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,'COMMENTS: The'informatior in this repo~ principally is on "contingent 
workers," but, as I indicated, there is mater~al on people working under 
"alternative work arra'ngemertts," includinglindependent contractors. 
Table 13 shows usual mediartweekly earni~gs f9r both full- and part-time 
independent contractors." j' , i ' 
From our monthly househoI~ survey (the ~PS) Vl{e will have data already 
tabulated on self-employed workers,. butl ~on't know off-hand if we capture 
earnings figures for those w6rkers (I suspect not). Tom or Howard will be 
able to readily answer thatqoestion tom~rrow. 

I 
I ' 
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. I· . . i" . 

CONTINGENT AND ALTERNATIVE ElVIPLdYMENT ARRANGEMENTS, . I . i 

FEBRUARY 1999 
I ' 

The proportion of U.S. workers holding cbntingentjobs wks ~boutunchanged between February' '. 
1997 and February 1999, the Bureau of Labat Statistics of the U.S. Department of Labor reported today. 
Contingent workers are persons who hold jobs that are tempo,br.Y or not expecteqto last. Usingthree 
alternative measures, contingent workers coniprlsed 1~9 to 4.3 percent of total employment in February 
1999. (See table A) In February 1997, the ¢Stimates v.;ere n91 muc~differenttranging from 1:9 to' . 
4.4 percent; in February 1995. the first year the survey was conducted. the estimates ranged from 2.2 to 
4.9 percent. The period between February 199,5 and February 1999 was one of strong employment 

growtJ:1 and fallin~ ~nemployment. I
, I' 

. f I' , 

The analysis in this release focuses on th~ broadest 'estim*teof contingent workers-all those who do 
not expeCt their current job to last., I" ' .,' ,'. '. .' 

The February 1999 survey also identified workers with al'temative employment arrangements. There , . , 

were 8.2 million workers (6.3 percent of theitotal employed);who were identified· as independent 
, contractors, 2.0 million (1.5 percent) who "I0rked on-call. 1.:2 million (0.9 percent) who worked for 
temporary help agencies, and 769,000 (0.6 percent) who worked for contract rums. Between February 
1997 and February 1999, the proportion of workers euiploy~ as independent contractors declined. while 
the proportions employed in the other three/alternative wor~ arrangements were little changed. From 
February 1995 to February 1997. the proportions in all fOUrcatcgoncs were little changed. . . , '. ,.. I'! .. 

A worker's employment arrangement cbuld be both conimgenl and alternative, since contingent work 
is defined separately from the four altematire employment ~gemci1ts. The proportion of workers in 

. alternative employment arrangements who [ruso are classifiea as conungent (under estimate 3 in table A) 
. . . .,. 

ranged from 3 percent for independent contractors to 56 percent for workers employed by temporary 
help agencies. . . '. I .' !. '.. ... , .. 

. . I· . 

The results of the Feb~ary 1999 surve~ showed that th~ chara¢teristicsof w~rkers with contingent 

jobs and in alternative employment a:rrangements were similar to those in the prior two surveys. These 
.. , , . 

. surveys have been conducted as supplements to the Curren; Population Survey~ a monthly survey of 
about 50,000 households that is the primarly source ofinfonnationon the nation's labOr force. A .' 
description of the concepts and.defmitions/in the supplement is shown in the Technical Note beginning on 
page 7. Results of the February 1999 survey included the fpllowing highlights: 

. . I I. 
I 
I 
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'. Under the broadest estimate. a total of 5.6 million workers held contingent jobs. These workers were'
'. .. I ,. , ­

more than twice as likely as nQncontingent workers to be undeF the age of 25..Contingent workers 
. I . ". .. . 

also were somewhat more likely to be female; fDf're than half (~1 percent) of all contingent workers. 
were women, compared with 47 percent of noncontingent workers. ' ',' ." .' .", .., I ..' 'I , . , 

• Young contingent :workers were more likely to be students ,~ah their noncontingent counterparts. 

Among 16:- to 24-year-qlds: 66 percent ofcon~ingent workers ?lere enrolled in school, compared 

with about 40 percent of noncontingent work¢rs.' . " .,., . 
. . . .., .' .•.. I.,. 

.',', '. 1 .' r' · 
Table A. Contingent workers and .worke~ in alternative arrangemen~ as a percent of total . 

emplo' ent,Februa 1999 ,'. .' .' ,I . '. I .: . 


, J ~' Percent of 
totalDefinition and alternative estimates of contingent. workers 

'. ." I, . , employed 

. Contingelll workers are those who'do not have an ImpUcl~ or expHclt contrac:t!r~r ongoing 
employmenL Persons who do not expect to continue tn th~rJobs for perSonal ~ons such .. 
as re*ement or returning to school are not collSidered cOntingent workers, provided that 
they would have the option of continuing In tile Job were 'It not (or these p~na1 reasons. . . i '.,.' , ., 

Type of alternative arrangdmeru " 
'.' ' ~ 

. . .' .. ',,' . .. I·,' . 1 . . 

Independent contractors . . " ' ',.' /. ..' I • • 
Workers who wei,e identified as independent contractorS, independent consultahtS. or freelance 
.' , I I ' '" ' 

workers, whether they were self-employed or wage and salary workers,' . , 
. . I ,. .' 

On-eall workers ., .' . /...: . '. i .. 
W0r!cers who are called to work only as needed, although iliey can be scheduled to work for several 

, days orweelcs in 11 row. I'. I,' 
i

Temporary help agency workers .' ..' . , 
Workers who. were paid by 1\ temporary help agency, whethetor not theirjob ~as tel'llpOrary. 

Workers provided by contrac:tn~' . i . .; . . , 
Workers who are employed by Bcompany th!lt provid~ them or their services to others under 
contract. and who are usually assigned to only one cu~tomerand usually work1at thec:ustomer' s 
worksite. ' I"" I ' 

. 

1.9 

2.3 

4.3 

6.3 

1.5 

.9 

.6. 

I ".1 

I 1 

I 
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• Contingent workers were found at both ends of thp education spe~trum. Amorig 25- to 64-year olds, 
12 percent of contingent workers had less than a high school diploma, compared with 9 percent of 
noncontingent workers. The proportion of contingent workers who were .college graduates 

., I 

(39 percent) also was higher than that for noncontingent workers ~31 percent). 
. I . . 

• Although a large proportion of continge~two~kets were empIOye~'Part time (44 percent), the vast 

. majorjty of part-time workers (90 percent) were riot holding a contingent job. .


'. I' .. 
. . '.' I 

• There was wide variation in·th~characteristics oflworkers with alternative employment arrangements. 
For example, compared with workers,in a traditionaJarrangemenf, independent contractors tended to 
be older, w?ite, a.nd male. while. tem.por~helplagency workersltendedlo be younger, female, 
black, and Hlspamc. '. .' . . I'. . . . . 

; A majority (53 percent) of contingent workers 10U1d have prefe\red a j?b that was permanent. 

• There was w.ide variation in the job satisfaction of workers with ~ternative employment arrange­

ments. The vast majority (84 percent) 'of indepebdent contractors were satisfied with their c\lrrent 


, I I 
arrangement. In contrast, 57 percent of tempox:ary help agency Iworkers and 41'percent of on-call 
workers would have preferred to be in a traditiobal work arrangement. 

. . ~ I /
• • I , 

• Median weekly earnings of full-time wage and salary workers with contingent jobs were?? percent 
of the earnings of noncontingent workers. Contingent workers Were much less likely than noncon~ . 
tinge~t workers to receive employer~provided hbalth insurance and to participate in employer-
provided pensipn pla,ns. . . ~ .!, . '.; , . 

• There was wide variation in the earnings 9fwo~kers with alternative employment arrangements. .,' 
. i·'.. 

Independent contractors and contract cOmpany jworkers earned more than'traditional workers, while 
temporary help agency workers and on-call workers earned less! 

~ Between Febmary 1991 and February 1999.> 4mngs for contr#t company workers and independent 
contractors increased by about 22 percent, nearly three times th;e rate of growth for all workers 
(7.8 percent). I i 

Demographic characteristics of 
, 

contingent worker$ 
, 

In February 1999.5.6 million workers were cIJ.ssified as contingent (using the'broadest estimate). As . 
was the case in prior surveys. cont:iil.gent workers were more than tWice asJikely as noncontingent 

. I I··. 
workers to be young. that is, between the ages of 16. and 24. (See tables 1 and 2.) Many of these young 
contingent workers were enrolled in school at the time ofthe slirv~y; two-thirds of young contingent 
workers were in school. compared with about tw~fJfths of nonco~tingent workers .. The large proportion 
ofcontingent workers et;lrolled in school suggests ~hat the flexibility of a temporary job is compatible with 
schoolattendance. Compared with noncontingeItt workers, contingent workers age 25 to 64 were found 
disproportionately in both. lower and higher educJtional attainmellt categories. (See table 3.) . . . 

The propo~on of contingent workers who wlre women (51 p~rcent) was slightly higher than that for 
noncontingent workers (47 percent). Contingent land nonconting~nt workers were about equally likely to 
be black; about 1 in 1'0 of both contingent and nohcontingent workers was black. (See table 2.) ,

Ii 
. i 

',; 

. j ;.I 



tgjUU5/UIJ
',. 

\\: 
\ 

\Qccupation and indu§~Q{ contingent W2l:ke~ • . .~ • .1 i .... .•. .. ... ..• 

As was the case in previous slllveys.,workers with contingent jobs wetefound in awide range of 

occupations. Contingent workers'were overr6presented in pro,fession81 spec~alty, administrative support, 

and service .occupations. They we~e more lik~ly than noncontingent iVorkers to' hold jobs in the' . 

construction and serVices industries. '(See table4.) " I . ';', . . .'. , 


Job pJef;fIlDc~S of c~ntinK~nt workers ..! .. . . . ...... I .... i .. ... ... .. • 

. Although the majority of coritingent workers ,(53 percent) Iwould have preferred to have permanent 

rather than ,temporary jobs, 39 percent, of contingent workers preferred their arrangement, slightly higher 
. ' I. .. . . , 
than the' proportion from the f'ebruary.1997 survey. (36 percent). (Se,e table 10.) . . 

COI1ljlensation of contingenl ~Qrkers . . i . >1 .;. .• .... 
As in the pnar surveys, contingent workers earned less than their. nonconti,ngent counterparts in. 


February 1999. Among full-time workers, trledian weekly eahrings for contingent workers ($415) we.re 

77 percent of those ofnon conti ngent worked (S542).:(Seetable 13.r The'disparity in earnings is due in 

part to the many differences in the characterikticsof contingent and rtoncontingent workers. . . 


. Contingent wprkers c~ntinued to be less likelY to receive lmPIOyer,-prOvided health insurance. In 

February 1999. only abo~t 1 in 5, contingent;Work~rs h~dco~erage.frolll the!: employer, in c~ntrast to 

over one-half of noncontingent workers. (Seetabl<r9:) ,Although most contingent workers dId not 

receive health insurance fromtheir jobs,a sU:~stantialshare-6early 'twQ-thirds-had health j nsurance . 


'from sonie source, including cov~tage from imother fariUly ~ember'~ policy orby purcl;lasing it oil their 
own ' '. • I'· . . .... '.' '.. . . . . 

• ., " .' .' .' : .' .' i ' ..... ".[ ' •..', ". . ." . 

Contingent workers were much less likely thaniloilcontingent workers to be eligible for employer­

provided pensions; only one-fifth ofcontingbntworkers were eligible. compared with over one-h.M of ' 

their noncontingent counterparts. (See tabl6 9..) Additionally, the proportion of contingent workers'who 

actually participated in employer-provided pension plans (14 percertt) was much lower thantiuit for 

noncontingent workers (46 peteent). ·1.·····, !. .. •. ,.. . . 


Altemative~pjoymentO![agB'- 1 ··i " ..• ' ... .... ... ... • . . ' .. 
. . The February. 1999 survey also collected infonnation on the number and characteristics ofworkers in 

four alternative empl?~ment arrangementsi-independent co~tractors, on-call ~orkers. temporary help 

'agency wo.rkers,:and workers employed by Fontractcomparues.. Compared wlth the February 1997 

survey. the proportion of the employed comprised ofindepehdent contractors fell. while the proportions 

. employeq. in, the other three altemativea.rrabgements were about unchanged. "Thecharacteristics of \ 
. workers in the fou'r alternative employmentlarrangements inlFebruarY 1999 changed little from those of 
. the two prior surveys. Workers in the four groups continued to differ significantly from each other as 

. .' . ' . I . . . . '. ' 
... well as from workers in a traditional arrangement. . .., : ' ".:. ,'. ".' I , " 

I 
• 

Independent contractors I.. ,'...... •" .' .• 1' . .; . ...... . . ' . .... 

. . ! ···.1.' .. 

'. In February 1999, 8.2 million workers were identified as' independent contractors. independent 
. I' ' I.' .

consultants, and freelance workers. This group was ,the largest of the alternative aIT<qlgements, 

, comprisin~ 6.3 percent of total employ merit. Compared with traditional workers, in4ependent. , 


," "', • I . '.' . L.· . ..' .'. 

r . 
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',contractors were more,likely tobe men, white, and at least 3S Xears old. They also were more likely than 
traditional workers to have at least a'bachelor's degree. (See tables S, 6, and 7.) . 1..-. 

, Independent contractors ~ere mo;e likely ~han traditional ~orke~ to work part' time. Twenty-five 
, percent of independent contractors worked pah time, compared with 17 percent, of traditional workers. 
Independent contractors were concentrated in htanagerial, proiessional, sales, and precision production 
occupations and in the construction and seniides industries. They had a stronger preference for their 

, "I . I, . ' 

employment arrangement than did workers inlthe other three alternative arrangements. Eighty-four 
, percent preferred working as an independent contractor over ~ traditionaljob, (See tables, 6,8. and 11.) 

, I. I . 

, On-call worker§ , I 
. . 

, On-call workers are defined as those who, report to work ~nly when call~d. although they can be 
scheduled to work for several days or weeks in arow. In February 1999, there were 2.0 million on-call . 
workers. the second largest alternative attan~ement. The deniographics of on-call workers were similar . 
to those of traditional workers, but on-callwbrkers were sombwhat younger. About half of the on-call 
workers were employed part time, the highest proportion of abY employment arrangement. .' On-call , 
workers were more likely than traditional wdrkers to hold prrlfessional,service. and operator. fabricator. 
arid laborer jobs and to be employed in the c~nstruction 'and s~rvices industries. Forty-s~ven percent.of 

, on-call workers would have preferred not to cork on call. . (iee tables 5, 6, 8, and 11.) , 

Temporary help agency worker~ , • ' ,I '. . , , , ' I I' . 
" .In February 1999. an estimated 1.2 million workers said they were employed by temporary help , 

, . I I 

agencies. They were more likely than tradition~ workers tOibe women, under the age of 25, black, and ' 
Hispanic. They were slightly ~.ore likely tothe employed parr time:" A higher proportion of temporary, 
help agency workers than traditIonal workeIS had dropped out of hIgh school, although over one-half had 
at least 1 year of college. Temporary help a~ency workers'~ereheavilY concentrated in administrative . 
support and operator, fabricator, and labore~ occupations and in the manufacturing and services 
industries. Nearly three-fifths would have preferred not to Jork for temporary help agencies. (See tables 
5 6 7 8 an·d 11) . , . I ,', ,... ,/ ., , , " ... , I ' .' " 
Workers provided by contract firms, 'i . . .,' ., ' .' , . 

The smallest of the alternative work arrangements was Jontract company employment (769,000) .. 
These individuals work for companies that provide workers1or their services to other org~izations under 
contract and usually were assigned to onecustonier at a tiIrk and worked at the customer's worksite. 
They were considerably more likely than ~ditional worke~ to be men. and nearly two-fifths had a 
college degree. Eighty-seyen percent worked full time. Contract company work~rs were more likely to 
hold professional. service, and precision ptoduction, craft; and repair jobs. The largest share ~as ' 
assigned to the services industry, although ~ubstantial proP9rtions worked in manufacturing, 
transportation and public utilities, and public administration. (See .tables 5, 6, 1, and 8.) 

" f' k . 1"·· I jCompensatlOn 0 wor ers 10 a ternatJve arrangements I 

, I.. . . . 
Among full-time workers, there was wide variation in the median earnings of those in alternative 

employment arrangementS relative to one bother and to w,orkers in a·traditional arrangement. In 
February 1999. median weekly earnings f6r men working full time as contract workers ($770) and 
independent contractors ($689) were high~rthan earnings for men in traditional arrangements ($613), 
while earnings for male on-call workers ($507) and temporary help agency workers ($367) were lower. , ., i· ' 

http:percent.of
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Wo"men in a traditional arrangement eamedmore than women inl alternative arrangements. with the . 
·exception of contract company workers. (See t,ble 13.) '. i . .' , 

The differences ~ earnings between the fou; alternative worl~ arrangements reflect In part the . 
,occupational concentration of each arrarigement. For instance, Jontracti company workers were more 
likely to hold high-paying professional speciaItyijobs. In contras~, workers employed by temporary help 
agencies were more likely to be in administrative support and lai?orer occupations,which tend to pay 
,below-average wages. Ii'. 

, " I '. 

. Workers in alternative arrangements~ere l~ss likely than wdrkers in a traditional ~~ngement to 
. . . i I . 

have health insurance coverage from any source in February 19Q9, although coverage rates among the 
alternative arrangements varied widely. At 80 P,ercent, workers ~mployed by contract companies had the 
highest rate of health insurance coverage, while 'employees of tefuporary help agencies, at 41 percent. had 
the lowest rate of coverage. An).ong workers in a traditional arrcbgemfmt, 83 percent had health . 
insurance coverage. (See table 9.). . j,'. , 

Workers employed by contract companies v.;e;e more likely ~o receive health insurance coverage from 
their employers than temporary help agency workers and on-call workers. ,(Independent contractors are 
not considered because they do not have an em~loyer in the sam~ sense.) Among temporary help agency 
workers in February 1999. fewer than 1 in 10 reteived health.insurance fromtheit employer. ~early 
three-fifths of workers in a traditional arrangembnt had employet~provided health insurance. 

. Compared with workers in traditional aITan~eme~(s'. workecl in alte~ative arrangements (except' 

those employed by contract companies) were less likely to be eligible for employer-provid~d pension 

plans; however. as with health insurance covera~e. there was considerable variation among the 

arrangements. For example, only about .1, in 10 femporary help Jgency workers was eligible for their' . 

employer's pension plan. In contrast,the eligibility nite for contract company workers .. 54 percent, was 

equalto that for workers in traditional arrangerrtents. :(See tablei9.) . " . . 


Of the four alternative wOrk~angements, le ~~oportion oitwo~kers who actually participated in an 
employer-provided pension plan was highest fo~ contract company workers (40 percent). In comparison, 

. . I I 
23 percent of on-call workers and only 6 percent of those employed by temporary help agencies , 
. participated in their employer's pension plan. . i . 

! 
I 

I
i . 
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Estimate 2 expands the measure of the contingent work 
force by including the self-employed~both the incorpodted 
and the unincorporated-and indeP,endent conlractors ~ho 
expect to be, and had been. in such employment arrangements 
for 1 year or less. In addition. temporary help and contract ' 
company workers are classified as contingent under estimate 2 
if they had worked and, expected to work for the customer's to 
whom they were assigned for 1 year or less. For example. a 
"temp" secretary who is sent to a different customer each Week 
but has worked for the same temporary help firm for more ~han 
1 year and expects to' be able to continue with that firm 
indefinitely is contingent under estimate 2. but not under 
estimate 1. In conlrast, a "temp" who is assigned to a sirigle 
client for more than a year and expects to be able to stay willi that 
client for more than a year is not counted as contingent u'nder 
either estimate. '. . . I 

Estimate 3 expands the count of contingency by removing 
the I-year requirement on both expected duration of the job and 
current tenure for wage and salary workers. Thus. the esti~ate 
effectively includes all th~ wage and salary workers who d~ not 
expect their employment to last, except for those whO. for 
personal reasons, expect to leave jobs that they would othetwise 
be able to keep. Thus, a worker who had held ajob for 5 years 
could be considered contingent if he or she now viewed the job 
as temporary. These conditions ,on expected and cUrrent ~nure 

, are not relaxed for the self-employed and indepe~dent 
contractors, because they were asked a different set ofquestions 
from wage and salary ~.orkers. I 

, 'I 
Defining alte~tiv~empioymew arrangements.,The Fe~ruary , 
supplements .lncluded questions about four alternative 
arrangements. Definition's of each category, as well as th~ main 
questions used.toidentify workers in each category, follow. ' 

Independent contractors are all those who were ide~tified 
as independent contractors, consultants. and freelance wbrkers 
in the supplement. regardless of whether they were identified as 

, 	 I 
wage and salary workers or self-employed in the responses to 
basic CPS labor force status questions. Workers identified as 
self-employed (incorporated and unincorporated) in thb basic 
CPS were asked. "Axe you self-employed as an independent 
contractor, independent consuJtant. freelance wor~er. or 
something else (such as a shop or restaurant owner)T' ih order 
to distinguish those y,rho consider themselves to be indePendent 
contractors, consultants, or ·freelance workers from those who 

, 	 . I 
were business operators such as shop owners or restaurateurs. 
Those identified as wage and salary workers in the bwlic CPS 
were asked. "Last week, were you working as an independent 
contractor, an independent consultant. or,3 freelance worker? 
That is, someone who obtains customers on their own to provide 
a product or service." About 88 percent of independent 
contractors were identified as, self-employed in \h'e main 
questionnaire. while 12 percent were identified as w~ge and 
salary workers. ,Conversely. about half of the self-erltploYed 
were identified as independent contractors. I 

, 	I 
I 
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On-call workers are-persons who are called into work only 

when they ~e needed.. This category includes workers who 

answered affirmatively to the question. "Some people are in a 

pool of workers wno. are ONLY called to work as needed. 

althoughthby can !;>e scheduled to work for several days or 

weeks in 8roW. for example. substitute teachers and construction 

workers supplied by a union' hiring hall. These· people are 

sometimes referred to as ON-CALL workers. Were you an ON­

CAIL worker last week?" Persons with regularly scheduled 

work which might include periods of being "on call" to perform 

work at uriusual hours. such as medical residents, were not 

included irl this category. 


Temporary help agency workers were all those who were 
paid by a tJmporary help agency. To the extentthat permanent 
staff of temporary help agencies indicate that they are paid by 
their agen~ies. the 'estimate of the number of workers whose 
employin~nt was mediated by. temporary ,help agenc~es' is 

, overstatedl This category includes workers who said their job. 
was tem~ary and answer¢ affirmatively to the question, "Are 
you paid ~y a temporary help agency?" ~ Also included are 
workers who said their job was not temporary and answered 
affirmatiV~lY to the question. "Even though you told me your job 
is not temporary. are you paid by a temporary help agency?" 

Workers provided by contract finns are those individuals 
identified/as working for a contract company. and who usually 

• work for only one customer and usually work at the customer's 
. worksite.! The last two requirements were imposed to focus on , 

workers J.hose employment appeared to be very closely tied to 
the fum for which they are performing the work. rather than 
include ~I workers employed by firms that provide' services. 
This category included workers who ans~ered affirmatively to . 
the ques~on. "Some companil:S provide employees or their 

• services to others under contract. A few examples of services 

that can lbe contracted out include secu~ty, landscaping. or 

computer programming. 'Did you work for a company that 

contractli out you or your services last week?" These workers 

also had to respond negatively to the question, "Are you usually 

assigned; to more than one customer?" In addition, these 

workers had to respond affinnatively to the question. "Do you 

usually work at the customer's worksiteT' 

,!".' ' 

, ' 

Additional Information 
PersdnsintereSted in additional information about this release 

or the I1ebruary supplements should contact (202) 691-6378 . , 
(email: : CPSINFO@bls.gov). Further information on the 
concePt!> used in'this release can be found in "Contingent and, 
alternative work arrangements, defined," in the October· 1996 
issue of the Monthly LAbor Review. 
, . Infotmation in this release is made available to sensory 
impair~d individuals upon. request. Voice phone: 

, (202): 606-5886; TbD message referral phone: 
1-800-877-8339. 

I . 

I 

mailto:CPSINFO@bls.gov
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Table 5. Employed workers with alternative and traditional work arrangements by selected cha~acterlstlcs. 

February 1999 ". . 1:", I . 


