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[3/10199LDraft Plan '- April CSE Final1cmg National M 

Expectations ' 

• 	 The number of comprehensive proposals weill receive is unknown; the current estimate is 

between 2 and 5, mostly from advocates. In addition, we expect a large nmnber ofspecific 

recommendations that focus on one or a few elements ofCSE financing, or propose additional 

principles. 


• 	 We expect to receive most ofthe reoommendations by Marcb 31, but a few more will probably 
trickle in through the first two weeks ofApril. 

Analysis of Recommendations 

As comprehensive proposals arc received, OCS,E will: 
• 	 Perform an overall analysis to compare the proposal to the Administrationls principles and to 

detect apparcnt omissions, contradictions, etc. ' 
• Contact the submitting party, ifnecessary for clarity. 
• To tbe extent possible. prepare a cost analysis. 
• 	 Prepare an analysis of tho possible effects ofthe proposal on children and families, the feder.il 

government, State and local governments (similar in some respects to tho "levers" chart) aud 
attempt to identify categories ofpotential cost avoidance. 

As specific reconunendations are received, OCSE wilt: 
• 	 Tally the specific reconunendations. and note the source by type oforganization, similar to 


analyses of comments on NPRMs. , 

• 	 Prepare an analysis of the possible effects of these recommendations as was done in the "levers" 

chart, 

Thcn, OeSE will prepare the tallies and analyseS for usc at the meeting, Some information, such as the 
eounts and types of specific recommendations, will be posted on the ACF website for advance review by 
participants and other interested parties. To the CKtent possible, actual reconuncndations or proposals Will 
also be made available in advance. 

Conduct of the ApriR Meeting: 
, 	 ' 

• 	 Thc meeting will initially be scheduled for two days, but will be designed. to take less tune if the 
number of recommendations and participants allow!l. The:first part of tile 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 wouJd not be taken, 

• 	 Submitters would be invited to join in the presentation of their own proposals, with additiol1.c1.1 federal' 
or other staff recruited to serve as co-presenters, as necessary. 

• 	 OCSE would not be neutral in the discussion, expressing views consistent with the Administration'S 
principles as neCessary. 

• 	 Ifwe receive no comprehensivo proposals at all. we would propose to base the meeting on a set of 
options we would construct from the basie ideas we know to be under discussion or plausible 
alternatives. taken from ~c Jevers piece. tbe consultations, and any specific recommendations we 
receive. 

http:feder.il
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Details about the April Meeting: 

• 	 Judge Ross wilt write to the States and others who received the letter from John Monahan, 
asking them to reserve April 27 and 28, We learned ofno direct conflicts in querying the national 

. organizations. but the IV-D Directors have a national meeting scheduled the next week (week of 
May 2) in Michigan, and it might be difficult for many of them to be out of town two weeks in a 
row, 

• OCSE will explore possible sites for the meeting. including Room 800 or Stonehenge. 
• 	 We would not accept proposals under conditions in whicb we knew the author. but would be 

expected to conceal the author's identity. However. awe receive proposals from a source tbat does 
not necessarily endorse the proposal(s)or does not identify the author, we could consider. such 
proposals. . 

• 	 We would allow a period oftime after the meeting for participants to add suggestions or coTJ'ect 
or confinn positions they take, 

• OCSE will explon: the idWl of publishing a sununalY of the discussion. 
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( " . DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH" HUMAN SERVICES 

~ ....".ud 

ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 
Office of the Assistant Secretary, Suite 600 
370 L'Enlant 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 Chtld 

,Support Enforcement program~ As part of this work, we held a 
number of consultations aroui,ld the country ill wh.ich many States, 
Congress iona 1 staff, aI~d i.nterclsLed advC)ca tcs pa.rtici(.>a.ted. 
fhe~e discussions provided a useful exchange of ideas on many 
topics related to program ftriancing including the effect of 
falling TANF cascloads on St~tc ~ro~ram revenue, the complexity 
of the current financing system, incentive funding, pass-through 
of collections directly to fam~lies, and cost-recovery.

, ' 

As a result of thes~ discussions; the Adminjstration is convinced 
that changes in the financinq structure must he examined 
carefully. ACF will convene a m~etj,ng in Washington, D.C., 
withln the next two months (on a date- Lo be announced), to focus 

,dtrectly on the question of 'policy and legislative changes that 
may be needed to strengthen,qr simplify the financing of Ch1ld 
Suppor.t Entorcement. 

This is the invitation for your organi~ation to participate 1n 
the national meeting and to provide us with advice and directiQn 
1n preparation for the meeting. Wo are extending this same 
invj,tation to all States and orqanizati,ons, which have expresse~ 
interest in finanCing issues. Ii your office is not the 
appropriate one to consIder such d request for advice and 
recoHunenriations, please forward th'i.s letter to the correct offic:p. 
within your Slate or organization_ 

Th(~ minutes of the F:Y 1998 consultation meetings, reflecting the 
comments and advice that were provided to us, may be Iound at Lhe 
Office of Child Support's websIte: http://www.acLdhhs.gov! 
prograrns/cse/fct!c~Lin.htm In additio~, we contracted with the 
Lewin Group, a policy researc;h organiza~ion, to gather factual 
data regarding C~E financing~at the fed~!al, state, arid local 

http:http://www.acLdhhs.gov
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lo~els. The Lewin reporL has been widely distributed in rlrAf~, 

but if you do not have a copy we would be happy to supply one., 

he the next step in Lhis consultation process, we wIsh to invite 
you, and olher stakeholders, to ofbH' rocommendatJ.ons on how best 
to improve the financing for <.:hIld ::;uppo,cL. enforcement. Our an 
is to use the national meeting lo review and analyze the written 
recommendations we receive, and to considor other rE~c:ommendations 
that stakeholders may have. The intent is to facilitate a 
structured dialogue among st~keholders regarding the advantag~s 
and disadvantages of various approaches to improving the over 1 
Child Support financing system. We will analyze the 
recommendations wE'! receive in cHivanc€ of the meeting, using data 
fr.'om the Lewin Group' otudy, t:;lD app.r.oprL::1t.e, to shed'some light in 
an objective way on the consoqu~nC:~R of different financing 
approaches. 

Most likely, stakeholders wishing to offer recommendations or 
advi on Child Support financing will want Lo consider the 
programmatic:: and ri::>cdl effects of t.heir recommendations, 
especially as they relate (a) to families, (~) to Stute, local 
and federal cost neulrality, anrl (~) ~o hhe need for changes in 
laws arid policies. Tho more ~omprehensive the advice we receive, 
in addres~ing all the dif rent aspects of child support 
financing, the more helpful it will be ill Lho context of the 
national meeting. In order to allow time tor analysis before ou.c 
discu!:.l!:.llon 01' lhe d.ifferent approachE::s that may be r~commended, 
we would prefer to have your written'comments by March 31, 1999. 

The following principles, which will guide our analysis and the 
conduct 0:[ the national meeting, were included in the President's 
fiscal year 2000 hudget. The principles are based ill part on the 
consultations we conducted last year: 

Maximize collection$ and support for all familietl in the child 
Rl1pport program, includi~g the hardest to serve; 

Maximize paternity establishment, financial and medical support 
esLablishment, collections un current support 'Clnd on arrears, and 
cost efficiency; 

Give priority to increasing pa'yrnents to fami liAS, while ensuring 
federal budget cost neutrality~; 

1 Federal budget co~t neucr:'alicy does not imply a cap on t.he program, 'T'hA 

program would still be expected to grow ~nnuallYI a~ projected in the 
Prezident's Budget. How0-v0-r, financing recommendations should not be baGed on 
t.hc expectation of any new O:C expanded :;;ourceG of federal funds. 
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C~eate incentives [or adequate State and local investment of 
staff and resources needed for improved program·per.formance; and 

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

Th~ qoa] of this process is not necessarily to develop a 
consensu~ among tho siakeholders and other participants, and the 
~dmj.nistration, about formal proposals forlegislatlon this year. 
It.is 'our hope, however, ·th~t thi~ dialogue will increase the 
likelihood that all pa.r.ticipanttJ will hdve Lhe oppoctunity t.O 
understand the consequences of i1pproacho~ they may support, based 
on the best avaIlable data, ~nd to assesS tho likely impA~t of 
other participants' ideas. 

For further information ~bout the national, moeting, or to discuss 
the Administration's efforts to consult with States and advocacy 
or.gani Zil tions on Child Support 1i:nfor:"cemen L F.illdncing, plea se 
contact Micha~l W. 
Enforcement. Mr.. 
via internet at M

Ambrose in the Offico 
I\mbrose can be reache.d 

amhrose@ACF,DHHS.GOV. 

of Child 
at PO?) 

Support 
?OS-R740, or 

Sincerely, 

,John Monahan 
PriIlcipal Deputy AS!'iistant Secretary 

[or Children and Families 

cc: 	State IV-D Directors 
ACF RC::!y.iOIldl l\dmJ.n:i.stratnrs 

(' . 
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Iwn[Qvjng Child Support Enforcement: The Child Support Enforcement Program establishes 

and enfor~es the support obligations owed by noncustodial parents to their children. The program 

is administered by States and localities, and receives most ofits funding from the Federal 

government. Siates receive 'Pederal reimbursement for administrative costs at severa) different 

match rates as well as Federal incentive payments. States also levy user fees and keep a share of 

TANF~related collections, retUrning a share to the Federal government. Iu 1998, Federal eosts 

for the program totaled $1.4 billion ($2.4 billion in gross costs; $945 million retained by the 

Federal Govemment from collections). 


Last year, the Administration began consulting with stakeholders in the child support, program to 

review issues regarding its financing structure. The Administrat.ion sought views on~how well . 

the current financing structure rewards program perfOnllSnCe, provides incentives for State and 

local investment in the program, and suppor1s good outcomes for families. Shortly after these ~ 


consllitations conclud<jf in .bli"fft:l%~9. the Administration will submit legislatietl~ Congress t/f'j9 v;'bU;lA~ 

proposing financing changes b!s1ed bn the followirlg principles: dLftCfo f.i'i. - r~:-'/t.'


'PpA~y ,-I~ 
• 	 Maximize eol1cctiollS and suppOli for all families in the child support program, including' '. -,~ ::';:~ 

families receiving TANI", foni1er TANF and other p'oo)" familics~ \,./"/"''' 'P1\~ 

• 	 Maximize perfomlance in patcmity establishment, order establisluucllt, col1ections 011 

ClUicnt support, collections on arrears, cost efficiency, medica) support establlshment" 
and interstate case processing; 

• 	 Give }}liority to increasing paymen1sto fa111ilics, while ensuring the Federal budget cost 
neutrality of the ovcra111egislative proposal; and 

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

The budget begins to address financing issues by: 1) confonning the match rate' for patemity , 
testing with the basic administrative match rate; and 2) repealing the hold hannless provision 
established under the welfare refonn law. With the goal of increasing collections, the budgel 
proposes to rejnstate the pre-welfare refon11 potiey ofmandatory review ofsupport orders for 
families receiving TANF. In addjtion, the budget includes $6.5 million in 2000 in new resou;ces 
(0 investigate and prosecute the most egregious child support violators. 
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PRINCIPLES FOR CHIL}) SUPPORT FINANCING J,RGJSLATJON 

• 	 Maximize collections and support for all families in the child support program, including 
families rccciving TANF, former TANF and other poor families; 

• 	 Muximh:e perfomulI1ce in pi.llemity estabHshmcllt, order establishment, collections on 
current support, collections 011 arrears, cost efficiency, and medical support; 

f 
• Give pliotity to increasing payments to families, while ensuring the Federal budget cost 

neutraHty ofthe overall legislative proposal. 
Promote national standards and ease of interstate case processing, whHe maintaining 
n'cccssary flexibility for State programs; 

[ 
• , Create proper incentives for adequate State and local investment of staff and resources 

needed for improved program petfonllance; and 
Minhnizc dismptioll of services due to impact of financing change$. 
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ImpIoyjng Child Support Enforcement: The Child Support Enforcement Program establishes 
and enforces the support obligations owed by noncustodial parents to their children. The program ~ 

is administered by States and localities, and receives most of its funding from the Federal 
government. States receive Federal reimbursement for administrative costs at several different 
match rates us well as Federal incentive payments. States also levy user fees and keep a share 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 G()vemment from collections). 

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 perfOnllanCe, provides incentives for State and 
local investment in the progrdm, and supports good outcomes for families. Shortly after these 
consultations conclude, in April 1999, the Administration will submit legislation to Congress 
proposing financing changes based on the following principles: 

• 	 Maximize col1ections and support for all families in the chlld support program, including 
families receiving TAN!', fonuer TANF and other POl)T ramilics~ 

• 	 Maximize perfomlance in patemity establishment, order establislunellt, collections on 
current support, collections on arrears, cost efficiency, medical support estahlishment, 
and interstate case processing; 

• 	 Give pJionty to increasing payments to families, while ensuring the Federal budget cost 
neutrality of the overall legislative proposal; and 

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

The budget begins to address financing issues by: 1) conforming the match rate for [>atemity 
testing with the basic administrative match rate; and 2) repealing the hold hannless provision 
established under the welfare refonn law .. With the goal of increasing collections, the budget 
proposes to reinstate the pre-welfare refonll 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 investigate and prosecute the most egregious child support violators. 



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 
(PR WORA) 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 PR WORA, 
states have achieved successes in reducing T ANF case loads, 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 PR WORA, 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 public human services since 1930 
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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 ofPRWORA; 

Whereas, without this agreed-upon federal funding base, states and counties will lack adequate 
resources to implement the PR WORA mandates thereby jeopardizing the well-being of 
families, will lose state legislative, loc.al government, and public support for the program, 

I 	 . 

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 oFthe 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: 
• 	 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, 
• 	 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, given 
the negative effects this would have on the families and children the program serves. 

Adopted by the National Council of State Human Service Administrators, 
December 8, 1998 
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 


FINANCING BRIEFING 


December 11, 1998 




INTRODUCTION 


~ Our purpose today is to: 

./ Provide context and background 

./ Explain what we have done to study child support financing 

./ Address three major issues of concern 

./ Discuss certain implications of what we have found 

./ Discuss various considerations about child support financing 

./ Detail our proposed action plan 



CHILD SUPPORT - A CLINTON ADMINISTRATION PRIORITY 


~ In 1997, the state and federal child support enforcement program 
collected a record $13.4 billion for children, an increase of 68% from 
1992, when $8 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. 

2 
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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 

5 




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 included invitees from Congressional staff, major 
advocacy and intergovernmental groups, DPC, OMS, GAO, CRS and HHS staff. (CSO 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 OMS officials: 

)-	 September 18 Denver, CO 

)-	 October 6 Seattle, WA 

)-	 October 28 Atlanta, GA 

)- November 5 	 Mesa, AZ 

)- November 12 	 Albany, NY 

)- November 18 	 Chicago,lL 

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. 

6 




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-O program 
financing structure and resources allocated to the IV-O 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 IV-O 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.) 

7 




THREE MAJOR ISSUES 


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

2. 	 Are States making a "profit" from the Child Support Program? 

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

8 




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? 

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

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

./ 	OCSE Auditors have found no state-only diversion . 

./ 	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. 
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CONSULTATIONS AND LEWIN REPORT FINDINGS ON THE 

THREE MAJOR ISSUES 


2. 	 Are States IV-O 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 
expend itures. 

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 1 0% 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 
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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. .ar, 5~lit., "'" ~ flPfrJY ~Lfr-h 

~ 	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. 

~ 	There is widespread support for additional services for NCP's and pass through of 
collected support to T ANF families. 

~ There is 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 IV­
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 Figur;;);;ie.. ..5) A 

_ II ~.~r·~
~Ai 1tJ..pJ :- {f1tO0 0 ~ . rJ .4--~ 

J ~~~/. :? 

>- 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 


47% 

Incentives 
26% 

16% 

38 States 

Figure 4: Composition of State and Local Share of Expenditures 

County-Administered Programs, Weighted Equally 


Retained TANF 
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Incentives 
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County General Funds 
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State General Funds 
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Distribution of Federal Incentive 
Payments 

Figure 5: Distribution of Federal Incentive Payments 
All States, Weighted Equally 
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Figure 6: Distribution of Federal Incentive Payments 
All States, Weighted By Dollars 

General Fund: County 
20% IV-D Program: State 
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General Fund: 
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IV-A Program:
2% 
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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 
6% Families 

Other' 
2% IV-D Program: State 

11% 

Families 
14% IV-D Program: County 

11% Program: State 1% 
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General Fund: County 

General Fund: County 0% 

1% General Fund: State 
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IV-D Program: CountyGeneral Fund: State 
1%13% 

IV-A Program: County 
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1Larger 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 tI1an smaller states. 
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Taxonomy of Financing Structures 


AK, AI, CA, FL, GA, HI, lA, MA, MO, MI,
CO, CT, DE, IN, KS, NJ, NY, 

MN, MS, NO, NE, NH, ~V, OH, PA, SC, TN,RI, SO, VA 
UT, VT, WA, WI, WV 

AR, AZ, ~C, 10, LA, ME, MO, IL, KY, OK, TX 
MT, NC, NM, OR, WY 
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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 

Category 3: States Reliant Upon Category 4: States Reliant Upon 

Federal Incentive Payments and 


Retained TANF Collections 


0% 
76% 

General! Special Funds, Earmarked Federal Incentives, 
and Retained TANF Collections 

50% 100%50% 

III Anticipating Financing Change 
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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 FUNplNG 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-O Agency Amt Needed Amt Needed 
Incentives (Due LEWIN: Additional Current % of Additional Funds Needed Funding Needed From State From County 
to Change to Current % of Amount of Increase in State Share Amount of for State Match (+) or Savings (-) General Fund General Fund 
Performance Incentives Funding State Share of Collections Funding Due to After Increased (Based on (Based on 
Based Given to IV-D Available to IV- Retained Give to IV-D Availabe to Reduction in Collections and Lewin Current Lewin Current 
Incentives) Agency D Agency Collections Agency IV-D Agency FFP Incentives Funding %) Funding %) 

CALIFORNIA (56,974.420) 100.0% 
II 

(56.974.420) II 264.348,591 0.0% " II 264.348.591 321,323,011 292,078,175 29,244,836 

DELAWARE 398,998 25.0% 99,750 1/ 3.529,170 25.0% 882.293 II 3.529,170 2,547.128 2,547,128 

FLORIDA (7,575,656) 95.0% (7.194.148) 1/ 53.936,518 0.0% II 53.936.518 61.130,666 58,400,264 2,730,402 

ILLINOIS (8.452,847) 100.0% (8.452.847) II 36,523,101 72.6% 26,516,772 II 36.523,101 18,459,176 

MICHIGAN 11,852.108 35.4% 4.192.963 II 80.866,418 0.0% II 80.866,418 76,673,455 38,660,244 38,013.211 
MINNESOTA 6.626.879 100.0% 6,626,879 II 33.290,726 0.0% II 33,290,726 26.663,847 13.411.755 13,252,092 

NEW YORK (8,652,109) 0.0% II 100,437,813 0.0% II 100,437.813 100,437.813 64,546,065 35,891,748 

lewin.xls 12/10/98 



....EXAMPLE ONLY: DO NOT CITE OR CIRCULATE" 

EXAMPLE OF POSSIBLE ANALYSIS APPLYING LEWIN OAT A TO OCSE OAT A 

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) 

Increase In LEWIN: Additional IV-DAgency Amt Needed Amt Needed 
Incentives LEWIN: Additional Current % of Additional Funds Needed Funding Needed From State From County 
(Assumes Current % of Amount of Increase In State Share Amount of for State Match (+) or Savings (-) General Fund General Fund 
Performance- Incentives Funding State Share Collections Funding Due to After Increased (Based on (Based on 
Based Given to IV-D Available to IV- of Retained Give to IV-D. Availabe to Reduction in Collections and Lewin Current Lewin Current 
Distribution) Agency o Agency Collections Agency IV-DAgency FFP Incentives Funding %) Funding %) 

II II 
CALIFORNIA (36,785,030) 100.0% (36,785,030) II 557,537 0.0% II 99,033,627 135.818,657 123,457,282 12,361,375 
DELAWARE 2,065,369 25.0% 516,342 II 0 25.0% II 2,797,448 2,281,106 2,281,106 
FLORIDA 2,144.521 95.0% 2,036,523 II 5,597,642 0.0% /I 23,405.958 21,369,435 20,414,968 954,466 
ILLINOIS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 

(5,068.080) 
49,617,365 
24,465,081 

100.0% 
35.4% 

100.0% 

(5.068.080) " 
17.553.313 II 
24.465.081 II 

0 
7.617.851 
2.235,943 

72.6% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

/I 

"II 
24.035,377 
25,912.152 
16,308.382 

29,103,457 
8,358,839 

(8,156,699) 
4.214.689 

(4,102.771 ) 
4.144.150 

(4.053,928) 
NEW YORK 17,333.639 0.0% II 0 0.0% II 32,444,566 32.444,566 20.850,405 11,594.161 

lewin.xls 12/10/98 



"EXAMPLE ONLY: DO NOT CITE OR CIRCULATE'" 


EXAMPLE OF POSSIBLE ANALYSIS APPLYING LEWIN DATA TO OCSE DATA 

HYPOTHETICAL FUNDING OPTION 3: Let Stales Retain Federal Share of Collections and Decrease FFP to 40%. Change to Performance Incentives 
IMPACT ON IV-D AGENCY FOR SELECTED STATES 
(Uses FY97 Preliminary Data) 

Change In LEWIN: Additional IV-DAgency AmtNeeded Amt Needed 
Incentives (Due LEWIN: Additional Current % of Additional Funds Needed Funding Needed From State From County 
10 Change 10 Current % of Amounlof Increase in Slate Share Amount of for Siale Match (+) or Savings (-) General Fund General Fund 
Performance Incentives Funding Slate Share of Collections Funding Due 10 After Increased (Based on ' (Based on 
Based Given 10 IV-D Available to IV- Retained Give to IV-D Availabe to Reduction in Collections and Lewin Current Lewin Current 
Incentives) Agency DAgency Collections Agency IV-O Agency FFP Incentives Funding %) Funding %) 

II II 
CALIFORNIA (56.974,420) 100.0% (56,974,420) II 264,348.591 0.0% II 150,399.480 207.373.900 188.500,008 18.873,892 
DELAWARE 398,998 25.0% 99,750 II 3.529,170 25.0% 882.293 II 4,530,736 3,548,694 3,548,694 
FLORIDA (7.575.656) 95.0% (7,194,148) II 53.936.518 0.0% 1/ 37.454.666 44.648,814 42.654.574 1.994.240 
ILLINOIS (8.452.847) 100.0% (8,452.847) II 36.523,101 72.6% 26.516.772 II 37.107.457 19,043,532 
MICHIGAN 11,852.108 35.4% 4,192.963 II 80,866,418 0.0% II 42,058,920 37,865.957 19,092.751 18.773,207 
MINNESOTA 6.626.879 100.0% 6.626,879 II 33.290,726 0.0% II 24.898.223 18,271,344 9.190,377 9.080.967 
NEW YORK (8,652.109) 0.0% 1/ 100,437.813 0.0% II 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: 

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

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

./ 	 Increase not only state and local funding for eSE, but a.lso 
actual staffing and technology beyond current levels . 

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


~ 	Detailed Data Gathering 

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

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

~ 	Consultations Around Specific Proposals during Spring, 1999 

./ 	Urge stakeholders to develop proposals for discussion. 

./ Seek contractor assistance with policy analysis and 
simulation modeling of stakeholders' proposals. 

./ 	Convene stakeholders to react to each other's proposals in 
structured discussions. Include discussions with 
Congressional staff. 
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Attachment 1 

THE CHANGING FACE OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

This is an extremely dynamic period in Child Support Enforcement. 

);.;0-	 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. 

);.;0-	 New state enforcement tools and programs 

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

o 	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. 

o 	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-IV-O 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. 

o 	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 drivers, professional, occupational and 
recreational licenses. 

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

o 	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 . 

. 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. 



Attachment 1 

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

o 	States must implement a new family 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. 

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

o 	States must accomplish a legally 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. 

o 	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. 

o 	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. 

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

o 	 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 systems 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. 

o 	The success of welfare reform depends in part on the safety net provided 
through child support enforcement. A signi'flcant 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. 

o 	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. 

o 	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. 

o 	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. 

o 	The rapidly expanding numbers of Non-TANF families in the case load and 
increased enforcement activity overall require an increased investment in 
customer service functions. 



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 case loads. In fact, collections for all cases actually increased from $387 per case 
in fy96 to $443 in fy97 and collections 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 upa State-only program in order to divert child support collections. 

~ 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 collections 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 FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 

Federal Costs 
Annual Increase in Costs 

$ 1,571 $ 1,831 
260 

$ 1,919 
88 

$ 2,049 
130 

$ 2,285 
236 

$ 2,530 
245 

$ 2,779 
249 

$ 2,956 
177 

$ 3,145 
189 

$ 3,347 
202 

State Savings (-)/Costs (+) 
Annual Increase in Costs 

(370) (257) 
113 

(209) 
48 

(170) 
39 

(34) 
136 

116 
150 

283 
167 

328 
45 

376 
48 

429 
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 



I.: 

Attachment 4 

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 T ANF to avoid paying the federal share of T ANF related collections. 
Participants a t 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. 

• 	 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. 

• 	 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 T ANF population for recoupment and others tend to better serve N on-T ANF 
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. 

• 	 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 
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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 providing 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 T ANF 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 T ANF cases. 

5. 	 There is widespread support for additional services for NCP's and pass through of 
collected support to T ANF 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 T ANF 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 ultimately 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 ofTANF. 

