 55155-3846 
Phone (612)291-8232 
FAX: (612) 297-4450 

MONTANA 
Mary Ann Wellbank, Administrator 

Child Support iEnforcement Division 

Department of Social ,and Rehabilitation Services:' 

P.O. 	 Box 2029~3Hel~na, MT 59620 .. 

(Street Address:3075 N. Montana: Ave., Suite 112, Helena, MT 

59620) , , 

(406) 442-7278.; 

FAX: (406) 442-1370 


NEBRASKA 
DarylD. WUSk,i CSE Admin'istrator 

Child Support ,;Enforcement Off:i:-ce· 

Department of ;Health and Humari Services 

West Campus, . 

Folsom a!ld West Prospector Place 

P.O. Box 9472~ 


Lincoln, NE 68509 4728 

Phone (402)479-5555 

FAX: (402) 479-:5145 ' 


., 
NEW HAMPSHIRE : 
Kathleen Kerr, Administrator 
Division of Child Support Services 
Office of 'Program Support 
Department of ,Health and Human Services 
6 Hazen Drive, , 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 

,Phone (609271-4287. 
.FAX: (609) 5883369 
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NEW YORK 
Robert Doar, Director 
Office of Child Support Enforceme~t ' 
Department of Social Services 
P.O. Box 14 

Albany, NY 12260-0014 

(Street Address: One Commerce Plaza, 

Albany, NY 12260) 


Phone (518) 474-9081 

FAX: (518)486-3127 


OREGON 
Phil Yarnell, Director 

Oregon Child Support Program 

Adult and Family Services Division 

Department of Human Resources 

500 Summer St. NE 

Salem, OR. 97310-1013 

Phone, (503)945-5600 

FAX: (503) 373-7492 


TEXAS 
David Vela, Director 

Child Support Division 

Office of the Attorney general 

P.O. Box 12017 

,Austin, TX 78711-2017 
(Street Address: 5500 E. Oltorf, 
Austin, TX 78741) 

Phone (512) 460:...6000 FAX: (512) 460-6028 

Congressional Staff Participants: 

Cass Bevin 

House Ways and Means Human 


Resources Subcommittee 


Nick Gwynn 

Minority Staff 

House Ways and Mea~s Human 


Resources subcommittee 

Ron Haskins 

Hous.e Ways and Means ,Human ",~ 


Resources Subcommittee' 


'Barbara, Pryor 

Office of Senator Rockefelle~ 


, Doug Steiger 
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Mino:f.ity Staff 
. Senate Finance Committee 

Carmen Solomon-Fears 

Congressional Research Service 


Alec Vachon 

Senate Finance Committee 


OMB: : 

Edwin Lau 

State Organizations: 

Anna Lovejoy 

American Public Human Services Association 

810 First Street, S.E. 

Washington, D.C. 20002-4267· 

(202) 682-0100 

fax (202) 289-6555 


I 

Marilina Sanz 

NACO. 

440 First Street, 8th Floor 

Washington, D.C. 20001 

(202) 942-4260 

fax (202) 942-4281 


Sheri Steisel 

NCSL' 

444 North Capital Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20001 

624-8693 

fax (202) 737~1069 


Nancy Sabolovitch 

National Center for State Courts· 

(215) 560-6337 

Gretchen Krufnbiegel 

National Governors Association 

444 North Capitol Street, Suite 267 

(202) 624-5361 20001-1512 

fax {202) 624-5313 


Advocacy Organizations: 

Geraldine Jensen 

ACES 

723 Phillips Avenue,· Suite J 
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Telede, Ohio. 43612... 
(419) 472-0047 

fax (419) 472-6295 


" 

Deug: Besharev • 
Ameracan Enterprise Institute 
1150 17th Street NW 
Washingten, DC '20036 
(202) 862-6290 

fax:(202 ) 


Wendell Primus 
" . 