, , I I(In thousands) 

; 

Characteristic Total 
employed 

Ag~8ndsex 

i 
. , i 
Workers with altern~tive arrangements 

Workers with 
traditional 

arrangements 
I 

Independent 
contractOrs 

I ' I 

I 

1 
On-call 
workers. 

Temporary Workers 
help agency provided by 

workers contract firms 

Total. 16 years and over ............... 131,494 
16 to 19 years .................................... 6.662 

1 
8.2~7 

76 
2.032 

179 
1.188 

68 
. 769 
,37 

119.109 
6.265 

20 to 24 years ................................... 12,462 252 , . 202 249 ' 87 11.637 
25 to 34 years ................................... 30.96B 1.~79 470 348 23S ·28,410 
35 to 44 years ............... ; ................... 36,415 
45 to 54 years ................................... 28,144 

2.~91 
2.1.n 

507 I·303 
231 
182 

216 
132 

32.960 
25,332 

55 to 64 years .............................. : .... 13,062 
65 years and over ............................. 3,781 

Men. 16 years and over .: .............. 70,040 

1.212 
561 
I 

5.459 

205 

I167 

993 

77 
33 

501 

47 
14 

542 

11,505 
3,000 

62.464 
16 to 19 years ......................... , ......... 3.339 147 93 38 29 3.116 
20 to 24 years ................................... 6,489 ' ~58 120 114 71 6.005 
25 to 34 years ................................... 16.617 901' 203 .145 168 15,179 
35 to 44 years ................................... 19,603 1}705 23S 84' 155 17.422 
45 to 54 years ................................... 14,684 1,'406 155 75 72 12,966 
55 to 64 yesrs ................................ , .. 7.186 '814 102 27 35 6,203 
65 years and over ............................. 2,122 1427 84,I 18 12 1.575 

Women, 16 years and over .......... 61.454 2,788 
i 

1,040 I 687 .227 56.645 
:'6 to 19 years ................................... 3,323 
20 to 24 years ................................... 5,973 
25 to 34 years ...................L ............. 14.351 

f 
29 
93 

578 

86 

81 I
266 

30 
,134 
,203 

e 
16 
67 

3,149 
5,632 

13,231 
35 to 44 years ............................... : ... 16,812 786 272 I 147 61 15.538 
45 to 54 years .................. : ................ 13,459 772 149 107' .60 12,361 
55 to 64 years ........................... : ....... 5,876 
65 years andover ............................. 1.659 

397 
133 

/
,1:, 

50 
15 

12 
2 

5.302 
1,426 

'. 

Race and Hispanic origin 

White .................................. ~ ............. 110,887 
Black .......................................... ~.:.:•. 14.620 

r 
i 

I 
7.471
I 476 

I 
, 

',711/
258 

883 
252 

609 
97 

100.063 
13.542 

Hispanic origin .................................. 13,356 I 506 2371 
i 

161 46 12.355 ' 

Full.. or part-tIme status 

Full·llme workers ............................... 107,630 
Part-time workers ................~............ . 23.864 , 

.1"19512•053 
, 

I 
I 

1.00~ 
1,~ 

933 
255 

668 
101 

98.766 
20,343 

NOTE: WorICers with tmdlllcnal anangemenlS IItII those who do ~ot tall 
inlO any 01 the 'sllemattve anangements" categories. Detan may nOl add 
to IotaIs because the lotal employed Includes day laborers, an a1ternalive 
arrangemen(, not shown sepamtely. ani:! a small number 01 workerS were 
both '00 call' and 'prtlvided by contract flrms.· 0eIa1l lor the aboVe mce 

I 

. and HlspanJorlgln g~s will not sum 10 totals because data tor the 
. 	'Olher mces"jgroup 8IB not presented and HIspanICs are Included In both 

the wtlite and black populallon groups.' DetaD tor o\her characteristics may 
not sum 10 totals due 10 rounding. 



19jUIU/U13 

" " I · ' , ' 
Table 6. Employed workers with alternative 'and ,tradltlon~i work arran:gements by selected characteristics, 
February 1999' 'I' I ' 
(Percent'distributlon) 

: , ' I ,
Worl<ers with alternative arrangements 

, Workers with 
" traditionalWorkersCharacteristic Temporary help, " , Independent arrangementsprovided byOn-call workers 

"agency workers contractors contract firms 
I 

..
Age and sex 

I i 
100,0100.0Total. 16 years and over ......................... 
 100.0100.0 100.0 

5.34.8.9,16 to 19 years ............................................. 
 5.88.B 
9.811.320 to 24 years : ............................................ 
 20.93.1 I 

! 
9.9 

30.5 23.925 to 34 years ......................... ; ................... 
 29.323.1.17.9 
' , 2,8.1 27.719.435 to 44 years ............................................. 
 30.2 I 24.9 '. 

21.3,17.245 to 54 years ............................. ~............... 

I 

15.426.4 14.9 i 
9.7.6.16.555 to 64 years ............................................. 
 14.7 10.1 
2.5I 1.965 yaars and over ......... , ............................. 
 .i 2.86.8 8.2 

I 

52.470.5Men. 16 years and over ,.~ ....................... 
 42.248.866.2 . 2.6,3.B16 to 19 years .............................................. 
 3.24.6 ".6 
5.09.29.620 to 24 years ............ ; ................................ 
 1.S 5.9 

12;721.825 to 34 years .............................. : ............... 
 12.210.9 10.0 
14.620:17.035 to 44 years ............................................. 
 11.620.7 
10.99.445 to 54 years ............................ ; ................. 
 6.317.0 7.6 

5.255 to 64 years ...................... ~:..................... 
 4.62.29.9 5.0 
1.365 years and over ................................ : ...... 
 1.6 1.65.2 4.2 , 

i . 47.6Women, 16 years and over ........................ 
 ' 29.557.833.S 51.2 
1.0 2.616 to 19 years .................................. ~.......... 
 4.2 2.S.4 f 

4.72.0'20 to 24 years ............... ~....... : ••;: ................. 
 1.1 I 1'1.34.0 
" 11.18.825 to 34 years ................. : ........................... 
 17.17.0 I 13.1 

13.08.035 to 44 years ..........~........................;.;....... 
 12.49.5 I 13.4 
,9.0 10.445 to 54 years .................... ;:....................... 
 7.8. "7.S9.4 

1.6 4.555 to 64 years ............................................. 
 5.14.8 i~.2 
1.2.34.1,65 years and over ...: .............................. : ..... 1.6 
 1.3 

Race and Hispanic origin 
, 

79.2 84.074.SWhite ......................"........,......"".............."......... ;,..... 
 '84.2SO.6 
12.7, 12.6 11.4Black ....................... : .................... : .............. 5.8 
 21.2 

10.4HiSpanic origin ............................................ 6.1 
 13.6 6.011.6 

Full- ~r part-time status ' 

• 

I 
'86.8 82.9J8.SFull-time workers ........"......."' ... ,. .......................... 75.1 I 
 49.3 I 

13.2 17.1Part·time workers ............................. ................."';.. 24.9 i
~ 21.550~7 

, .,' ' , . I, . 
,'oltllir rac1s' group: are not preS~led and Hispanics B,ra included in bolhNOTE: Worl<&rs with traditional armngemenlS are those who do not fall 

. Inlo any of the 'allemadve arrangements' calagQl1es. Detail lor Ute'abolle ' the white and black Population groups. DelBlllor other characteristics may 
race and Hlspanlc-ol1g1n groups wlH not sum to totala because data for the nol sum to tolBis due 10 rounding.

I ' 

i 
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Table 7.' Employed workers with alternative and traditional work arrangem~nts by school enro\lmenta~d 
educatlona,' attainment, February 1999 .. 1 

(Percent distribution) I 

Characteristic 

SchoOl enrollment 

Total. 16 to.24 years (tho~sands) .......... . 

Percent ....•..........•..•..........•...... ~............. . 


Enrolled ; .... ; ..•... ;, ................ ~ ...••.................. 

Not enrolled ; .............................. : .............. .. 


Less than a high school diploma ........... . 

High school graduates. n6 college, ........ . 

Less than a bachelor's degree ............. .. 

College graduates ................................. . 


EdUcational attainment 

Total. 25 to 64 years (thousands) .......... . 

. Percant ...................... ~•. ; .... :; ................. .. 


Lass thim a high school diploma .~............. . 

High school graduates. no college ............ . 

Less than 8 bachelor's degree .................. . 

College graduates ..................................... . 


,", , . 

I Workers Wlth'aJterJtlve arr~gements " 

, I 
 1 : 

'Indep~ndent" On-call workers Temporary hilip 
 . p:~:~;y 

. contractors I agency worke~. 
 ,contract firms 


, 
.. 

" 

328 380 	 317 124 
100.0 	 100.0 , 100.0 

. .I 
100.0 

" 
39.3 56.4 	 22.7 35.8 

43.6 .,17.3 64.2"60.7 
10.0 13.2 	 ~6.3 10.3 

20.2 , 31.8 13.927.9 
11.4 7.1 26.2 2~.9 

3.1 	 3.0 16.211.5 
" 

" 

(. 

,7,359 1.485 838 631.' 
,100.0 ,100.0 100.0100.0 " 

7.5 13.4 .14.6 6.4 
29.6' ':30.5 ' 22.7 29.7 

28.5 29.1 	 33.7 31.9 
27.9 	 21.2 ' 38.9 34.3 

' I' 	 , " 

, ' NOTE:',Wor1<ers with traditional arrangem'ents are i~se who do nol fall 
Inlo any 01 the 'alternallve arrangements' categories. DBtall m~y not sum 
to totals due to rounding. , 

" 

-,! 

I' 

., 

J, 

J, 

I"~ 

Workers with 
traditional 

arrangements " 

17;901 
' Hio.o 

44.0 
56.0 

8.9 
25.8 
13.9 

7.4 

98.207 
100.0 

,9.2 
31.4 
28.3 
31.1 
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Table 8. EmplOyed workers with alternative and traditional, work arra?gements by occupation and Industry I 
February 1999, I '. 

(Percent distribution) 
, 

, '~Workers with a1terna~vs amingements, 

,I " ," 
Characteristic 

Independent 'I! 9 :.caUWOrkers' ~emporaryhelp'n
,,' . ,contractors ' ',agency w9rkers ' 

, 

, I. I,I0ec:upatlon 
' ' ITotal. 16 years and over (thousands) ..... • ,8,247 

" 

2.032 II '1.':88 : 
Perc,ent ........................... ; ................ : .••".:. 
 100.0 100.0 100.0 .. 

20.5 . 5.3 ~.3Executive. administrative. and managerial 
'.Professional specialty ....... ~..................... ; .•• 
 18.5 24.3 6.8 

Technicians and related support ................ 
 1.1 4:1 , ' 4.1 
Sales occup~t1ons ..................................... . , 17,3 5.7 ;1.8 ' 
Adm!nstratlve support, Including clerical, •.•. 3.4 ' 8.2 36.1 
SelVlces ............................... ; ..................... ; 
 23.5 8.1, 8.8 I'Precision production, craft.'anci rElpair : .... , •• 18.9 10.1 8.7 r 
Operators. fabricators. and laborers .. : ••, .... . 7:0, I 16:0 29.2 
Farming. forestry. and fishing ............. :.;: ... . 
 4.4 2.9 '.9 

Industry 
" 

Total. 16 years and over,(th0usands) ... .. 8.247 .2.032 1;188' 
Percent .....................,' ..... : •••.••::.••.•.., ..... ,. 
 100.0 I 100.0' ; 1J)0.0 

4.9 1 .4
2.2 I. .2: . 4 :1 

'Construction ...................................... ,: ...... . 19.91 9.6, 2.5 
Manufacturing ................. ; ... ~...........~ .......... . 4.6/ ,29.7 

~t~I~~~..:::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.: 
4.5 r

. Transportation'and pUblic utilities ...... ~....... . .5.71'. 9.5 6.1 

Wholesale trade ........ ; ... ;,........................... . , .3.5 . 1.8 4.2 

Retail trade .................................. ; ........... :'.. 10.2: .14.6 I " 

" 3.9
I 

8,81, 2.7 .', 7.0 
Services .... : ................................. : ............. .. 42.1i ,·52.0 • , 38.7 
Public administration ................................. .. . 2' ~.6 I (' 1 ) 

NotreportEid or ascertalnEid ........ ; ..• ; .... , ..... . .1 I 6.3 

Finance, Insurance. and real estate ........... 


- . f 1 

I . 
1" ~ ' ' 

, Workers 

provided by" 


contract firms 


769 
'10,0;0 

12.0 , 28.8 
" . 

6.7 
1.5 
3.4. 

;a.8 
16;1) 
10.7 

2.2 

" 

769 
100.0 . 

.4 
2:7 
9.0 

,18.0 
14.0 

.8 
; 4.6: 8.9 

27.1 
.10.7 

3.8 

, . 

Workers with 
traditional 

"arrangements 

. 

119,109 . 

100.0 

14.6 
15.5 
3.3 

12.0. 
15:0

'. 13,7 
10.5 
'13.6 
,.2.0 " 

119,109 
100.0 

,< 

2.0 
.4 . 

5.1 , 
16.5 
i4 
4.0 

17.6 
6.7 

35.2 
5.1 ~ 

-
.' 

Less than 0.05 pSlC8nl., '. . to totals dUe 10 rounding. For temporarY help agency worken; and wolken; 
NOTE: Workers with tradllionalarrangsments are thOse whd do not rail provided!by conbBCl finns, the Industry classlllcatlon.1s that 01 the place 10 

.....Into any 01 the "alternative arrangements" categolies. "Detall ~Y not sum . which they were ass.lgned. Dash represents zero. ' .: , , 

I 

, i 
I 

I 

" . 

http:classlllcatlon.1s
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Table 13. Median usual weekly earnings of full- and part-tlr:ne contingent and nonconllngent wage and salary workers and 
those with alternative and traditional work arrangements by sex, age, racel and Hispanic origin, February 1999 . 

. I I 


Contingent workers I i Workers with a1tematlve arrangements 
II Workers with 

Characteristic '1 Noneontlngent f Temporary Workers traditional. Independ­ provided
Estimate 1 Estimate 2 Estimate 3 workers 

: ent 
On-call help arrangements 

I I 

1 

.' 

FUll-time workers 

TOtal. 16 years and over $360 $374 $415 
Men ......... ~........................... 413 434 494 1 

Women ....... : ....................... 306 314 3401 

White .................................. 378 384 42d 
Black ................................... 265 297 350' 
Hispanic origin .................... 278 286 313 

Part-time workers j 
Total, 16 years and over 111 112 114 

Men··...: .................................. 116 117 119 
Women ................. : ........ : .... 108 109 112 

white ................................... 
I

111 111 113 
Bhick ....... : ........................... 115 119 122 
Hispanic origin .................... 116 . 117 116 

I, 

1 Data nOI shown WIlere base Is ~ \han 75,000. . I .­
NOTE: Noncontingent wol1<ers are lhase Who do not fall Inlo any aSllmals of 

'contingent' wol1<ers. Wol1<ers with traditional 8f111ngements era those who do not 
lall Into any of the 'alternative arrangements' categortes; Eamlngs; data lor 

contractors 
. workers agency by contract 

j workers firms. 

I 

$542 ,5640 $472 $342 $756 ·$540 
614 : 689 507 367 770 613 
476 441 348 331 690 474 

564 .662 478 338 734 562 
447 414 393 354 719 445 
397 504 308 296 ( 1 ) 396 

, 

160 209 119 187 $171 157 
150 319 133 192 ( 1 ) 146 
166 169 114 185 ( 1 ) 163 

161 22O} 119 183 $197 158 
150 ; 142 130 ( 1 ) ( 1) . 146 
159 240 102 (1 ) ( 1 ) ,156 

.. , 
I 

contingent and nonc;or1bI'IgeI WOrkers elU:lude the Incorporated self·employed .and 
Independent ~ Data IOf independent contractors Include lhe Incorporated 
end unincnrporll4ld MII~; th86e groups, however. are 9lCCiuded 110m the 
data lor vJotq,. wen· O'IIW< amangemenls. 

·i 
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•.• Eugenia Chough 
I 

02/04/20PO 04:28:42 PM 

Record Type: Record 

I i 
To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOF/@EOP. Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP 

1 

cc: i 
I 
1. Subject: final CS proposal numbers 

Michelle emailed these today. but i neglecte,d to forward. 

¢' 
CS offsets.xls 

., 
I 
1 

I 
I 

·1 
1 

1 



2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 01-05 01-10 
Child Support 

Initiatives: 
State option on simplified distribution 0 49 102 124 121 127 132 140 '147 154 396 1096 
Federal match on pass-through 5 23 23 23 23 24 26 26 28 28 97 229 

Initiatives 	 5 72 125 14~ 144 151 158 166 175 182 493 1325 
Offsets: 

Reduce paternity match rate -8 -8 -8 -8 -9 -9 -9 -10 -10 -11 -41 -90 
Mandatory review and adjustment 24 -19 -64 -86 -91 -96 -101 -106 -111 -111 -236 -761 
Gambling intercept -10 -50 -50 -50 -49 -52 -51 -54 -57 -59 -209 -482 
SSA benefit match -11 -14 -14 -14 -14 -14 -14 -14 -14 -14 -67 -137 
Reduce threshold for passport denial -1 -2 ( -2 -2 -2 -2 ' -2 -2 -2 -2 -9 -19 
Vehicle booting -3 -25 -26 -26 -26 -26 -26 -26 -26 -26 -106 -236 
Reduction in savings due to child support initiatives 1 8 8 . 8 8 8 8 8 7 7 33 71 

Offsets 	 -8 -110 ,-156 -178 -183 -191 -195 -204 -213 -216 -635 -1654 

Net Impact 	 -3 -38 -31 -31 -39 -40 -37 -38 -38 -34 -142 .-329 

Food-Stamps-Impact- -7-~:34----42 -44 -43 -46 -48 -50 -52 -55 -170-421 

Medicaid Impact ~10 -25 -40 -45 -50 -55 -60 -65 -70 -70 -170 -490 


Overall Net Impact - ChildSupport Only 14 21 51 58 54 61 71 77 84 91 198 582 

Interactions 
Review and adjust 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 9 

-- --~ '-~-o---~~~i~:~f- - -- -'- ------.----,----------% --.- -;- --- -+---- -~-----~-- --; -- -;----- -;-- -- --;.---- --;- ----~~.-- -~;--'--- ---­
FPLS 	 0 0 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -2 -2 -1 -8 

8 8 8 8 8 8 8 7, 7 



, 

~ tk-n---Acpl~~~ctUn1
~~S~~~v1fYl ~~' , 
~u ~ pcf ~Oih~' 

Lt, IJUVf1 tyr~""
• I 

! 
I 


I 


, I . 
I 

I 
, 
I • 

i 
. i 

; " 



*,,"VI.I"/I.I.I. .. 
,l"l1..d.... v .. VtJU VOVU 

"T~~~- \Xl )-.)01 

ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM SUMMARY, I " 

SUMMARY 

The Department'sFY 2001 ACF Budget 
includes $31 billion in outlays for 
entitlement programs. This total includes 
pre-appropriated funding for the Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)" 
program and the Child Care Entitlement to 
States. The ACF entitlement budget also 
requests funding for increases in Child Care, 

", 	 Child Support Enforcement. Foster Care, 
Adoption Assistance, and Independent 
Living, and Promoting Safe and Stable 
Families. The figure below illustrates the 
distribution ofentitlement funds ,across 
various ACF programs, including 1egislative 
proposals. The Other category includes 
Promoting Safe and Stable Families, 
Repatriation, and Children's Research and' 
Teclmical Assistance,. 

SSBG Other 
1% Child" 

Child Care 
10% 

FC/AA 
20% 

In FY 200I, ACF continues its efforts at 
moving families from welfare to self­
sufficiency. Important initiatives will 
expand child care and improve child support 
~d child welfare efforts. The Child Care 
Initiative will help to support working 
families by improving the quality ofe.arly 
I~aming programs and,making child care 
more affordable and accessible. New Child 
Support legislation will increase payments 

, to families by streamlining the program to"' 
, make it work better for families and children 

i 
an~ creati:D.g new, important enforcement 
mechanisms. The Budget also includes a 
pr6posaI to improve child welfare programs 
fori tribal families. 

CHILD CARE ENTITLEMENT TO STATES 
i 	 ' 
: The Personal Responsibility and Work 

Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 
(referred to as welfare refonn) amended the , ' 

Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act (CCnBO) by consolidating four fonner 
chiid care programs. Currently, all States 
rec¢ive discretionary funds, mandatory 
fun~s and matching fimds. These funds help 

I 

States p~ovide subsidies to working families, 
anq require States to spend a minimum of 
4 percent of the funds to improve the quality 
an~ availability ofhealthy and safe child 
care for all families. Additional amounts of 

"the discretionary funds are also set-aside for 
'quality improvements and research and . 
ref~rra1 activities. 

ifor FY 2001, welfare refonn authorized 
, and: pre-appropriated entitlement funds 
(m~cbing and mandatoxy) of $2.6 billion fOf. 
chil4 care programs and allowed States 
maximum fl~xibility in developing child 
care programs. These funds, combined with' . 
the ~uested $2.0 billion in discretionary 

I 

chW! c~ funding, will further the 
AdrhimStration's commitment'to sUpporting· 
working families and moving families·from 
welfare to work. (Additional information on 
discrenonary funding, including the 
req~ested $817 million increase,can be 
found in the ACF discretionary section). 

, The Child Care Entitl~ment portions of 
the fund currently include the following: 
1) Mandatory Child Care, 2) Matching Child 
Care. and funds for 3) Training and ' 

.' . Technical Ass~stance. 
I 

I, 
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CUILD CARE INITIATIVE 

Studies indicate that working families 
across the country are struggling to find 
safe, affordable, and high quality child care 
for their children. As the figure below ' 
indicates, the combined mandatory and 
discretionary child care furids allow us to 
serve a small percentage· ofchildren eligible 
for.these funds under the maximutn Federal 
eligibility criteria. . 

I 

14.7 

Childreo Serwd, Childreo liIigibie 
FYl998 for Jiederid 

Subsidies 

The overwhehning majority ofchildren 
today are in child care before entering 
school. Howeyer.Jhe children of these 
working parents often spend their days in 
settings that do not promote healthy child 
development, and the quality ofcare is often 
quite poor. . 

. The FY2001 Budget funds the criti~ 
need for additional child care that is safe, 
healthy and promotes early learning. The 
Administra~on ,tackles the problem in many 
way. In HHS, the President's Child Care 
lnitiative inciudes a discretionary increa.se to 

. the Child Care Development Block Grant of 

. $817 million and a $600 million Early 
Learning Fund to improve the quality of 
early learriingenvironments and promote 
school readiness. In the Department of . 
Treasury) in addition to increased tax credits 
for businesses that invest in child care : 
fac~lities, the Initiative expands the 
Dependent Care Tax Credit and makes it 

irefundable. The Budget also significantly 
, :increases funding for after school care 
fbrough the 21St Century Learning Furid in 
the Department ofEducation. 

~ ",., 

I 

CBlLD CARE ENTITLEMENT LEGISLATIVE 


PROPOSAL 

I 

" In addition to the discretionary increase 

request discussed previously, a key 

component of the President's Child Care 

Irlitiative is funding for a new Early 

L~amingFund.. ' 


I 
I 

~ EARLYLEARNING FU/VD: 

Ii The budget includes $3 billion over 
fiv,e years in entitlement funds for an Early 
Leaming Fund to foster early childhood 
de~elopment, emergent literacy, and school 
rea~ess and to improve. child care safety 
and quality. Recent research found that 
a1most halfofthe ·infantsand toddlers in ' 
I. . 

chil(i care centers were in care that lacked 
basip sanitary and safety conditions. Other 
studies indicate that children in higher 
qUalfty child ca:r,y programs develop stronger 
langpage, reading and math skills and fewer 

I ' . 

behaviorproblems than children in mediocre 
or p~or quality programs.· The better the 

<child care program. the more likely the child 
is to ~nter school ready to learn. The Fund . 
will provide States with dollars for 
cOlllIllunity level challenge grants to support 
programs that improve early learning and 
the qUality and safety ofchild carEl for 
childrtn up to age five; 

I 
TEMPORARY ASS(STANeE TO NEED\, 

FA.M.IIJIES 

Th~ TANF block grant, a single capped 
entitle$ent ofapproximately $17 billion 
annually, provides funds to States to design 
creativ~ programs to help families transition 
from welfare to self-sufficiency. Under 
TANF, recipients must engage in work 
activiti~s to receive time-limited assistance. 

I 

Over the past five years, Ule number of 
. \ 

2 


http:increa.se


O£/04/00 15:1J FAX 202 690 6896 DHHS/OFFICE OF BUDGET------------ -- ----j . 	 141004/012 

. 	 . 
families on welfare has dropped by over 
40 percent, to under 2,5 million families­
more than 1.3 million adults on welfiu'e went 
to work between 1997 to 1998~ Not only are 
these adults working, their income is rising 
as time goes on, a critical component of . 
staying offofwelfare. Our most recent data 
indicate an average earnings increase of 
23 percent for fonner welfare recipients 
from.their first quarter ofemployment to 

their third quarter. 
Welfare reform authorizes and 

pre-appropriates about $17 billion annu~y 
to States for the following activities: . 

• 	 Family Assistance Grants to States, 
Tribes and Territories; 

• 	 Matching Grants to Territories; 
• 	 Bonus to Reward Decrease in Out­

of-Wedlock Births; 
• 	 Supplemental Grants for Population 

Increases; 
• 	 Bonus to Reward High Performance 

States;' 
• 	 'Tribal Work Programs; and, 

Loans for State Welfare Programs; 

Up to a combined 30 percent ofTANF 
ftmds may be transferred to either the Child 
Care and Development Block Grant or the 
Soci8.I Services Block Grant (SSBG). 
-Starting in FY2001, transfers to SSBG are 
limited to 4.25 percent ofTANF funds. 
States are transferring large amounts of their 
TANF funds to the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant, in response to 
the increased needs in this program. 

TANF LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS 

The FY 2001 President's Budget 
includes the following TANF legislative 
proposal. ­

I 
i . 
. SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS FOR 


POPULA nONINCREASES: . 

I, . 

! With the rapid,decline in welfare 
c~eloads, the budget proposes to limit the 
SJpplemental Grants for Population 
InCreases at the FY 1998 level. Seventeen 
Stines are eligible for this grant, based on 
pOpulation growth and/or lower than average 
State welfare spending per low-income 
p~son. This proposal will save . 
$~40 Il1illion in Budget Authority in 
FY2001. 