• 	 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 

Total TANFIFC 
Incentives Collections Payments 

TotalIV-D State Share Federal Share (Preliminary Distributed To AFDCIFC 
STATE EXQenditures Exgenditures EXl2enditures Actual) (inc, m~Q sUQg) Families 

A 8 
ALABAMA $ 41,252,487 $ 12,188,843 $ 29,063,644 S 3,598,175 $ 23,360,517 $ 2,731,494 
ALASKA 18,668,868 6,264.958 12,403,910 3,232,503 20,636,510 2,116,087 
ARIZONA 49,085,481 14,091.260 34,994.221 4,203,232 26,030,525 1,717,834 
ARKANSAS 46,274,009 11,972,584 34,301,425 3,247,867 19,876,008 3,046,286 
CALIFORNIA 513,658,532 157,795,639 355,862.893 74,627,910 544,639,364 17,050,988 
COLORADO 40,236,462 13,582,815 26,653,647 5,863,847 36,950,268 1,989,284 
CONNECTICUT 45,878,634 15,513,099 30,365,535 7,862,799 60,342,040 10,802,497 
DELAWARE 17,332,880 5,868,992 11,463,888 1,058,068 7,962,068 903,731 
DISTRICT OF C 7,288,507 1,496,264 5,792.243 1,008,760 5,631,212 371 
FLORIDA 140,487,078 46,837,581 93,649,497 16,074,924 100,231,066 3,552,357 
GEORGIA 71,589,274 24,127,267 47,462,007 11,008,578 77,172,899 30,217,726 
GUAM 3,535,602 1,195,182 2,340,420 208,057 1,320,394 279,589 
HAWAII 23,438,118 3,761,644 19,676,474 1,687,795 11,510,438 ( 

IDAHO 17,482,146 5,641,767 11,840,379 1,849,408 10,224,918 317,82E 
ILLINOIS 130,720,798 41,325,022 89,395,776 11,412,468 77,682,722 4,636,522 
INDIANA 33,738,575 9,800,376 23,938,199 5,941,735 39,853,408 2,562,65C 
IOWA 34,113,753 10,798,641 23,315,112 5,979,754 40,772,612 395,24E 
KANSAS 37,583,335 11,475,909 26,107,426 3,999,498 27,071,883 15,73E 
KENTUCKY 43,284,056 14,084,643 29,199,413 5,576,033 39,449,293 2,050,50:: 
LOUISIANA 35,785,199 10,881,938 24,903,261 3,781,050 27,122,762 4,182,OOE 
MAINE 16,220,128 5,472,661 10,747,467 5,733,405 31,809,926 4,539,01i 
MARYLAND 73,146,781 28,786,799 44,359,982 5,047,673 38,008,067 901,21' 
MASSACHUSET 63,908,669 19,925,606 43,983,063 9,467,909 67,381,987 537,59[ 
MICHIGAN 161,467,678 54,821,687 106,645,991 21,169,622 161,922,571 2,247,71: 
MINNESOTA 85,898,403 26,640,819 59,257,584 8,970,746 64,572,484 
MISSISSIPPI 30,793,087 9,822,915 20,970,172 3,248,561 21,856,876 2,793,88' 
MISSOURI 78,632,228 23,585,012 55,047,216 9,524,222 65,020,518 5,353,71~ 

MONTANA 12,290,298 4,093,213 8,197,085 1,389,241 8,327,589 662,81' 
NEBRASKA 29,360,093 9,898,502 19,461,591 1,805,488 12,674.874 744,77 
NEVADA 28,951,210 7,088,925 21,862,285 2,708,838 8,432,985 326,31 
NEWHAMPSHI 13,587,807 4,593,849 8,993,958 1,478,604 9,844,988 453,7E 
NEW JERSEY 112,000,533 37,604,114 74,396,419 12,481,433 88,148,886 897,99 
NEW MEXICO 23,731,548 8,055,951 15,675,597 1,385,023 9,498.319 
NEW YORK 200,587,464 67,849,166 132,738,298 31,373,902 224,750,647 8,2:: 
NORTH CAROLI 105,631,194 33,152,975 72,478,219 10,718,199 74,282.560 1,855,19 
NORTH DAKOT 6,265,970 1,882,965 4,383,005 973,236 5,967,379 168,1C 
OHIO 208,669,145 68,626,644 140,042,501 16,939,979 123,514,504 2,020,59 
OKLAHOMA 26,289,829 7,688,969 18,600,860 3,657,797 23,979,742 34,O[ 
OREGON 42,529,281 14,380,206 28,149,075 5,383,466 29,283,418 3,003,37 
PENNSYLVANIA 135,153,203 38,988,784 96,164,419 16,842,915 123,359,601 6,294,50 
PUERTO RICO 26,540,809 8,284,872 18,255,937 388,376 2,814,548 492,0: 
RHODE ISLAND 8,967,346 2,920,302 6,047,044 3,645,566 18,869,088 397,5: 
SOUTH CAROLI 31,582,887 7,984,086 23,598,801 3,566,570 24,935,402 5,981,8C 
SOUTH DAKOT 5,330,842 1,598,842 3,732,000 1,150,761 6,163,498 204,3i 
TENNESSEE 44,894,049 14,584,959 30,309,090 5,431,190 31,555,946 14,788,6: 
TEXAS 171,993,512 54,594,231 117,399,281 16,756,181 108,101,224 5,942.9C 
UTAH 29,543,060 9,869,356 19,673.704 3,181,690 21,001,369 416,51 
VERMONT 7,798,921 2.352.706 5,446,215 1,182,444 8,379.338 1,075,2( 
VIRGIN ISLAND 2.431,660 483,612 1,948,048 112,066 628,005 45,7f 
VIRGINIA 55,974,157 21,095,275 34,878,882 6,060.966 46,883,418 2.184,2: 
WASHINGTON 116,466,917 39,381,945 77,084,972 16,424,772 113,197,955. 2,030,7~ 

WEST VIRGINIA 24,327.799 8,111,863 16,215,936 2,180,087 15,919,397 2,496,5[ 
WISCONSIN 79,193,043 24,532,851 54,660,192 8,458,121 63,592,279 3,648,5~ 

WYOMING 8,586,436 2,909,650 5,676,786 566,647 4,233,252 64,2i 

TOTALS $ 3,420,179,781 $ 1,090,368,736 $ 2,329,811,045 $411,628,157 $ 2,856,753,547 $ 161,180,7' 

12110/98 FINANCE5.XLS 
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM 
Preliminary FY97 Expenditure and Collections Data 

Total Total Net Federal 
Medical TANF/FC State Share Federal Share Share 
Support Collections TANF/FC TANF/FC TANF/FC State Income 

STATE Pa:tlIlents (;list To Program Collections Qollections Collections (A + B + Cl 
C 

ALABAMA $ 25,213 S 20,603,810 $ 6,275,920 $ 14,327.890 $ 10.729,715 $ 38,937,739 
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 15,932,108 11,728,876 47,578,036 
ARKANSAS 19,835 16,809,887 4,489,920 12,319,967 9,072,100 42,039,212 
CALIFORNIA 6,268 527,582,108 263,233,517 264,348,591 189,720,681 693,724,320 
COLORADO 743 34,960,241 16,669,043 18,291,198 12,427,351 49,186,537 
CONNECTICUT 0 49,539,543 24,770,770 24,768,773 16,905,974 62,999,104 
DELAWARE 0 7,058,337 3,529,167 3,529,170 2,471,102 16,051,123 
DISTRICT OF C 0 5,630,841 2,815,419 2,815,422 1,806,662 9,616.422 
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 1,039,617 259,905 779,712 571,655 2,808,382 
HAWAII 100,734 11,409,704 5,704,850 5,704,854 4,017,059· 27,069,119 
IDAHO 868,682 9,038,408 2,895,003 6,143,405 4,293,997 16,584,790 
ILLINOIS 0 73,046,200 36,523,099 36,523,101 25,110,633 137,331,343 
INDIANA 57,166 37,233,592 14,305,146 22,928,446 16,986,711 44,185,080 
IOWA 19,651 40,357,712 14,956,569 25,401,143 19,421,389 44,251.43E 
KANSAS 0 27,056,147 11,128,194 15,927,953 11,928,455 41,235,11£ 
KENTUCKY 126,562 37,272,229 11,148,123 26,124,106 20,548,073 45,923,56£ 
LOUISIANA 0 22,940,756 6,570,232 16,370,524 12,589,474 35,254,54~ 

MAINE 21,523 27,249,386 9,886,078 17,363,308 11,629,903 26,366,95C 
MARYLAND 1,407,462 35,699,394 17,849,696 17,849,698 12,802,025 67,257,35'1 
MASSACHUSET 0 66,844,388 33,422,193 33,422,195 23,954,286 86,873,16!: 
MICHIGAN 13,177,719 146,497,135 65,630,717 80,866,418 59,696,796 193,446,33( 
MINNESOTA 2,462,918 62,109,566 28,818,840 33,290,726 24,319,980 97,047,17r 
MISSISSIPPI 950 19,062,045 4,342,334 14,719,711 11,471,150 28,561,06: 
MISSOURI 0 59,666,800 23,842,854 35,823,946 26,299,724 88,414,29~ 

MONTANA 5,137 7,659,635 2,373,720 5,285,915 3,896,674 11,960,04! 
NEBRASKA 755,428 11,174,670 4,567,088 6,607,582 4,802,094 25,834,16' 
NEVADA 0 8,106,667 4,053,331 4,053,336 1,344,498 28,624,45· 
NEWHAMPSHI 3,196 9,388,008 4,694,002 4,694,006 3,215,402 15,166,56 
NEW JERSEY 0 87,250,892 43,625,445 43,625,447 31,144,014 130,503,29­
NEW MEXICO 0 9,498,319 2,596,841 6,901,478 5,516,455 19,657,46 
NEW YORK 23,866,801 200,875,625 100,437,812 100,437,813 69,063,911 264,550,Ot 
NORTH CAROLI 570,731 71,856,637 25,947,433 45,909,204 35,191,005 109,143,85 
NORTH DAKOT 38,775 5,760,500 1,858,914 3,901,586 2,928,350 7,215,1E 
OHIO 3,582,769 117,911,137 48,013,415 69,897,722 52,957.743 204,995,89 
OKLAHOMA 0 23,945,736 7,181,327 16,764,409 13,106,612 29,439.98 
OREGON 0 26,280,043 10,242,906 16,037.137 10,653,671 43,775,44 
PENNSYLVANIA 5,841,221 111,223,878 52,442,057 58,781,821 41,938,906 165,449,39 
PUERTO RICO 0 2,322,510 580,627 1,741,883 1,353,507 19,224,94 
RHODE ISLAND 0 18,471,571 8,515,395 9,956,176 6,310,610 18,208,OC 
SOUTH CAROLI 0 18,953,598 5,604,580 13,349,018 9,782,448 32,769,9E 
SOUTHDAKOT 92,026 5,867,099 2,059,940 3,807,159 2,656,398 6,942,7C 
TENNESSEE 7,539 16,759.751 5,936,304 10,823,447 5,392,257 41,676,5£ 
TEXAS 181 102.158,143 38.248,009 63,910,134 47.153.953 172,403,47 
UTAH 1.191,584 19,393.201 5,366,098 14.027.103 10,845,413 28,221.4£ 
VERMONT 0 7,304,072 2.192,948 5,111,124 3,928,680 8,821,6( 
VIRGIN ISLAND 0 582,305 145,576 436,729 324,663 2,205.6~ 

VIRGINIA 0 44,699,183 21,701,453 22,997.730 16.936,764 62,641,3( 
WASHINGTON 0 111,167.236 55,005,547 56,161,689 39,736,917 148,515,2£ 
WEST VIRGINIA 108,540 13,314,300 3.648,118 9.666,182 7,486,095 22,044,1l 
WISCONSIN 15,900,829 44,042,859 18,057,573 25,985,286 17,527,165 81,175,8[ 
WYOMING 27,174 4,141,874 1,661,719 2,480,155 1,913,508 7,905,1~ 

TOTALS $ 70,292,344 $ 2,625,280,492 $ 1,163,677,083 $ 1,461,603,409 $ 1,049,975,252 $ 3,905,116,2£ 

12110/98 FINANCE5.XLS 
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CSE FINANCING - EXAMPLE OPTION 1 PERFORMANCE INCENTIVES 

rAsauITIGIII performance based incentives using FY95 data. Current perfonnance may be substantially different.) 

States Retain Federal Share of ColleciiofflJ and Oecrease FFP to Make Up Oifference. Oistribute Incentives Based on Performance 

_~CO..;;.S.;;..T;...;S~_" _______S.;;..T;.;,.A.;.;.T-=E..;.;IN;.;,.c:....O.;.;.M;.;,.E~___.,.-----II--...;;M;;,;.A.:.;T..:;;;.C.;.;.H--II IMPACT 
" New State Share New Federal Share FY91 Incentive " II State Gain(+) 

TotaIIV·D II Collections . Admin Expend Pool Distributed Using II New Effective II Loss (-): Dift'ert 
Administrative II (= Total TANF (= Current· Federal 'Performance II FFP Mab::h Rale II In Slate Ineo: 

STATE EXDendjturu II Collections) Share Collections) Based Incentives' " {gAl ((C+QVAj II From EY97 A< 
A II BCD" " 

ALABAMA $ 41.252.487 " $ 20.603.810 $ 14.135.754 $ 5.591.261 "35.1% 49.3% II $ 1.999. 
ALASKA 18,668.868 1\ 18.511.581 2.547.476 2.180.200" 13.6% 28.5% II (452: 
ARIZONA 49.085,461 II 24.312.691 19.062.113 1.156.403" 3S.8% 42.4% " (2.446. 
ARKANSAS 46.214.009 II 16.809.881 21.981.458 2.941.651 II 41.5% 53.9% II (306. 
CALIFORNIA 513.658.532 1\ 521.582.108 91.514.302 11.653.490" 11.8% 21.3% " (56.914 
COLORADO 40.236.462 II 34.960.241 8.362.449 4.323.241" 20.8% 31.50/0 " (1.540 
CONNECTICUT 45.818,634 \I 49.539.543 5.596.162 4.461.445 II 12.2% 21.9% II (3.39: 
DELAWARE 11.332.880 II 7.058.331 7.934.718 1.457,066 II 45.8% 54.2% " 398 
DISTRICT OF COL. 1.286.507 " 5.630,841 2.976.821 656.582 \I 40.8% 49.9% \I (352 
FLORIDA 140,481.078 II 96.611.152 39.712.979 8.499.268 \I 28.3% 34.3% II (7.57E 
GEORGIA 11.589.214 \I 46.955.113 18.575.186 9.983.182" 25.9% 39.9% II (1,02~ 

GUAM 3.535.602 II 1.039.611 1.560.708 191.001 II 44.1% 49.1% II (1 ~ 
HAWAII 23.438.118 II 11.409.104 13.911,620 131.338 II 59.6% 62.1% II (9St' 
IDAHO 17.462.146 II 9.038.408 5.696.914 2.266.312" 32.6% 45.6% " 41f 
ILLINOIS 130.120.798 II 13.046.200 52.872.675 2.959.621 ,,40.4% 42.1% \I (8,45: 
INDIANA 33.738,575 " 31.233.592 1.009.753 4.043.834 II 3.0% 15.0% 1\ (1.89: 
IOWA 34.113.753 II 40.351.712 (2.086.031) 1.591.525" ·6.1% 16.1% \I 1,61' 
KANSAS 37.583.335 II 21.056.141 10.179.473 4.436.258" 21.1% 38.9% " 431 
KENTUCKY 43.284,056 I 31.212.229 3.075.307 4.613.330" 7.1% 11.8% " (96: 
LOUISIANA 35.785.199 22.940.756 8.532.737 4.206.370" 23.8% 35.6% " 42' 
MAINE 16.220.128 21.249.386 (6.615.841) 2.758.093 II 40.8% .23.8% II (2,91 
MARYLAND 13.146.781 35.699.394 26.510.284 1.576.380 II 36.2% 46.6% II 2.52: 
MASSACHUSETTS 63.908.669 66,844.388 10.560.868 11.851.049 II 16.5% .35.1% " 2.38 
MICHIGAN 161.467.618 146.491.135 25.779.573 33.021.130" 16.0% 36.4% II 11.85 
MINNESOTA 85,898,403 62.109.566 25.966.858 15.591.625 II 30.2% 48.4% II 6,62 
MISSISSIPPI 30.793.087 19.062.045 6.250.461 1.641.599 \I 20.3% 25.6% II (1.6t 
MISSOURI 78.632.228 59.666.800 19.223.270 10.538.953" 24.4% 37.8% II 1.01 
MONTANA 12,290.298 1.659.635 2.911.170 1.121.930 II 23.7% 32.9% " (2E 
NEBRASKA 29.360.093 11.174.670 12,854.009 3.435.021 "43.8% 55.5% " 1.6; 
NEVADA 28.951.210 8.106.667 17.808.949 2.992.256 II 61.5% 11.8% " 2t 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 13.587.807 9.388.008 4.299.952 2.191.210 II 31.6% 47.8% II 7' 
NEW JERSEY 112,000.533 81.250.892 30.710,912 21.616.975" 21.5% 46.8% II 9.1! 
NEW MEXICO 23.731.548 9.498.319 8,774.119 419,087 II 37.0% 39.0% II (9t 
NEW YORK 200.581.464 200.815.625 32.300.485 . 22.721,793 II 16.1% 27.4% II (8.6: 
NORTH CAROLINA 105.631.194 11.856.631 26.569,015 8.750.822 II 25.2% 33.4% II (1.9t 
NORTH DAKOTA 6,265.910 5.760.500 481,419 1.166.792 II 7.7% 26.3% II 1 ' 
OHIO 208,669.145 117,911.131 7O.144,n9 40,071.955" 33.6% 52.8% II 23.1: 
OKlAHOMA 26.289,829 23.945,136 1.836.451 2.198,495 II 7.0% 15.3% II (1.4. 
OREGON 42.529,281 26.280.043 12.111,938 4,997.415 II 28.5% 40.2% II (3: 
PENNSYLVANIA 135.153.203 111.223,878 37.382.598 41.250,844 II 27.7% 58.2% II 24.4' 
PUERTO RICO 28,540,809 2,322.5.10 16.514.054 2,550.104 II 62.2% 11.8% II 2.1: 
RHODE ISLAND 8,961.346 18.411,571 (3.900.132) 1.446,863 II 43.6% ·21.5% " (2,1: 
SOUTH CAROLINA 31.582.881 18.953,598 10.249,783 1,581.343 II 32.5% 31.5% II (1.9 
SOUTH DAKOTA 5.330.842 5.867,099 (75.159) 1.612.330 II ·1.4% 28.8% II 4 
TENNESSEE 44,894.049 16.759.151 19.485,643 3.833,916 II 43.4% 51.9% II (1.: 
TEXAS 111.993.512 102.158.143 53.489.147 11.202.740 II 31.1% 41.1% " 4 
UTAH 29.543,060 19.393,201 5.646.601 3.157.031 19.1% 29.8% II 
VERMONT 7.798.921 7.304,072 335.091 813.331 4.3% 15.5% " 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 2.431.660 582.305 1,511.319 112,847 62.2% 68.8% II 
VIRGINIA 55.974.151 44.699,183 11.881.152 8,163,644 21.2% 36.9% II 
WASHINGTON f 16,466,917 111.161.236 20.923.283 20.331.025 18.0% 35.4% II 
WEST VIRGINIA 24.327.799 13.314.300 6.549.754 2.640.189 26.9% 37.8% " 
WISCONSIN 79.193.043 44.042,859 28.674.906 19.660.621 36.2% 61.0% II 11.: 
WYOMING 8,586,436 II4.141,874 3.196.631 646.960 37.2% 44.8%II 
TOTAL $ 3,420,179.781 II $ 2.625.280,492 $ 868.207,636 $ 411,628,158 " 25.4% 31.4% II $ 
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CSE FINANCING .- EXAMPLE OPTION 2 PERFORMANCE INCENTIVES 
['Assumes performance based Incentives using FY95 data. Current performance may be substantially different.) 
Decrease FFP to 50%. Decrease FMAP to 50%, Add Savings to Increased Incentive Pool 

COSTS II ________S__TA__T_E_I_NC_O__M~E______ II MATCH "_....;..IM;;.;.;.P--.A;.;;.C...;...T_ 

TotaIIV-D 
II 
II 

New 
State Share 

New 
Federal Share 

Increased Incentive 
Pool Distributed Using 

II 
II Effective 

" 
II 

State Gain(+) OR 
Loss (-): Difference 

Administrative II Of Collections Admin Expend Performance II Match Rate II In State Income 
STATE Expenditures II @5Q% EMAP @50% EEP Based Incentives' II ((C+OVAI II From roT Actual 

A II BCD II II 
ALABAMA $ 41.252,487 \I $ 10.301.905 $ 20.626.244 $ 11.998.561 II 79.1% II $ 3.988.971 
ALASKA 18.668.868 II 9.258,791 9,334,434 5.959,772 II 81.9% II 255.436 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 

49.085.481 
46.274.009 

513.658.532 

II 
II 
II 

12.156,346 
8.404.944 

263.791.054 

24.542,741 
23.137,005 

256.829.266 

3.765.111 
6.305.867 

37.842.880 

II 
II 
II 

57.7% 
63.6% 
57.4% 

II 
II 
II 

(7,113.839) 
(4.191.397) 

(135.261.120) 
COLORADO 40.236.462 " 17.480.121 20.118.231 9.267.522 II 73.0% " (2.320.664) 
CONNECTICUT 45.878.634 II 24.769.772 22.939.317 9.576.633 \I 70.9% " (5.713.383) 
DELAWARE 
DISTRICT OF COL. 
FLORIDA 

17.332.880 II 
7.288.507 II 

140.487.078 II 

3.529.169 
2.815,421 

48.338.876 

8.666.440 
3.644.254 

70.243,539 

3.123.437 
1.407.481 

18.219.445 

" 
II 
II 

68.0% 
69.3% 
63.0% 

II 
II 
1\ 

(732.078) 
(1.749.266) 

(15.663.795) 
GEORGIA 71.589.274 II 23.477.587 35.794.637 21.401.721 II 79.9% " 4.135.008 
GUAM 
HAWAII 

3.535.602 
23.438.118 

II 
II 

519,809 
5.704.852 

1.767.801 
11.719.059 

422.301 
1.567.733 

II 
II 

61.9%1/ 
56.7% II 

(98.471) 
(8.077 ,475) 

IDAHO 17,482.146 " 4,519.204 8,741.073 4,858.177 " 77.8% " 1.533.664 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 

130.720.798 

33.738.575 
34.113.753 

36.523.100 

18.616,796 
20.178,856 

65.360,399 

16.869.288 
17.056.877 

6,344,388 

8.668.559 
16.273.562 

II 
II 
II 

54.9% II 
75.7% II 
97.7% II 

(29.103.456) 
(30.437) 

9.257.860 
KANSAS 37.583.335 13.528,074 18.791.668 9.509.779 II 75.3% II 594.403 
KENTUCKY 43.284.056 18,636,115 21,642,028 9,889.357 II 72.8% II 4.243.931 
LOUISIANA 35.785.199 11,470.378 17.892.600 9.016,979 II 75.2% II 3.125,414 
MAINE 16.220.128 13.624.893 8.110.064 5,912.383 II 86.5% II 1.280.190 
MARYLAND 73.146.781 17.849.897 36.573.391 16.241.097 II 72.2% II 3.406.834 
MASSACHUSETTS 63.908.669 33,422,194 31.954.335 25,404.486 II 89.8% II 3.907.850 
MICHIGAN 161,467.678 73.248.568 80.733.839 70.786.987 II 93.8% II 31.323.063 
MINNESOTA 85.898.403 31.054.783 42.949.202 33.435.827 II 88.9% II 10.392.642 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 

30.793.087 
78.632.228 

9.531.023 
29.833,400 

15,396.544 
39.316.114 

3.531.873 
22.591.812 

II 
II 

61.5% II 
78.7% II 

(101.628) 

3.327.034 
MONTANA 12,290.298 II 3.829~818 6.145.149 2,417.886 II 69.7% II 432.806 
NEBRASKA 29,360.093 II 5.587.335 14.680.047 7.363,479 II 75.1% " 1.796.694 
NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
28.951.210 II 
13,587.807 II 

4.053,334 
4.694.004 

14.475.605 
6.793.904 

6.414.345 
4.897.184 

II 
II 

72.2% II 
84.6% II 

(3.681.170) 
1.018.528 

NEW JERSEY 112.000.533 " 43.625.446 56.000.267 46.467.817 II 91.5% II 15.590.233 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 

23.731.548 II 
200.587,464 II 

4.749.160 
100.437.813 

11.865,774 
100.293.732 

1.026.994 
48.707.541 

II 
II 

54.3% II 
74.3% II . 

(2.015.533) 
( 15.110.927) 

NORTH CAROLINA 105.631.194 II 35.928.319 52.815.597 18.758.688 II 67,8% II (1.641.248) 
NORTH DAKOTA 6.265.970 I 2.880.250 3.132.985 2.501.192 II 89.9% II 1.299.272 
OHIO 208.669.145 58.955.569 104.334.573 85.900.192 II 91.2% II 44.194.439 
OKLAHOMA 26.289.829 11.972.868 13.144.915 4.712.800 II 67,9% I 390.599 
OREGON 42.529.281 13.140.022 21.264,641 10.712.701 II 75.2% 1.341.917 
PENNSYLVANIA 135.153.203 55,611.939 67.576.602 88,427.314 II 115.4% 46.166.464 
PUERTO RICO 26.540.809 1.161.255 13,270.405 5.467.813 II 70.6% 674.533 
RHODE ISLAND 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

8.967.346 
31.582.887 

5.330.842 

9.235.786 
9.476.799 

2.933.550 

4.483.673 
15.791.444 

2.665.421 

3.101.566 
3.389.843 

3.456.268 

II 
II 
II 

84.6% 
60.7% 

114.8% I 

(1.386.980) 
(4.111.865) 

2.112.538 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 

44.894.049 
171,993.512 

8.379.876 
51.079.072 

22.447.025 
85.996.756 

8.218.568 
36.876.631 

II 
II 

68.3% 

71.4% 

II 
II 

(2.631.116) 

1.548.988 
UTAH 29.543.060 II 9.696.601 14.771.530 6.767.577 II 72.9% II 3.014.216 
VERMONT 7.798.921 II 3,652.036 3.899.461 1.872.114 II 74.0% II 602.004 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 
VIRGINIA 

2.431.660 
55.974.157 

II 
II 

291.153 
22.349.592 

1.215.830 
27.987.079 

241.904 
18.786.174 

II 
II 

59.9% II 
83.6% II. 

(456.804) 
6.481.544 

WASHINGTON 116.466.917 II 55.563.618 58.233.459 43.582.574 II 87.4% II 8.884,360 
WEST VIRGINIA 24,327.799 II 6.657.150 12.163.900 5.660.923 II 73.3% II 2.437.832 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 

79.193.043 

8.586.436 

II
II 

22.021.430 

2.070.937 

39.596.522 

4.293.218 

42.145.464 

1.386.854 

II
II 103.2% II 

66.2% II. 
22.587.529 

(154.143) . 