Center fer Budge't' and Prierities 
820 1st Street 
Washingt'en, ,D.C. 20002 

>' '(202) 408-1080 
(2 02 ) 4 08 - 10 5 6 

Davip. Pate' 
Center fer Fathers, ,Families and Public Pelicy 
121 Seuth Pickney, . Suite 310 
Madisen, Wiscensin ~3703 
(608) 257-3148 

Vicky Turetsky , 

Center fer Law and Social Pel icy (Clasp) 

1616 P; Street, 'N.W., ,Suite 150' 

Washingten, D.C. 20036 ' 

(202:) 328-5145, ext ., 


-.:!-­
'fax: ( 2 02) 32 8 - ,5195 " 


Nancy Ebb 

Children's Defense Fund 

25 E. Street N. W. 

Washingten, D. C.· 20001, 

(202,) 662-35~9," 

fax:'202-6~2-3560 


David Levy, Esq. 
Children'S Rights C~uncil 
220 ~ye 'Street S.E~ 
Washingten~" D. G; 20.00,2... 
(202;) 54'7-6227 ' 
fax (202) 546-4272' 

Rena:ld Mincy 
Ferd Feundatien 
320 East 43rdStre~t. 
New Yerk, New Yerk"10017 
(212) "573-4719' 
Fax ,( 2 12 ) 3 51 - 36.5 8 
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, . 

Jeffery Johnson 
National Center for Strategic Nonprofit Planning and Community 
Partnership 
1133; 20th Street, N.W., Suite 210 
Washington, D.C .. 20036 
(202) 822 6725 
fax (202) 822-56~9 

Joel' Bankes 
National Child Support Enforcement Associa~~on 
Hall of States 
444 North Capitol Street, Suite 414 

, .,~ 

Washington, D.C. 20001-1512 
(202) ,624-8180 
fax ;(202) 624 - 8828 

Joan' Entmacher 
National Partnership for Women ana Families 
1875: Connecticut Avenue, Room 710 
washington, D.C. 20009 
(202) 986".2600 
fax ',(202) 986-2139 

Duffy Campbell 
National,Women's Law Center 
11 Dupont Circle; Suite 800 
washlngton, D.C.-' 20036 
(2 (2) 588 - 51,80 
fax (202) 588-5185 
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DRAFT. DRAFT. DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT -- DRAFT-- DRAFT . 

O~/)crfh.·.~M .,J' .' lelt:-- ,., ..,ChildSupportEnforc~~ent"Financing 
.....~~ 

Stakeholders Dialogue 

. All "'Jrd,iiAt7r ,et .. '/Consult~tion Pioce~s. 

Two..,.ppase approach: 

, 	 . 

o 	 Introduce' critical questions to key stakeholders to initiate 

~iscussion and generat~ideas 


t, " 

. . 

o 	 Seek input 'from ~takeholders on princlpalpolicy option, 
. i I 

.... Stak~hblderConsultation Str.ate'lY'\ 
i . 

1. 	 Meet. to' . discuss critical questions (either jointly 'or 

. '.
:separately). wit'h:, 

" 	 ' ',' 

I 

.. '0'. 	 IV-D Dir,ectors (contact I,V:"D, Directors to deslgnate, one 
IV-DDire~tor. represent.ative per Federal Region) 

, 	 . '\. 
o " Stat~;Federal"and advocacy representati:ves 

o 	 Ke~ Corigre~sional staff ...' , 	 ' 

APWA, NGA,NACb and NCSL 

:;, 
2. 	 .Seek outside ,'contractor assi.stance with iss'\i·e"a.nCl,lysis 

3. 	 Finalize proposal and share. with above stakeholders 

Consultation Questions, 

, . 

1.· , :;What funding mechanism fO.r the <;::hild sUl?port. program. wq\.ild 

~", '.maximize collections to children? . How do the various prog~am, 


'funding streams serve. other I'rogram interests?' 


2. 	 . To what extent does States I. ability,t~· setup separate State 
assistance programsunder,TANF undermine the Federal share'of 

: child 'supportcol,lections and what acti~n/if anyf' is needed 
. to ,protect the Federal,investmentin the program?

/ " 

.·.3(p~ 




'/ 

3. 	 Does the ability of some States to receive more' funding. from 
'incentiv~s . and their share 'of 'collections then 'they expend 'on 
the IV-;-D, progra,m under the 'existing .finaricing structure se~ve 
'~s an ince'ntive to improving 'servi'cesandincreasing' support 
'to families? Does ,the 'existing. 'finanqing structure fairly 
balance Federa~ ia~d" state in~estme~ts' i~the ,program?' ' 

, " 

,: ' 

,t,' .", 

, .,',' 
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Cynthia -­

Here i~ HHS's proposal for whatwe could share with states on child support financing. It's 
interesting. It's very general, and yet encompasses or suggests what OMB is thinking of. It also 
puts other ideas on the table. I kind of like it. I suspect OMB thinks it's too general on their, 
idea, and they don't like putting other ideas on the table. What do you think? 

