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'
[3/10/99] Draft Plan -~ April CSE Financing National M
Expectations '

. The number of comprehensive proposals we'll receive is unknown; the current estimate is
between 2 and 5, mostly from advocates. In addition, we cxpect a large number of specific
recommendations that focus on one or a few elements of CSE financing, or propose additional
principles.

. We expect to receive most of the recommendations by Ma:ch 31, but a few morc will pmbably
trickle in through the first two weeks of Apnil.

Analysis of Recommendations

As comprehensive proposals arc received, OCSE will: :
. Pcrform an overall zmalysns to comipare the proposal to the Administration's principlcs and to

detect apparcnt omissions, contradictions, etc.
. Contact the submitting party, if necessary for clarity.
. To the extent possible, prepare a cost analysis.

. Prepare an analysis of the possible effects of the proposal on children and families, the federal
government, State and local governments (similar in some respects to the "levers” chart) and
attempt to identify catcgories of potential cost avoidance. :

As specific recommendations are received, OCSE w:ll

. Tally the specific recommendations, and note the source by type of orgmuzauon similar to
analyses of comments on NPRMs,
T . Prepare an analysis of the possible effects of these recommendations as was done in the “levers®
chart,

Then, OCSE will prepare the tallies and analyses for usc at the meeting. Some information, such as the
counts and typcs of specific recommendations, will be posted on the ACF website for advance review by
participants and other interested parties. To the cxtent possible, actual recommendations or proposals will
also bc made available in advancc «

Conduct of the April Meeting:

» The mecting will initially be scheduled for two days, but will be designed to take less time if the
number of recommendations and participants allows. The first part of the meeting will be devoted to a
presentation of proposals and a summary of specific rccommendations; the second part will involve
general discussion and the search for common ground. Formal votes would not be taken,

e  Submitters would be invited to join in the presentation of their own proposals, with additional federal
or other staff recruited to scrve as co-presenters, as necessaty.

* OCSE would not be neutral in the discussion, axpressmg views consistent with the Administration's

. principles as necessary.

"~ » Tf we receive no comprehensive proposals at alL we would propose to base the meeting on a set of
options we would construct from the basic ideas we know to be under discussion or plausible
altematives, taken from the levers piece, the consultations, and any specific recommendations we

" receive.
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Details about the April Meeting:

. Judge Ross will write to the States and others who received the letter from John Monahan,
- asking them to reserve April 27 and 28, We learned of no direct conflicts in querying the national
. organizations, but the TV-D Directors have a national mecting scheduled the next week (week of
May 2) in Michigan, and it might be difficult for many of them to bc out of town two weeks in a
row.
OCSE will explorc possible sites for the meeting, including Room 800 or Stonchenge.

. We would not accept proposals under conditions in which we knew the author, but would be
expected to conceal the author's identity. Howcver, if we receive proposals from a source that does
not necessarily endorse the proposal(s) or does not identify the author, we could consider such
proposals.

- We would allow a period of time after the moctmg for paxﬁmpants to add suggestions or correct
or confirm positions they take. .

. OCSE will explore the idea of publishing a summary of the discussion.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES
< Office of the Assistant Secretary, Suile 600
. , 370 L'Enfant Promenade, S.W.
© - Washington, D.C. 20447

February 24, 1999
Dear Colleague:

The Administration for Children and Families (ACF) began work in
1998 Lo examine the financing system for the nation’s Child
Support Enforcement program. As part of this work, we held a
number of consultations around the country in which many States,
Congressional statf, and intercsted advocates participated.

These discussions provided a useful exchange of ideas on many
topics related to program financing including the effect of
falling TANF cascloads on State program revenue, the complexity
of the current financing system, incentive funding, pass-through
of collections directly to families, and cost—recovery.

As a result of these discussions, the Administration is conV1ncpd
that changes in thce financing structure must be examined
carefully. ACF will convene a meeting in Washington, D.C,, ,
~within the next two months {(on a date Lo be announced), to focus
~directly on the question of policy and legislative changes that
may be needed to atrenqthen or simplify the financing of Chlld
Support Entorcement,

This is the invitation for your organization to participate in
the national meeting and to provide us with advice and direction
in preparation for the meeting. We are extending this same
invitation to all States and organizations, which have expressed
interest in financing issues., It your office is not the
appropriate one to consider such & reguest for advice and
recommendations, pleasc forward this letter to the correct office
within your State or organization. ‘

The minutes of the FY 1998 consultation meetings, reflecting the-
comments and advice that were provided to us, may be found at Lhe
Office of Child Support's website: http://www.acf.dhbs.gov/
programs/cse/fcr/cslin.htm In addition, we contracted with the
Lewin Group, a policy research organjzation, o gather factual
data regarding CSE financing-at the federal, state, and local


http:http://www.acLdhhs.gov
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Page 2

‘levels. The Lewin reporl. has been widely distributed in draft,
but if you do not have a copy we would be happy to supply one.

" As the next step in Lhis consultation process, we wish to invite
you, and other stakeholders, to ofter rocommendations on how best
to improve the financing for child support enforcement. Our plan
is to use the national meeting Lo revieow and analyze the written
recommendations we receive, and to consider other recommendations
that stakeholders may have. The intent is to facilitate =&
structured dialogue among stakeholders regarding the advantages
and disadvantages of various approaches to improving the overall
Child Support financing system. We will analyze the
recommendations we receive in advance of the meeting, using data
from Lhe Tewin Group study, as appropriate, to shed some light in
an objective way on the consecquences of different financing
approaches., :

Most likely, stakeholders wishing to offer recommendations or
advice on Child Support financing will want bto consider the
programmatic and [iscal effects of their recommendations,

. especially as they rclate (a) to families, (b) to State, local
and federal cost neulrality, and {c) to the need for changes in
laws and policies. The more bomprehensive the advice we receive,
in addressing all the different aspects of child support
financing, the more helpful it will be in Lhe context of the

national mecting. In order to allow time for analysis bhefore our
discussion ol Lhe different approaches that may be recommended,
we would prefcer to have your written comments by March 31, 1999.

The following principles, which will guide our analysis and Lhe
conduct of the national meeting, werc included in the President’s
fiscal year 2000 budget. The principles are based in part on the
consultations we conducted last year:

- Maximize collections and support for all families in the child
support program, including the hardest to serve;

. Maximize paternity cstablishment, financial and medical support
ecstaplishment, collections oun current qupport and on arrcars, and
cost etfficiency; ~

Give priority to increasing payments Lo Tamilies, while ensuring
federal budget cost neutrality@;

! Federal budget cost neutrality doeg not imply & cap on the program. The
program would still be expected to grow annually, as projected in the
President's Budget. However, financing recommendations should not be based on
the cexpectation of any new or expanded sources of federal funds.
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Create incentives [or adequate State and local investment of
statf and resources needed for improved program performance; and

Promote national standards and ease of interstate case
processing, while maintaining State flexibility.

