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Collecting Child Support From Self-Employed Individuals 

As required by PRWORA, every state has established a State Case Registry containing 
information about all IVD cases as well as all non-IVD cases with new or recently modified 

. orders. Abstracts of these cases are sent to the Federal Case Registry, which is located within the 
Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS). Each state also collects information from employers 
about all newly hired employees. This information goes into the State Directory of New Hires. 

"This State Directory ofNew Hires also contains state wage and unemployment claims 
information. States send abstracts ofthis information to the National Directory of New Hires 
which is also located within the FPLS. . 

States match information in 'their State Case Registries with information they receive back from 
the National Directory ofNew Hires to locate the employer in cases where there is an order that 
has already been established. In these cases, the states use the information to serve the 
withholding order on the employer so that money begins to flow to the family. 

, Self-employed individuals can riot be located by such a method because their information is not 
contained in the State Directory' ofNew Hires. Treasury, however, requires that self-employed 
individuals submit quarterly estimated taxp'ayments for their self-employed activities. The 
record oJ these sdf-employed individuals could be matched against the State Case Registry to 
identify self-employed individuals who also have out-standing child support orders. At that 
point; Treasury could require these individuals to make overpayments on their quarterly returns 
that would be forwarded to the respective state and distributed to the family. With an increase in 
the number cif self-employed individuals, it is important that our child-support system be flexible 
enough to respond to changes in the makeup of our nation's workforce. ' 
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Department of the Treasury. 
Office of the General counsel 
l500 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
Washington, DC :202:20 
Office (202) 622-0287 
Fax, (202) 6:22-2882 

Date: December 14, 1999 
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Number of pages including ,fax sheet: -.£ 

To: Cynthia Rice 

From: Lexa Edsall 

Fax Number: 202-456 7431 

NOTE: 

Dave Lebryk said you were interested ~n seeing this. It draws on 
the memo about increasing Treasury child support collections that 
Neal sent you. Please let us know if you have any. comments. 
Thanks. 
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, State ofthe Union 
ChUd Support 

Proposed Actions: 

.' ,Call on Congress to authorize the collection ofoverdue child support by offsetting Federal 
benefit payments (Social Security. Black Lung and Railroad Retirement) that would 
othen.vise go to deadbeat parents, as provided in legislation passed by the House last Session 

• 	 CalIon Congress to authorize the collection of overdue child support' from tax refund~to 
deadbeat parents bejore the Federa:I government collects its own non-tax debts from those 
refunds; I will make the same change to priorities froni offsets from non-tax payments 

• 	 Cal1 on Congress to authorize States to charge deadbeat parents for administrative costs when 
child support is collected from Federal payments 

• 	 Call for continued Federal-State cooperation in child support enforcement efforts and 
encourage the States to submit more child support debts to the Federal Government for 
collection from Federal payments to deadbeat parents ' 

Suggested text: 

Enforcing child support obligations is critical to the well being and future ofour children. 
This Administration has attacked this problem from all angles: civil enforcement, criminal 
enforcement, and by collecting child support on behalf ofchildren. In the last year, the federal 
govemment has helped collect over $14 billion in delinquent child support obligations, of which 
over $1 billion was collected by offsetting tax refunds and other federal payments that would 
othen.vise go to deadbeat parents. But we can do more. and we should take every effort to ensure 
that deadbeat parents are meeting their obligations. So I am proposing the following actions. 
[see ~bove] . . 
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Simplified Distribution 

Pass-through 

Gaming Intercept 

Total 

CSE 
FS 
Total 

CSE 
FS 
Total 

CSE 

CSE 
FS 

2001 

35 
--4 
31 

13 
-7 
6 

-10 

48 
-11 
27 

2002 

134 
-15 
119 

55 
-30 
25 

-51 

189 
-45 
93 

2003 

134 
-15 
119 

55 
-30 
25 

-51 

189 
-45­
93 

2004 

135 
-15 
120 

56 
-30 
26 

-51 

191 
-45 
95 

2005 

133 
-15 ­
118 

55 
-30 
25 

-50 . 

188 
-45 
93 

571 
-64 
507 

234 
-127 
-107 

-213 

805 
-191 
401 
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• Eugenia Chough 11/19/9910:46:04 AM 

Record Type: Record 

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

cc:. , 
Subject: 5 yr #s for passthruand distribution 

Latest preliminary 5 yr #s, went down a Ii~tle:' 

Passthru -- $1 07M 

Distribution -- '$507M 

Also, Gaming intercept saves $213M over 5. 
---------------------- Forwarded by Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP on 11/19199 10:37 AM -------------------------~-

Michele Ahern 
11/19/99 10:28:33 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP 

cc: 
Subject: 

Genie - Here are the latest set of estimates for the 'HHS child support proposals. They reflect the 
adjustments HHS has made since the budget submission, but they are not final yet. Please keep them for 
internal purposes only. Thanks. I' 

~. 
cse01_HHS proposals. 
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• E;ugenia Chough 11/19/9909:11 :39 AM 

Record Type: . Record 

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

cc: 

Subject: Re: Can you get me 5 year cost numbers opchild support pass through and distribution proposals? flit! 


If you need #s now, these are best to use, but I am checking with OMB. 
! 

, . '. 

Passthru -- $126 million over 5 ($275 in federal match minus $149 in food stamp savings). 

Distribution -~ I assume about $575 million over 5 (yr 1 estimate times 5). 
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• Eugenia Chough 11/15/99 01 :32:07 PM " 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP@EOP 
cc: andrea kane/opd/eop@eop, ~. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP 
bcc: 
Subject: REVISED CS financing options Ilfl 

attached. I included a broader "child support reform" idea (option 3 under distribution section) in this 
version. The groups would love it but it'd cost alot. There are a few, small payfors in the Misc section, and 
if we decided it was a priority, Cynthia reminded me that we have the pot of $ for new initiatives. 

~ 
Child Support Financing 

Cynthia A. Rice 

Cynthia A. Rice 11/15/9901 :19:36 PM 

Record Type: Non-Record 

To: 
cc: 
bcc: 
Subject: 

Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP@EOP 
eugenia chough/opd/eop@eop, cyn

Re: CS financing 

, 
thia a, rice/opd/eop@eo

' 
p,i. eric gould/opd/eop@eop " 

me too 
, Andrea Kane 

Record Type: Record 

To: Eugenia Chough/OPO/EOP@EOP 

cc: cynthia a. rice/opd/eop@eop, j, eric gould/opd/eop@eop 
Subject: Re: CS financing 

5 on Tues is fine wi me 
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. Child Support Fin~ncing,Options ~ 

. -} ~~~f\r:;~~ OV\ C£-<L-i-:. ~~+ ~ 
KEY FACTS: . _ tOv\' dQ}~tJ'? r;r"~~~+', , 

~ (}.'/f' ,::; ,)~J-~~ ~\:;':: (lJ)"":; fr-._r:--r..",.'" 
• 	 Accordingto March 1996 CPS, there Were nearly 14 million families who were' eligible for ;)\ 

child support. . . ~ 
• 	 ?7 million, or 63 percent participated in IV-D. 
• 	 OfIV-D cases, 34 percent received TANF; 58 percent received Medicaid, 44 percent 

received Food Stamps, and 36 percent received no assistance. 
• 	 31 percent dfIV-D families had family income over $30,000. 
• 	 Child support is financed by 4 streams of funding: ' 

1. 	 Collections made on behalf of TANF families are split between state and fed at FMAP 
2. 	 Federal match for admin af66 percent, systems at 80 percent, and paternity establishment 

at 90 percent 
3. 	 Federal incentive payments 
4. 	 Fees and cost-recovery 

1. 	 DISTRIBUTION OF COLLECTIONS 

a. Pass-through and Disregard' 

Current law 

~ ...~ I~(fr'i~

d~ of A~~' . ~.\" kit '\-}/?r-~M 

. 	 'l.l\ .~~---- ---,-"

{,./I SL~ '3\Vt-1"1 (J 

• 	 Collections on beh~lf ofTANF families are shared betwee '"State and federaU~Q..v..emmoot at 
FMAP. Welfare reform gave states the option to continue pass-through under AFDC, but ~ .4. 

cost must comes from state share of Gollections . ' . . '1'hh~~,r:!' 
• 	 If amounts are disregarded fo~ T ANF income eligibility purposes, the st~ of pass~ \~~~.t~, 

through can count toward theIr TANF MOE.' .1J.sP",'1/o .fI-eJ'7~_ 
, ' 

• 	 As 0 ,October 1997., 19 states continued the $50 pass-through,' and a few states pass-through 
highe ount Connecticut and Nevada pass-through $100 and $75, and Vermont and 
Wisconsin pass throug~aivers.?;ge entire payment. "Wisconsin also disregards the 
full amount..r G ~ ~1e"1 N!9I t:j ~~+tA ~,

~) \b\~~ 'l. /lot /'oM -~-~~ tSlJ {(~'\' Gt l.yJ.~' {,J\$( ¥13 (4P.,;;,J I'h~ .Problems 

Option 1: HHS Proposal 
, 	 ===...---!~--~----• 	 Provide federal matching funds for amounts above state's current pass-through and disregard 

policy, up to a total of $1 00 per month: For example, if a state currently passing wough $25 
increases to $100, the cost of the additional $75 would be split according to FMAP between 
state and federal governments. 

. f\'\~~ ~ 1\w> f)/ 
1 




""\~\;(,,,,~ (0 f\1;rlrtl-£ ~SS{(h,,,~ , :VhO'Vt'~. 
'(t>~ 'r(.t.I\S V A'brsvc. " I\~ D . ~-.p'~___ 

7 13 ls(~~" I ~ ()[~~<flt~ 
• 	 Assuming ho d a less 'collections guaranteed at 1995 

5 ef}q:~~~i~~fe&, this ~roposa --?!:!Y 
would cost 25 million per year $54 million matching funds less $29 millio~ in Food Stamp 
savings), If less con mues, costs would increase significantly since pass-through 
would reduce state col1~.ons. I:Ift5~--C-Qred::W.itl:r~. 
, 	 ~HI1mb"'· ' 

Questions ,I 	 • 

• 	 Is'disregard mandatory for federal matching funds? What wOilld optional Isregar ' 
• 	 Ifnot disregarded, can it count toward, TANF MOE? ~ & 
• 	 FS savings due to increased income in FS eligibility? What about MA? Would we consider ' 

disregarding,this in,Gome for purposes ofFS and ¥A, too?~ ~--IC<.w ,~ ~.A':;.. ~0:n:J~» 
~·I (I, ',,~ ;.' '. t .' (::; £ln:... ~ , Yv,.(CelVtS \l" '"" rs? ' 

Option 2 
• 	 Provide federal matching funds for an optional $50 pass-through (cost shift from states to fed 


for those states already doing). "!;VML~:~ ~ (~-:. ~(~ ? . 