TOTAL $ 3.420,179.781 II $ 1.312.640.246 $ 1.710.089.904 $ 882.386.135 " 75.8% II $ o 
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CSE FINANCING - EXAMPLE OPTION 3 PERFORMANCE INCENTIVES 
rAssumes perfonnanoe basad InoentlvGII using FY95 data. CUffent perionnanoe may be substantially diffefent I 
StatBIJ Retain Federal Share of Collections and Decrease FFP to 40%. Distribute Incentives Based on Performance 

__co_S_T_S__ II _______S;;..T~A.;.;;T..::E..;.;IN.;..C.;...O;;..M;.:..E~______ II ___M;.:..A....;T....;C..;.;;H__ II IMPACT 
II New State Share FY97 Incentive II II State Gain(+) ( 

TotalIV-O II Colleotions New Federal Share Pool Distributed Using /I New El'fective II LOS$ (-); Differe 

Administrative II (= Total TANF Admin Expend Perfonnance " FFP Match Rate II In Slate Incor 
STATE Expendjtyres "Collections) @ 4Q% FEe Based Incentives" II lSdAl ~ II From EY97 AI; 

A II B CO" . II 
ALABAMA $ 41,252.487 II $ 20,603.810 S 16,500.995 $ 5.597.261 II .w.0% 53.6% II $ 3.764.: 
ALASKA 18,668.868 II 18,517,581 7.467,547 2.780.200 1/ .w.0% 54.9% " 4.467: 
ARIZONA 49.085.481 II 24.312.691 19.634.192 1.756.403 II .w.0% 43.6% " (1.874: 
ARKANSAS 46.274.009 II 16.809.887 18.509.604 2.941.651 ".w.0% 46.4% II (3.778.' 
CALIFORNIA 513.658.532 II 527.582.108 205,463.413 17.653,490 II .w.O% 43.4% II 56.974. 
COLORAOO 40.236.462 II 34.960.241 16,094.585 4.323.247 ".w.0% SO.7% II 6.191. 
CONNECTICUT 45.878.634 II 49.539.543 18,351,454 4,467.445" .w.0% 49.7% II 9.359, 
DELAWARE 17,332.880 " 7.058.337 6,933.152 1.457.066 II .w.O% 48.4% II (602. 
DISTRICT OF COL. 7,288.507 II 5,630.841 2.915.403 656.582 1\ .w.0% 49.0% II (413. 
FLORIDA 140,487.078 II 96.m.752 56.194.831 8,499.268 II .w.0% 46.0% II 8.906, 
GEORGIA 71.589.274 II 46.955,173 28.635.710 9,983.782 \I .w.0% 53.9% " 9.035. 
GUAM 3.535.602 II 1.039.617 1.414.241 197.001 II .w.O% 45.6% 1\ (157 
HAWAII 23.438.118 II 11.409.704 9.375,247 731.338" .w.0% 43.1% 1/ (S.5lk 
IDAHO 17.462.146 II 9.038.408 6.992.858 2.266.312 II .w.0% 53.0% II 1.71Z 
ILLINOIS 130.720.798 II 73.046.200 52,288.319 2.959.621 II .w.O% '42.3% II (9.037 
INDIANA 33.738.575 II 37,233.592 13.495.430 4.043.834 II .w.O% 52.0% II 10.587 
IOWA 34.113.753 II 40.357.712 13,645.501 7.591.525 II .w.O% 62.3% II 17.34: 
KANSAS 37.583.335 " 27.056.147 15.033.334 4.436.258 II .w.O% 51.8% II 5.29C 
KENTUCKY 43,284.056 II 37.272.229 17,313.622 4.613,330" .w.O% SO.7% II 13.27~ 

LOUISIANA 35.785.199 II 22.940.756 14.314.080 4.206.370 II .w.O% 51.8% II 6.20( 
MAINE 16.220.128 1\ 27.249.386 6.488.051 2.758.093 II .w.0% 57.0% II 10.12. 
MARYLAND 73.146.781 " 35.699.394 29.258.712 7.576.380 II .w.O% 50.4% " 5.2T 
MASSACHUSETTS 63.908.669 II 66,844.388 25,563.468 11.851,049 \I .w.O% 58.5% II 17.38: 
MICHIGAN 161.467.678 II 146,497.135 64.587.071 33.021.730 II .w.O% 60.5% II SO.65; 
MINNESOTA 85.898.403 II 62.109.566 34.359.361 15.597.625" .w.O% 58.2% II 15.01: 
MISSISSIPPI 30,793.087 II 19.062.045 12.317.235 1.647.599 ".w.O% 45.4% II 4.46 
MISSOURI 78.632.228 1/ 59.666.800 31,452.891 10.538.953 II .w.O% 53.4% 1/ '13.24 
MONTANA 12.290.298 II 7.659.635 4.916.119 1.127.930 II .w.O% 49.2% " 1.74 
NEBRASKA 29,360.093 " 11.174.670 11,744.037 3.435.021 II .w.O% 51.7% " 51 
NEVADA 28.951.210 II 8.106.667 11.580.464 2.992.256 II .w.O% SO.3% " (5.9~ 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 13.587.807 II 9.388.008 5.435.123 2.191.210" .w.0% 56.1% " 1.8e 

NEW JERSEY 112.000.533 II 87.2SO.892 44.800.213 21.676.975 II .w.0% 59.4% II 23.2: 
NEW MEXICO 23.731.548 II 9.498.319 9.492.619 479.087 II .w.O% 42.0% II (11 
NEW YORK 200.587.464 II 200.875.625 80.234.986 22.n1.793 II .w.0% 51.3% II 39.2! 
NORTIi CAROLINA 105.631.194 II 71.856.637 42.252.478 8.750.822 II .w.0% 48.3% II 13.7' 
NORTIi OAKOTA 6.265.970 II 5.760.500 2.506.388 1.166.792" .w.0% 58.6% " 2.2' 
OHIO 208.669.145 II 117.911.137 83.467.658 40.071.955" .w.O% 59.2% II 36.4: 
OKLAHOMA 26.269.829 II 23.945.736 10.515.932 2.198.495 II .w.O% 48.4% II 7.2: 
OREGON 42.529.281 II 26.280.043 17.011.712 4.997.415" .w.O% 51.8% " 4.5 
PENNSYLVANIA 135.153.203 II 111.223,878 54.061.281 41.250.844" .w.0% 70.5% II 41.01 
PUERTO RICO 26.540.809 II 2.322.510 10.616.324 2.5SO.704 II .w.O% 49.6% II (3.7: 
RHODE ISLAND 8.967.346 II 18.471.571 3.586.938 1.446.863 II .w.O% 56.1% II 5.2: 
SOUTH CAROLINA 31.582.887 11 18.953.598 12.633.155 1.581.343 II .w.O% 45.0% II 3 
SOUTH DAKOTA 5.330.842 II 5,867.099 2.132.337 1.612.330 II .w.O% 70.2% II 2.6 
TENNESSEE 44.894.049 II 16.759.751 17.957.620 3.833.916 II .w.O% 48.5% II (3.1 
TEXAS 171.993.512 II 102.158.143 68.797.405 17.202.740 II .w.0% 50.0% II 15.7 
UTAH 29.543.060 19.393.201 11.817.224 3.157.037 II .w.0% SO.7% II 6.1 
VERMONT, 7.798.921 7.304.0n 3.119.588 873.331 II .w.O% 51.2% II 2.4 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 2.431.660 582.305 972.664 112.847 II .w.o% 44.6% " (f; 
VIRGINIA 55.974.157 44.699.183 22.389.663 8.763.644 II .w.0% 55.7% II 13.4: 
WASHINGTON 116.466.917 111.167.236 46.586.767 20.331.025 II .w.O% 57.50/0 II 29.f 
WEST VIRGINIA 24.327.799 13.314.300 9.731.120 2.640.789 II .w.O% 50.9% II 3,E 
WISCONSIN 79.193.043 44.042.859 31.677.217 19.660.621 II .w.O% 64.8% II 14.; 
WYOMING 8.586.436 4.141.874 3.434.574 646.960 /I .w.0% 47.5% II 
TOTAL $ 3.420.179.781 II $ 2.625.280.492 $ 1.388.071.912 $ 411.628.158 II .w.O% 52.0% II $ 499.1, 
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CSE FINANCING -IMPACT COMPARISON OF 3 OPTIONS (PERFORMANCE INCENTIVES) 
STATE INCOME = State Share of Collections ... F"deral Share Administrative Expenditures'" Incentives 

GAIN (+) or LOSS H IN STATE INCOME 
STATE OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3 

ALABAMA $ 1,999,086 $ 3,988,971 .$ 3,784,327 

ALASKA (452,303) 255,436 4,467.768 
ARIZONA (2.446,829) (7,113,839) (1,874,750) 
ARKANSAS (306,216) (4,191,397) (3,778,070) 
CALIFORNIA (56,974,421) (135,261,120) 56,974,691 

COLORADO (1.540,600) (2,320,664) 6,191,536 
CONNECTICUT (3,395,354) (5,713,383) 9,359,338 
DELAWARE 398,998 (732,078) (602.568) 
DISTRICT OF COL. (352,178) (1,749.266) (413,596) 
FLORIDA (7,575,656) (15.663,795) 8,906,196 

GEORGIA (1,024,796) 4,135,008 9,035,728 

GUAM (11,056) (98,471) (157.523) 
HAWAII (956,457) (8,077,475) (5,552,830) 
IDAHO 416,904 1,533,664 1,712.788 
ILLINOIS (8.452,847) (29,103,456) (9,037,203) 
INDIANA (1,897,901 ) (30,437) 10.587.776 
IOWA 1,611,771 9,257,860 17,343,303 
KANSAS 436,760 594,403 5,290,621 
KENTUCKY (962,703) 4,243,931 13.275,612 
LOUISIANA 425.320 3,125,414 6,206.663 
MAINE (2.975,312) 1,280,190 10,128.580 
MARYLAND 2,528.707 3,406,834 5,277,135 

MASSACHUS ETTS 2,383,140 3.907,850 17,385,740 

MICHIGAN 11,852,108 31,323,063 50,659,606 

MINNESOTA 6,626,879 10,392,642 15,019,382 

MISSISSIPPI (1,600,962) (101,628) 4,465,812 
MISSOURI 1,014,731 3.327,034 13,244,352 
MONTANA (261,311 ) 432,806 1,743.638 

NEBRASKA 1.629.533 1,796,694 519,561 
NEVADA 283,418 (3,681,170) (5,945,047) 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 712,606 1,018,528 1,847,777 
NEW JERSEY 9,195,542 15,590.233 23,224,783 
NEW MEXICO (905,936) (2,015,533) (187,436) 
NEW YORK (8,652,109) (15,110,927) 39,282,392 
NORTH CAROLINA (1,967,377) (1,641,248) 13,716,086 
NORTH DAKOTA 193,556 1,299,272 2.218,525 
OHIO 23,131,976 44,194,439 36,454,855 

OKLAHOMA (1,459,302) 390.599 7,220,179 

OREGON (386,051) 1.341,917 4,513,723 
PENNSYLVANIA 24,407,929 46.166,464 41,086,612 

PUERTO RICO 2.162,328 674,533 (3,735,402) 

RHODE ISLAND (2.198.703) (1 .386,980) 5,297,367 

SOUTH CAROLINA (1 ,985.227) (4.111,865) 398.145 
SOUTH DAKOTA 461,569 2.112,538 2.669,065 
TENNESSEE (1,597,274) (2.631.116) (3,125.297) 
TEXAS. 446.559 1.548,988 15,754,817 
UTAH (24,653) 3,014,216 6,145.970 
VERMONT (309,113) 602,004 2,475,384 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 781 (456,804) (537,874) 
VIRGINIA 2.702.678 6,481,544 13,211.189 
WASHINGTON 3,906,253 8,884,360 29,569,737 
WEST VIRGINIA 460.702 2,437,832 3,642,068 
WISCONSIN 11,202.500 22,587,529 14,204,811 
WYOMING 80,313 (154,143) 318,256 

TOTAL $ $ o $ 499,884,277 

··DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT - FOR DI~CUSSION ONLY" 
12110198 FINANCE5.XLS 



P.2 12-09-1 998 5: 31 Pf'.1 i="ROf'.1 f'.lARY BOURDETTE 96905750 

::uu.uuu: 

ilnfttli cStatts Smatt 
WASHINGTON. DC 20610 

December 7, 1998 

The Honorable William Clinton 

President 

The White House 

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 


. Washington D.C. 20500 

. Dear Mr. President: 

We appreciate your recent efforts to consult wirh members ofCongress, state and 
local officials and children's advocates on the issua of financing the Federal-State Child 
Support Enforcement Program (CSE). As you know. the CSE program provide5 vital 
services that help America's families secure the resources nece~saxy to mnve heyonrl 
public. assistance by securing the child support that is Jwed to them. With the time limits 
and work requirements enacted in the welfare refonn .~W) r.~F.. ~ervices arc now more 

, important than ever. 

As part of your consultation process, we woulcl like to draw your attention to a 
disturmng trend \'(itnessed in the majority of states ..:- 1he elimination of the $50 
passthrough and disregard policy required under previous welfare law. Only sixteen 
!';tates have chosen to continue the pass-through.. while one state, Wisconsin,. has opted to 
passthrough and disregard the entire child support pay ment made on behalf of a TANf 

. family. 

In improving the finaneing of the CSE prograrr, one of our primary goals should 
be to pm more resources into the hands of the familie!; ,md children who so desperately 
need them. Also, there is concern that lack of a pass- through is a major disincentive for 
non-custodial parents to cooperate fully with tie chile sup,.p0rt system because thdr child 
or children do not see the benefits. We fear that the cwrent trend of reducing the amount 
of child support that is passed-through to families UDcerrnlnes the system and provides me 
wrong incentives. . 

We urge you to work with us to consider seriollsly the conditions under which 
Wisconsin and other states have been able to continu(' or t::xpand the passthtou~h h''l 

detennine whether thosecondirions may be applicabl.! to the. national level. Again. we 
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The Honorable William Clinton 
December 7, 1998 

hope to advance this debate in the direction of ensuring that as much child support as 
possible benefits directly the children to whom it is cwed. 

Thank you in advance for your time and consIderation. 

Sincerely, 

cc: 	 Jacob J. Lew 
Director 
Office of Management a..1.d Budget 
Executive Offioe Building 
Washington. D.C. 20503 

Donna Shalala 

Secretary 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Senices 

200 Independence Avenue, S.W. 

Washington, DC 20201 




, ' , 

December 8, 1998 LEAVE NO CHILD BEHIND. 

Mr. JiWkLew 
Director 
Office.ofManagement and Budget 
Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20010 

re: Chiidten's Defense Fund FY2000 Budget Priorities 

DearJaclc 

As the Administration begins to set budget priorities for ~ next fiseaJ. year, we wge you 
to include the following investments ofutmost importance to children: . 

CIDLDCARE 

We welcomed the Administration's child care agenda in 1998, but were deeply 
disappointed that child care was not singled out as an Administration prlority during the 
final budget negotiations. We also were dismayed by·the substantial cut in the Title XX 
Social Services Block Grant which funds clilld care in 40 states. Given the millions of 
families who do not receive any help in paying for child Care and the serious gaps in the 
quality ofchild carct we urge you to ~aintain the Administration's commitment to a 
significant new investment in child care and after-school programs. Subsequently. we 
recommend: 

• 	 An increase in the Child care and Development Block 0ran1 (CCDBG) by $20 
billion over the next five years. 

• 	 An increase in the setaside for infant and toddler care underCCDBG to $500 million. 

• 	 Maintaining the set·aside of$192 million for improving child care quality in addition 
to the $19 million for school-age child care resource and referral in the CCDBG. 

• 	 An increase in Head Start by $1 billion in FY2000. In order to meet new quality 
provisions and to ensure that all children enter school ready 10 succeed. the 
Administration's commitment to Head Start must be expanded. Without substantial, 
new investments, it will be nearly impossible to increase the number of children 
receiving both HeaD. Start and Early Head Start and to heJp Head Start pmgl"t.ms 
expand their schedules [0 meet the needs of working families. 
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CHILD WELFARE 

In order to help states realize the safety and permanency goals for children in the 

bipartisan Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) passed one year ago, we recommend 

that the Administration include an ASFA implementation package in its FY2000 budget. 

Limited capacity ofboth agencies and courts is likely to make it impossible for stJites to 

comply with the new timelines'jn the ASFA without additional federal assistance. States 

will not invest the resoW'ces necessmy to carefully address the permanency needs of 

children already in the system. as well as those entering care. Without some new 

resources, children will not move quickly and appropriately into safe and permanent 

homes. Specifically~ we urge that the President's recommended FY2000 budget include: 


• 	 One time funding for courts in jurisdictions that have backlogs ofchildren waiting for 

adoption or other permanent settings and have established plans for addressing those 

backlogs and barriers to permanence. ' 


• 	 A doubling ofappropriations for the Child Welfare Serviees Program, authorized 

under part I ofTitle IV·B oftile Social Security Act. which funds a variety ofchild 

pro~tion and adoption services.. It is currently :funded at $292 million . 


• . A SO percent increase in the Title IV-E Independent Living Program to help support . 

young people preparing to leave foster care, some ofwhom will be discharged to their 

own responsibility. The Title IV-E Foster Care Program also should be amended to 

allow r:ontinued reimbursement ~ugh age 21 for room and board and related 

services for young people who have benefited from the Independent Living Program 

and continue to Jive in supervised transitional Jiving arrangements after age 18, 

provided they are participating in education or employment and have an independent 

liVing plan. 


• 	 A Dew Substance Abus~ and Child Proteetion Partnership grant program that wt! want 
to see jointly funded by ACF and SAMHSA in HHS. It would require ajoint 
application from the state child welfare and substance abuse treatment agencies and 
matches from both. An estimated 40 to 80 percent of the children in the chUd , 
protection system arc from families with substance abuse problems. These funds 
would be used to ensure that more families receive timely and appropriate . 

. assessments, services, and treatment so that timely permanency decisions for children 

can be made. 


• 	 Expanded eligibility under Title IV-E Adoption Assistance Program for certain post 
ad.option servioes and supports necessary to maintain foster children with special 
needs who are adopted with their permanent families. Given the anticipated increases 

2 
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increases in the number of children m6ving to adoption, it is especially urgent to 
increase state capacity in this area. 

PREVENTlON/AFTER-SCHOOLlJUVENILE JUSTICE 
I 	 .. 

While we were pleased with the expansion ofthe 21st Centtlty Leaming Centers, there 
, are still millions of children home alone after ..school each week. At CW1'ent funding 

levels 'of$200 million over the next four years. the 21st Centwy Learning Centers 
program will reach only one in 10 children who are home alone. In addition, mitUons of 
teenagers have too few option~ for positive after·school activities, recreation, and 
employment. Additional investments are critical to k.eep every child safe aiter-school and ' 
to ensure every child is on t:rack. for school and work sUccess. We recommend: 

• 	 At least a $1 billion a year increase for the next five years to expand the 21st Century 
Leaming Centers to help SQhools work. with community organizations to start, 
operate, and expand programs for children and youth. 

• 	 An expansion ofTirle V, Local Delinquency Prevention, from $95 million to at least 
$250 million. Title V is a prevention prognun worthy of continued and increased 
support. It represents an effective model ofcOmnlWlity collaboration in which 
community stakeholders, .. including locally elected officials, law enforcement. private 
nonprofit organi2:atio~ and youth workers - come together to develop a plan for 
juvenile delinquency prevention. This program, which is cost effective and keeps 
children and communities safe, has been increased., but continues to receive a fraction 
of what new punishment initiatives like the Juvenile Accountability Incentive Block 
Grant receive (unauthorized but fwuied at $250 million.) 

• 	 An expansion in current funding of $268 million for the Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention fonnuls grants to states and communities to ensure a strong 

juvenile justice system that holds children accountable and helps them get back on 

track. but does not put them in adult jails and prisons. 


FAMILY INCOME 

With the second year of implementation of the Personal Responsibility and Work 

Opponunities Act, we urge the Administr~tion to: , 


• 	 Maintain full funding for the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) 
block grant, as states were promised when the 1996 welfare law was enacted. While 
many stares have not yet spent all ottheir block grant funds for FY 1997 and FY 
1998. they need the opportunity to develop plans for the most appropriate services \ 
and benefits to enable famiJiesto work and rise out of poverty. Moreover, states that 
choose to "save" block grant funds in anticipation of an economic downturn must 
have the promised opportunity to do so. 

J 
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• 	 Allow the use offederal TANP' block grant funds so that months during which TANF ' 
recipients work and yet remain eligible for reduced support do not count towaJ'd the 
time limit. 

• 	 Allow a broader range ofactivities toward the required hours of work panicipation, 
including education and training and other activities states judge to be appropri~te 
parts ofan individual's "personal responsibility plant! intended to 'enable parents to 
overcome barriers to employment. 

• 	 Allow states with caseload declines ofmore than 20 percent since August 1996 to 
increase the percentage ofexemptions from the time limit allowable under TANF. 
For example, ita state~s caseload decline exceeded 20 percent, the allowabJe ' 
exemption could rise to 25 percent. Such a change would recognize tha.t states 
planned on exemptions at a time when the easeload was larger, and so estimated. that a 
larger number offamilies would count under the 20 percent exemption cap. With the 
unanticipated steep caseload decline. states are likely to' exceed the 20 percent cap 
even though they limit exemptions only to fm:n.ilies with Severe and multiple barriers 
to employment. 

• 	 Appropriate funds for the 100,000 Section 8 housing vouchers authori~ by the new 
public housing legislation for FY 2000 and 200], a necessary first step to address the 
housing needs ofthe record S.3 million households with "worst case housing needs'! 
- households that pay over half their incomes for rent, live in severely substandatd 
housing, or both. 

• 	 Restore food stamps for legal immigrants still denied this assistance, including 
parents ofchildren, elderly between the ages of60..65, and immigrants who enter the 
COUftby legally on or after August 22, 1996. Food Stamp cuts affecting families with 
high shelter costs should be rescinded. 

The Childhood Immunization program (Section 317) is the primary federal source of 
funds for immunization infrastructure, including assessment ofpopulation-wide . 
immunization rates, vaccine preventable disease surveillance, public education and 
outreach, and vaccinations in public clinics for groups whose health insurance does not 
cover vaccinations (the Vaccines for Children program is essential in paying for vaccines 
for uninsured or Medicaid-insured children, but not for under-insured children). The 317 
and Vaccines for Children programs complement each other and provide the states and 
public health officials with the resources they need to continue to increase (as weJl as 
maintain) childhood immunization rates. 

4 
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We urge you to fund the Childhood Immunization Program at$S43 mUlion. This is a 
$122 million increase over the FY99 funding level ofS421 million. The increased 
appropriation for Section 317 is essential to sustain infrastructure and outreach initiatives 
as well as to adequately fund necessary vaccine purchases. 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

We Wlderstand that the Administration is considering a substantial revision ofthe federal 
role in the child 5uppon enforcement program. It is essential that funding changes 
enc::ou:ntge additional commitment ofstate and federal resources to this under-resourced 
program and not reduce federal investments. Reducing the federal commitment wou.ld 
result in significant setbacks in the collection and enforcement of child support 
obligations for millions ofchildren. Under this Administration. states have made some i 
progress in improving paternity establishment. enforcement of orders, and child suppon ': 
collections. We urge the Acirninistration to continue to bolster states in their efforts, 
,rather than reducing the federal govenunent's investment in the program. We urge, as 
well> that the federal government take a leadership role in exploring how to make child 
support a more reliable somce ofincome for low-income single parents struggling to 
support their children through work. Funding for chUd support assurance demonstrations 
and for enabling weI-fate parents to see greater benefit from child support paid on their 
behalf would be important steps in thjs direction. '::{e.)( ?----~ <?-~' 

IN SUMMARY j/;;L-~ ~O e,.•-~f 
~. G,,---:C, -..·..r"""L....· 

There are no doubt many competing priorities under consideration as part ofthe F,Y2000 
budget. But, early childhood development and school readiness should be as strong a 
priority as military readiness. Indeed; investing in school readiness is investing in 
military readiness. Child welfare should take precedence over corporate welfare and any 
preschool child's health should be as secure as that ofany 66 year old. The number of 
extremely poor families Ylith ~hildren has increased Significantly. In the long term, this 
means more children at risk of poor nutrition, low educational perfonnance. and much 
lower future earnings as adults. This Administration can lay the foundation for a better 
future for our children. Nothing matters more. During the year that lithe firewaHs" come 
down. please put children first. 

Sincerely yours, 
., 

U.. ­~arian Wrigbt Edelman 
( 

CC; HHS SecretaI}' Donna Shalala 

TOTRL P.06 



OFFICE OF 


CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 


FINANCING BRIEFING 

ADVANCE MATERIALS 


December 11, 1998 

.. ' 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 


»Child Support Enforcement Program Financing 

»	Table 8-5 from the 1998 Green Book, Produced by the Committee on Ways and Means, 
U.5, House of Representatives 
"Financing of the Federal/State Child Support Enforcement Program, Fiscal Year 1996" 

»Child Support Enforcement Financing Consultation Questions 

» Child Support Enforcement Financing Consultation Process Summary 

.» Presentationof Lewin GroupStudy and Findings 

»Child Support Enforcement Fiscal Year 1999 Budget Language 

»Child Support Enforcement Financial Overview/1997 Preliminary Data Report 



Child Support Enforcement Program Financing 


The child support program administered by States is fmanced by four streams 
of funding: . . 

::; 	 The Federal Government reimburses States on an open-ended, entitlement basis for 66% of all 
allowable administrative expenditures on child support activities -- locating parents, establishing 

. paternities, establishing orders, and collecting payments. The Federal 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. 
paternity. FY 1996 data indicates Federal spending for this stream at approximately $2.0 billion 
while State spending amounted to approximately $1.0 billion. 

:!: 	 Child support collections assigned to the State and Federal Government by public assistance . 
applicants as a condition of receiving assistance provide a second stream of funding to States. These 
assigned collections (reduced by the Federal share of collections) for a- family on T ANF can be used 
at State discretion. After a family leaves TANF, the State can still attempt to collect assigned . 
arrearages to recover the costs of assistance payments made to the family when it was on T ANF. 
Assigned collections are shared between the State and the FederalGovernment in accordance with the 
Medicaid matching rate. ,Since Medicaid matching favors States with low per capita, income, using , 

, the reciprocal for distributing child support collections to the states means that poorer States like 
Mississippi may only keep 20% ofassigned collections while wealthy States like NY and CA retain, 
50% of these collections. FY 1996 data indicates the State share of collections at approximately $1.0 ' 
billion while the net Federal share was $888 million. (Net Federal share results after incentive - . 
payments are taken out of the Federal share). 

::: 	 The third stream offundingis 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-T ANF collections, calculated separately. B'ased on dollars collected and 
collections per dollar of administrative expenditures (cost r;ffecti'leness), States can receive incentive 
payments up to 10% of collections in both TANFand 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 at115% of the amount ofTANF incentive payments. States may use 
incentive payments in any way they wish. Anew incentivesystem, 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 offunds beginning in FY 2000. The use ofthese funds will also be 
more limited than at present. FY 1996 data indicates Federal incentive payments to States at 
approximately $409 million; 

.. 	A new incentive system, eriacted under P.L. 1"05-200, 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. These funds must be reinvested in theIV-D program. 

, 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 to approximately $37 million. 
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TABLE 8-5.--FINANCING OF THE FEDERAL/STATE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM, FISCAL YEAR 1996 
[In thousands of do11arsl 

------------ --------------- --------------------~~-------------~----------------------------
State income 

State Co11ections­
State Federal State share Federa'l, administrative State net to-costs 

administrative of incentive expenditures ratio 
payments collections payment's (costs) 

--~-----------------~----------------------~---------------------~----~-------------------------~---------~-----
Alabama ....................... $31,161 $5,737 $3,548 $46,314 ($5,868) 3.41 
Alaska ..............•........• 11,517 ,8,085 2,973 17,439 5,136 3.31 
Ari zona ...........•.. " ........ 31,177 6,647 3,842' 46,909 (5,244) 2,.41 
Arkansas .. , ..........• ',' ...... 19,048 4,163 3,195 28,669 (2,263) 2.77 
California .................... 293,731 222,548 66,752 437,991 145,040 2.36 
Colorado .... ',' ................ 25,39,9 15,001 5,590 38,361 ' 7,628 2.82 
Connecticut ........ ~ ...... ',' .. 29,035 12,645 7,086 43,027 5,740 2.91 
Delaware ...... ',' ... ~ .......... 9,941 3,393 1,112 14,168 279 2.50 
District of Columbia .......... 7,731 2,526 1,103 11,696 (336) 2.38 
Florida. , . ' .................... 86,999 30,216 13,501 131,363 (647) 3.13 
Geor,gia ....................... 45,496 16,780 15,110, 68,505 8,881 3.92 
Guam... ,', .'. " ................... 1,744 289 281 2,624 (310) 2.57 
Hawaii .......... " ...........•. 16,113 5,396 1,758 23,907 (640) 2.18 
Idaho ............ , ............ 12,535 2,,942 1,961 18,928 (1,490) 2.32 
Illinois ................... ',' .. 68,905 28,513 10,69,1 103,803 4,304 2.41 
Indiana ....................... 21,416 14,186 7,658 30,091 13,170 6.54 
Iowa .....•.................... 19,,209 12,911 6,319 29,048 9,391 5.23 
Kansas ...... ~ .....•.....•...•. 12,296 10,704 5,265 18,489 9,776 5.82 
Kentucky ~ ..••. '. " ',' .. ',' .....' ... 27,927 9,646' 5,514 42,21p 877 ' 3.43 
Louisiana •.. ; ... '. ' ... : .•....... 23,058 6,266 4,270 34,495 (900) 4.16 
Maine •......•..........•• ~ ..•. 10,224 9,459 4,907 15,435 9,155 4.05 
Maryland .•.................... 43,688 19,120 6,540 66,017 3,332 4.36 
Massachusetts .........•....... 40,626 30,494 9,828, 61,286 19,662 4.05 
Michigan ...........••......... 94,572 60,098 22,323 143,132 33,860 6.63 
Minnesota.,. ; ....•.........,.... 48,457 25,680 9,017 73,195 9,960 4.36 
Mississippi! .................. 9,522 3,959 3,553 29,463 (2,430) 2.87 
Missouri ..•.........•...•..... 52,173 22,161 9,635 74,419 9,549 3.75 
Montana •.•......•............. 8,038 2,122 1,326 12,120 (634) 2.42 
Nebraska ....•................. 20,007 3,964 1,750 30,179 (4,457) 3.16 



----------------------- -------------
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-------------------~-------- r-------------~---------~-------~------~-----
State income 

, , 
----------------- ---------------------- State Collections­

state Federal State share Federal :administrative' State net to-costs 
administrative of incentive expenditures ratio.. 

payments collections payments (costs) 

------------------------------~--------------------~-~----~----~-------------~------------------------------~---
Nevada ..................... '.. . 14,782 3,737 2,279 22,346 (1,548) 2.53 

New Hampshire ................ . 9,377 4,518 1,539 14,091 1,343 3.42 

New Jersey......•............. 73,147 39,238 12,696 110,735 14,348 4.52 

New Mexico ................... . 15,914 1,344 975 21,129 (2,896) i.43 

New york ..................... . 115,020 79,891 28,461 174,183 49,188 4.03 

North Carolina ............... . 59,282 20,653 10,732 89,147 1,521 2.94 

North Dakota ................. . 4,352 1,662, 990 6;563 441 4.34,'" 


" 
Ohio ......................... . 106,594 41,141 17,008 161,U8 3',125 6.07 

Oklahoma ..................... . 16,968 IS, 674 3,666 24,040 3,269 3.06 

Oregon ................. : ..... . 21,129 10,544 5,'480 31,874 5,278 5.60 

Pennsylvania ................. . 82,784 49,576 18,619 123;808 27,,171 7.74 . 