The qoal of this proccss is not necessarily to develop a
consensus among the stakeholders and other participants, and the
Administration, aboul formal proposals for legislation this year.
I't,is our hope, however, that this dialoguce will increase the
likelihood that all participants will have Lhe oppoctunity to
understand the consequences of approaches they may support, based
on the best available data, and to assess thoe likely impact of:
other participants’ ideas. .
For further information about the national meeting, or to discuss
the Administration's efforts to consult with States and advocacy
organizations on Child Support Enforcemenl Financing, please
contact Michael W. Ambrose in the Office of Child Support
Enforcement. Mr. Ambrose can be reached al (202) 205-8740, or
via intcrnet at Mambrose@ACE.DHHS.GOV.

Sincerely,

John Monahan .
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Children and Families

State IV-D Directors
ACY Regional Administrators

Q
0
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Improving Child Support Enforcement: The Child Support Enforcement Program establishcs

and cnforces the support obligations owed by noncustodiul parents to their children. The program
is administcred by States and Jocalities, and reccives most of its funding from the Federal
government. States receive Federal reimbursement for administrative costs at several different
match rates as well as Federal incentive payments. States also levy user fees and kegp a sharc of
‘TANF-related collections, returning a share to the Federal government. In 1998, Federal costs
for the program totaled $1.4 billion ($2.4 billion in gross costs; $945 million retained by the
Federal Govemmem from collcctions).

Last year, the Administration began consulting with stakeholders in the child support program to
review issues regarding its financing structure. The Administration sought views on how well -
the current financing structure rewards program performance, provides incentives for State and

local investment in the program, and supporis good outcomes for families. Shortly afler these {
consuliations concludg, in AM 1999, the Administration will submit legislatien to Conglcss f/’? L; I
; 3 ﬁ’ JUA apAgIEAS ¢
proposing financing changes b n the following principles: b ?‘ .
64;."1.
. Maximize collections and support for all fannhes m\the child support program, mcludmg W
families receiving TANF, former TANF and other poor familics; o

. ‘Maximive performance in patcrnity cstablishment, order establishment, collections on
current support, collections on arrears, cost cfficiency, medwa! support establishment,
and interstate case processin ng;

. Give priority to increasing paymcntxs'lo familics, whilc cnsuring the Federal budget cost
ncutrality of the overall legislative proposal; and

. Create proper incentives for adequate State and local investment of staff and resources
needed for lmprovcd program perfonmance.

The budget bcgins to addrcss {inancing -issucs by: 1) conforming the match rate for paternity .
testing with the basic administrative match rate; and 2) repealing the hold harmless provision
established under the welfare reform law. With the goal of increasing collections, the budget
proposes to reinstate the pre-welfure reform policy of mandatory review of support orders for
families receiving TANF. In addition, the budget includes $6.5 million in 2000 in new resources
to invesligate and prosecute the most egregious child support violators.
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PRINCIPLES FOR CHILD SUPPORT FINANCING LLEGISLLATION

. Maximize collections and support for all families in the child support program, including
familics reeciving TANF, former TANF and other poor familics;

. Maximize performance in palernity establishment, order establishment, collections on

' current support, collections on arrears, cost efficiency, and medical support;

. Give priority to increasing payments (o families, while ensuring the Federal budget cost
neutrality of the overall legislative proposal, '

. Promote national standards and ease of interstate case processm g, whlle maintaining -
necessary flcxibility for Statc programs;

. - Create proper incentives for adequate Statc and local invcstmcnt of staff and rcsourccs

needed for improved program performance; and
E Minimizc disruption of services due to impact of financing changes.
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Improving Child Support Enforcement: The Child Support Enforcement Program establishcs

and cnforces the support obligations owed by noncustodial parents to their children. I'he program -
is administcred by States and localities, and reccives most of its funding from the Federal
government. States receive Federal reimbursement for administrative costs at severa) different
match rates us well as Federal incentive payments. States also levy user fees and keep a sharc of
TANF-related collections, rcturning a share to the Federal government. In 1998, Federal costs
for the program totaled $1.4 billion ($2.4 billion in gross costs; $945 million retained by the
Federal Government from collcctions).

Last year, the Administration began consulting with stakeholders in the child support program to
review issucs regarding its financing structure. The Administration sought views on how well
the current financing structurc rewards program performance, provides incentives for State and
local investment in the program, and supports good outcomes for families. Shortly afler these
consullations conclude, in April 1999, the Administration will submit legislation to Congxcss
proposing financing changes based on the following principlcs:

. Maximizc collections and support for all families in the child support program, including
families receiving TANF, former TANF and other poor familics;

. ‘Maximize performance in patcrnity cstablishment, order establishmeit, collections on
current support, collcctions on arrcars, cost cfficiency, medical support establishment,
and interstate case processing;

* - Give priority to increasing payfnenls to familics, whilc cnsuring the Federal budget cost
ncutrality of the overall legislative proposal; and

. Create proper incentives for adequate State and local investment of staff and resources
needed for improved program performance.

The budget begins to address financing issucs by: 1) conforming the match rate for paternity
testing with the basic administrative match rate; and 2) repealing the held hanmless provision
established under the welfare reform law. With the goal of increasing collections, the budget
proposes to reinstate the pre-welfare reform policy of mandatory review of support orders for
familics rceciving TANF. In addition, the budget includes $6.5 miltion in 2000 in new resources
to invesligate and prosecule the most egregious child support violators.
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American Public Human Services Association

National Council of State Human Service Administrators

RESOLUTION ON THE FUTURE OF CHILD SUPPORT FINANCING
Background |

In passing the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(PRWORA) which placed a time limit on the receipt of assistance, Congress increased the
importance of the child support program in achieving and sustaining family self-sufficiency. As
part of welfare reform negotiations, Congress, the administration, and states reached consensus on
~ the child support mandates and funding structure needed to carry out this role. Many of these
mandates have significantly increased the administrative cost of child support programs, the
workload of state child support agencies, the entities with which state agencies must forge
relationships, and the expectations placed on states for collecting child support. States exerted
considerable effort in passing the required legislative changes and are implementing the many
requirements of PRWORA to improve the well being of families. Since the passage of PRWORA,
states have achieved successes in reducing TANF caseloads, but child support caseloads have risen
as more families have come to rely on the services of this program.

In July of 1998, less than two years after the passage of PRWORA, the Child Support
Performance and Incentive Act of 1998 was signed into law, completely restructuring the federal
incentive payment system to states based on new performance measures. Incentive payments to
states are an integral funding source, and the new law will make states’ budgeting and
appropriations processes more uncertain. Under the new system, states will be competing with
each other for a capped amount of payments and will have difficulty predicting what funding will
be from year to year. Throughout the fall of 1998, the Department of Health’and Human Services,
at the behest of the Office of Management and Budget, conducted a study and consultations
regarding the future of child support funding. Results of the study demonstrated that states are
- making significant investments in the child support program and that revenues received from
federal sources are being directed to the child support program and other closely aligned human
service programs.