Diana 



MaUor Options for Child Support Enforcement FinandDl 


The; Adnunistrauon will consult with its Stakeholders on three rmijor options for financinl . 

child support enforcement. Theas options are not exclusive of Cilch other and elements of 

theSe options can be oombined~ in various ways. " 


. ,'. . .' . 

1. Maxtmb:iu& PertOl1D8llte Option. There are currently two major sources 'of Federai 

funds for the child support program, • PedC'.ral match for admWstnlLive expenditures (66~) 


andineentives. funds paid to States. Assuming that H.R. 3130 is passed and slped by the 

President. the incenti,!es will be palo to Stala based upon State perfonnance. The Fedelal 

share;of expenditures is currently approximately $2.3 billion and the incentives arc S.4 . 

billion. Under the MaxJmilJng Perfoimance Option. the proportion of the total financing for 

the child support enforcement pro£n.m which is based upon State perfurmance would be 

increuect The proportion that is based upon the Federal match would be reduced or 

eliminated to ma1cr. the total financing change cost neutral. Su~h a change could be phased-: 

in. . 


2. MolmiziilgSlmpUclty Option. Curre.ntly, TANP recipieats IUUI' assign their right to 

child support eoll~rions to the Slate when they apply for assiswice. Child support . 

collections in tANF case, are still split between tile Federal and State governments based . 

upon the FMAP rate, even chough the major welfare proeram ha.( become a blOck grant. . 

program. Some people believe that this may encourage States to set up separate State 

programs and thereby divert child suppan collections from the fcxlenll govemJ'Dellt. Under 

the Maximizjng Simplicity option, the financing for the child suppon propam would be 


. cbangedso that State., retain all assisnaf TANF collections. Alternatively t the State share 
would be based UJX)1l a simpler split, rather than the FMAP. such ali a SOISO split. In order, . 
to make this cost neulrdl. (8) the redera1 match could either be reduced, either on a varyin& 
State basis, or on a unifonn national basis, or (b) sa,\fings offsets would have to be. identified 
elsewhere,_. . 

3. MaxirnJzlaa Payments to Families Option. Currently. child ~lIpport collections for 

TANF fectpicnts a.n; pltid to the State (with certain limited exceptions in sOme Stales). 

TANF recipients receive "welfare paymcnlc;-. not ·child support". Arguably. aU child 

:.upport payments ought t? go to families, even if the family is on welfare! and welfare 

payments would supplemt.nt child support, not vilia/versa. Under the Maximizing Payments 

to Families option aU child suppan payments (or alternatively. a minimum amount) would Ix 

~id or "passed through" Lo TANf recIpients. A disregard of the child support payments 

from income could be either mandated or a SlatP. option. In Clddi~on, ulherpoJicies to 

nw,imize payments to families. such as eliminating the tax. refund offset exceptiOn to the 

"Family First" distribution roliey, could also be acJuplCd. If lttis ()ption Is to be rost neutral, 

savings offsets would have to be identified elsewhere. 
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Child Suppon enforcement Financing 

I. 	 ~ 

o 	 Serve all children in IV-D programI il\c.lI.tJ:4 ~' ~~\d~ 
.~~c\era{ role. \'", Ot?su.l')'.Nf d,\;ld 5,-p(:0(+ Co I\eu.-'<:M '> 

SuppOrffl:atio ~!9tem~while maint.'lining flexibility for State prngrams 

Create proper incentivesJor Slates, IO(:£llities, parenlS andall add/rlona/stakehulders 

Prevents),ste mtic diversion ofchild liiuppnn coUections to State-only programs under 
TANP 

o Maximit.e cost effective program operations cWld ~h\.R.rW\.')~~ ~a.;~ ~ 

• 	 Promote financing simplification whe,.~ appropriate 

A, 	 Develop parameters and option!t 

o 	 Stakeholder consullJilion 

o 	 Seek outside contractor assistance with issue analysis 

o 	 lntemal development of options (ongoing adjUstments as information from 
contractors and consultations is considered) 

B. 	 Finalize proPO~with S1aIccholders 

C. 	 The Adminislratiun, working with Congress. will prepare legislation 

Ill. 	 Stakeholder COJISultatloD 

Two-phase approach: 

o 	 Consult with key stakeholders on critical. questions 

o 	 IV-D Directors (contactlV.D Directors to designate one IV-D Director 
represclltlltive per Federal Region) . . 

o 	 Human Service Directors 

http:Ot?su.l')'.Nf


11): , 

o 	 State (including APWA. '!tIGA, NACO and NCSL). Federal. and advoca6y 
l'eprcsentati ves 

, 0 Key Congressional staff 

o 	 Seek input from stakeholders on general approach 

\ 
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,~ltation Questions 

1. Incentive Effect 

--What funding mi:Challism for the child support program,wuuld create the right incenth'es 
to serve children? 

