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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? If not, what
alternatives would better accomplish program goals?




e

Consultation Questions

Federal/State 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?

11. 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 States/localities receive more in Federal funding plus the state share of
TANF 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 State/local
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 State/local
innovations in CSE?

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

18. What changes in the current funding structure would help States/localities 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 of increased 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 TASKlFORCE
PRELIM[NARY PROJECT PLAN

Backg round

The Administration’s FY 1999 Budget for Child Support Enforcement makes 2 commit-
ment to meet with child support stakeholders to review program L“mancmg Child Sup-
port financing is very complicated, with federal payments to cover administrative costs
made at several different marching rates; with an out-of-date mcc[ntlve structure being,
replaced with a new perforinance based system over the next few years; with collec-
tions related 10 TANF cases shared between the state and federal| governments based

on each state’s Medicaid match rate; and finally with an option for states to collect fees
within statutory hmxtanons : : -

The child support community has a strong interest in ensuring th%u the system is effec-
tive and efficient. There are growing concerns in Congress and state legislatures about
the cost of the program and abour establishing the appropriate share of funding that
falls on the federal, state and local governments. While many observcrs argue that the
current financing system does not reward effective performance, iprogram administra-
tors and others maintain that some measures of success such as TANF recoupment

. H
may be inappropriate or overemphasized. Other observers have maintained that the

program’s financing is ineffective or at least inefficient. QllCSthllS have also been
raised about the v1ab1!1ty of the current financing system in light of welfare reform

Most stakeholdersagree that there may be numerous positive prdgram outcomes that
often go unidentified and undocumented. These include Medicaid and food stamp di-

- rect savings as well as the more difficult to measure financial beneﬁts resulting from
helping families in becoming or remaining self-sufficient and ihereby avoiding public
assistance costs. Most stakeholders would also agree that there are real, albeit less
iangible, benefits resulting from establishing parentage and finanéial accountability and
through maintaining conact between chnldren and parents in separated Or never. mar-
ried family units.

ACF has already begun the process of reviewing the current ﬁnaﬁcing system. An ini-
tial meeting was held on July 31, 1998 in Washington, DC with stakeholders to begin
the consultative process. The Lewin Group has been retained to gather facts about the
financing process especially as it varies between staies. OCSE has established a Task
Force with responsibility for the Financing Project:

Leader: : Robert Harris, Associate Commissioner for Central
Otfice Operations, OCSE, Washingion, DC

Project Manager ~lerry Fay, OCSE, ACF Region I, Bfoston, MA

Staff Assistant = Brett Lambo, OCSE, Washington, DC

tel: 202-401-4643; fax: 401-5558; gmail: blambo@act.dhhs.gov

P.az2
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Project Meeting Outline ' .

The task force has prepared a prehmmary overview of planned acuvuy for the fihancing
project through the end of calendar year 1998. We have csmbhshcd four concurrent

" wacks for project activity in order ensure maximum pamclpatlom from federal and non-
federal stakcholders |

. - 3 N
. Lo R
. . ' ‘ -

The task force will hold consultation meetings with local stakeholders in each HHS Hub-
area. The Hub cities are New York, Atlanta, Dallas, Chicago and San Francisco, al-
though meetings may be held m different cities within the Hub regxons

We plan to begin these rcglonal meetings in September and oompiete them by the end
of November. We intend to arrange three of our meetings concu‘rrently with TANF

- meetings being scheduled by the Office of Family Assistance. A} this time, this would
tnclude meetings in Denver, September 16-18; Atlanta, October,,z‘}' 29: and Phocmx
November 4-6, 1998 '

The rcgzonal consultauon mccungs w:ll address several topics desxgned to gather input

on child support fmanuncr and effectiveness issues from a dlverse group of invitees.

We will address as many of the consultation questions dlstnbuted at the July 31 meet-

ing as possible. These questions are included in this package for reference. We will
‘work with Regional Directors, regional ACF officials; state [V- D Directors; NGA, NCSL,
NACo, APHSA and other groups as necessary (o identify approp}r:ate attendees repre-
senting at least the following stakeholders: : ;

federal HHS and OMB officials; ' -

i
3

tribal representatives; \

fon 1] 3]

fonm 1}

~state [V-D officials (and umbreﬂa agency officials if determerd feasible);

=

county and local officials including
judicial officials,
district aito“r’neys" and
.IV—Di offices:

- governors’ offices;

=1

state execurive office budget officials;

=h

=5t

]egislative officials (including budget staff):
-advocates; and '

-t

=

academics.
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The task force will hold a minimum of three meetings in Washington, DC, to address
specific topics and the consultation questions distributed at the JLin 31 meeting which
are also attached for your reference. The list of invitees will be the same as for that

meeting with selected additional participants. The topic areas asicurrently identified
are: 5

1.

[\%]

T

Mission, Strategies and Financing Approaches

We will distribute OCSE’s current strategic plan and discuss Ihe mission and goals

of the program. We will seek to incite a discussion of varying views of. CSE’s mis-

sion, various strategies that should be used to accomplish tha{ mission and general
financing approaches to support those strategles

Program Efficiency and Effectiveness

We will address issues and the consuliation questions related fo administrative
simplicity, program flexibility and external issues. We will discuss legislation and
regulations that participants believe adversely impact efﬁcien{ry and effectiveness.
We will also consider state and local practices and policies including privatization
that participants believe impact performance positively or negjatively.

|

Review of. Funding Issues

We will use this meeling (or meetings as necessary) to discuss: program funding is-
sues including consultation questions about federal and state investment in the pro-
gram and the impact of funding as an incentive for child suppbrt enforcement. This
meeting will 1ake place after issuance of the Lewin Group’s prellmmary findings
scheduled for October 23, 1998. We will review the findings! and further discuss
program mission, effectweness and efficiency as they relate t(l the study.

The task force will meet with Congressional staff and selected orgamzatlons having an
interest in child support including but not limited to the: Lo

e [ o T I 1} e T =

h

National Governors Assoc1_anon;

National Conference of State Legislatures;
National Association of District Attorneys;
Nartional Child Suppoff Enforcement Association;
American Public Human Services Association;
National Center for State Courts; and

National Association of Counties.

P.84
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Track IV f o L
. : . - ;
The task force will develop a list of other individuals and groupsjwith 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. } ' :
We will also work with the Lewin Group to provide them with irdput for their fact finding
as well as comments on their results. We will attempt to have Lewin Group représenta-

tives attend appropriate meetings to provide status briefings to pa’rticipants.
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
FINANCING CONSULTATION MEETING
~ WASHINGTON, DC

JULY 31, 1998

o

PURPOSE AND INTRODUCTIONS

The first child support enforcement financing consultation meeting wa;s held Friday, July 31 from 1:30 to
4:30 PM in room 800, Hubert Humphrey Building, Washington, DC.) David Siegel, Office of Child $u -
port Enforcement (OCSE), was the moderator. The meeting started with Mr. Siegel introducing Mr.
Monahan and Judge Ross. John Monahan, Principal Deputy Assmant Secretary, Administration for
Children and Families (ACF) stated that the purpose of the meeting was to begin a discussion with stak
holders about the need, feasibility, and possibility of changing child support financing. Specmcally,‘this
meeting was intended to obtain input into the consultation process andito promote collaboration between
OCSE, state partners, advocates, and other stakeholders. The Administration wants to ensure that wha

. ever is finally resolved about this issue considers everyone’s input. Th1s first session was intended to be
an open process focused not on any one particular goal, rather to be ajtime to present ideas and open a
dialogue which could later be expanded to an even broader range of participants to identity alternative
ﬁnancmo Structures. ‘ ._
CommissiOner David Gray Ross, OCSE, noted that OCSE is not cmctjing this process with any prece
ceived notion of a preferred solution, rather, OCSE’s interest is to work together to arrive at the best
possible solution. Anyone with a stake in this process is welcome to provide input. Commissioner Ross
suggested to the group that two questions should be continually asked.! Are we doing our best and how
can we do it better? In spite of different viewpoints and agendas, it isi necessary for us to keep “Children
First”™. While it is not known where this process will lead, the goal isiultimately to do what is best for the
children. o A

All of the other kpa'rtiCipants introduced themselves. The list of invitec:js and ‘g‘uests is'attached.

PRESENTATIONS o ' _ i

.Audrcy Smolkin, Office of the Assmtant Secretary for Managemem and Budget (ASMB) discussed the
attached lancruage from the President’s 1999 Budget. _ ‘, .

Tom Kzllmun-ay, OCSE gave a short prcscmauon on child support ﬁnancmg from the artached write-up.
LEWIN GROUP

Linda Meligren, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE), introduced ne-
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 intoj child support tinancing. They p
resent an objective party who will be able to determine the facts surrounding current child support{
nancing in the states and states responses o legislation already enacted. This survey will assist in thik- -
ing through various options for fumre financing changes. The results cf their study will be reported back
to all mvolvcd once ccmpletcd »

Michael Fishman of the Lewin Group outlined their approach to this pro_;ecr He stated that it was their
desire to come up with sound data and a good set of information and ﬁacts so that everyone has the best
available informarion from which 10 work. He also mentioned that it was important to differentiated
tween the fact-finding process and the consultation process. The Lewin Group has been tasked with fact-
tinding which is limited to information gathering and presentation, as opposed to consultation, which.
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involves option provision. The purpose of their work is to provide data so that others may later offepe
tions 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 all.. A general description of the discussion topics follows:

n

n

fos 1}

jan 1]

Some amendees expressed belief that the time is wrong to consider funding changes at all. Theyd
lieve that wo 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.

Some antendees discussed concgms -about the cost of the program t{) the Federal Government and the
smaller share of program costs financed by thie states. It was stated that some Members of Congress
are seeing the pmgram as a profit maker for the states and a cost problem for the Federal Gower
meat. :

;-’{ttendees believe that the states are also seeing a decrease in reven%.te 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 the government and therefore are
distributed to the family. Incentive funds under the current systemiare also decreasing for these
states. Many attendees believed that state legislatures still see the program 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 expendlmre:, on any pr
gram or a negative view of fnancing what they believe are federal mandatcs

Many atendees stated that the Mission of the program needs to furthcr defined. ’I‘hcre was much
discussion about whether the program is intended to be solely revenue producing, i.e. recouping to
lections to partially offset TANF payments, or intended to be a much broader income transfer oms.
cial program. These attendees believe that if the mission is a broader social one then the cost of the
- program needs 10 be considered differently. They believe that the program is a social cost much like
*TANF and should not be measured on revenue production solely.