A council of the American Public Human Services Association, representing pubilic human services since 1930
810 First Street, NE, Suite 500. Washing[o{:, DC 20002-4267 + 202)682-0100 * fax:1202)289-6555 * hip//www.aphsa.org
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Resolution

Whereas, the current federal match rates for administrative costs recognize the interstate nature of
the child support program and reflect the significant role the federal government plays in -
supporting the program’s many federal mandates on states;

Whereas, any attempts to reduce the federal commitment would break the agreement on policy
and funding structure reached by Congress, the administration, and states regarding
implementation of the new federal child support mandates of PRWORA,;

Whereas, without this agreed-upon federal funding base, states and counties will lack adequate
resources to implement the PRWORA mandates thereby jeopardizing the well-being of
families, will lose state leglslatlve local government, and public support for the program,
and may have no alternative except to seek repeal of federal mandates;

Whereas, the child support system itself is extremely complicated making it difficult to change
one part of'the funding structure without having often unforeseen consequences on the
whole human services delivery system;

Whereas, the recent restructuring and capping of the incentive fund and the consequent financial
instability it brings to states makes further changes ill-advised;

Whereas, any cut in federal funding would constitute an unfunded mandate on states in violation
of the federal law that shields states from such cost shifting;

Therefore Be It Resolved that the National Council of State Human Service Administrators:

Supports the continuation of the current federal financial contribution to the child support
program,

Opposes any changes to the child support financing system that do not:
e Advance the child support program’s evolving mission,
¢ Allow time for serious deliberation and adequate consultation with state and local
governments,
Adhere to a set of principles agreed to by state and local governments,
e Reflect trends in the human services delivery system rather than being based on a point in
time, and

Opposes any reduction in the federal financial contributions to the child support program, givén

the negative effects this would have on the families and children the program serves. .

Adopted by the National Council of State Human Service Admmlstrators,
December 8, 1998
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INTRODUCTION

> Our purpose today is to:

v" Provide context and background

v' Explain what we have done to study child support financing

v' Address three major issues of concern

v Discuss certain implications of what we have found

v Discuss various considerations about child support financing

v" Detail our proposed action plan



CHILD SUPPORT — A CLINTON ADMINISTRATION PRIORITY

» |n 1997, the state and federal child support enforcement program
collected a record $13.4 billion for children, an increase of 68% from
1992, when 38 billion was collected.

» The gap between the number of unwed births and established pater-
nities has been eliminated. The child support enforcement program-
established a record 1.3 million paternities in 1997, two and a half times
the 1992 figure of 510,000. There were approximately 1.3 million out-
of-wedlock births in this country in 1997.

» President Clinton has signed four major pieces of child support
legislation and issued 3 executive orders relating to improved child
support enforcement.



Child Support Enforcement Reform
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THE CHANGING FACE OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

This is an extremely dynamic period in Child Support Enforcement.

)’ increased federal role in interstate enforcement

> New state enforcement tools and programs

> Computer Systems

> State Disbursement Units

> Year 2000 (Y2K)

> Lack of Resources

> Incentives

> Increased Customer Demands




THE ADMINISTRATION CONDUCTED AN EXTENSIVE
CONSULTATION PROCESS OVER THE LAST SIX MONTHS
PURSUANT TO THE FY 1999 BUDGET COMMITMENT.

1. Meetings with specific intergovernmental groups:

> The APHSA, NCSL and NGA meeting was held on September 10, 1998 and included
ACF and HHS IGA officials.

» The NACO, NCSEA, NADA (District Attorneys), NCSC (State Courts) meeting will be
held in the near future.

2. Washington, DC based meetings inciuded invitees from Congressional staff, major
advocacy and intergovernmental groups, DPC, OMB, GAQO, CRS and HHS staff. (CBO was
invited to the Lewin Group briefing.). These meetings were topical in nature as listed:

> July 31 General background on the project

» October 2 Mission of the child support program

» October 21 Efﬁciency and effectiveness of the program
» November 23 Lewin Group findings briefing

3. Regional meetings included invitees recommended by HHS Regional Directors and ACF
Regional Administrators, State IV-D Directors, the NGA, NCSL, APHSA and advocacy
groups. Approximately 250 people attended these meetings. These meetings were based

_ around the consultation questions jointly developed by HHS and OMB officials:

> September 18 Denver, CO
» October 6 , Seattle, WA
» October 28 Atlanta, GA
» November 5 Mesa, AZ

» November 12 Albany, NY
» November 18 ' Chicago, IL

Additionally, a meeting was held in Washington, DC on November 9, with Child Support’s
Corporate Partners. All firms affiliated with NCSEA or who advertise child support services in
NCSEA publications were invited. The format was the same as the regional meetings.



HHS CONTRACTED WITH THE LEWIN GROUP FOR A STUDY OF
STATE FINANCING OF THE CHILD SUPPORT PROGRAM.

1. The purpose of the Lewin Group study was to:
» conduct a fact finding analysis;

» examine the current relationship between the Federal IV-D program
financing structure and resources allocated to the IV-D program at the
state and local level; and

» 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 incentives provisions.
2. The project did not attempt to determine: |

» state and local resources devoted to the [V-D program that are not
claimed for federal matching purposes;

» the relationship between the level and structure of state child support
financing and program performance;_ or

» the utilization of the state share of retained TANF collections
distributed to the IV-A program (except to the extent that it is passed
on to families.)



THREE MAJOR ISSUES

Are States diverting Federal dollars (the Federal share of
collections) by creating State only programs?

Are States making a “profit” from the Child Support Program?

Should the present structure of program financing be modified?



CONSULTATIONS AND LEWIN REPORT FINDINGS ON THE
THREE MAJOR ISSUES

1. Are States diverting Federal dollars (the Federal share of collections) by
creating State only programs?

» There is no evidence that any State has set up a State-only program in order to
divert child support collections.

v" Neither the consultations nor the Lewin Group study indicated any
state-only diversion.

v OCSE Auditors have found no state-only diversion.

v" The average amount of collections for all cases and for paying cases has
increased. This suggests that there are no state-only child support
programs. Out of $9 Billion total state MOE spending in FY 1997,
only $206 million was spent on state-only spending for child care
programs, legal immigrants and two parent families. These cases do not
raise CSE diversion concerns.