--Under the current funding stnlctul'e, what are til: incentives to serve some subgroup.s of 
families over others? 

• 	 As thenon-TANF ctlse/oad grows and {he average income offamilies sened may 
increase. who/are th.? ,'urrem Impedimenls 10 receiving IV-D services? 

•• What subgroups arc: currcntl): undc~scrvcd ::md what incenti..-es would serve them bett~r? 

, . 	 Huw can the program be structured in order to raise the lOla! nwnber ofchildren 

31!I ved}-t ~ho ~ve c,",;\d ~rro(t bo~ i.., ~ olAt- ~+k. ~.-.D SIS~ ~ 

--How do the ,,'arious progrwn funding streams serve otherprogram interests althe Slafe a,nd 
local Q3 well as Ihe /'ederallevels? 

--How can the funding system be stnlcturcd to ensure that child support payments benefit 
children to the maximum c~~cnt possible? ' 

Does 'he cu"ent law regarding payment ofa portion cifthe CSE costs, byjamilie.)• 
I-HPJfl 11M b~ i1fUl#wta tt},htltlien (J,rt/ ihe Jlild;;;;m.r "~)j~fnot. what 
\...::.'Iernatlves would hetter accomplish progrpm goall? . ~ 

b81~a~ CQo..P'\ .. ~t it> <;e.cve. ~. \.'~ ev:~ -\kif abil,-tt, tv p~ ~,~ . 
FederaVState Investment , ; V\Q2.~ 

••To what extent does stales'ahiJity to set up separate State assistance programs under TAW 
undennine the Fedeml share ofchild support collections and what action, ifany. is needed 
to protect the Federal investmc:nl in the program? 

_."'-'hat is the current level ofnOll-Federal investment in the CSE program and how can we 
create incentives fOT increasing such investments? 

•• Some Statesllocal1ties receive lUore in Federal fundi.ng p)U$ L'le stote share of TANF 
collections than they.expend on t1\e program structure. /)oe.r Ihis serve as an incentive to 
improving ~ervices and increasing support to families'? In addition. whaltypes ofactivities 
Me these fonds cU1'I'"ntly spen/ on? ' 

--poes the: existing financing structure fairly balance Federal8D.d State/local investments in 

http:fundi.ng
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the program? 

• What impaci /ras the high c1f~cll·.,.e march rale hud un the ability a/States ~o 4liih;eW1 .0 

~1he gom'J ~llhlchild support programs? . I '" • 

'- ~.~ ~e....-fk.\r 
3. Administrativc Simplicity and Program Flexibility 

--Wbat aspects of the current funding structure are administratively cumpJicated or 
hurdensome? . 

. ··Ooes the cW'rent incentive StruclW'c support appropriate State/lor.:al innova.tions in CSEL
/ 

--What would States/localities change about the current funding structure if they could 
change anything? 

-aWhat changes in the CUlTenl funding structUl'e would help Statesl1()1;ruiiies better integrate 
their CSE and TANF program while cOlJlinuing ro provide high quality servic;e~' 10 nOll­
TANFpopuiations? 

4. External Issues 

--What changes about the CUlTcnt funding structure would advocates recommend if they 
cou Id change anything? . 

--How ,,"ould any funding change affect the way child support enforcement !iervices are 
pro\'ided to children and families? 

·-How wi Ll funding change!\ fit into the historical context ofthe program and Vvithin the past 

sil( years of increosed federal presence and direction, including PRWORA? 


--liow would any funcling changes be viewed by the general public and by the media?' 
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Major Approaches for Child Support Enforcement Financing 

. 	 ? 
The Administration will consult with its Stakeholders o~ajor approaches for tinan:;ing child 
support enforcement. These approaches arc not exclusive of each other and elements of these 
approaches can be combined in various ways. 