Puerto Rico .................. . 19,504 291 372 28,569 (8,40'1) 4.44 

Rhode Island................. . 5,451 6,839 3,,262 8,251 7,300 4.31 

South Carolina ............. '" 23,296 6,797 4,154 35,ioO (,853 ) 3.37 

South Dakota ................. . 3,173 1,936 1,399 4,770 1,738 5.87 

Tennessee .................... . 26,165 10 ;.195 5,328 39~342 2,347 4.06 

Texas ........' ..• : ............ . 96,614 32,915 15,873 ,144,984 418 3.71 

Utah .......................... . 19,497 5,136 3,217 29,170 (1,321) 2.66 

Vermont ..... " ......•. ': ....... . 4,467 2,602 1,346 6,701 1.,714 3.79 

Virgin Islands ...... ~.; ...... . 1,597 ,94 67 2,418 (660 ) 2.25 


, Virginia .......... ',' ~ ........ . 40,844 18,475 5,988 61,507 3,800 4.18 

Washington ....•....... ~ ......• 76,319 4,9,348 16,449 115,322 26,795 3.53 

West Virginia .......... , ..... . 15,578 3,230 2,065 23,'358 (2,484) 3.61 


I 
Wisconsin ..••..•..•.. '........ . 50,394 19,115 10,659 74,.058 6,110 5.94 

Wyoming .•.. " ..•. ,............. . 5,575 1,835 647, 8,455 '(398) 2.96 


----------------------~---------------------------------------------------------
Nationwide ................ . 2,039,569 1,013,437 409,681 3,054,821 407,866 3.93 


Note.--The "State net" column in this table is not the same as the comparable figure presented in annual 
reports of the Office of Child Support Enforcement (see for example, 1996, p. 78 and table 8-23 below) because 
estimated Federal incentive payments are used' in the annual reports while final, Federal incentive payments 
were used in this table. ' 

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 



Child Supp<;utEnforcement Financing 

Consultation Questions 


Incentive Effect 

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

2. 	 Under the current funding structure, ~hat are the incentives to serve some subgroups offamilies over others? 

3. 	 A~ .the non-TANFcaseload 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? 



Federal/State Investment 

. 10. To what extent does States' ability to set up separate State· assistance prograffis under T ANF 
"undennine the Federal share of child support collections and what action, if any, is needed to 
protect the Federal investment in the program? " 

II. 	What is the current level ofnon-Federal investment in the CSE program and how can we create 
incentives for. increasing such investments? 

12. 	 Some_Statesllocalities receive more in Federal funding plus the state share ofTANF collections 
than they expend on the program structui-e. Does this serve as an incentive to improving 
s~rvices and increasing support to families? In addition, what types ofactivities are these funds 
currently spent on? 

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

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

Adlninistrati-ve Sinlplicit)' and Program Flexibility 

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

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

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

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

. populations? 



External Issues' 

19. 	 What changes about the cUrrent flulding structure' would advocates recommend if they could 
change anything? 

20. 	 How would any funding·changeaffectthe way child support enforcement services are 
provided to children and families? . . 

21. 	 How will funding changes fit into the historicarcontext of the program and within the past 
six years of increased federal presence and direction, includmg PRWORA? .. 

'" 	 . 

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

1. 	 Meetings with specific intergovernmental groups: 

}.1> 	 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. Washing'ton, DC based meetings includ~d invitees from Congr~ssional staff, major advocacy 
and intergovernmental groups, DPC, OMS, GAO, CRS and HHS staff. (CSO was invited to the 
Lewin Group briefing.). These meetings were topical in nature as listed: 

}.1> July 31 , General background on the project 

}.1> October 2 Mission of the child support program 

}.1>October 21 , Effidency and effectiveness of the program 

}.1> 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. , 
These meetings were based around the consultation questions: 

;.... . 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 th~ regional meetings. 
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,PRESENTATION OF LEWIN GROUP STUDY AND FINDINGS 

,The purpose of the' ~ewin Group study was to: 

• ,~onduct a fa'ct finding analysis; 

• 	 .' examine the current relationship be~een th~ Feder:U IV-D program financing structure and 
resources allocated to the IV-D program at the state and 10calieveFand 

'.~ '., • d.etermine the ~hanges states are contemplating in their financing structures in light of : 

·0 PRWDRA, 

'0' 	.rapidly declining TANF rolls,. 

o ' 	movements toward centraliied collections, and 

o HR 3130 and the new incentives proviSions . 

..The primary study questions asked ofstate program administrators were: 

• 	 What are the various sources offunding for state and local IV-D expenditures and what 
share of the expenditures does each source represent? ' 

, How a~e state share~ of'TANF collections' and fedeial incentive payments .allocated? The 
~econdary study questions asked:' . ' , 

.. ,,' - -',-, 	 . . . . ~ 

• 	 Are states.employing cost recovery mechanisms such as user charges and fees and how 
much do they collect? . ' " 

.'" ~ 

• 	 To what extent are states "passing-through" child support collections to TANF families or ' . ' 
disregarding child supportpayments in determining TANF benefit levels?' , 

•• " Are states continuing to utilize "fill-the gap" policies? 


The project didnot attempt to determine: . 


• 	 state and local resources devoted to the IV-D program t.."'1at are not clairned for federal 
matching purposes; , 

• 	'. the relationship between the level and structure of state child· support financing and 
program perforII1ance; 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.) , 

. .:. " ,'\ ' 

The study team presented their findings using side by side projectors detailing an explanation 
of their study methodology and findings with a graphical presentation of the resulting data. All 
attendees were provided copies of this material plus additional supporting documentation. 

The study findings included, but were not limited to, the following: 

• 	 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 %), earmarked federal incentive 
payments (24%), earmarked state share of retained TANF collections (15%), and county 

'general funds (9%). .' 	 . 



, ",' 

e 	 Fees and cost recovery fuumce a negligible proportion (2%) of state and local shares of child 

support expenditures. 


e' 	Thiiteen states~ (AZ,CA,CO,ILJN,MI,MN,NV,NJ,NY,NC,ND,OH), based on each states own 

classificatiot:l of its program to the study team; have county administered programs and " 


, account for approximately 47% of IV-D costs and 52%'of collections. These programs rely ,. 
upon county general funds to 'a larger extent than state administered programs. There 
appears to be less earmarking of federal incentives and the state share of retained T ANF 
collections in these programs. 

eAcross all states (weighted equally), most federal incentive payments (71 %) are directly 

earmarked for the ,IV-Dprogram. A large proportion of incentive payments that are not ,,' 


", ' earmarked Jor the program reimburse state and county appropriations for the program. 

Earmarking is more common in state administered programs. 


( • 	 The IV-A program receives the largest proportion of the state share of retained T ANF 
collections by total dollars (66%). 'Approximately 14% ofthe state share of retained TANF: 
collections are passed on to families through disregard and fill-the-gap policies. ' 

Overall, including the state share of retained T ANF collections, 21 sta'tes hadprogra~ 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. 

(This does not represent funds directed to state IV-D programs but to state government in 

general.), As a group states yield a larger total savings from the program than counties. ' 
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Child Support Fiscal Year 1999 Budget Language 

T
he Federal Governmenthas a strong interest in ensuring that the national child support . 

. 	 system is effective. Funding of the Child support Enforcement (CSE) program, however, 
remains complicated. States get Federal payments to cover administrative costs at several 
different matching rates. States also get Federal incentive payments, levy user fees, keep' 

a portion of T ANF-related collections, and return a portion to the Federal Government. 
,; .. ' 

. .. 	 . 

Federal retention ofTANF-rehitedpayments is a legacy of the old AtDC program in which 
': States and the Federal Government shared in funding AFDC and, thus, in collecting child 
. support for AFDC recipients. " With welfare reform, States have great freedom to design 

assistance for families with dependentchildren. 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 to 
count under the T ANF maintenance-of-effort requirement, but child support collections on 
behalf of these families do notneed to be shared with the Federal Government. . "'. ""... 

The Administration will hold a dialogue with the stakeholders of the child support program to 
lookatways to address these problems and, working with Congress, will prepare legislation. 
The budget takes a first step towards simplifying the child support funding structure 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. . .' 

Source: 	The Budget for Fiscal Year 1999 
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TABLE 1 

FINANCIAL OVERVIEW FOR FIVE CONSECUTIVE FISCAL YEARS 

(SOOO) 

1;92 1993 1994 1995 1996 

TOTAL IV-D COLLECTIONS $7,964,141 J8,907,i50 89.850,159 110,827.167 ' $12.019,789 

AFDC/FC COLLECTIONS 2,258,825 2,U6,395 ' 2,549,723 2,689.392 2,855.066 

STAn SHARE ' 786.934 ' 84.7,272 890,717 938.865 1.013,666 

FEDERAL SIIARE 737,943 776,,600 762,34.1 821.551 888.258 

PAYHENTS TO AFDC FJ\l)(ILIcES 4.34.582 U5,765 '457,125 474..«28 4.80.406 

INCEN'l'IVi: PAY'HENTS 2t!1.366 339.217 4.07,24.2 399.919 409,14.2 

H£l)ICAL SUPPORT PAY'HENTS 0 '7.54.1 32.2!1; 54..62!1 63,570 

~"ON-AFDC COLLECTIONS, 5,705,316 6.«90,755 7.300,4.315 8,137,775 9,164.723 

TOTAL IV-D ADMINISTRATIVi: EXPENDI'.I't1IIES $1,994,691 $2,241 , 0,. 82.556,372 $3,012,385 $3,054,821 

STATE: SHAJU: 651,807 724.4.80 815.716, 917.285 1,015,252 

FEDERAL SHAJU: 1,342,884 1.516.614 1,740,555 2.095;100 2.0351,559 

TOTAL PROGRAM SAVINGS - 5170,US - 8278 .005 - '''6.072 - J852,050 - $74.3.755 

STATE: SHARE 434,492 4.12,010 4.82.243 4.21,500 407,556 

FEDERAL SIIAJU: -604,9(0 -74.0.015 -!I78.314 -1.273.5" -1.151,311 

TOTAL FEES AND COSTS RECOVERED FOR tION-AJ"I)C CAUS $29,187 $31,250 833,2«8 133,004 837,065 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS I'lATIOS 

, TOTAL/TOTAL 3,99 3.a5 3.59 3."13 
AF!lC/TOTAL 1.13 1.00 0.89 0.93 
NON-AFDC/TOTA:. 2,86 2.86 2.70 3.00 

SOURO:; OCSi: FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA AS REPORTED BY TIlE STAns 

NOTt: 1) '1'lfi: COST-EfTECTIVENESS I'lATIO IS TOTAL COLLEC'UOHS.. PER DOI.I.lU'. OF' TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDI'.I't1IIES, 
2) H£l)ICAL SUPPORT PAYMENTS BEC»G: A REPORTING REoUIR.D4EN'r IN n' 1994, ' 
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ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMl1 

Office of tne AsSistant Secretary. Suite 600 
370 L"Enfan! Promenaoe. S.W. 
Wastungton. D.C. 20447 

.'" 

. . . 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH aa. HUMAN SERVICES . 

AUgust 18, 1998OC-98-83 

Dear Colleague: 

Enclosed you will find the Child SupportEnforcement FY 199-7 Preliminarv Data Repon. 

This reponprovides financial and statistical information on the Child Suppon . 

Enforcement program for fiscal years. 1993 through 1997 and includes data reponed to the' 

Office of Child Suppon Enforcement as of June 19, 1998. Please note that the numbers '. 

included in therepon are preliminary and subject to change. . . 


This preliminary data repon shows that the FY 1997, State Child S.uppon Enforcement 

Programs: 


• Established and acknowledged more than 1 inillion paternities. 
• Established 1,215,980 orders for child suppon, and 

.. Collected more than $13.4 billion in child suppon payments. 


:.The initial numbers are notewonhy. They reflect the commitment and dedication of' 
individuals at the local, State. and Federal level of the child suppon enforcement 
program. AJthough we are proud of-each achievement made and every gmiI reached. 'we 
are determined to make this current year and each succeeding year more successful that 
the past. . 

Ifyou have any questions or comments concerning the report please call Joyce Pitts at 
(202) 40 1-5374. Renee Jackson at (202) 401-5101. orNina T. Campbell at 
(202) 401-5049. 

~~~ 
ray Ross 

~ Commissioner 
. Office of Child Suppon Enforcement 
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Preface 

The following Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) preliminary data report 

highlights financial and statistical achievements of the Child Support Enforcement program 

for fiscal year 1997. Since its inception in 1975, the program has grown In caseloads. 

paternities established. orders established. and collections received. 

Locating non-custodial parents and establishing a child's paternity are two important . 

first goals we must concentrate on In. gaining . support for all children. Paternity 

establishment is not only important for setting child support orders, but it is important to the 

emotional health of a child. Adequate child support awards., must be established and 

updates of awards are vital in enabling families to meet changing circumstances. Various 

.. ' methods of order enforcement are necessary to ensure that non-custodial parents meet 

obligations to their children. 

This preliminary data report IS an early look at the advancements we have made 'in .., 

these Important program areas and others for fiscal year 1997, 



~~.' ,
'.. 

Table of Contents 

Office of Child Support Enforcement 

FY 1997'Preliminary Data Report 

. Preface 

. Table of Contents 

Program Results.......... · ..............................~~ ..: ................... : ........... : .........................••...•.•.. 1 

: . ... , .' . 

A Summary of Program Results for FY 1997 ...................... : ............................... 2-7 


Table 1 - Financial Overview...... ..................................................................... 8 

Table 2 - Statistical. Overview ...................................... : ... , .................................. 9 

Table 3 - Financial Program Status ................................................................... 10. 

Table 4 - Statistical Program Status ................................................................. 11 

Table 5 - Program Trends ............ .......................................................... 12 

Table 6 - In-HospltalPatemlty Acknowledgments ................................ : ............. 13 . 

Table 7 - Total Distributed ColiectlonsPer Full-Time Equivalent Staff ............ 14 

Table 8 - Accounts Receivable - Current Support. Due and Received ............. 15 

Table 9 - Accounts Receivable - Orders for Current Year Support .................. 16 

Table 10.- Accounts Receivable - Prior Year Support Due and Received ......... 17 

Table .11 - Accounts Recelv?ble - NUmber of Orders for Prior Year .................. 18 

Table 12 - Interstate Activity ...................................................... 19 


Program Box Scores .................................................................................................... ~.20 


RegIonal Box Scores for FY 1997 . ..................................................... 21-22 


Regional Scores. 

Region I - Region VI.. . ........... : ......................................................... 23 

Region VII - Region X and Natlonwide .................... : ................................. 24 


II 



State Scores: 

Alabama - Colorado .................................................................. ';.: ............ · .... 25 

Connecticut - Guam .................. : ...................... ·· ... ·············· .... .... .. ... .... . ..... 26 


. Hawaii - Kansas ..................................~.....'::-..............................................27 

Kentucky - Michigan ..... : ................................ : ....... :· ..,·.. ··· ........... · ..............28 

Minnesota - Nevada ....................... ; ......... ~ ..... : ................................. ~ ........29 

New Hampshire - North Dakota ......................................................... : ...... 30 

Ohio - Rhode Island ..................................... ~ ..: ............................ : ........... 31 

South Carolina'- Vermont ................................. : ..... : ................................. 32 

Virgin Islands - Wyoming ............... '.' ..................... ; ................................... 33 
. '. . . 

Program Charts and·Graph...........•...... ~........••.•.•••••••~•••..••••••..••••••••.••••••••~•••.••••..... ~••••••34 


Program Charts and Graphs for FY 1997 


Figure 1 - Total Collections. FY 1997 ................................................................35 

· Figure 2 - Total Collections, FY 1993 -1997 .....................................................36 


Figure 3 - AFDC Collections. FY 1997 .............................................................37 

Figure 4 - CS Collected per PaYing Case, FY 1993 -1997.................. : ............ 38 


,Figure 5 - Total Expenditures.' FY 1993 -1997 ... : .... :~: ... ; ................................... 39 

Figure 6 - Cost Effectiveness Ratios. FY 1993 -1997." .... ; ....................... : .... : ... .40 


· Figure 7 - Total Caseload. FY 1997 ... ~ ....................................................... : ..... .41 

· Figure 8 - Total Caseioad. FY 1993 -1997 .... : ........... : ........................................ 42 


Figure 9 - IV-D Paternities FY 1993 ~ 1997 ...... :.: .............................................43 


~ Appendix ·.. ~................ ~.................. ~ ..... 4 ••••'.~ ....... -............. ~ •••_............... ~....................................... ~ ••• ~ 


Organizational Charts 

. Office of Child Suppon Enforcement rOCSE) ............................................. .45 

Immediate Office of the CommISSloner'(CO) .............................................. .46 

Office of Associate CommisSioner for Central Operations (COO) ............... 47 

DiviSion of Audit (DA) . ........ : ................................................ 48 

Division of Consumer Services COCS) ........................................................49 

DiVISion of PoliCy &Planning IOPP) ..........................................................50 

Division of Program Ooeratlons (oPO) ..................................................51 

DiviSion of State/Lo:::::ai ASSistance (DSLAL...............................................52 

Office of Automation & Soeclal Projects (ASP) ............. , .............................. 53 

Office of Regional Ooeratlons(RO) ............................................................ 54 . 

Regional Child Support Program Managers (RPM) ...................... ,: .......... : .. 55· 


States by Regions ......................................................................................................... 56 l 


III 



. "; 

.. 

. .' . . .. 

•. Child SupportEnforcement 

.. Program Results, 

. : . . 

1 .' 




". '.. ' "", 

A Summary .ofChiid Support Enf()rc~ment 


Child Support Enforcement Program Background 


'. " . . 

. The goal of the' Child Support Enforcement (CSE) Program, which was established und~rl 

. Title·IV-b of the Social Security Ace is to ensure thatchildre~ are financially· supported bY,. 

both parents. Welfare reform legislation· that· Presidenf Clinton signed in 1996 provided·· 
. . .. I 

strong measures for ensuring that children receive the support due them: 

• .. States were required toenaCturliforminterstafe I~ws by January 1,1998.. 

• . State and Federal CSE programs provide registries of newly hired employees. 

.• Paternity establishment has been streamlined .. 

• States will have computerized state-wide support collection and disbursement . . .. .. .. I 

centers by October 1998. 
. " . . 

•.. Tough new penalties. such as license revocation and seizure of assets. will be . ... .. . I 
' .. ' '. '" .' " ; 

available when child support obligations are not met 

The 1 996 I egis I at Ion aIso recognizes the importance to chi Idren· of access to the" non1 

custodial parent: the new law includes grants to help States establish programs thaf 

. support. and facilitate non-custodial parents' VISitation with and access to their children. 
'. "'. " ' 

The CSE program is usually run by state and local human services departments. often with 
. . .. I 

the help of prosecuting attorneys. other lawenforcement agencies, and officials of family of 
domestic relations courts. 

I 
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Child Support Enforcement· services are available automatically for families receiving 

assistance under the new Temporary Assistance fo~ Needy'p'amilies (TANP) programs 

Current child support collected usually reimburses thestat'e and federal' government's for 
-. . , - • . , ,.,1·' 

TANPpa'yments made to the family. In FY 1997 a numoer'of States opted (attheirown .c, 
. ",' , , . . 

expen~e) to passthroughsomeportion of or all child support collected to the custodial 
, . _.­ '.' 

TANP family .. Child support services are also available to families not receiving TANP who 
.' '. .,". " ." .' . 

, " apply for such services. Child s~pport payments t~at are collected' on .beha If 'Of non-TAN P . 
,", . 

"';," .. 

" ,. families are sent to the family. F9r thesefamilie~, states m~stcharge and application fee of 
• " ': ", i • ,,' '." "',, 1 

, up to $2::;. but may pay this fee from state funds. Some States may also charge for the 

cost of services rendered. 

; > • 

. ' 

, <.,.0 
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Program Results for FY 1997 , . 

. The following tables provide initial financial and statistitallnformation on the Child Support 

Enforcement (CSE) program for fiscal year 1 ~~7 and in some cases for the last five years. 

Table 1 provides national totals on child support collections. expenditures,·· program 
. . , .. .' .' . . . 

savings, fees recovered, and cost-effectiveness.· 'Table 2 gives national statistics on the· 

CSE caseload, cases with collections, locations. made, . patemities established and 

acknowledged through· in~hospitalprograms, child support orders established. : and • the . 

percentage of AFDCITANF payments recovered. Tables 3 and 4 present financial and 

statistical data fbrindividual States' Child Sapport Enforcement programs. Table 5 gives· 
. . 

, 

". . 
. 
. . , ' . . 

information on program trends for fiscal year 1995 through fiscal year 1997 and Table 6 ' 
, ' - .' . 

. presents Information on. States m-hospital patemityacknowledgment programs for fiscal 

year 1997' 'Table 7 presents total distributed collections per fu'll-time' equivalent staff for 
- .' I • 

fiscal year 1997. 


T abies 8 through 11 show accounts receivable data for fiscal year 1997 including the· 


amount of current (Table 8) and prior (Table 10) year support due and receIved. and the 


number of orders for current (Table 9)and prior (Table 11) year support due ~nd received. 


. : . 
:". " Table, 12 provides interstate activity for fiscal year 1997 Readers should note that all 

numbers quoted are based on Information supplied. to th~ Office of Child . Support 

Enforcement (OCSE) by the Indlvloual Stat~ CSE prog~ams" Fiscal year 1997 data are' 

preliminary as of May 1. 1998 and are subject to change, During FY 1997 over $13 billion 

in child support payments was collected, and services were provided in over 19 million 

cases through the Program 

4 
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1996. 

Caseload. OCSEdefines a child support case asa nbn-custodial parent who is now o~ ., 

" 

may eventually be obligated under law for the support of one or more dependent children. 


In addition. anon-custodial parent-who has children\Nith -more thar:1onecustodial parentis 


. counted once foreachcustodial.family. 

. \ " 

Nationally, the child support entorcementcas~lo~~tota~edSli9htIYOVer 19million cases T'. 
fiscal year 1997 (see Table 2). This represents a 1,""5 percent decrease from the previous .' . 
, .... . .' . ,'., '.' '.' '. ..', 'I 

'.. fiscal year. The total caseload refleCts a 6.3 percent increase in the number of Non-AFD€­

cases (see Table 5). While the AFDCnANF caselcad dropped by 12.6 percent. ,.1. 


Paternities Established .. Establishing patemlty(legally Identifying a child's father) is 1. 

, ..' . .... " .. .... .... '. ' .. / ' .." ' '" 

necessary first step for obtaIning an order for child support when children are bom out-of-' 

wedlock Establishing paternity also prOViders access to. Social Security. pensim. an1· . , 
. . '..' 

.. . .' 
" I , 

. f" .. retIrement bene ItS: health Insurance and .tnformation :and interaction with members of both ..,., 


, parents' families. 

I-

Many fathers voluntarily acknowledge paternity .. '.' Otherwise, father., mother, and child cah' 
, ,', . . I 

. .' be required to get genetic tests The results ,?f these tests are highly accurate, States must 
. " . ... ,' "".' ./ 

.... . have procedures which allow patemlty to be established at least up to the child's ei9hteenr 

:J 
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birthday. IV-O patemities were established for over 800.000 children In fiscal year 1991 
and over 480:000 patemities' were established' through In-hospital patemlty, .' . I 
acknowledgment programs (see Table 2). This rep{~nts almost a 9 percent inc~ease r . 
patemity establishments for fiscal year 1997. Forty states' voluntarily reported statistics on . ". . , . " I 
,the number of in-hospital patemity acknowledgments signed in fiscal year 1997 (see Table 

6). 

Orders Established. States must have guidelines to establish how much a parent shou,ld 
. . . .'. '. '[ 

. pay for ,child support. Support agency staff can take child support cases to court, or to ,an 
, . ',' I 

_administrative hearing process to establish the order. Health insurance coverage can al$o 

be ordered if it is available' and reasonable. 1.2 million orderS for child support wJe 

established In fiscal year 1997 This is a 12 percent increase over the nuinber of ordJrs 

established in the prevIous year. 

Collections. Total child support collections were nearly $1'3.4 billion for fiscal year 1997 
r I 

. I see Tab Ie 1) ThIS was an 11 .3 percenl I ncrease in collections over flsca I year 1 996. i . 
AFDCfTANF collections were S2.855 billion In fiscal year 1997, virtually the same amoilint 

collected in the prevIous year Non-AFDC collections were about 10.5 billion In fiscal ylar 

1997. an increase of nearly 15 Dercent over fiscal year 19Ss. . . ... I 
. ,I 

Collections per Full-Time Equivalent Staff. Nationally, the amount of child support 


'd f I ,. . . I 

coII ecte per u I-time eqUivalent staff !FTEI was $259.326 in fiscal year 1997 (see Table 

7). ThIS represents a4 percent Increase over the $250.382 collected per FTE in fiscal ykar 

1996. There were 51.595 FTE staff in f!scal year 1997. 

Expenditures The cost of running the Child Support Enforcement program increased 

b 



" ~', 

during the last fiscal year. In fiscal year 1997. total administrative expenditures were up 12 

perce8t to .$3.4 billion. Total Automated Data Processing costs· for developing and 

implementing automated statewide child support enforcement systems increased 21.4 

percent since fiscal year 1996.1 In FY97 $578 million was spent on ADP. 

Accounts Receivable. The total amount of current support due for fiscal year 1997 was 

$16.7 billion.· About 54 percent or almost $9.1 billion of that amount was collected (see 

Table 8). A total of 4.2 million current support. orders had collections out of the 6.7 

m'illion orders with collections due (see Table 9). Of prior year support received, $3.6 

bi II ion or 8 percent was collected (see T_abl~ 10). 

Other Statistics. Program increases were also noted for total cases in which a collection 

was made. and locations made - up 6.5 percent and 9.6 perceht. respectively (see Table, 

5) Collections made on behalf of other States torfiscal year 1997 was $314.952.881 f01· 

AFDCrrANF and foster care and $668.244406 for non-AFDC. Total collections made on 
. . . I 

behalf of other states was $983.197.287 a 9 percen"t increase from the previous year (sel . 
Table 12) 

The 90 oercenr "_mdma c l ADo ':cs,s enaed at the end of fiscal vear 1997 

r 
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PRELIMINARY 

Table 1 . 

office of Child Support Enforcement 

FINANCIAL OVERViEw FOR FIVE CONSECUTIVE FISCAL YEARS. 

1993 199" 1995 1996 1991 

TOTAL COLLECTIONS (50001 18.907.150 $9.850.159 $10.827.167 $12.019.789 $13.379.946 

AFDCfFClTANF COLLECTIONS 2.416.395 2.549.723 2.689.392 2.855.066 2.855.853 

Slale Share 847.272 890.717 938.865 1.013.666 1.164.091 

Federal Share n6.600 762;341 821.551 888.~5S 1.052.191 

Paymenls !oAFDClTANF Families 445.765 457.125 474.428 480.406 157.033 

Incentive Payments lestlmateo) 339.217 407.242 399.919 409.142 411.527 

Medical Support Payments 7.541 32.299 54.629 63.570 70.683 

NON·AFDC COLLECTIONS 6490755 7.300.436 8.137.n5· 9.164.723 10.52't094 

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE S:;.24' .094 5:;.556.372 $3.01:.385 53.054821 53423.790 

EXPENDITURES (5000) 

'COST ·EFFECTIVENESS RATIOS 

Totai!Toia; ·3.85 359 3.93 3.90 . 

AFOC.'TANF!'Total '06 100 0.89 0.93 0.83 
Non·AFDC Total :;.90 . ;::.86 :;.70 3.00 3.07 

SOU{C[ r man~lid data as reponed bv Ih~ ~Ial" I 
"OTE 	 Data tor tis..:a! \'car 1997 arc prchmmar. Th" "o'I-c!l~C1l\'cn""s rallo " loLaI ~oll~~llons per dollar 01 lOla I adrillnlslr:lIl\'c c:I:pendilures. 

1'01 Ihe cosl-ctiectl\'eness rallO used \0 "akulal~ m"enl.vcs ~icdl"3j suppon p~\mCnL~ hc~ame arcporUnc re4ulrem~nt In liscal v"a,r 
!994. Due 10 reporting: "han~cs Ih~ lotal ~xnenO.lur. a"ta aT< sno"" Slales and Fed"ral sharcs ;lr" sllll~ieml! ~"I.:uial",j Procram 

:·..t\'ln~S WIll he 5ho"'11 In \h" annuai repon - • 

·W.ell~trc relorm ellmmated \he S~() P'L'-' Inrou~ ,orne ~t.1US ha.", "ho«n 10 ~onllnue !l al their own expense. 
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PREUMINARY 


Table 2 


Office of Child Support Enforcement 


STATISTICAL OVERVIEW FOR FIVE CONSECUTIVE FISCAL YEARS 


TOTAL IV-D CASELOAD 


AFDC/FCfTANF Caseload 


Non.AFDC Caseload 


AFOOTANF Arrears Only Caseload 


AFDCfTANF and AFDCfTANF Arrears 

Only Casl!load 


TOTAL CASES FOR WHICH 

A COLLECTION WAS MADE 


AFDC/FCfTANF Cases 


Non-AFDC Cases 


:AFDCfTANF Arrears Only 

AFDCfTANF and AFDCfTANF Arrears 
Only Caselo.ad 

.TOTAL PERCENTAGE OF CASES 

WITH COLLECTIONS 

AFDCIFC/TANF Cases 

Non·AFDC Cases 

AFDClTANF Arrears Only 

AFD.G:'TANF arid AFDC:TANF Arrears 
Only Caseload 

TOTAL IV-O CASES WITH ORDERS 

ESTABLISHED 


AFDC/FC,'T ANF Caseload 


Non~AFDC Caseload' 


AFDC,'T ANF Arrears Only Caseload 

:'FDC,'TANF and AFDC,'TANF Arrears 
Only Caseloac: 

TOTAL PERCENTAGE OF CASES WITH 
. COLLECTIONS TO CASES WITH ORDERS 

AFDC!FC,'TANF Caseloael 

Non-AFDC Caseload' 

AFDC,'T ANF Arrears Only Caseload 

AFDC,'TANF and AFDCfTANF Arrears 
Only Caseload 

TOTAL LOCATIONS MADE 

TOTAL PATERNITIES ESTABLISHED 

& ACKNOWLEDGED 


Total IV-D Paternrtles Established 


In.nospilal PalerntUeS Acknowleoged 


TOTAL SUPPORT O.RDERS ESTABLISHED 

TOTAL SUPPORT ORDERS ENFORCED 


OR MODIFIED 


PERCENTAGE OF AFDCfTANF PAYMENTS 

RECOVERED 

1993 

17.124.529 
7.471.702 
7.486.902 
2.165.925 
9.637.627 

3.126.129 

879.256 

1.957:.666 
289.207 . 

1.168.463 

18.3 . 

, 1.8 . 

26.1 
13.4 
121 

9.487.314 

:.790.688 
4.541.701· 
:.165.925 
4955.613 

,.., ~ -- '" 
3: 5· 
431 
134 

:3.5 

J -,,-. .33E 

554.~89 

554.289 
r.:A 

~ .026.224 

:.359.81E 

12.0' 

1994 

18.609.805 
7.985.983 

8.189.56~ 

2.434.253 
10.420.236 

3.403.287 

926.214 

2.168.630 
308.443 

1.234.657 

18.3 

11.6 

26.5 
12.7 
11.8 

10.429.167 

2.956.224 
5.038.690 
2.434.253 

-~~57390.4T7 

32.6 

31.3 
43.0 
12.7 

:2.9 

4204.004 

676.459 

592.048 
84.411 

i .024.675 

5.805.452 

12.5 

1995 

19.162.137 
7.879.i25 

5.783.238 
2.499.174 

10.378.899 

3.727.516 

975.607 

.2.408.41 I 
343.498 

1.319.105 

19.5. 

124 

27.4 
13.7 . 

128 

10.972.667 

2.942.789 
5.530.704 
2.499.174 
5.441.963 

34.0 

33.2 
43.6 
13.7 

24.2 

4.949.91: 

932.097 

659.373 

272.724 

1.051.336· 

6.546411 

13.6 

1996 

19.318.691 
-:-.379.629 

9.347.875 
2.591.1S7 

9970816. 

3.953.492 

939.755 

2.612.188 
401.549 

1.341.304 

20.5 

12.7 
27.9 
15.5 
13.5 

11.413.684 

2.811.063 
5.591.434 
2.591.187 
5.462.250 

34.6 

33.4 
46.7 
15.5 
246 

5779.489 

1.042.728 


718.152 


. 324.576 


1.081.981 


7.912.685 


lS.5 

1997 

19.033.83E 
6 1450.806 

9:937.344 
2:645:684 

1
9 096492 

4 1209:n:' 

864.950 

2.849.776 

1494 996 . , 
1.359.946 

Z!.l, 

13.4 
28.7 
18.7 
15.1 

10.993.080 

I 
:.286.715 

I 
6(060.681 
2.645.684 

I 
4.932.339 

38.4 

37.9 
. 471 

18.7 . 

27.5 

6.333.583 

I 
1.282.202 

800.558 
481.644 

1.215.980 

9.878.284 . 

NA 

i; 

SOL:RCE 

'OTE 
SlauS1..~al dala as r~roncct IW In" :>t,'Itcs 
Some Slate:, volunlanlvrerun m-ho'rmal.n.JOrTnahon to t leSE. In-hospll.l.1 numbers Includ~ an unl\.no\4n numher nl 

.4.dU"lov.lccigcmcnlS h)r .;h.ldren m Ihe ),;-D .:,.,c.uad Data lor liscal v.:ar 1991 arc preltmmar.... 
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PRELIMINARY 

Office of Child Support Enforcement . 

Table 3 

Financial Program Status, FY 1991 . . ... . .' . . L 
."" .........··:;:;:;::;:}\:::.:il::::;/. 'I(:/)i:'·:::I··i····....: .. ·"<·"··':::li:'iiW.t>:.cot:LEei1'ON$::'/'·<··· ..ADMINISTRA1lVE I': 

.~i~;.;·:· ..... ···':[;::::;::::f:::::..':.:.:.::.'.::t:··"i...:,:·:::·:..:t,:,,::19j.AI#:;:::~;1::jiil::~~"'~:@: )i:':r,~4lF.Dc·,·.:. :·.EXPENDITURES,,( 
ALABAMA $170.581.427' $23.360,517·'· $147.220.910 $41.252.487 
ALASKA. 64.919.0:32 20,636,510' 44.282.522 18.668.868 
ARIZONA 1:32.048.847 26.030.525 106.018.:322 49.085481 
ARKANSAS 91.457.022 19.876.008 71.581.014 46.274.009 
CALIFORNIA 1.174.214.624 . 544:639.364529.575.260 51:3.658.53:; 
COLORADO 123.564.692 '36.950.268 86.614.424 40.236.462 . 
CONNECTICUT 141.543.436 60.342.040 81.201.396 45.878.634 
DELAWARE 38.616.387 7.962.068 . 30.654.319 17.332.880 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA . 29.906.318 . 5.631.212 24.275.106 7'.288.507 
FLORIDA '484;630.121 100.231.066 384.399.055 140.487.078 
GEORGIA 278,059.999 n.172.899 200.887.100 71.589.274 
GUAM 6.681.544 1.320.394 . 5.361.150 3.535.602 
HAWAII 55.015.639 . ,; .51 0.438 43.505.201 23.438.118 
IDAHO 48.025.328' 10.224.918 37.800.410 17.482.146 
ILLINOIS 267.359.5.18 n.682.722 189.676.796 130.720.798 
INDIANA 208.444.050 39,853.408 168.590.642 33.738.575 
IOWA 166.155.139.' 4O.n2.612 125.382.5:7 34.113.75:3 
KANSAS 114.979.206 27.Cl71.88:3 . 87,907.323 37.583.335, . 