CONSULTATIONS AND LEWIN REPORT FINDINGS ON THE

THREE MAJOR ISSUES

2. Are States IV-D agencies making a “profit” from the Child Support Program?

>

Lewin found that the state level of government in 29 states makes a “profit”
defined as program revenue exceeding total program expenditures. In this
context revenue consists of federal incentives, fees and other cost recoveries,
and the state share of retained TANF collections. Overall, including the state
share of retained TANF collections, 21 states had program costs, 29 reaped
savings, and one broke even. When payments made to families are excluded
from the state share of collections, 25 states had program costs, 25 reaped
savings, and one broke even. '

State general government officials argue that this is not really a “profit” because:

1) TANF collections represent recoupment of previous state AFDC and TANF
expenditures.

2) Profit calculations fail to reflect state-only, Non-IV-D expenditures on child
support enforcement.

Lewin confirmed state IV-D officials contention that they are not making a profit
because in the majority of states the state share of TANF collections continue to
go to the IV-A program or general revenues.

Lewin found that in aggregate County government receives only 10% of the
“profit”.

The FY 99 President’s Budget Estimates predict that both federal and state
annual costs for the program will continue to grow and that any aggregate state
profits disappear in 2004.

10



CONSULTATIONS AND LEWIN REPORT FINDINGS ON THE
THREE MAJOR ISSUES

3. Should the present structure of program financing be modified?

Financing Consultation Findings:

> Many participants argued that the timing is wrong for any change in program
financing. However, there is significant concern over the ability to maintain the

current program. g, ik, o W ﬂw)( Lol

> These participants believe that too many changes are already in process and need
time to mature. They point out that we will not know the full effects of changes
presently underway until FY 2001 or 2002.

> Some states have already started staffing reductions or are cutting contracts with
private sector entities.. States say little is being done in terms of program
enhancements because of uncertainty regarding future funding.

» Thereis widespread support for additional services for NCP’s and pass through of ‘
collected support to TANF families.

» Thereis widespread opposition to cost recovery. The reasons for opposition vary
depending on the background of the participants.

11



Lewin Group Study Findings:

> The state financing of the Child Support Enforcement Program is very complex — most
states utilize at least three different funding sources to finance their share of program costs.

> Across all states (weighted equally, the major sources of financing for state and local shares
of child support expenditures are state general funds (44%), federal incentive payments
. (24%), the state share of retained TANF collections (15%), and County general funds (9%).
Fees and cost recovery finance a negligible proportion (2%) of state and local shares of
child support expenditures.

> Thirteen states describe themselves as having county-administered programs including:
Arizona, California, Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Nevada, New Jersey,
New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, and Ohio. These states account for _
approximately 47% of IV-D costs and 52% of collections. These programs rely upon
county general fund appropriations (28%) to a larger extent than state-administered
programs (3%). (Lewin Figures 3 and 4)

> Across all states, most federal incentive payments (71%) are directly earmarked for the [V-
D program at the state and local level. In addition, a large proportion of federal incentive
payments that are not directly earmarked for the IV-D program reimburse state and county

appropriations for the program. (Lewin Figure 5) / A/J%’f
} o LN
PN o = é"‘? 2002%{ /\a/@)é/ S’é»d—o

> Across all states, weighted equally and weighted by dollars, the IV-A program receives the
largest proportion of the state share of retained TANF collections. This amounts to 43%
equally weighted and 66% by dollar weighting. (Lewin Figures 9 and 10)

> There is a distinct taxonomy of four different financing structures used by the states. (See
Lewin attachment)
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Composition of State and Local Share

of Expenditures

Figure 3: Composition of State and Local Share of Expenditures
State-Administered Programs, Weighted Equally
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Figure 4: Composition of State and Local Share of Expenditures
County-Administered Programs, Weighted Equally
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Distribution of Federal Incentive |
Payments

Figure 5: Distribution of Federal Incentive Payments Figure 6: Distribution of Federal Incentive Payments
All States, Weighted Equally All States, Weighted By Dollars
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Distribution of the State Share of
Retained TANF Collections

Figure 9: Distribution of the State Share of Figure 10: Distribution of the State Share of
Retained TANF Collections Retained TANF Collections
All States, Weighted Equally All States, Weighted By Dollars
Other -
0;}!% 2% _ IV-DProgram: State
o Families [ 1%
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1 Larger states such as Califomia and New York use a larger proportion of the state share of
retained TANF collections to fund their IV-A programs than smaller states.
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CO, CT, DE, IN, KS, NJ, NY,
RIl, SD, VA
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Percentage of States Anticipating
Financing Changes by Category

Category 1: States Reliant Upon Category 2: States Reliant Upon
General / Special Funds General / Special Funds and Earmarked Federal Incentives

0,
0% 76%

Category 3: States Reliant Upon Category 4: States Reliant Upon
General / Special Funds, Earmarked Federal Incentives, Federal Incentive Payments and
and Retained TANF Collections Retained TANF Collections

50% 50% 100%
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IMPLICATIONS OF CONSULTATIONS AND LEWIN STUDY

> The current financing structure may not be the best mechanism for
supporting a national CSE system that provides the maximum
assistance to all custodial parents and their children.

> There is widespread interest in reducing CSE’s reliance of welfare cost
recovery and for passthrough and disregard of collections to TANF
families.

> Almost all stakeholders recognize the need to address CSE financing
changes. Stakeholders are not in agreement on how or when to
address changes.

» Special attention needs to be paid to ensure that the child support
needs of former TANF and other poor families continue to be met. Child
support is critical to these families to maintain and increase their overall
levels of self-sufficiency and to continue to reduce reliance on
government support.

> PWRORA, H.R. 3130 (incentives), and Y2K (Year 2000) fixes.

> Any straightforward federal financing policy change will have widely
disparate impacts on Counties, States, Courts and IV-D Agencies.
(See attached charts for detail.)
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**EXAMPLE ONLY: DO NOT CITE OR CIRCULATE**

EXAMPLE OF POSSIBLE ANALYSIS APPLYING LEWIN DATA TO OCSE DATA

HYPOTHETICAL FUNDING OPTION 1. Let States Retain Federal Share of Collections and Decrease FFP to Make up Difference, Change to Performance Incentives
IMPACT ON IV-D) AGENCY FOR SELECTED STATES :
(Uses FY97 Preliminary Data)