I 
CIULDREN'S RESEARCH AND TECHNICAL 

~SISTANCE (CRTA) 
I 

: Weifare refonn authorizes and 
aRpropriates funds for welfare research and 
tehhnical assistance for States. The FY 200I 
to~ is $58.6 million­

. I Included in this total is $21 million in 
pr;e-appropriated mandatory funds for the 
fdllowing activities: $15 million for welfare 
~search, and $6 million for a longitudinal 
clllld welfare study. These funds will also 
s~pport welfare research on the effects of 
welfare reform and on ways to improve the 
welfare system. 

I 

: . The remaining $38 million in this fund 
iricludes two child support set-asides: one 
f~r training and technical assistance and the 
other to assist in operating the Federal 
pkent Locator Service. (FPLS)- The funds 
abpropriated for these activities are et}ual to· 
one and 2 percent respectively of the amount 
phld to the Federal government for its share 
ofchild support collections during the 

. preceding fiscal year. 
I 
I 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
I 

: The Child Support Enforcement (CSE) 
pfo~arn is a joint Federal, State and L,ocal 
p:artnersmp that seeks to ensure financtal and 
etnotional support for children from both 
parents by locating non-custodial parents, 
~tablishing paternity, and establishing and . 

3 
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enforcing child support orders. The program 
provides critical support for worlcing 

. families and assiSts in the transition to self­
sufficiency. In FY 2001. an estimated total 
of$4.7 billion in Federal and State dollars 
will be sp~nt in order to collect $19 billion 
in payments. This represents a 9 percent 
gain in collections over FY 2000 and a total 
retwn of more than $4 for every $1 invested 
in the administration of the program. Since 
the inception of the program in FY 1975, 
over $100 billion has been colleCted. 
Success in the program also includes a new 
record amount of$1.3 billion collected in 
overdue child support from Federal income 
tax refunds: In addition, the National 
Directory ofNewHires has helped loc~te 
more than 2.8 million delinquent parents and 
patetnity establishment rose to 'lAS million 
in 1998, a more than three-fold increase 
from 516,000 in 1992. 

, The Federal government shares in the 
fInancing ofthis program by providing 
incentive payments, a 66 percent match rate 
for. general State admInistrative costs, and an 
enhanced match rate for paternity testing 
and spedfied automated systems 
requirements. The CSE prograIIl also 
includes a capped entitlement of $10 million 
annually for grants to States to facilitate 
non~ustodlal parents' access to and 

, 'visitation oftheif children. 
The CSE program strengthens families' 

by helping children get the support they are 
owed from non-custodial parents. In 
non-TANF cases. child support collections 
are forwarded to the custodial family. By 
securing support on a' consistent and 
continuing basis, families may avoid the 
need for public assistance, thus potentially 
reducing future welfare. Food Stamp, and 

. Medicaid spending. Applicants for TANF 
assign their rights to support payments to the 
State as a condition of receipt ofassistance. 

I 

I
I . 

Child support collections on behalf of 
families receiving T ANF and some 
collections ,on behalfof former T ANF 
reCipients are shared between the State and 

I 

F~eral government. 
I As noted above, a portion of the Federal 

share ofchild support collections is paid to 
I ' 

the States as incentive payments. Previously, 
Federal mcentive payments to States were 
based on the State's cost effectiveness in, 

I 

op,erating the program and the amount of 
payments collected. Following passage of 
th~ Child Support Performance and 
mcentive Act of 1998, a new incentives 
structure was put into place using five key 
tJeasures:patemity eStablislunent, support 
ordere,stablishnient, collections on current 
sJpport, collections on past-due support, and 
cost effectiveness. This new system is being 
p:twed in starting in FY 2000. 

CHILD SUPPORT LEGISLATIVE PROPOSA.LS 

I The Federal government has a strong 
interest in seeing that a nation-wide child 

. support system is effective. Over the last 
t'10 years, the Administration took the lead ­
i4 bringing stakeholders together to examine 
tJ;te. current financing structure of the Child 
~upport program. In addition to holding 
discussion meetings across the country, we 
cpnducted resea:r:ch and analysis on the 
funding ofthe program. Many ofthe . 
~roposals in this year's budget were an 
outgrowth ofour consultations over the past 
tWo years. 
. The budget proposes Child Support 

. l~gisla:tion with various changes that focus 
. . on increasing payments to families and 

I . ~ 

, t;naking the child support system work 

better. 


I ' 
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PROGRAMMATIC CHANGES TO GET MORE 
MONEY TO FAMILIES: 

The budget includes four proposals to 
simplifY the child support system andlor get 
more money to fm;nilies.· , 

Optional Pass-through & Disregard: 
The proposal provides Federal . 
matching funds for new State 
policies that pass-through child 
support collections to families and 
disregard these funds when 
determining assistance levels for 
TANF families. 'Under this proposal, 
the Federal government would share 
in the cost ofamounts above a State's 
current PMs-through and disregard 
policy distributed to TANF families 
and disregarded, up to the greater of 
$100 per month or $50 over current 
State efforts. Increased collectio:ns 
to families; $388 million over five 
years. Federal cost: $97 million over 
'five years. 

Optional Simplified Distribution: 
This proposal allows States to adopt 
simplified rules for distributing child 
support collections. Under the 
simplified formula,., collections 
received on behalfof families 
receiving T ANF benefits would be 
retained by the Federal and State 
governments as reimbursement for 
assistance (as under current law) and 
child support collected on behalfof 
families who no longer receive 
assistance wocld be paid to the 
families. The'policy would be 
implemented starting in FY2002. 
Increased cqllections to families: 
$815 million over five years. 
Federal cost: $396 million over five 
years. 

Technical fix to remove national cap 
from incentives: This proposal is a 
revenue neutral teclmical 
improvement to the 'incentive system 
enacted in the Child Support 
Perlormance and Incentives Act of . 
1998. The technical change 
improves the methodology for 
awarding incentive payments to 
States by creating a per State 
. maximum level of incentives,

\ 

eliminating State to State 
competition for nationally capped 
funds. 

I • 
I 	

R~view and Adjustment of Child 
Support Orders: This proposal, . . 
previously proposed in the FY2000 
Budget, requires States to review and 

. adjust child support orders for T ANF 
families every tb.ree years. Benefits 
include increasing the number of 
children with private health 
insUrance and increasing collections 
to famHies. thereby reducing families 

. reliance on public benefit programs. _ 
Federal'savings: $232 million over 

\five years. 
.1 . 

B~TTER ENFORCEMENT To GET MORE 
I 

MONEY TO FAMILIES 
i 	 l 

The budget includes four new measures to 
iJcrease child support collections from' 
pkents who owe past-due child support .. 

I 	 ., 
I • Automated Data Match and 
! 

Attachment of Gambling Proceeds: 
Ibis proposal provides for the 
intercept of large gambling winnings 
ofnon-custodial parents with child 
support arrears. Increased ., 
collections t6 fa:milies: $348 mIllIon 
over five years. Federal savings: 
$189 million over five years. 

5 I 
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• 	. Reduction of Threshold for Passport 
Denial to $2,500: The proposal 
denies passports to delinquent 
non-custodial parents with more than 
$2,500 in child support arrears, 
lowering the threshold' from $5,000 
under current law. Increased 

, collections to families: $36 million 
over five years. Federal savings: _ 
$9 million over five years. 

• 	 SSA Benefit Match: In order t6 
collect past due support. this 
proposal offsets Old Age, Survivor, 
and Disability Social Security ­
benefits. Increased collections to 

- familie's: $i02 million over five 
years. Federal savings: $67 million 
over five years. ­

-• 	 Booting Vehicles ofNon-Custodlal 
Parents Owing at Least $1,000 in 
Child Support: Adds vehicle booting 
to the set of-enforcement tools 
available to States to encourage 
non-custodial parents to enter into 
payment of child support arrears. 
Increased collections to families: 
$183 million over five years. Federal 
savings: $96 ~llion over five years. 

Two additional important proposals are 
included: 1) a proposal to provide 
Secretarial discretion to exclude doctors 
with child support arrearages from 

-participation in Medicare and 2) a proposed 
State requirement to Mve procedures in 
place to require individuals who owe 

_overdue child support to pay or engage in 
workactivities. The budget also re-proposes 
to eliminate the enhanced match for 
paternity establishment; conforming the 
Federal match rate for paternity testing to 
the lower overall child support 

I 

I 


administrative match rate (a shift froin 
90 p~rcent to 66 percent). A summary chart 

_can be found at the end of this section ­
detailing costs and savings associated with 

I 	 . ­
each legislative proposal.· 


, ! 

FO~TER. CARE, ADOPTION ASSISTANCE AND 

I 	 ' 
IND,EPENDENT LIVING PROGRAM ­

{The FY 200 1 budget requests 
$6.4 billion in Budget Authority for the 
FoSter Care, Adoption Assistance and 
Ind~pendent Living programs~ TIlls request 
represents an increaSe of $739 million over 
the!FY 2001 appropriation. ­

;Of the total request, $5.1 billion win 
provide Foster Care payments on behalf of 
ab~ut 341,700 children each month. This 
reciuest will also -fund State administration, 
jn~luding child welfare information systems, 
training. and State data systems. 

: For the Adoption Assistance program, 
about $1.2 billion will provide payments for 
frubilies who adopt special needs children. 

I _ 

Monthly payments are made on behalf0:( 
adopte4 children until their 18th birthday. 
The proposed level of funding will support 
approxim¥ltely 256,400 children each month. 

. The budget includes $140 million to 

fubd the Independent Living Program.


I ­, 

T~ FOSTER CARE INDEPENDENCE ACT 

OF 1999 
1, . . 
: This act; enacted in November 1999, 

increased the Independent Living Program 
lerel from $70 million to ·$140 million. 
Scrveral provisions from the FY 2000 
ptesident's Budget were included. such as: 
i~creasing funding, allowing Sta.tes to use 
fUnds to pay for room and board for former 
fqster you,tbs, arid allowing Sta.tes to expand 
Medicaid eligibility to youths up to age 21 
who were eligible for foster care at age 18. ­

I-	 -, 
I, 
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FOSTER CARE-RELATED LEGISLATIVE 

PROPOSALS 

INDEPENDENTLIVING PROGRAM (lLP) 

SUPPLEMENTAL ApPROPR.JA.110N FOR 

FY2000: 

On the sallie day the Foster Care 
. Independence Act of 1999 was passed, . ' 
Congress appropriated $105 million for IL.P 
for FY 2000, as was originally requested in 
the FY 2000 President's Budget. The 
FY 2001 budget includes a supplemental . 
request for $35 million for FY 2000 to bring 
the appropriation up to the level States are 
entitled to under this new. statute. 

TRIBAL CHILD WELFARE 

The budget will include $5 million in 
Foster Care and Adoption Assistance for.a 
two-tiered approach to 190king at Tribal : 
child welfare programs. HHS plans to 
conduct a comprehensive assessment of . 
Indian child welfare programs, focusing on 
therr strengths and the challenges they face 
in providing the services, 'protections and 
procedural requirements associated with the 
Federal foster care program. In addition, we 
propose to make grants to a limited number . 
of tribes to enable them to strengthen the . 
capacity of their tribal child welfare ' ' 
prograIns by addressing issues such as staff 
training and retention, licensing offoster 
care homes, conducting cri:m.in.a1 background 
checks ofprospective foster and adoptive , 
parents, operating case review systems, and 
developing automated data collection 
systems. We believe that these efforts will 
enable us to develop improved technical 
assistance to tribes, better assess future 
policy directions, and develop models for 
strengthening tribal child welfare programs 
on a larger scale. 

PROMOTING SAFE AND'STABLE FAMILIES 

: The Adoption and Safe F ainilies Act of· 
1997 reauthorized and expanded the 
Prbmoting Safe arid Stable Fanlilies 
program (formerly known as the Family 
Pr~servation and Support prograru). The,
FY 2001 request includes $305 million, a 
$lb million increase over FY 2000, for 
St~tes and eligible Indian tribes. ' 

.! The Promoting Safe and Stable Families 
program s~pports State child welfare 
ag~ncies and tribes in providing: family 
pr~servation services, family supp~rt . 
services, time-limited family reunificatlOn 

, , seljvices, and adoption proqlOtion and 

sUPport services. 


I 

i 

So(::IAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 


- \The Social S~ices Block Grant 
(SSBG) allows States the flexibility to . 
provide or supplement social services at the 
State and Local levels. SSBG funding 
prdvides direct social services and resources ' 

, that link hUman service delivery systems _. 
tog~ther. Programs or services most 
frequently supported by SSBG include child 

. care ,.child welfare (foster care, adoption and 
protective services), elder care> drug abuse 
pre~entioli and treatment activiti~s, home 
based services, employment seIVlces, 
pretention and intervention programs,and 
serVices for the disabled. 

I 

I 
I 

SSI:JG LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL' 

be FY2001 President's Budget 
req~ests funding at $75 million above th~ 

. authoIization level set in the Transportatlon 
EqUity Actfor the 21 $1 Century of 
$1.7 billion for this program. This increase 
woUld maintain SSBG at the FY2000 level 
of $11.775 billion stabilizing funding for 
the~ critically important programs. Ofthis 
amdtint, $25 million will be available to 
support secona-chance homes for teen . 
parents and their children who cannot 11ve at 
home or with other reJatives. , 
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AFDe AND RELATED PROGRAMS 

. Welfare reform replaced ,the Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 
Benefits, State, and Local Administration, i 
Emerg'ency Assistance, AFDe Child Care, ' ,I 
and Job Opportunities and Basic Skills 
Training (JOBS) programs with TANF and ' i 

the Chlld Care Entitlement programs. 
During FY 2001, we expect to 

completely phase out funding for the 
repealed programs. Estimates for FYs 1999 
and 2000 represent claims for expenditures 
incurred before these,programs were 
repealed. These claims will be funded by 
carry over balances from prior years. 

! 

I 
I,, 

I 

I.­
I 
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FY 2001 PROPOSED AOf LEGISlATION 

I • 

(dollars jnmillio~ 11) 
ill P 

FY2oo1 FYOI-OS 

CRUD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT: 

Optional $100 (or $50 above) Pass-through & Oisreg'ard /2: I 

Optional Simplified Distribution 12/3: 

Remove Cap from Incentives: 

Automated Data Match and Attachment ofGambling Proceeds: , 
Reduce Threshold for Passport Denial to $2,500;' 
SSA Benefit Match (OASDI): 

Booting Vehicles for Non-(:ustodial Parents Owing at Least $1,000: 
. I 

Reduce Match for Paternity LaboJatOI)' Tests from 90 to 66 J:lercent: 
Mandatory Review ofChild Support Orders 14: i 

5 ubtoraJ, Child Support F.nfo~eDleDt IS...-..:.-...-~•• ~.-i~.......- ..... 

+5 

0 

0 

-8 

-1 

·11 

-3 
-8 

+24 
-2 

+97 

+3% 
0 

-189 

-9 

-67 

-96 
-41 

·232 
-141 

CHll.n CARE: 
Early Learning Fund: 

SulYtotaJ, Child Care.•••_•••••_••••_......._ 
. 

••__..........._,......_.•••_~...L.....-.._........ 
I 

+600 
+600 

+3,000 
+3,000 

TANF: 
Freeze Supplemental Grants at FY 1998 uvel: 
Allow TAMP to Offset Reduction to Medioaid Adrninistrat~ve Pay~nt 

SutJtotw, T ANF H'..........._ ........_ ...." ••_.,........._·••• _ ••••••_.__..._ ..! ... ..;.._"................
i . 

-240 
+208 

-32 

-240 
+353, 

+113 

SSBG: 
Increase Authori2ation Level by $1S million in FY2oo1: 

SlllJtotal., SSBG........_ ............. _ ...........' ...... H .......___...,_• ...--....._ . . . [ 
.............._ ••••. 

. 

+75 
+75 

+75 

+75 

Foster CarelAdoption Assistance: 
Tflba} Child Welfare: 
~ul:JtotaJ, FCJAA-.........._ .........._ 

, I 
......._••_ .........-....._...........+..--..._ ........~. 

+5 
"'­

+5 
+5 

+S ,, 

TOTAL ACF PROPOSED LAWIMPAcr.......L.~............ $646 $3,052 

II Negative numbers are savings, positi~e numbel'$ are costs. Except where noted. all figures 
I 

represent Budget Authority. 
I2lncludes savings fiomreductjons in Food Stamps. 
13 This proposal begins in F¥2002. ; 
14 The savings fromtbis proposal include savings to the Medicaid programtotaling $170 million by FY2005. 

Child support totals combine increased administrative costs and savings .due to increased collections. 
15 The budget also includes two additional child support prc;posals on work' " . 

requirerrents for non·custodial parents and e:xclusion ofdoctors with child support arrearages 
from Medicare. These proposals.are discussed in the chapter.. 

16 This proposal has outlay effects, but no impact on budgetauthority . 
, . 

• • d • I • 
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT OVERVIEW: 
Collections and CostS> . 

I 
(dollars in milli~ns) II , 

. 'PrograrnSaving and Costs (Conections: 
minus Costs): 

Federal Costs .................. ;.............................. $1,767 $1,981 $2,179 +$198 
State Savingslcosts .............................. : ... :..... ($77) . $181 $217 +36 

Net Costs.~...............................~........~••_._ $1,690; ~1,16l $2.396 +$234 


II Numbers may not add due to roundn,g' Co~ an:: positive, s~viogs are (negative) . 


. /2 Numbers reflect legislative proposals.. 


! 
i . 

I • 

,i 
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ACF OVERVIEW: ENTITLEMENT SPENDING 

(dollars in millions) 11 

. 

PROGRAM 

TANF /3/4 ........................................................................ : .. 

Child Care Entitlement 13/S.....................~ ........................ 

Child Support Enforcement(obllgations) ....................... 

Foster CfllelAdoption Ass1gtance ....... _ ........................ 

Children's Research &. Technical Assist (net SA) 13... 

Promoting Safe and StabIe FamilieL................... _ ......... 

Social Service Block Grant ................................................ 

Repatriation/Territories ..................................................... 


Total, Program LeveUBA ••_ .•...•__.......~__..~.__..... 


. I 

I 1999 ' 2000 2001 Request 
'Actual Fnaded Request 12 +1- Enacted,
'- ­

S17,693 $16,689 $16,439 -$250 
I 

i 2,167 2;367 3,167 '1-800 
I 2,523 2,828 3,100 +272I 
I 
I 

4,922 5,662 6,401 +739 
52 '39 59 +20 

275 295 305 +10 
'1,909 1,775 1,775 0 

16 24 24 0 

529,667 527,895 $31,275 +$3,380 
I 

11 Numbers do not add due to rounding and the effect ofAFDClEA/JOBSfRelated progrnms 
having excess prior year BA as the account was closed out.: 

12 Numben; include legislative proposals. 
13 Majority offundmg is preappropriated. 
14 FY1999 actual:;; include funding for supplemental grants and High Performance Bonus: 
15 The $SOOmillion increase includes $200 million in funds pre-approrpiated in PRWORA and the $600 million 

Early Learning Fund. . . ! , ' 

.I 
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Off~ce of the Secretary." 
'Washington, D.C. 

~/~. ~" 
C,e, 
A~ 

DATE: Mon Jan 24 18:39:13 2000 

FAX TO: Genie Chou~h, Michele "Ahern 


FROM: Audrey, 


SUBJECT: 


FAXED FROM THE OS NETWORK! 

If y6u need this f~x to be retransmitted, please call the originator ab~ve. 
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SUMMARY: IMPACT OF FY2001 CHILD SUPPORT PROPOSALS ",. 

$ in Millions 

Opt $100 (or $50 above) Pass-Through ~isregard Above'Current Effort 


Option'al Simplified Distribution ' 


Remove Cap from Inc.entives 


AutC)l11ated Data Match and Attachment of Gambling Proceeds 


Review and Adjustment of .Child Support Orders' 


R~duction of Enhanced Match for ,PaternitY Testing 


Reduce Threshold for Passport Denial to $2,500 


SSA Benefit Match (OASDI) 


Booting Vehicles for Non-Custodial Parents Owing at Least $1000' 


pisallow enrollment into Medicare for Doctors with Arrears'" 


Encourage States to require more NCPs with Arrears to Work'" 
. '. 

TOTAL IMPACT 

'" Has not been scored, 

geniedoc .01/24/2000 

5-Year FY2001-2005 Total 
Federal 
Costs( + )/Savi 
ngs(-) (Inc'. 

Increased State Food 
Collections To Costs(+)/Savi Stamps/Medi, ' ' 
Families ngs(-) caid) 

388 174 97 

815 366 396 

0 .0 0 

348 -167 . -}as. .,- IE'9 

>? " -114 ·-232 

0 41 ' -41 

36 -9 -9 

- .',102 -57 ~67 

183 -79 . -96 

1872 155 -1~5 
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ADDU~S: 	 Room 50'3 -H ' " . 

Hubert·H. Hump~ey Buil ing
200 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20201 

PHONE. 
FAX ,(.202) 690-6896.. 
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SUMMARY: IMpACT OF FY2001 CHtLD SUPPORT PROPOSALS 
$ in Mill ions 

Opt $100 (or $50 above) Pass-Through Pis regard Above Current Effort 

OpUonal Simplified Distribution 

Remove Cap from Incentives 

Automated Data Match al1d Attachmenlof Gambling Proceeds 

Review and AdjustmEtnt of Child Support OrdEtrs 

Reduction of Enhanced Matc:h for Paternity Testing 

ReducEt Threshold for Passport Denial to $2,500 

SSA Benefit Match (OASDl) 

Booting Vehicles for Non-Custodial Parents Owing at Least $1000 

IntEtracUve Effect of Proposals on Calculation of CSE Sel-Asldes 
, , 

TOTAL IMPACT 

csesum2 0111412000 

5-Year FY2001-2005 Total 

Federal 
Increasecl Costs(+)/Savi ngs( -) 
Collections (Inc Food 
To Families Stamps/Medicaid)" 

368 97 

615 396 

o o 

348 -183 

? -232 

a -41 

36 -9 

102 -67 

183 -96 

-1 

1872 -136 
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FAX TRANSlWsstON 
COMlVIONWEALTH OF VIRGlNIA . 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVlCES . 
DIVISION OF.CRlI,D SUPPORT ENFORCE:M:ENT 

Oftlce of the DiRCtur, Child SUppOr1: EDforcl!mt!nt 
". '. . Fax # ~804) 692..2353 ­

From: .J? S'/5/<: . 

Date: 

YQII.'IbOidd receive .r page(s) indudiug this 011.0. . 

Ityou do Dot receive all pages, plense call (804) 6~:Z-1501 

. Message: . 
'J<.e 'y'-PII /J '" 

THIS INFORMATION IS INTENDED ONLY·FOR. THE USE OF i'BX INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHiCH IT IS 
ADDRESSED AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATIo.N THAT IS PRIVlLEGED, CONFDl1tNTlAL AND EXEl'I'lPT 
FRoM DISCLo.SI1RJ!: UNDER. APPLICABLE LAW. IF Tal: REAllER o.F THIS MESSAGE IS NOT THE . 
ll'ITXNDED REClPrENT. OR THE EMPLOYE! OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERlN'G THE MESSAGI~N 
TO THE INTENJ>ED REClPtEm, YOU AllEHEllEBY NOTIFIED 'I'HATANY DISSEMINATION. DISTIUBUT 
OR COPYING OF TBlS COMlVWNICATION IS S'TlUCTLYPROHIBITED. IF YOU a:AV1t UCEIV'I£ll TBlS 
COMMUNICATION.IN ERROR. PLEASE NOTlEY US I1\1MEl)IATELY BY TELEPHo.NE. 

~ . . , 

DCSE - CENTRAL OFFICE 

http:TELEPHo.NE
http:COMMUNICATION.IN
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VAC 40-880..350. Distraint, seizure, aDd saue. 

A. The Depart:m:ent may use 'distraint, including booting ofvehi:cle, selzureand 

sale against,the real or personal property ofa ~oncus~odial parent when; , 

1. There are arrearii' of ai least $1000 for a caSe with a current support . 

obligation and at least $500 for an arrears only case; and 
e • 

2. Conventional enforcement remedies.have failed or'are not appropriate; 

and 

,\ 

3. Pi. lien has b~en filed pursuant to §63.1-2S4 oftbe Code ofVirgirtiai 

B. Assets targeted for distraint, including booting ofvehicle, seizure and sale are; 

1. Solely own~d by the noncustodial parent. 

2. Co-owned by the noncustodial parent and current' spouse. ' 

. 3. Owned by a business in which the noncustOdial parent is the sole 

proprietor. Assets owned by business partnerships or corporations which 

are co..ownedwith som.eone other than 'a noncustodial parent's current 

spouse do not qualify for booting ofvehicle, or: seiZure, and sale,' 

C:\WPWINlTEMP-LEQ\BOOTlNGJ.APA 
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\!AC 40-880.350. Dlstrqint.~ilizure, aod sale 
Pnge 1 of4 

C. The Director of the Division of Child Support Enforcement or designee shall 

give final 'approval for the use of distraint, seizure, and sale.. This includes 

immobili2ing a vehi~le using vehlcle boots •. 

D. When initiating booting. or seizure. and sale of vehiCle} the Department shall 

check with the Department ofMotor Vehicles for vehicles registered in the 

noncustodial parent's name, the address onthe vehicle registration, and the name 

of any !ic-m holder o~ the vehicle. 