• Costs $520 million. 	 W~',v\- ~~JJ A R~ rt··J/:,~+J., '~I'.,f:A,,~ ,:2.f' ~??r~/P 
Option 3: Bayh 

.' $75 pass-through and disregard. Cost at~ $520 million.
,-;:;/. , 

Option 4: Kohl 
• 	 States can pass~tlirough any amount to' T ANF families. 
• 	 Disregard is optional. Mandating disregard with pass-through conflicts with state programs­


could have unintended consequence of keeping families on TANF longer than necessary, and 

thus using up time limits. . 


• 	 States can claim T ANF MOE for passed-through support, whether disregarded or not. 

b. 	 Distrib'ution Rules 

Current Law .... .. . . ... . / ~ . . 

Original distribution rules were constructed to maximize reimbo/sement to federal and state 
governments for welfare payments. TPere is. a complex h:iYfor distribution based on time 
of collection, accrual of arrearages, assignment of support rig s to state, and method of ~ 1 
collection. (See attached table.) Arrears also move from et to,b~et, depending on the 

o ~statuk administratively burdensome for systems and staff '----..~ . v 

;'" 

• 	 For current TANF families, there are 2' eate;ria (~s) 'of arrearages, and states have 

the option to passthrough any amoun~families. 


• 	 For form~r TANF families, there are ?~ ?f arr~arages that sta~e systems have to track 

to determme how to apply for collectlOns t6satlsfy dIfferent categones of arrearages. ' 

Welfare,reform changes move away from state reimbursement and toward a family first 

polICY for TANF leavers. Once currenfsupport is uaidJormer T~lllilies receive 

payments first, ex~P..!1~ll'n~mentsgmadeJhroJ.!ghJb§ T~~tP.!2g!!T' the most 

'l~~:~!.~~..~fu~.IJl.mlll1_Y£~l)i~llL(EQ.1E2ill~!JE~ll,d~~~~ipienrs in 
1997).~-
.~~' , , ' ' ' 
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Option ,I : HHS Proposal 
• Simplifies distribution for TANF leavers. States have option of replacing existing rules with 

. the following: collections made on behalfof former recipients, whether accrued while on 
TANF or not; would be paid to theformer TANF family first (including payments collected 
through Tax Offset program). Two buckets = (1) assigned, which accrue while on TANF . 
during current period, and (2) unassigned which are previous' arrearages, whether accrued 
during previous period on TANF or not. 

• The only collections that would be assigned to the state (and shared between federal and 
~J .\,I\.KIJ state) are those accruing,whilf( family On,TANF,' States could either keep or pass-through 
~uetl ~~ofcollection~ to TANF families..; ~ . . 
-6 	 • But once families leaveTANF, those arrears go to them, rather than permanently assigned to 


state. 

• 	 The sequence of payment depends on whether the family is on T ANF or not. Money would 

not shift from bucket to bucket. 
• 	 ,Simplified distribution would cost $115 million a year, assuming a 25 percent take up rate. 

$536 million for full take-up. 

Option 2: Marilyn Smith, 
• 	 Eliminate the requirement that T ANF families assign to the 'state arrearages that accrued 

before the family went on welfare. Two buckets:::::: (1) assigned, which accrued while on 
TANF during any period, and (2) unassigned, which are'any arrears that accrue while famil 
was not on T ANF. 

• 	 Payments collected through the Tax Offset program would go to former TANF families first. 
. Tax Offset program is primary cause ofpayment moving from bucket to bucket. 

. 	 ,. .~, 

Option 3: Broader re~orm . 	 .,' .' . ose~l\ 
• 	 Go one step further than above proposals, and apply family-first policies to both T ANF and\ "",fA(\. , 

. non-TANF families. . .~ '~,'~~, 
• 	 Eliminate all buckets, as current support abd arrears would go to families. ~.,pV"~ 
• 	 If every state opted to do this, it could cost more than $1.1 billion per year. 
• 	 Groups support this approach, but costs are main obstacle. 

c. 	 FMAP Split ~~ 

Current law 
Collections on b~half ofTANF families are shared between state and federal governments at 
FMAP. 

FMAP favors states whh low per capita income, using the reciprocal for splitting child 
support collections between states and feds means that poorer states like MS keep 20' percent of 
collections, -i:hile CA and NY retain 50.percent. 

. Option 
Change from FMAP to an across the board 50/50 split. More equitable and simplified 
distribution. Increases inc~ntive to c~oose pass-through/disregard. This would increase overall 

3 




No costs are 
I ..J­

c.elr-J~wJ't? 

, 	 ,", : ',' ~A~ 
, 	 /It

state collections from about $1.13 billion to $1.15 billion, costing $200 million. [ClVyith 
OMB] '" :' 	 L.-/ ' 

2. FEDERAL ADMINISTRATIVE MATCH ~:o, 

Current Law 

Provide federal matching funds for admin,at 66 percent, systems at 80 percent, and paternity 

establishment at 90 percent. ' 


Option 1: FY 2000 Proposal' 

Reduce paternity. establishment match rate from 90 percent to 66 percent to conform with the 

administrative matching rate. Saves $xx ' 


Option 2 

Reduce admin match from 66 percent to 50 percent. Saves $500 million (over 5 or 1 ?). States 

would cry bloody murder. Could reduce enforcement if states don't make' up the difference, 

ultimately hurting families. 


Option 3 

Change admin match from 66 percent to FMAP. Pros -- Funding would address state variation 

in population, caseloa~, poverty. Cons --' Difficult to administer. Would affect different states 

differently. Formula fight. Could harm interstate enforcement. Cost ~stimate? 


3. INCENTIVES 

Current Law 
$tates receive 6 percent of TANF collections and non-TANF collections. States can receive up 

. 	to 10 percent based on performance in 5 areas specified in HR 3130, with specific amounts for 
the capped incentive payment pool, so that final calculations for paying incentives is done after 
data for every state is submitted. 

Problem 

Unstable funding -- states have to compete for a fixed pool of money. States can't plan their 

budgets. ' 


Option: HHS Proposal 

Remove capped amount in pool and create a maximum incentive as a percentage of each state's' 

collection base (formula based 011 state's tQtal TANF collections). :HHS proposes a maximum 

incentive of 2 percent of the collection base. Rewards each state for improvement. 

associated with this 0 osa '! _ 'VI in _ ' 


~\S V)s;/L 7 W~I~ ~ .4v.~/1. f~Vh~Jd'J/\J.
----I-~("":":'In-f...k'~.f\ v-4 ~1'16 ~ ~kl,~7 ~~ 

4.' FEES 
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. )$n'r .t II ~ l'P,1lo;' ~ ------------ ... ~ 
Current La"'.' ',{)J ,hof-1- ~.~:'. .. ~~ 
Regs andat applIcation fees of up to $25 for non-TANF famIlIes. ·§)tates can pay for the~ . 
State can a so charge fees for late payments, Tax Offset, paternity testi~a cost recovery 
option for other services. 

Option 
• 	 Charge a sliding scale, fee as percent of collections. Fee shared between federal and states 

50-50. Could save $xx 
• 	 Pros -- HHS might support, arguing that IV -D currently, in effect, charges TANF families a 

100 percent fee. Family-first policies would also increase collections (NCPs more likely to 
pay). If fees are proportion ofcollections, agencies have incentive to increase collections 

• 	 . Coris -- Since CS is not an eligibility program, income thresholds could be administratively 
burdensome and could cost more than revenues generated by fees (could tie to eligibility of 
another program). Controversial- seen as tax on kids. Philosophical opposition against 
charging for legal enforcement activities. How does this prevent fee-paying families from 
leaving IV -D system? Private agencies charge anywhere from 114 to 113 of all collections . 

. They don't have access to IV-D tools, but are lobbying for them. We justify ownership over 

the tools because we don't charge fees~ But there are also maj<;>r privacy concerns. 


5. 	 MISC 

• 	 Repeal hold harmless guarantee of 1995 level of collections, (In ILP bill) 

• Require states to review support orders every three years. 

5 




Distribution Rules - Buckets of Arrearages 
Unassigned Assigned Temporarily Conditionally Permanently Un~ssigned during Never assigned 
Pre-assistance Pre-assistance assigned assigned* assigned during assistance post-assistance 

Pre-assistance assistance 
Current T ANF Collections before If on T ANF after 
families 1,0/01197 9/30/97, previously 

considered assigned and never 
permanently- assigned become 

, , assigned, temporarily , 
assigned to state. 
Temp expires when 
family leaves 
T ANF or 1010 liDO 

whichever is 
later. Applies to 
collections between 
1010 lI97 and ---. 

10/01/00, 
.........­

Former T ANF Previously, Temporary Families who leave Previously Collections between 
families . assigned arrears becomes, welfare before assigned arrears 1% 1197 and 

that accrued pre conditional if 10/01100 have that accrued during 9/30/00, apply to 
T ANF, and that family leaves arrears (whether TANF, and that never-assigned and 
exceed the T ANF' on or after pre or during) exceed the total go to family first. 
cumulative 10/01100, or permanently' amouht of 'If family goes back 
amount of whenever the case assigned, and never assi~tance when on TANF, these 
unreimbursed closes whichever revert to family, family leaves become temporarily-
assistance when, ;­ __ " . is later. . unlike temporarily TANF . assigned. 
family leaves assigned. Amount .. 
TANF. can't exceed total 

assistance . 
.......... 

Order arrears are paid for former TANF families: once current support is paid, collections, except Tax Offset recoveries, are first paid to the family (never-assigned, 
unassigned pre-assistance, and conditionaJly-assigned), and then to the state (permanently-assigned), with the remainder to the family (unassigned duriiJ.g assistance). 

Order arrears are paid for current TANF families: state's arrearages are paid first, then to the family. 

*Conditionally-assigned arrearages recovered through the Tax Offset program can go to the state first. Arrearages recovered through other mechanism would go to the 
family frrst. 

6 
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Distribution Options , 
Current Law RHS Marilyn Smith :. 

s. 

C;urrent TANF Pre 10/01197 families: State gets State gets everything -- current, pre­ State gets currerit and during, 
families current support while family oIl: '. ~ 

T ANF, and pre-assistance and during 
assistance support (except passthru) 
permanently. 