Change In LEWIN: ) Additional iV-D Agency Amt Needed

Incentives (Due LEWIN: Additional Current % of Additional Funds Needed Funding Needed From State
toChangeto  Current% of  Amount of Increase in State Share Amount of for State Match {+) or Savings (-}  General Fund
Performance Incentives Funding State Share of Collections Funding Due to After Increased {Based on
Based Givento IV-D Available to IV-  Retained Give to IV-D Availabe to Reduction in Collections and Lewin Current
Incentives ) Agency D Agency Collections Agency IV-D Agency FFP incentives Funding %)
] ]
CALIFORNIA (56,974,420} 100.0%  (56.974,420) || 264,348,591 0.0% - | 264,348,591 321,323,011 292,078,175
DELAWARE 398,998 25.0% 99,750 | 3,528,170 25.0% 882,293 |i 3,529,170 2,547,128 2,547,128
FLORIDA {7,575,656) 95.0% (7,194,148} || 53,936,518 0.0% - 53,936,518 61,130,666 58,400,264
ILLINQIS (8,452,847) 100.0% (8,452,847} || 36,523,101 72.6% 26,516,772 || 36,523,101 18,459,176
MICHIGAN 11,852,108 35.4% 4,192,963 {| 80,866,418 0.0% - |l 80,866,418 76,673,455 38,660,244
MINNESOTA 6,626,879 100.0% 6,626,879 |] 33,290,726 0.0% - 33,290,726 26,663,847 - 13,411,755

NEW YORK (8.652,109) 0.0% -~ }| 100,437,813 0.0% - M 100,437,813 100,437,813 64,546,065

lewin.xls 12/10/98

Ami Needed
From County
General Fund
(Based on
Lewin Current
Funding %)

29,244,836

2,730,402

38,013,211
13,252,092
35,891,748



EXAMPLE OF POSSIBLE ANALYSIS APPLYING LEWIN DATA TO OCSE DATA

HYPOTHETICAL FUNDING OPTION 2: Decrease FFP to 50%, Decrease FMAP to 50%, Add Savings to Increased Incentive Pool

IMPACT ON IV-D AGENCY FOR SELECTED STATES

(Uses FY97 Preliminary Data)

CALIFORNIA
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
ILLINOIS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
NEW YORK

Increase In
Incentives
(Assumes
Performance-
Based
Distribution)

{36,785,030)
2,065,369
2,144,521

(5.068,080)
49,617,365
24,465,081
17,333,639

lewin.xls 12/10/98

LEWIN:
Current % of
Incentives
Givento IV-D

100.0%
25.0%
95.0%

100.0%
35.4%

100.0%

0.0%

Additional
Amount of
Funding
Available to V-
D Agency

I
(36,785,030) ||
516,342 ||
2,036,523 ||
(5,068,080) ||
17,553,313 ||
24,465,081 ||
-

Increase in
State Share
of Retained
Collections

657,537

0
5,597,642
0
7,617,851
2,235,943
o

LEWIN:
Cumrent % of Additional
State Share Amount of
Collections Funding
Give to IV-D Availabe to

Agency IV-D Agency

0.0%
25.0%
0.0%
72.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

Additional

IV-D Agency

Funds Needed Funding Needed
for State Match {+) or Savings {-)

Due to
Reduction in
FFP

99,033,627

2,797,448
23,406,958
24,035,377
25,912,152
16,308,382
32,444,566

After Increased
Collections and
Incentives

135,818,657
2,281,106
21,369,435
29,103,457
8,358,839
{8,156,699)
32,444,566

*EXAMPLE ONLY: DO NOT CITE OR CIRCULATE**

Amt Needed
From State
General Fund
{Based on
Lewin Current
Funding %}

123,457,282
2,281,106
20,414,968

4,214,689
{4,102,771)
20,850,405

14

Amt Needed
From County
General Fund
{Based on
Lewin Current
Funding %)

12,361,375

954,466

4,144,150
(4,053,928)
11,594,161



**EXAMPLE ONLY: DO NOT CITE OR CIRCULATE**

EXAMPLE OF POSSIBLE ANALYSIS APPLYING LEWIN DATA TO OCSE DATA

HYPOTHETICAL FUNDING OPTION 3. Let States Retain Federal Share of Collections and Decrease FFP to 40%, Change to Performance Incentives
IMPACT ON IV-D AGENCY FOR SELECTED STATES :
(Uses FYS7 Preliminary Data)

Change in LEWIN: Additional iV-D Agency Amt Needed Amt Needed
incentives (Due LEWIN: Additional Current % of Additional Funds Needed Funding Needed  From State From County
to Changeto  Current % of Amount of Increase in State Share  Amount of for State Match {+) or Savings (-}  General Fund General Fund
Performance  iIncentives Funding State Share of Collections Funding Due to After Increased {Basedon - (Based on
Based Givenlto IV-D  Awvailableto IV-  Relained Give to IV-D Availabe to Reduction in Collections and Lewin Current Lewin Current
Incentives ) D Agency Collections Agency IV-D Agency FFP Incentives Funding %) Funding %)
i Il
CALIFORNIA (56,974,420) 100.0%  (56,974,420) || 264,348,591 0.0% - - | 150,399,480 207,373,900 188,500,008 18,873,892
DELAWARE 398,998 25.0% 99,750 || 3,529,170 25.0% 882,293 | 4,530,736 3,548,694 3,548,604 ' -
FLORIDA (7,575,656) 95.0% (7,194,148) || 53,936,518 0.0% - | 37,454,666 44,648,814 42,654,574 1,994,240
ILLINOIS (8,452,847) 100.0% (8.452,847) || 36,523,101 72.6% 26,516,772 | 37,107,457 19,043,532
MICHIGAN 11,852,108 35.4% 4,192,963 || 80,866,418 0.0% - B 42,058,920 37,865,957 19,092,751 18,773,207
MINNESOTA 6,626,879 100.0% 6,626,879 || 33,290,726 0.0% - | 24,898,223 18,271,344 9,190,377 9,080,967
NEW YORK (8,652,109) 0.0% - | 100,437,813 0.0% - R 52,503,312 52,503,312 33,741,099 18,762,213

lewin.xls 12/10/98



FINANCING CONSIDERATIONS

» In an ideal world, shift the balance between federal admin-
istrative reimbursement ($2.3 billion) to Incentives ($.4 bil-
lion); and send more money directly to families. However, a
pass-through and disregard policy could be costly depend-
ing upon how much was disregarded. Increased reliance on
incentives will have widely differential effects.

» To move in this direction, we need to:

v Build on the bi-partisan consensus underlying previous
CSE reforms. There is not yet consensus around any
major changes in financing for the child support program.

v Avoid throwing a wrench into a system that is undergoing
rapid change and moving in a positive direction.

v Increase not only state and local funding for CSE, but also
actual staffing and technology beyond current levels.

v Analyze the substantial Medicaid and other welfare cost
avoidance to the federal and state governments resuiting
from child support collections. Study in this area is
underway but needs more time to complete.

22



NEXT STEPS

» Detailed Data Gathering

v Determination of state-only (Non-lV-D) spending on child
support in select states by March 1999.

v Determination of effect of spending level on state
performance by March 1999.

> Consultations Around Specific Proposals during Spring, 1999
v Urge stakeholders to develop proposals for discussion.

v Seek contractor assistance with policy analysis and
simulation modeling of stakeholders’ proposals.

v Convene stakeholders to react to each other’s proposals in
structured discussions. Include discussions with
Congressional staff.
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Aﬁachﬁent 1

THE CHANGING FACE OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

This is an extremely dynamic period in Child Support Enforcement.