, E. Once a lien has been filed pursuant to § 63.1-254 of the Code ofVirgirua, the 
, . 

Department shall send a notice of intent to the noncustodial parent before 

initiating distraint, including booting of vehicle, seizure and sale action. If there 

is reason to believe that the noncustodial parent will leave town or hide the asset, 

. the asset can be seized, without se~ding the notice and with proper 

documeritation. 

F. The Department shall negotiate a settlement if the noncustodial parent contacts 

the Department in response to the intent notice; An acceptable settlement is 5% . 

of the arrearage owed or $500, whichever is greater. with additional monthly 

payments towards the arrears that will satisfy the arrearage within ten years. 

C:\WPWIN\T8MP-LEO\aOOTING3.APA 
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VAt: 40-880.-350. Di:ltr'lint, seizure, lind sltle 
Pa~e 3 Qf4 

. . . '/ . 

The Department may initiate distraint, including boc;>ting of vehicle, sei~e and 

sale Without further notice to the noncustodial parent if the noncustodial parent 

defaults on the payments as agreed. 

G. The Department shall send a fieri facias request to,each county or city where a 

lien is filed and alevy is being executed if the noncustodialparent does not 

contact the Department in response to the intent notice. 

H. The Department shall set a target date for seizure or booting and have the 

sheriff levy the properly or boot the vehiclC. 

1. Once property has been seized or booted by the sheriff, the Department must 

reach ~ payment agreement with the noncustodial parent of 5% ofthe arrearage 

Clwed or $500, whichever is greater. with additional monthly payments'towards 

the arrears that willsatistY,the arrearage within ten years and, release the vehicle to . 
" ' 

the owner; or proceed with·thesale of the vehicle pursuant to § '63.1-26.1 of the . 

, Code of Virginia; or at the e~d of90 days from the iss1.U'Ulce of the writ offeri 
" . 

facias. release the vehicle to the owner. 

J. The. Department shall send a cancellation notice to the Sheriff if a decision is 

made to tenninate the seizure action before the asset is actually seized. 

C;\WPWlN\TEMP-LeO\BOOTING3.APA 



TEL:8046922353JAN; -24' 00 (MON) 09: 49 
p, 003 

, V AC40·880;.350 •. Djstrain~ seizure. and sale 
PQge '4'of 4 .. 

K. ltthe' Department sells anas~et'~d it is a ~otor vehicle, the.Department shall.!. 
", , , , '_0" , • 

'ilotifY the De.partment ofMotdr Vehicles·to i~sue clear'title:to the new owner of' 

the vehicle; 

. ,
Statut,0ry Authority 

r .' 

§ 63.1-261 

'. '" , 

C:\WPWTN\TEMP-tEG\BOOTIN03.APA . 
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cOMHbNWE.iu.TEI: of' VIRGINIA 
])EPARTHEIN'l! OJ!' SOC:tAL SJi:RVICBS ,__ 

D:tVISION OF ,CHILD Stn'lIQRTENFOaC~ , ,', 

Advane. Notice of Lien 
\ (ASC/01.lt.-oe-Statf!l Odar, 

" , 

Des!r ,; 

Dear: ­
.. 

Acdording to ou~ :rtlco;r!5S1 you .:re aellnqlielit inyoi.u:chua aqppOtt pa,!'llents.
Xhe inf!ormatioR we have ilAS 'follows;, ' ' 


'rime pedod in wb.ich ,a:r;ttl'1.C8 AcCtueQ; E'i:OIl to,' 


, Total support due' fQ;t tbi8 tille p.;tl0d; .OD 

Tot,d:pa:fID8'i1t8 made fo," th:18t"i,mepedod: .,00 


Reuinia.g' .treat's due 'fo!:' thi. time pedoa: .DQ 

Def~tl.deDtl!l: 

.~: .. ~ ... 

.. 

" 

'The a:~UDt due ip not nec:s•••till" the 'entire Amount of! youtdeb:tr-but lIlay--' , 
tep;oesent • "ttl.l fi9ure. Basei10n thl• .tafo"matioll, 'a lhn ,,1 '1 be f1 ed, , 
ana the 'lieD lnfo:r'IAtion may: 1:Ie provided to the cre4i1:,1:Iureau., 

It you balieve Our illfotlllation ill s,llcort'ec::t" Pl•••ec:u:mtact me
of the date of, tll!s letter .t,o £11110,,118 tbe mattel:. _- ' 

Sinc:erel!', 

tlithQ;ttze.s Re~tflu;ez:atAtivG 
!fe1ephone, 

_, " 

within. 1Q days 

lI2&g" 1 ot 1,
(1I.ev. 12/5J2) 

http:a:r;ttl'1.C8
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,; 

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA , 

DEPARTMENT O'F'SOCIAL"SERVICES 


r,"DIVISION OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFOR.CEMENT ~' \ 

Advance Notice ofLien 
(ASO/out..of-state Order) 

(1) RB:,(3) , 

(2) DCSE#: (3) 

Dear: (4) 


According to our records, you are delinquent in your child support payments. 

The infoIIIlation we have is as follows: 


, Time period,in which mears accrued: From',' '(5) " to (5) 


Total support due for this time period: , (6) 


Total payments made for this time period: (7) 


Remaining arrears due for this time period: (8) 


Dependents: (9) 


The amount due is not Ilecessarily the entire amount ofycl1lr debt, but !paY represent 

a partial figure. Based ,on this information, a,lien will be ftlcd.. ,and the lien information 


, may be provided to the credit bureau. ' 


If you believe our infonnation is incorrect, please coutact ine within 10 days of 

the date oftbis letter to discuss the matter.' " 


Smcerely. 

District Office:(ll) 
(10) 

Authorized Rep,resentative 


Telephone Number (11) 


( 
....:.......-' 


Page lof 1 
(Rev; 12192) 
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HHS-2000/02 
10121/98 

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVicES 

FISCAL, YEAR 1999 LEGISLATlVE PROPOSAL 


Delinquent Child Support Payers 


Authorize the Secretary to Prohibit Medicare Enrollment and Exclude Individual Physicians and 
Other Practitioners Who Are Delinquent in Child Support Payments 

Current Law: Physicians and other practitioners may enroll in and receive direct payments from 
the Medicare program whether or not they are delinquent in their child' support payments. 

Proposal: 

o 	 Authorize the Secretary to prohibit Medicare enrollment of individual physicians and 
other individuals who are authorized to bill Medicare directly who are delinqlient in child 
support payments. (Individuals applying for initial enrollment would continue to sign the 
certification already in ~~e affirming that they agree to abide by applicable laws.) 

o 	 Authorize the Secretary to exclude individual health care providers from all Federal 
health care programs when physicians and other individual practitioners fail to make 
reasonable efforts to eliminate their delinquent child support payment balances. 

Rationale: This proposal would support the Administration's efforts to ensure that Federal 
paymerJis are not made to individuals who are delinquent in tqeir child support payments: The 
Secretary should have authority to take action on a case-by-case basis against individual 
physicians and other individual practitioners enrolled in the Medicare program who are 
persistently in arrears in their child support payments, as determined by the Office of Child 
Support Enforcement, Administration on Children and Families. 

It is most logical to exclude physicians and individu~l practitioners who are delinquent in child 
support payments from initial enrollment in Medicare, since at that time they do not already have 
a relationship with Medicare beneficiaries. 

Once Medicare beneficiaries already have a'relationship with a physician or individual 
practitioner who is enrolled in Medicare, the situation becomes more complex. Exclusion of an 
individual health care provider who becomes delinquent in ,child support has to be balanced with 
possible disruption of services to a beneficiary who is currently in the care of that individual 
provider. Some physicians, moreover, could enter and leave ,the Medicare program periodically, 
depending upon the current status of their childsupport payments, resulting in a cost to the 
Medicare program and confusion for be~eficiaries. '. 



01/14/00 FRI 16:13 FAX 202 690 6562 DHHS/ASPE/HSP I4J 003 

Effect on Benefic'iaries: For" exclusions that are undertaken only for initial enrollment and on a 
discretionary basis for enrolled providers, there should not be a major impact upon beneficiaries . 

. For termination, beneficiaries could experience some diminutionoftheir choice ofproviders . 

. Cost: Medicare must review new applicants whether or not they are enrolled. There would be a 
minimal incremental cost to review these applicants for delinquent child ~upport payments. 
How~ver, it is extremely difficult to estimate the cost for excluding currently enrolled physicians 
and other practitioners who are delinquent in their child support payments. This cost is 
dependent rip~n the type and' complexity ofdata match systems required. 
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Va. Cracks Down on Deadbeat Parents 

The AssociAted Presli 

Tuesday, Jan. 4, 2000; 2:41 t1.m. EST 


RICHM:OND, Va. -. Virginia is going statewide with. another 
weapon in its battle against deadbeat parents - pink and powder-blue 
car boots. 

Beginn.ing this month, the state will immobilize vehicles owned by . 
parents who are delinquent in child support with the boots that clamp 
around a ear's front tire. Fairfax County, the state's most populous 
locality. has been booting de~inquents since 1998. 

Delinquent parents also will be greeted by a sticker affixed to their 
windshield reading; 'This vehicle has been seized by the sheriff for 
unpaid ch.ild support. II 

The state is hoping the boots and.conspicuous sticker win embarrass 

parents into making payments.,. 


"There's a certain amount of shame factor." said Nick Young. director 
of the Virginia Division of ChjJ~ Support Enforcement. 

The state has recovered about $347,000 from 70 parents whose 
vehicles were booted in Fairfax County. One man even slung a 
blanket over his immobilited car so his neighbors wouldn't see it, 
Young said. ' 

Teresa Myers, a child-support enforcement expert with the National 
Conference of State Legislatures, said many states are considering 
using boots on deadbeat parent!. but Virginia is the first to do so 
statewide. Wayne County, Mich. and Cape May County, N.J. also 
have used boots toboost child..support enforcement. ' 

As state agencies find money in their budgets to try innovative 
programs, "we're probably going to see more of it, " Ms. Myers said. 

lnVirginia, about 100,000 delinquent parents coUectively owe $1.65 
billion to some 552,000 children, according to state officials. 

Y~ung said the boot~ will only, be used if: 

1 of2 

202 4131 4562 
I' 
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- a non-custodial parent owes m6re than $1,000; 
. '. . . 

~. the st~te has found tradition~l rem~ies like court orders 
unsuccessful; and 

;.. a lien has peen filed· in the city o~ county where the'vehicle is kept. 

· "Our goal is not to seize cars and sen the~l" Young said, "OUf goal is 
· get them to pay,ll '.. .' . 

The'state already·tow8of'fenders',cars, suspends their licenses and 
issues posters featuring the "Delinquent Dozen" to shame deadbeats 
into. paying. 

Kent Willis. executive director ofthe American Civil Liberti~s Union 
in Virginia, said the boot is another example ofhumiliation as 
punishment.' 

"This'is part of,a whole trend to reverse the way we do criminal, 
, justice and Civil justice to a system we .were using in the 17th 

century,lI Willis said. 

"This is the stockades. This is the public humiliation," he said. lilt's a 
. scarlet letter. Itls a punishment by itself. II 

. . 

Paula Roberts, a child-support expert with the Center for Law and 
· Social Policy, a public-interest law firm based in Washington, D.C.) 
said the boots should be used carefully so people who are legitimately 
trying to payor are caught in a paperwork error are not targeted. 

"Once. you're convinced that'someone is a true deadbeat, then I think 
everyone agrees that no remedy is too severe," Ms. Roberts said 
Monday, "But what 80 often happens is the data is flawed. ·and you 
can. end up hurting someone who isactuaIly a~mod"l citizen." 

" 

«::> Copyright 2000 The Associated Press 

B.ack t.o the rnv 

TOTAL P.133 
P.03202.4131 4562 99% 

, ' 



Cynthia A. Rice 01/19/200005:56:09 PM ' 

Record Type: ,Record 

To: J. EricGould/OPD/EOP@EOP 
cc: michele ahern/omb/eop@eop, Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP 

bcc: Records Management@EOP 

Subject: Re: Child Support EnforcemenVMedicare Physician Issue 


A few additional points. 

, 1 " ' 
HHS' proposal on Medicare providers,is simply a response to a September 26, 1996Presidential 
Executive Order on child' support which, among other things, required agencies to offset deliquent child 
support from federal payments where permitted under law and "to review all laws under the jurisdiction of 
the department or agency that do not permit the denial offederal financiai'assistance to individuals ... and, 
where appropriate, transmit ,to the Director of the Office of Management and Budget recommendations for 
statutory changes." ' 

, , 

In August 1997, the HHS Inspector General rightfully took HHS to task for notfolloy.'ing through on the 
President's executive order, HHS developed this proposal and legitimately delayed due to higher priority 
computer changes th'at needed to be done due to Y2K. Delaying further would be truly foolish. 

" " \ 
, , i 

, HHS seems to think they've written the legislative proposal is in a way that provides discretion' to the 
Secretary to ~nsure patient care is not compromised. Physicians applying to become Medicare providers , 
could not join if they owed child support.-- they would have to pay up first. But the Secretary would have, 
some discretion in allowing an existing provider to remain a Medicare provider while he paid up past due 
support. 

J. Eric Gould 01/19/2000 05:33:30 PM 

e
• 

01/19/200005:33:30 PM'. J. Eric Gould 

Record Type: Record 
\ 

To: Michele Ahern/OMB/EOP@EOP 
cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP, Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP 

bec: 

Subject: Re: Child Support EnforcemenVMedicare Physician Issue 


She is totaling missing the p,oint. First of a" the aim of this is not to disbar Medicare physicians Second, 
the best doctor in the world could owe child support. The point is that they shouldn't be reimbursed by 
one government program when they owe another government program, We're trying to send the 
message that if you're a deadbeat don't expect to do business with the Federal government. We'll explain 
it to her tomorrow morning, ' 



Michele Ahern 

Michele Ahern 
01/19/200004:49:07 PM 

Record Type: Record 
j 

To: J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Child Support Enforcement/Medicare Physician Issue 


FYI. 

---------------------- Forwarded by Michele Ahern/OMB/EOP on 01/19/200004:51 PM -------------------------- ­

Allison H. Eydt . 	 ~ 
1/19/2000 1i~35;::-:~24-;-P;:-.M...---------······~·\-~ 

(, ::\.:..:.::.:.,...:.:.:..:..:.:..~t.+">l~, 

Record Type: Record 

To: Michele Ahern/OMB/EOP@EOP 

cc: John F. Morralllll/OMB/EOP@EOP, Daniel J. ChenoklOMB/EOP@EOP, Lauren B. 
Steinfeld/OMB/EOP@EOP, Yvette Shenouda/OMB/EOP@EOP 


Subject: Child Support Enforcement/Medicare Physician Issue 


It is my understanding that DPC is considering debarring physicians in arrears in child s~pport payments 
from participation in the Medicare program. I have concerns with this proposal for the following reasons: 

• 	 There is no evidence that failure to fulfill child support obligations ref/ects upon a given physician's 
capability to provide quality care to Medicare patients. Debarment of qualified physicians from the 
Medicare program actually may have an adverse impact upon the quality of care provided to patients 
and may reduce patient and health plan choice among qualified providers. Because this policy not 
only impacts the physician, but also patient community, its perceived benefits may be overestimated: 
and 

• 	 Privacy concerns and the perceived intrusiveness of this policy may jeopardize HHS' data standards 
initiative which over the next five years may result in net administrative savings exceeding a billion 
dollars. It may be wiser to implement these data initiatives first and then later evaluate the benefit of 
additional non-health care data matches and applications. The Health Care Financing Administration 
is very busy implementing new data standards pursuant to the Health Insurance Portability and 
Accountability Act of 1996. One of these standards will be the Unique Provider Identifier. The policy 
has been proposed, but not finalized. The AMA and physician community already have raised 
concerns regarding the privacy implications of this standard and its accompanying physician data 
bases. HHS will submit the final rule in the next few months. Upon pubHcationof the final rule, the 
standard will not go into effect for an additional two years. 

Let me know if you have additional questions or concerns. 
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• J. Eric Gould 01/14/200006:37:08 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Devorah R. Adler/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 
Subject: Child Support 1Medicare providers 

FYI - In our child support enforcement initiative for the budget we included a proposal that would prohibit 
Medicare enrollment of individuals who could bill Medicare and who owe past-due child support 
(physicians and other providers). The proposal would also allow the HHS Secretary to exclude individual 
health care providers from all Federal health care programs when they fail to make reasonable efforts to 
eliminate their delinquent child support payment balances (the Secretary would only do this on a a case 
by case basis). 

These ideas are in response to an HHS IG report that criticized the Department for not taking more 
aggressive action in this area. 

I left a more detailed copy of the proposal on your chair. Cynthia will probably mention this to Chris on 
Tuesday. 



Cynthia A. Rice 01/13/200001:50:32 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: William MarshaIlIWHO/EOP@EOP 

cc: Melissa J. ProberIWHO/EOP@EOP, Anna Richter/OPD/EOP@EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP, 
Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOPCF'A/I":v-t;DJ"1 

Subject: Child Support Proposals ...... r lVj Vi I ,f\ Jy 

Attached is a basic description of child support items proposed for the budget. All ofthem build upon child 
support measures enacted in the 1996 welfare reform bill (which included requiring states to have 
procedures in place to deny drivers licenses and professional licenses, collect lottery winnings, seize 
bank accounts, and garnish wages from parents who owe child support), as well as prior acts in 1975, 
1981, 1984, and 1988. As I'm sure you know, child support is a federal-state matching program -- the 
federal government pays 66 percent of costs to operate tlie system, and has certain program 
requirements are partof the conditions of receiving federal funds. 

The Green Book, published by the House Ways and Means Committee, has a good chapter on current 
law in child support. Here's the web address Oust copy and paste it into the web address window in 
Netscape, and it should bring you the chapter.) 

http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/useftp.cgi?IPaddre55=162.140.64.21 &filename=wm007 _08.pdf&directory=/disk 
" . 

~ 
cse0113.doc 

Here's the basic summary of our new proposals. Please call if you have questions. 456-2846 

http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/useftp.cgi?IPaddre55=162.140.64.21


Child Support Initiatives 
01110/00 - DRAFT 

Collect More Child Support from Fathers Who Can Pay: The President's FY 2001 Budget 
will include several new initiatives to further crackdown on parents who owe child support and 
can afford to pay. These initiatives will collect $XX million more in support for children who 
need and deserve the support of both parents by: 

, 
Intercepting Gambling Winnings to Collect Past-Due Child Support. This initiative would seize 

gambling winnings from parents who owe back child support. Currently, gaming' 

establishments are requiredlo retain a portion ofwinnings for>Federal tax purposes (28 percent 

ofwinnings above $5,000). Under this plan, gaming e~tablishments would also check to see if 

individuals with winnings exceeding a threshold ($600 to $1,500 depending on the type of 

gambling) owe child support, and if they do, they would retain up to the full amount of the 

winnings or the amount of the child support arrearages, whichever is smaller, to pay to the 

children of the deadbeat gambler. 


Booting Vehicles Owned By Parents Who Are Delinquent in Their Child Support. This plan 
would require States to put in place a policy recently adopted in Virginia to immobilize vehicles 
owned by parents who are delinquent in child support with the boots that clamp around a car's 
tire. Safeguards will be in place to ensure that people who are legitimately trying to pay are not 
'targeted. 

Strengthening Efforts to Collect Child Support Independent Contractors. The New Hire 
Reporting Program has been one of the most successful innovations in child support 
enforcement. The program matches all employees with parents who owe child support, locating 
where deadbeat parents work so their wages can be garnished. Since its inception two years 
ago, the program has found nearly 3 million parents who were delinquent in their child support 
payments. Under this new plan, employers would be required to report any independent 
contractors to the directory of new hires, just as they do for new employees. Independent 
contractors, who are often self-employed individuals, are often the most difficult child support 
collectiQn cases. The information from matching this information could then be used to garnish 
the independent contractor's salary or used to locate informationon them. 

Denying Passports From Parents Who Owe $2,500 or More In Child Support. This proposal' 
would deny passports to parents who owe more than $2,500 in outstanding child support 
arrearages. This is an expansion of the current Passport Denial Program, which rejects passport ' 
applications or renewal requests if child support arrearages exceed $5,000 and is currently 
denying '30-40 passports to delinquent parents per day. 

Prohibiting the Participation ofMedicare Providers Who Owe Child Suppo'rt. This proposal 
would prohibit the enrollment of individuals who want to bill Medicare as providers and are 
delinquent in their child support payments. It would also allow the Secretary ofHHS to 
terminate enrollment of individuals who want to bill Medicare and fail to' make reasonable 
efforts to eliminate their delinquent child support balances. 

;' 
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Expanding the Scope ofFederal Offsets. Currently the government can collect certain federal 
debts, but not child support, from Social Security, Black Lung and Railroad Retirement Benefits. 
This'proposal would expand present law and permit the collection ofchild support along with 
other federal debts. Like the legislation which passed the House ofRepresentatives in February 
1999, the first $750 per month ofthese federal payments would be protected. from offset. 

Requiring More Frequent Updating of Child Support Orders. This proposal would require States 

to review support orders for families receiving TANF every three years and adjust them 

accordingly. New orders reflecting parents' updated salary information will bring more child 

support to children who need it. 


Streamline Child Support Distribution Rules So Mothers Get More Reliable Child Support 
Income: The budget contains a two part proposal which simplifies the child distribution rules 
and also p'rovides federal match to States that pass through up to $100 a month in child support 
directly to families on welfare. These proposals will provide more of a connection between what . 
a father pays and what his family gets, providing parents with mote of an incentive to cooperate 
with the child support system and providing children with more stable child support income. 
Currently, when a father pays support in a given month, whether or how much of that support 
goes to his children depends on a complex set of rules involving whether the child is or ever was 
on welfare, and whether the father owes past due support that accumulated before the mother and 
child were on welfare, while they were on welfare, or after they left welfare. ' 

Funds to Prosecute the Worst Offenders: In 1998, the President signed into law the Deadbeat 

Parents Punishment Act, a measure he had long called to create hew felony offenses for the 

worst child support offenders. This year's budget provides $5 million in additional rel?ources in 

FY 2001 to fund an ihcrease in U.S. Attorneys' legal support staff dedicated to child support to 

help prosecute the more, egregious child support offenders - those who cross state lines in order 

to avoid paying support. . 
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Cynthia A. Rice 01/12/200003:32:48 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. R'eed/OPD/EOP@EOP, EricP. Uu/OPD/EOP@EOP 

bc: J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP, Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP, Anna Richter/OPD/EOP@EOP 
Subject: @!!* Bruce I need you to call Jack lew re child support 

Bruce -- Jack Lew has suddenly objected to one piece of our child support package, the.piece which 
would help collect from self-employed individuals who are independent contractors and asa result OMB is 
in the process of taking this off the table. (I believe Jack is responding to concerns raised by John SpotUla' 
of OIRA.) Unfortunately -~ and I hate to do this to you .- but I need you to call Jack, and you need to call 
him ASAP. (If it's any solace I spent a lorm time on the phone with Peter Cove today.) Below are the 
issues and what I think are our best answers. Attached, fyi, is a draft descriptiqn of our whole child 
support package. 

Basic Description of the Policy 

Employers would be required to report independent contractors, with contracts over $2,500, to the 
directory of new hires; justas they'do for new employees. This information would then be used to'iocate 
deadbeat parents and garnish payments to them. Independent contractors, who are often self-employed 
individuals,'are often the most difficult child support collection cases, and this initiative would add them to 
the new hire reporting system which has already located 3 'million deadbeat parents in the past two years. 

Possible Objections and Responses 

Objection': This would be a burden on small business. 

. . 
Response: The new hire system was designed to minimize burdens on employers. Only six pieces of 
data need to be submitted for each person and three of those are data about the company: 1) individual 
name 2) individual social security number 3) individual home address 4} employer name 5) employer tax 
id number and 6} employer address. Employers have been implementing this sytem without objection for 
several years now. It is true that this policy would expand this reporting to a new category of individuals, 
but the reporting burden itself is minimal. After all if the "live free and die state" of New Hampshire can 
implement this, we shouldn't have a problem. 

Objection: It is unfair to impose this burden on business without consultation. 

Response: This is not an EO in which we are acting unilaterally without public comment. Instead, we are 
proposing legislation, whichwill be'vette'd in the public,where any potential objections can be heard. ' 
HHS has worked closely with the employer community in implementing the new hire data base and they 
do not expect serious objections. ' 

Objection: We don't need the revenue for the budget. 

Response: This is not ql:Jite true, and beside the point. The point is that this proposal will collect more 
child support; it also keeps us from having to put in place a pay-for which HHS objects but we could live 
with. ' 



Child Support Initiatives 
" . 

, , 0111 0/00- DRAFT 

Collect More C'hild Support from Fathers Who Can Pay: The President's FY2001 Budget 
will include several new initiatives to further' crackdown on parents who owe child support and' 
can afford to pay~ These initiatives will collect $XX million more in support for children who 
rieed and deserve the support of both parents by: 
." . ','.. 

,' .. 