Post 10/0l/97 families: State gets 
current support while family.Qn. 
t ANF, during assistance support', 
permanently ;cmd Rre-assistance 
teinporarily until family leaves 
TANF. 

assistan:ce and during assistance 
support (except passthru) -- until family 
leaves TANF. 

assistance support; (except passthru). 
Family gets pre-assistance suppQIt. 

FormerTANF Pre 10/01197 families: Family gets· Family get~ everything -~ current, pre- ­ , Fainily gets current qnd pre­
families current support. State gets pre­

assistance and 'during assistan~e 
s~R2ort' Qermanentl~ ,. . 

-Post 10/0'1/97 families;,Family gets 
current and pre-assistance support, 

assistance 'and during assistance 
support, including Tax .offset 
collections. 

assistance support, including Tax 
Offs~t collections. State gets during 

:.assistal1cesupport. .­ _ , -, -

t yv-JLeS sr\J\tJ(,J~f/
,~,~"", . . 

, ' 

unless collected thru Tax Offset 
£E,ogram. State gets during assi~tance 
support permanently. 

.'~'."I ' I, ' 
Current support: Amount owed to the family or state for the current month. 

pre-assistanJe arrearages: Past due support accumulated prior to the family receIving TANF. The maximum amount that a state .can 
rece,ive, is the 6umulative amount of welfare that the family received. . ' 

. Du ring assista~ce arrearages: Amounts accumulating on past due support during a period that a famii y is receiving T ANF. 

~ Tto.vJ~~S~?(~lI;'~~~',dJ~J 
- ,')6 'I~()(J ~~ h, ~'V? 0"~vYli\~ .' 

: " ~J ~~ ~ 1\ ~~ .;,;.r./~? 
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FAX·COVER 

Income l\1'aintenance Branch 
Office ofManat:ement and Buduet 
Executive Offic~ oft1le P'reside~t 
Washington: D.C. 20503 

To: 

A'~ 
Organization: 

Fax NlL71ber: 

From: 

Dai.eJTime: 

"NumberofPa!:!es: Co,'er+., <6.. 
, '. --:' ". 

Noles: 

.. 
, '. 

: ..~ ....: .; 
'.. , 

Income Maintenance Fax Nwnber: . (202) 395-085] 

Voice Conf'umation: ' (202) 395-4686 


./ 
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Al>MINIST){ATlONFOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 
. FISCAL YEAR 200J LEGISI.AllVEPROPOSAL . 

New Child Suppurt Enforce~eqt Technique . 

ReQujreChild ~:upporl Enforcement Services for Intercept ofGaming Proceeds. 

Current Law: Federal law, Section 466(a)(1)(A)ofthe'Social Security Act. requires States to, , 
have in place laws and practices to insure that ef'riployers,withhold from an individual's income , 
amounts payable as support in cases subject to child support enforcement. "Income" has been . 

.' ~ 	 I 

. broadlydeftned as anyperiodicform of payment due to an individual; regardless of source, . . 
including wages. salaries. commissions. bonuses. worker's compensation, dilOability. payments 
'pursuant ioa pension or retirement program.,and inte~est. In uddition, section 466(c)(1 )(0) . 

. ' requires States to intercept or seize periodic orlump~suinpayrrients fro~ a State or Jocal agency,' 
including unemployment compensation, workers compensation, and other benefits, as wen as 
interceptingjudgments,settlements,and lotteries. where there jsa chi.ld support an-earage"in . 
order to"sccure assets to satisfy anycurrentsuppcirt obliga,tion and theanearage. States rcceive 
F~dcral Financial Participation at theeunent matching ratc· of 66%, for their use of these ..' 

. enforpement mechanisms .. ' 	 . .'I···'· . . 

Piop()~w: .aro~den the inteJlt and bro(1clen the reach ofcUITdit inco~e hiterccptlaw to apply it to 
gambling earilings.Require States. as acondition ol'receiving· Federal funds for Child Support 
Enforcement programsunder tjtle IV-D ofthc Soc'ial '~ccurity' Act,J9.have.:~d use laws to' 
!ntereeptgaming winhings that are.already reportable ~o the IRS (inc~~~i1!& P.9-~"p'01 J.im~ 'to, 
wimiings from casiJiogambling, horse and dog raCing,Jal'alai~"~naKeno), to offset chi1~ ~u'p'p.ort . 
arrears atnounts .. Continue to reimburse States for their expenses at the prevailing matching rate 
and make inccntive payments to the~ for colJectionR in cases invo]ving gamingwinnirigs .. 

. . . . 	 . " I " 

-, 	 Rationale: . Federal policy. as reflected in dUi'ent law, Clearly seeks to as:surethat all reasonable 
efforts are mad~ \0 collect support from individuals who have oUtstanding support obl'igations to 
their children. The proposal is a logical extension ofexisting statutory authorities encouraging 
States to capture ~vailable HUlds. The proposal builds on the mechanism's developed to ' , 
inlplement other child 'support enforcement practices and would, a~sume the saine level o~·. 
reporting obligation already established in: Federal tax]aw.' Therefore. the administrati'Veimpacl. 
on Slates would be minirnized. . 

-JO~ 
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C?st: (in miJIions): 

- ,We believe a relatively conservative e~timatc of net savings, based on anumber ofanalytical 
..... facton;, would be as follows: . 

2!lOl 2QQ2. lQQl 1004 2005 
, Administration of gaming 

, ' offset (Natj6nwide) . ($3) ($1) ($1) ($1) ($1) 
~ Collections resulting . 

~, from offset $41 $41 ' $4] $41 $41 
Net savings $38 $40 $40 $40, $40 

-11­
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ACF-2001l02 ' . " 

ADMINISTRATION FOR CHiLDREN AND FAMILIES 

FISCAL YEAR 2001 LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL 


': 

Optional $100 Pass~Through/Disregard 

~rovide F5;dcrall\1atching for Stats:: Pass~t1}TQugh and Disret;8rd Payments. 
, , ' .'. 

Current Law: Child Support co1Jections on behalfof families receiving public assistance are 
shared between the State and federal governments at the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage 
(FMAP). States under section 457 of the Social Security Act (the Act) can pass~through to the 
family an amount up to the State's sha~e of the. current supportcpllected for a family receiving 
assistance. The Federal govenunent does not share in the cost ofthe pass~through. 

Proposal: Provide Federal matching funds for amounts above a State's current ~ass·thrOugh and 
disregard policy~ up to a total of$iOO a month., . 

Rationale: This proposal encourages States to provide addition~l child support collected to the 
fanliJy thereby enhancing thefainily's potential for achieving self-sufficiency while also creating 
incentives for non~custodiaI parents to pay support and custodial parents to cooperate in securing' 

. support. The Federal government's sharing in the costs reflects the continued commitment to 


. wetnire refoml and impr6ving the lives of children and families. One of the cOnsistent comments 

and suggestions received about the Child Suppol1 Enforcement program is the need to provide 


'. more of the suppol1 collected on behalf oi'faOlilies to the families. . 


Cost: $S4million.minus $29 million Food Stamp savings ~ netFederal cost $25 million ayear 

($42 million a year cost to States w/additional $96 million to families). " 


'--, -12­
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ACF-2001/03 
<9/13/99 

ADMINISTRATJON FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 

FISCAL Y~AR 200) LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL 


Child Support Distribution 

J!rovide States tJle Option <to Follow Simplified ChiJQ Support DistriQution Rules that Benefit 
Eami1ies'Formerly Receiving Wclfa~. 	 . 

Cprrent LDW: Section 45? of the Social Security Act provides rules that States must follow ill 

disti'ibutingchild supporteol1ections. These rules were originaUy constructed to provide < 

maximum reimbursement to the l;ederaJ and State governments for welfare payments. Changes 

were made under the Persona) Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act to move 

toward a "Family First" policy -~ that is a policy that moves away from welfare rejnlbursement to 

family self-sufficiency. The rules estabHsh a complex hierarchy for distributing collections in 

fonner assistance cases which is determined by the timing ofcollection, accrual ofan·earages. 

and assigrunent of support rights to the Slate. as well as the method of collectio~. 


frQJ2.QSl: Provide States the option of disregarding existing distribution ruJes in favor ofa: . 

distribution scheme that increases the bcriefits to families that have left welfare and is simpler for 

Slales to administer. Under the option,Collections received on behalf of families receiving 


· TANF benefits would be distributed to the Federal and State governments as reimbursement of· 
assistance paid to the family, as under current law. States could' continue to keep or pass through 
to families the State share of retained collections. Collections made .on behalf of families who no 
longer receive assistance would be paid to the family. 

R.ationale; Existing rules for distributing coJlections arc very complex to understand, implement 
.	and automate. Distribution requitements:for fonner assistance families depend on a number< of 

factors: when rights to support were assigned to the State as a conditiontif receipt ofassistance; 

when the support debt· accrued; and the method ofcollection. These variations result in 5 

categories (or "buckets") of arrearages that State systems must track to detennine how to apply 

'collections to satisfy differ:ent categories ofarrearages. A further complication is that an-earagcs < 

can move back and forth betweC;n categories OVe.. time and < family circumstances. Portions of 

. the collection may be owed.to the family while other portions must be retained by the State. 

'. In addition, with the largc number 6ffanlilies leaving public assistance,·it is more important than 
· ever to maximi1..e child support paid to those families. Much of the collections (including those 
· made through Federal income tax r~fl:lnd offset) made on behalf of fonner assistance families faB 

outside the "Family First" policy .. Allowing States to opt for the simplified di!>tribution scheme 
will increase child support that is paid to fa~iJies leaving welfare who arc overwhelmingly J()~ 

-13~ 
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income working famHies and provide Sta1e flcxibi1ity to reduce administrative burden associated 
with current distribution. Preserving the option to continue existing policy will also protect 
those Stales that may not be in a position to forego the State revenue associated with these 
coJlections. ' . 

; Cost: Simp1ifi~d distribution: $92 million a year ($8'8 milJion a year cost 10 State w/addilional 
, $2'00 miJlion to families) , 

' .... ~14-
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" PAMlLY St)PPORT ADMINISTRA nON 
.. ,' ',FISCALYEAR 2001 tEGISLATIVS PR.OPOSAL 

" Ine~£t~E'!~~Ultes; Ability to Bud~et 

, Reyisetbe Jncentiy~o&y'to QiveStatestllej\.btlil)' t~ §»dgct. 