Some attendees expressed concern that the program has not Successﬁllly used the resources thar are
currently available. -These attendees believe that the percentage of families being served afier years
of program improvements and funding increases is still very low. TFhese attendees expressed the
opinion that they would need to see significant service level i improvements before they could support ‘
hmdmg increases for the pmﬂram with state lchshturee-

Other attendees expressed concern that the program expends resources unproductively in trying ro
obtain money from those who cannot afford to pay at all or as much. The amendees expressiag this
view believe the program ne¢ds to concentrate more on family unification, custody, and visitation, as
wetl as job training and placement programs for fthers. :

Many attendees discussed the need to fuliy develop and to-educate Cnncrcss and state legislatures
‘about cost avoidance. These attendees believe that it is critical to demonstrate direct cost savingsta
tributed to Medicaid and Food Stamps, as well as the more difficult o measure cost savings resulting
- from helping families in becoming and remaining self sufficient and thereby avoiding public ass-
tance costs. A number of attendees also believe that there are real, albeit less tangible benefits,
which result from establishing parentage and financial accountability and maintaining contact k-
tween children-and parents.
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The meeting concluded with a discussion of future steps. Mr. Monahan and Judge Ross agreed that there
is a need for 2 number of additional meetings to discuss topics raised at this meeting and to allow for
more stakeholders to provide input. A commitment was made to continue work with attendees at the July
31 meeting while also reaching out to other stakeholders in diferent arels of the country.
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Attachment 1 Attendees of July 31, 1998 Meeting ;

AN

Benson. Anne : I;IHSXAC?/OCSE | :

Bévin, Cassie R Héusc Ways & MeansAHR Sﬁbﬁ_ominittce 1 i
Blake, Elizabeth CSE, Maryland — ;

Brooks, Ei!eénA ‘ HHS/ACF/OLAB .‘

Cohen, Mary - HHS/ACF/OLAB . - ;
.Doér, Robert CSE, New York State ]

Duff-Campbell, Nancy. NWLC

Durham McLoud, O~ NCSCSEA

anne l
Dybdal,v‘Kristin - Lewin Group 1 )
Ebb, Nancy ] CDF — }

*| Entmacher. Joan " Natonal Partership for Women & Families i}
Fay, Jerry NCSC$EA ’
Fishma;n, Mike: Lewi;x Group - | l
Griffin, Lauren HAS/ASL {
Gwyn, Nick . House an‘ys & Meaos HR Subcommities | ;‘

‘;
Hall, C. T ACEs . ;
Haskins, Ron : i House Ways & Means HR Subcommittee
chncsgey, Jim CSE, Io;va l
Howard, Alistar : HHSV/ASL ,
Jensen, Geraldine . ACES ‘
fohnsqn, Jeff . ' NPCL !
Kadwell, Laura . CSE, Minnesot?t |
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Kerr, Kathleen

. CSE, New Hampshire

HHS/ACF/OCSE/DFP

Kilmurray, Tom

Lau, Edwin QMB

Laymgn"Cliff , CSE, Maryland

Levy, David CRC

Lovejoy, Anna APHSA |

Matheson, Elizabeth - HHS/ACF/OCSE/DPP‘
HHS/OS/ASPE '

Melilgren, Linda

Mincy, Ron Ford Foundation
Monahan, John HHS/ACF
Parker, Emil NEC

Primus, \Vendéll - CBPP
Richardson, D A_CES

Ross, David Gray, RHS/ACF/OCSE
Savage, C.E.. ACES

Siegel, David

HHS/ACF/OCSE/DCS

Steiger, Doug

Senate Finance Comittee

Van Dusen, Catherine

Tale, Juanita ACES -
Tapogna, John ECONorthwest
(Lewin Group)
Thompson, Kelly NCSEA
[ Turetsky, Vicki CLASP
OMB

Vaughn, Alexander

Senate Finance Commitee
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Attachment 2 : Child Support FY 1999 Budget Language

Child ’Suppo,rt Fiscal Year 1999 Budget Language ,

systemn is effective. Funding of the Child support Enforcément (CSE) program, however, -

remains complicated. States get Federal payments to cover administrative costs at several
different marching rates. States also get Federal incentive payments, levy user fees, keep a por-
tion of TANF-related collections, and return a portion to the Federal Government.

FIi"ihe Federal Government has a strong interest in ensuring that the national child support .

Federal retention of TANF-related payments is a legacy of the old. 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 great freedom to design assistance
for families with dependent children. States, however, must continue 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 support to families, and it creates

- an unintended incentive for States to serve needy families through programs funded only with
State dollars. Spending on these “State-only” programs continues ito count under the TANF
maintenance-of-effort requirement, but child support collections orl behalf of these famxhes do
not need to be shared with the cheral Government.

The Administration will hold a dialogue with the stakeholders of the child support program to -
look at ways 10 address these problems and, working with Congress will prepare legislation.
The budget wkes a first step towards simplifying the child support 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 reform law. ‘

‘Séurce: The Budget for Fiscal Year 1999
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Attachment 3 ~ Child Suppbrt Enforcement Program Financing

- Child Sup'p(m: Enforcement Prograih Financing

The child support program administered by States i 1s financed by four
,streams of fundm

# The Federal Government rcunburscs States on an open—ended entitlement basis for 66% of all al-
lowable administrative expenditures on child support activities — locating parents, establishing pa-

. ternities, establishing orders, and collecting payments. The cherzgl Government also provides an
80% matching rate (up to'a cap of $400 million) for approved State expenditures on developing and
improving automated systems and 90% for laboratory costs of blood tests required to establish a pa-
ternity. FY 1996 data indicates Federal spending for this stream at: approxxmately $2.0 mumn whxle
State Spendmg amounted to approxlmatcly $1.0 billion. . :

@ Child support collections assigned to the State and Federal Governmcnt by public assistance appli-

* cants as a condirion of receiving assistance provide a second stream'of funding to States. These as-
- sagned collections (reduced by the Federal share of collections) for a family on TANF can be used at
State discretion. After a farmly leaves TANF, the State can still attémpt to collect assigned arrear-
ages 1o recover the costs of assistance payments made to the family when it was on TANF. As-

signed collections are shared between the State and the Federal Government in accordance with the
Medicaid matching rate. Since Medicaid marching favors States with low per capita income, using
the reciprocal for distributing child support collections to the States theans that poorer States like
Mississippi may only keep 20% of assigned collections while wea]thy States like NY and CA retain
50% of these collections. FY 1996 data indicates the State share of qolIecuons at approxxmately 51.0
billion while the net Federal share was $888 million. {Net Federa!l sharc results after incentive pay-
ments are taken out of the Federal share).

@ 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 and non-TANF collections, calculated separately. Based on dollars collected and

" collections per dollar of administrative expenditures-{cost effcctweness) States 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 ranges of cost effectiveness is spelled ‘out in statute. Non-TANF in-
‘cemwc payments are capped at 115% of the amount of TANF 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 indicators 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 t ap-

' proxlmdte?y $409 million.

-) A new incentive system, enacted under P.L. ]05~200 will pay iincentives to States according
10 their performance on key, statutory indicators and performarice standards from a capped
pool of funds beginning in FY 2000. These funds must be reinvested in the IV-D pmgr&m
P.L. 105-200 sets the FY.2000 incentive pool at $422 million.

A fourth stream of funding 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 o approxxmately $37 million. -
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Child Support Enforcement Finanicihg |
| Consultation Questions : |

Incentz’ve Ejffect

What funding mechanism for the child support program would create the ncht mccnuvcs to
~ serve children? :

Under the current funding structure, what are the mccntwes txerve some subgroups of
families over others?

As thc non-TANF caseload grows and the average income of famx ies served ‘may increase,
what are the current impediments to receiving IV-D semccs‘?

Whar subgroups are currently underserved and what incentives"would serve them betrexr?

How do you restructure the program to reduce the gap between potential and actual
collections? ‘ :

How do we ensure that more children get support ordcrs and that we collect more of the
support ordered?

How do the variais program funding streams serve other program interests at the Starc and
local as well as the Federal levels?

How can rhe funding system be structured to ensure that chﬁd support payments benefit
children to the maximum extcnt possible?

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? If not, what alternatives would
- beter accomphsh program goals° :
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" Consultation Questions

Federal/State Investment

To what extent does States ablhty 10 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 investinent 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 Federa! funding plus the state share of TANF
collections than they expend on the program structure. Does this serve as an incentive to
improving services and increasing support o famxhcs'? In addmon what types of activities-
are these funds currently spent on?

Does the existing financing structure fairly balance Federali_and State/local investments in
the program?

What impact has the high effective match rate had on the al%aility of States 10 efficiently and
effectively achieve the goals of the child support programs?

Administrative Simplicity and Program Hexibilify

What aspects of the current funding structure are admzmsu'atwely oomphcated or
burdensome?

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

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

What changes in the current funding structure would help States/ ocalities better integrate
their CSE and TANF program while continuing to provide mgh quality services to non-
TANF populanons"

Page 2
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. Consultation Questions

. Extemal Issues
. What changes about the current fundmg structure would advocates recommend 1f they could

change anything?

How would any funding change affect thc way chlld support enforcement services are
prowded to children and families? .

. How will funding changes fit into the historical context of the brOgram and within the past
' six years of increased federal presence and direction, including PRWORA?

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

Page 3
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PROJECT: . Study of the Impact of the Child Support Enforcement Program an
- Avoiding Costs to Publ.lc Programs.

CONTRACTOR:  The Lewin Group -
Purpose

This study will assess national microsimulation models that study the 'u‘npacrs of the Child Support
Enforcement program and will assess the capacity of State admlmsn'au‘ve data for measuring cost
avoidance., - |

reem i
The Lewin Group, with Johns Hopkins University. will summarize how the existing major

microsimulation 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 to which the models currently 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 will begin working with 3 states o
assess the capacity of state administrative data bases 10 measure cost avoidance, Lewin will provide
limited funds for subcontracts with State vendors and/or direct tecimicaf. assistancc.