Intercepting Gambling Winnings to Collect Past-Due Child S~pport: This initiative would seize 
gambling winnings· from parents who owe back child support. Currently, gaming 
establishments are required to retain a portion of winnings for Federal tax purposes' (28 percent 
ofwinnings above $5,000). ,Under this plan, gaming establishments would also check to see if 
individuals with winnings exceeding a threshold ($600 to $1,500 depending onth~ type of 
gambling) owe child support, and if they ,do, they would retain up to the full~ount ofthe 
winnings or the amount of the child support arrearages, whichever' is smaller, to pay to the 
childr~n of the deadbeat gambler. . " 

" 

Booting Vehicles. Owned By Parents Who Are Delinquent in Their Child Support. This plan' . 
would require States to put in place a policy receritly adopfed ,in Virginia to iill:mobilize yehi'cles 
owned by parents who are delinqu~nt in child support with the, boots that clamp around a car's 
tire.· Safeguards will be in place to ensure that people.who are legitimately trying to pay are 'not 
targeted. ' ' 

.. : 

Strengthening Efforts to Collect Child Support Independent Contractors. The New Hire 
Reporting Program has been one of the most successful irinovations in child support 
enforcement. The program matches all employees with parents who owe child support, locating 
where deadbeat parents work so their wages can be garnished. Since its inception two years 
ago, the program has found nearly 3 million parents who were delinquent in tht:;ir child support 
payments. Under this new plan; employers would be required to report any independent . , 
contractors to the dir~ctory of new hires, just as they do for new employees. Independe~t 
contractors, who are often self-employed individuals, are often the most difficult child ~upport 
collection cases. The information from matching this infoimation 'coulq then be used to garnish 
the independent contractor's salary or used to locate Information on the~. . 

..! I 

Denying Passports, From Parents Who Owe $2,500 or More In Child Support. This proposal 
would deny passports to parents who owe more than $2,500 in outstanding child support. 
arrearages. This is an expansion of the current Passport Denial Program, which rejects passport. 
applications or renewal requests if child support arrearages exceed $5,000 and is currently 
denying '30-40 passports to delinquent parents per day. . 

Prohibiting the Participation of Medicare Providers Who Qwe Child Suppo'rt.· This proposal 
would prohibit the enrollment of individuals who want to bill Medicare as providers and are 

, delinquent in their child suppoctpayments. It would also allow theSecretaryofHHS to 
'ferrriinate enrollment of individualswho want to bill·Medicare and fail to make reasonable 

'. efforts to eliminate their delil1q~ent child support balances'. 



," » 

Expanding the Scope of Federal Offsets. Currently the government can collect certain federal, 
debts, but not childsupport, from Social Security, Black Lung and Railroad Retirement Benefits. 
This proposal would expand present law and permit the collection of child support along with 
other federal debts. Like the legislation which passed the House of Representatives in February 
1999, the first $750 per month of these federal payments would be protected from offset. 

Requiring More Frequent Updating of Child Support Orders. This proposal would require States 
to review support orders for families, receiving TANF every three years and adjust them 
accordingly. New orders reflecting parents' updated salary information will bring more child 
support to ,children who need it. ' ' 

Streamline Child Support Distribution Rules So Mothers Get More Reliable ChildSupport 
Income: The budget contairts a two part proposal which simplifies the child,distribution rules 
and also provides federal match to States that pass through up to $100 a month in child support 
directly to families on welfare. These proposals will provide ,more of a cqnnection between what 
a father pays and what his family gets, providing parents with more of an iricentive tocoojJerate 
with the child support system and providing children with more stable child support income. 
Currently, when a father pays support in a given month, whether or how much of that support 
goes to his childrel.1 depends on a complex set of rules involving whether the child is or ever was 
on welfare, and whether the father owes past due support that accumulated before the mother and 
child were on welfare, while they were on welfare, or after they left welfare. 

Funds to Prosecute the Worst Offenders: In 1998, the President signed into law the Deadbeat, 
Parents Punishment Act, a measure he had long called to create new felony offenses for the 
worst child support offenders. This year's budget provides $5 million in additional resources in 
FY 2001 to fund an increase in U.S. Attorneys' legal support staff dedicated to child support to 
help prosecute the more egregIous child support offenders those who cross state lines in order 
to avoid pay'ing support. 

Put Fathers Who Owe Child Support to Work: To help low income.fathers to work, pay child 
support, and reconneCt with their children, the budget proposes to expand responsible fatherhood 
initia(ives funded through the Department ofLabor's Welfare to ,Work program. The FY 2001 
budget will include a new Low-Income Families Transitions (LIFT) program to help hard­
pressed working families succeed in the workforce and support their children, funded at $255 
million in FY 2001, the program's first year. About half these funds will focus on fathers and 
other noncustodial parents who owe child support, to put them'to work so they will support their 
c~ildren. These funds will put us on the path to ensuring that the approximately one million 
"deadbroke dads" who need to go to work in order to pay child support can do so. Preference 
will be given to applicants with a strong requirement that all noncustodial parents pay child 
support or go to work. . 

Ensure Fathers Returning from Prison Become Responsible: Through a new re-entry 
partnership proposal at the Department of Justice and a new ex-offender employmentprogram at 
DOL, the budget will provide $110 million in FY 2001 to help men in prison become'better 

" fathers and prepare them for employment upon their release. 

2 
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Cynthia A. Rice 01/10/200007:58:08 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP 
cc: Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP, Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP 
bcc: Records Management@EOP 
Subject: Re: child support paper iitill 

lIve noodled with this a bit -- I think we can continue to refine as we go forward but you should feel free to 
share with Paul Glastris. ' 

. . . 
In an earlier iteration, Genie was figuring out how much more in child support these new collection 
proposals would bring in (I think this is more relevant than how much they will bring the federal 
government). Eric and Genie can one of you figure out, from OMS or HHSI what the updated numbers 
would be? Also, at some point we should beef up the passthrough description here -- this relies on a 
somewhat weak one I provided earlier. . 

. ~ .' 
cse0110 2 pager of budget item 

J. Eric Gould 01/~0/2000 06:50:36 PM 

..,'. 
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• J. Eric Gould 01/10/200006:50:36 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: child support paper 


with separate paragraphs on enforcement initiatives I 
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Child Support Initiatives 
01110/00 ~DRAFT 

Collect More Cliild Support from Fathers ,Who Can Pay: The President's FY 2001 Budget 
will include several new initiatives to further crackdown on parents who owe child support and 
can afford to pay. These initiatives will collect $XX million more in support for children who 
need and deserve the support ofboth parents-by:' , 

Intercepting Gambling Winnings to Collect Past-Due Child Support. This initiative would seize 
gambling winnings from parents who owe back child support. Currently, gaming 
establishments are required to retain a portion ofwinnings for Federal tax purposes (28 percent 
of winnings above $5,000). Under this plan, gaming establishments would also check to see if 
individuals with winningsexceediI).g a threshold ($600 to $1,500 depending on the type of 
gambling) owe child support, and ifthey do, they would retain up to the full amount of the 
winnings or the amount of the child support arrearages, whichever is smaller, to pay to the 
children of the deadbeat gambler. 

Booting Vehicles Owned By Parents Who Are Delinquent in Their Child Support. This plan 
would require States to put in place a policy recently adopted in Virginia to immobilize vehicles 
owned by parents who are delinquent in child support with the boots that clamp around a car's 
tire. Safeguards will be in place to ensure that people who are legitimately trying to pay are not 
targeted. 

Strengthening Efforts to Collect Child Support Independent Contractors. The New Hire 
Reporting Program has been one ofthe most successful innovations in child support 
enforcement. The program matches all employees with parents who owe child support, locating 
where deadbeat parents work so their wages can be garnished. Since its inception two years 
ago, the program has found nearly 3 million parents who were delinquent in their' child support 
payments. Under this new plan, employers would be required to report any independent 
contractors to the directory ofnew hires, just as they do for new employees. Independent 
contractors, who are often self-employed individ~als, are often the most difficult child support 

" collection cases. The information from matching this infomiation could then be used to garnish 
, the independent contractor's salary or used to locate information on them. 

Denying Passports From Parents Who Owe $2,500 or More In Child Support. This proposal 
would deny passports to parents who owt: more than $2,500 in outstanding child support 
arrearages. This is an expansion of the 'current Passport Denial Program, which rejects passport 
applications or renewal requests if child support arrearages exceed $5,000 and is currently 
denying 30-40. passports to delinquent parents per day. ' " 

Prohibiting the Participation ofMedicare Providers Who Owe Child Support. This proposal 

would prohibit the emollment of individuals who want to bill Medicare as providers and are 

delinquent in their child support payments. It would also allow the Secretary ofHHS to 

terminate emollment of individuals who want to bill Medicare and fail to make reasonable 

efforts to eliminate their delinquent child support balances. 




,. 

Expanding the Scope ofFederal Offsets. Currently the government can collect certain federal 
debts, but not child support, from Social Security, Black Lung and Railroad Retirement Benefits. 
This proposal would expa~d present law and permit the collection ofchild support along with 
other federal debts. Like the legislation which passed the House ofRepresentatives in February 
1999, the first $750 per month of these federal pay~ents :"ould be protected from offset. 

, Requiring More Frequent Updating of Child Support Orders. This proposal would require States 
,to review support orders for families receiving TANF every three years and adjust them 
accordingly. New orders reflecting parents~,updated salary information will bring more child 
support to children who need it. 

Streamline Child Support Distribution Rules So Moth~rs Get More Reliable Child Support 
Income: The budget contains a two part proposal which simplifies the child distribution rules 
and also provides federal match to States that pass through up to $100 a month'in child support 
directly to families on welfare. These proposals will provide more of a connection between what 
a father pays and what his family gets, providing parents with more' of an incentive to cooperate 
with the child support system and providing children with more stable child support income. ' 
Currently, when a father pays support in a given month, whether or how much ofthat support 
goes to his children depends on acomplex set of rules involving whether the child is or eVer was 
on welfare, and whether the father owes past due support that accumulated before the mother and 
child were on welfare, while they were on welfare, or after they left welfare. 

, " 

Funds to Prosecute the Worst Offenders: In 1998, the President signed into ~aw the Deadbeat 
Parents Punishment Act, a measure he had long called to create new felony offenses for the 
worst child support offenders. This year's budget provides'$5 million in additional resources in 
FY 2001 to fund an increase inU.S. Attorneys' legal support staff dedicated to child support to 
help prosecute the more egregious child support offenders -::- those who cross state lines in order 
to avoid paying support.' , ' 

Put Fathers Who Owe Child Support to Work: To help low income fathers to work, pay chIld 
support, and reconrlect with their children, the budget proposes ,to expand responsible fatherhood 
initiatives funded through the Department ofLabor's Welfare to yvork program. The FY. 2001 
budget will include a new Low-Income Families Transitions (LIFT) program to help hard­
pressed working families succeed in the workforce and support their children, funded at $255 
million in FY 2001, the program's first year. About halfthese funds will focus on fathers and' 
other noncustodial parents who owe child sUPP9rt, to put them to work so they will support,their 
children. These funds wi,11 put us on the path toensuring that the approximately one' million, . 
"deadbroJ<'e dads" who need to go to work in order t,o pay ch.ild support can do so. Preference 
will be given to applicants with a strong requirement that all noncustodial parents pay child 
support or go to work. 

Ensure Fathers Returning from Prison BecomeResponsible: Through a new re-entry 
partnership proposal at the Department ofJustice arid a new ex-offender employment program at 
DOL, the budget will provide $110 million in FY 2001 to help men 'in prison become better 
fathers and prepare them for employment upon their release. 

. 2, 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: child support paper 


.wi~h separate paragraphs on enforcement initiatives . 
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Child Support Initiatives. 
01/05/00 - DRAFT 

Collect More Child Support from Fathers Who Can Pay (Savings unknown): The FY 2001 
Budget will include several new initiatives to further crackdown on parents who owe child 
support and can afford to pay, including: . . 

Intercepting Gambling Winnings to Collect Past-Due Child Support. This proposal would seize· 
gambling winnings from parents who owe back child support. HHS would establish a secure 
web-site containing inforination regarding individuals who owe past-due child support. Gaming 
establishments would be required to search this weh-site for indivi~uals with winnings 

. exceeding $600 to $1 ,500 (depending on the type of gambling), individuals for whom they are 
now required to prepare a W2-G. Gaming establishments are required to retain 28 percent of 
winnings above $5,000 for Federal tax purposes. If a match with the file of child support 
debtors is established, the gaming establishment would retain up to the full amount of the 
winnings' or the amount of the child support arrearages, whichever was smaller, in addition to . 
the tax withholding. 

Booting Vehicles Owned By Parents Who Are Delinquent in Their Child Support. Similar to 
efforts recently adopted in Virginia, all states would be required to immobilize vehicles owned 
by parents who are delinquent in child support with the boots that clamp around a car's tire. 
Safeguards will be in place to ensure that people who are legitimately trying to pay are not 
targeted. . . . 

Strengthening Efforts to Collect Child Support Independent Contractors: The New Hire 
Reporting Program has been one of the most successful innovations in child support 
enforcement. The prognim matches all employees with parents who owe child support. Since 
its inception two years ago, the program has found nearly 3 million parents who were delinquent 
in their child support.payments. Under this proposal, employers would be required to report any 
independent contractors to the directory of new hires, just as they do for new employees. 
Independent contractors, who are often self-employed individuals, are often the most difficult 
child support collection cases. The information from matching this information could then be 
used to garnish the independent contractor's salary or used to locate information on them. 

Denying Passports From Parents Who Owe $2,500 or More In Child Support. This proposal 
would deny passports to parents who owe mjJre than $2,500 in outstanding child support 
arrearages. This is an expansion o.fthe current Passport Denial Program, which rejects passport 
applications or renewal requests if child support arrearages exceed $5,000 and is currently 
denying 30-40 passports to delinquent parents per day. 

Prohibiting the Participation ofMedicare Providers Who Owe Child Support. This proposal 
would prohibit the enrollment of individuals who want to bill Medicare as providers and are 
delinquent in their child support payments. It would also allow the Secretary ofHHS to 
terminate enrollment of individuals who want to bill Medicare and fail to make reasonable 
efforts to eliminate their delinquent child support balances. 
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Expanding the Scope of Federal Offsets. Certain Federal payments, such as Social Security 
(Black Lung and Railroad Retirement Benefits) can already be offset to collect certain federal 
debts. This proposal would expand present law and permit the collection of child support along 
with other federal debts. Similar to legislation, which the Administration supports, and p'assed 
the House in February.1999, the first $750 of these federal payments would be protected from 
offset. 

Review Child Support Orders. This proposal would require States to review support orders for 
families receiving T~~ every three years and adjust them accordingly. , 

Streamline Child Support Distribution Rules So Mothers Get'More Reliable Child Support 
Income (Cost: $x million over 5 years): The current child support distribution rules are 
complex and often counterproductive. When a father pays support in a given month, whether or 
how much of that sUpport goes tohis children depends on a complex set of rules involving 
whether th~ child is or ever was on welfare, and whether the father, owes past due support that 
accumulated before the mother and child were on welfare, while they were on welfare, or after 
they left welfare. As a result, thereis often little connection between what a father pays and 
what his family,gets, parents have less incentive to cooperate with the child support system, 
,families can't count on stable child support income, and state child support staff spend time 
figuring out how to distribute payments every month among 14 categories"':': time they should use 

',to collectmore support: ' 

The budget contains a two part proposal which simplifi,es the child distribution rules at a cost of 
$xxx millio'n over 5 years, and also provides federal match to states that pass through child 
support directly to families on welfare, ata cost of $xxx million: over 5 years. ' 

Improve the Collections Process: To improve the child support program's effectiveness and 
cost efficiency the budget also conforms the match-rate for paternity testing with the lower 
administrative match-rate. The budget also provides $5 million in FY 2001 to fund an increase in 
U.S.' Attorney legal support staff dedicated to child support.' ' . 

Put Fathers Who Owe Child Support to Work (Cost: $x million over 5 years or $x billion 
over 10 years): To help low income, fathers to work, pay child support, and reconnect with their 
children, the budget proposes to expand responsible fatherhood initiatives through the 
Department ofLabor's Welfare to Work program by providing new competitive grants to states, 
localities, non-profit and faith-based groups. Currently, there are approximately one million ' 
"deadbroke dads" who need a job in, order to pay child support. Funding of approximately $x 
billion over 10 years ($x per person) could put all these fathers to work and ensure they fulfill 
personal responsibility contracts and support their children. . 

Ensure Fathers Returning from Prison Become Responsible: (Cost: $x million for pOL 
and $x million for DO) in FY 2001): Through a new re-entry partnership proposal at the 
DepartmeBt of Justice ,and a new .e?C-offender employment program at DOL,' the budget proposes 
to help men in prison become better f~thers and prepare them for employment upon their release. 

2 
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Proposals: 

Non~Legislative 

1. 	 Change the p~:iorities for collections .ft'om nOD-tax payments to give child support debts· 
, that have not been assigned'to a State priority over non-tax debts owed to the federal 

government. This change should be made at the same time as the parallellegislative change. 
to the priorities for collections from tax payments (see item 6, below), because it would be 
costly for Treasury to Change the priorities for some offsets, but not others. It should be 
noted that this proposal (item 3 & 6 together) would result iJ.1. decreased federal debt 
collections (primarily student loans) and would therefore have negative budget implications. 

2. 	 Increase to 50% from 25% the portion of.federal retirement payments subject to offset. 
Current law allows this change, which Treasury has Urged OPM to make. Treasury is . 
working with OPM to resolve any system and programmatic issues involved. 

HHS Jurisdiction: 

3. 	 By BBS regulation, require States as a condition of federaJ funding to submit past-due· 
child support debts to Treasury for collection by offset from nOIf-tax payments. (States 
are already required to submit such debts for olIset from tax refunds.) 

Legislative measures 

4. 	 .Permit offset of Social Securi~, Black Lung and Railroad Retirement to coUect child 
support. as provided in legislation supported by the Administration (the Government Waste, 
Fraud and Error Reduction Act of 1999, ,¥hich passed the House in February 1999). These 
benefit payments can already beoffsct to collect federal debt, with the first $750 protected 
from offset. The legislation that passed the House in February similar1y protects the first 

_·$750 from child support offset. The proposed legislation could be amended to reduce or 
eliminate that threshold for child support collections. Treasury would support lowering the 
$750 threshold.· . 

Treasuly estimates that this change would result in upwards of$60 million in increased 
collections and would score at $10-15 million (because of reduced federal govermnent 
spending for T ANF). 

5. 	 Permit offseto{Veterans' benefits to collect child support. Military retirement benefits 
are' already eligible for offset. Veterans' benefits include pension benefits, compensation fOT 

injuries, education benefits. survivors' benefits and health benefits. Legislation'could be 
tailored to cover some but not all of these benefils. Treasury would support such legislation. 

6. 	 Change the priorities for collections from tax payments to give child, support debts that 
. have not been ,assigned to a State priority over non-tax debts owed to the federal government .. 
As noted above respecting the parallel administrative change (item 3), Treasury supportsthis 
proposal, but-it would result in reduced federal revenues.· . '. 



GENERAL COUNSEL ~~~ DPC01/06/00 16:29 fr9 202 622 2882 

HHS Jurisdiction: 

7. 	 Harmoni~e the federal laws governing the distribution of collections from Federal tax 
refund payments and from non-tax payments) so that States need not establish different 
computer programs fOT the different offsets. 

8. 	 Permit States to add the costs of offset to delinquent debt. Under this proposal, for 
example, a State seeking to collect $600 in delinquent debt would submit $609 to Treasury, 
the extra $9 (approximately) to cover the fee. In those cases where an obligor"s refund' 

. exceeds his delinquent debt) this would allow the State to. recover the fcc from the obligor. 
Where the refund is insufficient to satisfy the debt. the unSatisfied amou:ht could be recovered 
from future payments. If there were insufficient funds to collect the fee, the State or.the 
custodial parent would bearthe cost ofthe fee, as under the current system. 
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To: SMTP@Public.11@ACF.WDC[<bbroman@OSASPE.DHHS.GOV>] 
From: "ANDY ROCK" <arock@OSASPE.DHHS.GOV> 

Cc: SMTP@Public.ll@ACF. WDC [<mherrell@OSASPE .,DHHS. GOV>] I Pa.ul 
Legler@OCSE.OC@ACF.WDC 

S.ubject: Re: status of an A-19 
Attachment: . Headers.822 

Date: ·1/3/00 12:59 PM 

The provision was sent to OMB in the 1998 FY 2000 package, was subsequently drafted and included 

in the Medicare Improvement Amendments draft bill HHS sent to OMBon 7/28/99; but never 

introduced, I have a call in to OMS to find out its plans regarding possible introduction of this and other 

provisions in the draft bill. ' " 


Meanwhile, we're preparing an A· i 9 package to the Congress from the Secretary which ca'n either 

allude to the draft language or include the A·19 policy proposal depending on advice from ASL, OGe, 

ACF. 


»> BARBARA BROMAN 01/03/00 11 :25AM »> 

Hi Andy. Paul legler just called me asking about the status of an A·19 submitted last year on 

deliquent Child support and. termination of Medicare. It was number HHS 2000/02. 


.. 

What is the status. Will it be resubmitted? I assume it didn't pass. 


mailto:Legler@OCSE.OC@ACF.WDC
mailto:SMTP@Public.ll@ACF
mailto:arock@OSASPE.DHHS.GOV
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HEALTH C~E FINANCING ADMINISTRATION, 

FISCAL YEAR 1999 LEGISLATIVE PROP,OSAL, 

, , 

, Delinquent Child Support payers: 

'Authorize Medic~reto~xClude IndiyiduAIPhysiciaps and Other 
Practitioners Who ,Are Delinguent in Child Support Payments 

Current, Law: Physicians, and other practitioners may enroll in 
and receive direct payments from the Medi,care program whether or 
not they are delinquent in ,their child support payments. 

Pro12osal: 

0' 	 Authorize ,the 'Secretary ~o prohibit Medicare, enrollment of, 
individual physicians and'other individuals who are 
authorized to bfll Medicare'directly, who'are delinquent in 
child ,care support:. payments. (Individuals applying for', 
initialenrollmerit'would continue tO'sign the certification 

"already in:use affirm,ingthat they agree to 'abide by 
applicable laws~) . " 

, 
o Permit the Secretary to terminate enrollment, with , 

,consequent 	denial of receipt of assigned 'Medicare payments, 
when physicians and'other/ individual practitioners'fail to 
make reasonabie efforts to eliminate their delinquent child 
support payment balances~ " , 

Rationale:', ,This, proposal would support the Administration'S 

efforts t,o ensure t:hat, Federal payments are not made to 

individuals who are delinquent in their c;:hildsupport payments. 


,The 	Secretary should have authority, to take action on acase-by­
:cas~ ~asisagainstindividual physicians and other individual ' 
practitioners enrolled ,in the Medicare program who are 
perSistently in, arrears in their child support payments, as 
determined by the Office of' Child Support Enforcement, 
Administration on Chi ldren and Families. \ , 

..'.. . . 	 '" 

It'is most logicial tbexclude physicians and individual 
'practition~rs who are 'delinquent in child support payments from 
initial enrollment in Medicare, since at that time they do not 
alz::eady have a relationship with Medicare beneficiaries. 

, 	 ' 

once"Medicare"b~neficiar~es already hav~.a ~el~tianship with a 
'physician ,'or individual practitioner, ,enrolled in Medicare, the 
situat.'ion becomes" more complex. ',Excl.usionof a physician who 
becomes delinquent in child support after enrollment could have 
negative c:onsequences. 'There cou'ld b~ d{sruption of services to 
a beneficiary who is currently in the care of that "individual. 
provider. Terminationof,the enrol.lment of the provider also 
wauid precluae the ability to offset Medtcare payments due ,to the 
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providers against· their delinquent c!1ild care support payments. 
Some physic;::.ians could enter and leave the Medicare program 
periodically, depending upon the current s't.atus of their child 
support payments. That would be cos't.ly to the Medicare program 
and disruptive and confusing to beneficiaries. 

Effect on Benef~ciaries: If the exclusions are undertaken only 
for initial enrollment and on a discretionary basis for enrolled 
providers, there should not be a majdr impact upon beneficiaries. 
However, beneficiaries, as a whole, .could exPerience some 
diminution of their choice of providers. 

~: . There should not be a cost f or, excluding new applicants, 
since Medicare must review their applications whether or not they 
become enrolled. It is extremely difficult to estimate the cost 
for excluding currently enrolled physicians and other 
practitioners who are delinquent in their child support payments. 
This cO,st is dependent upon the type and complexity of data match 
systems required. . 
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NEW B1RE REPOR"rING OF INDEPENDENT CONTRACTORS 

.DRAFT -- FOR DISCUSSION ONLY' 

The New Hire Reporting Program has been one of the most successful innovations in Child 
Support Enforcement.in decades. Enacted as part ofthe Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), the program matches all employees, both 
newly hired and those already holding jobs, with parents who owe child support. This year the 
program found approximately 3 million parents w~o were delinquent in their child support . 
payments. 

This proposal extends the reporting requirement to independent contractors. Independent 
~ontractors, who are often self-employed individuals, are often the. most difficult child support 
coJlection cases. Under the proposal, employers would be required to report any independent 
contractors (who are paid in excess ofa minimum, e.g. 52,500) to a State Directory ofNew 
Hires, just as they do for new employees. The information would fust.be matched at the State 
level against the State Case Registry ofchild support orders and then sent to the National .. ,
Directory ofNew Hires to be matched against the Federal Case Registry. The information ftom 
matching this information c~uld then be used to send an income attachment to the employers or 
used as locate information on the independent contractor. 