'kurrent Law: TIle Federal govmunent pays 66'pcrceDt of Stat¢s' administrative·custs for 

operating an IlpprovtKi tiqc: tv-D Child' SuPPort Bhfol'OCllt1ent P;rOgtarn. F~de.ft1I, Financial 

Participation,(FPP) is available to States, regardless of their C!~ciency. for a11allowable IV..D 

costs for both TANFFamilies and hOJl~TANr' portion! ofthe program. ,In tuJdiUou, ~ti:V(; 


'payment. ofat h"'~t ~hc perc-..tmt ofchild suppor[ collections Wttte available to allSwes,based on 

their cost..efrC(;tiveness~, HR 3130 c:reatcd a new incentive SY'~ baaed 011 resu1t~ in. five areas: 

patem1ty e&&.abHsluncnt, t:5tabllshm(ttltof support ordeR. coUeCtlons on t'.JI'M'8nt support due. 

collections o~past ehild support due (atTears), and costeff'eetiveneSB. 


. . .. , ­

'Booa.us~ it was' hnpor:tantthat thit new: incentive system be coSt neutral.the'statute oo~ed 

speCIfic amountsfor the incentive pa..vment pool fOT eatll fiscal year,from FY 2000 tort 2008," 

With CPI a.djustnlenf.$ e.fterrhat. CUl:Illleutrality is g~laNU\tCed by d.iittri~ Stato iJlcattive~ 

proportionately in acCord.an~' \\iththc statutory fonnula. " , .',,: , 


,~9p3ClhR.emove natioO£d. cappedamoUht 'and ,.-~h1it;h a DlOXununl itlreauve as a percentage , . 

, Ofe8ch SUite's "collection buet

', The collection base is detined iD cutrc!lt Illw as a,formula based 

, on ~8tatc'~actual collection on behalrofTC:U.liX>faty AMista.DCC 'to Needy Familiot (TANF), 


fonnet TANF Bna non-TANP cBSes:..~would propose a maximum ineentive ()f2 percent of 

, I ~,.~~~~~~~fo~,~isca1 Years~1, through 20~5. 'Wbi1e. stillmiIiif:alJifng"Dlitf6iiircosm, 


! tbiI maximum momtivo wiD'allow In4lviduat'St9t~ t.n estimateino!mtivesblied on their' , , 

: ' pedonnanoc and 'aO~ collectiOns. ,',' ' 


',B&1imm1c: Thi~proposQl correctssc"etalunlllrended, col1SeQUencesof proportion.ally diVidUls 
, the mccntive lnoll,), between the Sto.~esin order to be coat 'neutral. The lrutjor problem Statesf 

,eni.:uw\le:r is tbe illftbility' to ~Ibudgot" the ostimatedaD'lQl.1nt ofthp. incentive. , Incentives are used 
by States to holp fund the CSE program. It is essential that they be a~lc to forcca&t the-amount of 
funds their le~islatures will need to appropriate to operate tlwprugJ:atl\~ .., " ., 

, . ( 

Under current law, finRl calculations for ,,-istrlbuul'lg incentive mon.eY can only be done'after all 

penol1ll8.nce'date. for every Sial" hlivt:: ,W:eu lSubmittC'4. Statea cannot know lilt the 'begldl1inSI)'fII 


. year what proportion oldte incentive tb.elr perf'omiance,would achieve because it win be based 

. ' on tlJ.C performance ofother States; A Stare that pertbml~ weU:couldnevcnheless lose wt.:l:utive 


, " .. ," 
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, . 
m,oney ifother States lnll'l'~ thCir pcrfOntlatiOc WOIl moA'. 

'Tile blt~ of the hlQeJltivc~is to stimulate preferred 'activities and encourage Sta~es to bll"i'eAse;:' 
the ~ount of servket belns; provided to families. lbi5 alteration to the incentive metbeadolQgy 
would eliminate the compedtion betweell thcStatcs for l fixed pool ofmoney. States would be,' 

, able to. improve their proinul1s IUtd be cllg:iblc for a.m:a.x~XI1\lln mc~nuve :baled on their own 
.' . collecD.ons similar to the way incentivcs were calculated prior to HR. 3130. " . . . ~ 

~: $0 
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ACF·2001/04 
8/25/99 

"~-

ADMINISTRAnON FOR CHILDREN AND FAMJJ.IES 
FISCAL YEAR 2001 LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL 

Funding for FPLS and Child Support T A 

Pro"jQ~.,a Stable Leyel of Fundjng for the Federal Parent Locator Service. for Technical 
Assi.!~.lJtnce to the States. and for Resea:,,!"ch & Demonl'tration Projects. 

• I 

, , 

Current Law: Support for the operation of the Federal Parent Locator Service is available to the 
Office ofChild Support Enforcement according to a formula based on two percent of the federal 
'share ofarrearages collected by States from non-eustodial parents whose children had benefited 
from public assistance. ' Support for informali(;n diss~mination, and technical assIstance to States. 
training. staffing studies. research and demonstration and other special projects needed to 
improve the Child Support Enforcement Program is available under a formula providing one , 

, percent ofsuch collections.' . 

Pro,nosaJ: Provide a stable 'evel ofappropriation for these critical purposes, by freezing at the 
level calculated for FY 1997 according to sections 4S3{o) and 452(j) ofthe Act. 

R~tjonalc: Under existing statutory language the funds used for these criticaJpurposes fluctuate 
, each year as a resu1t ofsuch factors as the continued success ofPRWORA a.nd resultant declines 

in the T ANF caseload and changes in State child support colleCtion practic~. Constant and 
predictable sums are needed' for long range planning and for adequ8tefuriding' of the functions 
provided for by Jaw and. in the case ofopera~ing costs for the FPLS~ to avoid increases in the fees 
charged to States. In addition, the legislative proposals contained in this package supporting' 
increased flow ofcollections directly to families would significantly decrease the funds available 
for these key activities_ ' , ' 

FY 2001 $IM 
FY 2002 $lM 
FY 2003 0 
FY 2004 0 
FY2005 0 

'­ -15~ 
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE' TREASURY ..

1500 PENNSYLVANIA A VENUE, N. W. 
ROOM 3000 

WAsmNGTON, D.C 20220 

.­tl__-
OFFICE NUMBERS: 202/622-0283 (ACTING GENERAL COUNSEL) 

202/622-0287 (ACTING DEPUTY GENERAL COl1NSEL) 

FACSIMILE: 202/622-2882 

DATE: December 10. 1999 PAGES TO FOLLOW: ......7_ 

( 

TO: Cynthia Rice Fax: 202/456-7431 

FROM: Neal S. Wolin - 622-0283 

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

CO:M::MENTS: 

re: Child Support Collection 

RESPONSE REQUESTED: YES __ NOX 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

WASHiNGTON, D.C. 20220 


December 7, 1999 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY SUMMERS 

FROM: 	 NEAL s~ WOLIN~ '7 "/. 

GENERAL COUNSJ;;L/? L 

GARY GENSLER G~,~":'~:=-=:-::;:;;;;, 

, UNDER SECRETARY DOMESTIC FINANCE 

DONALDV. ~O~ 
FISCAL ASSIST ANT SECRETARY 

SUBJECT: 	 Child Support Collectioll 

Overview 

This memorandum provides information on the Department of the Treasury's role in collecting, 
delinquent child support. outlines Starutory limitations that affect child support colleCtion 
effons. and identifies ideas for increasing collections. 

Since enactment of Title IV·0 of the Social Security Act in 1975, child support enforcement 
has been a cooperative Federal-State effon. The primary responsibility for establishing and 
enforCing support orders'lies with Stale and local agencies. with the Federal goverrunent 
providing funding for [wo.:.thirds of the administrative COSts of operating. child support 
enforcement programs. In addition to providing funding. the Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the Depamnent of the .Treasury and the Deparnnemof Jusrice play 
key roles in assisting States with child support 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 lnternal Revenue Service. Justice prosecutes cenain interstale child support 
violations. Treas.ury·s primary role is through the Treasury Offset Program (TOP), which 

. allows it to collect delinquent debt by offseuing certain federal paymems to delinquent debtors. 
Currently. Federal, State, and local goverru:nents mgether collect approximately $14.4 billion 
in delinquent child suppon each year. of which Treasury's Financial Management Service 
(FMS) col1ect~ apprOXimately $L3billion through TOP. This memorandum addresses the 
current federal programs in whiCh Treasury is involved and identifies possible changes in mose 
ar~as to increase collections. 

For discussion purposes, the options presented here are unfi1tered~ Consultation with the other 
agencies involved, further policy analysis, 'evaluation of system changes to imtornated debt 
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collection systems, and consideration of legislative feasibility apd our programmatic priorities' 
would be necessary before advancing some, of them. In addition, while these changes are 
important, they are not likely to change the order o'f magnirude of Treasury c;ollections. If you 
would like us to explore more substantial struClUral changes with HHS, we will do so. There .' 
also may be steps the IRS could take to aid child support collectio~, .and you may wish to 
direct exploration of such measures. 

Backa:round 

Since 1982 the Department of the Treasury has collected over $9.5 billion in past-due child 
SUppOI1 with almost $2.5 billion collecled in th~ 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 w,hose custodial parents received Aid to Families 
with Dependent CbiJdren (AFDC, now TANF) .. ln 1984, Congress extended the use of tax 
refund offset [0 the collection ofpasr..{:lue suppon in non-AFDC cases. .' 

The Debt Collection Improvement Act of 1996 (DCIA) authorized Treasury to offset nOD-tax 

Federal payments other than Federal benefit payments to collect past-due child support. Under 
FMS' current .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, ~Supponing Families: Collecting Delinquent Child Support 

· Obligations." directing Treasury ~. establish procedures to collect past-due chUd support by 
offsetting eligible Federal non-[ax payments. This Executive Order also established a policy of 
barring delinquent childsuppon obligors from Obtaining Federal loans and directed· the 
D~partment of lustice to establish guidelines to ensure that agencies comply with due process 
in denying Federal loans on this basis. ' . 
. . 

· TOP. operated by FMS, is an autom,ated syStem that matches payments disbursed by FMS 
against a database of delinquent debtors. If a match occurs, the payment is offset to collect [he 
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 regolations governing the· offset of both 
tax refund payments and eligible non-[ax Federal payments to collecr past-due child support. 
These regulations establish procedures for submitting debts to Treasury for collection by 
offset. Addirionally , FMS plans to develop an automated process' for Federai agencies IO 

access FMS' database of delinquent debtors to identify delinquent child suppon obligors for the 
purpose of denying them Federal loans, in compliance with Executive Order 13019. 