Microsimulation involves simulating outcomes of a small economic umt—-typlcally the individual or the
household. A microsimulation model uses information on the unit bcmg analyzcd (e.g., the household) .
and institutions (e.g., welfare programs) to determine the likely impactsof various mechanical and
behavioral factors on a household's economic well-bring. Examples of mechanical 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 household outcomes to look at the

eftects of changes in child support levels, tools and rules, and the effect of these changes on weltare and
Medicaid expendztures

Schedule

Work has been extended to continue through at least December, 1998, cSpeually in regard to assessing
the capacity of state administrative data bases.

me_tas:t.
Tom Killmurray OCSE!DPP (202) 4014677
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-

- PROJECT: - State Fiﬁancmg of Child Support Enforcement Programs
CONTRACTOR: ., The Lewin Group .
Purpose

- The purp’oé;s of this study is to conduct a comprehensive fact finding analysis of the State financing of

- child support enforcement programs. Over the last several years, both the ‘Administration and Congress
have pointed to the need to re-xamine the program’s financing structure. In the FY. 1999 President’s
Budget, the Administration stated that-it will “hold a dialogue Wlﬂl 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 of the current systems of State’
financing of child support enforcement programs, providing a sound base of fact and data for the
“dialogue with the ctakeholders . The results of the study will help to ensure that the process of

consultation and any subsequent recommendations will include the most comp ete and accurate facts
.- available about State ﬁnancmg of child support enforcement programs. ,

i

Financing of Chil ‘ nfr'_ ‘ _m‘

‘The project w1ll examine the current reldtxonshlp between the Federal IV-D program financing structure
and resources allocated to the TV-D program at the State and local levels: It will also set out to determine
. the-changes States are contemplating ‘in their financing structures in light of PRWORA, rapidly declining
: TANF rolls, movements toward centralized collections, and HR 3130 and the new incentive pmmmn

The prcgect will approach thxs study based on several study quesuons anarﬂy, it will set out to -
determine what the various sources of funding for State and local IV-D expenditures are, as well as what
" share of the expenditures each source represents. Additionally, the smdy will seek to assess how Smtc
. shares of TANF collections and Faderal incentive payments are allocaned

Finally, this project will look into how Statés are employing cost recovery mec.hamsms such as usér
charges and fees, and where these funds go. The issue of the extent to which States are “passing-

- through™ child support collections to TANF families or dwregardmg child support paymcms in
determmmg TANF be,nefit 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 completed in-early
October. Preliminary findings are expected to be released chber 23, 1998 The final report is
anticipated January 15, 1999, S

Gaile Maller, HHS/ACF/OCSE/DPP, (202) 401-5368
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PROJECT: Nonresxdent Fathers Ability to Provide Child Support and anate Health
Insurance Coverage for Their Children '

CONTRACTOR: Urban Institute

Rﬁ;m

“The purpose of this study is to revise and update previous estimates of nanresident fathers' ability to pay

- child support and 1o 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, with 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.

o P ilds

National surveys do not ask adult men and women if they have a biological or adopted child living
elsewhere. Because we cannot identify who is a nonresident parent, it isidifficult to estimate nonresident
parents’ ability to provide child support or medical support. This absence of data has made answering
questions about ' potennal" cash and medical support very dlfﬁcult

This project will ry to estimate- thc collections potential of nonre51dent fathers assomated with families
receiving or likely to recewe welfare benefits. Actual and potennal awards w111 be estlmated based on -
the recent award experience of like famzhes in the sample. ‘ : :

Because eligibility for Medicaid aud 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 insurance.

S‘zlie.d.ulg

Findings on nonresident parents' ability to pay child support are expected to be available by January
1999. Findings on the pOtemIal to provide private health msurance wxll be available in June of 1999.

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

CSE Financing Options Consultation Meeting

IV-D Representatives:

Jerry Fay A
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

CALIFORNIA

Leslie Frye

FLORIDA

Patricia Piller, 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, Director
Bureau of Collections,
Department of Human Services
Hoover Building - 5th Floor
Des Moines, 1A 50319

Phone (515)281-5580 -
FAX:(515)281-3854

MARYLAND

Clifford Layman, Executive Director

PAGE 1
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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 .

' PAGE 2
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Wallace Dutkowski, Director
Office of Child Support
"Department of Social Services
‘P.O. Box 30478
- Lansing, MI 48909-7978
(Street Address: 7109 W Sagmaw Hwy ,
Lansing, MI) ‘
Phone (517)373-7570
FAX: (517)373-4980

Laura Kadwell, Director
Office of Child Support Enforcement -
- Department of Human Services | -
444 Lafayeue Road, 4th floor
St Paul, MN 55155-3846
- Phone (612)297-8232
FAX:(612)297-4450

Mary Ann Wellbank, Administrator

'Child Support Enforcement Division
_ Department of Social and Rehabllltatmn Services
- P.O. Box 202943Helena, MT 59620 L
(Street Address:3075 N. Momana Ave Sun:f: 11 , Helena, MT 59620)
(406)442-7278 ‘ .
FAX:(406)442-1370

NEBRASKA
Daryl D. Wusk, CSE Admmxstrator
Child Support Enforcement Office
Department of Health and Human Scmces
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 © |,

PAGE 3
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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

NEW YORK
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 Support Division

Office of the Antorney general

P.QO. Box 12017
- Austin, TX 78711-2017 ‘

(Street Address: 5500 E. Oltorf,

Austin, TX 78741) ) ‘
Phone (512)460-6000 FAX: (5 }.2}460—6028

Congressmnal Staff Partmlpants

PAGE 4
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Cassie Bevin
House Ways and Means Human
Resources Subcommiitee !

- 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

Alec Vachon
Senate Finance Commlttee

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 Sanz
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, NW.’

Washington, D.C. 20001

624-8693 ' .
fax (202) 737-1069 o , b

Nancy Sabolovitch ;
~National Center for State Courts
(215) 560-6337

Gretchen Krumbiegel

National Governors Association

444 North Capitol Street, Suite 267 A

(202) 624-5361 20001-1512 ' '
fax (202) 624-5313 : 'f

’ ! ‘ ! Q .7 !! »
“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 Street NW
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 862-6290
fax (202)

Wendell Primus

Center for Budget and Priorities -
820 1st Street - ' ’

PAGE 6
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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 Scocial 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) 5734719
-Fax (212) 351-3658

PAGE 7
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Jeffery Johnson

National Center for Strategic Nonprofu Planning and Commumty Partnershlp
1133 20th Street, N.-W., Suite 210

Washington, D.C. 20036

(202)-822-6725

fax (202) 822-5699

Joel Bankes

National Child Support Enforccment Association
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 and 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 :
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 588-5180

fax (202) 588-5185
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Child Support Enfnrcement Program Financing
The child support program 8dm1mS£CICd by States is financed by four streams of money:

fi The Federal Government rmmbm'ses 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
Government also provides a 80% matching rate (up to a cap of $400 million) for approved -
state expenditures on developing and improving automated systems and 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 spendmg amounted to
approximately $1.0 billion.

i The non-federal share of éhild support collections assigned to the State by public assistance

- applicants as a condition of receiving assistance provide a second stream of funding. These
assigned collections (reduced by the Federal share of collections) for a family on TANF can
be used at State discretion.- After a family leaves TANF, the State can still attempt to collect
assigned arrearages to recover the costs of assistance payments made to the family when it .'
was on TANF. Ass;gned collections are shared between the State and the 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% of these
collections. FY 1996 data indicates the State share of collccuons at approx1mately $1.0
billion while the net Federal share was $888 million.

i The thxrd 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 and non-TANF collections, calculated separately. Based on
dollars collected and collections per dollar of administrative expenditures (cost
effectiveness), States 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 ranges of
cost effectiveness is spelled out in statute. Non-TANF incentive payments are capped at
115% of the amount of TANF 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 indicators 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
approxxmatcly $409 mllhon

n 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 i income
to States from fees and cost- recovery amounted to approximately $37 million.

7128/98
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onsultation Quest

Inccntive Effect

—What funding mechamsm for the child support program would create the right imé:nﬁves

. to serve chrldren‘?

_Under the current fundmg structure, what are the mcennves 10 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 receiving IV-D services?

--What subgroups are currently underserved and what' incentives would serve them better?

* How do you restructure the program 0 reduce the gap bctween potentml and actual
collections? :

How do we ensure that more children get support orders and thar we collecmore

-of the support ordered? .

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

—~How can the fundmg systern be structured to ensure that child support paymems benefit
children to the maximum extent possible? :
Does the currcnt law regarding paymat of a portion of the CSE costs by families
serve the best interests of children and the child support program? If not, what
alternatives wou]d beucr accomphsh program goais?

Federal/State Invcstmenr

~To what extent does Staxes abllny 10 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?

~-What is the current level of non-Federal investment inthe CSE.program and how can we
create incentives for i 1ncreasmg such investments?

— Some States/locahtres recelve more in Federal funding plus the state share of TANF
collections than they expend on the program 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 ﬁnancmg structure fairly balance Federal and State/local investments in
. the program? A

. : What impact has the high effective match rate had on' the ability of States 10
efficiently and effecnvely achxeve the goals of the child support programs?

3. Acimlmstrauve Slmphcnty and Program Flex1b11 ity

-~-What aspects of thc current - fundmg structure are admlmslratwely comphmted or
burdensome?

—Does the current incentive struc:’turé support appropriate Statefldcal innovations in CSE?

—~What would Stmtes/localities changc about the current funding structure if they could
change.anything? :

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

4. . External Issues

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

--How would any funding change 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, including PRWORA?

--How would any funding changes be viewed by the general public and by the media?
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Child Support Enforcement F‘inancing

o . Serve children in the 1V-D program at all income levels, meaking sure the difficult to
serve do not get Jeft behind -

0~ Support hatioral system whﬂe maintaining flexibility for Statc Progians

o  Create proper incentives for S.auss, Jocalities, purents and all additional smkcholders o
maxirnize child support collections

o - Prevent systemtic diversion of child support collections 1o Statc-only, programs under
TANF

o Maximize cost effective program operations
Protote flnancing simplificationwhere appropriate

Progesg

Develo;; parameters and opli@

o | Stakeholder consultation

o Seek outside contractor assistance with issue analysis

o Internal development of options (ongomg admstmcnts as informatiun from contractors
and consultations is considered)

~ Inform s?akeholders where appropriate

"The Adnnmstranon, working with Congress, wm prepare legislation

Stakebolder Consultation

» The purpose of this sonsultation is 10 inform us on a bettér way to finance the child support prog:am

- 1ts purpose is not to find savings or propose program expancions.

Two-phase approach:

0 Consult with key stakeholders on critical questions

L
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0 1V-D Directors (contai;l IV-D Directors to designate one IV-D Director
representative per Federal Region)

° Thunan Servive Direclors

o  State (including APWA, NGA, NACO and NCSL), Federal, and advocacy
representatives ‘

v Key Congressionel stalt

Seak wnput fram stakeholdere on general approach
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Conguharion Questions
1. - Incentive Effect |

--What funding mechanism for the child suppart program would creatc the right incentives to
serve children?

—~Under the current funding structure, what are the incentives to serve some subgroups of
familics over others?