>

Increased federal role in interstate enforcement

The federal government has implemented new databases such as the National
New Hire Directory and the Federal Case Registry. Federal investigators and
federal courts are actively involved in felony criminal non-support cases. Technical
assistance is being provided to help improve state performance.

New state enforcement tools and programs

Massive numbers of new state enforcement tools and program requirements are
being implemented:

0

States need to continue implementation of state new hire and case registries.
These systems must be upgraded to more readily accept information from the
federal systems including expanded information about federal employees.
States must assume jurisdiction over local orders and ensure that cases are
transferred between local jurisdictions without additional filings.

States must significantly enhance their income assignment processes to
ensure application to all income assigned cases issued after October 1, 1996.
Withholding must include Non-1V-D cases with orders issued after October 1,
1998. Assignments must be expanded to include any periodic form of
payment including wages, salaries, commissions, bonuses, worker's
compensation, disability, pension and interest. The states must ensure that all
procedural due process is met and that obligors are informed of procedures
for contesting withholding.

States must ensure that SSN’s are added to all applications for professional,
commercial drivers, occupational and marriage licenses, support orders,
paternity determinations, and death records and certificates. Child support
must have the ability to revoke dnvers professional, occupational and
recreational licenses.

Child support programs must assure access to and mafching of 14 categories
of records from state and local government agencies as well as certain
private business records.

States must ensure that their liens and attachments are expanded to reach
real and personal property including state and local agency payments,
judgments, settlements, lottery winnings, and retirement funds. States must

- continue implementation of financial institution match programs.

States must continue expansion of their automated systems to implement
expedited administrative procedures to the maximum extent possible. This
would include automated income assignment and asset levies.
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Atftachment 1

0 States must continue Implementation of a centralized state disbursement unit
to allow for single site collection and distribution of child support collections
within 48 hours.

¢ States must implement a new famiiy first distribution system whereby arrears
accumulated prior to and after TANF are distributed to the family prior to
making TANF collections for the state and federal government.

0 States must implement laws or procedures that would allow for submlssmn of
cases for passport denial, the voiding of fraudulent transfers, and the
expansion of credit bureau reporting.

0 States must accomplish a legaily complicated switch from URESA to UIFSA
within their judicial systems.

Computer Systems -

Thirteen states are completing FSA certified computer system requirements and 50
states are upgrading systems to meet PRWORA requirements that must be in
place by October 1, 2000.

0 The new incentive and penalty provisions require enhanced data reliability.
This data must be maintained on certified systems. States that provide
inaccurate data face heavy penalties and the withholding of incentives.

0 States must continue expansion of their automated systems to implement
expedited administrative procedures to the maximum extent possible. This
would include automated income assignment and asset levies.

State Disbursement Units

States must create single collection and disbursement units by October 1, 1999.

0 Centralized state disbursement units must allow for single site collection and
distribution of child support collections within 48 hours.

0 Non-IV-D cases, with income assignments issued after October 1, 1998, must
be collected and disbursed by the state disbursement unit.

Year 2000 (Y2K)

States must reach Y2K compliance for CSE systéms and the other state and
county systems the program relies on.

Lack of Resources

Many states are reporting that a lack of sufficient staff and resources is hampering
critical improvements and the implementation of new requirements. We heard that

- message clearly in our consultations from state and county program people, private

sector representatives and advocates representing diverse interests.
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Incentives

H. R. 3130 established a new performance based incentive system based on the
five areas of paternity established, orders established, collections on current
support, collections on past due support and cost effectiveness. Total incentive
dollars are capped (at approximately $400m) so states cannot reliably predict their
incentives.

increased Customer Demands

States face demands for enhanced, increased and different services from various
populations.

0

The success of welfare reform depends in part on the safety net provided
through child support enforcement. A significant number of these cases
require paternity, financial and medical support order establishment before
the family can begin to receive assistance from the non custodial parent.

States are now required to provide the same services for out-of-state and
international applicants that they provide for in state applicants. States are
encouraged to enter into cooperative agreements with Native American
Tribes.

Significant pressure is being applied to state child support programs to
provide services such as job training, job search and access enforcement for
non-custodial parents.

Criminal non-support activities are increasingly necessary to assure
enforcement of state and federal felony statutes and to provide incentives for
other obligors to voluntarily comply.

The rapidly expanding numbers of Non-TANF families in the caseload and
increased enforcement activity overall require an increased investment in
customer service functions.
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Attachment 2

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AND STATE-ONLY PROGRAMS

TANF collections have leveled off and are expected to rise just slightly over the next five years, rising
from $2,580m in fy98 to $2,838m in fy2003, with the net federal share (after incentives) rising from
$1,022m to $1,087m. (FY 1999 President's budget)

Child support collection data suggest that this leveling off is attributable mostly to TANF caseload
reductions. At the same time, other factors, including stronger enforcement efforts, have offset much
of the reduction in caseloads. In fact, collections for all cases actually increased from $387 per case
in fy96 to $443 in fy97 and colilections from paying cases increased from $3038 per case to $3301.

Last year, CBO and HHS budgets assumed a relatively modest decrease in TANF collections
attributable to State-only programs, from 2.5 percent of TANF collections in fy 98 to 10 percent in the
out years. Based upon current information, even those modest projections appear to be too high.

- In 1997, seventeen states chose to fund programs with separate State dollars. The amount spent

was $206 million out of nearly $9 billion in State MOE. Fifty-four percent was spent on child care.
Most of the rest was spent to assist two parent families or qualified legal immigrants. These are not
the type of cases where there is much, if any, loss of TANF collections.

Last year the Administration issued guidance to States on the TANF program which included a
warning not to set up State-only programs as a means to keep all TANF collections. Congress
issued similar warnings. By all accounts, that guidance had a chilling effect on States and convinced
States considering that route not to do so. For a variety of reasons (NPRM, State budget
considerations, limits on State creativity), States are not setting up State-only programs to the extent
many experts predicted two years ago. No State has set up a State-only program in order to divert
child support collections.

The auditors for the child support program are monitoring State conduct for loss of TANF collections
due to State-only programs. To date, they have not seen evidence of such State action.

Most recently, consultations with a wide range of state and advocacy organizations have shown that
this is considered a non-issue at this time. From all accounts, including the Lewin study, no State
has, or intends to, set up a State-only program in order to divert child support coilections.

Last year ACF drafted an options paper regarding a fix for the State-only "problem". The
Administration also consulted with State and advocacy organizations which universally opposed a
"ﬁX".

HHS drafted a fix which would have required assignments to families receiving assistance under
State programs supported by MOE dollars and required the State to share the cotlections with the
Federal government. The proposal met an unfavorable reception on the Hill.