2 
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OverView of Child SUI!P9rt Collection,Efforts 

States refer past-due child support debts to TOP through the Department of Health and Human 
Services" Office of Child Support Enforcemellt (OCSE). Child, support debts referred to TOP 
include debts that have been assigned to.aState (as a, result oftbe custodial parent receiving" 
T ANF) and those being collected by the stli~e on behalf of the custodial parent. States must 
submit past-due child support debts to Treasuiy for collectioD by tax refund offset in order to 
receive Federal funding for State child support enforcement programs. However, 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-onc States, one territory and the District of Columbia 8J.so have referred child support 
debts totaling $9.25 billion for collection from Federa1 non-taX payments. FMS is encouraging 
OCSE more vigorously to educale Slates on the benefits of the program. encourage their 
participation, resolve syslem and progranunatic issues, and rerilOve 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 support debts totaling approximately $1, billion for 
calendar year 2000. (Possible measures further to increase State referrals for collection from 
Federal non-taX payments are discussed below.) 

, ,. 
So far this year Treasury has collected approximately' $1.3 billion in past-due. chBdsupport. 
Collections from tax refund paymenrs are approximately $176 million ahead of collections for 
the same period last year and $197 million ahead of collections for the same period in 1997. 
Child support coilections from non-tax payments have also increased. Since offsetsbegan'in 
June 1997. Treasury has collecred$lA million from non-tax paym~nts. with $1 mi,llion 
collected in fiscal year 1999. The ratio of child support collections {Q volume of debt referred 
is higher for tax refurid payments than for non-tax paymentsJor at lease three reasons, First. 
approximarely 91 million tax refund payments per year are matched against childsuppon 
debts, while only approximately 30 mitlion'non-tax payments are matched against such debts. 
Second, while tax refunds may be offset in their. entirety, there are restrictions on me 
percentage of certain non-tax payments thaI may be offset. For example, only 2~% of Federal 
retirement payments are currently being offseL 1, Thus. the average offset amount for a tax 
refund offset is $1.000. while tht:: average I offset amount for a non-lax offset is $210: Third. 
federal retiremempayments are the principal type of non-tax payment SUbject to offset. The 
age and long-term emp10yment history of federal retirees may account for this population 
including relatively few delinquent child suppon obligors and thus relative1y few matches. 

Treasury, along with the Justice and HHS. participates in an interagency task force headed by 
the Domestic Policy Council to address child suppon enforcement issues. , The Office of Tax 
Policy. the Office of the' Fiscal Assistam Secretary, and FMS panicipated in a discussion with 
the,task force on the disclosure of tax informatipnto private con[ractors engaged by Slales to 

3 
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administer the laX refund offset program. Currently, many Stales use contractor.s to admiiJ.ister 
the tax refund offset program and disclose tax infonnation to them in that context. This 
practice may raise issues under § 6103 of the Interrial Revenue Code, and HHS and IRS are' 
working (0 resolve this question. 

Statutory Limitations on Child SUjJport Collections and Potential Leeislative Solutions 

Pal:ment~ subject to offset 

As noted, under the DClA. FMS may offset only certain types of ' Federal non-tax payments to 
collect' child support. Currently, the DeJA does,not' allow the offset of Federal benefit ' 

,payments such as SQcial Security, Black Lung, and Railroad Retirement to collect child 

support. even though the law pennits offset of ~ese benefit payments to collect debt owed the 

Federal government, to the extent the benefit payment exceeds$75D per month. Legislation 

supported by the Administration, known as the "Government Waste, Fraud and Error 

Reduction Act of 1999," which passed the House on February 24, 1999 and is pending iD. the 

Senate, would permit the offset of these benefit payments to collect past due child support, 

with the same $750 threshold applicable [0 the collection of Federal debts. FMS estimates that 

child suppon collections could increase significantly by offsening Social Security and other 

benefit payments. Veterans' benefits cannot be offset for either the collection of child support 

or the collection ofdebts owed to the Federal government and is another area that could be 

explored for a possible legislative initiative. ' 


Federal disrrihution reguirememS/Fees 

States cite the need [0 make computer programming changes to comply with Federal Jaws 
governing the distribution of child support. collecrions as the primary reason for not 
participating in the offset of Federal non-tax payments. Under Federal law, States must retain 
child suppon collections from Federal tax .-efund payments as reimbursement for State 
assistance paid to rhe 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 Sl:ates' computer systems are programmed so that all 

collections received from the Department of me Treasury through OC:SE are recognized as 

collecl:ions from Federal tax refund payme·nts. These States must re-program their computers 

to distinguish Treasury tax refund payment collections from Treasury non-tax payment 

collections. Treasury and HHS can encourage more S~tes to make me necessary changes. 

Respecting legiSlative options. FMS believes that the most effective legislative approach is to 


, make it more wonhwhile for the States to panicipate in offset of federal non-tax payments by 

making additional benefit payments subjecl to offset, as discussed above. Other options 

include changing the complex dis[ribulion laws (which would force States to make other 

prograrriming changes) or requiring States" as a condition of Federal funding. to submit child 


4 
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support debts for collection from non-taX federal payments. 

" 	 States have also pressed concerns regarding fees associated with the offset of recUrring 
payments such as federal relirementbeoefits. Under current law, States may oot pass on those: 
fees to the delinquent obligor. Legislation permitting States to add the costs of the offset to the 
delinquent debt would alleviate this problem. . . 

Federal employees' current child suppgItobligations 

While TOP offers a centralized system to collect past-due child support from Federal salaries 
through offset, TOP cannot be used to collect current child support. To collect current child 
support from the wages of a Federal employee, States must locate and serve a garnishment 

. order on the agency that employs the delinquent parent. Eliminating the requirement of a court 
order and providing a centralized point to which States could submit child support debts to 
collect current as well as past-due c::hild support from Federal employees could improve child 
support collecrions from Federal employees, Legislation would be required to allow federaJ 
salary payments to be adm'inistratively offset to collect current support without a garnishment 
order. Additionally, this could entail significant system and process changes for FMS. OSeE, 
and the States. . 

Priority of debts 

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 delinquent taxes owed by the taXpayer. For the remaining portion of a tax 
refund, child support debts assigned to a State have the highest priority. followed by non-tax 
debts owed to the Federal governmem. followed by child support debts nor assigned to it State. 
Thus. for tax refunds, a debl owed to the Federal government is collected before a non­
assigned child support qebt. By regulation. the same priority applies to the offset of non-tax 
payments. a policy choice dictated by the fact that both types of payments are processed 
through TOP. FMS supports changes in priorities for both tax and non-tax payments which 
would place non-assigned child support debts ahead of non-laJt debts owed to the Federal 
government. These Changes would require an amendment to the :In[ernal Revenue Code for tax 
refund payments, a corresponding regulatory change for non-tax payments, and system 
changes to TOP. ' 

5 
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Summary of Possible Measnres 

The following summarizes measures that could be taken to increase child support collections. 
/ 

I 	 This list does not n'ecessarily advocate aU of these measures. Discussion with the other agencies 
involved and further ana1ysis of the measures' feasibility and impact on FMS' debt collection 
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 collcction by offset from non-tax payments . ' 

• 	 By HHS regulation, require States ~-a condi~ion o~federal funding to submit pastadue.child l1':':~ ;'/
supp~rt debts to Treasury for collectIOn by offset from non-t~ payments (already requIred to '~,,~;... 
submIt such debts for offset from tax payments) tHIS C1rnCP.rrt ~ M pllM ' . ' ~, ,_ 
6~Vh\5~~ ~,r1~~~~,./~ :-/Aet~f/~Cv:II- '6~ 

• Change the pnon~les for collections. fr~m non-tax paYMents to, :glvTdi,illd support debts that~ , 
have not been ass1gned to a State pnonty over non-tax debts owed to the federal government II 
(for programming reasons. preferab1y in conjunction with the legislative change to'the­
priorities for collections from tax p.ayments. listed b,clow) ~ ftk~~p~~ " 

, 	 .' ' ~VlfV4~_.~,-
• 	 lncrease to 50% from 25% the portion of federal retirement payments subject to offset lA~ 

(current 1aw al10ws this change. which FMS has urged OPM to make) (f 

• 	 Add federal salary payments. to those subject to offset 

Loan denials: 

• 	 Develop an automated process fOT Federal agencies to access FMS' database ofdelinquent 
debtors to identify delinquent child support obligors for the purpose of denying them federal 
loans - ' 

. " 	 ,'. 

ColleCllOn from federal employees' wages:' , ' , . " .' jl'~.~ 
'. 	Establish a centr~lized point to which States could submit garnishment orders in order to -\{-tI!:- V ~ 

collect current child support from the wages of a' Federal employee " ..e.,-pJ(V _ 
, "--­

Measures that reguire legislation 
, , 

Offset program:, 	 • ~I' 

• 	 Harmonize the federal laws governing the distribution ofcollections from Federal tax refund ~~ 
payments and from non-tax payments, so that States need not establish different computer _~y 
programs for the different offsets ' 

6 
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• 	 Authorize the IRS to disclose tax information to private contractors engaged by States to 
ladminister the tax refund offset program (HHS believes current authority exists~ IRS believes 
additional statutory authority is needed)' .', OJ) /,. . 

fA\~"-v1 v1~S« ~. 
• 	 POnnit offset Soci~ Security, lack Lung and RailroM Retirement to coUect child y I. ~. ~. 

support, as proVl . on supported by the Administration (the Govem.ment Waste, If t~ ~''''',\. 
Fraud and Error Reduction Act of 1999, which passed the House in February 1999). That, . rv.­
legislation does not allow offset from the first $750 ofthc: payment: and could be amended to 
reduce or eliminate that threshold. -?, Dtvl13~~~~ 	 ~. 

• Permit offset ofVeterans' benefits to collect child support. " 	 , 

• "Change the pi\orities for collectionsftom tax'payments to give child support debts that hav;}~,~ 
not been ass,igned to a Stat, e priority over non-tax debts: owed to the fed:ral.gOVernme~t ).'10,', . 

• 	 Permit Stales to add the costs ofoffset to delinquent debt ?~!~~~? ' , 	 . _') l1:t1.o ' ~.=., t,.'1 , . 
Collecrionfromfcderal cmploXees' wages: 	 , ' 

• 	 Allow federal salary payments to be administratively offset to 'col1ect current child support 
without a garnishment order . . :/A l'~~~ '\(~, ~ ~ 

. '. . 