* ‘ As the non-TANF caseloadgrowsand the average income of familiesserved may increase, whatare the
current impediments 2o meaiving IV.D zervices?

--What subgroups are cui-rentl;'mndexsm:zd snd what incentives would serve them better?
. How do you restructure the prugram 1o reduce the gap between petentiel and actual collections?

. Howda weensurcthat mere cthdren get supportorders and that we coliect more of the support
ordered? .

—~How do the varous program funding proams serve other program interests at the State and
local as well as the Federal levels?

~-How can the funding system be structured to ensnre that child support paynxeats beneflt
children to the maximurm extent possible?

. Does the current law regarding payment of & portion of the CSE costs by familics serve the best
interests of children and the chlld support program? It not, what alternatives would betier accomplish
program goals?

2, Foarderal/State fuvestment

--To what extcnt does Ststes’ ubility 1o set up separete State assistance programs under TANF undermine the
Federslshare of child support collections and what action, if any, is necded to protac: the Federal investment in
the program?

--Whnt is the custent level of non-tederalinvestmentin the CSE program and how can we ¢reae incentives for
increasing such invesunents?

- Some States/localities secefve more in Federal funding plus the staze share af TANF collections than they
oxpend vi ihe program structure, Does this serve as an incentive to improving services and increasing sopport
to families? In addition, what types of sctivities are these finds clurently spent on?

--Daes the existing ﬂnnncing structure fairly balance Federal and State/local invastmentsin the progian?

. , What impact has the high effective mach rete had on the ubnhty of Swies 10 efMciently and effectively
achicve the goals of the child support programs?
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- Administrutive Snuplicity and Program Plc;cibility
-_-W’lm sspects of the current I’uﬁdi.ug stiusnure are admlni:smﬁvo-lyco;t‘lplicatod or burdenscme?
--Does the current incentive siructure suppurl uppmpn‘imﬁménocal innovationsin CSE?
--What would States/iocaliti¢schange about the current funding structure if thcy'couid change anything?

--Whatchangesin tha current tunding structure would help States/logatiticsberterintegratotheir CSE ond TANF
program while continuingte provide high quality services to non-TANF populations?

Externsilssues
~Whatchangesabotitthe currentfun dinp structure wou Idadvocates recommend !f they could changeanythlng?

~How would any funding changeaffectthe way c’nild'suppon enforcementservicesare providedtochildrenand
families? ‘

- --How will funding changes flt into the historical conaxt of the program and within the past six years of
“increagad federal presence and direction, inclading PRWORA? : '

-How would any funding changes b¢ viewed by the general public and by the media?



- Masjor Approaches for Clilid Support Enforcement Flowucing

The Administrationwll consultwith its Stakeholderson three inajor approaches for financing childsupportenforcement. .

These approaches are not exclusive of each oter and elemeats of these approaches can be combined in various ways,

1. Maximizing Incentives-Based Funding Approach. There sve currently two major sources of Federal funds for the '
child support program, a Federal match for administrative expendirures (66%) and incentives tunds paid to States. .

_Assuming thet HR. 3130 is passed and signed by the President, the inventives will be paid to States based upon State
performance. The Federal share of expendituresis curremtly approximarely$2.3 billion and the incentivesare 3.4 billion.
Under the “Maximizing Incentives-BasedFunding Approach” the proportionofthe total financing for the child support

enforcamentprogram which is based upon Stete performance would be increased. The proportionthat s based upon the

Federal match would be reduced to make the total financing change cost neutral. Such a change could be phased-in.

2. Maximtzing Simplicity Approach. Curreﬁt!y, TANF reclpients must assign their right to child support collectionsto

the State whea they apply for assistance. Chlid support collectionsin TANF ¢ases are still splitbetween the Federaland

State governmentsbasedupon the FMAP rate_even thogh the major welfare program has become a block arant progeam.

Soine people believe that this mey encourage States to set up separate Stafe programs and thereby divert child support
rolisctinns fram the Federal government. Under the “Maximizing Simplicity Approach.” the financing for the child

support program would be changed 5o that States retain alt assigned TANF collections. Altematively, the State share
would be based upon a simpler split, rather than the FMAP. In avderto make this cost neutral.(a) the Federal match could

either be reduced, either on a varyln g State basis, or on a uniform nationgl bm-:s or (b) savings off’scts would have to b
1demiﬁcd :

3. Maximizing Paymenu to Families Approach. Curréntly, child supperteoliections for TANF recipientsare paid to the
State (with certain limited exceptions in some Statcs). TANF reciplentsreceive "welfare payments”, not "¢hild support”.
Arguably, all child support payments ought to go to familiag, svan if the family is on welfare, and welfare payments
would supplement child support, not visa‘verse. Under the “Maximizing Payments to Families Approach” sll child
support payments {(or altornatively, a minimur amount) would be pald or "passed through™ to TANF reciplents. A
dlsregaed of the child support payments from income could be either mendated or a State option. In addition, other
polivies 10 maximize paymonts to famlilics, such s oliminating the tax refund offset exception to the “Family Firpt!

distribution policy, could also be adopted. If this Approach is to be coat neutral, savings offsets would have to be
idenufied
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DRAFT 7\08\98
‘'TIMELINE FOR CONSULTATIONS

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

MONTH 1: (July 1998)

. Contact all appropriate organizations and Hill staff to inform them about the consultation

process. Revise consultation process as necessary depending upon comments on
process. S
Process:
Hill staff; Make courtesy calls to congressional staff:

Ron Haskins, Subcommittee on Human Resources and counterpart.
Doug Stéigcr a;hd Denni’sASmith, Senate Finance Committee k ‘
" Lead: ASL
Adxg;am In thé 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 7?7 ,
Children's Rights Council

Lead: Joan Lombardi, OCSE Senior Staff

SI I Q [ In' . .

APWA
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NCSL
NGA
NACO

- Lead: Jim lvery, David Siegel

Task Order Questions:
Clasp
NGA
NCSL
APWA

NACO
" Ron Haskins

Lead: Linda Mellgren
IV-D Directors - Lead: Anne Donovan, Paul Legler
Early-July
Work with Jerry Fay, President of the IV-D Directors' Association, to _get States o
designate one State Representative from cach of the. ten regions to represent the other
States in the region.
Lead: Anne Donovan, Paul Legler, Betsy M‘athmqon
Mid-Tuly

. The IV-D 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. -

Lead: David Siegel, Betsy Matheson

End of the week of July 20:.
. Preliminary discussion of issues with advocates in the form of 2 2-3 hour meéting.
Lead: John Monahan, Joan Lombardi, Senior OCSE staff

Preliminary discussion of issues with key interested Hlll staff. Will mclude a dlscuss1on
of the task order contract.



SENT BY:AEROSPACE BLDG. i 7-10-98 : 4:34PM ACF/SULTE Uy~ 2UZ 450 D004 % 471D

Key Hill Staff:
Ran Haskins
Doug Steiger
Dennis Smith

Barbara Pryor
Others

Lead; ASL with OCSE

Month 2 (August)

Follow-up meeting with IV-D representatives. This could be done in conjunction with
the National Child Support Enforcement Association (NCSEA) Annual 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

.« Prehmmd.ry discussion of issues with NCSL, NGA and National Assocuauon of Counnes
- 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 Narional Association of State Human Services Finance Officers is
scheduled for August 9-14, 1998 in Boise, Idaho).

Months 3 - 7 (September '98 - :{énuary '99)

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

Host interactive consulation meeting with [V-D represematwes ‘advocaics, smw
organizations and key hill staff.

. Ongoing refinement of internal administration discussion on development of options
based upon information gathered at various meetings.

Month 8 (Fcbruary)
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Final meeting with [V-D representatives to reach consensus if poss'ib‘le.
Internal Administrazion discussion .on development of options.
Month 9 (March)
. Hold at lcasf two additional ﬁiscussions with advocates.
Hoid at least two additional discussions with State organizatiorié— NVGA, NCSL & APWA
. Discussion with Hill staff |
Continued Internal Administration diséussion on development of options. -
Month 10 (April) | | | ”

‘Draft proposed legislation, if any.
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State rinancing of Child Supporxt Enforcement Programs

Ruwrpoge

The purpose of this task order is to provide basic information on State
financing of child support enforcement programs. This is a guick turn-around
study which will provide key information that is needed to inform an
anticipated up-coming debate involving the Department, OMB and Congress on
possible changes to the Federal-Stare financing structure of the Child Support
Enforcement Program. The project will provide information for Administration
use within three months, and a longer, written report within 2ix months. The
chief product of this task order will be a description of child support
financing issues across States, including information on how States finance
the non-Federal share of administrativesexpenses and how they use such sources
of child support revenues as Federal incentive payments, and the State share
of child support collections in TANF cases. ) ' '

, Background
The Federal Government has. a strong interest in ensuring that the national’
child support system ig effective. Funding of the Child Support Enforcement
{CSE} program, however, is complicated. States get Federal payments UO cover
program costs at several different matching rates. States also get Federal
incentive payments, levy user fees, and keep a portion of TANF-related
collecrions (returning 'a portion to the Federal Government). In terms of
total dollars, States receive a net benefit from the program. In 1936, for

example, the CSE program cest the Federal Government $1.2 billion, while
States retained $407 million in excess of their costs.

The current structure of child support financing is a legacy of the 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 ro offset the cost of the cash benefits
the families received. States and the Federal Government, which shared in the

~costs of funding AFDC, retained proportional shares of collections in welfare
cases. Since 1575, however, the CSE program has served an increasing number
of families who are not on welfare, and these families now greatly ocutnumber .
welfare families in the CSE caseload. 'In- 1996, child Suppdrt collections for
non-welfare families totaled $9%.2 billion, ‘compared te $2.9 billion for
families on welfare. TANF-related colléctions, a significant source of state
CSE financing is derived, therefore, from families which now make up a
minority of the program’s caseload. ‘ '

In addiction, the policy changes under welfare reform potentially have
significant implications for child support financing. The Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), at
once, increases the rewards to Stares for reducing TANF caseloads and, on’ the
child support side. maintains rewards for wmaximizing collecctions in TANF ‘
cases. As welfare rolls drop, States lose a source of child support funding
on which they already rely disproportionately.

PRWORA also requires States to 3hére all child support collections with the
Federal Government, eliminating the “$50 pass through~ policy which allowed
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States to calculate the Federal share after subtracting the first $50 of child
support collections passed on to fsmilies. The need to share the full amount
of collections may Serve as.a disincentive for States to pass through child
support to families: about half of States have already eliminated the 550 °
pass-through since the passage of PRWORA. The requirement to share TANF-
related collections with the Federal Government may also create an unintended
incentive for Stares to serve needy families through programs funded only with
State dollars. Spending on "State-only" programs counts under the TANF
maintenance-of-effort requirement, but child support collections on behalf of
these families do not need to be shared with the Federal Government.