Criticism of the State-only fix proposed last year includes: (1) Makes families worse off where the
families would have otherwise received the full amount and no cash benefits, (2} Discourages States
from passing through and disregarding collections and thereby makes families worse off, (3) Sends
the wrong message that welfare dollars should substitute for child support payments to families, (4)
Discourages States from setting up State-only programs and reduces State flexibility, and (5)
Administratively burdensome.



FY99 PRESIDENT'S BUDGET ESTIMATES: FEDERAL COSTS AND STATE SAVINGS/COSTS ($ in Millions)
(estimates will be revised in FY2000 President's Budget)

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY2001 EY2002 FEY2003 FY2004 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 EY2008

Federal Costs $ 1571 $ 1831 $ 1919 $ 2,049 $ 2,285 $ 2,530 $ 2,779 $ 2956 $ 3,145 _ $ 3,347
Annual Increase in Costs 260 88 130 236 245 249 177 189 202
State Savings (-)/Costs (+) (370) (257) (209) (170) (34) 116 283 328 376 429
Annual Increase in Costs 113 48 39 136 150 167 45 48 . 53
FY2000-2004 5-Year Total
Increase in Federal Costs $ 959
Increase in State Costs 486
LEGEND:

Federal Costs = Federal Share Expenditures - Federal Share of TANF Collections + Incentives + Hold Harmless Payments

State Savings (-)/Costs (+) = State Share Expenditures - State Share of TANF Collections - Incentives - Hold Harmless Payments
(States start to have costs beginning in FY2004)

12/2/98
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FINANCING CONSULTATION PROJECT
MAJOR CONCEPTS FROM DISCUSSIONS

1. There was a strong consensus at the meetings that there is no current or impending
risk to the Federal Government from state only child support programs established
under TANF to avoid paying the federal share of TANF related collections.
Participants at all meetings assured us that this was no longer an issue because of
clearly understood messages from Congress and the Administration warning
against such programs.

2. Many participants argued that the timing is wrong for any change. They believe
that too many changes are already in process and need time to mature. They point
out that we will not know the full effects of changes presently underway until FY
2001 or 2002.

e New automated systems are on-line or are coming on-line in all states. The
expectations are that these would create a more efficient child support system.

e New PRWORA requirements for collection, distribution and enforcement have
been passed in every state. These were also intended to create a more effective
and efficient system.

¢ The National New Hire and Case Registry Data Bases are now on-line. These
should definitely add to the effectiveness of the interstate system.

¢ A new incentive structure, developed to reward performance in critical areas, is
scheduled to begin partially for FY 1999 performance and in full for FY 2000
performance.

3. There is significant concern over the ability to maintain the current program. Some
states have already started staffing reductions or are cutting contracts with private
sector entities. States say little is being done in terms of program enhancements
because of uncertainty regarding future funding,.

¢ Many participants said that the program is seriously underfunded in most states
and fails to provide adequate services to many cases. The types of cases that are
reported as being underserved varies among states. Some tend to better serve
the TANF population for recoupment and others tend to better serve Non-TANF
cases because they are often easier and are more demanding of services. There
were many suggestions that the staffing of Child Support programs needs to be
reviewed in order to assure adequate services and basic program quality.

o There was some support for Federal involvement to ensure adequate State or
Local Government resources for CSE programs. This included suggestions for-
mandated staffing levels or mandated service delivery systems where local



Attachment 4

systems are seen as failing. Many participants said that State Governments are
unwilling to fund the program at higher levels because there are too many
federal mandates; or because they had become accustomed to benefiting from
"profits" or high levels of Federal participation; or because of self-imposed
limitations on growth in State or Local Government programs.

Significant concern was also expressed about the cap added to the new incentive
structure, which some participants believe creates competition between states
and uncertainty in projecting incentive revenues for planning purposes.

4. Participants expressed concern that there have been widespread and profound
changes in the Child Support system nationwide which they believe are not yet
understood.

Many participants stated that the Federal and State Governments have not
accepted the cost implications of providing services to Non-TANF cases. There
is no recoupment for Non-TANF cases and they expect there will be more of
these with a higher level of need under welfare reform. Participants believe that
the social benefits and cost savings of prov1d1ng services to this population need
to be studied in detail.

Many participants suggested that there is a lack of understanding that the
success of welfare reform has created declining TANF recoupments and lower
Federal incentive payments under the current system. They are concerned that
these may be seen as child support failures rather than the normal results of
fewer TANF cases.

5. There is widespread support for additional serv1ces for NCP’s and pass through of
collected support to TANF families.

Many participants believe that NCP’s, especially poor urban males, need services
to ensure that they are able to pay support. This would include job training and
placement, custody and access support, and assurance that orders are set at an
appropriate amount based on income potential.

A significant number of participants support pass through of all collected
support to TANF families. Most favor disregard of these payments, saying that
the direct cost associated with this option is warranted by the many benefits for
children and for both parents.

6. There is widespread opposition to cost recovery. The reasons for opposition vary
depending on the background of the participants. -

Many participants believe that the children lose in any cost recovery system.
They believe that there is only a finite amount of money available and that any
cost recovery required by the government, whether as a percentage of collection
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or as a charge for services ultimatelv reduces the amount of money available to
children. Advocates of this position believe this is especially true where child
support is a critical safety net when time limits have required families to move
off of TANF.

Many participants believe that paying cases are mobile and will leave the system
if cost recovery is imposed but come back whenever payment stops. This would
leave the system responsible for the most difficult non-paying cases.

Other participants are concerned about the technical difficulties that are imposed
on an already complex system by cost recovery. Under the current distribution
system this money must be collected after all current support and arrears have
been collected on the case. This leads to increased data maintenance costs as well
as increased accounts receivable. '
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM
Preliminary FY97 Expenditure and Collections Data

Incentives

Total V-D State Share Federal Share {Preliminary
STATE Expenditures Expenditures Expenditures Actual}
A B