Collection by means other than offset: 

• 	 Currently, passports are denied to delinquent child support obligors. Additional similar 
sanctions could be explored. 	 ~ 
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Current Population. Reports. Child Support for Custodial 
Consumer Income ' Mothers and Fathers: 1995 

By Lydia Sooon·Rogers 

'This repart presents data on par­
ents who have custody of children 
whose other parent is absent from 
the home. It focuses on the child 
support income that 'custodial par~ 
ents with current awards teceived. 
and other provisions of awards, 
such as visitation righ~. joint 
custody. and health insurance. ' 

Nearly 3, out of every 10. , 
children live with only one of 
their parents. , . 
In' spring 1996.22.8 million chil-' 
dre" under 21 years of age lived 
with 13.7 million custodial parents 
.while their other parent lived else­
where. These children comprised 
about 28 percent of all children un­
der 21 years old living in families. 

These children usually live 
with their mother. 
About 11.6 million or 85 percent of 
the: 13.7 million custodial parents 
were women (see Table 1)., ,Even 
though women make up the vast . 
majority of custodial parents, , 2.1 
million men were custodial parents 

. (15 percent). ' : 

Many 9ustodlal parents (and 
their families) are poor. 
About 30 percent (4.2 million) of 
custodial parents whose children's 

, other parent was absent from the ' 
, home had family incomes below 

! 
Fgure 1. 

the poverty threshold-o:>inpared 
with 16 peroonl .of ai, p81BI1tS. The' 
poverty rate for custodial mothers 
(33 percent or 3.9 million) was more 
than twice as high as that for custo­

, dial fathers (14 pen:::ent or 0.3 mil­
lion), as shown in Figure 1 . 

Custodial mothers are more 
likely to receive child support 
awards than custodial fathers. 
In spring 1996, 58 percent or 8.0 mil­
lion of the 13.7 million custOOiaI par­
ents had child support awards. 
Award rates were 61 peR::ent for 
mothers and 40 percent for fathers. 

Most custodial parents with 
awards have a legal agreement 
entered through a court, 

, government agency, or other 
legal body", 
About 7.3 million of the custodial 
parents with awards (92 percent of 
the 8.0 million) had a legal agree­
ment established by a court or 

Poverty Status:of Custodial , • Ai:cNa poverty
Parents, by Gehcler: 1995 • Below poverty 

I· 


I 


Base: 13.7 mlflion people will. d'lildten from _Iparents (custOdial 
parentsl. 11.6 million custodial rnothe<a, and 2.1 million custodiallathsrs. 
Source: Ap!iI1996 Currll1\l PopulatIOn SUrvey. U.S. Bur...at \he Censl.lS. , 

U.S. Department of Commerce I Economics and Statistics Administration 

http:Censl.lS
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other government entity in 1996. 
Agure2. 	 Another 0.7 million custodial par­
Award of Child Support Payments 	 , ents had some other, nonlegal 
(As of sprin,';J. 1996) 	 , agreement or understanding.1 

. The remaining 5.8 million custodial 
parents (42 percent of all custodial 
parents) and their 9.2 million cus­

· todial children had no awards of 
financial support from the 

. children's other parent '~n 1995 
(see Figure 2). 

CUstodial mothers'are more 
dJein 1995 

.Awarded and . 
· likely to receive payments d...,~

50.1% 
· About 7.0 million (87 percent) of 

the 8.0 million custodial parents 
awarded child support by spring 

, 1996 were. supposed to' have re­
I 'ceived child support payments in 
1 . 1995. Of.the 6.2 million womin 
.~ 'due payments, 70 percent' . 
~ received at least a portion of 

Base: 13.7 million people IlVith chiklren from absent parents (custodial parents). 1. • the amount they were owed. Source: April ~996 Current Populatlon SurVey. U.S. Bureau of the Census. . i 	 The corresponding rate for the 
700,000 men due payments was 

'j ,57 percent.2 
f

Figure 3. 
: When men and women Poverty Status of Custodial Parents, by Child 

Support Award Status: 1995' . recei~e child support, they 
(Numbers in thousan:is) WJ f.bove POVertY •. r~ceive about the same 

I 	 • Below poverty amount~ 

Women who received at least a Awarded child support I 	 . 

portion of the child support income 
; that was owed received an aver­

,1· .age of $3,767 in 1995. The aver­
t age amount men received was not I 

.:1 	 . statistically different, $3,370. 

Nonetheless, mo1hers receMng 
.j . child support have much lower 

total incomes than fathers' . 
I 
4 	 receMng child support. 

; 'In 1995, custodial mothers who re­
· ceived child support that was due 
1 • had total individual incomes of 

about three-fourths the amount of 
1 custodial fathers receiving child 

support {$21 ,829 compared with 
$30,030). On average, these 
support payments constituted 

'A nonlegal agreement is any written or ver· 
baI agreement or understanding that was 
never approved or ordered by a court or gov­
ernment agency. 
aOetalls may not add to totals because of 
rounding . 

I 
I Not~~_.....J 
I 

L 

Awarded and 
not due in 1995 _~__--.: 

7.3% 

paymenlSl 

Did not A'IC8Ive 
PEltf11EI"Is 

1 Excludes a smali number who were awarded payments but were.not 
supposed to receive them In 1995. . 

SoU~C&: April 1996 CUll'snl Populallon Survey. U.s. Bureau of the Ce/\!lus •. 

.~.. 
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17 Percent of the women's ,income 
and only 11 percent of the men's. 

Differences. in a labor force partici­
pation and earnings contribute to 
women's lower income. Approxi­
mately 82 percent of custodial 
mothers receiving child support 
worked. statistically the same as 
87 percent of their male counter­
parts. However. only 51 percent of 
custodial motherS receiving child 
support worked. year-round. full­
time. compared with 72 percent for 
custodial fathers. Even for those 
mothers and fathers who wori<ed 
year-round, full~time. ,the average 
income of custodial mothers was 
lower. The average income of cus­
todial mothers with child sUPP9rt 
income that worked year-round, 
full-time was $29.672 in 1995. 
compared with $36,834 for custo­
dial fathers. 

Custodial parents who do 
not receive child supp()rt 
due have a relatively,hlgh 
poverty rate.. ' 

AboLit 32 percent of custodial par­
ents with awards that did not re­
ceive any. child support due them 
in 1995 were poor. The percent­
age of custodial parents without an 
award that were ,poor wasstatisti­
cally the same, 36 percent.· In con­
trast. about 22 percent of custodial 
parents receMng some or all of the 
child support owed were poor (see 
Figure 3). 

, Unpaid child support 

, totalled $10 billion. 


About $17.8 billion (63 percent) of, 
the $28.3 billion in child support 
owed in 1995 was actually paich­
$10.5 billion less than the amount 
due. Nearly all of the money paid S
,went to custodial mothers ($16.4 , 
billion). Similarly, almost all of , the 

, , child support due that was·not paid 
was owed to custodial mothers 
($9.3 billion). 

lCustodiai parents receiving child support 
without CU"6nt awards may be Ihose with 

. awards for children past the age of eligibility 
for payments, those wilh awaros officially 
starting after 1995, or those wiIh no awards 

, (no legal or nonlegal awards) alall, ' 

, Another $2.5 billioll ~s receiv~ 
in 1995 by some custodial parents 
without current awards.3 In total, 
$20.3 billion in child support was 
received in 1995. 

Visitation and Joint custody 
are associated with higher 
chlld·support payment.r~tes. 

About 10.6. million (77 percent) of 
the 13.7 million parents who were 
nor living with their children (non­
custodial parents) had jOint cus­
tody andlor visitation provisions for 
contaCt with their children. The 7.0 
million noncustodial parents who 

. owed child support in 1995 were ' 
, more'likely to have made pay­
ments 'if they had either joint cus­
tody or Visitation rights-74 per­
cent with such provisions made, 
payments. compared with 35 per­
cent without them (see Figure 4).

i . 

, Many .chlld support awards 
Include health care Insu~nce. 

About 3:3 million noncustodial Par­
,'ants provided health insurance to 
children living with their custodial 
parents. Of that number, 1.8 mil­
lion noncustodial parents did so as 
required in a child support agree­
ment. Another 200,000 noncusto­
dial parents supplied health 'jnsur­
ance even when the agreement 
stipulated that it was the custodial 
parent's responsibility. . ' 

The remaining health insurance 
coVerage provided .by noncustodial 
parents was from 400.000 noncus­
todial parentS where the child , 
support agreement did not have 
a health benefits requirement for 
either parent, and from another 
900,000 noncustodial parents' 
where no child support award 
existed. 

Custodial parents without 

legal awards had common, 

, reasons why. 


Those custodial parents wi~h no 
child support award and those with 
a nonlegal award were asked ,why 
they did not have a legal 'child 
suppOrt award. The two most 

FIglJi'84, 

Child Support Payment StatuS' ; 
of Noncustodial Parents WIth ' 
and WIthout Visitation or Joint 
CUstody: ,1995 

'I W:lsltatlon or Joint Custody Paid ' . 

no child cIlkI 

~ ~ 

B8St1: 6.0 million 
, noncustodial paf't:lnts. 

'I,' . Without Visitation or Joint Custody , 

, Paid 
ctikj 

; , 

~/:1 

Paid no 

child 


!s~ 

I 
8ase: 0,9 million 
noncustodial parents. 

Source, April '996 Currenl Population 

Survey, U.S. Bureau altha Census. 


, Details may not alia to tOla! because of rounding. I .. 
common reasons stated by custo- ' 
dial parents with no child support 
award were: that they did not feel 
the need to have a legal agree­
ment and that the child's other par­
ent could not afford to pay {about . 
1.5 million custodial parents identi­
fied with each reason}. The two 
most common reasons stated by 
custodial parents with a'nonlegal 
award were: th.at they did not feel 
the need to have a legal agree­
ment and tha1 the child's other par­
ent provides what he/she can 
(about 300.000 parents identified 
with each reason). 

Most requests for government 
assistance are to collect from 
or establish a legal agreement. 

About 5.9 million custodial parents 
made 13.0 million contacts to a 
child supPort enforcement office 

u.s. CeIl$Ull Bur&a\.\ Marcn 1999 
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('W-Doffice"), depar:tment of sodal women with less' education' (68 
services, or other gO\lemment " , , percent). ' , 
agency for assistance. The most ' , About the survey. 'Data are . 
common reasons for ttIe contacts ' from the 1994 and 1996 April
'N9re to collect child support due (3.4 supplements to the Current 
million contacts). to establish a legal Population Survey (CPS). The 
agreement (3.1 million contacts), , April supplement is conducted by 
to receive Aid to Famities with the Bureau of the Census and·. 
Dependent Children or Medicaid (2.4 sponsored. in part. by the Office of
million contacts)', or to locate the' ' Child Support Enforcement ,of the 
other parent (1.6 million contacts)., Department of Health and Human 

Services. Changes to the April Focusing on the most prevalent ' 
1994 and 1996 questionnairesgroup of custodial parents ­
mean that many of these recent custodial motherS - reVeals 
data are not comparable to data that the likelihood Of custodial 
.from the April 1992 CPS and .mothers receiving some or all 
earlier supplements (see "NOTE" 

the child support due them at the beginning of the report for
varies across'socloeconomic more detail). . 
groups. 

