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AN INCENTIVE PLAN TO PROMOTE THE PAYMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT

by Wendell Primus and Esther Rosenbaum

Introduction

As welfare reform encourages families to rely on earnings and eventually moves
tham off of public assistance, income from the child support system will become an
increasingly more important mecham.{%m for providing income to children in single-
parent, low-income families. Unfortunately for many of these children, only a small
portion of noncustodial parents pay chlld support. The reasons for non-payment vary.
Many noncustodial parents do not pay because they are unemployed or
underemployed. Some view the system as unfair or inefficient because their payments
do not seem to increase their children’s well-being or because of the system'’s
inflexibility in modifying and ad}ustm]g orders and in its arrearage policies. In other
cases, paternity has not been estabhshed and/or there is no child support order or the
father cannot be located, so child support cannot be collected.

The Child Support Incentive Payment (CSIP) described in this paper attempts to
increase the income and well-being of|these children by creating incentives for the good
behaviors of working and paying child support —just as the earned income tax credit
increases the incentives to enter the labor force and increases the earnings of custodial
parents.'

The CSIP creates these incentives by:

. increasing the CSIP benefit as child support payments and earnings increase,
rewarding both work and the p'ayrnent of child support;

. not depriving children of tax credits and exemptions which'benefit low-income
families solely because their parents do not live together;

. - providing noncustodial parents with the same earnings and tax incentives as
custodial parents.

' Robert Greenstein and Isaac Shapiro. Nezlj Research Findings on the Eﬁects of the Earned Income Tax
Credit. Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, March 16, 1998, pp. 4-5.
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Background

Currently, only a small fraction of children in single-parent families receive child .
support from their noncustodial parent. For example?, in 1995, California collected only
$599 million, or 38 percent, of the $1. élbillion dollars owed in current child support
payments. Collections were received on only 197,000 of the 526,000 child support
orders.> These numbers substantially|understate the amount of potential child support
payments that go uncollected. For two million children in California’s child support
program, paternity or child support orders never have been established in the first

place.*

Given the specter of time limits in the new welfare law, the financial well-bemg
of poor children in single-parent farmhes will be increasingly reliant on a combination
of their mothers’ and fathers’ eammg§ (whether in addition to or in place of
government assistance) if they are to have any chance of escaping poverty. It is
important, therefore, for states to enstire that more child support orders are established
and paid and that more of the child support payments actually reach the children to
improve their well-being. ‘

Noncustodial parents with chilldren receiving cash assistance are often reluctant
to pay — and sometimes go to great lengths not to pay — their child support orders
because they do not feel that the payments are actually benefitting their children.> Prior
to the mid-1980s, all child support collected on behalf of welfare-receiving families was
retained by the government as reimb}xrsement for Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) payments to the family.® This was a contributing factor to the
reluctance of noncustodial parents to(pay child support. To help address this problem,
the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984 changed the provisions governing distribution of
child support to families receiving AFDC by "passing through” up to $50 of child
support collected by the Child Support Enforcement Office to the AFDC family.

2 While the CSIP is intended to be a nation-wide program, it was first conceived in the context of
California-and therefore, California will be used as an example throughout the paper.

3 us. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Office of
Child Support Enforcement. The Twentieth Annual Report to Congress. Tables 68, 69, 74 and 75.

4 Calculated from data from Tables 32 and 33 of The Twentieth Annual Report to Congress.

5 Dan Bloom and Kay Sherwood. Matching Opportunities to Obligations: Lessons for Child Support Reform
from the Parents’ Fair Share Pilot Phase. Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, April 19%4, p.74.

¢ With one minor exception: in approximately 11 states with "fill the gap" policies, not all of the child
suppeort collected was retained. c




However, the 1996 welfare law repealed this pass-through requirement.
Therefore, states are now free to contlr‘lue the pass-through, completely eliminate it, or
expand it. Sixteen states have chosen tlo continue the pass-through, 33 states have
completely eliminated it, and two states have expanded it.” One state — Wisconsin —
passes through the entire amount of child support that is paid.

Even in those states, like Califomia, that have retained the $50 pass-through to
custodial families, these funds are usually partially offset by a reduction in food stamp
benefits (since most low-income farmhies receive both TANF and food stamps), further
reducing the amount by which the ch11d is made better off by the child support
payment. For example, if a noncustod1a1 parent pays $250 in child support, $50 is
passed through, but food stamp benefits to the custodial family are reduced by $15as a
result of the increase in income. Thus, his child will only be made better off by $35.
This high rate of effective taxation (essentially an 86 percent tax rate) provides the
noncustodial parent with little incentive to pay his child support obligation.

For noncustodial parents both with and without children receiving cash
assistance, making the required payments is often very difficult because these parents
move in and out of the labor force without their orders always being adjusted and
because they are often underfemployeld. Low-income noncustodial parents who are
presented with support obligations tha‘t far exceed their ability to pay or are not
adjusted appropriately when their earnings decrease may also deem the child support
system to be fundamentally unfair® As a result, many of these noncustodial parents do
not make the required child support payments and accumulate a debt in the amount of
owed child support; are charged with paying retroactive support and Medicaid
childbirth costs (plus interest and courlt costs) dating back to the time the child first
received AFDC or TANF and in some states dating back to the child’s birth; or default
. on their orders and as a result incur finles, have their wages withheld, or have liens
placed on their property.

The existence of this child support debt — which can be substantial — can be
daunting to noncustodial parents in low-wage jobs. Because the noncustodial parents
may feel they never will be able to pay off their child support fully even if they are
working, these arrearages may actually deter them from seeking stable employment or

7 Paula Roberts. State Action Re $50 Pass-through and Dzsregard Center for Law and Social Policy,
]’muary 1998.

¥ See Matching Opportunities to Obhgntzons Lessons for Child Support Reform from the Parents’ Fair Share
Pilot Phase, Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, April 1994, pp. 74-5 and Working with Low-
Income Cases: Lessons for the Child Support Enfor{gement System from Parents’ Fair Share, Manpower
Demonstration Research Corporation, May 1998, pp. 12-3.
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making child support payments, encourage them to move into the underground
economy, or cause them to compl@telylsever ties with the family. While the child
support enforcement system has various methods of dealing with non-payment of child
support orders and collection of past-due orders, such as withholding wages, placing
liens on property, revoking licenses and tracking noncustodial parents through
federally mandated computer syste‘:msI these methods often do not result in increased

payments — especially when the noncustodlal parent has little or no income or assets.

In order to overcome these obstacles in the child support system and to provide
benefits to children based on the good|behaviors of their parents, an improved child
support system should consist of five additional components:

5

. provision of employment services to unemployed and under-employed fathers;
. provision of peer support and mediation services;
. modification of selected child support policies including more flexible

" modification of orders, arrearage policies and allowing in-kind services to
substitute for cash;

. substantial disregards of the noncustodial parent’s child support payments in
means-tested programs such as TANF;

. and a Child Support Incentive Payment (CSIP) for noncustodial pareﬁts. '

This paper will describe in detal»il this last component. This would be an
especially effective addition in California counties (such as the Parent’s Fair Share site in
Los Angeles) where monies and programs already have been targeted for the first two
components, including services which: aid noncustodial parents in getting employed
and increasing their earnings and living standards. The final two components help
translate these earnings into increased child support payments, thus improving the
well-being of children.

Rationale

Custodial parents are provided with work incentives through the tax system that
are not available to noncustodial parents because they are based on the presence of
dependent children in the home. The‘federal Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), for
example, effectively increases the Well -being of children at low-income levels. The EITC
encourages custodial parents to work by acting as a. wage supplement that increases as
earnings increase for workers with very low earnings. However, noncustodial parents
do not qualify for the famlly EITC, and only a few may qualify for a very small EITC
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benefit provided to workers without alchild in the home.

Also available to the custodial parent are a $500 per child tax credit, exemptions
for dependent children, a head-of-household deduction and similar state tax credits and
exemptions. These benefits are largely based on the presence of children and are
contingent upon the custodial parent havmg earnings that are large enough for the
exemptions or non-refundable credits to actually reduce tax liability. It is logical for the
system to provide custodial and noncustodial parents with these same incentives to .
work, especially since unemployment|is one of the major barriers that noncustodial
parents face in paying child support.

In addition, children who do not live with both parents often do not reap the full
potential of these child tax benefits. For example, in families where the children live
with only one parent, the benefits that the children receive from the federal EITC are
based only on the earnings of the cust!odlal parent. If increasing child support payment
and thereby increasing child well-being are goals of the child support enforcement
system, then it seems logical to prov1de noncustodial parents with the same incentives
as custodial parents to work and support their children and to allow low-income

children to benefit from these tax credits that were designed to assist them.

However, providing an EITC in the absence of other coordinated policies to
noncustodial parents who do not pay child support would probably not be politically
feasible, nor substantively sound policy. In the case of noncustodial parents, not only
are incentives needed to increase earnings, but those increased earnings must also
improve the welfare of their children,| Therefore, simply increasing earnings and
providing more support to the noncustodial parent would not be politically acceptable.
Only if these increased earnings translate into additional child support would the
incentive be politically feasible.

However, it is also necessary to ensure that the additional benefit to the children
from the noncustodial parent does not make the family better-off by living apart.
Rather, the incentive should motlvate the noncustodial parent to pay child support by
making available the "unused" child tlax benefits that the children could receive if the
parents were together. To ensure thalt no incentive exists for living apart, the CSIP is
based upon the benefits and incentives that would be available to the children in a

family if both of their parents were li\lz‘ing and raising their children in one family unit.

The proposed plan would mat{‘ch the child support paid by the noncustodial
parent with the unutilized child tax credits from the custodial parent.:If the
noncustodial parent paid his entire order, his children would receive the full amount of
unused child tax benefits. The CSIP would increase the well-being of low-income

children by calculating benefits based on the earnings of both parents and would




provide an increased incentive for thenoncustodial parent to work and ‘pay child
support.

The main incentive for the noncustodial parent to cooperate with the custodial
parent and the child support office and turn over the necessary documentation for his
family’s CSIP eligibility would be the direct increase to his children’s well-being that
results from the CSIP. For those noncustodial parents with children receiving cash
assistance and therefore are not actually receiving any of the paid child support, the
CSIP would make the noncustodial parents feel as though the child support they are
paying is directly improving the well- bemg of their children. For those noncustodial
parents without children receiving cash assistance, the CSIP would supplement their
efforts to pay child support and would allow them to feel as though the sacrifice they
are making in giving up some of their limited incomes to their children has an actual
impact on their well-being. The CSIP|would also provide a monetary incentive to the
noncustodial parent to participate by reducing his arrearages by the amount of CSIP
that is paid to the custodial family.