. : ,L,CQ..r.'Ih'~. . 	 . . 

1. -MBla_1na Pefle"B~Approach. There arc· current1y two major sources of Federal 
funds for the child support program. a Federal match for administrative expenditures (66%) and 
incentives funds paid to Sl.ares. Assuming that H.R. 3130 is passed and signed by the President, 
the incentives will be paid to States hased upon State performance. The Federal share of 
expenditures is currcntly"prOximately$2.3 billion and the incentives are $.4 billion. Under Ihe 

I' 	i f\c.e,.,h ~'> •• MtttCirni2:i:rJg PeRQI'RlaRr Approach" , Ihe proportion of the total financing. for the chiid support . 
enforcement program which is based upon State per(onnance would be Increased. The proportion . 
that is based upon the Federal match would be reduced to make the total fmancing change cost 
neutral. Such a change could be phased-in. 

2. ftlalllHlJSimpllclty Approach. CurremJy.TANF rc::cipients must assign their right to 
child suppon collections to the State when they apply for assistance. Chlld suppon collections 
in TANF cases are stili Splil between the Federal and State governments based upon the FMAP 
rate, even though the mnjorwelfare program has become a block grant program. Some people 
believe that this may encourage States to set up separate State programs and thereby divert child 
sUPPoltcollectionsfrom the Fed~raI government. Under the "Ma"imiGmg'Simplicity Approach," 
the financing for the child support program would be changed so that Statts retain all assigned 
T ANF collections. AJrernatively, the State share would be based upon a simpler split, rather than. 
the FMAP. In order to make this cost neutral, (a) the Federal match. could either be reduced, 

. either OD a varying Stale basis, or on.a uniform national basis, or (b) savings offsets would have 
to be identified,elsswbcre, ,. 

3. l\.laxhotmtlPayments ~ FamUles Approach. Currently, child supportcollecrions for TANF 
recipieilts are paid to the State (with cenain limited exceptions in some States). TANF recipients 
receive "welfare payments", not "child suppon". Arguably, all child support payments ought 
to go to families, even if the family is on welfare, and welfare payments would supplement chUd 
support, not visa/versa. Uroer the C<Maxi'lliili~ayments to Families Approach" all child 
support payments (or alternatively. a mir..imum amount) would be paid or "passed through" to 
TANfi recipients .. A disregard of the child support payments from income could be either 
mandated or a State option. In addition, other policies to maximl%e payments to families, suth 
as eliminatingtbe tax refund offset exception to the "Family First" distn"bution policy, could also 
be. adopted. H this Approach is to be cost neuu-al. savings offsets would have to be identifiCd. 
e_~~ . 




Diana Fortuna (~~)==~~~~~08~/9~~~1~2:~35~:4~4= 

Record :Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Let me know if the attached strikes you as having any problems,if you have a chance 


This is the transmittal letter for repealing the child support hold harmless provision. I have 
confirmed.w/HHS that the impe~usfor the original hold harmless provision was to protect states 
due to new policies,that required them to pass along more collections to families who had recently 
left welfare, and not to protect them from ca'seload ,reductions. 

I think this is OK as edited by OMB, but if you have a chance to look at it; that would be nice. 

---------:-------------' Forwarded by Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP on 04/08/98 12:33 PM -----------~-------"-------

04/08/98' 12:02:21 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP 
, . 

cc: Melinda D, Haskins/OMB/EOP, Keith J. Fontenot/OMB/EOP, Anil Kakani/OMB/EOP, Wendy A. 
r Taylor/OMB/EOP , , 

Subject: Proposed new language for child support hold harmless transmittal letter 

Diana, The following is your insert to the transmittal letter with our edits. Please let us know if, you 
are o.k. with this version. 
----------"----------- Forwarded by Edwin Lau/OMB/EOP on 04/08/98 11 :33 AM --------------~------------

Diana Fortuna 04/06/98 05: 11 :30c) 
PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Edwin Lau/OMB/EOP@EOP 

cc: Melinda D. HaskinsiOMB/EOP@EOP 
Subject: Proposed new language for child support hold harmless transmittal letter 

Here is a proposed new paragraph on the hold harmless provision that I did with assistance from 
HHS (~Ithoughttiey haven't seen this version or signed off on it). What qo you think? lam not 
sure I want to include the language in brackets. If it's ok with you, we should send' it to HHS for 
their OK. 