~~~~~;~ ~~:;;;:~~ i~:~:~i .~;;::~~::~ ;;:~~:~:I
' MAINE 68.615439 31.809.92636.805.513 16.220.128 

MARYLAND :322.363.403 :. 38.008.067 284.355.336 73.146.7811 
MASSACHUSETTS 258.584016 67.381.987 191.202.029 63.908.66~·. 
MICHIGAN 1.092.176097 161.658.369 930.517.728 161.467.678 
MINNESOTA 355.371.919 64.572.484 290.799.435 85:898.4O~ 
MISSISSIPPI. 97017.611' 21.856876 75.160.735 30:793.087 
MISSOURI 31831031:3 .65.020.518 253.289.795 78.632.228 
MONTANA 33.400.682 8.327.589 25.073.093 12.290.298 
NEBRASI(;.. 108.623657 12.674.874 95.948.783 29.360.093 
NEVADA 60.063.294 8.432.985 . 51.630.309 28.~51.216 
NEW HAMPSHIRE' 54.468.733 9.844.988 44.62:3.. 745 13.587.807 
NEW JERSEY 553.712.995 88.148.886 465.564.1.09 . 115:610.317 
NEW MEXICC 34417.383 . 9.498.319 24.919.064 23.731.54j3 . 
NEW YORK . 803.8:5889 . 224.750.647 579.075.242 200.587.464 
NORTH CAROLINA 298.907.675 74.282.560 224.625.118 105.631.19~ 
NORTH DAKOTA 32.20916:: 5.967.:379 26.241.786 6,265.970' 
.OHIO 1083543013 123.514.504 960.028.509 208.669.145 
OKLAHOMA 79.762.1:E . 23.979.742 55,802,3~6 26,289.829 
OREGON 197.910.878 29.283.418 168.627.460 42.529.28;, 
PENNSYLVANIA 1022.834:;5C 123.359.601 899.474.649 135.15:3.20,3 
PUERTO RICO 142.555.415 2.814.548 139,740.867 26.540.80,9 
RHODE ISLAND 38.824.53" 18.869.088 19.955,449 . 8,967.~6 
SOUTH CAROLINA 135.657053 24.935.402 11 0.721.651 31.582.887 
SOUTH DAKOTA 30.887.684 6.16:3498 24.724.186 5.3:30.8~2 
TENNESSEE 172.8:2.904 31.555.946 141.266.958 44.894.049 

I TEXAS 61806555: 108101.224 509.964.328171.993.512 . 
I UTAH 84542092 :;1.001.369 63.540.723 29.543.060 
,, VERMONT. :7.877.769 8.379.338 19.498431 7.798.9f1' 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 5.921.270 628.005 5.293.265 2.431,690 
VIRGINIA 292.829779 46.883418 245.946,361 55.974.157 
WASHINGTON 451730094 .112.561,131 339.168.963 116,466.917 
WEST VIRGINIA 98J47.954 15.919.397 . 82.228.557 24.327,799 
WISCONSIN 459.882.115 6:3.592.279 396.289.836 79.193.,*3 
WYOMING 28.682.650' 4.233,::25::2 24.449.:398 8,586.436 

:NIltTIONWIOETOTAl:S•.... $13.379.946.369 S2.855~e52.521· '$10.524;093.848 '$3:4i3789:~ 

SO.L'RC£. Fmam;la I dala as r~l'oned ''IV In.: St~te. 

\,on: Dala lor lis.:al 'Ycar 199;;lrc fll'chmlO3!'\ 
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PREUMINI.RY 

Table" 

Office of Child Support Enforcement· 

· 17.683 35.792 12.096 
3.27919.512 3.228 

64.719 23.350 11.054 
81.534 12.436 7437. 

867.471' 286.133 222.662 , 
64.798 12.733 9.608 

10.589- . 24.61259.858 
36.179 4.977 :.339 

. 5,406 8285.298 
21.230 . 19.407 11.292 

·58.812 13.934 31.852 
2.453 	 461 349 

184.830 1.761 . 4.486 
17.112 3.395 2.458 
68.849 	 76.736 29.660 

NIt. 19.857 45.124 
143.126 6.524 12.563 
135.080 15.197 13.897 
24.893 12.991 29.796 
25.473 29.581 16,483 
96.556 2.274 5,366 
55.887 22.709 17.831 
79.853 31.086 ·13.432, 

210.498 	 38.407 31.987 
14:696- 18.289 · 21.702 

121.233 . 20.279 13.135 
172.616 29.556 . 21.146 
67.531 2.267.' 3;047 
34.028 7.432 4.711 
15.863 1.832 4.688 
5.515 ·3,100 .3.864 

152.298 32.727 . 24.716 
15.479 2.774 6.035 

287.505 92.439 45.324 
148.892 42.445 . 39,237 

, I 4.750' 1.337 .2.079 
, 361.086 38.239 6:.523 

36.148 6.295 8.394 
106.229 13.257 15.626 
143.767 83.860 138.338 

5.179 . 21.968 13.330 
24.758 4.518 2.720 
45.218 13.378 13,661 
18.610 2.728 3.910 

181.692 15.886 67410 
619.847 82.397 40.043 
49.336 7.,425 8.290 
15.275 886 1.884 

679 10.142 613 
.99,019 11.570 16.520 

1.031.434 23.888 28.044 
33.558 11,617 9,354 

137.949 	 13,776 28.251 
20,579 627 1.305 

. NATIONWIDE TOTALS·"'" 	 •6.33).583>" .. .... ... ":':, .2s2~312 ."1.215.980 ·······'·4:209"722'··( 
SOlt"RCE SWlStlcai daIa as n:poru:d hvtht Stal<:s 

:-';OTE Daxa lor liscal vear I 997an: preill'l'UllN\ 


"includes lll-hosplla! p~J.mU!"" aacnowl.:ct>;emerus lor SliIIeS n:p<lI'U/1!;SUa, inlOrm:wOfl 
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PRELIMINARY 


TableS 


, Office of Child Support EnlcRCeiDent' 


PROGRAM TRENDS for FY 1995,1996,1997 

Percent Change 
'1995-1996 1996-1997 

I' 
' 11.0%) 1~.3%TotalIV-D Collections (SOOO) 510,827,167 512,019.789 513.379,946 

,1%AFDC/FCfTANF Collections. S2.689.392 $2.855,066 52.855,853 .. 6.2% 


12.6%
Non-AFDC Collections S8.137,775 S9,164.723 S10,524.094 ··r% 
TotalIV-D Administrative I 

Expenditures ($000) 53.012.385 S3,054.821 S3.423,790 1.4% 12.1% 

'1, 
S589.314 $476.016 S577.646 ' -19.2Total ADP Expenditures . 2f .~D/O. 

; j , 


TotalIV-D Caseload 19.162.137 19,318.691 19:033.836 .8% 

. '~r:~% , 

AFDC/FCfT ANF Caseload 7,879.725 7.379.629 6.450.808 . -6,4% -12.6% . 
I . 

Non-AFDC Caseload 8,783.238 9.347.875 9.937.344 6.4% 6.3% . 

Ar=DC/r=C:TANF Arrears Only Caseload 2,499174 2.591 187 2,645.684 3.7% 12.~%' 
Total Cases for Which a 
Collection was Made ,3.727516 ' 3,953.492 4:209.722· 6,1°'0 ' 6.5% 

9.6% 

, Total Paternities Established & 930,833 ' 1.041.678 1.282.202 11.9% 23.0% 

Acknowledged I', 


r 

70lal IV-D Paternities Established 659,373 718,152 ,800.558 ·8.9% 11.5% 


Total Locations Made 4,949912 . 5,779.489 6:333.583 ' 16.8% 

!. 
in- Hosoital Paternities 272,72':- ,324,576 481.644 19.2% 48.3% 

'Acknowledged L 
I 

. 'Total Support Orders Established ' 1.051335 1,081.981 1.215·.980 2.9% 12.4% 

I 
. , 

~ll; I,:C'. i tnan,fOtJ ana \"L1.W;'llc,:.d a,;"u,a as f"C."T"lOI'1c!'d 11\' Uh: ~l.1l;"''''' 


,O'l!: ' [hu lor 1;s..;;II ","IT 199i are prehrrun;If\, I 


I 

1:2 
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Table 6 

Office of Child Support Enforcement 

ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 

• 	CALIFORNIA 
COLORADO 

•• 	CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 
FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
IOWA 

• KANSAS 
• KENTUCKY 
• 	LOUISIANA 

MARYLAND' 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 

MONTANA 


, NEBRASKA 

! '," 

• 	NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW YORK 

. NORTH CAROLINA 
OREGON 

• PENNSYLVANIA 
.., PUERTO RICO 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 

.,I UTAH 
.... VERMONTI 

• VIRGIN ISLANDS 
~. 	WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA 

"NATIONWlOETOTAts 

5.538 
2.203 

12.896 
5.314 

85.861 
7.439 
2.256 
1,892 
4.040 
9,110 
7.011 
1.453 

29.220 
4,643 
5.979 
3.244 

17.021 
9.993 

20.941 
20.751 

9.488 
5.719 
9.825 

863 
·3401 
~ 520 

'28.153 
42"745 
17.665 

' . 8013 
3.038 

21.947 
1.930 
5775 

37' 769 
4.507 

139 
1002: 
11.:21 
5.09€ 

481.644 .......... 


' 19.464' 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

13.511 

N/A 
11.983 
18.180 

.30.125 
2.876. 

.125.652. 
7.148 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

12.387 
30069 

41.972 
15.999 
12.927 
.23.567 

1.408 
N/A 
N/A 

28.552 
N/A 

34.552 
9.543 

N/A 
N/A 

2.900 
17.m 
65079 

.7139 
588 
N/A 

. '. 

6.775 

··..'·:522~88·t' ..•· .' 

28.5% 
N/A 

NIA 

N/A' 

N/A: 


55.1% , 

N.lA 
34,0% . 
50.1% ' 
23.2% 
50.5% 
23.3% 
65.0% 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 


80.7% '. 
70,5% . 
49.4% 
59.3% 
44.2% 
41.7°,E, ,61.3% . 

. N/A . 

N/A ' 
71.5% 

N/A ' 
51.1% . 
84.0% .'. 

N/A 
N/A 

66.6% 
50.0% 
58.0% 
63.1% 
23.6% 

N/A 

75.2% . 

90.3%······ 
SOURCE: 'As vOluntanly reconeo Oy tne Slale!> 
NOTE. 	 The percent IS thenumoer.. of OUI-oI-weOIOCi( Olr'lhs lor whlcn a vOluntary aCknOWledgment for paternrty . 

was signed. diVided oy tne total numcer 01 out-of,wedlock births and multiplied by 100. It IS given for 
States reponmg comPlete Information .Not all cnlloren for whom aCknOWleOgments were signed are In 
the IV-O caseload. All States were aSKed to reoort Inlormallon on VOluntary aCknOWledgments. l:Iut 
some States dId not reDan ano some States reponed Incomplete Informallan. NA means data was 
not avallal:lle. 

'Valuntary aCknOWledgements or out-ol-weoIOCk ClrthS not available In order to calculate percent .. 
"'In-hosprtal nurnoers lor Puerto RICO are estimated l:Iased on total paternrty Information prOVided l:Iy the 

State. . 

"Birth data was mcanslsten.: 

I 
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Table 7 

Office of Child Support Enforcement. . 

Total Distributed Collections Per Full-Time Equivalent,F,Y 1997 ....... """ . i .,.


',.§r:a.tes·. ·:.·•••:::.n;Irgl... r(.:::':.tt~ijf.mt~#[:rt:::··lm:~ml:t:lj~'.q~¢9~ttt::·:·:·::·.·:··it~··Dlstrjbuted·.coHection5·Pei·Ft;E·•••·..• 
S230.515$170.581.427ALABAMA 	 740 

27'2.76964.919,032238ALASKA 
132.048.847 .. 	 119.826

ARIZONA 	 1.102 
144.48191.457.022ARKANSAS '. 	 633 
182.4441.174.214.624 .CALIFORNIA '6.436 


. 123.564.692 
 189.2.26.
COLORADO 	 653 

279.730141.543.436CONNECTICUT 	 506 
200 · 38.616.387 . 193.081

DELAWARE 
139.099 .29.906.318DISTRICT 	 215 

484.630.121 	 254.800FLORIDA' 	 1.902 
1.167 278.059.999 	 238.269GEORGIA 

55 6.681.544 . 	 121.482GUAM 

HAWAII" 206 
 55.015.639 	 267.066 

160 48.025.328 	 300.158IDAHO 
267.359.518 	 160.576ILLINOIS 1.665 

INDIANA 634 208.444.050 328.776 

IOWA 	 530 166.155.139 313.500 

KANSAS 450 114.979.206 255.509 

KENTUCKY 844 164.357.171 194.735 

LOUISIANA, 874 154.821.458 177.141 

MAINE 242 68.615.439 284.711 
, . 

MARYLAND. 1.013 322.363.403 318.226 . ! 

258.584.016 - . 304.933 

MICHIGAN 2.242 1 .092.176.097 487.144 
MINNESOTA 1.482 355.371.919 . 239.792 
MISSISSIPPI 677 97.017.611 143.305 
MISSOURI 1.166 318.310.313 272.993 
MONTANA' 199 · 33.400.682 167.842 

i NEBRASKA 390 108.623.657 278.522 

MASSACHUSETTS 	 848 

NEVAO:' 353 60.063.294 . !5E.823 
NEW HAMPSHIRE' 228 · 54.466.733 238.897 

I 

' .. 
NEW JERSEY 2.211 553.712.995 . 	 250.435 

: 	NEW MEXIC:: 230 34.417.383 149.640 
NEW YORK· 2.866 803.825.889 280.469 
NORTH CAROLINA 1.413 298.907.678 211.541 
NORTH DAKOTt. 104 32.209.165 309.703 
OHIO 3.884 1083.543.013 278.976 
OKLAHOMA 457 79.782.128 174.577 
OREGON 554 197.910.878 357.239 
PENNSYLVANIt. 2.543 1.022.834.250 630.212 
p'JERTO RICO 708 142.555.415 201.349 
RHODE' ISLAND 168 38.824.537 231.098 

I 	 SOUTH CAROLINA 234 135.657.053 . 579.731 
SOUTH DAKOTA 81 30.887.684 . 381.329 

. TENNESSEE 682 . 172.822.904 253.406 

. TEXAS 2.403 . 618065.552 257.205 
i UTAH 500 84.542.092 169.084 

VERMON7 101 27.877.769 276.017 . 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 38 5.921.270 155.822 
VIRGINIA 885 292.829.779 330.881 .. 
WASHINGTON 1.739 451.730.094 253.511 
WEST VIRGINIA 509 98.147.954 192.825 
WISCONSIN 1.023 459.882.115 449.542 
WYOMING 182 28.682.650 157.596 

.':\/:;.;.;.;... , ........

NATIONVVIDE TOTAt.S i «· "":':<51595-" ·'$13;379.946;~·:···:···········'·" 	 $259:325 

SOL~CE.!>uUsuCaI tiau ilS repc:llUli hv Ihc SLaI.CS. 

'.;OTE: DaLa. lor liscal vear \997 are pn:hlTunat'\ 
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TableS 


Office 01 Child Support Enlorcement .' 	 '. . I' 

Accounts Receivable- p.rnountofT~~~ICurrent Support ~ue Clnd Received FY 97 '. 
STATES? ..;:?;:t:i##t;::::::;rotaleol~~Ol:Hl::;iit)t:.::':.:"'Totat:q~~~eCClI~i>"""percentofCollec'IOfI$.RI!'C1yed 

ALABAMA 

ALASKA 

ARIZONA 


'. ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 


· COLORADO' 

. 'CONNECTICUT 


DELAWARE 

· DISTRICT 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

GUAM 

HAWAII 


. IDAHO'. 
'" 	 ILLINOIS' 


INDIANA. 

IOWA ". 

KANSAS 

KENiUCKY 

LOUISIANA 


.. MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSEiTS 
MICHIGAN 

· MINNESOTA. 
MISSISSIPP, 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NE5RASK;. 
N!:VADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
OKLAHOMA· 
OREGON . ~ 

, PENNSYLVANIA 
PUERTO RICO 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 

, .. iENNESSEE' 
. TEXAS 

UTAH 
VERMONT 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 

! ' VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 

., . WYOMING 

I 
, 'NATiONWIDE'TOTALS 

271.290.908" 
117.650.673' 

.249.261.833 
118.506.448 

1.581.112.480 
196.757.014 
279.589.549 

61.998.276 
83:172.150 

N/A 

499,428.227 
12.247.724 

. NIA' 
< 74.096.379 
596.406.439 
389.021.509 

97.353.632 
128.883.454 '. 
302.583.647 
52.743.901 

105,219845 
474,798.225 
382.103.072 • 

1439649090· . 
421.000,000 
159437471 
356.591.136 
59,n3,796 

165.588.094 
158.233875 
84.576.057 

6531440C 
980.981 1:55 ' 
409.199.214 

30.6C2.647 

.1 :334.305439 . 


17.659.071 
231.646 1:': 

1.185.735.152 
264.09::;608 
. 6::;.529.249 
288021 448 

4J 074 483 
NiA 

1.0::;l.64912S .' 
71.97t: 55E 
47.513.68E 


. le710 377 

11.060961 


672.976.71 ';" 
100.586.699 

NIA 

45.815.505 

$16.650,806.457 

98.057.148 
57.476.929 

100.889.381 
. 62.330.627 
664.616.994 
. 94.074.87i 
137.666.830 . 
37.400~228 
31.808.044 

N/A 

. 217.912.626 
4.126.234 

NIA 
.. ' 38.920.412 

294.731.341 
156,447.147. 
62.081;577 
73.589.249. 

,135.930.354 
31.680.363 . 
58.519.249. 

233.213.379 
. 215.891,507· 

926.884.n1 
296.751.553 
76.681.145 

198.149.363 
30.683.034 
89,494,632 
59.670.254 

. 54.535.555 
. 499.409.669 

41335.000 . 
617.745.570 

, . 263.784.320 
25.184.037 

·747.725.815 
8.719.734 

143.405,780 
815.962.208 , 
126458.337 
23,878,873 

122.198.953 
::;7,113.272 

N/A 
. , 402.208.206 

58.855.150 
38.036,567 
·4.n5,054 
5.530481 

344.412.957 
52.908,058 

N/A 
,18.860,401 

.. ·S8.9aa~7B3248 .... " 

1036 . ';' ra·8% 
i40 4% 
,52.5% 
;42.0% . i 

'47.80
", 

i 
I 

!492% 1 

..' 	 J60.3CJi:, 


'38.2% 

f 	 NIA 

~.6% 
33.6%I 	NIA 
52.5% 

. ·1;9.4%. 