Accuracy of the estlmat8s. AllPoIIer1y status: Of poor women due ' 
survey data are subject to child support payments in 1995. 62 ' 
sampling variability as well as percent actually receiVed payments. 
survey design flaws. respondent The receipt rate for nonpoor women 
classification errors. and datadue payments was 73 percent. 

· processing mistakes. The Census 
Race and Hispanic origin: The Bureau has taken steps to 
percentage of White women who minimize errors, and analytical
received child support payments that statements have been tested were due them was ~3 percent. ' 

and meet statistical standards. 
compared with 59 percent for BIad< 'However, because of women. About 58 percent of , ' 

· methodological differences. use Hispanic women received some, or 
caution when comparing these .all child support ,0'Ned to them.4 

. 
data with data from other sources. 

Age: Women ages 30 and over :.Nere In addition. between April 1994 
more likely to receive child support · and 1996, a new, 1990 census­
payments owed them (71 percent) based sample design was phased
than women under age 30 (65 ' • in, and the entire CPS .sample waspercent). . 

· reduced. 
Marital status: Of women due child 

Contact Andy Zbikowski •.support. the percentage of never· 
Demographic Statistical Methods married women who received 

payments in 1995 was'56 percent, Division, at 301-457-4214. or via 
compared with 73 percent for ever­ E-mail at azbikowS@census.gov 
married women. .' '. " for i'1formation On the source of 

the data' and the accuracy of Educational attainment: Women 
estimates. including the use andwith at least a badlelor's degree 
computation of Standard errors.were more 6kely to receive the child 

support due them (79 percent) than More information. Detailed 
tables are available via the "The difference between the percentages of 


BlackS and Hispanics receiving child support Internet at:www.census.gov/ 

owed was not statistically significant. How-' hheslWww/chldsupt.html. 

ever, because Hispanics may be 01 any race. 
 . For additional questions or readers should use caution in comparing 
data for Hispanics with data lor race groups. · comments, contact staff at 

301-457·3242. 

u.s. Census BuftIaIJ Matt:h 1899 

http:at:www.census.gov
mailto:azbikowS@census.gov
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Table 1. , ' " " ' " '. '. , ', ' 
Child Support Payments ,Agreed-to or 'Awarded Custodial Parents 
(Numbers in thousands, Parents llvingwltn ow~ 'childrim under 21 years of age whose other , 
parent is absent from the hOpl9. Amounts in dollars) ", ' . :." 

Child support agreed to or awarded 't:. 

Supposed to receive child support paymentsi" 1995 

Received payments 
In 1995 • 

Received no 
' . payments in 1995 

Child support 
not awarded 

Characteristic Number Number Number Number 

Aver­
, , Aver.: age 

age;, total 
child money, 

,support· income Number 

Aver­
age. 
total 

money 
incolTie Number 

Average 
" totai' 
mOney 
Income 

ALL CUSTODIAL PARENTS 

Total 13.739 7,967 6:966, 4.769 .$3,732 $22,543 ·2.198$17.398 5.772 $18.927 
Standard error 287 ' 222' 208 . '173 $187 $546 118 $577 190 , $591 

Custodial mothers 11.634 , 7,123 6.233 ' '4;353 $3,767 $21,829 1,880 $16.093 4.511 $14,{)68 
Standard error ,.265 ' 210 197," ,1,65 $200 $539 109 $575 , 168 ' $375 

Custodial fathers 2.105 844 733 416 $3,370 $30,030 318 $25.122 1,261 $36.312 , 
Standard,error 116 73 ' '," 69 52 $471 $2,628 " 45 $1;917 90 $2,141 

Poverty Statualn 1995: 

Family Incame below 
poverty level 4.1722,103' '1;761 1,067 . $2,53~' $6.855 694 $6.043 2,069" $5,660' 

. Standard error 162 , 116 106 83 $510 $202 67 $272, .115' $147 ' 

Visitation and Joint Custody 

Arrangements With Non­

custodial Parents In 1995: 


Visitation privileges only 7.469 4,683 " 4.074 ,2,924 $3,297 $21,110 1,150 $17,460 2.555 $20.084 
Joint custody only' , 121 .95 73 39 (B) (6) 35 , (B) 26 , (6) 
Visitation·and jOint custody, 3.044 ' 2.089' 1,901.' 1,487 $4;592 $26.836 414 $21,082 908 $29,404 
Neither " 3.105 1.100 917 318 $3;770 $15.630 599 $14.767 '1.953 )513.012 

, CUsTODIAL MOTHERS 
',' 

R~ and Hlapanlc origin: 

White , 7,970 5.403 4.782 3,488 $4,1PO .$23.067 1.294 $17.642' 2,567 $15.517 
White, not Hispanic origin 6,545 ' 4.709 4.191 ' 3,149 '$4,274 $23,958 '1.041 $19,083 1,836 ,'$17.965 

Black , 3,323 l.509 1,273 749 $2,1,16 $16,614 524 $12.376 1.814 '$11.916 
HiSJlanic orlgin2 1.5~0 '725, ' "613 354 ,$2;420 ,$14.801 259, $11.744 806 $9.567 

'Current Marital Status: 

Married, 2,216 1.516 "1,368 981 $3.546 $19,968 387 $16.289 699 $15,418 

, Divorced 4.003 3.028, 2,692 2.044 $3.990 $26.521 648 $21 .257 ' 975 $19,243 

"Separated' 1.791 )942 , ,798 552 "$4,182 $18,432 ' 246 $13,157 850 $14.881 

WidowecP 316 17,8, 163 94 $9.624 $21,641/ '69 (8) 138 $17;490 

Never married' 3;309 1,459 '1.212 683 $2.;m $13;224 . 530 $10.862 1.850 . $10,201 


Educational Attainment: 

less than high school diploma 2,41'9, '1;145 945 523 $2.',106 $9.299,' 422 $8,368 1.274 $7,172 
8igh school graduate 4.396 2,702 2,350 .1,586 $3;,79 $16,827 764 $15.385 1,694 $13,531 . 
Some cOllage; no degree 2,545 1,682 1,467 1.085 $3:932 $22,,505 383 $16,492 863 $16,107, 
ASSOCiate degree , 953 634 586 459$4,899, $28.484 126 $22,935 318 $17,587 
Bachelors degree or more 1.322" 960, 885 700 $5i338,$37,109 186' $31.086 362 $32.907 

~~~~------------~~------
(8) Represents base less than 75,000. ' , ;.' , 

'Joint custody may be physical. legal or both, Legal cU,stody does not nece~sarily include visitation, 


. 'Persons of Hispanic origin may be of any race, , .. , . ' , 
3Wldowed parents have children from a previous marriage that ,ended in dill,orce or, from ,a previous nonmarried relationShip. 

, Source: April 1996 Current Popula.tion Sur.:ey. U:S. ~ureau of the Censu~, + ' 

"',.. '.< 
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Table 2. 

Comparison of Custodial Parent Population, and Child . 

Support Awarded, Due, and Received: 1993 and'1995 

(Numbers In thousands. Parents living with own children under 21 years 01 age 
whose other parent Is absent from the home. Amounts In dollars) .' ' 

1993 1995 --- ­, Difference 
Standard Standard (1995 less 

Characteristic' Number! . error Numbei2 error 1993) 

ALL CUSTODIAL PARENTS 

Total 13,690 286 ,,13,739 287 49 
Custodial mothers 11.505 264 11,634 265. 129 
Custodial fathers 2,184 118 2.105 116 -79 

Awarded '7,800 219 '.' 7,967 222 167 
Due child support 6,685 204 6,966 208 281 

ReceiVed child support 4,614 170 4,769 173 155 
Received full amount of.child 
support 2.280 120 2,718 131 *436 

Average child support income received 
(in 1995 dollars) . . $3,370 '$135 . $3.732 $167 $362 

'Statis1lcally significant at the 9O-percef)t confidence level 

'As of spring 1994. '. 

2As of spring 1996. . 


Source: April'1994 ano.1996 Current Population Survey. U.S. Bureau of. the Census . 
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STATE POLICY RE: PASS-THROUGH AND DISREGARD 

of Current Month's Child Support Collected for Families Receiving 


TANF-Funded Cash Assistance. 


As of J.lIluilry I, 1999 


byPau)Q Robert.. 


I 
[ __ .__..~TAT~~_.~... II..'_ ..__. . . __.__. "._!.!~~US ._ ...___. . ....__ ..... ..~ 
L~::~~~~~._. . ..J [State re~ins all SuPr:~r.~. eoncct.~~~....._ .. " .____..__........:.._.___"'" .1 
ALASKA ] Up to $.5,0 passed-through. Amount disleganlcd for purposes (If eligibility Ilnd ]. 

. benefit.... 

1~!~~~~~__--=-II.~~~.~~~pp.~~i~.~~~t;d·:·~ .... ~.~-----==~~.~-=._.~.~_.j 
U • ___.. .... • __• __• _,..~~~... . ... .llSta~~ ~~ail~~. ~11 .su~ort c~l.~~... . . . ...J 

II CALWORNTA "J Up to $50 passcd-throu·gh.Amount disregllrdcd for puiposcs (If el.i&ibil.ilY and . J!	I benefits. . ' '. 

[~?~A~9~~'~'--'ISbt~ ~~~;;;~l"S\)pp.~r~·~~i~~~~d.... .... .~- ..=~.~.__.---.. '--', 
CONNECTlCUT .1~State pa?ses through all support to family. Up to $100 &:lrcgarded fO'r pUIposes of .] 

. calculatmg benefits. . ._t.~ .., - "-'.. ." .. _..., ..._' ... '. _.", . ,. '- ­, 

.1 DELAWAR.E II ~1Jp to $50 passed-through. Amount disregarded for purposes ofeligibility and I 
. Jl~enefits, State also uses fill-tile-gap budgeting. . . 

I":':jD;;;'''i';;';;sTR=T::;';C'';''l~;Ol~ . E,te '~~ain~-;jI~~pport ·~~ii;;~d. . .. ___m • • .-----., • .... ."I 	 '4. 
LC'-OLUMBIA . . .. 	 .. j 

§:OruUA..--'-.=.J 1.~~~.~~i.~~t1 ~u~~~~~~~t~(~.:... _....: .. . .._. __~. .. . ~__ ~_'_-'-'~',~~:JIGEORGiA . III State p~.. sses through and disregards some UT all support for purposes of fil1-the-gap J. . Ilbudgeting.. .. . 

!~.~~._.~.'~'~~J @ia!~ ;~lli·~~~.~~.s~~;~_~~ii::ted:'--~'.. -~ .. ---" .~'..:~- . .........-..... -_.:J 
~:UIO.... __ IE~~~lliJlsa~~l'leoll~~~:~..:. . ... __.._ ....___. .......__... ...1 

In.1JNOlS .\ Up (0 $50 passed.throuSh. Amoul'lt disregarded for puiposcs of eligibility and I
l benefits. ., 


liND'IANA ..,.~·.,·.'~j@~a~.~~hlS al1su!)p~.~·COll;~~-=·· ... _-- u_·· .... - .......--~ .~ 


JOWA j State retains all, support collected, except in the cas~ .offami,lics whicll received 11 $50 
. pass-through/dlllrcganll)re- PRWORA. 'IDose fallllhes rCCClVe a $50 

. pass~througbldisrcgard until they 110 Jonger receive assistance. .r ...._-, .._- .._- -- ......-_... ._...... , ..-. .-..__.... ----_. ---_..~ 

KANSAS .---, Up to $40 passed-duough. Amollnt disregarded for purposes (Ifeligibility and 

. . _I benefits. ..
\ ~,=======;,,.. - , - _..,.. ., 
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~~CKY IL~~t~re~~_a~~.Sl1~.~~~~oJ1ec~.d_,__._ .. I 

[~(~~.!!~A ._=Jr~~insa.~I.~~~~orl ~~~" .... _.... " .. ..... 1 

[MAINE II' !JJl. to $50 passed-through.'Amount dil>'Tcgarde.d {or purposes ofeligibility and I
L
~YL,ANn 

I 
.... '-=

~efits. State also uses fill-the-gap budgc~ing. ".1 


I@O~~~~~~~~~~~~l.ect~~,~~._. "='. .' ..'-'.~-._-.. .-,-_,;..,.~-~-':~~~.... - -: .._-"......1 
MASSACHlJSRTTS Up to $50 passed-through. Amount disregarded for purposes ofeligibility and , JI ,bL"J1cfits. . 

','MICHIGAN '''-'-'. j lJI;' to $SO';~~sed~tlu:o~~h: AIU~un~ di~r~~~rdcifor Pl;rpOSC-;ofe'ligibiiity;;1' ... I 

benefit!!. . 


[Mlr:iN-ESO:l'~".~ ..~·_·J[S~;c ~~~il~' ali~~~~~i'~~ii~~;~~~:" . '.... _.._.,,".~-.- '''--.' ~~-.... '.~...=:J 
~.lSS1S~~ J@!<,te n:~~l.l.supp(~.~~~lleclc~:..._... .._.... ,_ .. .... .. .J 

1.~.~~~yR.I_.... _ .I~~~~ns Il~~'~rl c~~!~!~: .._.....~_. ._ ......__ ," .._...._...._... __ ._..... I 

[~()NT~A . __JI~tli~: re~~ alll1\lJ)~~~t col~ccted. .. ~_.. .. ... ... .. ... _ 1 