Currently seven States have programs for the reporting of independent contractors -- California 
(newly enacted), Colorado, Iowa, Massachusetts, Minnesota (government agencies, optional for 
private employers), New Hampshire and New Jersey: 

This proposal may generate opposition' by employers and others in the business community. 
While the reporting ofnewly hired employees is typically done by payroll offices in a routine., 
automated process; employers would find it more burdensome to report independent contractors, 
which may involve Jess routine and less automated processes and may not be handled by payroll 
offices. . 
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N~w Hampshire's New Hire Project: ' 
Targeting Independent Contracto~sPays Off 
Collections Increase More Than One Million Dollars . " 

By: 'Kathleell L'Knr 

N
ew Hampshire's initiative for collecting child sup:- ' 
port from non~stodial parents who are inde­
pendent contractors generated an estimated in­

crease in collections of over a million dollars between 
October 1997 and October 1998. According to a study 
conducted 'by the Federal DHHS Office of Inspector 
GeneCaI (OIG); New Hampshire's overall collections in­
creased by $5.3 million, with 20 percent ofthat ($1.065 
million) attribu~ble to collections from independent con­
tractors. 

Welfare reform legislation includes requirements for 
all employers to report new hires to ,a designated agency. 
States also must conduct data matches between their child 
support case registry and the new hire directorr. To, com­

, ply, New Hampshire selected its Department of Em" 
ployment Security (DES) to be the State agency for re­
porting new hires. 

New hire reports are submitted to DES, which daily 
submits the data to the child suppOrt agency for match­
ing the noncustqdial parent's name and Social Security 
number. When a match is found, a notice is sen~ both to 
the payor and the employer, with the notice to the em­
ployercontaining instructions to garnish the employee's 
wages. 

Adding independent contractors 

to the [new hire requirement] 

did not significantlY impact 


operating costs orwork.er cllSeloads. 


Taking the new hire requirement one step further, New 
Hampshir~ enacted legislation requiring employers to re­
port the hiring of employees and independent contrac­
tors with contracts in excess of $2,500. Self-employed 
payors are often'among the most difficult to colkct sup­
,port from, and businesses, though not required, are en­
couraged to report all independent contractors regard­
less of the contract amount; , . 

Since the entire process for attaching earnings and send­
ing notification letters to employers and payors is auto­
mated, adding independent contractors to the function 

Nt»J Hampshire CbtIJ Stopport DinctorKathlml Knr 

did not significandy impact operating cOStS or worker 
case1oads. Moreover, new hire is a valuable parent loca­
tor tool. Our records indicate that the program consis­
tendy provides current address information Of! the self­
employed. 

Besides an increase in current collections, benefits in­
clude a decrease in outstanding amounts owed. For ex­
ample, an OIG random sample review of 33 indepen­
dent contractors identified in the new hire data ,match 
revealed that 31 of them owed an average of $4,879 in 
past due child suppOrt. (!be other two were found not 
to be delinquent.) Once brought to light, the potential for 
collection of the past due amounts of these independent 
contractors increases dramatically. 

If you would like more information about New 
Hampshire's new ~e initiative, call Sarah Kourian at (603) 
271-4750.0 . 

Ka/h/een Kerris dieDirecJorQ{NewHampshire:SOchi.1dsupport ' 

JKIFJmL . 

r:HILD .n.'I'I'()RT REPORT 
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A DRAFT OF PROPOSED J.EGISLATION ENTITLED. "WORK AND 
. RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1994" 

~' .• '. 

JUNl!l 21, 1994.-Messap and accompanying papers referred to the Com­
mittees on' Ways and Means. Edw:ation and Labor, Agriculture. Energy 
and C~mmerce. the Judiciary. and Foreign Affaire and ordered to be 
printed 
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no 1aIcma1 R.oYellUe Code C\llTI!II1Iy provides accesJ 10 cen.aill Wt information wed by child ,uppon 
lidixer:ment Igem:ies. includinl 1099 datL Access to !his illformation greatly enhances SWe 
llllfi;Jn:cmenl etfons &lid the \I1U1ty of die kx;Ue netWOrk:. Under die proposal. the S.:l:rewy of dI~ 

. TreIIIIlY will explore'dlc fwihillty of simplifying access to dlis IRS data. 

(lJ 	 'lbJe &!aerary oj /he 1Tr4nvy shall uplOft tIu: jtlUibUIIy oj and. as llPpropriDlt.butlll8e 
procetJUTU when/1y SlQles Ct1Il mort lIasUy obttlln acctu to IRS dlllil (/flclwdllll 1099 dalo). V' 

.tIIIO'IIIItd by 1_. for tIu: pUrpoUS oj idefflffyllJl Ob/llors'lIJcome tIItd asutl. Sqft'UiJJ'dlman 
W III ploCII ro prtltea the amjIdeffll4lify ofthe I'IfonrustWII. ' 

IllS TIu Rtfund Ojfttt 

CiIInm IWIItoty lequirem.1WI (or FederalWt refund intercqnioll 'el different criteril for AFDC and 

-=AFDC gses. One cspeeially Inequitable differcoce Is dllt the tax refund offsel is IlOl. available to 

ooI1ecl p.asc-due child ,uppon for aon-AFDC dlildren who have reached die age of majority,cven If 

die arrcarale accrued durinathe c.bUd", minority. The proposal will eliminate all disparities betwml 

AFDC IIIId IIOn·AFDC Income w: refund offsets for child support collection purposes. 


(1J 	 'lbJe dlsptlrltlts betwrnf AF1)C tIItd lItIII-AFDCauel fI!IIII'd';', the avtJIlobUity oj the Feder-til 

"'- ,ar rejIJIIIJ oJftn IlUlJI be t!llmlMletl, the _II! nqulmrleffl shall wndllw.1tJ all 

Q/fIO/UU IkttrmlMd by W! SIIcrnary. GIld qf/UtS 1lUlJ1 wprav/.ded reglUdlell ofthe OIl! of tIu: 

dllI4 for whom all offn:t Is soulht. n_-:frtllMs. IIDllee GIld hearing I'tIqulnm~ffli zhall w 

MIIrwrdior slmp/fjlt:tJIlolf. ' 


IRS iull CoUlIl:tiOflS 

Currelltly. die IRS full collection process (which may Include Icizure by the IRS of property, freezinc 
01 aecoullts., 8IId odler procedures) Is available to SillIes as l1.li enforcement tool in eollec:tiD1 
dellllquCIU child luppon pa)'1DCDU; While use of die IRS full colleaion process could be an etfeeliw 
enforcemtllt remedy, especially In·lntenute cases, it Is currt:lltly used only rarely, in pan, because 
die c:urrem proc:e&s is cumbersome and prohibitively elpensive from the StalllS" perspective. The IRS 
and HHS bave recently uadenaken a IlUdy to eiLplore bow to Unprove die lRS full collection procaa 
&lid to malee n:commendalions regardlnrlu expansion. AJ part 0' this &Wdy. 700 cases were certified 
to IRS for eolltctlon In Sepcembet, 1993. These cases are htlna closely monitored and the data 
obcaln;d will be used to malce recommendations for Improvement to die IRS Full Collectioll projeet, 
incIwbllll. die establishment of a new fee 51f11Cl11te. The proposal will require die Secretary of 
TfCUllty 10 .lmptOve the full eollectiOll process by cstab1ishlnr a lintplifled and streamlined process. 
. Includllll, die IISC of an.utomlled collectioll process for child luppon debts. 

(I) 	 To tmprow 'hI! IRS FIlII Colltt:rlon proctsr. the S4t:retary oflhe Tfl!(uury shall: 

(0) 	 1imp1U'J the IRS full collmloll pIWtSS; 
-' 

(II) 	 uraMIIII proctdunl ItJ tllUliU thai the prOCl!1I II uptditiolU "lid /nIplt_ffltd· 
tJferrlw!ly: 

131 
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_................,,­
(c) 	 upton IIu: /elUIbUIly of1M IRS /lfillt III __ttl flU CDIlet:tum teduUqllU III dtJJd 

SlfIPIJf'Ifull txJllutIDIa QIUQ: GIld 

(d) 	 IIu: ·IRS will Mt dIiIrIe till UIrG lJIbmluloit /u V jI SilJJil fIPdotu IIu: IJJ'7etJrf 011 ail 
, fJpM CtUiI. ) 

~ lNTEIlSTATE ENFORCEMENT 

C!.m:eaIi),. I11III)' c:b1l4 IIIJIPOR· etrora II'8I1ampend b), SWIll' &n.biI1ty to IocIt6 lIOQQIStOdill pueIIII 

IIDd __ ont.. 01 IIIppOIt ~ Suu llna. N.. provWoas wW be eIIaaod to Improve Ss.o 

eft'ons to wort iDIawIo child IUppCIIt __ IIDd make lammte pJOCel1W'CS 1IIOf0 uniform 1bn:Iu&bow 

die CCIUIIIl'y. 

Under cu.rrtIIl law. most Swa 1wIdI0 their ...... _ Ihroup dill use of venioIII of the 

Ualloraa RecIproaI Ea!orcemoat of Suppon Acs (URE$A). ~pced irI 19.50 IIId dIqed III 

1952. 19S8 and lKa. Udq UiI.ESA. _)' rCIIIIk III th, CteIIioII of MYtnI dllId IAIPpon orden III 

dlt'feRal StItIS (or CYCQ COWIlIeI wllhillth' .... 1tItII) fOr dltfereat II'IIOIIIICJ. III 01 which 11'8 VIIid 

and fllfim::able. latentllte Iacomo. widlllo14lDl. III ~v, Ilten11live to UIlES.\. Is DOl 

widely use4 IIIId Ilmiu tho __remedy of wtlhholdirlg. 

UDd« the propouI, Stata wW bel requited to ItIIopl vubatlm UllESA', nplac-. die UIIifotm 

1atenW, Family SIIPPOft Ace (UlFSA). UIFSA _ IIW 001)' ODe SIIIO coauols the tcnIII of die 

order It lilY one tImo. UlFSA., allte URESA. IadudeI • cocuptebeasive 100&.l11li jurisdiction 

r«:doII to alSIItO dut Ib 1IlIII)' __ lUy irI ODe 5Il10 • is posdbJo. Diteel wtlhholdirll wW allow. 

$Il10 to \1141 I/lQ:Ime wl&hboldlAl irI iDIawIo _ b)' I«VirI& tho emptoyet direClly wilhoul bavillllll 

10 thl'Ollab the RCDIIII Slate', IV-D qeDC)'. A.ddlllonaIIy, States CCNld quickly obuiDWlie 


. infoC1IWioa fro.at OIIl-of-5w. CII'lPloy"; IIItentato loeaIe Ihrou,ti the NIlioaaJ C1earingb.ouse ibouW 

Improv. 10CIIt0 c:aplblJity dramatieally, b)' li.akllI, 5Il10 qClleies. Federal loc:ate IIOlIIUS IIId die DeW 


hlro dlla base. 


w. wUI also ask O:mcresa III mtprcu III _IIW It " COCIStiMIonaI.o use "cblld--swa' jurildic:tloo. 

which If uplleld b)' die Supremo ColIn, wlll allow qClll:ies to brilllthe child IAIppGI1 _ nen tho 

child resi4es Iastad 01 wbere tho IIOIIQIItOdlal parut lives If be or Ibe bas DO lieIlII che child', .use. 

This C1leDIb 10lIl l11li jurildlClloa', radI to III _ !=* of JUS( IIIOIl _. It wwId also 

ellmlnate It(UIIWIaU IIId COlIn proceed. nprdirll jurildiClloa. 


WbDe III 5t1t1S lave ImplemeOled ImaIIdIar.e waae withboldin.l Prolflllll for cbUd wpport P'y-, . 

chen 11'8 .i,nlftcaIIt vvilllces ill IDdlvldual Swa IawI, proced\ltes and forms. Those dillet_ are 

,ipltlcaat -ab 10 ~dowa die Imeiswe wifhboldirlg ,ystem. Evea wlllliA States, torms &ad 

proceduna ilia)' vII)'. raultirla irI slow OC' iIIacau'ato c:&se processln&. Tho proposal wlU require die 

Sec:rcury to proIIIUl&ate rqubtIocs defilllq IncoaIo IIIId otber kl1IIS 10 that IAcome wlthholdirll 

termS. proc:odW'CS lad defIaItIoIII 11'8 unlfonD. This will Improve IAUnulo >YaI/) wllhholdiD& 

effcctlYalfSl IIIId fIImea and flc:l1lbte a lII0I'11 empIoyu·frieDdl), willlholdlni envirolUMlll. The act 

elleer or UIPSA, dlrocs and unltorlll wilhholdill,. aatIooaI. IAIbpoea.u, I__e lieu recopilioll, 

iment_ colDI'IWIIlClllol1,&I\d cbild-S1llO jllrildictloa Is to llmost eradicate lDy barrl.. !hal Ill'" 10 

_ pn:JCC:SIiIII limply becaaH thll parcIItS do.1IOt reside IIIth. same IIIJO. 


III 



4'14 

2Bl 

"(2) Duration.--Loan payment. to a State for II project 

under this lection ma~not be made for a period longer 'than 

3 year•• 

"(d) Recoupment.--A loan to a State under this aection shall 

be recovered from the State over 3 filcal years. beginning in the 

fourth calendar quarter beginning after the project end. (or. if 

earlier, the sixteenth calendar quart.r beginning after loam 

payments for, the project be.gan) through-­

"(1) an offset of one-half of the increa8~ in incentive 

payments due .to the State under section 458 for each 

calendar quarter' until funds are fully' repaid. plul 

·(2) an offset from payments due to the State under 

seation 455(a) for each calendar quarter equal to the 

amount, if any, by which one-twelfth of the total loan (plus 

interest) exceeds the.amount described under paragraph ClIo 

with such amount. recovered bein", credited to the revolving fund 

under this .eetion. 

r 
·(e) .Availability as State Share.--Funda re~eived·by a State 

under this .e~tion may be u8ed by the State as the non-Federal 

Ihare of expendi~ure8 ~nder the State program under this part,", 

SEC. 662. FEDE.RAL INCOME TAX REFUND OFFSET. 

. . .' (a) Changed Order of Refund Distribution under Internal 

Revenue' Code.--(1)Sect,ion 6402(c) of the Internal Revenue Code 

of 1986 is amendedM­
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lyments to a State for a pro,ject 

~e made for a period longer than 

475 
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(A) bystrikinq "The amount" and insertinq "(1) la 

a State under thi's section shall 

3 fiscal years, beqinninq in the 

9 after the pr,oject end. (or, if 

,quarter be~nnin, after loan 

throuqh-­

half of the increase in incentiy. 

,nder aection 458 for each 

IS exe fully repaid. plus 

.ymenta due to the State under 

.endar quarter equal to the 

Ie-twelfth of the total loan (plus 

It described under paraqraph (1), 

I<:J credited to the' revolvinq fund 

Share.--Funda received ,by a State 

~y the State as the non-Federal 

State program under this part.·.· 

ErUtlD OFFSET. 

d Distribution under Internal 

(e) of the Internal Revenue Code 

general. The amount"; 

(8) by strik1nq :paid to the State. A reduction" and 

inaertinq "paid to the State. 

,"(2) priorities for off.tt. A reduction"; 

":.' ,'(el by strikinq "shall be applied first· and inserting 

"shall be applied (after any reduction, under subsection (d) 

on account of a debt' owed to the Department of Education or 

Department of Health and Human Services with respect to a 

student loan) first"; 

(,D, by strikin9. 'has been'a8siqned"'and inser~in<:J ·has 

not been assi9ned": and 

(8), by strikinq "and shall be applied" and all that 

foll,owl and insertinq "and shall thereafter be applied to 

satisfy any past-due support that has been so assiqned.". 

(2) Section 6402(4,(2) of such 'Code is amended by striking 

"after such overpayment" and all,that follows throuqb ·Social 

Security Act' and" and insertin9"(A) befor~ such overpayment is 

reduced pursuant to subsection (C), in the case of a debt owed to 

the Department of. Edu~ation'or Department of Healtb and Human 

Se~1ce. with respect to a stUdent loan. (8) after such 

overpayment i8' reduced pursuant to subsection (c), in the case of 

allY other debt. ,and (e) in either caae;". 
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(b,1 El1.mination of i:l-sparities in Treatment of ASSigned and 

Non-Assigned Arrearages.--(l) Section '464(al is amended-­

(A) by striking "(a)" and inserting "(a) Offset 

Authorized. --" ; 


ca) in paragraph (1)-­

(i) in the first sentence. 'by striking ·which has 

been assigned.to such State pursuant to section 

402(a)(Z6)or aaction 471(&) (17)·; and 

(ii) in the second sentence. by striking "in 

accordance with section 4S7(b)(4) or (d)(3)· and 

inserting "as provided in paragraph (2.,"; 

(e) in paragraph (2). to read aafollowa: 

"(2) The State aqency shall distribute amounts paid by the 

Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to paragraph (1)-­

"(A), in accordance, with section 457(al(4) or (dl(l). in 

the case of past-due support assigned to a State pursuant to 

section 402(a)(2fj) or section 471(a)(17); 'and 

"(81 to or on behalf of the child to whom the support 

was owed. ,in the case of· pa,st-due support not so assiqned.·: 

te) in paragraph (3)--' 

(il by striking "or (2)" each place it appears; 

and' 

http:assigned.to
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",rit:'es in Treatment of Assigned and Iii) in subparagraph (8), by striking "under' 

) Section,464ta) i$ lI.IIIended-­ paragraph (21" and inserting "on account of ,past-due 

Il)" and inserting "(a) Offset support described in paragraph (21(8)"; 

{21 Section 464{bl is,lI.IIIellded-­

,1) -­ (A) by stri~in'il "( bl( 1)· and insertinq "( b) 

~rst sentence, by striking "which has Regulations.--"; and 

;ucb State pursuant to section (8) by strikin'il paragraph (2). 

:ion 411{a)(11)"; and (3) Section 464(c) is amended-­

lec~nd sentence. by strikinq "in (A) by striking "(C)(I) Except as provided in 

~ction 4S1(b)(4) or (d)(3)· and paragraph (2), as" and inserting "(c) Oefinition.--As"; 

'/ ided in paragraph (2)·: and: 

(2). to read as follows: ,( B) by strikinq para9raphs (2) and (3), 

shall distribute Amounts paid, by the (c) Effective ,Oll.te.--The amendments made by ,this section 

urSuAnt to paragraph (1)-­ shall become ~ffective October 1, 1996. 

e with section 451(a)(4) or (d)(J), in SEC. 663. INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE COLLECTION OF ARREARS. 
, ' , 

upport assi9ned to a State pursuant to (a) Amendment to Internal Revenue Code.--Section 6305(A) of 

section 471(a)(17); and the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended-­

,all ot the child to whom the. support (1) in para9raph (1) .. , by inserting "exce!;)t as providec;i 

of pAst-due support not 50 asaiqned,"; in paragraph (5)* after ·collected"; 

(3).. (ll by strikinq "and" at the end of paragraph (3); 

,inq "or (2)· each place it ~ppears; (3) by strikinq the period at the end of paragraph (4) 

and inserting a comma;, 

(4) by addin9 after paragraph (4) the following new 

para9raph: 
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"IS) no additional fee ~ay be assessed for adjustments 

to an AmOunt previously certified pursuant to such section 

452(b) with ras~ect.to the same'obligor,": and 

(6) by striking "se~retary of Health. Education. and 

Walfar." eacb place it appears and inserting 'Secretary of 

Health and Human Services", 

'(b) Effective Date.--Tbe ~n~nts made by this section ) 

shall become effective October 1, 1996. 

SEC. 664. AUTHORITY TO COLLECT SUPPORT FROM EMPLOYMENT-RELATED 

PAYMENTS BY UNITED STATES • 

. (a) Consolidation and Streamlininq of Authorities.- ­

(1) Section 459 is amended in the caption by inserting 

"INCOMENITIlHOLDING,~. before "GARNISHMENT". 

(2) 	Section 459(a) is amended-­

~A) by'striking "(a)" and inserting "(a) Consent 
, 	 ,-' 

to Support Enforcement.--~: 

(B) by striking "section 207" and inserting 

-sec.tion 207 of this Act and 38 U.S.C. 5301"; and 
. 	 ': 

(Ci by striking all that follows "a priVate 

person," and inserting "to withholding 1n accordance 

with State law pursuant to subsections (a)(l) and'·(bt 

/ 	 of .section 466 and requlations of the Secretary 

th~reunde,r, and to any other leqal process brouqht. by 

a State agency ,~dministerinq a program under this part. 

http:ras~ect.to
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t:,'"J, .~
I".t, : rio Bruce N. Reed
f! .~mm 12/21/9906:43:07 PM
(-', .. 
~ 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Re: Calling Larry Summers re: child support Ill;] 


I talked to him. He said he'd get an answer by tomorrow. 



,. 

,.. \ I .... 

Cynthia A. Rice 12/21/99 12:28:01 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPO/EOP 

cc: Eric P. Uu/OPO/EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPO/EOP 

Subject: Calling Larry Summers re: child support 


If you can, I think it you should call Summers before you leave and reiterate that we really do want to 
pursue Treasury collection of child support from the self-employed, who report estimated quarterly taxes 
to the IRS. We think doing so will collect more child support for mothers and children (while we seize 
yea~! those average about $1,000 a small fraction of what many of these guys owe) and 

......----:wm provide more regular support. " 
~~~ '. 

,{.....~s a result of our pushing, Treasury is putting together information on how this could be done and will give 
Summers a memo that will likely be filled with tax policy's overall objections to getting involved in this area 
~.(mainly, concerns that adding this obligation will deter these individuals from paying taxes at all, and that it 
will further strain Treasury's collection enforcement resources). 

I think a call from you would a) make sure he askshis staff for the memo and reads it and b) ensure he 
has our strong interest in mind when he reads tax policy's objections. 

Thanks. 



If 

. ~..,' 
TREASURY OFFSET'PROGRAM 


Payments Exempt f.-om Offset by Disbn.-siog Officia.ls 

(Nontax Debt Collectioo) 


I, PAYMENTS EXEMPT BY FED:tR.A.L.LAW 
1 

'Pa~ment,Agency 

, . 

, . 
Type of Payment 

' , 

.. 
Statutory Exem'{ltion 

(U.S. Code) : 
,.1 , 

Department ofEducation Payments under a program administered by the Secretary ofEducation 
under Title IV of the Higher Education Aot of 1965 

31 U,S.C. § 3716(c)(l)(C) 

Department of Veterans 
Affairs 

Payments of benefits under any law administered by the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs, including: 
*Pension programs 
., Parents' dependency and indemnity compensation programs
*Disability and death compensation 
• Dependency and indemnity compensation 
• Monetary educational assistance 
lJ Monetary benefits under training (including work study allowances) 
and rehabilitation programs 
... Special monetary benefits 
~ Life insurance payments 
* Funeral and burial expenses 
II< Financial assistance for adapted housing and automobile equipment 
* Minimum income widow 
* Special allowance under 38 U.S.C. § 1312 
'" Attorney fees withheld from retroactive benefits for representation at 
the Board of Veterans Appeals
*Clorhing allowance 
*Apportionment funds 
., Accrued benefits 
iii Child support witbholdings 
.. Reimbursements for travel, medical, rehabilitation, and health care 
related needs and activities 

3$ U.S.C. § 5301(a) 

Department of the Treasury Payments under the tariff laws 31 U.S.C. § 370 1 (d) 

Department ofLaborlSocial 
Security Administration 

Payments under the Black Lung Benefits Act, other than payments 
lUlderPart B 

30 U.S.C. § 932(a) 
[incorporating 
33 U.S.C. § 916] 

Department of Labor Longshore and Worker's Compensation Act payments 33 U.S.C. § 916 

Railroad Retirement Board Tier 2 Railroad Retirement benefit payments 45 U.S.C. § 231m 

Depamnent of Agriculrure Federal Crop Insurance indemnity paymentS 7 U.S.C. § 1509 

Department of Defense SlIr'II'ivors benefits (military retirement) payments 10 U.S.C. § 14500) 

Department ofDefense Medal of Honor pension payments 38 U.S.C. § 1562(0) 

S<x:ial Security 
AdministrationlDepartmenr 
of Health and Human 
Sentices 

Payments made under the Social Security Act, except to the extent 
provided under 31 U.S.C. § 3716(c) [Debt Collection IID.provement 
Act] 

31 U.S.C~ § 370 1 (d) 

- 1 - rev. October 28, J998 
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PAY~NTSEXE~TBYFEDERALLAW 

'FOR,C0LLEC'ilON'OF'ST~1:E'NONTAX DEBTS ~PAST-DUE SUPPORT OBLIGATIONS 


Payment Agency . . , , 

t 

See above 

Railroad Retirement Board 

Social Security 
Administration 

Department of Labor/Social 
Security Administration 

Payment ~eney, 

Social Security 
Administration 

Department of Agriculture 

Federal Emergency ­
Management Agency 

Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation 

" . 
, , 

,­ Type of Payment '" 
" , , 

I , 

All payments listed above as "Payments Exempt by Federal Law" 

Railroad Retirement benefit payments 

Payments made under the Social Security Act 

Payments under the Black Lung Benefits Act 

. ' PA:YMEN'rS EXEMPT :BY:ACTION OF THE" . 
" SECRE:rA:RY OF rtm'Tlu:AStJRYipl u.s.c. § 3716((:)(3)(8» 

Ty.p~,ofPay."..eot 

Social Security Supplemental Secw-ity Income (SSI) benefit payments 

Statutory Exempti,:,o ' 
' (U.S. Code) 

See above 

45 U.S.C. § 231m, 
31 U.S.C. § 3716(h) 

31 U.S.C. § 3701 (d), 
31 U.S.C. § 3716(h), 
42 U.S,C. § 407 and 
42 U,S.C. § 1383(d)(1) 

31 U.S.C. § 3716(h), 
30 U,S.C. § 932(a) 
[incorporating 
33 U.S.C. § 916] 

, 

Department ofAgriculrure, Food and Nutrition Services benefit payments made under the following 
programs:
* Food stamp program 
'" Nutrition assistance program for Pueno Rico 
., Special supplemental nutrition program for women, infants, and children (WIC) 
iii WIC fanner's market nutrition program 
.. National school lunch program 
* Summer food service program 
,.. Child and adult care food program 
,., Special milk program for children 
'" School breakfast program 

Federal Emergency Management Agency payments under the following disaster relief and emergency 
assistance program!!: 
III Individual & family grant program 
.. Disaster housing 
* Crisis counseling assistaJ)ce & training 
'" Disaster unemployment assistance 
'" Cora Brown fund (disaster aid) 
* Community disaster loan 
'" Public assistance to states & local governments 
'" Fire suppression assistance 
'" Urban search &, rescue 

Pension Benefit Guaranty payments as follows: 
'" Premium refunds to pension plans and plan sponsors 
... Financial assistance to multiemployer plans 
" Contractor bank payments to parcicipants and beneficiaries 

-2- rev. OCloheJ' 28. J99~ 

S If dO Wd£I<£ 8661 '81 'A 0N 



.-. 
lirei:::iors_ of programs under this part, promulgate forms to be used by States in 
.ntftrstate.. cases for-­

(Al collection of child support through income withholding; 
(Bl imposition of liens; and 
(e) administrative subpoenas. 

(b) Certification of child support obligations to Secretary of Treasury for 
=ollection. The Secretary shall, upon the request of any State having in effect 
I. State' plan approved under this part [<:;23> 42 USCS @@ 651 et seq. L 
certify to the Secretary of the Treasury for collection pursuant to the 

Jrovisions of section 6305 of the Internal Revenue Code ot: 1954 [ < .. 24> 26 USCS 
~63051 the amount of any child support obligation (including any support 
)bligation with respect to the parent 'who is living with the child and receiving 
Issistance under the State program funded under part A [<=25> 42 USCS @@ 601 
;t seq.ll which is assigned to such State or is undertaken to be collected by '1 ,l {~~~.~~
3uch State pursuant to section 454(4) [<=26> 42 USCS @ 654(4)1. No amount may 
:Ie certified for collection under this subsection except the amount of the 
jelinquency under a 'court or adminis,trative order for support and upon a showing 
::>y the State that such State has made diligent and reasonable efforts to collect 
3uch amounts utilizing its own collection mechanisms, and upon ,an agreement that ~1 
the State will reirOburse' the Secretary of the Treasury for any costs involved in 
naking the collection. All reimbursements shall be credited to the appropriation 2>~ 
3.ccount,s which bore all or 'part of ,the costs involved in making the collections. 
The Secretary after consultation with the Secretary of the Treasury may, by 
regulation, establish criteria for accepting amounts for collection and for 
naking certification under this subsection including imposing such limitations 
::>n the frequency of making such certifications under this subsection. 

(c) Payment of child support collections to States. The Secretary of the 

rreasury,shall from time to time pay to each State for distribution in ~, ~+­