Over the. last several years, both the Administration and Congress have pointed
ro the need to re-examine the financing structure of the CSE program. ' In the
FY 1939 President’s Budget, the Administration stared that it will *hold a’
dialogue with the gsrakeholders of the child support program to look at ways to
address these problems and, working with Congress, will prepare legislarion.”
This task order will inform these discussions and the development of any
resulting legislation by providing information which is critical to
understanding the impact of any proposed changes in Federal policy.

Federal financing aside, Stactes construct .their financing for their child
support enforcement programs in many different ways, and incentive payments
and the State share of .child support collections on TANF cases are used '
differently in different Statres. For example, in some States, the source of
the non-Federal share pf dadministractive expenses is entirely general fund
appropriations. 1In others, it is essentially Federal incentive payments
earned in the prior fiscal year, passed through the State or county general
fund, Stares differ in the extent to which local jurisdictions contribure to
child support funding, and to the extent that localicxas receive a share of
1ncent1ve payments or TANF collections.

This task order would provide a basic description of State child support
financing across the counrtry. There are several existing and on-going studiesg
which provide some knowledge about child support financing issues. These
studies in themselves, however, do not provide a complete picture of how child
zupport funds flow in different states, nor do they explain gtate financing in
sufficient detail for narional-level policy discussions. This. task order’
would pull together what is known from these existing studies, filling in
whatever new information is needed. The task order would tell us how States
use their share of child support collecticns in TANF cases. how they use
Federal incentive paymenrts, and the socurces of funds for the non-Federal share
of adminigtrative expenses. The study would also verify and update
information on such State policies as rhe pass-cthrough of child support
collections to TANF families, disregards of child supporl paymencs in
determinatction of TANF benefir levels, “fill-the-gap* policies, and fees or
uscr charges. -

Broject Mapagamant

Child Support Finance--Page 2
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Responsibility for project management will be shared by two Co-Task Order
Menitors (TMs), one from the office of the Assistant Secretary for Plannlng
and Evaluation (ASPE) and one from the Office of Child Support Enforcement
(OCSE). The T™s will work with the contractor to identify child support
enforcement experts and will review products as needed. In addition, there
will be significant involvement. in the project by staff from the
Administration of Children and Families (ACF), and the Office of the Assistanc
" Secretary for Management and Budget (ASMB). ' ‘

The contractor shall not reléase or disclose, verbally or in writing,
information pertaining to the results or findings of work (including data
collection, analyses, draft or final papers and reports) for the period of the
task order without obtaining prior writren approval in advance {minimum 21
days prior to release) and in writing specifying: who or what is generating
the request for advance information; when and how project. results/information
would be released; and what information would be released. Failure to receive
information from the TMs does not constitute approval for releasing '
information.

Relivezableg

The contractor shall submit one camera ready copy and five copies of each !
final deliverable identified in the task order. In addition, a digital copy
of the final report shall be delivered on 3¥" disks formatted in the DOS (FAT)
format. The text, tables, and any charts or other graphlcs shall be organized
and formatted as described in the following paragraphs.

Text may be formatted in any of the commonly available word processing
programs marketed by the IBM®, Corel®, or Microsoft® corporations. Lengthy
documents should be organized into several parts and a separate file should be
provided for each part Lengthy files (more than 100K) should be avoided .if
possible. ) :

The title page, table of contents, and other front matter shall be in a- . ,
separate file. File names should contain consecutive numbers that correspond
to the numerical labels uSed in the printed version. For example, Chapter 4.
Figure 2 can be rendered as C4F2.gif. Where compatibility with earlier
versions of the software is in doubt, files shall be delivered in the
penultimate version of the software. :

Graphic figures such as bar and line charts, diagrams, and other drawings
shall be delivered in the GIF (Graphics Interchange Format) or the JPEG (Joinc
FPhotographic Experts Group) format. Even though the graphical elements may
have been merged with the text to form a single file for printing purposes,
each graphical image shall be delivered as a separate file on the disk and
must not embedded in a word processing, spreadsheet, slide show or other
composite file.

Child Support Pinance--Page 3
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This task order is on a very fast track. The basic information .on state child
support financing will be collected, synthesized, and presented in a briefing
to Department officials within three months. A longer, written report will
follow within six months. ‘

'

Task 1.0  Prepare Jasue Framework and Information Collecrion Straregy

Subtask 1.1 The contractor shall meet with the TMg and others in the
Deparctment to discuss key igasues in State financing of child
support enforcement and related study quescions. The contractor
gshall prepare an cutline of key igssues in advance of the meeting
which will include, at a minimum, major pelicy issues and a review
of existing sources of Scace level information on child supporc
financing.

Subtask 1.2 The contractor will meet with experts in the area of State child
support financing to discuss key fipancing issues, related study
gquestions, and porential sources of Stare-level information.

These experts will include appropriate individuals from non-
governmental organizations who are knowledgeable about child
support financing issues, including APWA, NaCO, NCSL, NGA, the
National Child Support Enforcement Association (NCSEA), the
National Association of State Budget 'Officers, che National
Agsociation of State Human Service Finance Officers, Center on Law
and Social Policy. Center on Budget and Policy Prioricies, the
National Women's Law Center, and the Children’s Defense Fund. The
contractoy shall work with the TMs to identify these experts.

Subtask 1.3 The contractor shall conduct a literature review and shall -
© ‘investigate existing sources of gstate-level information.

Subtask 1.4 The contractor shall prepare a briefing memo laying out an issue
framework to guide the collection of. information and an .
information collection strategy. The document will identify the
chief issues of inquiry, subparts to these issues, related study
quescicns, an information collection strateqgy and data sources to
be used. The. gontractor shall submit a draft document to the T™s
for review and - shall revise the study questions and the

information collection strategy based on their comments.
5 . .

Task 2.0 Cnllm:.and_swmlnﬁumm

Task 2.1 ‘The contractor shall attend the child support financing

consultations convened by ACF and OCSE and scheduled to take place
in July and August 1898. The contractor shall use these group
meetings to learn more about significant State financing issues.

Child Support Finance--Page 4



SENT BY:AEROSPACE BLDG. i 7-10-98 : 4:37PM : ACE/SULLE BUU - 4U2 400 9501 w1yl 10

Tusk 2.2 The contractor shall use regional meetings of State child support
enforcement program directors and State budger officers. and other
meetings identified by the TMs to meet informally with individuals
who are knowledgeable about State child support financing.

Task 2.3 The contractor will c¢larify and fill in any gaps in information
gachered through the literature review, the consultations, the
regional meetings of Stare policy officials through telephone
conversarions with individual State-level policy-makers.

Task 2.4 The contractor shall analyze and synthesize the information
collected to addresgs the study questions.

Task 3.0 Brief Depaxrment Qfficizls

Subtask 3.1 The contractor shall brief the TMs 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 cases, how they use Federal incentive
payments, and the scurces of funds for the non-Federal share of
administrative expenses. Secondary level information such as
State. policies on pass-through of child support collections to
TANF families, disregards of child support payments in
determination of TANF benefit levels, and fees or user charges. may
be omitted from this briefing, but included in the final written
report to allow more time for collection of information on these
topics. ' :

The briefing package shall contain a summary of findings; a brief
description of the information collection strategy; and pertinent
charts, tables or graphs. The contractor shall prepare and
duplicate all briefing materials. Briefing marerials reguire
prior approval by the TMs.

Tagk 4.0 Einal Writren Rgport

Subtask 4.1 The contractor shall prepare a written report which will include
an explanation of how the study’s findings address policy-relevant

issueg. The contracter ghall provide the T™™s a draft of the final
report £for review.

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

[

Child Support Finance--Fage S
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SCHEbULE CF DELIVERABLES -

TASk # DELIVERABLE DATE AFTER ANARD‘

1.1 ‘Meeting with ms, 1 week

1.4 Draft Issueg Framework and Infurmatxan 4 wceks
Collection Strategy - :
Final Issues Framewoék and Infoxm&cion 5 weeks
Collection Strategy

3.1 Drafc ériefing Materials 12 weeks
Reviged Materials 13 weeks
Departmental Briefing 14 weeks

S.1 Draft Report 20 weeks

5.2 Final Report 24-26 weeks |

Child Support Finance~-Page §
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MEMORANDUM
Date: June 18, 1998
To: John Monahan
F;‘mm : Vicki ,’Tu:etsky
Re: Child Suppén Funding Issues

This memo is an outline of my state-by-state analysis of IV-D collections per case, costs per case,’ and
cases per FTE. 1 will get you a draft paper and charts next week. I also am sending over a copy of
the Urban Institute study and their unpublished data on child support funding.

The data sugpests that program investment — funding and staff -- may be closely related to program
pecformance.” The data supports the conclusion that most child support programs may be substantially
underfunded and understaffed, and that performance may improve with increased investment.

It 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 state “profits” by focusing their collection efforts on current welfare cases. Other states, such as
Michigan,concentrate on non-welfare cases, hoosting cost-effectiveness. Other states, such as Virginia,
. have applied their collection efforts evenly across the entire caseload. Still other states, such as
Pennsylvania, have expanded their child support program to encompass all or most child support orders
entered within the state, ' o

- State performance, cost, and staffing 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 cases per FTE to 170 cases per FIE, with a national average of 373.

Staffing levels are closely related to program costs. The number of total staft employed by

state and local child support programs is closely correlated to the cost per case.  With few:

exceptions, states with higher costs had more saff, while states with lower costs had fewer
staff. ' -‘

Performance is tied to funding and staff. Three-fourths of states with below average costs
and staffing ratios had below average collection rates in 1995, Every state in the bottom -
quingile for both cost and staff had a collection rate in the bottom quintile. Conversely, three-
fourths of states with above average cost and staffing ratios had above.average collection rates.

' Costs per case exclude APD expenditures reimbursed at the enhanced 90 ptreent rate,

LUZ A WDOUL s d s 4o
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All but one state in the top quintile for both cost and staff (Utah) had a collection rate in the
top quintile, and every state had ‘an above average collection rate.