ALABAMA 3 41252487 § 12,188,843 § 20,063644 $ 3598175
ALASKA 18,668,868 6,264,858 12,403,910 3,232,503
ARIZONA 49,085,481 14,091,260 34,994,221 4,203,232
ARKANSAS 46,274,009 11,872,584 34,301,425 3,247 867
CALIFORNIA 513,658,532 157,795,639 355,862,893 74,627,910
COLORADO 40,236,462 13,582,815 26,653,647 5,863,847
CONNECTICUT 45,878,634 15,513,099 30,365,535 7,862,798
DELAWARE 17,332,880 5,868,992 11,463,888 1,058,068
DISTRICT OF C 7,288,507 1,496,264 5,792,243 1,008,760
FLORIDA 140,487,078 46,837,581 93,649,497 16,074,924
GEORGIA 71,589,274 24,127,267 47,462,007 11,008,578
GUAM 3,535,602 1,195,182 2,340,420 208,057
HAWAN 23,438,118 3,761,644 19,676,474 1,687,795
IDAHO 17,482,146 5,641,767 11,840,379 1,849,408
ILLINOIS 130,720,798 41,325,022 89,395,776 11,412,468
INDIANA 33,738,575 9,800,376 23,838,199 5,941,735
IOWA 34,113,753 10,798,641 23,315,112 5,879,754
KANSAS 37,583,335 11,475,909 26,107,426 3,999,498
KENTUCKY 43,284,056 14,084,643 29,189,413 5,576,033
LOUISIANA 35,785,199 10,881,938 24,903,261 3,781,050
MAINE 16,220,128 5,472,661 10,747,467 5,733,405
MARYLAND 73,146,781 28,786,799 44,359,982 5,047,673
MASSACHUSET 63,808,669 19,925,606 43,983,063 9,467,909
MICHIGAN 161,467,678 54,821,687 106,645,991 21,168,622
MINNESOTA 85,898,403 26,640,819 59,257,584 8,970,746
MISSISSIPPI 30,793,087 9,822,918 20,970,172 3,248,561
MISSOURI 78,632,228 23,585,012 55,047,216 9,524,222
MONTANA 12,290,298 4,093,213 8,197,085 1,388,241
NEBRASKA 29,360,093 9,898,502 19,461,591 1,805,488
NEVADA 28,851,210 7,088,925 21,862,285 2,708,838
NEW HAMPSHI 13,587,807 4,593,848 8,993,958 1,478,604
NEW JERSEY 112,000,533 37,604,114 74,396,419 12,481,433
NEW MEXICO 23,731,548 8,065,951 15,675,597 1,385,023
NEW YORK 200,587,464 67,849,166 132,738,298 31,373,802
NORTH CAROLI 105,631,194 33,152,975 72,478,219 10,718,199
NORTH DAKOT 6,265,970 1,882,865 4,383,008 873,236
OHIO 208,669,145 68,626,644 140,042,501 16,939,979
OKLAHOMA 26,289,829 7,688,969 18,600,860 3,657,797
OREGON 42,529,281 14,380,206 28,148,075 5,383,466
PENNSYLVANIA 135,153,203 38,988,784 96,164,419 16,842,915
PUERTO RICO 26,540,809 8,284,872 18,255,937 388,376
RHODE ISLAND 8,967,346 2,920,302 6,047,044 3,645,566
SOUTH CAROLI 31,582,887 7,984,086 23,598,801 3,566,570
SOUTH DAKOT 5,330,842 1,598,842 3,732,000 1,150,761
TENNESSEE 44,894,049 14,584,958 30,309,090 5,431,180
TEXAS 171,993,512 54,594,231 117,399,281 16,756,181
UTAH 29,543,060 9,869,356 19,673,704 3,181,690
VERMONT 7,798,921 2,352,706 5,446,215 1,182,444
VIRGIN ISLAND 2,431,660 483,612 1,848,048 112,066
VIRGINIA 55,974,157 21,095,275 34,878,882 6,060,966
WASHINGTON 116,466,317 39,381,945 77,084,972 16,424,772
WEST VIRGINIA 24,327,788 8,111,863 16,215,936 2,180,087
WISCONSIN 79,193,043 124,532,851 54 660,192 8,458,121
WYOMING 8,586,436 2,808,650 5,676,786 566,647
TOTALS $ 3,420,179,781 $ 1,090,368,736 $2,329,811,045 - $411,628,157

12/10/98 FINANCES.XLS

Total TANFIFC
Collections
Distributed

{inc..med supp)

5 23,360,517
20,636,510
26,030,525
19,876,008

544,639,364
36,950,268
60,342,040

7,962,068
5,631,212

100,231,066

77,172,899

1,320,394
11,510,438
10,224,918
77,682,722
39,853,408
40,772,612
27,071,883
39,449,293
27,122,762
31,809,926
38,008,067
67,381,987

161,922,571
64,572,484
21,856,876
65,020,518

8,327,589
12,674,874
8,432,985
9,844,988
88,148,886
9,498.319

224,750,647

74,282,560
5,967,379

123,514,504
23,979,742
29,283,418

123,359,601

2,814,548
18,869,088
24,935,402
6,163,498
31,555,946

108,101,224

21,001,369
8,379,338
628,005
46,883,418

113,197,955.
15,919,397
63,592,279

4233252

$ 2,856,753,547

Payments
To AFDC/FC

Eamilies

$ 2731494
2,116,087
1,717,834
3,046,286

17,050,988
1,989,284
10,802,497
903,731

371

3,552,357
30,217,726
279,589

-

317,82¢

4,636,522

2,562,65C

395,24¢
15,73¢

2,050,502

4,182,006

4,539,017

901,21
537,59¢

2,247,71:

2,793,88

5,3583,71¢
662,81
744,77
326,31
483,78
897,8¢

8,2c
1,855,1¢
168,1C
2,020,5¢
34,00
3,008,37
6,294,5C
492,02
397,57
5981.8C
204,37
14,788,65
5,842,9C
416,5¢
1,075,20
45,71
2,184,20
2,030,7°
2,496,5¢
3,648,5¢
64,2

$ 161,180,7"
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$ 1,049,975,252

Total Total Net Federai

Medical TANF/FC State Share Federal Share Share

Support Collections TANF/FC TANF/FC TANF/FC State Income
STATE Payments Dist To Program = Collections Collections Coliections (A+B+C)

Cc

ALABAMA 3 25213 § 20,603,810 $ 6,275920 $ 14,327,830 9§ 10,728715 S 38,937,738
ALASKA 2,842 18,517,581 8,661,147 9,856 434 6,623,931 24,297,560
ARIZONA 0 24,312,691 8,380,583 15,832,108 11,728,876 47,578,036
ARKANSAS 19,835 16,809,887 4,489,920 12,319,867 9,072,100 42,038,212
CALIFORNIA 6,268 527,682,108 263,233,517 264,348,591 189,720,681 693,724,320
COLORADO 743 34,960,241 16,669,043 18,291,198 12,427,351 49,186,537
CONNECTICUT 0 48,539,543 24,770,770 24,768,773 16,905,974 62,999,104
DELAWARE 0 7,058,337 3,629,167 3,529,170 2,471,102 16,051,123
DISTRICTOF C 0 5,630,841 2,815,419 2,815,422 1,806,662 89,616,422
FLORIDA 957 96,677,752 42,741,234 53,936,518 37,861,594 152,465,655
GEORGIA 0 46,955,173 18,068,352 28,886,821 17,878,243 76,538,937
GUAM 1,188 1,039,617 259,905 778,712 571,655 2,808,382
HAWA