~~~ 
S~ 

4--. ~~ 
\CA~~ 
~~ 
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TITLE 26 -- INTERNAL REVENUE 

CHAPTER I -- INTERNAl;., REVENUE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE ,TREASURY 


SUBCHAPTER F --PROCEDURE AND ADMINISTRATION 

PART 301 -- PROCEDURE AND ADMINISTRATION 


COLLECTION 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 


26 CFR 301.6305-1 


§ 301.6305-1 Assessment and collection ofcertain liability. 

(a) Scope. Section 6305(a) requires the Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate to assess and collect amounts 
which have been certified by the Secretary of Health and Human Services as the amount of a delinquency detennined 
under a coUrt order, or an order of an administrative process established under State law, for support and maintenance 
ofa child or ofa child and the parent with whom the child is living. These amounts, referred to as "child and spousal 
support", are to be collected in the same manner and with the same powers exercised by the Secretary of the Treasury 
or his delegate in the collection of an employment tax which would be jeopardized by delay. However, where the 
assessment is the first assessment against an individual for a delinquency described in this paragraph for a particular 
individual or individuals, the collection is to be stayed for a period of60 days following notice and demand. In addition, 
no interest or penalties (with the exception of the penalties imposed by sections 6332(c)(2) and,6657) shall be assessed 
or collected on the amounts, paragraphs (4), (6) and (8) of section 6334(a) (relating to property exempt from levy) shall 
not apply; and, there shall be exempt from levy so much of the salary, wages, or other income of the individual which is 
subject to garnishment pursuant to a judgment entered by a court for the support ofhis or her minor children. Section 
6305(b) provides that sole jurisdiction for any action brought to restrain or review assessment and collection of the 
certified amounts shall be in a State court or a State administrative agency. 

(b) Assessment and collection--(l} General rule. Upon receipt of a certification or recertification from the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services or his delegate under section 452(b) ofTitIe IV of the Social Security Act as amended 
(relating to collection ofchild and spousal support obligations with: respect to an individual), the district director or his 
delegate shall assess and collect the certified amount (or recertified amount). Except as provided in paragraph (c) of this 
section, the amount so certified shall be assessed axid collected in the same manner, with the same powers, and subject 

(to the same limitations as if the amount were an employment tax the collection of which would be jeopardized by delay. 
However, the provisions of subtitle F with respect to assessment and collection of taxes shall notapply with respect to 
assessment and collection ofa certified amount where such provisions are clearly inappropriate to, and incompatible 
with, the collection ofcertified amounts generally. For example', section 6861 (g) which allows the Secretary or his 
delegate to abate a jeopardy assessment if he fmds a jeopardy does not exist will not apply. 

(2) Method of assessment. An assessment officer appointed by the district director pursuant to § 301.6203-1 to make 
assessments of tax shall also make assessments of certified amounts. The assessment ofa certified amount shall be 
made by the assessment officer signing the summary record of assessment. The date of assessment is the date the 
summary record is signed by the assessment officer. The summary record, through supporting records as necessary. 
shall provide,­

(i) The assessed amount; 

(if) The name, social security number, and last known address of the individual owing the assessed amount; 

(iii) A designation of the assessed amount as.a certified amount, together with the date on which the amount was 

certified and the name, position, and governmental address of the officer of the Department of Health and Human 

Services who certified the amount; . , 




(iv) The period to which the child and spousal support obligation represented by the certified amount relates; 

(v) The State in which was entered the court or administrative order giving rise to the child and spousal support 
obligation represented by the certified amount; . . 

(vi) The name of the person or persons to whom the child and spousal support obligation represented by the certified . 
amount is owed; and . 

(vii) The name of the child or children or the parent of the child or children for whose benefit the child and spousal 
support obligation exists. . 

Upon request, the individual assessed shall be furnished a copy ofpertinent parts of this assessment which set forth 

the information listed in subdivision (i) through (vii) of this paragraph (b)(2). 


(3) Supplemental assessments and abatements. Ifany assessment is incomplete or incorrect in any material respect, 

the district director or his delegate may make a supplemental assessment or abatement but only for the purpose of 

completing or correcting the original aSsessment A supplemental assessment will not be used as a substitute for an . 

additional ass~ssment against an individual. . 


(4) Method of collection. (i) The district director or his delegate shall make notice and demand for immediate 
. payment ofcertified amounts. Upon failure or refusal to pay such amounts, collection by levy shall be lawful without 
regard to the 10-day waiting period provided in section 6331(a). However, in the case of certain first assessments, 
paragraph (c)(4) of this section provides a rule for a stay of collection for 60 days. For purposes of collection, refunds of 
any internal revenue tax owed to the individual may be offset against a certified amount. . 

(ii) The district director or his delegate shall make diligent and reasonable efforts to collect certified amounts as if 
such amounts were taxes. He shall have no authority to compromise a proceeding by collection of only part of a 
certified amount in satisfaction of the full certified amount owing. However, he may arrange for payment of a certified 
amount by installments where advisable. 

(iii) The district director or his delegate may offset the amoWlt of any overpayment of any internal revenue tax (as 
described in section 301.6401-1) to be refunded to the person making the overpayment by the amount of any past-due 
support (as defined in the regulations under section 6402) owed.by the person making the overpayment. The amoWlts 
offset Wlder section 6402(c) may be amounts of child and spousal support certified (or recertified) for collection Wlder 
section 6305 and this section or they may be amoWlts of past-due support of which the Secretary of the Treasury has 
been notified under section 6402(c) and the regulations Wldet that section. 

(5) Credits or refunds. In the case of any overpayment of a certified amoWlt, the Secretary oCtIle Treasury or his 
delegate, within the period of limitations for credit or refund of employment taxes, may credit the amoWlt of the 
overpayment against any liabilitY in respect ofan internal revenue tax on the part of the individual who made the 
overpayment and shall refund any balance to the individual. However, the full amoWlt ofany overpayment collected by 
levy upon property described in paragraph (c )(2) (i), (ii), or (iii) of this section shall be refunded to the individual. For 
purposes·ofapplying this subparagraph, the rules of § ·301.6402-2 apply where appropriate. 

(6) Disposition ofcertified amounts collected. Any certified amount collected shall be deposited in the general fund 
of the United States, and the officer of the Department of Health and Human Services who certified the amo:unt shall be 
promptly notified of its collection. There shall be established in the Treasury, pursuant to section 452 ofTitle IV of the 
Social Security Act as amended,arevolving fund 'Yhich shall be available to the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services or his delegate, without fiscal year limitation, for distribution to the States in accordance with the provisions of 
section 457 of the Act. Section 452( c )(2) of the Act appropriates to this revolving fund out of any monies not otherwise 
appropriated, amounts equal to the certified amounts collected ~der this paragraph reduced by the amounts credited or 
refunded as overpaYments of the certified amounts so collected. The certified amoWlts deposited shall be transferred at 
least quarterly from the general fund of the Treasury to the revolving fund on the basis of estimates made by the 
Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate. Proper adjustments shall be made in the amoWlts subsequently transferred to 
the extent prior estimates were in excess of or less than the amounts required to be transferred. See, however, paragraph 

/ 



(c)(I) of this 'section for the special rule requiring retention ~ the general fund of certain penalties which may be 
collected. 

(c) Additional limitations and conditions--(I) Interest and penalties. No interest, penalties or additional amounts, 
other than normal and reasonable collection costs, may be assessed or collected in addition to the certified amount, other 
than the penalty imposed by section 6332(c)(2) for failure to surrender property subject to levy and ~e penalty imposed 
by section 6657 for the tender ofbad checks. Any such penalties and collection costs, if collected, will not be treated as 
part of the certified amount and will be retained by the United States as a part of its general fund. No interest shall be 
allowed or paid on any overpayment of a certified amount: ,. .' . 

(2) Property not exempt from levy. In addition to property not exempt from levy under section 6334(c) and the 
regulations thereunder, the following property shall not be exempt from a levy to collect a certified amount: 

(i) Unemployment bene,fits described·in.section 6334(a)(4); 

(ii) Certain annuities and pension payments described in section 6334(a)(6); or 

(iii) Salary, wages, or other income described in section 6334(a)(8). 

(3) Property exempt from levy. In addition to property exempt from levy under section 6334(a) and the regulations 
thereunder, other than property described in paragraph (c)(2) (i), (ii), or (iii) of this section, there shall be exempt from 
levy to collect a certified amount so much of the salary, wages, or other income of an mdividual as is withheld 
therefrom in garnishment pursuant to judgment entered by a court of competent jurisdiction for the support of minor 
children of the individual. 

(4) First assessment. In the case of a frrst assessment against an individual for a certified amount in whole or part for 
the benefit of a particular child or childIen or the child or children and their parent, the collection of the certified amount 
shall be stayed for the penod of 60 days immediately following notice and demand as desc;ribed in section 6303. 
However, no other stay of the collection of a certified amount may be granted. Thus, the provisions 9f section 6863( a), 
relating to bonds to stay collection ofjeopardy assessments, shall not apply to the collection ofcertified amounts. . 

, " 

(5) Priority of liens. A lien for a certified amount shall be valid as against a lien for taxes imposed by section 6321 
only if the date of assessment of the certified amount precedes the date ofassessment of the taxes. However, no amount 
collected by levy upon property described in paragraph (c )(2) (i), (ii), or (iii) of this section may be applied other than in 
whole or partial satisfaction of certified amounts. In the case of two· liens for certified amounts, the Hen for the certified 
amount which is frrst assessed shall be valid as against the lien for the certified amount which is later assessed. 

(6) Statute of limitati()ns on collections. The periods of limitation on collection of taxes after assessment prescribed 
by section 6502 shall apply to the collection ofcertified (or recertified) amounts. Such periods oflimitation with respect 
to a certified amount shall terminate upon recertification of the amount, and the period oflimitation prescribed by 
section 6502 shall then apply and conuitence to run with respect to the recertified amount. 

(d) Reviewof assessments and collections--(I) Federal courts. No court of the United States established under article 
I or article TIl of the Constitution has jurisdiction ofany legal or equitable action to restrain or review the assessment or 
collection of certified amounts by the district director or his delegate. See, however, paragraph (d)(3) of this section for 
the rule that the prohibition of this paragraph (d)( 1) does not preclude courts established for the District of Columbia 
from exercising jurisdiction over certain actions. 

(2) Secretary of the Treasury. Neither the Secretary of the Treasury nor his delegate may subject to review the 

assessment or collection ofcertified amounts in any legal, equitable, or administrative proceeding. 


(3) State courts. This paragraph (d) does not preclude a State court or appropriate State agency, as the case may be, 
from exercising jurisdiction over a legal, equitable, or administrative action against the State by an individual to 
determine his liability for any certified amount assessed against him and collected, or to recover any such certified 
amount collected, under section 6305 and this section. For purposes of the preceding sentence, the term "State" includes 
the District ofColumbia. 



(e) Internal Revenue regional serv~ce centers. For purposes of this section, the terms "district director or his delegate" 
and "district director" include the director of the Internal Revenue service center or his delegate, as the case may be. 
Receipt of Payment 
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[T.D. 7576,43 FR 59376, Dec. 20, 1978, as amended by T.D. 7808, 47 FR 5713, Feb. 8, 1982]. 
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NOTES: 
NOTES APPLICABLE TO ENTIRE CHAPTER: 
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reference has been deleted. For further explanation, see 45 FR 20795, March 31, 1980. . 
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LEXIS LAW PUBLISHING'S CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

Copyright (c) 1999, LEXIS Law:Publishing 


*** THIS SECTION IS CURRENT THROUGH THE NOVEMBER 29, 1999. ISSUE OF *** 

*** THE FEDERAL REGISTER *** 


TITLE 45 -- PUBLIC WELFARE 

StlBTITLE B -- REGULATIONS RELATING TO PUBLIC WELFARE 


CHAPTER III -- OFFICE OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT (CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

PROGRAM), ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 


HUMAN SERVICES . 
PART 303 -- STANDARDS FOR PROGRAM OPERATIONS 

45 CFR 303.71 

§ 303.71 Requests for full collection services by the Secretary of the Treasury. 

(a) Defmition. State collection mechanisms means a comprehensive set of written procedures developed and used to 
maximize effective collection action withiri the State. 

(b) Families eligible. Subject to the criteria and procedures in this section, the IV-D agency may request the' 
Secretary to certify the amount of a child support obligation to the Secretary of the Treasury for collection under 
section 6305 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. Requests may be made on behalf of families who make assignments 
as defmed in § 301.1 of this chapter and on behalf of families receiving services under § 302.33. 

(c) Cases eligible. For a case to be eligible for certification to the Secretary of the Treasury: 

(1) There shall be a court or administrative order for support; 

(2) The amount to be collected undor the support ",de, shall be at ~~om;?) 
(3) At least six months shall have elapsed since the last request for ref~"ITaI.ofi:he case to the Secretary of the 

Treasury; . . 

(4) The IV':'D agency, the client, or the client's representative shall have made reasonable efforts to collect the support 
through the State's own collection mechanisms. The agency need not repeat actions taken by the client or client's 
representative that the agency determines to be comparable to th'e State's collection mechanisms. 

(5) Only the State that has taken an assignment as defmed in § 301.1 of this chapter or an application or referral under 
§ 302.33 ofthis chapter may request Secretary of the U. S., Treasury .collection services on behalf of a given case . 

. (d) Procedures for submitting requests. (1) The IV-D agency' shall submit requests for certification to the regional 
office in the manner and form prescribed by the Office. . 

. .. 
(2) The Director of the State IV-D agency (or designee) shall sign requests for collection by the Secretary of the 

Treasury. 

(e) Criteria for acceptable requests, The IV-D agency shall ensure that each request contains: . 

(1) Sufficient information to identify the debtor, including: . 

(i) The individual's name; 

(ii) The individual's social security number; 



(iii) The individual's address and place of employment, including the source of this infonnation and the date it was. 
last verified. 

(2) A copy ofall court or administrative orders for support; 


(3)(i)' The amount owed under the support orders; 


(ii) A statement of whether the amount is in lieu of, or in addition to, amounts previously referred to Secretary of the 
U. S. Treasury for collection; . 

(4)(i) A statement that the agency, the client, or the client's representative has made reasonable efforts to collect the 
amount owed using the State's own collection mechanisms or mechanisms that are comparable; 

Oi) A description of the actions taken, why they failed, and why further Stateactlon would be unproductive; 

(5) The dates of any previous requests for referral of the case to the Secretary of the Treasury; 

(6) A statement that the agency agrees to reimburse the Secretary of the Treasury for the costs of collection; and 

(7)(i) A statement that the agency has reason to believe.that the debtor has assets that the Secretary of the Treasury 

might levy to collect the support; and . 


(ii) A statement of the nature and location of the assets, if known. 

(f) Review of requests by the Office. (1) The Regional Office will review each request to determine whether it meets 

the requirements of this section. . 


(2) If a request meets all requirements, the Regional Office will promptly certify and transmit the request with a copy 
ofall supporting documentation to the Secretary of the Treasury. At the same time, the Regional Office will notify the 
IV-O agency in writing of the transmittal. ' 

(3)(i) If a request does not meet allrequirements, the Regional Office will attempt to correct the request in 

consulation with the IV-O agency. . 


(ii) If the request cannot be corrected through consultation, the Regional Office will return it to the agency with an 

explanation of why the request was not certified . 


. (g) Notific·ation of changes in case status. (1) The IV-0 agency shall immediately notify the Regional Office of the 

following changes in case status: . 


(i) A change in the amount due; 

(ii) A change in the nature or location of assets; 

(iii) A change in the address of the debtor. 

(2) The Regional Office will transmit the revised· information to the Secretary of the Treasury .. 

. (Apl'roved by the Office of Management and Budget under control number 09.60-0281) . 

HISTORY: 
[47 FR 16030, Apr. 14, 1982; 48 FR 7179, Feb. 18, 1983, as amended at 51 FR 37731, Oct. 24, .1986; 56 FR 8004, Feb. 

. 26, 1991; 64FR 6237, 6249, 6251,Feb.9, 1999] . 

AUTHORITY: 



42 U.S.C. 651 through 658,660,663,664,666,667, 1302, 1396a(a)(25), 1396b(d)(2), 1396b(o), 1396b{p) and 
1396(k). . 

NOTES: 
[EFFECTIVE DATE NOTE: 64 FR 6237, 6249, 6251, Feb. 9, 1999, amended this section, effective Feb. 9, 1999.] 
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CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE 

COST ESTIMATE 


) 

February 5, 1999 

H.R.436 

Government Waste, Fraud, and Error Reduction Act of 1999 


As ordered reported by the House Committee on Government Reform on February 3, 1999 

SUMMARY 

H.R. 436 would amend the Debt. Collection Improvement Aet (DCIA) of 1996. The bill would bar 
delinquent debtors from obtaining certain federal benefits, authori7:e the Financial Management Service 
(l1'MS) of the Department of the Treasury to o1]set certain benefit payments to collect past-dLLe child 
support, and require federal agencies to sell certain assets and to report annually to the Congress on 
. debts over $1 million. 

Enacting 1:LR. 436 would affect direct spending, and pay-as-you-go procedures would apply to the bill. 
Specifically, CBO estimates that offsetting Social Security payments to collect past-due child support 
would increase federal collections by less lhan $500~000 inliscal year 1999, by $2 million in fiscal year 
2000, and by $4 mi1lion each year thereafter. In addition, subject to .the availability of appropriated 
funds, CBO estimates that implementing 1I.R. 436 wou1d increase federal reporting costs by less than 
$500,000 in fiscal year 1999, by ahout $1 mi1lion in fiscal year 20001 and by less than $500,000 each 
year thereafter. 

H.R. 436 contains no intergoverrunental or private~sector mandates as defined in the Unfunded 
Mandates Reform Act (UMRA) and would impose no additional costs on the budgets of state, local, or· 
tribal govemmellts. 

ESTIMATED COST TO l'HE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

The eslit1.1aled hudgetary impact ofH.R. 436 is shown in the following table. For the purposes of this 
estimate, CllO assumes the bm will be enucted by the Slimmer of 1999 and that the amounts nccessalY 
to implement the bill will be appropriated for each year. The costs of this legislation fall within multiple 
budget functions. . 
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By Fisl;al YeaT, in Millions of Dollars 

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 


CllANC1'$ IN J)JRECT SPENDING 

Estimutcd Budg~t Authority . a -2 -4 ~4 ·4 . 

Estimated Outlays. a ·2 ·4 ·4 ·4 


CllA.NG~S IN Sl'ENJ)JNG SUJUECT TO APPROPRIATION 


Estimated Authorization J,cvcl a II a II 


Estimated Outlays a a a a a 

11. Less than $500,000. 

BASIS OF ESTIMATE 

Direct Spending 

While much ofH.R. 436 would codify current practice, a few provisions would affect collections of the 
federal govemment fhml hoth past-due child !;llpport and delinquent nontax debt. Tn total, CBO 
estimates that implementing these provisions would decrease direct spending by $18 million over the 
1999-2004 period. 

Incl'easing the Fedenll Share ofCollectiuns from Past-Due Child Support. H.R. 436 would allow 
states to collect past-due child SUppolt by withholding Social Security, Black Lung, and Railroad 
Retirement Board (RRB) payments. CBO estimates that adding past~due child support to the list of debts 
that call bc administratively offset from those payments would result in $10 million more in annual child 
support collections, of which the federal govcmmont would, on average, retain $4 mi1lion. We expect 
those levels to apply beginning in fiscal year 2001, with ~maller effects in earlier years. 

The Social Security Admin.istration can withhold past-due child support payments from monthly chccks 
under current law, but the process is not used much anti '1I11nsignificant amount is collected annu~lly. 
H.R. 436 would make the process easier to administer and would thus result in higher child support 
eollection~. 

Bascd on data from the Survey ofTncome ,mu Program P~rticipatjon (SJPP) and calculations by the 
Urban Institute, CBO estimates that 25,000 noncustodial parents both receive Social Security benefits 
alld have unpaid ehild support. Bccause parents affected hy the legislation are generally younger than 62, 
we assume that most of them receive Social Security benefits \U1del' the Disability Insurance (01) 
progran1 rather than the retirement or SUlvivol's prog:rams. (As with the collection of delinqucnt federal 
debt, we assume that payments made under the Supplemental Security Income program would be 
exempt from the administrative offset.) The DeJA limits the amount that can be withheld alUlually from 
an individual's Social Security checks to the lesser of any amount over $9,000 or 15 percent of the 
benefits. Only one-half of the noncustodial parents arc assumed to receive benefits high enough to allow 
FMS to offset their payments. On average, those offsets could amount to about $1,600 annually amI 
could yield $20 million in eol1cetion~ fur child support from Social Security payments. (CllO expects 
that the annual increase in collections fi'om RRB and Black Lung payments would be insignificant.) 

2 of 5 3110/99 I:50 PM 



ID: MAR 10'99 2:41 No.003 P.04 

CBO estimates that the additional collections under H.R. 436 would be only about one-halfoflhe 
potential $20 mi11ion because of several factors. First, noncustodial parents arc younger than average DI 
recipients, and younger men receive lower Dl benefits than older men. Second, ehHdren ofDl recipients 
arc entitled to a benefit from Social Security that averages more than $2,000 annually. Some states 
consider these benefits in detennining the amount oflhc child support owed by the noncustodial parent. 
Consequently, those children probably have lower~than-average child support awards and the Social 

. Security offset would be lower than average. Finally, CBO assumes that a small percentage ofall 
noncustodial parents owing past-due child SUppolt would slip through the administrative offset process. 

The estimated $]0 million in additional child support collections each year would result in a net increase 
in federal offsetting receipts of $4 million annually. The estimate assumes that 70 percent of new 
eol1octions would be on behalf of families that receive or formerly received cash assistance from the 
federal government's Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program or its predecessors. 
Such collections are retained by federal and shtte govcnuncnts as reimbursements for past cash 
<Issistanee paid to families. The federal share ofTANF collections is 53 percent. 