Since large child support debts'may deter many noncustodial parents from
seeking gainful employment or paying current child support, reducing their arrearages
by the amount of the CSIP should provide these noncustodial parents with increased
incentives to work and pay their current orders. Many of these debts are incurred when
these noncustodial parents become unemployed but the child support enforcement
system is not responsive enough to their movement in and out of the labor force and
often does not adjust their orders accordingly.” Rewarding payment of current child
support by reducing these debts, therlefore, will not only make these noncustodial
parents better able to pay their current orders, but also may help restore some of their
faith in the child support system.

Conceptual Design of the Child Support Incentive Payment
The CSIP is based upon several principles:

. Children should not be deprived of tax credits and exemptions which benefit

low- and moderate-income farhilies solely because their parents do not live
together. ~
. The value of the child tax benefits should not be greater because the biological

parents are not living together!

% See Matching Opportunities to Obligations: Lessons for Child Support Reform from the Parents’ Fair Share
Pilot Phase, Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, Aprii 1994, Chapter 6.
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. Noncustod1a1 parents should have the same incentives to work and support thelr
children as custodial parents

The CSIP would encourage noncustodial parents to work and pay child support
by providing their children with beneflts that are a function of these behaviors. Up to a
certain maximum, the greater the child support payment by the noncustodial parent,
the greater the benefit received by thelchildren. And, an increase in the noncustodial
parent’s earnings translates into a direct increase in their children’s benefits.

The tax code contains a number of provisions that benefit children in low-income
families, such as the head- of—household deduction, personal exemptions, child tax
credits and the EITC.: These prov151ons however, generally only benefit low-income
families that have at least some earnings. For example, only families with income at
least as great as the total of their personal exemptions can receive the full benefit of the
exemptions. Also, because the child tiax credit is not refundable (except in limited
circumstances), families without any tax liability receive no benefits from the credit.
Because many custodial parents have little or no income, they are unable to take full
advantage of these tax provisions.

Meanwhile, it is possible that noncustodial parents have income that is low
enough to qualify for these provisions yet high enough that they are able to gain some
benefit from the credits and exemptions. However, they are not eligible to receive these
credits and exemptions, because their children do not live with them. Children whose
parents do not live together are therefore deprived of the benefits of the tax code
provisions that were specifically established to assist them because they cannot take
advantage of both parents’ incomes.

For example, because the EITC increases with earnings in the phase-in range,
children whose custodial parents only earn enough income to be on the up-slope of the
benefit structure could possibly receive the maximum EITC benefit if their noncustodial
parents’ earnings were taken into account (as in the CSIP calculation). Under the
current system, however, the chﬂdren do not benefit from the noncustodial parent’s
income because only custodial parents qualify for the federal EITC.

The CSIP would remedy this 1§3y providing the children with a benefit
determined by finding the portions of the child tax benefits that are not used by the
custodial parent and — just as businesses trade corporate tax credits with each other —
transferring them to the noncustodxal parent if his income qualifies him, as if he could
claim the children as dependents. H‘owever, the children will only receive a payment 1f
the noncustodial parent pays child support. :

In order to calculate the CSIP benefit for a particular vfamily, a state’s child




support enforcement agency would use the previous year’s tax returns for both the
custodial and noncustodial parent to examine five types of tax benefits: the EITC, the
federal head-of-household deduction, personal exemptions and Child Tax Credit and
state tax provisions.for low-income famlhes The CSIP amount would be based on the
difference between what would have been available under the combined income of the
custodial and noncustodial parents, and the amount of credits and exemptions actually
taken by the custodial parent. The chlldren would then receive a share of these unused
child tax benefits proportional to the share of the child support order paid by the
noncustodial parent. For example, if the noncustodial parent paid 80 percent of his
child support order, the children woulld receive a benefit equal to 80 percent of the
calculated unused credits, spread out over the year.

In addition to the benefit to the ?ustodial family, the noncustodial parent would
benefit by having his arrearages reduced by the amount of CSIP paid to the custodial
family, thereby creating an incentive for him to cooperate with the custodial parent and
the child support office and submit thef required documents for his family’s eligibility.

The unused credits would be ca;lculated by adding together the amount of the
EITC based on both parents’ earnings t;hat exceeds the amount of EITC actually
received by the custodial parent, the amount of the head-of-household deduction and
child personal exemptions that the cust\odial parent did not use because her earnings
were too small, but the noncustodial parent’s earnings qualify him for and the amount
of the child tax credit that the custodial parent did not use because her tax liability was
too small, but the noncustodial parent’é tax liability qualifies him for (and state child tax
benefits and credits if applicable). Once the maximum possible benefit is calculated, a
matching rate is determined that is equivalent to the proportion of his child support
order the noncustodial parent pays, but which cannot exceed three-for-one. A much

more detailed explanation of these calculations can be found in the appendix.
Interaction With Other Programs

One concern that always arises when designing a new incentive program is how
it will interact with other income secumty programs. Although as described later, CSIP
will not be administered by the tax systern conceptually it is designed as a tax benefit
based upon income received during one calendar year. Thus it should be treated the
same as other tax benefits, such as the EITC and should not be counted as income when
calculating benefits for other means- tested programs like TANF, food stamps, or low-
income housing.*

10 Under AFDC, the EITC was not counted as income. Under TANF, the definition of income is left up
to the states, however, most states have chosen not to count the EITC as income.
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One of the reasons the EITC is not counted as income when determining benefits
is that eligibility is based upon annual earnings. The other means-tested benefits are
based upoit monthly income and thus|real problems ensue in estimating the amount of
the EITC that is actually earned when calculating monthly benefits under these other
means-tested benefit programs. The same issues apply to the CSIP. In addition, the fact
that the CSIP will be completely disregarded will simplify its calculation and
administration.

Impact of the CSIP

The following table shows the maximum possible CSIP subsidy for families with
various levels of income. The subsidy|levels were calculated using the above
methodology according to the 1998 federal income tax parameters, but assuming the
$500 child tax credit is fully phased in |(even though this will not be the case until 1999)
and considering the mother as the custodial parent and the father as the noncustodial
parent. The calculations also assume that the parents have no income other than
earnings and no credits other than thechild tax credit and the earned income credit.

The actual benefit received by each 1nd1V1dual custodial family will depend on the size
of that family’s child support order, thie portion of the order paid by the noncustodial
parent, and the cap on the matching rate, if applicable. The matching rate limit will
probably apply to many of the families eligible for the largest possible subsidies where
the noncustodial parents’ earnings are|very low — families in the upper left-hand corner
of the table (because the child support|order will therefore also be low).

The table shows that the most substantial subsidies will be available to custodial
parents with earnings of $4,000 or less1 For example, a custodial mother withno
earmngs and a noncustodial father earning $12,000 per year with two children could
yield a maximum possible CSIP of $5, 504 A custodial mother earning $4,000 per year
arid a noncustodial father earning $8, 000 per year with two children could yield a
maximum CSIP benefit of $3,304. This is important for several reasons. First, it shows
that the program is well targeted, as the largest subsidies would be available to those
who are most in need and the subsidies would decrease as the custodial parents’
earnings increase (and need decreases)

- Second, a large number of eligible families would fall into this lowest-earnings
range where the subsidies are largest — the larger the subsidy, the larger the incentive
for the noncustodial parent to work and pay child support. In fact, the average
earnings of persons in female-headed families with children below the poverty line in
1996 was $3,642. Therefore, the averaée poor custodial famxly would be eligible for a
substantial subsidy. In 1996, some 40 percent of female-headed families with children
below the poverty line had no earnings, placing them in the first column of the table

(assuming the noncustodial parent hag some earnings). In addition, for those female-




Maximum Possible CSIP Subsidy for Selected Earnings Levels
for Families with One or Two Children

e

Mother’s AGI (earnings)

$0 | $4,000 $8,000 $12,000 $16,000
1 child 2 children 1 child 2 children 1 child 2 children 1 child 2 children 1 child 2 children

_ $8,000  $3,614  $4,948 $1,654  $3,304 $905 $953 | $447 $1,353 - $0 $752
Father’s .
AGI $12,000 $3614 $5,504 $1,266  $2,516 $905 $1,553 $447 $1,353 $0 $752
(earnings) |
'$16,000 $3,016  $4,716 $1,243  $2,078 $905 $1,810 $447 $1,353 - $0 $752
$20,000 $2,587 $3,873 $1,243  $2,148 $905 $1,810 $447  $1,353 $0 $752

Note: Assume no income other than earnings and no credits other than the child tax credit and the eamed income credit. Calculations use 1998 {ederal income
tax parameters, but assume the $500 child tax credit is fully phased in (even though this will not be the case untit 1999).
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headed families with children below the poverty line which were receiving an EITC in
1996, the average value of the EITC was Hnly $966, leaving much of the EITC

"unused.""
Administration

Because of the records required|to determine the benefit level, the need for up-to-
date accounting of child support payments and the necessary outreach to families
involved in the child support system, tghe CSIP payment would have to be administered
by the local Child Support Enforcement Office. All noncustodial and custodial parents
in the child support system would be required to turn over copies of their tax returns to
the state or local CSE office so that thelamount of unused credits could be determined.™
To encourage noncustodial parents to cooperate, the CSE office should also make sure
that noncustodial parents understand that their arrearages will be reduced by the
amount of CSIP that the cust0d1a1 famdy receives.

After the tax returns of both parties are filed, child support payments for the year
would be estimated based on the payn‘nents made so far in the current year. The CSE
office would calculate the unused child tax benefits for the year for each specific family.
The office would then determine the CSIP based on child support paid. These
calculations will yield different unusec‘Tl benefit levels and different matching rates for
each family that will change from year to year. The complexities of the calculations
would be programed into a computer.| The CSE worker would enter the required
information from the tax returns and child support payment records into the computer
and the program would calculate a unique benefit level for each family. In order for the
incentives to work, however, the CSE office must make sure that parents understand
the basic features of the CSIP — to the extent the noncustodial parent pays child
support, those payments are matched hta given rate and additional payments are made
to the child. ‘

In most cases the calculations required are based entirely upon history —
earnings and taxes paid in the previou[s year. However, if the noncustodial parent had
little or no earnings in the previous year, but increased earnings in the current year,
there would be very little benefit from|the CSIP in the current year and the noncustodial

' Center on Budget and Policy Priorities analysis of CPS data.