.. ' 

[.w.2% 

63.70", 

'57.0% 


. 1ow9°,;, 

60.0% 

55.6% 

I

' ~91% 

56.5% 

~.3% 
70.4% 
J~'Oo.., 
55.5% 
51.3% 
54.00

..,, . 
\37.7% 
64 4% 
I 
62.3% 


.,62.3°'!' 

. 62.9% 

'. ~6.2% 

82.2%, 
56.0°", 

..
.1 
' ~9 

. 
3°.., 

. 61.9% 
I 
68.8°.., 
~7.8% 

. '38.1% 

, ~2.4% 


62.9% 

IN/A .' 

. ~5.2% 

'81.7% 

i 
·80.0% 
.:~5% I.' 

I 	 . 

50.0%, 
511% 

'52.5%' 

IN/A 

r11 
% 	 . 

.~3..9% 

SOl;RCL .StaU.'>11cal d.lLa as reponed tl\' l.ile .:oUt",.. 

:-;OTL D,,1.1 lor li:;.;al.v= 199i;It~ preiurun.vv ' 
, 'COU""'\IOns n:celVCQ ~x.:~ ..:oli.:..:uOrl.' Que 
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PREL.IMINARY 

I 
 Tablet .. 


I Office of Child Support Enforcement 

'. ALABAMA 

ALASKA 

ARIZONA 

ARKANSAS 


· 	CALIFORNIA 


COLORADO 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

DISTRICT 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

GUAM' . 


· HAWAII· 

.. IDAHO 


ILLINOIS 

INDIANA 

IOWA 


41.448KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 77.244 

LOUISIANA' 23,914 

• MAINE 

MARYLAND 
 '·72.811 • 

. 90.371 MASSACHUSEiTS 
MICHIGAN. 391.953 

· MINNESOTA · 94.000 

MISSISSIPPI 121.916 

MISSOURi 74.882 

· MONTANt.. 17.853 

NEBRASKA 29.623· 

NEVAD;' 27,735 

'NEW HAMPSHIRE 22,752 

NEW JERSEY · 204.020 

NEW MEXICO 7.739 

NEW YORK 313.139 

'NORTH CAROLINA. . '::15.69 1 157,845 .' 
NORTH DAKOTA 15997. 10.234 

OHIO 4&4 495 287.337 
OKLAHOMA E 39': :.718 
OREGON 9: .56.: 64,071 
PENNSYLVANIA '463.::7: 321.599 
PUERTO RICO 1::::.25E · 85.994 . 

RHODE ISLAND 24635 15,209 
SOUTH CAROLINA 91.9813 91.919 
SOUTH DAKOTA ::.496 16.107 

· ENNESSEE Nit. N/A 

· TEXAS 369.91-: 188,594 
UTAH 33.285 .• 	VERMONT. 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 4651 2.904 

. VIRGINIA 34,458 . 17.229 
WASHINGTON 2:5,560 144.066 
WEST VIRGINIA 64.286 45.203· 
WISCONSIN' NIt.. N/A 
WYOMING :1,960 12.985 

. , 

'NATIONWIDETOTALS 6.731.871 '4.216;115 
. S( )L:R C[" . StaUSIJ;.:a\ daJ.a as repon.:d hv th~ !)Ul.:s 

: 'OTE: D,.u lor Ii......u Ve;u' 199iar~ fII'~hnlln.v\'. 
"Total Onl..'I'S "ith .:oll':"'\lonS ex~lo~i .Kd.:!'s lor ''lJrrenl SUf'POl1. 

73.1% 
63,9% 
61.8% 

'32.3% . 

69.9% 
69.4% 
68.6°A, 
61,7% 
99.9% 
71.5% 
. N/A. 

'. 50,9% 

68,5%
-';:.' . .. 

(,," 

.' , ',62.4%· 

50..0% 
.63,5% . 

70,3 
N/A 

,59,1% 

16 
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PREUMINARY 

Table 10 

Office of Child Support Enforcement ' 

, ~ 
. j 

'I 

I 
' 

, ':Accounts Receivable ·,Amount ,of Total· Pri'or Vear Support Due and Received, FY 97 I ' 
STATES",,}r:%mTgHitlH1'~~(~I~iOI1¥~IfS~::::1@.iU~I~~~s.{R~;~:i::{?tthrt:entofCoIJectiOO"SRec~.'r: "."<1 

ALABAMA' 

ALASKA 

ARIZONA 

ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 

COLORADO 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 


'. ,DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
FLORIDA 

,GEORGIA 
GUAM 
HAWAII 

, , 
,IDAHO' 
ILLINOIS 

,INDIANA 
,IOWA 

KANSAS 
I 

I 
I 

. KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 

I' MAINE 
MARYLAND 

f. MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA' , 
N=:SRASKA 
NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 

'NEW MEXICC 
, NEW YORK 

NORTH CAROLINA 
': NORTH DAKOTA 

OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 

" 	PENNSYLVANIA 
PUERTO RICO 
RHODE ISLAND' 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

! SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 

, VERMONT 
VIRGIN ISLANDS , 
VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 

" 

...•• NATlONwtDETOTAlS .'. 

843,461.236 86.873:822 ' 
,351.475.063 ' 20.878.470 

1.218.731.318 ' 43.125.479 

368.270.944 27.525.128 
7.332.319.538, 439.652.494 ' 

' 929.357.266 51.306.615 
609.987.159 18.839.369 
153.193.142 7.985.957 ' 
174.912.721 9.362.832 

N/A' N/A 
1.043.866.363 95.042.311 • 

37.681.047 1.1 B9.693 
N/A N/A 

247.211,997 16.612.096 
1.182.760,733 4.696.178 
1,328,173,023 54.796.258 

823,839.841 104.903.799 
' , 398.638,338 . ' 39.996.607 

736,029.834 39.815.375 
233.247.674 114.024.341.' 
387,911,896 13.910.372 
911.359,696 . 89.761.228 
856488.879 58.234.078 

2,780,271,063 530.239.876 " 
585,000,000 - 77.000.000 
477.694,260 11.183.949 

1.246.170.795 57.364,n5 
,156,813,583 8.604.954 

354 423,2::: 23.033.991 
328,632,479 . ,19.806.928., , 
192 446,396 ' ,13.867,880 

1 ,425,498 757 92.815.505 
Nit;' N/A 

;:,795493486 157.865.626 
7% 419,931 53.361.208 

57,213986 9.607,763 
,1.850,928,747 188,367.022 

NIA N/A ' 
701,985,13: 78.842.1% ' ' 

1903,197,298 ' 276,498.458 
346.34561:; . ' 20,785.683 
17),985,495 ' 16.094.901 
;::73,740,289 13,453.919 
106,20:;,606 8,956.686 

NIt. ' N/A 
5,11€ 15:;,058 200.532.201 

44: 1842 179 .'," 

35.055.910 
' 65,315,508 5.536,713 

::':,983,925 428.459 
NIt. N/A 

487504.362 131,765.241 
NiA N/A 

.. NIA . N/A 
220,04628:; . 12.710.799 

$43,075.2.:'!:S.202 $3.382~313>t4S·.·· 
SOL1KE St.l1lStIcal da!.a as n:poncd hv Ill<: ~laI.c:s . 

:-;OTE: ' DaLllOr lisCaI Year 199i ate prej~. 

'j,: . 

10.2% " 
5,9% 

, 	 .1­

3,5'lj> 
7.4% 

, 5.9% 
, I 

5,5'1j> , 
3.0% 

I 

5.2% 
5.3%' 

N/A 
,9,1%

I 
3.1 % 

N/~ 
67~ 
0.3~, 

4,1,¥> ' 
12,7%

I 
10,0%

I 

5,4% 
" 	 j" 

48.8~ 
3.5% 

: ;-" ·9,8%
I 

"6,7%
I 

19.0% 
; f 13.1%' 

I' 

2.3,¥> 
4.6~ 
5.4% 
6.4% 

I 
6.0,¥> 
7.2% 

6,5%0
I 

' 
I 

NI~ 

',' '5.6% 
I 

6.7% 
:167%, 
10,1%

I 

Nlf. 
11.2% 
14,5%

I 

6,0% 
9.2~A:. 
4,9%' 
8,4% 

N/A
I 

'3,9% . 
7,9~A:. ' 

.. ~ 	 84%' 
I 

.1B'/b 
N/A

I 

27.0% :' 
, I

." .,N/A 
I 	 ' ' 

, N/A '; 
" 5,7% 

":::'7;9~,1 , 
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PREUMINARY 

Table 11 

Office of Child Support Enforcement 

Accounts Receivable- Number of Total Orders for'Prior Year SUDDort. FY 97 . 

::,:.STATES." ·.·.••·.:\L::::ii:::)~;?::.'otaI~~~~~...tf1ilpp~}:r~~~~:~~:~~:~()fderswtrll:C:au.dIons 


83.0%106.134 88.182
ALABAMA ';~.6Ck:==-::':'15.487.36.348ALASKA 46.9%140.009 .55.794
ARIZONA )4.0% .95.792 . 32.644 · ARKANSAS ::.7%738.120 168.107CALIFORNIA 

65.187. 	 49.8%130.838COLORADO' 
39.7"'"132.478 52.610CONNECTICUT . ," , 41.0% . 27.8<IS 11,432DELAWARE 
42.1%29.584 12.474DISTRICT 


N/A N/A N/A

FLORIDA '.7'"

86.7"'"178.032 154.485 	 .
GEORGIA 

24.8%4.286 1.065GUAM 

HAWAII N/A· N/A :N/A 


',", ­

40.1%59.318 23.819IDAHO 
ILLINOIS. 327.611 	 .8.839 2.6% 

.68.1%130.557 	 88.996 
"'45.0% 

INDIANA 
237.343 	 106.962 

i7.311 .53.432 69.1% 
IOWA 
KANSAS 

;27.320 .• ·49.054 	 38.5% cKENTUCKY 	 •• 

.'
lOUISIANA 

99.3%' .78.536 .78.004MAINE 
171.041 . 40.056 	 23.4%MARYLAND 

76.326 .... 	 48.7% •.156.568 

. MICHIGAN 	 677.580 214.217 31.6% 


MINN::SOTA 104.000 


MASSACHUSETTS 

43.500 	 41.8% 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOUR 264.908 54.046 20.4% 


MONTAN;" :2.73i 10.552 
 '.484% 


NEBRASKA 51443 5.564 10.8% 


~J=V~D~ • 51846 22.702 43.7% 


· N::W HAMPSHIRE 	 ..:.::!! . 19.885 66.7"k 

NE'l.' JERS;:":' 24C 7..:..:· 135.555 54.9% 

N;,c. N/A
:NEWMEXIC:::; 	 NIA ..' 

' .. 
. NEWYORK 56.! ::- ::33.133 . 41.3% 


. . NORTH CAROLINA 1890.:1; 85.287 45.1% . 


NORTH DAKOT'::' 


· OHIO .:103.:10.! 1.72736 42.8% 

Nt;' . N/A
OKLAHOM'::' 	 NIA 

OREGON ::: :)3: 26.258 :;3.3% 

PENNSYLVANIA 496 o:a 212.714 42.8% 

PUERTO RICO' 104.253 •. 50.834 48.7",h 


RHOD::: ISLAND . ::.57: 15.557 
' . '.68.6% 


SOUTH CAROLINA 796010 . 20.699 26.0% 

SOUTH DAKOTA ::.165 14.448 '65.1% 


TENNESS;::: w,::. NIA .. ' N/A 


TEXAS S80088 112.264 19.3% 

UTAH ;: ,307 45.452 49.7% ' 

VERMON7 190~ . 8.929 49.4% 

VIRGIN ISLANDS :3 918 .665 16.9% 

VIRGINIA NtA N/A N/A 

WASHINGTON 318.387 161.052 . ,50.5% 

WEST VIRGINIA N/A NIA N/A 


WISCONSIN NtA N/A . N/A 


WYOMING :2.897 9.321 40.7% 


•NATIONWfDE TOTALS 7.471.087 

SOL1<e L !'lUllSUcaI daI.a as t'l!'pOI'U(I bv tne Sl.3U:S 


'. 	\'OTE Dau lor 1i....:aI year I 99iare Drellrrun.:u"', . 
'Tow ord.!r.; \10M .'OIi.:cllom e~ IDlJI ~ tor pnor "ear suppon 
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PREUMINARY 

Table 12 . 

Office of Child Support Enforcement 
. ,,'. 

Interstate Activity - Total'Coliections Made on Behalfo.f ot~.erSt~tes. FY~7 
••·:::stA~f;;<:::)):Eb::::t·::~:::;{i!j;:~;i.%~ ..mtrofa.(It ::::E( it:?} ::ir:m~.D,<:,:~'~ste.r::~·.••··:··.·: . :.......:·.NOllj 

ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CAliFORNIA 
COLORADO. 
CONNECTICUT 
PELAWARE 
DISTRICT 
FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 
GUAM 
HAWAII' 
IDAHO 

15.746.402 
13.936.962 
19.799.6,76 
11.850.094 
88.286,469 

.21.897.697 . 
14.856.707 
7.032.666 
9.760.486 

79.958.990 
36.275.261 

759.560 
.5.416481 

9.511.762 

," 

4.532.310 .' . 
4.421.655 
6.552.681 
'5.301.:52 

33.871.574 . 
8.505.923 
. 609.888 

240.009 
2.188.630 

24.380.753 
8.164.916 

.. 29i462 
. '1.573.248 

4.111.588 

, 1.214.09: 
! 9.515.307 

13.246.99S 
6.548.84::: 

I 

54114895 
· 13.~91.77.l 
14.~46.819 

6.~92.65: 
.... 7.571.856 

.•' .55.578.23-:­
· 28.110.345 

I 

467.096 
I 

3.843.233 
5.400.174 

ILLINOIS 23.336.994 10.786,033 1:.550.961 

INDIANA 14.027.147 6.206.563 7.620.584 

IOWA 12.622.331 5;582.079 7.640.252 

KANSAS 9.365.687 3.931.986 5.433.701 

KENTUCKY 10.361.208 3.775.768 6.585440 

LOUISIANA 
MAINE 

17.894.908 
"3.999.011 

2.187.704 
1.523.822 

15.707.204 
2.~75.189 

MARYLAND '. ,8.290762 1.121.187 7,169.575· 

MASSACHUSETTS .. 17.609.538 6.012.668 11.596.870 

MICHIGAN . '.15340:434 2.183.026 13.157.408 

MINNESOT':" .. i4712:490 ·4.968.180 9.T44.310 

MISSISSIPP: .,::~ 8 ;4.4216E ... 3.325.767 . 5.116.399 

MISSOURI .... ' ... 29001:;79 8.810.672 20.190.607 

MONTAN':". .. .. ,- ·.6.0SE.07E .' 2.441.729 3.614.347 

N=BRASKA 
NEVAD':" 

3.-904967 . .,.....: 
:?6364C5~ 

1.321.154 
12.555.771 

2.583.813 
13.7sa.268 

I 

~l=W HAMPSHIRE: 4863.927' 1.617056 3.246.871 . 

~lE\/V JERSEY' 
NEW M;;XrCO"," 

" 3157E;.53; 
. " ~~·"5~~""~5~~' 

8.606.408 
1.238.297 .. 

22.972.126 
:::.387.062 

NEWVORK:-' . . 5E,52::.97.1:.· .' .. 18.457898 40.371:080 
NORTI'jCAROL'INA 2954-9889. 8.804.259 20.745.630 
NORTH DAKOTA :.913731 1.577.094 1.336.637 
OHIO 4C 39: ~~ 5 7.803.167 32.589.548 
OKLAHOMA 10885 i5; 4.375.271 . 6.513.483 
OREGON 25.544 881 12.448.881 · 13.096.000' 
PENNSYLVANIA 45 151.657 7.919.890 37.i31.767 
PUERTO RICO 196124. 

J 
41"l6.355 

RHODE ISLAND :79"5~ 1 100.305 1.690.858 . 
SOUTH CAROLINA 1C :'29.34] 2.712.424 8.016;919 
SOUTH DAKOTA. 5.583.010 2.070.932 3.512.078 
TENNESS:: 23.904414 10,546.301 · 13.358.113 

I . 

TEXAS 54730.90C 21.791.658 32.939.242 
I 

UTAH' 9.263 19:: 3.662.892 5~OO.303 
VERMONT 786.895 · . 1.470.380 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 953.30C 240.729. 712.571 
VIRGINIA 396 448 100.814 295.634 
WASHINGTON 34.954 8::: 14.290.166 20.~64.656 
WEST VIRGINIA -;- S680€2 980.505 6.~87.557 
WISCONSIN 12.545.695' 1.974.553 10.571.142 

I 

WXOMING 3.160.486 159,364 

. NATIQNWIOEToI1Iis S983197.2S7 "3'4.952.88' ~:~::: . 

SOL'RCL ~=cai d.al.a ..., n.'POf'l.:<l '" Ul~ ::.= 
\OTE D= lortiscai v= 199i;lT.:preiurunar. 
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Child Support Enfprcemen~ 


'. Program Box Scores ~. 
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Regional Box Scores forFY1997 

The following box scores summarize the initial chil.dsupportprogram data for each 

of the ten HHS regions2 and gives an overall nationwide summary, Box score tables for the 

individual States follow the regional box scores. Box scores are a quick listing of 15 

measures that are meant to give a short summary of the program for each geographic area. , 

Financial Data. Preliminary total distributed collecti9ns have reached a high of oven, 

$13.4 billion forfiscal year 1997. a 11 percent increase over fiscal yea~ 1996 collections, 

Six regions achieved increases above the national average. Region VI had the, highest 

increase of collections dur\ng (13,1 percent) fiscal year 1997. 

, I 
Preliminary total expenditures for fiscal year 1997 grew to $3.4 billion. This is a 66 

percent Increase over the $2.2 billion reported In fiscal year 1993, Four reglon,s reporteJ 

Increases above the ~verall average with Region VI Increasing the most. Region VIIi onlJ
" I' , 

increases expenditures by 28 Dercent. Cost-effectiveness3 in fiscal year 1997 decreasem 
, " , . I 

Slightly to $3.91. 

2 
The Deoartment of Health ana human Services 0-1.'"1$) IJI<e many Feaeral agenCies. d,Vides States mto 

, . ,I 
regions ror aammlstratlve ourooses H.'"1$ nas ten re';}lonal areas madeuD of four to eight Stares each. with a HHS 
regional office located m each area (see AooenOlx) ::acn re%nal office tncluaes a Child Suooorr Enforcement suiff 
orovldmg tecnmcal assIstance to tne S;ares Jr, rna' reg/~n Along WIth the Cenrral Office of Child Suppo," 
::nforcement regIonal offIces helD Stares 1.'710lemem Feaeral cnlld support laws ana regulations and mOnitor Srate " 
oerformance ' 

3 .. , 
The cost-effectIveness ratio IS rne rota: amount of child suoporr collected per dollar of total administratIVe 

eXDendltures, - " 
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Four regions achieved higher cost-effectiveness ratios with Region III achieving a $5.76 
, . .~ 

cost-effective' ratio. 

Statistical Data. The preliminary number oflV-D paternities established increase9 . 

by nearly 9percent (fro~ about 718: 152 iri fiscal y~ar 1996 to 760,018 in fiscal year 1997.)1'. 
. . '. I 

(Does not include in-hospital paternity establishment.)· Three regions reported increases 

above the overall average of 9 percent (II, III, and IXl: 

The preliminary number of support orders established increased 12 percent in fiscal 

year ·1997. Six regions reported increases. while· four regions reported a decrease 
. 
Inth~

I 
• 

number of child supporto'rders established. Region II reported the largest increase in 

support orders establis'hed. with 42 percent 

The number of I.ocations made of non-custodial' parents. their employer, or :assets 

increased by 10 percent in fiscal' year 1997 All but three regions reported Increases i~ tJe . 
'number of locations made. 

~. i 

Total caseload decreased 1.5 In fiscal year 1997. Regions. II, IV, V, VII, and IX 

, reported preliminary total caseload decreases as well as the overall decrease. 
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A$ of: 07/15198 

41 CbaD,e 
from FY 96 

Alabama 

Collections Distributed 

• Total 
• AFDCIFC 

• NAFDC 
Total Expenditures 


CrE Total 


• AFDCIFC 
• NAFDC 

Paternities E:.•. 
. SupportOrdeJ:s Est. 


AlPs Located 

FTEs 

Total Caseload 

• 	AFDCIAFDC Arrears 
• NAFDC 

Arizona 

CollecuoDs Distributed 
* .Total 
* 	AFDC/FC, 

i * NAFDC . 


ITotal Expenditures 

C/E Total 

· * AFDC/FC 


I * NAFDC 

iPaternities Est. 
,

. I 	Support Orders Est. 
!AlPs Loc:lteJ 

. lITEs 

ITotalCaseload 
j * AFDCIAFDC Arrears 

,* NAFDC 

ICalifornia 

ICollectio!ls Distributed 
• .. Total 
• .. AFDC/FC 
· .. NAFDC 
:TotaJ Expenditures 
iCE Total 

.. AFDC/FC 
· .. NAFDC 

IPaternities Est. 

iSupport Orders Est. 

!AlPs Located 
lITEs 

ITotal Caseload 
I- AFDC/AFDC Arrears. 
:- NAFDC 

Collections Distributed 

- Total 
- AFDCIFC 
~ NAFTJC 


Total Expenditures 


ClF. Total. 


- AFDCIFC· 
-NAFDC 

· Paternities Est. 

Support Orders Est. 

AlPs Located 

FTEs 
Total Cascload 

· - AFDC/AFDC AlTears 
-NAFDe 

S170,581,427 
$23,360,517 

S147,220,910 ... 
$41.252,487 . 

$4.14 
.SO.57 
$3.57 
6,558 

17,683 
35,792 

740 
369,043 
116,008 
253,035 

8~0 

-0.4 
9.5 

. -10.9 

21.3 
11.8 
23.0 
-7;7 
48.2 

-19.1 
-0.7 
-4.8 
-4.5 
-5.0 

Arkansas 

Collections Distributed 

• Total 
• AFDCIFC 
• NAFDC 

· Total Expenditures 

CrE Total 

• AFDCIFC 

• NAFDC ­
!Paternities Est. 
ISupport Orders Est. 

iAlPs Located 

IFTEs 
ITotal Case load 
1* AFDCIAFDC Arrears 

i·NAFDe 

S132,048,847 
$26.030.525 

SI06.018,322 
$49,085,481 

$2.69 
SO.53 
$2.16 

10,454 
11.054 
64.719 

1,102 
271.587 
132.732 
138.855 

90 Change 
from FY 96 

16.4 
9.6 

18.2 
4.6 

11.2 
4.7 

12.9 
5.0 

52.0 
1.2 
1.6 

-0.2 

-0.1 • 
-0.21 

i 
% Change • 

from FY 9~ 
I 

13.5 i 
9;8 

17.0 
17.3 
-3.2 
-6.4 
-0.3 
9.2 

13.3 
-1.2 
0.0 

.. -7.S\ 
-9.0 
-5.3 I

I 

IColorado· 
I 
I 
ICollections Distributed 
! io T~Lal 
i * AFDC/FC 
; * NAFDC 
ITotal Expenditures 
jC/E T6tal 

i • AFDCIFC 
i • NAFDC 
IPaternities Est. 
Support Orders Est. 

AlPs Located 

FTEs 
ITotal Caseload 
• AFDCI AFDC Arrears 
• NAFDe 

90 Change 

J from FY 96 

SI23,564,692 14.1 
S36,950,268 3.9 
S86,614,424. 19.2 
$40,236,462 4.9 

. S3.07 8.8 
SO.92 -1.0 
$2.15 13.,6 
5;294 -10.4 
9,608 . 7.9 

64,798 10.1 
653 3.5 

211.214 5.9 
108,627 . 0.4 
102.587 12.4 

Sl,174,214,624 
$544,639 ,364 
S629,575,260 
$513,658,531 

S2.29 
$1.06 
SI.23 

200,272 
222.662 

.. 867,471 
6,436 

2.277,401 
1,524~780 

752.621 

. S64,919.032 
$20,636.510 
$44,282,522 
S18,668,868 

$3.48· 

S1.11 
$2.37 
1,025 
3,279 

19.512 
238 

57,847 
- 32,911 

24.936 

" Change i 
from FY 96; 

12.5 I 
11.8, . 

12.8 • 
7.0 
5.1 
4.4 
5.4 I 

10.3 
0.5 

-14.8 
13.3 
3.6 
2.7 
4.8 

$91,457,022 . 
. S19,876,008 
$71,581,014 
$46,274,009 

$1.98 
. S0.43 

S1.55 
7,122 
7,437 

81,534 
633 

137,754 
64,057 
73.697 

% Change 
from FY 96 

15.1 
0.7 

19.9 
61.4 

-28.7 
~37.6 

-25.7 
-14.0 
-13.7 
-·17.8 

3.3 
0.1 

-2.7 
2.7 

23 
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'OFFICIi OF CHD D SUPPO.K..l .t:.NrU1C.~.l . 
Ff VI BOX SCORES BY STATES (PRl!LIMINARY) 

Connecticut 

Collections Distributed 

- Total 

- AFDCIFC 

- NAFDC 


Total Expenditures 

CIE Total 


- AFDCIFC 


- NAFDC 

Paternities Est. 
Support Orders Est. 
AfPs Located 

FTEs 
Total CaseIoad 

- AFDCIAFDC Arrears 
,- NAFDC 

ID.C.. 
I 

iColJections Distributed 

I • Total 
. i .. AFDCfFC 

I 

t .. NAFDC 

ITotal Expenditures 

iCfE Total . 


I "' AFDC!FC 

·r-;AFDC 


IPalerDlt1eS Est.
, . 

!Support Ord~rs Est. 
. I A'Ps Located 

!FTEs' 
ITotal Caseioad 
~. AFDCI AFDC Arrears 

'. NAFDC 

IGeorgia 

ICol iectJons DIstributed 
,.• Total 

• AFDC/FC 
"' SAFDC. 


TOlal EXpendItures 

iC:E Total 


• AFDC/FC 

• l\AFDC 
"Paterniues EsC. 

: Support Orders Est. 
iAIPs Located 
IFTEs 
ITotal Caseload 
• AFDCfAFDC Arrears 
• NAFDC' 

... De1aware ..
CJb ChaDge 
from FY9ti 

SI41,543.436 . 13.0 
S6O,342,040 11.1 
S81,201.396 14.5 
$45,878.634 . ,6.6 

$3.09 6.0 

S1.32 4.2 
S1.77 . 7.4 
8;:-'33 0.2 

. 24,612 -3.4 
59,858 57.4 

506 -1.4 
235,005 . -0.2 
142,696 1.2 
92,309 -2.3 

% Change 
from FY 96 

$29,906,318 7.6 
S5,631,212 ":6.6 

$24,275,106 11.6 
$7,288;507 -37.7 

$4.10 72.7 
SO.77 . 49.8 
$3.33 79.0 
1,366 -7.8 

828 -26.9 
5,298 -65.4 ; . 

215 -2.3 I 

104,707 4.3 : . 
38.499 -124 : 

66.208 17.4 
.. 

, 7c Cbange i 

fromFY 96 

$278,059,999 3.5 ' 
$77 .172,899 -:-24.6 

$200,887,100 20.9 . 
$71,589.274 4.5 ' 

S3.88 ~0.9 

S1.08 -27.9 • 
S2.81 15.7 

. 6.923 120.1 
·31,852 19.0 
. '58,812 69.6 : 

1,167 1.4 
'1
i 

512,691 1.3 
219,426 -8.8 
293.265 ' 5.3 

Collections Distributed . 