The hold harmless provision was added to Title IV-D ... in order to protect states from reductions in 
their share of child support collections due to the new family-first distribution policy. However, 
collections for families on T ANF are projected to decline for reasons unrelated to family first ' 



, 
distribution effects. The most significant cause of the projected decline is the marked reduction' 
nation-wide in the number of families on T ANF. States do not need hold harmless protection from 
this projected decline in child support collections [sinsa tRay sava R19nay vvheR fiR1ilias laiva 
w9lfaFe1. Overall, States are currently receiving more in .Federal resources and State share of 

I 

collections than they are spending on their child support programs. In addition, the families who 
leave v.vel.fa're are able to keep the child support payments that formerly went to the state and 
federal: governments when they were on TANF. In any case, the hold harmless provision is not 
intended to protect States against declines in child support collections caused by T ANF case load 
declines. Since ~here is no way to isolate the effects of the family-first distribution policy from 
other sources of change in state child support collections. F9r this raaS9n, s9wf')199 with the R999 
t9r i ~9r9 QilaRs9g af')f')FQaSR tQ shiriR9 tR9 QW999tary iR1f')ist Qf 99SliRiR9 shil€! SWf')f')9rt F9\,L9RW9S ' 
t9 tR9 Fe€!9Fal in9 atat9 99v9FRR1aRts, we propose its repeal. In addition, we believe that 
elimina'ting the hold harmless guarantee will increase incentives .for states to continue maximizin'g 
TANF-related collections. 



Diana Fortuna (~r)=====0~4~:~13~/~98~04~:~3~1:~1~5= 
Pf!.4 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP 
' ' ..~----"'-~--~-"------------

cc • ...-----' I _~_" 

~Subjeci: Do you think you'll have a chan~E!...~ at th'is?~ --....
-to' ---~--~- ' 

-----------~---------- Forwarded by Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP on 04/13/98 04:31 PM --------------------------­

04/08/98 12:02:21 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP 

cc: Melinda D. Haskins/OMB/EOP, Keith J. Fontenot/OMB/EOP, Anil Kakani/OMB/EOP, Wendy A. 
Taylor/OMB/EOP . ­

Subject: Proposed new language for child support hold harmless transmittal letter 

Diana, The following is your insert to'the transmittal letter with our edits. Please let us know if you 
are o.k. with this version. 
---------------------- Forwarded by Edwin Lau/OMB/EOP on 04/08/98 11 :33 AM --------------------------­

Diana Fortuna 0~06/98 05:11 :30 
til .. 

Record TYpe: Record 

To: Edwin Lau/OMB/EOP@EOP 

cc: Melinda D. Haskins/OMB/EOP@EOP 
Subject: Proposed new language for child support hold harmless transmittal letter 

Here is a proposed new paragraph on the hold harmless provision that I did with assistance from 
HHS (although they haven't seen this version or signed off on it). What do you think? I am not 
sure I want to include the language in brackets. If it's ok with you, we should send it to HHS for 
their OK. 

The hold harmless provision was added to Title IV-D ... in order to protect states from reductions in 
their share of child support collections due to the new family-first distribution policy. However, 
collections for families on T ANF are projected to decline for reasons unrelated to family first 
distribution effects. The most significant cause of the projected decline is the marked reduction 
nation-wide in the number of families on TANF. States do not need hold harmless protection from 
this projected decline in child support collections (siRs9 tR9Y saV9 ~QR9'1 VVR9R faR=lilies le!l"9 
w9ltaF9]. Overall, States are currently receiving more in Federal resources and State share of 
collections than they are spending on their child support programs. In addition, the families who 
leave weifare are able to keep the child support payments that formerly went to the state and 



federal governments when they were on TANF. In any case, the hold harmless provision is not 
intended to protect States against declines in child support collections caused by TANF caseload 
declines. Since there is no way to isolate the effects of the family-first distribution policy from 
other sources of change in state child support collections, ~Qr tRi8 F9a8Qn, sQwpleQ witR tRe neeQ 
fQr a mQFe QalanS9Q apprQaSR tg 8Rarins tR9 QWQS9tar'l irnpast Qf Q9Glinins GRilQ 8WPPQrt r8'18nWe8 
tQ tRe FeQeral and State SQ\'ernrnent8, we propose its repeal. In addition, we believe that 
eliminating the hold harmless guarantee will increase incentives for states to continue maximizing 
T ANF-related collections. 