2 In many states, the CSE office already has access to parents’ tax returns and/or the authority to
request submission of tax returns, W-2s, payroll stubs, etc. in order to determine the earnings of the
parents for the purpose of establishing or mochfymg child support orders. This requirement, therefore,
would not really alter the information- gathen!ng authority of the CSE office or the relationship between
the case worker and the parents or increase the amount of information on the noncustodial parent’s
earnings and employment that the office would have access to.
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.parent would therefore not be rewarded for his increased earnings until the following
year. This could occur if, for example, a parent recently got out of jail or just recently
became employed as a result of employment services. In these cases, the CSE office
would have to make the calculations descrxbed above on the basis of current year
noncustodial parent earnings. The custod1a1 parent’s earnings and taxes would always
be based upon last year. Thus, for noricustodial parents with very low earnings —
earnings below the poverty line for a family of three (assuming two children) — in the
previous year, the'CSE office will have to re-calculate the CSIP if earnings increase in
the current year.

The noncustodial parent’s earnings will have to be reported quarterly and
annualized to allow the CSIP to be ad;{lsted for any changes in earnings levels. If the
noncustodial parent’s earnings fluctuate in the current year then the CSIP that was
calculated based on the previous year’s earnings serves as the CSIP floor, below which
the maximum benefit level for the current year cannot drop. When current earnings
rise above the previous year’s level, the CSIP would be re-calculated using current
earnings and the current year’s EITC benefit structure, thus creating an incentive to
increase earnings. When current earnings fall below the previous year’s level, the
maximum CSIP equals the floor set by the previous year’s earnings.

The office would determine the CSIP as early in the year as possible and begin
making monthly payments (based on the payment for the entire year) to the custodial
parent until the next year’s tax return is filed and the CSIP is re-calculated.

The office would have some ﬂelibility in determining how and when to
distribute these benefits and combine them with child support payments. For example,
if the noncustodial parent did not pay ! his child support in one month because of job
loss or a decrease in earnings, the child support office could increase that month’s CSIP
benefit (and thereby reduce the remaining months’ payments) in order to balance out
the loss of child support. Or, if the noncustodial parent became unemployed during the
year, then his order would be adjusted |accordingly and he would probably not be
making any payments during his period of unemployment.

These adjustments could affect both the amount of child support paid and the
amount of the CSIP. If the child support order is reduced, but the noncustodial parent
maintains his payment level, then the plroportion of his order paid would increase and
so could the CSIP matching rate (although it could not increase above the three-for-one
limit). However, even if the child support order is reduced and the noncustodial parent
adjusts his payment accordingly, the CSIP matching rate which has already been
-established for that farmly for the current year could not go down.

At the end of the year, the CSE office will reconcile the appropriate CSIP based

12




on actual child support paid. In the very rare instances where the family has been paid
too much CSIP for the year, an adjustment can be made to the next year's CSIP
payments so that at the end of the next year, the family has rtCEIVGd the accurate sum of
child support payments and CSIP.

There is very little chance for fraud in the CSIP system as outlined in this paper.
The amount of payment depends entir}ely upon copies of tax returns and actual child
support payments that flow through the Child Support Enforcement Office. The family
is not eligible for CSIP payments if thelse conditions are not met. In fact, as explained
later, there is a good chance that this proposal will actually reduce erroneous claiming of
child tax benefits under current tax law.

The Child Support Enforcement Office and the welfare office would be expected
to disseminate information to parents about how the CSIP program works and about
how the benefits are determined so that parents would be encouraged to participate
and be aware of what behavior changes on their part could increase their children’s
benefit levels, i.e. an increase in work or an increase in child support paid.

Financing .

This proposal was originally deslligned from the point of view of California,
which is required by state law to 1mp1ement child support assurance proposals in three
counties. In California and other such states the CSIP could be funded by state
budgetary surpluses or states could finance the CSIP for TANF families with state
maintenance-of-effort (MOE) funds.

In the long run the program sho r,11d be financed with federal dollars, just as the
EITC and the child tax credits are financed federally. The administrative costs would be
shared on the same basis as the current|funding of the child support program — 66
percent federal dollars and 34 percent state dollars. However, states which choose to
include state tax credits in the calculation of the CSIP will be responsible for funding
this portion on their own.

Advantages of the CSIP

While the explicit purpose of this incentive payment is to increase payment of
child support orders, it also has other pPsitive implications. As mentioned earlier, the
CSIP would provide noncustodial parents with increased incentives not only to pay
child support, but also to work.

Noncustodial parents will have an incentive to work because increasing their
current earnings will result in a direct increase in the potential benefits that their
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children can receive. This gives noncustodial parents the opportunity to not only
improve the well-being of their ch1ldren but improves the link in the noncustodial
parents’ ‘mnds between their actions and the well-being of their children. -

The resultmg CSIP will also ensure that there is a direct connection between child
support paid and benefits received bylthe child. The increased benefits to their children
will make noncustodial parents feel more connected with their children, which could
lead to increased involvement in other areas of the child’s life. It could also change
substantially the dynamics between the two parents. Payment of child support by low-
income noncustodial parents directly increases the welfare of the custodial parent.

Thus, there might be less resistance to lc:hllcl visitation and access.”® There also might be
less reluctance to have an order modifled in a downward direction when the
noncustodial parents loses a-job becauge the CSIP would make up all or part of the
difference.

In addition, the CSIP will give nioncustodial parents more faith in the child
support system because they will see that the child support that they are paying is
actually benefitting their children. Because noncustodial parents will be informed that
the CSIP is designed so that if the full order is paid, then the all of the maximum benefit
is paid to their children, they will be aware that paying child support will directly
increase the well-being of their children and thereby will be encouraged to pay the full
order.

The collection of tax returns by tlhe local child support office for the purpose of
calculating the CSIP will provide the ofﬁce with more accurate information on
noncustodial parents’ ability to pay. In this way, the CSIP may help the child support
office to alter existing child support orders more accurately to reflect changes in the
noncustodial parent’s ability to pay (such as becommg unemployed or in taking a
higher paying job). :

Also, administration of the CSIP§ could help reduce several kinds of tax fraud that

“are currently occurring. First, because tax forms of the motheérs and fathers will be
compared, noncustodial parents who 1111ega11y claim their children as dependents can be
discovered. Second, there has been a continuing debate over the EITC error rate and
legislation was passed in both 1996 and 1997 to try to eliminate some of the errors. It is
believed that "all viable ideas to reduce|errors and achieve savings through legislative

¥ The proposal is not intended to encourage interaction in cases where there is a history of domestic
violence, abuse, etc. However, even in these cases, the CSIP would at least allow a greater portion of the
nionetary support provided by the noncustodial parent to benefit his children.
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action appear to have been adopted.""

The administration of the CSIP would provide one new way to reduce some of
the EITC error. Some 39 percent of the EITC errors among families with children (both
intentional and unintentional) are due to child residency rules.”® In other words, a
parent or guardian who should not be claiming an EITC because legally the children do
not reside with him, is receiving a beneﬁt .Being able to compare the custodial and
noncustodial parents’ tax returns throlugh administration of the CSIP could enable child
support administrators to identify noncustodial parents who are fraudulently or
inadvertently double-claiming the EITC, report this information to the Internal Revenue
Service, and thereby help to further reduce EITC errors. This might also offset the cost

of this proposal to a significant extent.

Finally, because the CSIP is a function of child support paid, noncustodial
parents would be encouraged to pay child support through the system, rather than
underground because their children can only receive the CSIP if their payments are
recorded. This feature of the CSIP alsc:) eliminates any possibility of underreporting of
child support payments by the custodial parent in order to get a bigger benefit because
the CSIP will only count child support payments made through the child support office.

Conclusion

The CSIP attempts to correct for the disincentives that currently exist in the child
support system for noncustodial parents by providing noncustodial parents with the
same incentives as custodial parents to work and support their children, without
allowing a family to become better-off|by splitting up.

The CSIP accomplishes this by providing benefits to children based upon chiid
support paid by the noncustodial parent and "unused” tax credits from the custodial
parent. The CSIP would increase the vlvell~being of low-income children by calculating
benefits based on the earnings of both parents and would provide increased incentives

for the noncustodial parent to work and pay child support.

In addition to the explicit purpose of increasing payment of child support orders,
the CSIP also has the potential to make noncustodial parents feel more connected with
their children; give noncustodial parents more faith in the child support system;

" Robert Greenstein. "The Earned Income [Tax Credit and Error Rates." Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities, February 25, 1998, p. 1.

15 Robert Greenstein, "The Earmned Income Tax Credit and Error Rates.” Center on ABudget and Policy
Priorities, February 25, 1998, pp. 6-7.
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increase the accuracy of alterations to existing child support orders; reduce the potential
for several kinds of tax fraud; and encourage noncustodial parents to make payments to
the child support system, rather than under the table.
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- |JAPPENDIX

Detailed Explanation of How the CSIP Benefit is Calculated

Calculating the CSIP benefit in\(olves two steps. The first step is to calculate the
amount of "unused" child tax benefits/credits based on income from the custodial and
noncustodial parents in the prior calendar year. These include potentially five types of
tax benefits: - ‘ :

1. the unused EITC,

2. ‘thve unused ém;)unt of the head-of-household deduction,
3. unused child personal exemvptions,

4 the uﬁused érqount of the new ¢hild tax credit and

5.  similar state child tax benefité/ érédits.

The second step is to determine what proportion of the child support order has been
‘paid by the noncustodial parent in the current year, apply this same proportion to the
value of unused tax benefits calculated!in step one and pay the child this amount as a
match to the payment of child support[by the noncustodial parent.

The first calculation in step one ;determines the "unused EITC." If the custodial
parent has more earnings in the precedging year than the maximum allowed to receive
‘the EITC ($30,095 for a family with two children in 1998), then there is no unused EITC.
If the custodial parent has no earnings,!then the unused EITC could potentially equal
the maximum possible valte of the credit, or $3,756 for a family with two children in
1998. ' '

The unused EITC would be calculated by adding together the mother’s and
father’s earnings from the previous yea%r,‘determining the EITC benefit for the
combined earnings of the parents (using the federal EITC benefit structure), and
subtracting out the EITC benefit that th;e custodial parent already received on her own.

For example, suppose the custodial ;Iaarent of two children earns $5,000 and the
noncustodial parent earns $10,000 in the previous year. The custodial parent’s EITC would be
$2,000, so there is potentially some unused|credit. Combining their earnings would push them
into the phaseout range of the EITC (which begins at $12,260 in 1998). So, their combined
earnings of $15,000 would yield a credit of $3,179. To get the unused EITC, the custodial
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parent’s credit of$2,000‘is subtmctedfrom the $3,179 to get an unused EITC of $1,179.