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

States with the lowest collection rates had fewer program resources. Similarly, 7 states
with collection rates in the bonom 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 staffing
ratios. States in the bottom performance quintile averaged $112 per case and had 460 cases per
FTE. : ' , 3

Performance, funding, and staffing often followed similar trends. Although more analysm
is needed, state-by-state data for 1991 through 1995 suggests that collection, cost, and staffing
ratios increased or decreased at the same time in about two-thirds of the states. In about a
quarter of states, collection rates went up as funding and staffing levels went up. In another
quarter of states, collection rates went down as funding and staffing levels went down. In an
additional haif-dozen states, collectlon cost, and staffing ratios declined during the early years,
but increased in the later yurs

A comparison of IV-D and AFDC administrative costs also suggests that the TV-D program may be'
under funded. Nationally, IV-D administrative costs were less than half of AFDC administrative costs
in 1995. Nationwide, stawes 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 well-run child
support program requires more intensive case work than states typically provide. The disparity in costs
was grealer in states with lower cost and collection rates than in states with higher cost and collection
rates. IV-D administrative costs were roughly equivalent 1o AFDC administrative costs in five states
with relatively high collection rates and costs. '

* This last pattern is consistent with gencral caseload trends. IV—D cases mcreased rapldly between 1991 and 1994, but gruwth slowed ;
94 and 1995.

* To compare 1995 AFDC and 1V-D cost per case dama, I divided AFDC administrative costs/children recipients and Iv-D expenditure
nced APD costs)/case. This calculation resulted in $380/AFDC child recipient compared to $135/1V-D casé, a 2.8 ratio. Without subtrac
wide systemns costs, 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). Using the Office of Child Support Enforcement Data to Rank the States: A
ionary Nore (1995). Current AFDC/FC cases in the TV.D caseload amounted to 7.9 million, 1.6 times the mumber of ARDC cases in 199
an average of 1.9 recipient children per AFDC case in 1995, with 4.9 million AFDC cases and 9.3 million recipient children. HHS, Aid
ilies with Dependent Children: The Baseline (June 1998).  Although a mare réfined conversion factor could be used, use of recipient chile
FDC degominator and AFDC/FC cases in the IV-D denominator allows for a rough comparison of administrative costs between AFDC a
. It a 1.4 conversion factor were used, thie I'V-D cost (less enhanced APD costs)/casc would be $145, and the ratio of AFDC o IV- D
uistrative costs would be 2, 6

* Maige, West Virginia, Hawaii, Vermont, and Kansas
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Unpublished data from the Urban Jnstitute indicates that state spending in the child suPport program
varies considerably, after taking into account fiscal capacity and child poverty fevels.” I compared the -
Urban Institute data with IV-D cost per case data to determine how many states in the top and bottom
quintiles for costs per case were paying commensurately with their ability. The data indicates that the
amount of money a state invests in its child support program is not closely rélated to its ahlhty to fund

_ the ptogram or to the proportion of poor children that it serves. . :

States with the highest TV-D costs per case Invested more in the program relative to their
fiscal capacity. All but three states 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 investment relative to capacity.

States with the highest costs per case invested more relative to their child poverty. All but
one state in the top qumnlc 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 quintile
for state investment relative to child poverty.

- States with the lowest costs per case generally had the ab:!ity to invest more. The Urban
Institute found that all but one state in the bottom quintile for cost per case (Mississippi), were
below the national median in the amount of money they spent on their child support program
relative to their fiscal capacity. Three states were in the bottom guintile for stare investment

~relative to capacmy f

'States with the lowest costs per case generally had the highest child poverty rates. Evcry
state in the bottom quintile for cost per case was below the national median in state child
support spending relative to their child poverty. Seven states were in the bottom quintile for
state investment relative to child poverty. ‘

The data also supports the conclusion that financing mechanisms that allow some states to retain
substantial “profits” sometimes rewards performance, but just as often rewards miserly investment. In
addition, the current distribution of welfare collections according to a reverse FMAP rate appears 10
short-change poorer states. [n 1995, three-fourths of states made a “profit™ from the child support
program, that is, the state share of revenues exceeded the state share of costs. The remaining one-
fourth had a “deficit,” that is, the state share of costs cxceeded the state share of revenues. ‘

. Some of the states with the largest “profits” have the worst performance 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 hottom quintile for collection
rates. In addition, Rhode Island, Indiana, and Michigan are in the bottom quintiles for cost and

“ Ina recent study, the Urban Institute analyzed stares’ fiscal capacity, child poverty rates. fiscal effort. and spending levels in federall
ren's programs. The study concluded that many states with low fiscal capacities also have high child poverty rates. The study also conc!
fiscal effort is not closely related 1o fiscal capacity, but is inversely related 10 child poverty rates, The District of Columbm was Bot mclv

See¢ Duouglas, Toby and Kimura I'*’lores Federal and Szatc Funding of Children’s Programs (March 1993) :


http:investme.nt
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staff. These states had very low costs per case; more welfare cascs and feWer non-welfare |
cases; lower FMAP rates; and lower family payments.

Other states with large “profits” are top performers. Of the ten states with the largest o
profits, five had above average collection rates. Three states -- Pennsylvania, Maine, and

South Dakota-- are in the top quintile for collections. These states had larger welfare collections
and sometimes lower costs, along with fewer non-welfare cascs; lower FMAP rates; and lower
family payments.

Most states with the largest “deficits” are poorer states. Of the ten states with the largest
“deficits,” five had below average and five had above average collection rates. Five states had
above average and five had below average spending and staff. Most states had a larger
proportion of non-welfare cases than welfare cases. Most states had below average cost-
effectiveness ratios. Most states had higher FM AP rates and higher family payments, both |
characteristics of poorer states. Most states are “low ablhty states in the Urban Institute smdy
--states with low fiscal capacity and high child poverty.

" The Urban Institure devclopecl an indcx that combum the statc’s per capita income and its child poverty levels m dctermmc “high-abi
-ability” s@wcs by camparing each state’s level of persounal income relanVe w the proportion of poor u!nldren in the siate.
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AGENDA

CONSULTATION MEETING:
kCHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT FINANC[NG OPTIONS

. Friday, July 31, 1998 .
1:30-4:30 PM : .
Room 800, Hubert H. Humphrey Building
Moderator: David Siegel, OCSE

. i Introduction
John Monahan
Prmc:pa Deputy Assistant Secrctary ACF
fi Greetmgs from OCSE Commissioner Dawd Gray Ross (5 minutes)

A Inwoductions (30 minutes)
All participants

Child Support Fiscal Year 1999 Budget Language : (10 minutes)

i
Audrey Smolkin
fi Current Child Support Financing © (5-10 minutes)

Tom Killmurray

i Introduction of Lewin and Assoc1ates ,

Linda Meilgren
- Lewin and Associates - o é'(5~10 minutes)
Mike Fishman | ‘
John Tapogna
i BREAK (I35 minutes)
fi Open Discussion: Next Steps for consultation (30 minutes)
fi. Open Discussion: Child Support financing issues (60 minutes)

i Wrapup ’ | - (10 minutes)



TUL-28-1998 17:45  FROM - m 94567431 P.B3
. | S ' | . DOCUMENT JAM



Cynthia A. Rice ‘ 07/29/98 01:01:02 PM

]
Record Type:  Record

To: Lauren Griffen

cc: Andrea Kane/OPD/EQOP

Subject: fwd: Child Support Flnancmg Consultation + + + Handouts-

Wh o . ,

Forwarded by Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP on 07/29/98 01:05 PM
- Diana Fortuna , l:\ R 07/29/98 09:01:19
P I\Fr r. |

" Record Type: Record '

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

cc:
Subject: fwd: Chrld Support Financing Consultation + + +Handouts

Forwarded by Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP on 07/29/98'09:06 AM

Lauren Griffin <Igriffi1 @ os. dhhs gov>
07/28/98 02 06: 14 PM

Please respond to Igriffi1@os.dhhs. gov
Record Type: Record

To: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOR

cc:
Subject fwd Child Support Fmancrng Consultatron+ + +Handouts

Hi Diana

Attached are 3 documents for the meeting on Friday (the agenda; invitee
list, and a one-pager re: the current Financing 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 introducing
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 thé meeting on F_ridey?

Ron asked specifically whether someone form the White House would be


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

attending.

Let me know if you need other information.

Original Text : ’

From: David H Slegel@OCSE DCS@ACF WDC, on ?328}’98 7: 53 AM:

To: Amanda Barlow@OLAB@ACF.WDC, Anne F Donovan@OCSE.COO@ACF. WDC, Audrey
Smolkin@ASMB.BUDG@0S.DC; Eileen C Brooks@OLAB@ACF.WDC, Elizabeth C '
Matheson@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC, INTERNET[Imeligre@OSASPE.DHHS.GOV],
INTERNETImahern@OSASPE.DHHS.GOVI, James Ivery@10S.IGA@0S.DC, Jamie
Kendall@OAS@ACF.WDC, Lauren Griffin@ASL@0S.DC, Mary' Cohen@OLAB@ACF.WDC,
Paul Legler@OCSE.OC@ACF.WDC, Robert C Harris@ OCSE.COO@ACF.WDC, Samara
Welnstem@OAS IGA@ACF.WDC, Shannon Rudisill@OAS@ACF.WDC

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

R Maller@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC, Joan Lombardi@OAS@ACF.WDC, John
Monahan@OCAS@ACF.WDC, Leon McCowan@ORA@ACF.DAL, Michael Kharfen@OPA@ACF wDC,
Reginia Ryan@OCSE COO@ACF.WDC, Tom Killmurray@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC

As we move closer to Friday's consuttatlon we movmg to have ‘the Handouts
ready “in final."

Attached you will fine.three (3) Handouts. They include: . - . o
o The agenda (agenda.073)....this is in Word Perfect
o The invitees (invite.073)....this is in Word Perfect

o One-pager describing current child support fmancmg
{fmansum doc)...in WORD :

Another documents that will be used as a Handout is the already
OMB-approved 2- -page document entltled "consultation questions” which you .
already have. ; N . o , , B

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? .

| believe these are all the items we discussed at our meeting last week. S N
If there are other suggested Handouts, please give me a call so we can ' g S
discuss. Thanks. - :

David Snegel S
- Office of Child Support Enfarcement HHS
202-401-9373

b

o

- agenda.0?3

-

4 - finansum.doc

. invi“te.073‘
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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 Bulldmg
'Moderator: Dav1d Slegel OCSE

Introduction
John Monahan
Pnnc1pal Deputy A551stant Secretary, ACF

Greetings from OCSE Commlssroner David Gray _Ross" (5 minutes)

Introductions
Al participants

(30 minutes)

Chlld Support Fiscal Year 1999 Budget Language (10 m1nutes)

Audrey Smolkin

Current Child Support F1nanc1ng
minutes) _ :
Tom Klllmurray

Introduction of Lewin and Assoc1ates
Linda Mellgren

-- Lewin and Associates
minutes) '
Mike Fishman
J ohn Tapogna

BREAK
minutes)

. Open Discussion: Next Steps for consultation
m1nutes)

Open Discussion: Child Support financing issues
minutes)

(5-10

(5-10

ﬁ5
(30

(60



Wrap-up I (10
minutes) o ' | ‘
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July 29, 1998

* child support Entorcement Program Financing B

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

The Federal Government reimburses States on an open-ended, entitlement basis for 66% of
all allowable admmrstratlve expendltures on child support activities -- locating parents
establishing paternities, estabhshlng orders, and collecting payrnents The Federal
Government also provides a 80% matching rate (up to a cap of $400 million) for approved .
state e){‘penditures on developing and improving automated systems and 90%. for laboratory
costs of blood tests required to establish a patemnity. FY 1996 data indicates Federal ‘
spending for this stream at approximately $2.0 brlhon while ‘State spending amounted to
approxrmately $1 0 billion.