- Total 
- AFDCiFC 
- NAR>C. 

Total Expendi~s 
CIE Total 

- AFDCIFC 
-NAFDC . ­

Paternities Est. 

Support Orders Est. 

AfPs Located . 


FTEs 

Total Caseload 


- AFDC/AFDC Arrears 

• NAFDC 

Florida 

Collections Distributed 

' • Total· 

• AFDCIFC 
I" NAFDC 
ITotal Expenditures 

ICIE Total 
I .. AFDCIFC 

~ .. NAFDC 

I Paterniues Est. 
!Suppon Orders Est. 

IAlPs Located 

IFTEs 
:Total Caseload 
,. AFDC/AFDC Arrears 
,Oo NAFDC . 


IGuam 

I CollectIOns DIstributed .. 
.• Total 

' • t\FDC/FC 

• r-;AFDC 
:Total ExpendItures 
IClE Total 

• AFDC/FC 

• NAFDC 
I Paternities Est. 
ISuppon Orders Est. 
IAlPs Located 
iFTEs 
iTotal Caseload 
:Oo AFDelAfDC Arrears 
!- NAFDC· 

As of: 08/18198 

~ Change' 
from FY 96 

$38,616,387 9.1 : 
$7,962,068 -4.2 i 

$30;654,319 13.2 
S17,332,880 22.3 

'S2.23 -10.8 
.SO.46 -21.7 

S1.77 -7.5 
3,085 -12.4 
2,339 -22.6 

36,179 12.5 
200 17.0 

58,798 4.7 
25,890 -0.6 . 

32,908 9.3 


SC .Change I 
.' from FY 961 

.' I 
$484,630,121' 17.7 
Sloo,231,066 24.2' 

$384,399,055 16.1 
$140,487,078 6.9 

53.45 . 10.0 
SO.71 16.2 
52.74 8.6 

10,297 267.0 

11.292 254.2 
21,230 88.3 

1,902 0.0 I
940,502 -7.5 
360,857 -17.6/ 
579.645 0.3 

% Change 
from FY 96 

$6,681.544 -0.8 
51.320.394 -34.1 
$5,361,150 13.3 
$3,535,602 34.7 

SI.89 -26.4 
$0.37 -51.1 . 
$1.52 -15.9 

461 -42.5 
349 -45.8 

2,453 -20.1 
55 -5.2 • 

9,279 3.1 
6,199 0.9 I 
3.080 7.8 

24 



. As of: 08118198 

Hawaii 

Collections Distributed 

- Total 

'- AFDCIFC 
* NAFDC 

· Total· Expenditures . 

CrE Total' 

* AFDCIFC 


- NAFDC 

Paternities Est. 

· SuppOrt Orders Est. . . 
AlPs Located 

· FTEs 
Total Caseload 
- AFDCIAFDC Arrears 

· - NAFDC 

Illlinois 

.. '1 Collections Distributed 
i'*Total' . 

I .. AFDC/FC . 
i .. NAFDC 
!Total ExpendItures '. 
IC/E Total 
i 
: a AFDC/FC 
; .. NAFDC, 
I PateI'Illties Est. 
!Support Orders Est. 
IAlPs Located 
IFTEs 
!Total Caseload 
I. AFDCIAFDC Arrears 
,. NAFDC 

% Change 
from FY 96 

S55~015,639 5.4 
Sl1,510,438 -6.0 

$43~505,201 .' . 8.9 

S23,438,118 ":'2.0 

S2.35 7.5 
. SO.49· -4.1 

S1.86 11.1 

1,761 -1.3 

4,486 6.5 

184,830 8.8 

206 0.0 

64,387 9.9 

. 21~249 : -1.2 

43.138 '. "16.3 

% Change 
from FY 96 

$267 ;359,518 7.0 
$77,682,722 7.3 

SI89,676,796 6.9 

S130,720,798 25.9 
' ,S2.05 -15.0 

$0.59 -14.8 

Idaho 

~lIections Distributed 

* Total 
.. AFDCIFC 


·*NAPDC 

Total ExpenditllrCs . 


CrE Total 

* AFDCIFC 
* NAFDC 


Patem..ies Est. 

SuppOrt Orders Est. 

AlPs Located 

FTEs 

Total Caseload 


. - AFDC/AFDC Arrears . 

* NAFDC 

Indiana 

Collections Distributed 
-Total 

I *AFDCIFC 
• - NAFDC' ", 

.IT otal Expenditures 
!CrETotid . ' 

,I .. AFDCIFC, 
· !* NAFDCi . 

I Paternities Est. 
. I Support Orders Est. 
I AlPs Located 
lITEs 
!Total Caseload 

' I. AFDC/AFDCArrears 
I. NAFPC 

. 

. ~ Change; 
fromFY 96' . 

I 

$48,025,328 .9.1 i . 
. S10,224,918 -8.01 . 

'. $37,800,410 14.9 

'. SI7,482,146 -7.6 . 

S2.75 18.2 
. -0.3SO.58 

. S2.16 . .24.4 

1,942 -23.3 

2,458 -27.5 

17,112 12.8 

160 -30.4 
83,651 . . 13.4 

.34,509 -11.4 

49,142 41.1 

..% Change 
from FY 96. 

S208,444.050 5;8 

S39;853,408 -11.4 

SI68,590,642 11.0 

. $33,738,575 12:1 

S6.18. -5.6 

S1.18 -21.0 
$5.00 -1.0 " 

19,857 342.8 .. . > 

45,124 . 76:9 


0 -100.0 


634 -13.9 , 


411,069 -32.6 1• 

-75.8 ! .60.844 

350.225 -2.4 • ' 

ilowa 

I Collections Distributed 
• TOlal 
• AFDC/FC 
• NAFDC 

. t olal' ExpendItures 

'CE Total 
.• AFDC/FC 
.• NAFDC ' 
:Paternitles Est. 
!Support Orders Est. 
!AlPs Located 
iFTEs 
iTotal Caseload . 

'" AFDC/AFDC Arrears 
I- NAFDC 

.$1.45 '. 
47,516 
29.660 
68,849 

1.665 
739.941 
405.343 
334.598 

$166.155.139 
$40.772.612 

$125,382.527 
$34,113.753 

$4.87 
$1.20 
$3.68 " 

1,881 
12,563 

143,126 
. 530 

201,438 
98,135 

103.303 

-.15.1 • 
79.4 • 
30.1 i 

25.3' 
. 3.5 

·1.3 

. -8.9 


17,3 


'iC 'Change IKansas 
from FY 96 

; CollectiOns Distributed 
9.4 . a TOlal 

1.7 • AFDC/FC 

12.1 . " NAFDC 
17.4 . · :Tolal Expenditures 
-6,9 IC/E Total 

-13.4 ' .• AFDC/FC 

-4.5 . · • .. NAFDC 
-44.9 I Paternities Est. 

9.4 !Support Orders Est. 
19.4 • iA/Ps Located 
3.9 ; '. lITEs 
3.1 : · [Total Caseload 
0.9 i- AFDCIAFDC Arrears 

i5.4 I- NAFDC 

% Change I 
from FY 96. 

$114.979.206 6.9 
S27 ,071,883 -5.9 

S87 ,907 .323 11.6 
$37,583,335 103.3 

$3.06 -47.4 

SO.72 -53.7 
$2.34 -45.1 ; 

9,218 -21.9 
13,897 -10.S 

135,080 • .4.1' 
450 -24.1 

142,574 3.1 
54,447 -8.8 
88.127 12.1 

, ;., t:. 



,.i f .... 

Kentucky 

C:ollectioDS Distributed 
* Total 

~ AFDCIFC 


- NAFDC 

Total Expenditures 

CfE Total -, 


- AFDCIFC 
- NAFD,C 

Paternities Est. 
Support Orders Est. 
AlPs Located 
FTEs 

, Total Caseload 
- AFDCIAFDC Arrears 
* NAFDC 

Maine 

ICollections Distrib~ted 
I .. Total' 


! - AFDG/FC 

i * NAFDC 

I 

, iTotal Expenditures 

'C/E Total 


I* AFDCIFC 

: .. NAFDC 


, ,lPaternitles Est. ' 

ISupport Orders Est. 
IA!?s Located 
i 
IFTEs 

, iTotal Case load 
, ! .. AFDCI AFDC Arrears 
i. NAFDC 

, 

!Massac husetts 

! Co IlectJons Distributed 
• Total 

, • AFDCIFC, 
~ NAFDC 

, :Total Expenditures 
iCE Total 

,; • AFDCIFC 
; • NAFDC 

iPaternities Est., 
iSupport Orders Est. 
iAlPs LoCated 

lITEs 

iTotal Caseload 
i.. AFDCIAFDC Arrears 
i* NAFDC, 

~ Clwlge 
from FY 9 

SI64.357,171 13.4 
$39,449,293 0.0 

S124,901,878 18.4 
$43,284,056 -, 2.5 

.$3.80 10.6 
SO.91 ' ' ':"2.5 
$2.89 15.5 
9,747 -2.5 

29,796 1.6 
,24,893 3.6 

B44 -0.4 
297,294 -7.7 

,117,882 -11.3 
179.412 -5.1 

~ Change 
fromFY 96 

,$68,615,439 9.6 
S31,809,926 7.7 
$36,805,513 11.4 
$16.220,128 5.1 

$4.23 ' 4.3 

, ~ Change I 
,from FY 96; 

S2S8,584,OI6 
$67,381,987 

$191.202,029 
S63,908,669 ' 

$4.05 

S1.05 
$2.99 • 

10,145 
13,432 

.. 79,853' 

848 
, 241,896 

144,066 ' 
97,830 

" I 

4.3/ 
-5.7 

8.3 
4.3 1 

" ,0.0 
-:9.5 
3.9 

-0.5 
-2.8 
4.5 

0.1 
' 16.1 

7.9 
30.7 

, 

Louisiana 

Collections Distributed 
- Total, ' 
- AFDCIFC 

, 

, 

, 

• NAFDC' 
Total Expenditures 
C/E Total 

• AFDCIFC 

• NAFDC 

Paternities Est. 

Support Orders Est. 

AlPs Located " 

FTEs". 

Total Caseload 

• AFDC/AFDC Arrears, 

• NAFDC 


Maryland, 

Collections Distributed 
- Total 
• AFDCIFC 
~ NAFDC 

Total Expenditures 
C/E Total 

,- AFDCIFC 
1* NAFDC 
Paternities Est. 

Support Orders Est. 

AlPs Located 

FTEs 

Total Case load 

'1* AFDCIAFDC Arrears 
- NAFDC' , 

IMichigan 

Collecuons Distributed 
* Total 

- AFDCIFC ' 

• NAFDC 

Total Expenditures 
CfE Total 
* AFDCIFC, 

- NAFDC 
Paternities Est. 
Support Orders Est. 

AlPs Located 
FTEs 

Total Cascload 
- AFDCIAFDC Anears 
• NAFDC 

~ Change I, 

, from FY 961 ' 


I, 
I 

S154,821,458 ,7.8 
$27,122,762 -13.1 ' 

S127,698,696 13.6 
$35,785,199, 3.7 

$4.33 3.9 
SO.76 -16.3 

$3.57 9.5 
.1.2,560 11.8 
16,483 14.8 
25,473 1.8 

874 6.7 
333,341 -1.9 I 

, 113,865 -21.3 
,219.476 12.6 

% Change 
from'FY 96 

$322,363,403 , 12.0 
S38,008,067 -18.6 

S284,355,336 ' 17.9 
$73,146,781 10.8· 

$4:41 1.0 
S0.52 -26.6 : 

$3.89 ,6.4 • 
12,716 16.3 
17,831 4.1 

, 55,887 5.7, 

1.013 ,-12.6. 

406,326 7.0, 
192,566 ' ' 2.7 
213.760 1l~2 

S1.96 
$2.27 
2,274 
5,366 

96.556 
242 

78.574 
45,007 
33.567" ' 

2.5 • 
6.0 
6.8 

-3.9 
22.0 
-3.6 

1.7 
-0.8 
5.3 

, $1,092,176,097 
S161,658.369 
S930,517,728 
SI61,467,678 

S6.76 
S1.oo 
$5.76 

17,656 
31.987 

210,498 
2.242 

1,619,950 
1,193,179 

426,771 

% Change 

from FY 96 

15.1 
-5.8 
19.7 
12.8 
2.0 

-16.5 
6.1 

-29.1 
-8.8 
-6.0 
-5.3 

3.8 
0.9 

12.7 
i 
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, ., ",;:~,;,::{~~~>(:J;;~!:.)~;;~,;:;,;,tOFFlCB"OF cHit.D SUP.Po&l' J:.N.t4UkCE.M..tiNJ. 
'. ' - ,- , .", "'FfVI BOX SCORES BY STATES ~AltY) 

A. of: 07/15198 

Minnesota 

Collections Distributed 
- Total 

-AFOCIFC 

- NAFDC,' 


, Total EX~,~ditures 
,C/E Total 

- AFDCIFC 
- NAFOC 

, Paternities Est. 
Support Orders Est. 
AlPs Located 

FTEs 
Total Caseload 

- AFOCIAFOC Arrears 
- NAFOC 

Missouri ' 

Collections Distributed 

. - Total 
.. AFDC/FC 

- NAFDC ' 
Total Expenditures' 

I 	 ' 

/C/E Total 
- AFDCIFC 

; - NAFDC • 
!Paternities Est. 

. ! I 

Support Orders Est. 
,AlPs Located 

lITEs 
ITota! Case load 

!.. AFDC/AFDC Arrears 
;. NAFDC 

iNebraska 

IColiections Distributed 
• Total ' 

; • AFDC/FC 
, • NAFDC 

. 'Total Ex.penditures 

!CE Total 
. ~ AFDC/FC 
, • NAFDC 


!Paternities Est. 

!Support Orders Est. .' . 

IAlPs Located' 

lITEs 

!Total Caseload 

:- AFDC/AFDC Arrears 

'" NAFDC 


ICbange 
from FY 96 

Sl55,371,919 11.5 
S64,572,484 

,"" 

-0.5 
$290,799,435 14.5 
S85,898.403' 17.4 

$4.14 ' -5.0 

SO.75 ,-:15.2 
Sl.39.,' -2.4 

' 8;801, -9.2 
21;702 ' 7.5 
14',696 -10.0 

1;482 12.1 
251,317 5.0 

116,447 -2.2 
134,870 12.5 

9b Change 
from FY 96 

$318,310,313 14.0 
S65,020,518 .' -2.4 

S253 ,289,795 19.1 
$78,632,228 5.7 

$4.05 ' 7.9 
' SO.83 -7.6 
$3.22 .' 12,7 I 

19,731·, -20,4 

21,148 -30,4 
1 

'172,616 . 17,4 ! 
1,166 ' ,-39:7 

314,461 .. -20.0 I, 
162,997 ' -24.4
 

' 151.464 -14.8 1 


Mississippi " Change 1 
from FY96i . , 

, .j • 

Collections Distributcci 
14.71 .S97,017,611- Total 'I 

., $21,85t,i,876 -10'.6'1- AFDCIFC:',' 
$75,160,735 , '25.1' I

• NAFDC 
Total E'xpenditures ' $30,793,087 4;5) 

ClE Total 	 S3.15 9.8 II", 
SO.71 ' -145• AFDCIFC, . 

-NAFDC, $2.44 ' 19.7 i, 
Paternities -Est. '14,560 2.2,1 
Support Orders Est. 13,135, ,~29.1··1·'·.',,· 