The next part in step oneis to calc‘ late the amount of the head- of-household
deduction that is not utilized by the custochal parent. If the custodial parent had any
tax liability, then it follows that all of the deduction was used and there is no potential
unused benefit. Otherwise, the amount of the unused deduction can be determined by
comparing the custodial parent’s adjusted gross income (AGI) to the standard
deduction amount ($6,250 in 1998) — if AGI is greater than $6,250 then there is no
- unused deduction and if AGI is less than $6,250 then the unused deduction equals the
difference between $6,250 and the custodial parent’s AGL. This amount is then
multiplied by 15 percent to translate the income deduction into a tax credit value.’

Next, the amount of unused personal chﬂd tax exemptlons is calculated. If there
was any federal tax liability, then all of the child tax exemptions were used and there is
no potential unused benefit: Conversely, if there was any unused head-of-household
deduction in the previous calculation, then all of the child exemptions remain unused.
In this case, the actual unused exemptllons are calculated by simply multiplying the
number of children by the exemption amount ($2,700 in 1998). Otherwise, the amount
of the unused child personal exemptions can be determined by subtracting the head-of-
household standard deduction amount and the adult personal exemption from the
custodial parent’s adjusted gross incorrtie (AGI). If the result is negative or zero, then all
of the child exemptions remain unusec% and the actual amount of the unused
exemptions is again calculated by simply multiplying the number of child dependents
the custodial parent could claim by the exemption amount. If the result is positive, this

‘amount subtracted from the product of the number of child dependents she claims
multiplied by the exemption amount ylelds the value of the unused child tax
exemptions. The value of the unused child tax exemptions is multiplied by 15 percent
to convert it to a credlt amount. '

The final calculation in step one [determines the amount of any unused child tax
credits. The amount of the child tax cred1t utilized by the custodial parent can be easily
discerned by looking at the custodial parent s tax return. If the entire $500 ($400 in
1998) credit per child has been used, then there is no unused child tax credit. If the
custodial parent has utilized less than $500 per child then there is potentially some
unused credit. However, the principle Ixhat these tax credits can not make the family
where the mother and father are living apart better off than if they were living together
comes into play. For example if both the custodial and noncustodial parent earned
$4,000 each and lived together they wopld have been ineligible for any child tax credit.
Therefore, this family should not receive any benefit from the child tax credit when they

i

18 Here it is assumed that most of the people who will be eligible for a CSIP benefit will be i in the 15
percent tax bracket. .
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are living apart. To find the correct arlnount the custodial parent’s earnings would be
added to the noncustodial parent’s taxable income (AGI minus his deductions and
exemptions) and the calculated unusegd head-of-houseiwld deduction and unused child
exemptions would be subtracted. The appropriate tax rate would be applied to this
adjusted taxable income to find the adjusted tax liability, a child tax credit amount
would be determined for this ad;usted tax liability (using the federal child tax credit
parameters), and the child tax credit that the custodial parent already received on her
.own would be subtracted out.

C
The "total unused tax credits" are determined by adding together the previously
calculated unused EITC, unused head-%of-household deduction, unused child tax
exemptions, unused child tax credit, and any unused portions of state tax credits or
exemptions (if California, or any state, chooses to add these). This total becomes the
maximum possible CSIP for that particular family.

The next step is to determine what proportion of this maximum the children will
receive. If the noncustodial parent pays the entire amount of his order that year, then
his children will receive the full amount of the unused credits. If he pays anything less
than the full amount (based on.the paytments that have been made so far in that year),
then his children will receive that same proportion of the unused credits. In other
words, the more of his order the noncustodial parent pays, the more of the unused
credits his children will receive.

For example, suppose a family’s total z:mzsed credits equal $2,000 and the noncustodial
parent has a child support order of $4,000 for that year. If the noncustodial parent pays $2,000
that year, or one- half of his order, then the CSIP paid to his child would equal one-half of the
family's total unused credits, or $1,000.

However, a limit is placed on amiount of CSIP benefit paid to the custodial family
for each dollar of child support paid by the noncustodial parent. This limit on the -
"matching rate" is set at three. In other Yvords, for every dollar of child support paid,
the custodial family cannot receive more than three dollars of CSIP, no matter what
‘proportion of the order is actually paid.}”

Once the matching rate is established for the particular family, it stays fixed for

'V This maximum matching rate is based on the incentive (40 percent) a custodial parent receives from
the EITC with earnings in the up-slope of the EITC benefit structure. Instead, the child support order
was used as'a proxy for earnings and then a malxxmum matching rate was calculated that would provide
an equivalent incentive to the noncustodial parent to pay child support. Since the average child support
order for low-income noncustodial parents is assumed to be from 12 to 15 percent of earnings, a
matching rate of three provides approximately the same incentive (36 to 45 percent) to the noncustodial
parent to pay child support as the EITC providels to the custodial parent to work.
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the year and can not decrease, even if the order itself is increased. If the father becomes
unemployed and the order is modiﬁec% downward, the matching rate may increase, but
not above three. Thus, during the year, the father knows that if he pays the full amount
of his order each month, his children will receive the maximum CSIP.

For example, assume a family has $4,000 of unused credits and the child support order is
$500 per year. Then, one dollar of child support paid would yield eight dollars of CSIP benefit.
In this case, the matching rate is excessive and would not be politically feasible. The cap, then,
would reduce this matching rate so that oe dollar of child support paid would yield three dollars
of CSIP benefit.

~ This CSIP benefit creates two incentives for the noncustodial parent. First, the
noncustodial parent has an incentive to earn more because increased earnings can
increase the family’s unused EITC and therefore his children’s potential benefit.
Second, the noncustodial parent has an% incentive to pay all of his child support order,
and the more earnings he has, the easielr this will be,

Spécial Cases

There are two alternative family structures to the one addressed by this model
that could slightly complicate the calculation of benefits. The first involves a
noncustodial father who has children in two (or more) different families. He might
currently live with one set of children and have noncustodial children from another
relationship, or he could have two (or n’%xore) different sets of children, but is not living
with any of them. The second alternative structure involves a mother who has two (or
more) children with different fathers. | '

When the noncustodial father ha‘|s two different sets of children, the CSIP
calculation will be a simple extension of  the regular calculation. Since under the federal
EITC each of the households with the children is eligible for the maximum credit
(assuming earnings are less than $30,095), each of these cases should be viewed as two
separate families made up of a custodial parent with children and a noncustodial
parent. The noncustodial parent is expe%ted to make separate child support payments
based on his income to each of these fan‘lxilies and similarly, the-CSIP should be
calculated separately for both of these families, both based on the noncustodial fathex’s
income.

In the case where the father does not live with any of the children, two separate
CSIP benefits would be calculated mdependently of each other for the children in each
of the custodial households. Each calculation would be identical to the calculation
described in detail above. In the case where the father lives with one set of children,
those children do not receive child support payments from the father and similarly, are
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~noteligible for a CSIP. Only the noncustod1al children are eligible for a CSIP and their
CSIP is calculated using the standard CSIP formula.

In situations where the custodial mother has children with different fathers, the
calculation is slightly more complicated. A maximum CSIP for the two children
combined would be determined based on both children and then each child’s share
would be determined separately. Forl&mphmty, assume that there are two children
with two different fathers. First, a hypothetlcal CSIP "a" would be calculated using the
first father’s earnings and the regular !cah:ulanons, but as if both children are his. Then
a hypothetical CSIP "b" would be calculated in the same fashion, but using the second
father’s earnings. The larger of a and 113 would become the maximum possible benefit
that can be received by the two childre{zn combined. Since the children have two
separate fathers, each child will have a portion of the custodial family’s benefit assigned
to them, each will have a different matchmg rate on their portion of the benefit and each
will receive a portion of their benefit that is based on the proportion of the child support
order that their father pays. In order to find these amount, the next step is to calculate
CSIP benefit amounts "x" and "y" for each individual child based on the custodial
mother’s and each child’s noncustodmll father’s earnings using the regular CSIP
formula. The value of x and y are then pro-rated so that x plus y equals the maximum
possible CSIP for the family (the greater of a and b), but so that the proportion of x and
y to their sum remains the same. This pro-rated x becomes the maximum possible
benefit assigned to the first child and the pro-rated y becomes the maximum possible
benefit assigned to the second child. Elach child will then receive an actual benefit based
on the proportion of his child support order that child’s father pays, just as in the
regular CSIP calculation.
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Economic Incentives Must Exas* in Order to Increase Child Support Payments
" from Low-Income Fathers and Improve the Well-Being of Their Children

by Wendell E Primus and Esther Rosenbaum

_ As welfare reform encourages families to rely on earnings and eventually moves
them off of public assistance,. mcon}e from the child support system will become an
increasingly more important mechanism for providing income to children in single-
parent, low-income families. Many poor children in single-parent families will be able
to escape from poverty —or avoid being pushed still deeper into poverty — only if they
can benefit from a combination of wages earned by their mother, earnings from their
father paid in the form of child support and government assistance in the form of
earned income tax credits, ch'ild car:e subsidies, food stamps and health insurance.

Unfortunately, only a modes}t fraction of poor children in single-parent families
currently receive child support mcorne from their noncustodial parents. The proportion
of never-married mothers whose chlldren receive child support payments is espeaally
low. Research indicates that more than $34 billion in potential child support income
goes unpaid each year and that almost two-thirds of single mothers receive no support.}

The reasons for non-payment vary. Many noncustodial parents do not pay or do
not fully pay because they are unemployed or underemployed. Some choose not to pay
because of strained relationships with the custodial parents, denial of visitation rights
- or because they do not trust the custiodial parents to spend the money wisely.?

|

‘Other noncustodial parents dio not pay because they view the child support
system as unfair or inefficient. For low-income fathers in some states, the child support
orders themselves may be too high. |Other complaints about the system include that it
is biased toward women, inflexible about modification and adjustment of orders and
allows arrearages to build when fathers are truly unable to pay, while providing no
opportunity for the cancellation of tl}ls debt.> Many noncustodial and custodial parents
disparage the underlying problem with the child support system today — for many

|

! See Elaine Sorensen, "The Benefits of In;creased Child Support Enforcement,"' in Welfare Reform: An
Analysis of the Issues, Urban Institute; 1995, pp. 55-58 and "A National Profile of Nonresident Fathers and
Their Ability to Pay Child Support,” in Journal of Marriage and the Fzzmz'ly, November 1997, pp. 785-79?