The non—federal share of chlld support collectlons ass1gned to the State by pubhc assistance

. applicants as a condrt_ron of receiving assistance prov.lde a second stream of funding. These
- assigned collections (reduced by the Federal share of collections) for a family on TANF can’

be used at State discretion. After a family leaves TANF, the State can still attempt to collect
assigned arrearages to-recover the costs of assistance payments made to the family when it -
was on TANF. Assigned collections are shared between the State and the 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% of these
collections. FY 1996 data indicates the State share of collectlons at approxrmately $1.0
billion whrle the net Federal share was $888 rmlhon PR ;

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 and non-TANF collections, calculated separately. Based on
dollars collected and collections per dollar of administrative expenditures (cost

. effectiveness), States can receive incentive payments up to 10% of collections in both TANF

and noh-TANF parts 6f the program. The specific payrnent percentage for varying ranges of
cost effectiveness is spelled out in statute. :Non-TANF incentive payments are capped at

© 115% of the amount of TANF incentive payments States may use incentive payments in any

way they wish. A new 1ncent1ve system, enacted under P.L. 105-200, will pay incentives to .
states accordmg to their performance on key, statutory 1ndrcators and performance standards



July 29, 1998

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 paymerits to States at '
approximately $409 m11110n ‘ :

« A fourth stream of money comes from State fees and cost-rec;overy States fhay. 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 approx1mately $37 million. ' a
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Invitational List

CSE Financing Options Consultatipn‘MeetingA

"IV-D Representatives:

- Jerry Fay -

100 Cambridge Street B :
Boston, Massachusetts 02139

(617) 626- 3933 ’ e

Diana Durham McLoud ‘ :

401 South Clirton Street, 7th Floor .
Chicago, IL 60601 ‘ :
(312) 793- 4163

fax (202) 793-0269

CALIFORNIA

Leslie Frye

FLORIDA

Patricia Piller, 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 , o

- Jim Hennessey, Director
Bureau of Collections,:
Department of Human Services
Hoover Building - 5th Floor .
Des Moines, .IA 50319

Phone (515)281-5580
FAX:(515)281—8ﬁ54'

MABXLAED R - .Y
Clifford Layman, Executive Dlrector
Child Support Enforcement Admlnlstratlon
311 West Saratoga Street :
BRaltimore, MD 21201 o

Phone (410)767-7674 or 767~ 7358
FAX:(410)333-8992

PAGE 1
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MICHIGAN

Wallace Dutkowskl, Director

Office of Child Support
Department of Social Services

P.O. Box 30478

Lansing, MI 48909-7978

(Street Address: 7109 W. Saglnaw Hwy.,
. Lahsing, MI) .

Phone (517)373- 7570

FAX: (517)373-4980

MINNESOTA

Laura Kadwell, Director
Office of Child Support Enforcement
Department of ‘Human Services
444 Lafayette-Road, 4th floor
St Paul, MN 55155 1846
Phone (612)297 -8232
AX:(612)297-4450
MONTANA
Mary Ann Wellbank Admlnlstrator
Child Support Enforcement Division :
Department of Social and Rehabilitation Serv1ces
P.O. Box 202943Helena, MT 59620 : :
{Street Address 3075 N. Montana’ Ave. Sulte 112, Helena; MT
59620) ' , :
(406)442- 7278
FAX: (406)442- 1370

NEBRASKA

Daryl D. Wusk CSE Admlnlstrator

Child Support. :Enforcement Office:
Department of Health and Human Serv1ces
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

Division of Child Support Services
Office of Program Support '
Department of Health and Human Services
6 Hazen Drive -

Concord, New Hampshlre 03301

" ‘Phone (609271-4287

FAX: (609)588-3369

PAGE 2



. NEW_YORK
Robert Doar, Director g
Office of Child Support Enforcement~
Department of Social Serv1ces
P.O. Box 14
Albany, NY 12260-0014
(Street Address: One Commerce Plaza,
Albany, NY 12260) A

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

Congressional Staff Participants:'

Cassie Bevin
~ House Ways and Means Human
- Resgourcesg Subcommlttee

Nle Gwynn

Minority Staff

House Ways and Means Human .-
Resources subcommlttee '

’Ron Hasklns .

‘House Ways and Means Human = . =«
Resources’ Subcommlttee :

‘Barbara Pryor .

Office of Senator Rockefeller

. Doug Steiger

PACE 3 -



Minority Staff k
. Senate Finance Committee

Carmen Solomon-Fears
Congressional Research Service

Alec Vachon
Senate Finance Committee

OMB: .
Edwin Lau
State Organizationé:

-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 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 Krumbiegel _

National Governors Association

444 North Capitol Street, Suite 267
(202) 624-5361 20001-1512 '
fax (202) 624-5313

Advocacy Organizations:

Geraldine Jenseén
ACES | | o
723 Phillips Avenue, Suite J

PAGE 4



©(202) 328-5145, ext o

Toledo, Ohio 43612 .
(419) 472-0047
fax (419) 472-6295

»
E RN

Doug Besharov : -
American Enterprlse Instltute '
1150 17th Street NW - :
Washington, DC‘20036

(202) 862-6290

fax (202)

Wendell Prlmus

Center for Budget and Prlorltles

820 1lst Street ’
Washington, D.C. 20002

{202) 408-1080 - : L
(202) 408 -1056 L : e

David Pate’ ' E o
Center for Fathers, Families and Public Policy
121 South Pickney, Suite 310

Madison, Wisconsin 53703

(608) 257-3148

Vlcky Turetsky , ' o
Center for Law and 8001a1 Pollcy (Clasp)
1616 P. Street, N.W., -Suite 150"
‘Washington, D.C. 20036

fax (202) 328—5195 _ﬁ?gq
Nancy Ebb '
Children's Defense Fund
25 E Street N.W. :
Washington, D. C.. 20001
(202) 662-3538

fax: 202 662-3560

David Levy, Esqg. Y
Children's Rights Counc11
220 ‘Eye Street S.E. - -
Washington, D.C: 20002
(202) 547-6227 = -
fax (202) 546-4272"

Ronald Mincy - .
Ford Foundation

320 East 43rd.Street
New York, New York. 1001?
(212) -573-4719 :
Fax i{212) 351-3658

PAGE 5






Jeffery Johnson =
National Center for Strateglc Nonprofit Planning and Community
Partnership

1133, 20th Street, N.W., Suite 210 °
Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) -822-6725 ‘

fax (202) 822-5699

Joel' Bankes -

National Child Support Enforcement Association
Hall of States

444 North Capitol Street, Sulte 414
Washington, D.C. 20001-1512

(202) 624-8180 '

ffax {202) 624-8828

Joan Entmacher
National Partnership for Women and Famllles
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
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 588-5180 ,

fax (202) 588-5185

PAGE 7
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DRAFT - DRAFT - DR.AFT - DRAFT - DRAFT - DRAFT ~— DRAFT

/P 90% ’9},

Chlld Support Enforcement Flnanc1ng

Stakeholders Dlalogue ,

i

Consultation Process .

o Introduce crltlcal questlons to key stakeholders to 1n1t1ate
dlscuSSLOn .and generate 1deas ' ' : =

o Seek‘inputffrom stakeholders on prineipal"pelicy‘option~ E
) SRS T T g * R B ‘)
"Stakehelder'Consultatien'StrateQX*f' .

1. fMeet. tof“diseuSS critical queStions (either . jointly for
' 'separately) with: .- - o ‘ o - _ ,

‘ ;Qi o Iv-D DigSCtors’(éontéCtyly;ﬁ\ﬁiresters to dGSiQnate‘Qne .
£9-D Dizectox representative per Pedersl Regioh) .
e . “state;'fédétai;gand advoCasy.representattyeS;v\ SR
io Key Congressienai Staﬁf»rylf f&:h}' ‘.‘{,‘ﬁ_ - j; o
~f§4 APWA, NGAA:NACO ana‘Ncst::' L ¢ ' :“ ~'“3"1 :‘}j;
2. .tSeek‘outsidehcentracter assistance with iséﬁééén§l§sis;3 i

3. 'Finalize’proposal and{share‘with above stakeholders.

”Consultation~Questiensﬂr

1., What fundlng mechanlsm for the Chlld support progran would
" - maximize collections to children? How do the various program.
"fundlng streams serve. other program interests?'

2. To what extent does States' -ablllty to set up separate State

assistance programs ‘under TANF undermlne the Federal share of |
‘child Support;col;ectlons and what actlon, if any,vls needed
‘to protect the Federal. investment in the program? '

A
R EUR



'

Does the ablllty of some States to receive more fundlng from
1ncent1ves and their share of collections then: they expend ‘on
the IV-D, program under the ex1st1ng flnanClng structure serve
as: an 1ncent1ve to improving serv1ces -and. 1ncrea51ng support”

‘to famllles° Does the ex1stlng flnanc1ng structure falrly

balance Federal and State 1nvestments in the program°

.t
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Cynthia --

Here is HHS’s proposal for what we could share with states on child support financing. It’s 7
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 -
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Major Options for Child Suppért Enfbnfcem'ent Financing

The Administratdon will consult whh' its Stakeholders on three major options for financing -
child support enforcement. These options are not exclusive of each other and elements of
tbese options can be combined in various ways.