AlPs Located 121,233 -11.5' , 

FTEs. 677 0.4 

Total Caseload 274,430 1.2 

- AFDC/AFDC Arrears 92,735 -8.4 
, - NAFDC: ; , ' 181.695 6;9"1 ", 

, '" 

~~~on-~----.~----~~------------%-c-~--n-ge~'1 

from FY 96 
- ' , 

. Collections Distributed 

- Total 
- AFOCIFC.' 

- NAFOC 
Total Expenditures 
IClE Total .... 

.. AFDCIFC .
j 
! .. NAFDC' 

.1 PaternitiesEst. 
. .. .

ISupport Orders Est. 
. I AlPs Located ' . 

IFT:::'s . " 
Total Case load 

- AFDCIAFDC I\rrears 
," NAFDC' 

, S33,4oo,682 

·S8,327,589 
$25,073,093 . 

SI2,290,298 
$2.72 
SO.68 
$2.04 

. 1.404 
3,047 

67,531 ' 

199 
, 41,711 

17,68l' 
24,030 

13.8" 
1.9, 

18,.3 
1.4 

12.2 
O.S 

.16.7 
-10.4 

3.1 
10.1 
6.4 

-3.3 

-10.8,' 
, 3'.1' 

!Nevada 
, 
j 
I Collections Distributed 
I 

I • Total 
1 

1 •I- NAFDC 
AFDC/}"C 

'. 
Total Expenditures 
ICIE Total'
I- AFDCIFC' 
1 

"NAFDC :' 

Paternities Est. 
Support Orders Est. 

IAIPs Located . . 

FTEs 
Total Caseload 
- AFDC/AFDC Arrears 

- NAfDC 

. ,S60,063,294 
S8,432,985 

, S51.630,309 
S28,951.210 

$2.07 
SO.29 
S1.78 
1.832 
4,688 

15,863 
383 

82,580 
30,204 
52.376 

% C~nge 
from FY 96 

6.1 
-0.1. 

7.2 
29.6 

. -18.1 

-22.9' 
-17~3' 

:-'18:7 
-10.0, 
3!.8, 
11.3 
2.6 

':'4.3 

7.1 

. 

, 	 27 

SI08,623,657 
$12,674,874 .' 
$95.948,783 

" S29,360,093 
$3.70 
SO.43 
$3.27 
4;031 
4,711 

... 34,028 

390 
129,829 

.. 33,460' 
96.369 

'Ii: Cbange I 
from FY 96: 

I 

13.9 i 
1.9 1 

,15,.71 
' ., 7 

. -_. , I 

17.1 i 
. '4.8 
18.9 

-12.3 
-15.2 
12.7 
-1.3 . 
-1.3 
0.6 

~2.0 

, '. 



,•.• , ,~.:;:':'.~;~{~;'S;;r"'.?,;;,·t;,\\:;U.;;;;;f:,;);'OFFlCE.· (ltiCtl.JJ.J.) ~Ul'l'UK.l· .t:.1'U-U.lt~J. '.' 
', .. "':". ".,"< "<l.":'r;~'py 97 BOX SCORES BY STATES ~Y) 

, As 'of:. 07/15198 

New Hampshire 

Collections Distributed 
• Total 
• AFDCIFC 
• NAFDC 

Total Expenditures 
C/E Total 
• 	AFDC/FC . 

*NAFDC 
Paternities E_~. 
Support Orders Est. 
AlPs Located 
FTEs 
Total Case load 
* AFDCIAFDC Arrears 
* NAFDC 

~ Change 
. from FY 9 

SS4.468,733, 12.9 
S9,844,988 . -6.5 

$44,623.745 '18.3 
SI3,587,807 ::"3.6 

' $4.01 17.1 
$0.72 -3.1 
$3.28 22.7 

580 -7.6 
3.864 -5.5. 
5,515 -5.4 

228 -1.7 
49.263 4.9 
19,483 -1.8 
29.780 9.9 

New Mexico, 	 % Change 

Collections Distributed 
I .. Total , 
j* AFDCIFC . 

1* NAFDC " . 

ITotal Expenditures 

jCiE Total 

, .. AFDCIFC. 

! .. NAFDC' 


!Patemllies Est. .'. 

.. 	!Support Orders ESL, 

!AlPs Loca',ed 
!ITEs 

" ITotal Caseload 
. ; .. AFDCIAFDC Arrears 
'." NAFDC 

. IN orth Carolina 

. : Collections Distributed 
... Total 
... AFDC/FC 

.. NAFDC' 

ITotal Expenditures 

IC!E Total 


• 	AFDC/FC , 
.. NAFDC 


!Paternities Est. 

!Support Orders Est. 

iAlPs Located 

lITEs 

iTotal Case load 
:" AFDCI AFDC Arrears 
;. NAFDC 

from FY 96 

$34,417.383 .14.3 
$9,498.319 51.51 

$24,919,064 4.4 
. $23)31.548 12.3 

$1.45 1.8 
$0.40 . 35.2 
S1.05 . , -7.0 
2.774. 19.3 
6,035 . I. 33.2 

·'15,47.9 -17.8 
230 0.0 

·74,916 ,..2.9 
. 24.088 1-33.0 

50.828 23.5 

9'i: Change I 
I 

. from FY 961 

$298.907,678 
$74.282.560 

$224,625,118 
$105,631,194 

$2.83 
SO.70 
$2.13. ' 

' ·24,777 
39,237 

148.892 
1.413 

463,766 
253,352' 
210.414 

14.2 I 

-1.0 
20.3 
18.5 

. -3.6 
-16.4 

1.6 
-16.2 
-2.2 


-13,7 

4.8 
0.1 ! 

. -16.0 I 
30.1 1 

New Jersey 

Collections Distributed 

• Total 
• AFDCIFC " 
·NAFDC 

Total Expendir:Ures 
CIE Total 
• AFDCIFC 
• NAFDC-

Paternities Est. 
Support Orders Est. 
AlPs Located . 

FTEs 
Total Caseload 
• 	AFDCIAFDC Arrears 
• NAFDC 

New York 

Collections Distributed 

• Total 
*AFDCIFC 
* NAFDC 


ITotal Expenditure~ 


C/E Total 

'1* AFDCIFC .
*NAFDC 

IPate~ities Esi: 
iSupport Orders Est. 

' IAlPs Located' 

lITEs 
!Tota) Caseload 
!* AFDC/AFDC Arrears 

'" NAFDC 

lNorth Dakota 
I 

ICollections Distributed .

'1· Total 

! " AFDCIFC 

1* NAFDC 

j Total Expenditures 

ICIE Total . 

i * AFDCIFC 


• NAFDC 

Paternities Est.. . 

Support Orders Est. 

AlPs Located 


IFTEs 

Total CaseJoad 

* AFDCIAFDC Arrears 

,,* NAFDC 

iI Change: 
from FY 96: . 

I 
10.7 .IS553,712.995 

S88.148.886 . -2.8 

$465,564.109 13.7 

$115,610.317 4.4 
$4.79 6.0 
$0.76 -6.9 
$4.03 8.9 

12,574 ···.-14.9 

24,716 -2.8 

152.298 	 -4.4 
2,211 4.2 

510.146 -3.1 
'221,570 -6.9 

288.576 -0.1 

. % Change 
'from FY96" 

$803.825.889 14.5 : 
$224.750,647 9.2 I 

S579,075.242 . 16.7 I 
$200.587,464 15.2. 

. 	$4.01 .' -0.6 
$1.12:"5.2 
$2.89 . 1.4 

49,694 20.3 
45,324 38.2 

287,506 5.0 
2.866 '. 1.8 

1.281,791 .; -1;3 
558.050 ',-7.3 
723,741 .'·'4.0 

% Change 
from·FY96 • 

$32,209.165 13.1 
, $5.967.379 .. ;"2.3 

$26.241.786 17;4 
'. $6,265,970 -. -4.5 

SS.14 18.5 
SO.95 2.3 

. $4.19 22.9, 
1,337 -6.3 
2,079 3.7 
'4.750 ' -11.4 . 

104 . -16.8 
46,006 . 4.9 . 

23.533 1.6 
22.473 8.6 

·28 




As of: 07115198 

C;C Change ; " Oklahoma ' 
from FY 96: 

. , 1 

Collections Distributed " I 

, , $79,782.128 '; 8.6 :• Total ' $23.979,742 :"1.5 i,
• AFDCIFC 

SSS,802.386 'l3.6J'• N1\FDC 
9.4 I" Total Expenditure~ $26.289.829 " I 

, Ohio 

CollectiOns Distributed ' 

• Total 
• AFDCIFC 
• NAFDe 


Total Expendjtures 


CfE Total 

.. AFDCIFC 


• NAFDC ' 

Paternities Est.'" 

Support Ordc:rsEst. ' 

AfPs Located 

FTEs 

total Caseload 

• AFDCIAFDC Arrears 

,I· NAFDC 

SI,083,543,013 
' ,SI23,514,504 

S960,028,509 
$208,669,145 

$5:19 
SO.59 
$4.60 

3",239 
62,S23 

361,086 
3,884 

966,752 
450,965 
515,787 

"$ Change 
from FY 9 

10.4 
-1.0 

12.1 

29.1 
-14.5 
-23.4 
"';13.2 

9.4 
13.3 
41.2 

-13.9 
1.5 
0.2 
2.6 

, 
, 

, 

Oregon, ' 	 % Change 
from FY 96 

ICollections Distributed 
" i "Total $197,910,878 10.9 

I .. 

! .. AFDC/FC S29,283;418 -6.0 

I" NAFDC , S168,627,460 14.5 

ITotal Expenditures $42,529,281 33.4 

, I C/E Total '.$4.65 -16.9 
I

, ! " AFDC/FC , SO. 69 -29.S 

! "NAFDC , S3.96 ' -14.2 

I Paterruties Est. , 5.244 -8.6 

ISupport Orders Est. 15.626 05 
I 

iA/Ps Lo.::ated ' , 108.229 ' -0. 7 ~ 1AlPs Located ' , " ~', 143,767 	 : 38.8 
, -0.7lITEs SS4 -17.6 lITEs 2.543 

, ITotal Caseload 283,757 4.3 'Total Caseload 932;433 , 5.3 

" i~ AFDC/AFDC Arrears 104.509 -8.6 , I" AFDC/AFDC Arrears ,', ' 398,579 1.9 
'i" NAFDC . 	 179.248 13.7 1 * NAFDC ' " 533.854 8.1 

I
---------------------------~--~---------~---~I il--------------------------------------~ 
iPuerto Rico rc Change I IRhode Island ' ' : , ; ,% Cbange II 

from FY 96 I " ,', from FY 96 
1ICollections Distributed " 	 :Collections Distributed " , 

: ,a Total $142.555.415 , 12.5 I 
, •• AFDC/FC ' S2.814.548 -0.2 i 

• NAFDC SI39.740,867 1:,8! 
:Total Expenditures ,S26,540,809 " - 1.1: 
iC!E Tota! " S5.3i , 21.1 i 

I 

' , .- AFDC/FC 	 , '. $0.11 7.4 
, •• NAFDC SS.27 21.4 

[Paternities Est. ,'21 90.9 

!Support Ordc;rs Est. , '. ' 13,330, ,,2677.1 
, " iAlPs Located 5,179 -2.5 

iITEs " 708 , " -7.9 

ITotal Caseload 198,378 8.3 
:" AFDC/AFDC Arrears' 67.880 7.3, • AFDC/AFDC Arrears • 39,660 , 

, 
-3.6

I 
_1"_N_'A_F_D_C______________________ *NAFDC ~ , 31.648 12.8;13_0~,4_9_8____~8~.8~ 

29 

," 


CfE Total 

• AFDCIFC 
• NAFDC 

Paternities Est. 
Support Orders Est. , 
AlPs Located 
FTEs 
Toral CasCload 
., AFDC/AFDC ArTears 

• NAFDC ' 

S3.03 
' $0.91 

S2.12 
,',6.295 

8,394 
' 36,148 

457- , 
13S.288 
48,758 
86.530 

~0.7 I 
-9.9 I 

3.9 ; 
18.5' I' 

0.41; 
63.6,1, 
;' 9.6 j , 

14.3 • 
-1.2 
25.4 

Pennsylvania % Change 
from FY 96 ,', 

Collections Distributed 
' SI,022,834.250 , 6.7 


*AFDCIFC ' ' '.:. SI23,359.601 , -11.1 

• Total' 

* NAFDC S899,474.649 9.7 

Total Expenditures. S135, 153.203 9.2 

CfE Total " , " S7.S7 '-2.2 

• AFDC/FC SO.91 -18.5 
,*NAEDC $6.66 0.5 

Paternities Est. 80.822 ;173.1 

' Support Orders Est. ,138,338 3.2 

* Total $38,824.537 9.3 
" AFDC/FC $18.869.088 '2.8 
" NA.FDC SI9,955,449 16.2 

Total Expenditures S8,967,346 8.7 
C/E Total' ' $4.33 0.6 
• AFDC/FC , 	 $2.10 -5.4 
* NAFDC" S2.23 6.9 

Paternities Est. , 4,518 , -17.7 

Support Orders Est. .2,720, " -12.3 
AlPs Located 24,758, 2.8 
FTEs • 168 , 3.7 

Total Caseload , 71.308 3.1 

I 



South Carolina 
. . 

Collecti~s Distributed 

• Total 
• AFDCIFC .. 
• NAFDC,' 

Total Expendirures 


CrE Total 


• AFDCIFC 

• NAFDC 

Paternities Est. 

Support Orders Est. 

AlPs Located 


FTEs 

Total Caseload 


. 	.. AFDCIAFDC Arrears . 
!.. NAFDC 

. I 	Tennessee 
I ,
I Collections Distributed 
I .. Total 
I

. I ... :AFDC/FC
1 ' ,

I- NAFDC 
, !Total Expenditures 

iClE Total, 

i ,. AFDC/FC, 
, : ·,NAFDC 

IPaternitles Est, ' 

. tSupport Orders Est. 
iAIPS Located 

!FTEs 
!Total Caseload 
,,. AFDCIAFDC Arrears 

"·1':AFDC 

"i ColleCiJonsDlstribuled 
,. Total 
• 	AFDC/FC 

·1':AFDC 

:Total ExpendItures 

IC/E Total 


• AFDC/FC 
,. !SAFDC 


Paternities Est. 

, Support Orders ,Est. ' 

AlPs Located 
FTEs 
Total Case~oad 
• AFDCIAFDC Arrears 
.. NAFDC 

9bChange 
from FY,9 

. 5135,657,053 14.8 
524,935,402' -15.8 

. 5110,721,651 25.'1 
, -10.0. $31,582,887 

$4.30 27.6 
, -6.450.79 

, $3.51 39.0 
13,378 49.9 

13,661 29.9 
45,218 -22.4 

234 -42.6 

222,313 0.8 
50,120 -23.1 

172.193 10.9 

SO,71······ 


S2.15 

2.918 
8.290 

.49.336 
500 

114.931 
59.727 
55.204 

Collections Distributed •. 

• Total' 
• AFDCIFC 
• NAFDC 


Total Expenditures . 


CIE Total, 

• AFDCIFC' 
.• NAFDC::" 

Patel "lities Est. 


Support Ciders Est. . 


AlPs Located " 


FTEs 

Total CaselOad 


!. AFDC/AFDC Arrears 
• NAFDC " , " 

' Texas 

Collections Distributed 

• Total 

'·AFDCIFC " 


! .. NAFDC, 
I 

ITotal Expendirures 
,iClE Total ": ' 
i .. AFDC/FC . 

i- NAFDC 

iPaternities Est. ' 


!Support Orders Est.· ' 

I AlPs Located 

!FTEs 
:Total Caseload 

As of:. 08/18198 

".,," , 

$30,887,684 
56,163,498 

$24,724,186 
' $5,330.842 

55.79 
S1.16 
$4.64 

798 
3,910 

18,610 
81 

33,065 
17,104 
15.961 

sr Chan!!e ; 
from FY 96 

,10.2 : 
-6.9 : 
'15.5 
lL8 " 

-1.4 
-16.7 

3.4 
I' 

-22.5 ; 
'72.2 ! 

I 

6.5 i 
-1 ') : 

. 3:~1 
-2.8 I 
12.1 I 

% Change I 
fromFY 96, 

' 14.8 
5.2 

17.1 
18.6 
-'3.2 

,":'11.3 
':"1.3 

, ,3.1 
-1.1 
51.1 

0.6 
9.3 
:3.7 

12.9 

SI72,822,904 
$31,555,946 

5141,266,958 
$44,894,049 

, $3.85 
, 50.70 

53.15 .. 

7,111 
67,410 

181,692 
682 

439.631 
187.087 
252.544 

9C Change 
from FY 96 

. 

' 5618,065,552 
. 'SI08, 101,224 

S509,964.328 
',' 5171,993,512 . 

53.59 
SO.63 

.52.97 
,44,628 ' 

'.' 40.043 
'. 619,847. 

.2.403 
910.487 

8.1 
' -9.2 

13.0 
14.1 
-5.2 i 

-20.4; , 
-1.0 !, >~. 

. -38.3 ; 
260.3 I 

-12,0 i 

3.2 . 

-11.2 
.:..13.l' " 
9~ , , 

t;;. Change 
from FI' 96 

584.542.092 '8,9 
521.001.369 -2:6 
S63,.540.723 13.4 . 
529,543.060 ' 1.3;, 

, 52.86", 7,6: 
-3.8 
11.9 

-28,1 
25,3 • 

146.1;, 
5,0 i 

, .", ' 

,. AFDC/AFDC Arrears' 340,735 
,. NAFDC' 

" 

569.752 

, 
0.6 i' ' ITotal Cas'eload 

. 15.61 	 * AFDCIAFDC Arrears. ' ' 
26,9 ! • NAFDC'" ". 

", iz 
~, ", 

!Vermont. 

, I Collections Distributed". ,. 
;'-Total 

" ~ AFDC/FC 

• NAFDC " 
:Total Expendirures 

. IC/E Total 

i· AFDCIFC 
, ,. NAFDC 

, ! Paternities ESt. ' 

ISupport Orders Est. . 
'. I AlPs Located. • .' 

\FTEs 

% Change 
from FY 96 

527,877,769 .' ". ;9.9' 

58.379.338 ;-6.0 
SI9,498,431 18.5 
S7,798,921 16.4 

53.57 ',' 75.6 
, S1.07 , '-19.2 
'.52.50 . "1.8 

'747 -13.4 
1.884 26.0 

, 16,275 -44.0, 

",, ­
'101 . ;-7~3 

22,682 17.1 
. 12,383 15.3 

10.299 19.4 

", 

"',' . ~- :. "', 



Virgin Islands 

Collections Distributed '~ 
.' • Total 


*AFDCIFC' .' 


• NAFDC ' 

Total Expenditures 

CfE Total: . 


• AFDCIFC 
* NAFDC 

Paternities Est. 
. Support Orders .Est. 
. AlPs Located 
FTEs" 

Total Case load 

• AFDCIA,FDC Arrears 

• NAFDC 

Washington 

Collections Distributed 

I,· Total 
·AFDC/FC 
* NAFDC 

Total Expenditures 
C/E Total 

\ • AFDC/FCI . 
I· NAFDC 
I . 
I Paternities Esl. 

. I Support Orders Est. 
. I

.IA/Ps Located .. 


lITEs 

ITotal Caseload 

: 

:- AFDC/AFDC Arrears 
i. NAFDC .. 

: Wisconsin 

,I Collections Distributed 
• Total 
.. AFDC/FC 

, .. NAFDC 
iTotal Expenditures 
ICE Total 

• AFDC/FC 
.. NAFDC 

I Paternities Est. 
ISupport Orders Est. 

.' !AlPs Located . 
lITEs 
iTotal Case load 

'. " 

i. AFDC/AFDC Arrears 

!* NAFDC 

~ Change 
from FY 96 

15,921,270 8.9 

S628.005 29.8 

15.293.265 '6.8 

'$2,4j1~660 0.6 

$2.44 8.3 
SQ.26 '29.1 
$2.18 6.2 

120 252.9 
613 10.5 

679 -82.3 
38 2.7 

10,677 0.9 
3,823 -10.6 

6.854 8.8 

% Cbange 
from FY 96 

$451,730.094 11.0 
S112,561,131 :-0.2 
$339.168~963 15.3 
$116.466.917 . 1.0 

$3.88 9.9 
10.97 -1.2 
S2.91 14.2 

12.667 -25~3 

28.044 -14.4 

1.031.434 10.5 
1.739 

, 
-0.9 

389.512 3.9 
218.571 1.3 
170.941 7,4 

9i- Change i 
fromFY 96! 

! 
! 

$459.882. i 15 . 4.5 i 
163;592.279 . -21.5 

$396.289.836 10.3 
. $19.193.043 : ... 6.9 

15.81 -2.3 
SO.80 -26.6 i 

3')i15.00 
13,776 -36.5. 
28.251 -4.9 

137.949 .468.5 
... 1.023 -6.9 

'. 386.987 . -5.5 •. 

104.471 -53.91· 
. 282.516 54.5 • 

As of: 07/15198 

Virginia '. 

Collections Distributed . 

• Total 
* AFDCIFC 

~* NItFDC 
Total Expenditures .' ... 

CIE Total 
* AFDCIFC' 
*NAFDC. 

Paternities Est. 
Support Orders ESL 
AlPs Located 
FTEs 
Total Caseload 
* AFDC!AFDC Arrears . 

• NAFDC 

West Virginia . 

Collections Distributed 

• Total 
• AFDC/FC. 

• NAFDC 
Total Expenditures 
CfE Total 

• AFDCIFC 
• NAFDC; 

Paternities Est. 
I Support Orders Est~ 

. I 
IAlPs Located , 
iITEs 
iTotal Caseload 
i- AFDC/AFDC Arrears, 
I- NAFDC 

IWyoming 	 % Cbange 
I from FY 96 
I , :..' 

~. " 'IColiecuons Distributed . 
I 
i-Total 	 $28.682.650 .14.6 
I 

1* AFDC/FC 	 $4.233.252 -14.4 
I. NAFDC 	 S24.449,398 .' 21.8I . 

.,,' 	 :ITotal Expenditures $8.586.436 ,1.6 
ICrE Total S3.34 ····12.9 ': " 

i • AFDC/FC $0.49 -15.7 
1* NAFDC • S2.85 19.9 . 

IPaternities Est. 627 .' -52.0 

. 

$C Change! 
from FY 96: 

'. 
$292,829.779 . : 13.9 i . 

. :$46,883.418 "1.1 ' 

. $245,946,361 16.7 
~;. 

$55.974.157 '-9.0 ~""',-

15.23 25.1 

$0.84 ILl 
'$4.39 28.2 

11.570 -39.0 
16,520 ~31.7 

99.019 -26.4 
885, '. -4.8 

. 404,870 4.7 

133.795 
. 271;075 

":5.8' 
. ,I 

. 10.8. 
..' 

$98,147,954 
S15,919,397 
S82.228.557 
$24,327,799 

'$4.03 
SO.65 
S3.38 
6.521 
9.354 

' 	.33.558 
509 

117.423 
34.511 

·82.912 

% Change 
from FY 96 

16.5 
: 4.0 

.19.3 
4.2 

1 i.9 
:-0.1 

,14.5 ",., 

. 14~7 

"6.9. 
-9.2 
3.7 

' 5.8 , : 

-4.4 
10.7 

Support Orders Est. 1.305 -44.9 
AlPs Located .20.579 -15.9 

• ~ > • 

FTEs 182 .' 41.1 
Total Cascload .. 66.857 7.8 
• AFDCI AFDC Arrears 16.440 ':6.7 

• NAFDC 	 50.417 8.2 

.. '31 
' .." , 



. , 07/15198 

Region I " Change 
from FY 9 , " 

Collections Distributed '.' 

- Total 
 SS89,913~930 8.3 

" :'$196,627,367, 1.8- AFDCIFC 
$393,286,563 11.8- NAFDC 

Total Expenditures, , . $156,361~SOS-: '., 5.1 
, , . CIE Total,' , r, $3.77 3.0 

S1.26 . -3.1 .- AFDCIFC 
S2.52 ' , 6.4 - NAFDC' 

Paternities Est. 26,597-3.7 
Support Orders Est. 51,878 -3.2 
AlPs Located 282,815 12.0 
FTEs . 2;093:-1.0 
Total Caseload 698,728 ' ,c. 

i 

, 6.4 
403.295 '. 3.0 

- NAFDC 
• AFDCIAFDC Arrears, 

295,433 11.5 

'.. "r----------------------, 
Region ill % Cbange 

from FY 96 
Collt~ctioici Distributed 

- Total . S1,804,698,091 ,9.3 
• AFDC/FC ' S237, 763, 763 -9.0 

- NAFDC SI,566,934,328 . 12.8 
TOLaI' Expendirures . S313,223,327;' 4.2 
IC/E TalaI ·S5.76 4.9 

.! • AFDCIFC SO,76 ' -12.7 I
I ., ' . 

i· NAFDC ' S5.OO " 8.2 
!Paternities Est. ' ,116.080 65.4 


, ISupport Orders Est. __ ' 185,210 -1.6 

iAiPs Located 373.708 ' -0.5 

I 
IFTEs .. 5,365 :' , -3.0 
iToLal Caseload , 2,024,557,' 5.5 
i. AFDC/AFDC Arrears 823.840 " , -OA 

i. NAFDC 1.200.717 9.9 

, ,lRegion V, % Change! 
, . 

I " 
from FY 96 

ICollections Distributed' 
. ,; • TOLaI S3 ,466,776,712 ,10.S 

',' '-5.1i • AFDCIFC 1530,873,766 
. '.! ~AFDC $2,935,902,946 13.9 
"To~l Expenciirures S699,687,642 19,4 
ICIE TOLaI ' $4.95 -7.4 
: • AFDCIFC .. $0.76 -20.6 

• NAFDC ' $4.20 .-4.6 
IPaternities Est. 145;845 ' 19.3 
!Support Orders Est. 219,247, 16.3

, 

iA/Ps Located 793,078 36.1 
IFTEs 10,930 -6.1 
I 
ITotal Caseload 4,376,016 -2.8 
I- AFDCIAFDC Arrears, , 2,331,249 , ' " "-12.8
!- NAFDC . '. "'2,044,767 "11.8 

RegiOllU' 

. Collections Distributed 

- Total 
- AFDCIFC 
• NJtfDC . 

Totall Expendi'tUres 


CIE Total' 

-AFDCIFC, 


- NAFDC 
Paternities Est. 

, Support Orders Est. 
, AlPs Located 

FTEs 
Total Caseload, 
- AFDCIAFDC Arrears 
·NAFDC' 

Region IV 

Collections Distributed ... 

• Total 
- AFDCfFC' 
-NAFDC 


Total Expenditures 


C/E Total' 


- AFDCIFC .. 

- NAFDC ", ' 

Paternities Est. 


Support Orders Est. 

AlPs Located 


IFTEs 
ITotal Case load 

'i- AFDC/AFDC Arrears .•. 
!- NAFDC .. 

jRegion Vl 

ColleCtions Distributed: 
-Total 
- AFDCIFC', 
- NAFDC 


Total Expenditures 

CIE Total 


- AFDCIFC 

- NAFDC 

Paternities Est. 


Support Orders Est. 


AlPs Located 


FTEs 

-

' Total Caseload 
" 

• AFDCIAFDC ArTears 
" 

:. NAFDC 

, I 

. 9C Change I 
. from FY 96ii 

, SI,506,015,569 · 12.9 
$316,342,086 , 5.5 

SI,189,673,483 · 15.0 

$345.170,250 ' : 9.3 
. $4.36 3.3 
SO.92 · ':'3'.4 

, $3.45 , 5.3 
62,409 11.2 
83,983 41.8 

445,662 ,0.8 
5,823 . 1'.4 

2,000,992 ," . -0.9 
851,323' -6.2 

1,}49,669 .3.5 

9D Cbange 
from FY 96 

SI,802,033,964 12~1 ' 

S392,844,559 :"4.1 


SI,409,189.405 17.7 

. S509,514.112 ' 5.8 

S3.54 ,5:9 
SO.77 -9.4 
S2.77 il.2 

93,351 " 6.9 
224,066 .40,9 
637,762 -4.4 

5,075 -13.0 
3,519,670 .,.4.8 

. .1,397,467 -13.5 
2.122.203 , ·2.1 

9D Cbange 

fromFY 96 

S978,543,543 13.1 
. SI88,578,055 ..... :2.3 

,$789,965,488 " 16.1 
' $304,074,097 20~0 

S3.22 -:5.7 
SO.62 :-14.8 
S2.60 . -:3.3 

73,379 . 4.2 
78,392 1..7 

778,481 ' 35.3 
4,597 2.9 

' 
.':' 

1,591,786 . ".5.7 
591,503 ":5.3 

,".,. 1,000,283 13.5 

. 
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;'i "i<'A';'\~1,:~;~$~'.l£f:J:i:i..~j;;'·;';'OFFlCB"OF 'am n SUPPORTENFORCBMBNT 
;" 'P" ,\ ':'<'''''~'-::FY 97 BOX SCOR,BS BY REGIONS(PRBL1MINARY) , 

08118/98 ' 

5C Change;Region vm 
from FY 96 

RegionVD 	 '9b Change 
from FY 9 


Collections Distributed 
 Collections Distributed ' 
, $333.286.965 ' 12.3$708,068,315 11.7 • Total 

;. AFDC/FC S82,643,355 • " -0.4
• Total 

SI45,539,887 -1.6• AFDC/FC 
*NAfl)C 	 S250,643,61O 17.3 .. NAFDC $562,528,428 15.7 


Total Expenditures S179,689,409 18.1 
 Total Expenditures SI02.253,068 "'2.8 
.. 


CIE Total $3.94 -5.5 
 CIE Total 	 $3.26 ,9.2 

* AFDC/FC 	 SO.81 -3.1• AFDC/FC 	 SO.81 -16:7 
* NAFDC 	 $2.45 14.0S3.13 -2.0 


Patemities' E; " 34,861 -21.9' 

• NAFDC 

Paternities Est. " 12,378 -19.1 


Support Orders Est. 52,319 --17;0 
 SupportOrders Est.,' 28.239 12.4 

, AlPs Located 484,850 -0.8 


FTEs 2,536 -26.1 


Total Caseload 788,302 • -8.2 


• AFDCIAFDC Arrears 349,039 -14.0 } 
1* NAFDC 	 439,263 '-3;0 I 

Region IX % Cbange 

fromFY 96 


, Collections Distributed 

* Total 	 SI,428,023,948 13.0 

I

1* AFDC/FC S591 ,933,706 9.1 

• .. NAFDC 	 S836,090,242 16.0 I· NAFDC S589.879,355 '14:9 
!Total Expenditures S618.668.942 15.9 " !Total Expenditures S195,147,212 6.3 

,IOETotal S2.31 -2.5 CIETotal . " S3.91 '4.4 
i ,-AFDCIFC',. ­ 'SO.96 ,-5.9: ,'.I,'" AFDGfFC ' : ,.:.. SO.89 ' , -:6.4 
,~NAFDC ' '$1.35, , 0.1 'I • NAFDC ' " ,",'" S3.02 8.0 


!Patt:mities Est.,. "",.'214,780 .8.4 , I Patermues Est. " 20,878 ' -20.2 

iSupp6tYOrders Est:,,~ , '0'243.23913,7 ! . "ISupportOrdersEst. 49,407 -10.1 

iAiPs Located 1.135.336 0,8 i iAlP~ L~ated r;176:287 8.9 

iFTEs 8, ,'.'J8',~·· , 0 '7 ' 


~ _ • " ': ' , :ITEs 	 , 2,691 -6.1 
:Toral Caseload' ,,' , 2.705 ;234 " -6:4 I' i Total C~;seload 814.767 4.9 

,- AFDC/AFDC' Arrears· , , ,1.715.164 ' -8:1 ,. AFDC/AFDC Arrears , 390,500 -2.6 

,. ~AFDC 990.070 -3.2, I. NAFDC 424.267 13.0 I 


'< ~,: 

'Nauonwide ' '5C 'Cbange. 

from FY 96 


i Collecuotis Dist;ib~ted' 

• Total" 'c', " $13.379.946,369 '11.3 .. ".". 

, ,";'cAFI?C/F,C' " 'S2,855,852.521 0;0 " 
: '~:NAFI)G,;··, , SIO.524.093.848 14.8 

. 'ToraI;Expenditur~s ' " ,'.~$3~423,789 ~564 12:1' , 
CfET6ial'" , S3.91 -07 ' 
• AFDC/FC 	 SO, 83 -10.8 • 
• NAFDC S3.07 2.5 ' 


IPatermues Est. 800,558 11.5 
 l 

!Support Orders Est. 1,215.980 ' 12,4 : 

!A/Ps Located 6,333,583 9.6 

I 


lITEs 51,595 ' -3.2 

ITotal Case load • 19,033.836 -1.5 

•• AFDCIAFDC Arrears 9,096,492 -8,8 


'* NAFDC 9.937,344 6.3 i 


AlPs Located , ,225.604 20.3 

FTEs 1,719 5.5 

Total Caseload 513,784 3.9 

* AFDCIAFDC Arrears 243,112 ' -4:7 
*NAFDC, 270.672 13.0 

Region X % Change 
from FY 96 

Collections Distributed 

• Total 	 $762.585.332 11.0 
" SI72,705.977 ' -:0.5I'· A~DC/FC 

. . , . 
' 
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Program Charts and Graphs for FY 1997 

The following preliminary charts and. graphs of the Child' Support Enforcement program 

financial and statistical data are for fiscal year 1997 and previous years. 

.. Total Conedions. Preliminarytotal child supponcollections for fiscal ,.ear1997 were $131 

billIon. this represents a 11 percent Increase over the amount collected In fiscal year '1996. Of these 
. . . . . . . . . I 

monies. 76 percent of these moni~s were Non-A.FDC collections. 24 percent were AFDCrrANF 
, . . .,', '. . ..' . . I 

' . , 

collections. and two-tenths of apercent were foster care (FC),Title IV-£. collections as shown in . 

Figure I 

1 

Preliminary Total Collections. FY 199i 
$1 ~4811hon 

Non·AFDC 

I.' : 

AFDCfTANF 
22.9% 

0.2% 
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Preliminarv totid collections i~creasedcontinuOl.i~e[Ween fiscal vear 1993 and fiscal \'eJr•. .' . I 

,1997. Total collections for fiscal year 1997 were 49 percent over the $8.9billion·collected in fisc~ 

year 1993 as shown in Figure 2. During that five year period. AFDCfTANF collections Increased !Tol 

$2.4 billion in fiscal year 1993 to $2.9 billion in fiscal year 1997 and Non-AFDC collections j,umpe~ 
from $6.5 billion to $10.5 billion 

Ftgure :: 

Preliminary Total Collections 
(in SBillions J 
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AFDC Collections. Preliminarv AFDCITANF collections' amounted to S::,9 billion in fiscal' 

vear 1997 up only slightly over thepr~vious· year .. AFDCff,W collections were distnbuted las 

foUows-'$I,163 nullion or 37 percent represent the States' share: SI,049million or 34 perJm 
, ," ',' , "I 

represent the Federal share, S161 million or 15 percent were payments to A.FDC/T..lJ\o'F families. 13 

percent or $411 million were incentive payments paid to !he States, and S70 million or : percent Jre: . 

for medical suppon payments as shown, in Figure 3, 

, Figure 3 

Preliminal'j' Distribution of AFDCffANF Collections. FY 199i 
$2,9 Billion' 

Incentives 
13'/' , Medical Families 

-.....,' 

,State 
34% 

,35%" ' 
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" . 

Collections per Paying Case. There were 4.2 millionprelirninary child suppon enforcement 
'. . '. .' ". . 

.cases with collections reponed in fiscal year 1997. The preliminary total amount of child. slippon .' 

collected per paying case showed steady increases as shown in Figure 4, growing from 52.849 per 


. pa)ing case in fiscal year 1993 to $3,178 in fiscal year 1997. In fiscal year 1993, an average of 52.068 


was collected from each AFDCIArrearSITANF paying case and $3,315 from each Non-AFDC paYIng 

, , , , ', 

" . . . 

case In fiscal year 1997: an average of $2.099 was collected from each AFDC/ArrearSiTANF pa~in!.! 
, , " -.. . ,,­

case and 53.692 from each Non-AFDC paYIng case. 

. Figure 4 

Preliminary Collections .Per Pavin~ Case. : ... "­

. (In Dollars I . 
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Total Expenditures. Preliminary total administrativeexpendirures'amounted to 534 billion In . . . 

. . 

FY 1997, as shown in Figure 5, This is a 66 percent increase over the'S2.: billion in expenditures for 

fiscal year 1993. 

Figure 5 

'. Preliminary Total Expenditures 
(In $8illions I 
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Cost-Effectiveness: Cost-effectiv~ness is the amount of child SUppOI1 collected per dollat of 

. total administrative expenditures .. In fiscal year] 997 the preliminary cost-effectiveness ratio dropbed 
. . I 

.to $3.91 from the $3.93 in the previous year. This decrease is ·seen in AFDerrAN'F ratios as shown in 

Figure 7. and is largely due to increases in total expendituresfrorh ADP costs in FY 1997. 

Figure:: i . 

. Preliminary Cost-Effectiveness Ratio 
(in Dol1ars) 
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Total Caseload. 'In fiscal year i997, the Child Support Enforcement program prelimmary 
, . .. . ' I" 

average caseload was approximately 19,0 million: 'Non-AFDC cases composed the largest share of the 
" 

child support caseload, 52 percent. This is compared to 34 percent for AFDCIFCfTA.NF cases and.14 
, . 

percent for AFDCIFCfTANF arrears only cases as shown in Figure 8. 

Figure 8 


Prelimina~' Total Caseload. FY 1997 

I 9 0 mi.lhon ta.s.es 


" ,Non-AFDC Arrears 
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l 

The preliminary total Child Support Enforcementcaseload has grQ\VTI II percent; o\'er the 
.. . . , .' ;" \.,:' 

lasr'five years as shown in Figure 9, In fiscal year 1993. 17.1 .million cases w~re reported Q~' State:, 
, . . ". I 

.. CSE au:encies. Bv fiscal year 1997. this number had increased'to ).9.0 million cases v"ith the laru:est .. '.- " - -- '-1 
. .'. . . ..." . .' ....,. 

" J 

increase coming from the Non-:-'\FDC portion of the caseload 9.9 million cases in FY 1997 cOrllpaIied 
.,J, 

with 9.3 infY 1996. 

Figure 9 

, ... - ·PreJimin~ry Total Caseload 
.~,-' '. - - ,;,_¥ , 

CArrears 

. , 

CAFDCfTANF 

II Non-AFDC 

.:. 

, 1993 1994 , 1995 1996 1997" . 

42 
I 



. '. . 
Paternities Established and Acknowledged. The number of children for whom paternity has· 

j' " 

. been est&>lished has grown sieadilyover the past five years. In £seal year I993; 554 289 patemitiel· .. 

were established by the State CSE agencies as shown in Figure 10. J3y 1997. this had increased b~' 4) 

. . 

percent to 800,558 patenUties established. In' FY97 twenty-rune. states reponed a total 0·[ 481.64-l . 
, . ." . 

in:.hospital acknowledgements, There was atotal 1.282.202 paternities established and acknowledged. 

for fiscal year 1997. 

i 
I·, 

Figure 10 

Preliminan:- Paternities Established and Acknowled2ed.. . . . ,-' 
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Sum~ S= \lolunl:Uilv rq>oI'l'~ll.,1 fl,'I;..,.,..,I'. ""J\O\\ •,'d.:.:mcnl !lllOl1Tl;\hun to I>CSL 11I-IIIl'1',,1.11 nurnh.:rs in~lud.: an unknown number 01 
;...:KOOWled~ lOr cluldrc'T'll1llllc [.,.f) """'IU.il! . 
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