? Dan Bloom and Kay Sherwood. Matchmg Opportunities to Oblxgatzons Lessons for Child Support Reform
from the Parents’ Fair Share Pilot P}zase Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, April 1994,
pPp- ?0—3

* Dan Bloom and Kay Sherwood. Matchi'ng Opportunities to Obligations: Lessons for Child Support Reform
from the Parents’ Fazr Sfmre Pilot Pkase Manpower Demonstranon Research Corporatlon April 1994,
p. 74.




low-income families, a noncustodial father’s financial contribution does not actually
improve the well-being of his chlldreln Instead, all or most of the payment reimburses
federal and state governments for welfare assistance paid to the custodial family.. In
spite of these issues, enforcement of tihese orders and ensuring that enforcement tools
are used effectively and efficiently remains a very high pI‘lOI‘lty

Increasing the Effectiveness of PaidxChild Support

The most promising strategy. to assist disadvantaged fathers in becoming better
parents and improving the well- bemg of their children is one which combines the
following: a broad array of employment services plus job creation in some cases,
~ fatherhood programs that are taxloredl to the particular needs and strengths of the
individual father, strong enforcement of child support obligations and substantial
economic incentives for noncustodial fathers to pay by ensuring that child support paid
actually improves children’s economic well-being. While all are important aspects of
needed policy change, this article focuses primarily on how to provide economic

) ) |
incentives for the payment of child support.

- There are two primary policy options for i increasing the effecnveness of paid
child support One is to disregard a slubstantlal portion of the child support payment
when calculating the TANF payment Ito custodial families; the other is to subsidize or
supplement the payment of child support. The former policy option aids only those
children who are receiving TANF, while the latter helps both TANF and non-TANF
children. Both pohcy options would a]llow the child support paid by noncustodial
parents actually to improve the well-being of their children and thereby encourage

fathers to pay more of their order.
Expanding Child Support Disregards

The 1996 welfare law repealed the requirement that states pass through a portion
of the child support collected to the A!FDC family instead of retaining all of it as
reimbursement for AFDC payments made to the family. Therefore, states are now free
to continue the pass-through, completely eliminate it, or expand it. Sixteen states have
chosen to continue the pass-through 33. states have completely eliminated it!, and two

i From the states’ perspective, given the TANF block grant structure and its interaction with-the food
stamp program, there are significant disincentives to enacting child support disregards. It would cost
the states approximately $1.40 to actually i increase the income of a custodial family by $1.00. On the
other hand, these same economic dlsmcentxves exist for any increase in cash payments, whether it be a
simple increase in the cash grant or a greater dxsregard of the custodial parent’s earned income.
However, the states have considerable TANF surpluses and any of the aforementioned payments would
count in meeting a state’s maintenance of effort (MOE) requirement under TANF.
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states have expanded it.> One state — Wisconsin — passes through the entire amount of .
child support that is paid.

Even'in those states that have retained the $50 pass-through to custodial families,
these funds are usually partially offset by a reduction in food stamp benefits (since most
low-income families receive both TANF and food stamps), further reducing the amount
by which the child is made better-off by the child support payment. For example, if a
noncustodial father pays $250 in child support, $50 is passed through, but food stamp
benefits to the custodial family are reduced by $15 as a result of the increase in income.
Thus, his child will only be made better off by $35. This high rate of effective taxation
(essentially an 86 percent tax rate) provides the noncustod1al parent with little incentive

to pay his child support obligation.

In order to increase collections land improve child well-being, all states should
significantly expand their child support disregards. In calculating the TANF payment,
the state could establish a fixed flat amount to be disregarded (e.g. $100 or $200 per
month) or could provide a disregard equal to a specified percentage (e.g. 50 percent) of
the monthly child support collecnons or do some combination of the two.

Another possibility is to apply the same disregard policy of custodial parent s earnings
under TANF to payments from the noncustodial parent.

Subsidizing Child Support Payments

Another policy option that wm}ﬂd increase economic incentives for the
noncustodial father to pay child support is to subsidize the amount of child support
that is actually paid. Conservatives cci)ntmually argue that when something is
subsidized it encourages more of the subsidized activity. Using that logic, subsidizing
* child support payments should increaése the amount of child support paid, in addition
to improving the well-being of children by increasing their income.

The tax code contains a number of provisions that benefit children in low-income
families, such as personal exemptlonsl, child tax credits and the earned income tax credit
(EITC). These provisions, however, generally only benefit low-income families that
have at least some earnings. Because many custodial parents have little or no income,
they are unable to take full advantage|of these tax provisions. Meanwhile, it is possible
 that noncustodial parents have i income that qualifies them for these provisions, but they
are not eligible to recelve these credits and exemptions because their children do not
live with them.

5 Paula Roberts. State Action Re $50 Pass- Through and Disregard. Center for Law and Social Policy, .
January 1998




Some children whose parents do not live together are therefore deprived of the
benefits of the tax code provisions th?t were specifically established to assist them
because they cannot take advantage of both parents’ incomes. These "unused” credits —
credits from which the children could have benefitted if they lived with both parents —
could be tallied and used to sub51dlze and incentivize the child support that is paid by
the noncustodial parent (see table). The payment would be treated like the EITC (i.e.
not counted as income) for the purpo{ses of calculating benefits under other means-

tested programs. |
g

- As the table below illustrates, for example, there are' unused credits" of $2,676
for a noncustodial parent earning $12‘OOO and a custodial parent with no earnings and
one child. Assume in this case that the noncustodial parent has an annual child support
order of $1,784, then for each dollar of child support paid, the child support agency
would add $1.50 to that payment and|forward it to his child. Transferring this income
to a non-resident child by incentivizing the payment of child support would be an
important addition to our income secﬁrlty system. :

. Maximum Possible Subsidy for Selected Earnings
Levels for Families with One or Two Children
Mother’s Earnings
$0 $8,000
$8,000 , o
1 child $2,676 $905
2 Chifdr‘en $4,010 $953
_Father’s r
- Earnings $12,000
1 child $2,676 $905
2 children  $4,566 $1,553
© $16,000
1child, =~ $2,578 - $905
_ 2 children $3,921 . $1,810

There are many other options for subsidizing child support payments that are
less complicated. For example, states could just subsidize child support paid by a pre-
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set percentage of the child support order, based upon its size. The child support order
should serve as a good, but simple proxy for the income of the noncustodial father. The
graph below illustrates one option — a state would subsidize the child support paid
dollar for dollar up to a certain order amount and then phase out the subsidy with a
‘lower match rate as the size of the order increases. The graph could be configured in

any number of ways.

Subsidization
Rate

1.0

Order

Improving the Well-Being of Low-Income Noncustodial Fathers

Both of these policy options would increase the income of custodial parents and
their children, but would not affect the| well-being of the noncustodial parents.
However, many low-income noncustodial parents are expected to pay a very large
proportion of their earnings in child stport — often between 30 and 40 percent —
leaving them with little disposable income. A father working full-time at minimum
wage would be left with income far bellow the poverty line if he were to pay his full
order. This would result in a much lower standard of living for the noncustodial parent

than for the custodial family. s ,

' For example, assume a Custodial" mother with two children and a noncustodial
father are both earning $10,000 per year and the father pays the full amount of his child
support order. In California, after all taxes, transfers and work expenses are taken into
account, the custodial family receives an income that is 134 percent.of the poverty line,
while the noncustodial father’s income ‘is’ only 53 percent of poverty. While there may
be few cases where this example actualily occurs.in the real world, it is disconcerting -
that public policy would create this level of inequity. This inequity discourages low-
income noncustodial fathers from paying their full orders and often induces them to
enter the underground economy or creates an incentive for them not to report their
wages honestly.




There are important policy reasons for directly assisting noncustodial parents
who are paying child support and alternative ways of accomplishing this objective.
One would be to expand tax credits to provide earnings incentives to noncustodial
fathers or legislate new tax benefits, such as allowing paid child support to be deducted
from income. Another way would be to reduce the size of the child support orders for
low-inicome noncustodial parents. The political feasibility of these alternative policies
" needs to be evaluated along with the }tradeoff between increasing the incomes and
ability of low-income noncustodial parents to meet their obhgatlons and increasing the
incomes of their children.

‘For any of these policies to have the desired effects, the culture of the child
support office must change. Just as welfare reform during the early 1990s aimed to
transform the culture of welfare offlces from cash disbursement offices into agencies
which focus on placing mothers in the workforce, child support offices must continue
vigorously to enforce collection of obhganons while working with other agencies and
community-based organizations to help noncustodial fathers become employed and
develop stronger ties to their children, Child support offices cannot be expected to
provide all of the hecessary services. on their own and probably should not, but they -
must be encouraged to develop strategles and linkages with other agencies/
organizations that will assist these fathers to better provide for their children, rather
. than just collect and disburse checks. Providing economic incentives could well be the
key ingredient for encouraging noncustodial fathers to pay more of their child support
orders and thereby improving the well- -being of children in low-income, single-parent
families.
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{ DEVELOPIN G IN N OVATIVE CHILD SUPPORT
DEMON STRATIONS FOR NON-CUSTODIAL PARENT S

A critical concern among pohcymakers is the development and enactment of

' pohc1es that lessen the extent and depth of poverty, especxally among chlldren Many
poor children in smgle—parent falmlhes will be able to escape from poverty - or avoid
being pushed still deeper into poverty — only if they can benefit from a combination of
wages earned by their mother, earmngs from their father paid in the form of child
support, and government assistance in the form of earned income tax credits, child care -
subsidies, and food and health insurance. The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities is
. undertaking the development of demonstration projects that concentrates on the second
of these three income sources — mcreased contnbutxons from the earmngs of non-

" custodial fathers i : -

o Bmldmg on the work states and localities have already undertaken in developmg
programs for non-custodial pare{\ts the Center is working to initiate proyects designed
to achieve two primary goals: first, to boost the employment and earmngs of non-
custodial parents and second, to pass some of those increased eamnings on to children in -
the form of child support. As de?cnbed below, this is an opportune time for statesand
localities to undertake new projects for non-custodial parents because new federal
funding for these efforts was provided as part of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997.