CBO assumes that states would not fully participate in the program until 2001. Increases in Dl benefit 
levels and the amounts rcqu1rcd for chi1d support under COUlt orders would result in higher federal 
receipts over time, but new rules affecting how much ofthe child support payments the federal 
government can retain would have an opposite effect. CBO estimates that those two effects would offset 
eaeh other. . 

Decreasing the Collection of J)clin(IUcnt Nontax »cbt. Allowing FMS to off..<;et Social Security, Black 
Lung, and RRB payments to collect past~duc chUd sl1pport payments would decrease the collection of 
delinquent non tax dent. CBO estimates, however, that this change wOllld increase direct spending by 
less than $500,000 annually. 

Under existing law, the collection of child support on behalfofa family that receives or fonuerly 
received TANF bcnel1ts takes precedence ovcr the collection of delinquent federal debt in the payment 
offset process. That is, ifbefore making a federal salary or pension payment, FMS discovers that the 
payee owes past-due child support, received TANF benefits, and is delinquent 011 a federal loan, then 
FMS must first offset the salary or pension payment to collect the child SUppOlt. Once the child suppoli 
is collected) FMS can then further offset the payment to coli oct the dcHnquent debt, provided that 
sufficient funds remain. CBO assumes that same order ofpriority would apply to collections involving 
Social Security and the other payments. 

The DCIA allows the use of offsets against Social Security payments to eo)]ect delinquent nontax debt; , 
FMS expects to implement that authority by the spring of 1999. According to the Department ofthe 
Treasury and Price Waterhouse, which conducted a. test matching a month's wOlth of Social Security 
payments against the database ofdebts referred to FMS, between $37 million and $61 mi1lion in 
delinquent federal debts could eventually be collected from Social Security payments each year. Based 
on infomlati(m fr0111 that test and cao's estimate of the increased collection ofpasHiLle child supporl, 
C130 estimates that the collection of federal debt--primarily for loan repayments and recoveries for 
defaults on loan guarantees--would decline by less than $500,000 a year. 

The ~cd()ral Credit Refoml Act of t 990 requires that legislation aHering the estimated subsidy cost for 
direct loans and loan guarantees be scored on a present-value basis. For existing loans and guarantees, 
the amount of an estimated change in the present value (}f credH cash flows is recorded in the budget in 
the year in which the legislation is enaetedw-in this case, in fiscal year 1999. Based 011 CBO's estimate of 
the cash value ofthe forgone I;ollections, we estimate that the provision's effect on delinquent nontax 
debt would increase direct spending by less than $500,000. 

Autborb:ing Private Collection Agencies 10 Verify Employment Information. H.R.436 could 
increase the collection of federal debt by clarifying that private collection agencies can vcrify the 
employment infonnation of a federal debtor 1br the purpose of garnishing the individual's wages. FMS 
only recently issued the final rcgulations to implement the authority provided under the DeJA; thus, 
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private collection agencies have yct to usc wage garnishment to collect delinquent federal debts assigned 
to them. In addition, the DCIA authori7.es collectiun agencies to verify a debtor's employment 
infoTInation, although other Jaws may restrict this authority. CBO estimates that any increase in 
collections from enacting the l>rovision would be negligible. 

Barring Delinquent Nontnx Debtors from Obtaining Federal Benefits. Finally, the hill would amend 
the provision in the DCIA banning delinquent nontax debtors from obtaining certain fedel'a1 benefits. , 
Specifically, the bill would broaden the definition ofhenefits to in dude federal licenses and fees. The 
bill wotlld allow the Secretary ofthc Treasury to exempt certain debls and would allow agencies that 
issue pe1l11its and licenses to exempt those items from the ban. Adding federal licenses and fees to the 
definition of benefits could increase collecliol1S of delinquent debt. In addition, to the extent that a 
dclinquent high-value debtor does not obtain a license or pennit, the provision wouJd decrease the 
collection of fees. CEO estinlates that the changes would have a negligible effect on direct spending. 

Spending Subject to Appropriation 

H.R. 436 also would affect agencies' discretionary costs for collecting d~bts an4 for managing federal 
travel. In total, CBO estimates that, subject to the availability ofappropriated funds, implementing 
n.R. 436 wouJd increase federal costs hy less than $500,000 in fiscal year 1999, by less thall $] million 
in fiscal year 2000, and by less than $500,000 each year thereafter. In addition, requiring that agencies 
soli certain debts and allowing them to recoup more of their costs from the proceeds of such sales could 
further a.ffect discretionary costs, but we have no basis for estimating the impact from any potential sales 
that might arise under the bilI. 

Reports alld'Rcguhstious. H.R. 436 would require (1) GSA to write regulations and file both a plan and 

a report with the Congress by March 31, 2000, on improving the management of federal traveJ; (2) FMS 

to revise several of the regulations it has issued for implementing provisions oftho DCIA; (3) agencies 

to report to the Congress each year non lax debts of more than $1 mi11ion; and (4) the inspectors general 

at such agencies to periodically review and report to the Congress on the agencies' efforts to collect 

llonlax debt, particularly debts of more than a $1 million. In tota], CBO estimates that implementing 

these provisions wouJd increase administrative costs at agencies by less thun$500,OOO in fiscal year 

1999, by $1 million in fiscal year 2000, and by less than $500,000 each year thereafter. Based on 

inioimation providcd by GSA, CBO estimates that any savings in federal travel eosts from the new 

regulations would be small. 


Secul'ity Clearances. The bill would cladfythat, to the maximum extent practicable, private collection 

agencies are responsible for a11 administrative costs related to their servicing of federal debts. The 

federal government is currently paying thc cost to obtain spccial security clearances for celtain, 

high-level employees at collection agencies. Because the clearances are a one-time requirement for a fcw 

employees at each collection agency, CBO estimates that the savings from enacting this provision would . 

be negligible. 


Asset Sales. H.R. 436 could further affect discreljonary cosls because Hwould amend the existing 
authority for agencies to sell assets. Specifically, subject to appropriation, it would allow agencies to sell 
any nontax debt and would, in general, require that agencies sell any loan that is more than two years 
dclin(lucnt and any new loan within six months of its dishursement. The hill would provide bro<td 
authority for agencies to exempt loans fi"0111 the requirement. Currently, agencies can sell debts that are 
lllOl"e than 90 days delinquent and are generally required to sell debts for which they have tenninated 
thdr collection efforts. In addition, !-l.R. 436 would expand the types of expenses for which agencies can 
retain a pOltion of the proceeds from such sales, including the costs ofcontracts for collection services; 
fees of appraisers, auctioneers, and realty brokers; and costs of advertising and surveying. CBO has no 
basis for predicting how these changes would affect agencies' asset sales and related spending. 
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Thc Balanced Budget and Emergency Dc.ficit Control Act sets up pay-as-you-go procedures for 
legislation affecting direct spending or receipts. The nut changcs in outlays that are subject to 
pay-as-you-go procedures are shown in thc following table. For Ule purposes of enforcing pay-as-you-go 
procedure::>, only the cffects in the current year, the budget year, and the succeeding fOUT years are 
counted. 

By Fiscal Year, in Mi1Iions of Dollars 

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Changes in outlays o ·2 -4 -4 ·4 ·4 ·4 -4 -4 -4 -4 
Changes in receipts Not applicable 

ESTIMATED IMPACT ON STATE, LOCAL, AND TRIBAL 
GOVERNMENTS 

H.R. 436 contains no intergovcrnmcntalmandates as defined in UMRA. Provisions in the bill that would 
allow stales to collect past-due child support fi'om certain types of federa1 benefit payments would rcsull 
in net additional state collections totaling ai10ut $3 million annually. 

ESTIMATED IMPACT ON THE PRIVATE SECTOR 

.. The bill contains no private-sector mandates as defined in UMRA. 

ESTIMATE PREPARED BY: 

Federal Costs: John R. Righter and Sheila Dacey 
Impact on State, Local, and Tribal Govemments: Susan Sieg 

ESTIMATE APPROVED BY; 

Robert A. Sunshine 
Deputy Assistant Director for Budget Ariajysis 
r--~~"'f'-.,,-..-.-.-..--...-_'_""__.---:,~___...'__~~_-'----=============== 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Eugenia ChoughlOPD/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: WAVES Appt. U51328 Confirmation for CHOUGH, EUGENIA 


ADDRESSEES: EUGENIA_CHOUGH 
SUB.JECT: WAVES Appt.U51328 Confirmation for   NIA 

. FROM: WAVES OPERATIONS CENTER - ACO:  
Date: 12-17-1999 
Time: 10:31 :33 

This message serves as confirmation ·of an appointment for the 
visitors listed below. 

ApPointment With: CHOUGH, EUGENIA 
Appointment Date: /12/17/1999 
Appointment Time: 2:00:00 PM 
Appointment Room: 211 
AppOintment Building: OEOB 
Appointment Requested by: CHOUGH EUGENIA 
Phone Number of Requestor: 65566 

WAVES APPOINTMENT NUMBER: U51328 

If you have any questions regarding this appointment, 
please.call the WAVES Center at 456-6742 and have the 
appOintment number listed above available to the 
Access Control Officer answering your call. 

*************************************************************************** 

TOTAL NUMBER OF NAMES SUBMITTED FOR ENTRY: 1 
TOTAL NUMBER OF NAMES OF CLEARED FOR ENTRY: 1 

*************************************************************************** 

MATHESON, ELIZABETH  fblDb 

CLINTON LIBRARY PHOTOCOPY 

P6/(b)(6), b(7)e

P6/(b)(6)

mailto:WAVES_CONF@PMDF.EOP.GOV


I ., 

WAVES.:...CONF@PMDF.EOP.GOV 
12/16/99 03:00:06 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: WAVES Appt. U51009 Confirmation for CHOUGH, EUGENIA' 


ADDRESSEES: EUGENIA_CHOUGH 
SUBJECT: WAVES Appt. ~51009 Confirmation for CHOUGH, EUGENIA 
FROM: WAVES OPERATIONS CENTER - ACO:   
Date: 12-16-1999 
Time: 14:56:37 

This message serves as confirmation of an appointment for the 
visitors listed below. 

Appointment With: 9HOUGH, EUGENIA 
Appointment Date: 12/17/1999 
Appointment Time: 2:00:00 PM 
Appointment Room: 211 
Appointment Building: OEOB 
ApPointment Requested by: CHOUGH EUGENIA 
Phone Number ofRequestor: .65566 

. WAVES APPOINTMENT NUMBER:· U51009 

If you have any questions regarding this appointment, 
please call the WAVES Center at 456-:6742 and have the 
appointment number listed above availabl,e to the 
Access Control Officer answering your call. 

*****************~********************************************************* 

TOTAL NUMBER OF NAMES SUBMITTED FOR ENTRY: 8 
TOTAL NUMBER OF NAMES OF CLEARED FOR ENTRY: 8 

*******************************************************~"******************* 

ASKEY, ,ELIZABETH 
BONAR, DONNA 
EDSALL, ALEXANDRA 
LEBRYK, DAVID 
LEGLER,PAUL 
NEUBAUER, ELLEN 
PARKER, EMIL 
WOLIN, NEAL 

CLINTON LIBRARY PHOTOCOPY 

P6/(b)(6), b(7)e

P6/(b)(6)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220 

De~ember 7. 1999 

I 
I 

: I 

Ii 
i I 
I,
I;~~] I.MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY SUMMERS 

FROM: NEAL S. WOLINA.fW ~ff 
GENERAL COUNSEn ~ 
GARY GENSLER G ... 
UNDER SECRETARY DOMESTIC FINANCE 

DONALD V. HAMl\fO~ 
FISCAL ASSIST ANT SECRETARY 

SUBJECT: Child Support CoUection 

Overview 

This memorandum provides information on the Department of the Treasury's role in collecting 

delinquent child support. outlines statutory limitations that affect child support collection 

efforts. and identifies ideas for increasing collections. 


Since enactment of Title IV-D of the Social Security Act in 1975. child support enforcement 

has been a cooperative Federal-State effort. The primary responSibility for establishing and 


. enforcing suppOrt orders lies with State and local agencies. with the Federal goverrunent 
providing funding for two-thirds of me administrative costs of operating chil~ suppon 
enforcemenl programs. In addition to providing funding, the Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS). the Depamnent of the Treasury and the Deparunent of Justice play 
key roles in assisting States with child suppon enforcement. HHS is responsible for the 
overall management of the child support enforcement program under Title IV-D. Among other' 
things. it assists States in locating and collecting from delinquent parents, with the aid of data 
from the Internal Revenue Service. Justice prosecutes certain interstate child support 
violations. Treasury's primary role is through the Treasury Offset Program (TOP). which 
allows it (0 collect delinquent debt by offsening certain federal payments to delinquent debtors. 
Currently, Federal, State. and local governments together collect approximately $14,4 billion 
in delinquent child support each year. of which Treasury's Financial Management Service 
(FMS) collects approximately $1.3 billi'on through TOP. This memorandum addresses the 
current federal programs in which Treasury is involved and identifies possible changes in those 
areas [0 increase collections. 

For discussion purposes, the options presented here are unfiltered. Consultation with the other 

agencies involved, further policy analysis, evaluation of system changes to automated debt 
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collection systems. and consideration Of legislative feasibility and our progranunatic priorities 
would be necessary before advancing some of them. In addition, while these changes are 
important, they are not likely to change the order of magnitude of Treasury collections. If you 
would like us to explore more substantial srrucrural changes with HHS. we will do So. There .' 
also may be steps the' IRS could take to aid child suppon collection•. and you may wish to 

" direct exploration of such measures. 

Badqronnd· 

Since 1982 me Departmenr of the Treasury has collected over $9.5 billion in past-due child 
support with almost $2.5 billion collected in the last two years through tax refund offset. In 
1981. Congress authorized Treasury to offset an absent parent's Federal tax refund to collect 
delinquent child support on behalf of children whose custodial parents received Aid [Q Families 
with Dependent Children (AFDC, now TANF). In 1984. Congress extended the use of tax 
refund offset to the collection of past~due suppon in non-AFDC cases. 

The Debt Collection Improvement Act of 1996 (DCJA) authorized Treasury to offset non~ta.X 
Federal payments other than Federal benefit payments to collect past-due child support. Under 
FMS' currenr system, federal retirement payments and vendor payments are offset. In the next 
few years, federal salary payments will be added. On September 28. 1996. President Clinton 
issued Executive Order 13019, "Supporting Families: Collecting Delinquent Child Support 
Obligations," directing Treasury [0 establish procedures to collect past-due child suppon by 
offsetting, eligible Federal non-tax payments. This Executive Order also established a policy of 
barring delinquent child suppon obligors from obtaining Federal loans and directed the 
Deparunenr of Justice to establish guidelines to'ensu(e that agencies comply with due process 
in denying Federal loans on this basis. 

TOP. operated by FMS. ~s an 3momateq system that matches payments disbursed by FMS 

agains[ a database of delinquent debtors. If a match occurs. the payment is offset to collect the 

debt. Effective January 1999. FMS and IRS merged the Tax Refund Offset Program (which 

had been operated by IRS) into TOP. thus creating a single system for the offset of all 

Treasury-disbursed payments. 


Pursuant to Executive Order 13019. FMS published regulations governing the offset of both ' 

la)( refund payments and eligible non-tax Federal payments to collect past-due child suppon. 

These regulations establish procedures for submitting debts to Treasury' for collection by 

offset. Additional1y. FMS plans to develop an automated process for Federal agencies to 

access FMS' database of delinquent debtors [0 identify delinquent child support obligors for the 

purpose of denying ,them Federal loans. in compliance with Executive Order 13019, 


2 
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Overview of Child Support Collection Efforts 

States refer past-due child support debts to TOP through the Department of Health and Human 

Services' Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE).· Child support debts referred to TOP 

include debts that have been assigned to a State (as a result of the custodial parent receiving 

T ANF) and those being collected by the State on behalf of the custodial.parent. States must 

submit past-due child support debts to Treasury for collection by taX refund offset in order [0 


receive Federal funding for Scare child support enforcement programs. Howev.er, States 

currently are not required to 'submit such debts to Treasury for collection by offset from non­

tax payments, and Treasury cannot make such offsets without State authorization. States have 

referred debts totaling $46.57 billion to Treasury for collection from tax refund payments. 

Thirry-one States.· one territory and the. District of Columbia also have referred child support 

debts totaling $9.25 billion for coiJection from Federal non-tax payments. FMS is encouraging 

aCSE more vigorously to educate States on the -benefits of the program, encourage their 

participation. resolve system and programmatic issues, and remove any other barriers to the 

success of the program. On the basis of discussions with OCSE, we anticipate receiving 

approximately 1.7 million additional child suppon debts totaling approximately $1 billion for 

calendar year 2000_ (Pos~ible measures further 'to increase State referrals for collection from 

Federal non-tax payments are discussed below.) 


$0 far this year Treasury has collected approximarely $1.3 billion in past-due. child support. 

CoJlections from tax refund payments are approximately $176 million ahead of collections for 

the same period last year and $197 million ahead ofcollections for the same period in 1997. 

Child suppOrt collections from non-tax payments have also increased. Since offsets began in 


'. 	 June 1997. Treasury has collected $1.4 million from non-tax payments. with $1 million· 

collected in fiscal year 1999 _ The ratio of child support collections to volume of debt referred 

is higher for tax refund payments than for non-tax payments for at least three reasons. First. 

approximately 91 million [ax refund payments per year are matched against child support 

debts, while only approximately 30 million non-tax payments are matched against such debts. 

Second, while tax. refunds may be offse[ in their emirety. there are restrictions on the 

percentage of certain non-tax payments that may be offset. For example, only 25% of Federal 

retirement payments are currently being offset- Thus. the average offset amount fora tax 

refund offset is $1,000, while the average offset amount for a non-tax offset is $210. Third. 

federal retirement payments are the principal type of non-tax payment subjectto offset. The 

age and long-rerm employment hisrory of federal retirees may account for this population 

including relatively few delinquent child suppOrt obligors and thus relatively few matches. 


Treasury. along with the Justice and HHS. participates in an interagency task force headed by' 

[he Domestic Policy Council to address child support epforcemen[ issues. The Office of Tax. 

Policy. the Office of the Fiscal Assistant Secretary, andFMS participated in a discussion with 

the task force on the disclosure of tax information to prj.vate contractors engaged by StaleS to 
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administer the tax refund offset· program. Currently, many States use contractors to administer· 
the tax refund offset program anddjsclos~ tax information to them in that context; This . 
practice may raise issues under § 6103 of the Internal Revenue Code, and HHS and IRS are 
working to resolve this question. . 

Statutory Limitatiops on Child Support Collections and Potentia) L~slative Solutions 
, 

Payments sYbiect to offset . 

As noted, under the DeIA,· FMS may offset onJy certain types of Federal non-tax paymen[s to 
collect child suppon. Currently. the DCIA does not allow the offset of Federal benefit 
payments such as Social Security, Black Lung. and Railroad Retirement to collect child 
support, even though the law pennits offset of t~ese benefit payments to collect debt owed the 
Federal goverruneflt, to the extent the benefit payment exceeds $750 per month. Legislation 
supported by the Administration, known as ·the "Govetnrilent Waste. Fraud and Error 
Reduction Act of 1999," which passed the House on February 24, 1999 and is pending in the 
Senate, would permit the offset ofthese benefit payments to collect past due child support, 
with the same $750 threshold applicable to the collec.tion of Federal debts. FMS estimates that 
child suppon collections could increase significaiuly by offsetting Social Security and other 
benefit payments. Veterans' benefits carmot be offset for either the collection of child suppon 
or the coJlection of debts owed to the Federal government and is another area that could be 
explored for a possible legislative initiative. 

Federal distrihution requirements/Fees 

States eire the need to make computer progra.rnming changes to comply with Federal laws 
governing the distribution of child support collections as [he primary reason for not 
participating in the offset of Federal non-tax payments. Under FederaHaw. States must retain 
child support collections from Federal tax refund payments as reimbursement for State 
assistance paid to the custodial parent before such collections are distributed to the family 
receiving the child support. In contrast. collections from non-tax payments must be distributed 
first to the family. Currently. many States' computer systems are programmed so that all 
collections received from the. Department of the Treasury through OCSE are recognized as 
collections from Federal tax refund payments. These States must re-program their computers 
(0 distinguisn Treasury tax refund payment collections from Treasury non-tax paym~nt 
collections. Treasury and HHS can encourage more States to make the necessary changes. 
Respecting legislative options, FMS believes that the most effective legislative approach is to 
make it more worthwhile for the States to panicipatein offset of federal non-tax payments by 
making additional benefit payments subject to offset. as discussed above. Other options 

. include changing the complex distribution laws (which would force States to make other 
. programming changes) or requiring States. as a condition of Federal funding, to submit child 
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suppon debts for collection from non-laX federal payments. 

Slates have also pressed concerns regarding fees associated with the offset of recurrmg . 
payments such as federal retirement benefits. Under current law. States may not pass on those' 
fees to the delinquent obligor. Legislation pennitting Slates to add the costs of the offset to the 
delinquent debt would -alleviate this problem. ­

Federal employees' current child support obligations 

. While TOP offers a centraJized system to collect 'past-due chilC;1 support from Federal-salari~s 
through offset. TOP cannot be used to collect current child suppon. To collect current child 
support from the wages of a Federal empl9yee. States must locate and serve a garnishment 

.' order on me agency that employs the delinquen~ parent. Eliminating the requirement of a court 
order and providiltg a centralized point to which States could submit child support debts to _ 
collect current as well as past-due child support from Federal employees could improve child 
suppOrt collections from Federal employees. Legislation would be required to allow federal 
salary payments to be administratively offset to collect current suppon ~ithout a garnishment 
order. Additionally, mis could entail' significant system and process changes for FMS, OSCE, 
and the States. . . 

Priority of dehts 

The Internal Revenue Code establishes the priorities for collections from Federal tax refunds 
when an individual owes more than one debt: The Internal Revenue Service first reduces a taX 

refund by any de1inquent'taxes owed by the taxpayer. For the remaining ponion of a tax 
refund, child support debts assigned to a State have the highest priority. foUowed by non-tax 
debts owed [0 the Federal government, fol1owed by "child support debts not assigned to a State. 
Thus. for UtX refunds. a debt owed to the Federal goverrunent is collected before a non-:­
assigned child suppon debt. By regulation. the same_priority applies to (he offset of non-tax 
paymerus. a policy choice dictated- by the fact that both types of payments are processed 
through TOP. FMS supports changes in priorities' fOT both tax and non-tax payments which. 
would place non-assigned child SUPPO" debts ahead of non-tax debts owed to the Federa1 
goverrunenL These changes would require an amendment to the Internal Revenue Code for tax 
refund payments. a corresponding regulatory change for non-tax payments, and system 
chanRes to TOP. 
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Summary of Possible Measures 

The following summarizes measures that could be taken to increase child support collections. 

This list does not necessarily advocate all ofthese measures. Discussion with the other agencies 

involved and further analysis of the measures' feasibility and impact on FMS' debt col1ection 

systems, priOrities and resources would be necessary before advocating some of these measures. 


Measures "that do not require legislation " 

Offset "program: 

• 	 With HHS, encourage additional States to submit past-due child support debts to Treasury 

for collection by offset from no~~~a:x payments 


• 	 By HHS regulation, require States as a condition of federal funding to submit past-due child 

support debts to Treasury for collection by offset from non-lax payments (already required to 

submit such debts for offset from tax payments) 


• 	 Change the priorities for collections from non-tax payments to give childsupport debts that 

have not been assigned to a State priority over non-tax debts owed to the federal government 

(for programming reasons. preferably in conjunction with the legislative change to the 

priorities for collections from tax payments. listed below) 


• 	 Increase to 50% from 25% the portion of federal retirement payments subject to offset 

(current law allows this change. which FMS has urged OPM to make) 


• 	 Add federaisalary payments to those subject to offset 

Loan dellials: 

• 	 Develop an automated processfor Federal agencies to access FMS' database ofdelinquent 
debtors to identify delinquent child suppon obligors for the purpose ofdenying them federal 
loans . 

Collection/rom federal employees' wages: 


." Establish a centralized point to which States "could submit gamistunent orders in order to 

collect current child suppor:t from the wages of a Federal employee 


Measures that reguire leBislation 


Offset program:" 

• 	 Hannonize the federal laws governing the distribution ot collections from Federal tax refund 

payments and from non·tax payments, so that Sla"tes need not est~blish different computer 

programs for the different offsets 
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• 	 . Authorize the IRS to disclose tax information to private contractors engaged by States to 
administer the tax refund offset program (HHSbelieves current authority exists; IRS beHeves 
additional statutory authority is needed) . 

• 	 Pennit offset of So~ial Security, Black Lung and Railroad Retirement to collect child 
support, as provided in legislation supported by the Adininistration (the Government Waste, 
Fraud and Error Reduction Act of 1999, which p'assed the House in February 1999). That 
legislation does not allow offset from. the first $750 of the payment and could be amended to 
reduce or eliminate that threshold. ' 

• 	 Penni! offset of Veterans' benefits to coUectc~ldsupport 

• 	 . Change the priprities for collections from taxpayrnents·to give child support debts that have 
nor been assigned to a State pri~rity over non-tax debts owed to the federal gov<?rnment 

• 	 Pennit States to add the costs of offset to delinquent debt 

COlleClionfromfederal employees . wages: 

• 	 Allow federal salary payments to be administratively offset to collect current child support 
. without a garnishment order 

Collection by means other than offset: 

• 	 Currently, passp0rlsare.denied to delinquent child support obligors. Additional similar 
sanctions could bl;! explored. , . 
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