" 1. Maxtmizing Performance Option. There are currenily two major sources of Federal

funds for the child support program, 8 Federal matoh for administralive expenditures (66%)
and incentives funds paid to States. Assuming that H.R. 3130 is passed and signed by the
President, the incentives will be pald to Staics based upon State performance. The Federal
share: of expenditures is currendy approximately $2.3 billion and the incentives arc $.4
billion. Under the Maximizing Performance Option, the proportion of the total financing for
the child suppost enforcement program which is based upan State performance would be
increased. The proportion that ts based upon the Federal match would be reduced or
eliminated o make the total financing change cost neutral. Such a change could be phased-
in. : '

2. Maximizing Simplicity Option.  Currently, TANF recipicats must assign their right to-
child support collections to the State when they apply for assistance. Child support
collections in TANF cases are still split between the Federal and State govemments based
upon the FMAP raie, even though the major welfare program has hecome a block grant .
program. Some people believe that this may encourage States to set up separate State .1
programs and thereby divert child support collections from the Federal government. Under
the Maximizing Simplicity option, the financing for the child support program would be

- changed so that States retain all assigncd TANF collections. Altematively, the State share
would be based upon a simpler split, rather than the FMAP, such as a S0/50 split. In order . -

to make this cost neutral, (a) the Federal match could either be reduced, either on a varying

- Stae basxs. or on a uniform national basis, or (b) savings offacts would have to be identified

slsewherc

3. Maximizlng Payments to Families Option. Curremly child support collections for
TANF recipicnts are pmd 1o the State (with certain limited exceptions in some States).
TANF recipients receive "welfare payments®, not “child support”. Arguably, all child
support payments ought to go to families, even if the family is on welfare, and welfare
payments would supplememt child support, not visa/versa. Under the Maximizing Payments
to Families option all child suppon payments (or alternatively, a minimum amount) would b
paid or "passed through” 1w TANF recipients. A disregard of the child support payments
from income could be either mandated or a State opton. In addition, uther policies to
maximize payments to families, such as eliminating the tax refund offset exception o the
"Famnly First” digtribution policy, could also be aduptcd If this option {s to be cost neuml
savings offsets would have 1°] bc identified elscwherc

To0TAL P.02
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Child Support Enforcement FinancingA \.,ﬁ / M o
L  Goals
X o Serve all chilcEcn inIv-D programl' includs "% oot chidrern
o P o sl T e e e

Create proper incentives for States. focalities, parenis and all additionalstakeholders

AT
e —"
Lot
L
[ )

HOP o  Preventsystemtic d;versxon of child support coliections to State-only programs under
TANTI

0 Meaximize cost effective prograra operations and effedtie progem maﬁ'e i b
L Promote financing simplification where appropriate '

II.  Process

A.  Develop parameters and options

V) Stakeholder consuliation
0 Seek outside contractor assisiance with issuc analysis
o Internal development of options (ongoing adjustments as information from

contractors and consultations {s considered)
B. Finalize proposal with stakeholders
C The Administrativn, working with Congress. will prepare legislation

1. Stakeholder Consultation

Two-phase approach:
o Consult with key stakeholders on critical questions
o I[V-D Directors {contact IV-D Dxrectors ) des1gnate one IV-D Director

representative per Federal Region) -

o Human Service Directors
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o~ State (mcludmg APWA, V("A NACO und \'(‘S‘L) Federel, and advocacy
representatives

.0 Key Congressional staff

© Seek input from stakeholders on general approach
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1.  Incentive Effect

; - --What funding mechanista for the child support program would create the nght mcentn es
10 serve chﬂdren"

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

o : As the non-TANF caseload grows and the average income of families served may
‘ increase, what are the current impediments 10 receiving IV-D services? X

~~What subgroups arc currcntly underserved and what incentives would serve them better?

L - How can the pmgmm be siructwed in order to raise the total number of children

st o teceive dufd upport both ta 2 out of e T-D Syster &

--How Jdo the various program funding st:cams serve other program interests at the Stare and
local as well as the Federal levels?

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

° Does the current law regardmg paymenwigf the CSE costs by families
: g - am? 1f not, what

lemarives woula' P:ener accomplish program goals’

bolonts Yt Conmmitmgit fo Se0UE [urr1ih wsth Heil ObikFy o p»\-,
Federal/State Investment h’ Seru\ ey

a2

--To what extent does States' ability 1o 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 mve;tmenl 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 réccive more in Federal funding plus the state share of TANF

. collections than they expend on the program structure. /oes this serve as an incentive to
improving services and increasing support to families? In addition. what types of activities
are these fimds currently spent on? <

--Does the existing financing structure fairly balance Federal and State/local investments in
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the program?

What impact has the high cffecitve match rate had on rhe ability of . States o W
child support programs? \
C effeckiely et

Administrative Simplicity and Program Flexibility

--What aspects of the curremt funding structure are admamstranvcly complicated or
hurdensome?

“«~Does the cwrent incentive structwre quppon appropriate Stateﬂo:al innovations in CSE?

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

--What changes in the current funding structure would help States/localities better integrate
their CSE and TANF program while continuing 10 provide high quality services to non-
- TANF populations?

 External Issucs

--What changes about the curent tundmg structure would advocates recommend if they
could change anything? -

~-How would any fundmg change affect the way child support enforcement services are
provided to children and families?

--How will funding changes fitinto the historical context of the program and within the past
six ycars of increased federal presence and direction, including PRWORA?

. ~How would' any funding changes be viewed by the ‘genéral public and by the media?



Major Approaches for Child Support Enforcement Financing
| 5 .

The Administration will consuli with its Stakeholders oajor approaches for financing child
support enforcement. These approaches are not exclusive of each other and elements of these
approaches can be combined in various ways.

S Tacenbies g - | |
1. demkh\g-llerfenmv.? Approach. There are currently two major sources of Fed.eral

- funds for the child support program, a Federal match for admninistrative expenditures (66 %) and

1
| ncentives

incentives funds paid to Siates. 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 currently approximately $2.3 billion and the incentives are $.4 billion. Under the
WAPPYO&CI]' the proportion of the total financing for the chiid support .

enforcement program which is based upon State performance would be increased. The proportion
that is based upon the Federal match would be reduced to make the total financing change cost

neutral. Such a change could be phased-in.

2. ﬁwﬂm&b{ Simplicity Approach. Currently, TANF recipients must assign their nght to
child support collections to the State when they apply for assistance. Child support collections
in TANF cases are still split between the Federal and State governments based upon the FMAP
rate, even though the major welfare program has become a block grant program. Some people
believe that this may encourage States 10 set up scparate State programs and thereby divert child
support collections from the Federal government. Under the *Maximizing’Simplicity Approach,”
the financing for the child support program would be changed so that States retain alf assigned

TANF collections. Alternatively, 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 on a varying State basis, or on a uniform national basns, or (b) savings offsets would have

to be identified elsewhese. o

3. M Payments to Famllics Approach. Currently, child support collections for TANF
recipients are paid to the State (with certain limited cxceptions in some States). TANF cecipients
receive "welfare payments”, not “"child support”. Arguably, all child support payments ought
to go to families, even if the family is on welfare, and welfare payments would supplement child
support, not visa/versa. Unaer the “Maximimaymems to Families Approach” all child
support payments (or alternatively, a minimum amount) would be paid or "passed through" 10
TANF reciplents. A disregard of the child support payments from income could be either
mandated or a State option. In addition, other policies to maximize payments to families, such
as eliminating the tax refund offset exception to the "Family First" distribution policy, could also

be adopted. If this Approach is to be cost neutral, savings offsets would have to be identified
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Diana Fortuna

I ) 04/08/98 12:35:44
H ¥, |
24 =
Record Type: Record -
To: *  Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP

cc:
Subject Let-me know if the attached strlkes you as haV|ng any problems, if you have a chance

This is the transmlttal Ietter for repeallng the child support hold harmless provision. | have
confirmed.w/HHS that the impetus for the original hold harmless provision was to protect states
due to new policies that reqmred them to pass along more collections.to families who had recently
left welfare, and not to protect them from caseload reductions.

| 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

f
-, ! .,-*"@
-

: ‘\f,—-V/’/Edwin Lau ' 04/08/98 12:02:21 PM

Record Type Record

To: . Diana Fortuna/OPD/EQOP

cc: " Melinda D. Haskins/OMB/EOP, Keith J. Fontenot/OMB/EOP, Anil Kakani/OMB/EOP, WendyA
) | Taylor/OMB/EOP

Subject Proposed new language for child support hold harmless transmittal letter

Dlana The following is your insert to the transmittal Ietter with our edits. Please let us know if. you
are 0. k with this version. :
Forwarded by Edwin Lau/OMB/EOP on 04/08/98 11:33 AM

Diana Fortuna T 7 04/06/98 05.11.30
RI

Record Type: Record

To: Edwin Lau/OMB/EOP@EOP

ccy 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 | did with assistance from
HHS (although they haven't seen this version or signed off on it). What do you think? |am not

sure | 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 TANF are projected to decline for reasons unrelated to family first



distribution effects. The most significant cause of the projécted 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 Isince-they-save-money-when-familiesleave-
walfarg}. 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 welfare 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 ch|ld support collectnons-—Eo:—thm—masm&pled—w&t-h-the-naad—

MMmema we propose n:s repeal ln addmon we belleve that

: ellmmatlng the hold harmless guarantee will mcrease incentives for states to continue maxum:zmg
TANF-related collectxons
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Diana Fortuna [ ) 04/13/98 04:31:15
B

Record Type: Record

To: Cynthta A, Rxce/OPD/EOP

U
ceC: '

Subject Do you think you'll have a chance to look at th|s7‘~ -

L— [ e

Forwarded by Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP on 04/13/98 04:31 PM
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o~ -/ Edwin Lau 04/08/98 12:02: 21 PM
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~ Record Type: Record

To: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EQOP
ce: Melinda D. Haskins/OMB/EOP, Keith J. Fontenot/OMB/ECP, Anil Kakani/OMB/EOP, Wendy A.
Taylor/OMB/EOP

Subject: Proposed new language for Chlld 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 L ) 04/06/98 05:11:30
o

Record Type: Record

To: Edwin Lau/OMB/EQOP@EOP

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

Here is a proposed new paragraph on the hold harmless provision that | did with assistance from
HHS {although they haven't seen this version or signed off on it}. What do you think? | am not

sure | 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 1V-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 TANF 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 {since-theysaveraoney-when-families-leave-

weltare}. 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 welfare are able to keep the child support payments that formerly went to the state and



W

"‘»

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-coliections 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 chlld support collectuons—E@;—th«s—;aa-s-en,—soupLad—wsth—tha-need-

ta-tha—Eodmal—and-S;a:e—gouemmen@s we propose its fepeal In addmon we belleve that

eliminating the hold harmless guarantee will increase incentives for states to continue maximizing
TANF-related collections. :