Background

~

Currently, only a modest f‘ractlon of poor chxldrer\ in single-parent famlhes
receive child support income from their non-custodial parent. The proportion of never-
_married mothers who receive child support payments is especially low. Research
indicates that more than $34 bllhdn in potential child support income goes unpaid each
year and that almost two-thirds of smgle mothers receive no a551stance

. The new welfare law makes 1mportant strides in the chﬂd support enforcement
. arena, strengthemng the tools for collectmg child support from non-custodial parents
who-have income. However, it does little to help jobless non-custodial parents enter the
~ labor force, and consequently, little to increase child support collections from non-
‘custodial parents who lack earmnlgs from which to make these payments. This is very
problematic given that the econon'luc circumstances of young men, particularly those
with limited skills and education credentials, are decaying at an alarming rate. The
inflation-adjusted average annual eamnings of 25- to 29-year-old men without a high
.school dxploma fell by 35 percent }Tetween 1973 and 1991. This suggests that the payoff
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The Parent’s Fair Share dEmonstration requires non-custodial parents of children
on welfare to participate in employment—related and other services when they are
unemployed and unable to meeg their child support obligations. As summanzed in
Table 1, PFS has offered a vanety of services to non-custodial parents, including four
core components: a menu of employment and training services with a special emphasis
. on on-the-job-training (OJT) as ajmeans to mix training with income-producing work;
peer support groups built around a curriculum stressing responsible fatherhood;
opportunities for non-custodial parents to mediate conflicts with custodial parents; and
" assistance with problems. related|to child: support obligations. Through these services,
'PFS seeks to increase the earrung's and living standards of non-custodial fathers, to-

translate these earnings into mcreased child support payments, and ulnmately, to both
" improve the well~bemg of chlldren and reduce public welfare spending.-
l

Although the final results of the demonstration are not currently available, some
of the initial results are proxmsmg It appears that child support. collections have
~ increased in some sites. In addition, the “smokeout effect” is high — a significant
: ‘number of those who claimed to have no earnings were found, as a result of the project,

actually to have earnings. Fmally, the peer support component has emerged as the core
" of the program, and judging by levels of parhapahon and enthusxasm as the most
successful component a S L

Despxte these promxsmg developments however there is pstent;al to build on
the Parents’ Fair Share demonstratlon. The program offers limited alternatives if the
father is out of work and ernployment can not be found. In addition, it has not
experimented with policies to asce{rtam whether passing through to AFDC children
more of the child support paid on then' behalf will result in increased child support
- payments. - Increased earnings that lead to increased child support payments under PFS

generally result in little if any add1!tzenal income for children on AFDC. - -

ﬂ Developing a Model for a Fu’rtherl\ Rou’nd‘of Deﬁons&ations L

“To address these matters the Center staff is workmg w1th states and localities to-

- develop a new demonstration model for non-custodial parents. Its core elements would

consist of enhancing the employme'nt component of Parents’ Fair Share demonstration
and enacting mechanisms to assure that a larger portion ¢ of a non-custodlal parent s
earmngs actually reach the parent sl children. . =~ - - Sl T

e - LR o »
[N P - v %
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The .Employment Comporxent

Several pleces of recent academ1c research show that the number of low—skllled
job seekers in many cities substantxally exceeds the number of low-skilled jobs, making
it d1ff1cult for the less-skilled among this dlsadvantaged group to secure sustamed



|

employment. By swelling the nlumber of low-skilled mdlvxduals in the labor force,
welfare reform is virtually certam to aggravate this problem

This suggests that dxfferent types of employment strategles will be needed both
to increase the overall number of low-skilled jobs and to give individuals with few skills
and limited work h1story an opporturuty to gain experience and skills that may make
them sufficiently attractive to employers to secure private-sector positions. Toward this
end, we are working to develop several components of an employment model to help
non-custodial fathers attain the nIecessary ]ob skills to find and retain a job. While each
community. needs to determine vs‘/l'uch services are most appropriate, there are four basic
activities that should be considered: job readiness activities, on-the-job training, publicly
funded jobs of last resort, and job|retention services. Not all services are appropriate for

‘all fathers, thusitis also important to develop mechanisms to ensure the most hard-to-

serve fathers recelve the most mte\nsxve servxces

-« Job readiness actii;z‘ties ‘Job Jeadines}s acﬁviu’es include assessment, job clubs, short

~ training sessions to acquire “soft skills,” peer support, mediation, parenting, and
other services to respond to each client's needs. It would be appropriate for most
unemployed non-custodial|fathers to receive this set of services, with many job-
ready clients being placed dxrectly into jobs as a result of the activity. Clients

' receive no pay or stipend for this activity except for reimbursement for

transportation expenses. Dunng the time spent in these activities, child support
orders would be suspended!and arrearage credit might accrue with successful
completion of this component,

'« On-the-job training and trial e\mployment Individuals unable to find employment
. immediately could be placed either in on-the-job training or trial employment
with a private employer. Unlder the trial employment component, a employment
service provider would act as an intermediary and help develop eniry level
R ,posmons among a variety of{local employers. Recognizing that private
companies are reluctant to bring individuals onto their payrolls unless they have
assurances the individuals will work out, the intermediary would essentially
-guarantee thata given empl(lyee is job-ready. Before being placed in a position,
clients would receive a mixture of classroom training and soft skills enhancement
~ and demonstrate they are job-ready. During the time a client is in this ‘
. component, the client could l:;e paid an hourly wage. . After an'initial penod of
.+ training, the client would be placed with a private firm and receive further .
- training on the job. The mtermedxary would continue to pay the client until the
.company the client has been placed is ready to hire the client and bring him or
- heronto the payroll. In. addition to trial employment, it would also be beneficial
~to develop opportunities for ;l:arnapants to mix training with work, either
through on-the-job training or through combinations of classroom trammg or
. education and subsidized or llnsubsxdzzed work. R
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Pass-through of child support payments Currently, in most states, child support
payments made on behalf of children receiving welfare will be retained by the
state welfare departmen‘t and will not increase the well-being of the father's

. children. This may discourage the payment of child support by the non-custodiial
‘father and weaken the ix}centive for the non-custodial father to go to work. In this
project, we would like to test an approach where a portion or the entire child
support payment made on behalf of children receiving TANF assistance is passed
through to the family. Because we anticipate greater employment and earnings

- among non-custodial fathers in the project, the additional costs of the pass-
through could be covered by the increased c_hxld support payments made by
program parncxpants ‘

Flexzbzlzty in ad]ustmg child support orders. Non-custodxal fathers in low-wage ;obs
often experience ﬂuctuatxons in income, primarily because they change jobs or
become unemployed. Pohcxes that allow child support awards to be adjusted

- quickly as employment c%rcumstances change may encourage fathers to make

- child support payments and prevent accumulation of arrearage in situations

" beyond the father’s contrel It also would be useful to develop policies that do
not allow arrearages to accrue when the father is pamcxpatmg in’ employment-

s 'enhancmg services.

Arrearage Polzczes Another component that could be mcorporated into the
program model is the development of alternative methods for handling child
support arrearages accumulated by the non-custodial fathers. The existence of
child support debt — Wthh can be substantial — can be daunting to non-
custodial fathers in low~wage jobs. Because these fathers may feel they will never
be able to pay off their child support fully even if they are working, some argue
these arrearages may deter them from seeking stable employment or making
child support payments or may cause them to sever completely their ties to the
family. To examine whether changes in arrearage policies would increase
employment and child support payments, we hope to interest states in testing two
types of changes in pahcxes related to arrearages. First, we would like to see a test
of changes in two policies that can cause large arrearages to exist in the first place:
the practice of making chxlc} support orders retroactive to the date the child first
received AFDC or TANF, which can be several years in the past; and the practice
of assuming that the non-custodxal parent has earnings in circumstances where
that may not be the case. Second we would like to test new policies under which’
. past arrearages are parnally forglven in circumstances where the father has been

" making child support payments or participating in employment activities for a set
period of time. (Dependmg on the situation of the mother, some- arrearages may

- be owed to the state for past welfare payments, while some may be 6wed directly
- to the family. States have the ability to forgive arrearages owed to them

: Arrearages owed to the famzly cannot be forgiven.)

x | 6



Research Issues

_ welfare-to-work projects.

|

© grants could strengthen other aspects of current welfare reform efforts such as job

retention, placement, and supp?rt services.

" The appei{dix of this pzipger provides details on the welfare-to-work grants. The
U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) i5 also making a variety of materials related to the
federal welfare-to-work grants avaulable on the Internet. Planning guidance for states,

. facts sheets describing the program regional DOL contacts, and final state-by-state

allocations-of formula grant funds can be found on the DOL welfare-to-work website at
http:/ /wtw.doleta.gov. Intenm final regulations for the program were published on
November 18, 1997 and are avaxlable at the DOL website. A Solicitation of Grant
Applications (SGA) for compentlve grants, which describes the process for submitting
applications for such grants, was , published on December 30, 1997 and can also be
accessed through the DOL website. Grant applications for the first round of

~ competitive awards (with apprm!umately one-quarter of the grant money being

awarded) are due on March 10, 1998. There will also be subsequent SGAs for
competitive grants although the schedule has not yet been announced

. i .
~ In developing a model for a new round of demonstration projects, the Center is
seekmg to interest a number of states in testing the resulting model in various localities.
(Note: the Center will not be respmnsxble for evaluating these demonstrations — this task
is better-suited to MDRC, Matherr}anc, Abt, the Urban Institute, or others.) The
research questions to be investigated include: the degree to which the employment and
earnings of non-custodial parents are increased; the extent to which such parents
become more likely to secure and retam private sector employment, particularly as a
result of the publicly-funded jobs of last resort intervention; the extent to which changes
in child support policies increase t%xe amount of support paid by non-custodial parents
and raise the incomes of children; and the extent to which this collection of policies
increases the involvement of fathets in the lives of their chxldren ina posmve way..

The welfare-to-work leglslatxon sets aside resources for evaluation of projects

" funded by welfare-to-work grants.| The SGA described above contains more

information on how states and locahhes can apply for these resources to evaluate their



http:http://wtw.doleta.gov

| . B

|

. The legislation authorizes a range of work-focused activities for whxc_h funds
may be used, including:

. pubhcly-funded ]ob., and other wage subs1d1es,

+ on-the-job trainin g

. job readiness, job placernent and post‘—employment services (which
DOL may define to include education and training services provided
to individuals after, but not before, they have been placed in jobs);

. )ob vouchers for s1rlru1ar services;
-+ unpaid community service or work expenence programs; and
. job retention and suppornve services (including transportation,

child care, and substance abuse treatment if such services are not
otherwxse avaxlable)‘ :

. At least 70 percent of funds under both formula and competitive grants must be
used to serve a highly dxsadvantaged group of TANF recipients or noncustodial
parents of children in TANF households. These required beneficiaries must have
either received assistance under TANF for at least 30 months or be within 12
months of a time limit on such assistance, and they also must face at least two of

~ the three following barriers to employment: '

(1) lacking a high school diploma or GED and has low readmg or
math skills; |

(2)  requiring substance abuse treatment for emplcyment and

(3)  having a poor work E}ustcn'y

. The remaining 30 percent of funds can be used to assist other TANF recipients or
noncustodial parents who have characteristics associated with long-term welfare
receipt.

. $100 million will be reserved from the total funds available in fiscal year 1999 for
performance bonuses to states that will be awarded by the Secretary of Labor in
fiscal year 2000. 1‘ 7

More Detailed Summaries of the Legisilafion .
The Center for Law and 'S»ociial',Polvicy (CLASP) and the Center for Community
Change (CCC) both have prepared lmore detailed summaries of the welfare-to-work

portion of the balanced budget legiiglation. These summaries can be obtained directly
from CLASP (202/328-5140) and C(}ZC (202/342-0567) in Washington, D.C.