~~~~SKA .__J@t~~e :c~~ns a~l supp~~~Clc~~u..... . ..-=oJ 


. 'NEVADA ,''UP to $75 passed~tllrtlugh. Amount d,isregatdcd forpurposcli ofeligibility and I 

.... .. J benefits.. 	 .. . 

~~~ ii~MPsli~iJ@tate..~.lai~~~u~(~:.!.~cie~: ~-~~:;"..~~~.=. ~".-'~.~' .. _..~." ...···.1 
rNfiw JERSEY , J., Up to $50 passed-thruugn. Amount disregarded for pUrpOses ofeligibility and ':---"l

1_ . . benefits.. '. . '_ I 

;::~:::E='JW~M"':'''=E::;X=ICO;::'";'-""I......... -
·,,;;;· Up ~~$SO ~aSSed~tl,uoO·-u-g7h;':·.·A7 ':::':~~:':~':"'~n-t"';d:::-:"i,'!i;':'~';";'~r.::::"a=;:d~-ed~'~'iI:;:::'~-r'::~~:":~=I>;;'o';';~~:"'s-o-=f=cl::::ig=:i::=b;::;ib7='ty::;''''''an-d:;-:'-;;";:';;'-='.:;,"I 

L.. ..~ bencflt!!. . _:.._... ~.. _ ... ..I 

!Nnw YORK . Jil!J)' to $50 passed-through. Ainmll,.1t disrcgarded fOrpUrpOS,es Ufc1igibilitY, and ..I

L . !~nefits.. \ . 


INOIti:ll-" "::l'- Isiat~-;:~t;ins all'~u~po;~:;~nected~--"" -- ..' .. ...~- "-'J::: 

CAROLINA 	 '. 

~~~~H D~O'l~J~ate ~~;j;;s' al.(~~~~~~i.~;;d.~·.~ .. :~ .... -".~_._- ." ..__. "__.,, .J 

@H!.'2....... ...~I.~t~te rctajl1~.~~1 suppo.~colleclcd. __... _....... ...... __ ..~__I 

10KLAHOMA I~cretab~' all ,support collc~ted. I 


~~==-.. _.~.·.~l~tat~~:.~~~~·lill~p~.~rl:~.~~li~~~d...;...........~..: .~. _. ." "~_ :...... ] 

\PENNSYLVANIA -I Up to $:,)0 passed.through. Amount disregarded for purposes ofeligibility and j
L :'. benefits.'·. . 

;=lRH::'-='o==-n-R";;:i:::"S:":L=A::':-N:::"D":':""'-J~' .Up t,0 $50 ;'SS~d.t.h~Qiigl~: Amo\l'nt--;d+i~TI:":".:'=::~:::ar=d;=:~~d-;;fo"':';=p=urp=o=s::'es-of~c:::;l:;=ig:::;:ib=:i:::-'iity;--a-n'::::'d=-=-==] 
.... - " ~. _ 	 ~_." e '" , •• , .. _ ••• .. __ ". •• •• ._ ". .. 

II §OV'l'll IState passes through and disregaros !lome or all support for purposes offiJl-the..-gap I 

. , benefits. . 

l CAROl.INA \)udgctiIig. . ....1 


~0JTH~KOTA~jl.~~tc re~il~ ~l~rt c~l~~:. ..~=...'= .~:~~.= .~ .. "-=... .] 
budgeting.. 'I

TENNESSEE ] State p~sses thrOUG,h and disregards some or an support for pU'l'oses of fill-tile-gap 'j 

I
-" --' .-. .-.... .._-'-'...-.~---.. ._--_. . ...-_.- ' ----" .'--"~ '-'-'-' 

iliXAS J,. ,Up t(l $50 pass.cd.through. Amount disregarded for purposes of eligibility and 


bellefilS. '.' 	 .. ' '.E- • • L...-... .,,___.• ..... ..... • . • ....__., ...... • ........ '_'" _ _" .• 


I~JT~_· ...____ lIStat:.~et~ins a~t cone~~~:. ..'" _ ..._............._ .t.__ .. . __.. ] 


VRR MONT I	Under federal waiver state has an experimental group and control group. . 
Experhnental!; get till child support col.lectcd on their behalf; up to $50 is disregllrdcd
for purposes ()fbencfits. . . .

I 	 .
, 
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J ,IIControls get up to $50 passed-through. Amoun(disregarc1cd for purposes of eligibilitY II ' . -.-J lind benefils. ' ' ' 
/"., 

lVIR,GINIA ---, 1Up to S50 '~~~sed:;hr~~gh.-A-~~~U.nt disr~~~rded for' P\llV~SCIl ~)f~ligibiii~;~~d -, 'I 
I I benefits:, ' .I 
r.~A~lNG'iQ~-: 'J@;~i~~~in~ ~'ll';~~~:.~ro.li~c~- ~ ,',:,--,.-'" ,'--, "_"~-'-.,-"I 
WEST VIRGINIA ' IState retains an sllpporl collected. Howcver,'l'ANF grant for those Oil whose behalf I 

[ " current support is collected is increased by up to $50 a month. ,IlWISC:ONSIN-Jlj~d~~ fed~;l-;~'iver.' ~~t~"j~~s's~~ii;~~;tl;o,i W;;up andl"go cx~riJ;;'ubl·;'aup.-;...; I 
' . 	 expcrimenlld group, state pasliCS through all support to the t'milly. Full amount 

disregarded for plIrpOliCS of benefitli. (;ol1lrol group gets \IP to $50 passed-through. ' 
Amount disregarded for purposes of eligibility and benefits; , 

i=-~:"::-:::::Y::::,?:::;!'1:::;·I~N~,~';"':J=:=~_=-'~_~';;'J'§dc~t~~~~~~~l:;·co~l~~t~d~' " -"~. :~_." , ' ,.' - .J 

Informal/Oil updated bused on state surp(!jll:onducted by LeJ"ill AS!iOCiates. 
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Cynthia A. Rice 	 11/16/9901:24:53 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP@EOP 
cc: j. eric gould/opd/eop@eop, andrea kane/opd/eop@eop 

bcc: Records Management@EOP 

Subject: Re: CS Distribution table ~ 


This is helpful, but still not"quite what I'm looking for. Pretend you're explaining t.his to your mother, or are 
giving Robert Pear anecdotes that could be one sentence examples in a.NYT story. Tell me in bullet form 

. which families are hurt under current law and how they are hurt: Then tell me how the each of the 
proposals would help families. For example something like (not sure these are correct, just trying to give 
you the idea): . . 

Currently: 

• 	 Some mothers who leave welfare get to keep all the child support collected on their behalf, while 

others do not, depending on the method by which the state collected that support. 


• 	 Some mothers who leave welfare will get payments for past-due child support for several months or 

years, but then those payments will cease in order to begin paying the federal and states 

governments for their share of past-due support. 


• 	 Mothers wh~ are owed past-due support from before they were on welfare can never collect those 

amounts if they go on welfare, even once they've left welfare, because· the federal and state 

governments claim those child support collections as theirs. ' 


Under the HHS proposal: 

Under the Smith proposal: 

Eugenia Chough .11/16/99 12:05:25 PM 
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