10
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TREASURY’S INITIATIVE TO/COLLECT PAST-DUE CHILD SUPPORT
Fmanclal Management Service
October 1, 1998

The Departmentof the Treasury has been committed to the collection of delinquent child support
obligations for many years. Since 1982, Treasury has collected over $8.2 billion in delinquent

. child support obligations through the offset of tax refund payments. Collections through tax
refund offset increased from $643 million i m 1992, to '$1.1 billion in 1997. In the. current year
Treasury has already collected over $1.1 billion in delinquent child support debt through the tax

- refund and administrative offset processesf The Department also has a key role i in the
implementation of Executive Order 13019: Supporting Families: Collecting Delinquent Child
Support Obligations, which was issued by President Clinton on September 28, 1996.

The key objective of the Executive Order’is to collect delinquent child support obligations
through the administrative offset of Federal payments. Program responsibility for implémenting
the Executive Order has been assigned to lth(e Departments of the Treasury and Health and Human
Services. Secretary Rubin and Secretary. Shalala have established an inter-agency work group, led
by senior officials in each agency, to oversee and guide the offset program. This group has
worked closely with the states and temtones to inform them about the program, encourage their
voluntary participation, resolve system and programmatic issues, and assist them in referring
delmquent child support obhgatlons for offset.

As of September 30, 1998, there were 15 entities participating in the administrative offset
program. 802,351 delinquent cases ’u-«ferel submitted, representing $6.8 billion of the
approximately $34 billion delinquent child support debts nationwide. . Since the inception of the
program in June, 1997, $585,103 have been collected through the administrative offset program.
Participating entities include Alaska, Ariziona, Connecticut, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Massachusetts,
Montana, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Vermont, the County of Los Angeles
(California) and the District of Columbia! . : . ‘

A Final Rule for Administrative Offset of Nontax Federal Payments has been published and a Final

Rule for Offset of Tax Refund Payments to Collect Past-Due Support is expected to be published
by December 31, 1998.

Currently, Treasury is oﬁ'settmg only OPM and vendor/mxsceﬂaneous payments, and will begin to
offset Federal salary payments in October 1998 to satisfy delinquent child support and other
delinquent debts due the Federal Govemlment Benefit and non Treasury-disbursed payments will
be added in 1999. There are also a number of payments which are excluded from offset including
those by statute for all delinquent child s‘upport and non-child support debts (Department of
Education - Title IV of Higher Educanoh Act of 1965; Department of Veterans Affairs; Tariff
laws of the United States), those by statute for child support only (Social Security Act; Black
'Lung Benefit Act, Part B; Railroad Renrement) and those granted by the Secretary of the
Treasury (Supplemental Security Income;




and various programs in the Food and Nutntlon Service, Federal Emergency Management
Administration, and Pension Benefit Guamnty Corporation). Any significant increase in offsets is
tied to the parncxpaﬁon of states and the addmon of payments in the system

We are working closely with the Office of Chxld Support Enforcement to bring all the states into
the Treasury Offset Program (TOP) for administrative offset. While the program has been

operating on an interim basis, Treasury is\moving towards a consolidated system that will allow ‘
more effective collection of child support delmquent debt. It is expected that all states will begin -
to phase in their participation once the newsystem is operatxonal in January 1999.

Referral of debts to Treasury for adm:mstrauve offset is voluntary for states. In deterrmmng
whether or not they wish to participate, states have certain requirements unique to child support.
In January Treasury’s system will provlde (for child support only) :

+  Flexibilty for the states tq specify by individual debtor which paymet types
should be offset. -

* A collection file identifying the source of the payment to the states.

The Executive Order was issued with the intent to protect the health, education and well-being of
the children whose parents fail to meet theu' child support obligations. Treasury and HHS
continue to work toward full unplementatlon of the prowsxons of Executxve Order 13019 in.
support of this worthy goal. -




: f, Bruce N. Reed
7 10/26/98 05:28:44 PM

Record Type: Record

To: See the distribution list at the bottoT of this message

cc: .
Subject: High-tech ideas

Our list of ideas is light on science and technology.ideas, which is unfortunate, since this will be

the last State of the Union of the Milenni}.lm In addition to Chris's crusade against Superbug, we
might consider: 1) smart gun technology,, 2) .gun detectors; 3) more high-tech wrinkles in our child -
support crackdown; 4) the next idea in educatlon technology; 5) an adoption registry; 6) cures for
the various diseases that will plague the globe once the new Milennium hits; etc. We should also
think about some possible consumer-oriented responses to this technological advance -- privacy

protectlons etc. :

Anybody who comes up with a good high tech idea wins a free clock radio.

Message Sent To:

- Jose Cerda ll/OPD/EOP
Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP
Thomas L. Freedman/OPD/EQP
Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP
Christopher C. Jennings/OPD/EOP
Paul J. Weinstein Jr./OPD/EOP
Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP
Julie A. Fernandes/OPD/EOP
Jennifer L. Klein/OPD/EOP




An idea whose
time has come

The NCP Services Unit is a part of Illinois’
welfare reform effort because:

® Children benefit from the emotional and
financial support of two parents.

B Families benefit when non-custodial
parents play an active role in their
children’s lives.

B Taxpayers benefit when unemployed
NCPs get jobs and begin making child

For mbre information:
o h Heoor, Hdmagyug

. Call or wrlt the Non-Custodial Parent

Services Unit.

NCP Services Unit

32 W. Randolph, Room 960

Chicago, IL 60601
(312) 793-7987 -

NCP/Earnfare Liaison
DCSE Regional Office
27 E. Main
Belleville, IL 62220
- (618) 277-3310

Non-Custodial
Parent
Services

support payments, which enables some

families to get off welfare.

" equal opportunity employer and practices affirmative actiony

Printed by the Authority of the State of lilinois

Persons usiné ;'teletypewriter (TTY)
can call toll free at 1-800-526-5812.

Division of Child Support Enforcement
Illinois Department of Public Aid §

Programs, activitiés and employment opportunities in the\%
[llinois Department of Public Aid are open and accessible to

any individual or group without regard to age, sex, race,
disability, ethnic origin or religion. The departmentis a

and reasonable accommodation programs.

WCS 8246 (N-8-96)
Non-Custodial Parent Services

P.0O. #1920 copies 24,500
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Now, you are not alone .

The Non-Custodial
Parent Services Unit = E
opened in Chicago in Ty
April 1995 and in St. S
- Clair County in-Feb-
ruary 1996. It is one \
of the first programs

.of its kind to offer

child support and . X

job services to non-
custodial parents.

'New help with

finding a job

Non-custodial parents who state in a
support hearing that they can’t pay child
support because they’re out of work may
be referred to the NCP Services Unit for
employment assistance.

Here’s how that part of the program works:
Unemployed NCPs with children receiving
Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) are sent to the NCP Services Unit;
other unemployed NCPs will be referred to

The unit was establiéhed to_provide.ser-

vices to mothers and fathers of Hlinois
chrldren -

A non-custodial parent (NCP) is a father or
mother whose children live with the other
parent or a caretaker (custodial) relative.
The NCP is thie parent who does not have
custody of the chlld

Some NCPS pay child support Others
don't.

Employment assistance is one of the ser-

~ vices the unit offers to NCPs—but not the
only one. To encourage non-custodial
parents to play a more active role in their

~ children’s lives, the unit also provides free
information or referral services to all NCPs
* seeking help with paternity establishment,
visitation or custody rights, support ac-
count reviews, and modification of support

A parent sent to the NCP Services Unit may

receive job training before starting the job
search program. If the NCP doesn’t have a
job after completing the court-supervised
job search, he or she may then be eligible
for the Earnfare program. Earnfare pays the
wages of participants to work at companies
signed up for the program. The positions
are temporary and part-time, but often lead
to full-time jobs. While participating in
Earnfare, NCPs make a financial contribu-
tion to the support of their children.

We serve Moms
and Dads

All mothers and fathers in the court-moni-
tored job search must keep job-search

‘diaries. These diaries must be turned in

each month to the office of the clerk of the
circuit court.

In addition, it is important to remember

that the NCP Services Unit doesn’t place
NCPs in full-time jobs. It only helps them
look for employment. However, soon after

* the program began, some parents already
__had found employment with_the- help ef—the——

unit.

Also, unemployed NCPs with children who - -
receive public assistance should know that
judges can order them to participate in both
the monitored job search and the Earnfare

- Program.

orders.
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State\ of III|n0|s

- Division of Chlld Support Enforcement
Joan Walters, Director
. Non-Custodial Parent Services Unit
32 West Randolph Street, Room 999
Chlcago, Illinois 60601

A brief history of the Illinois Depar}mem of Public Aid, Non Custodial Parent Service
Unit is as follows: The llinois Department of Public Aid in cooperation with the Clerk of
'~ the Circuit Court and the Cook County Expedited Child Support Center has created a unit
to deal with the needs and concerns of non-custodial parents. This unit is called the Non
Custodial Parent Services Unit. The/Non Custodial Parent Service Unit (NCPSU) has been
. operational since April 17, 1995. Thl.e NCPSU was designed as a part of a holistic approach -
to the child support system, by providing a point of friendly contact for a non custodial
parent to inform them of what they will encounter as they proceed through the system. The
NCPSU has offered both employment and non- employment related services to non custodial -

" parents (NCP’s).- -

- Employment related services may in"clude an employability assessment, a Court

monitored job search through the Clerk of the Circuit Court to help NCP’s keep track of
the employers they see, referrals to c:ommunity based education and training facilities to
help prepare an unemployed NCP to enter the job market, and participation in an Earnfare
Program ( a State sponsored prograrlri to provide work for jobless adults who are ready,
willing and able to work). The NCGPSU has contracted with several community based
resources to assist in the training andledu_cation of the NCP’s as needed. The employment
related services are available to NCP’s by Court or Administrative Order.

| Non~employment related services may include information and referrals regarding issues
such as paternity establishment, modification of support orders, visitation and custody.

The non-employment related servxces‘\ are available to all NCP’s. Information regarding the
‘ 'NCPSU is enclosed.. ‘ \

The NCPSU is in the process of developing pro se informational packets to help both
custodial parents and NCP’s represent themselves. :

Illinois had four main program performance goals. These goals are to increase the total
amount of child support collections, increase the number of cases in which paternity is
‘established, increase the number of sﬁpport orders and increase the percent of collections
per month on cases with support orders. As means of attaining these goals, it is also the
intention of the NCPSU to increase the number of NCP’s in job search or training and
education programs, to make presenta‘tlons to NCP’s on the resources available to them
~and to provide information and referrals regarding legal services to NCP’s. By providing

- these services it is hoped that the NCP’s would be in a better position to provide support
fortheir children.




State of Illinois
‘Office of Child Support
Non- Custodial Parent Services Unit

FACT SHEET

The Illmms Department of Public Aid operates the Non-Custodial Parent Services Unit
within the Division of Child Support Enforcement to address issues facing non-custodial
parents. One unit serves Cook County and one serves St. Clair County.

Participants

Non-custodial parents who tell a judge tpat they are unable to pay child support because
of unemployment are referred to the unit to prepare them for employment. Parents who

participate in the Department’s admlmstlratlve process for paternity estabhshment can also
be referred to the unit. :

Services | \

Parents receive employment-related services, such as Earnfare and the Court- Monitored
Job Search program plus referrals to community organizations (in Cook County only ) for
supportive services. Parents also receive information on child support policies and other

programs. Parents receive individual assessments to determme assignments for
appropriate services.

Non-custodial parents may be eligible for the following:

'Earnfare- A six-month program éf training for persons with little or no work
record. Jobs are based upon individual’s skill levels, interests and location.
‘Earnfare participation is restricted {to non-custodial parents who have children ,
receiving Temporary Assistance fc‘)r Needy Families or individuals receiving food

stamps, who volunteer for the program.. Earnfare employers are encouraged to
provide permanent employment for participants.

¢ Participants who receive foed stamps work up to a maximum of 80 hours a
month. The first $50 goes to the custodial parent as a child support. After
. working the hours needed to cover the value of the monthly food stamps (

up to 26 hours ), workers receive $5.15 per hour for additional hours and
can earn up to $244 a month.

R ~ Participants who do not receive food stamps work up to a maximum of 57
hours a month. The first $50 goes to the custodial parent as a child support. .

Workers then receive $5.15 ‘per hour for additional hours and can receive up
to $244 a month. \

i




Court-Monitored Job Search - Individuals can be assigned to the Court-
monitored Job Search progra‘m, Through the use of a Job Search Diary, the
employment efforts of participants are monitored. Job Search diary entries are
investigated and reports of actmties prepared for the court. In addition to the Job
Search Diary, individuals a:elrequtred to register with the Illinois Department of
Employment Secunty, for access to the state job service database ,

Community Referrals ( Cook County only ) -NCPSU has contracts with
geographically located community-based organizations who provide additional
services to NCP’s. Some of those services include: educational training, pre-

- employment skills training, vocational/job readiness training as well as other

~ services or staff can make recommendanons and referrals to participates for
resolution of issues.

Non-employment Related Information Services - Information on child support
issues, such as paternity establishment are routinely addressed upon request by
NCPSU staff. While staff does not provide legal advice, staff can make

- | recommendations and referrals to participants for resolution of issues.

Part1c1pants who find permanetit employment have income wnhholdmg orders
entered and child support payments deducted from their checks

. | |

Participants who fail to cooperate with the requirements of service provision with .
NCPSU are referred back to court for failure to comply w1th court or
adrmmstrative orders. |

'Benefits E

The non-custodial parent assumes financial responsibility for his child and
provides for the chi[d’semotionlal well-being. The self-sufficiency realized
through employment and the revitalized parent’s role strengthen the entire family.

1
(GENERAL PUBLIC: For more information, call the Non-Custodial Parent

Services Unit, 312- 793- 7987 The TI'IY number is 800- 526-5812. The fax number is
312-793-0304.) -

(MEDIA: For more information, call the Office of Communications, 3 12-793-4721. The
TTY ' | | ' '

number is 800-526-5812.)

A program|of the state of Illinois

Governor Jim Edgar
_

Revised 4/98 | | 1
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|
Summary: “Welfare Reform: Child Supporft an Uncertain Inco me Supplement for Families
Leaving Welfare” (report to Chairman, Subcommittee on HR, Ways and Means) GAO, Aug. 98

Background
Welfare reform emphasizes the temporary nature of assistance and makes child support especially
important to families as they approach the 5 year time limit. Child support enforcement programs have
never been able to collect for more than 13 pe%oent of AFDC child support cases. As'a result many
TANF families can not count on child support once they reach the welfare time-limit. The report focuses
on: the success of obtaining child support for families that reach time limits in states that implemented
time limits under waivers; obtaining child support for families within a 5-year period; and the
implications of time limits. i
Methodology
Automated case data from Connecticut (21 months), Florida (2 or 3 years), Virginia (2 years) were used
to track child support outcomes for terminated welfare recipients. In CT and FL a random sample of
cases was used, while in VA all terminated welfare recipient cases were reviewed. Minnesota and
Washington were also selected to review outcomes during a 5-year period because their performance in
child support collection was determined to be the best. Automated case data from cases opened in June
1992 for the entire 5 year period (63 from MN' and 54 from WA) were used because a large proportion
of cases close within 5 year due to relocation, |reun1ficatlon or refusal to cooperate by parents.
- Key Findings (page numbers from report in parentheses)
CT FL, VA
Only 20-40 percent of families had any child support collected in the 12 months before welfare
termination. (3) ’

. About one-half of those without collectnon lacked a child support order legally obhgatmg child
support at the time of benefit termination. 2)

. On average, the amount collected ranged from 43-52 percent of the amount due.

. - From 56-81 percent of the noncustodial parents who needed to be located at the start of the limit

were not located at the time of termination (one-half to two-thirds of these cases had been open in

the child support system for 5 years or longer). (8)

. From 71-79 percent of the child support cases that needed paternity estabhshment were not
established by welfare benefit tcrmmanon (10)
. 79 percent of the child support cases needing support orders remained without orders at
' termination. (11) f
. Because the mean monthly child support collected ranged from 22 to 60 percent of the mean

grant, child support alone is not enough to replace lost cash assistance. (17)
MN, WA

. About two-thirds of families received some child support in the last 12 months of the 5 year
period. Support orders were estabhshed for more than 80 percent of the clients that needed them
within § years. (2) v '

. About one-third of their child support chents would have reached the end of a 5 year time limit

without any child support, and those that d1d receive support would not have received the full
amount due. (12)

. More than 80 percent of cases needmg paternity or support order establishment or both recewed
_ those services during the 5 year perlod (14)
T More than 70 percent of the patemltles and support orders ever established on these cases were
obtained within the first 2 years after opening. (16)
Conclusions 1
*  basic services are provided, but one- thilrd of cases received no collectxons
. ‘effective use of new tools from Congress is necessary
. location of noncustodial parents for families already receiving welfare must be improved

+°  new cases must be pursued aggressively to ensure success
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- Child éupporiEh-foreement C-135

would be added to prodluce a total incentive rate. The / tal incentive rate
would then be apphed to the collections: base to determine the incentive’ .
. payment o I AR o o

| Evaluanon of the Prop’osed Federal System

Proposed System tInlzkeiy to Improve Coi fectior Effzc:ency We at-
‘tempted to determine whether a state’ incentive: payment system that
mirrors the proposed federal system would accomplish the goal of in-
creasing child support. collectlons We'did this: by analyzing the relation- -
ship’ between collections.and the five perférmance measures—as well as
other selected varrables—l—m aseries-of: st?tls’ncal analyses using data from
~the 58 ‘Countiés in Cahforma In our, analysrs the only variables we found
.. tobe statistically significantin explal g differences in collections among .
,the counhes ‘were. (l) oyerall admamstrahve expendrtures per case 1in the.
. ,As we noted ‘i prewous analyses of the program admrmstratrve efforr o
="sh0ws a parhcularly strong relati nsl’up to collectlons—exp ammg about
,70 percent of the vanatxon m col' ectlons

¥ s 1des cost—effectlveness, ve found no statlstrcally mgmﬁcant relation-
' slup between the proposed ggerformance ‘variables.and collections. We
‘also found 1o reiatronshlp etweery collectlons and’ demograpluc vari-
ables (for example, unemployment and per caplta mcome) ‘which, accord-
ce mg to some’ program admuustrators, mlght have had an effect on the

S ,:abrhty to' collect chrld s -' pport

' ,that the proposed performance measures represent
. 1mportant componen stof the enforcement process, we also note that they -
-are. only. part of a/network of elements in ‘that process. The issue is
‘:whether collectlons will be enhanced by giving program administrators
fiscal'incentivesfo pl late greater weight on’particular components of the
process than, they would in the*absence of these incentives or, alterna-
’ tlvely, whether the admuustrators should be left to'make their resource
allocation’ decisions wrthout bias toward parm:ular program elements:
Qur fmdmgs suggest that the latter course may be wiser.

Proposed System Il/\/ould Not Resolve ”Case -Closing” Problem. The
proposed federal system does not resolve a problem with existing federal
regulations, which allow counties to close “old” ¢ases (those in which
collections have not been made in three years) A county’s performance
score on the support order establishment, current support collections, and
arréarage collections measures, and the first of the two paternity estab-
lishment measures would increase if the county closed difficult cases.
Because counties havc closed cases at dxfferent rates (somc close all "old”

Legislative Analyst's Office

(
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cases, others keep these cases open), comparisons of performance among
counties based on the propo‘sed performance measures may be distorted.

For purposés of measuring county performance we believe that these
cases should not be closeld in order to derive an accurate picture of the
program. As long as the federa government permits case closure on this
basis, however, it might mhake sense to follow this pract1ce only for federal
reporting purposes in order to compete with the other states for federal
mcent;ve funds’ (untll the federal admlmstratzon addresses the problem}

~ Prop ,sed System V\fozdd Create an Indirect Incentive to Recruit
“Neveér-on. TANF” Cases As mdwated earlier, the proposed federal sys-
tem would d¢duce the welght as&gned to never-on-TANF collections in
the collections\pase. Nevertheless by makmg incentive rates a function
of performance dg never- ~on-TANF cases,.it would’ Create an additional
*indirect incentive 1 2 re‘cruxt such cases'into the county program. (As
"noted above, non:T. F parents have the optlon of ‘using either the
L county dlstrlct attorney ! ra prwate attorney ) :

Some count1es have b}eg to recruit these cases——whrch tend to have
relatwely large orders that ardeasier to enforce—-by setting up programs '
that. 1mmed1ately refer all courborders dlrectly to the county program.
Through such pmgramsi counties &Quld increase their performance scores
and ‘earn a higher incentive rate ‘g all collections.: Consequently, a
county’s fiscal reward for pursuing ne¥er-on- -TANF cases would include -
both the add1t10na1 mc’entxve payment\earned ‘on the i increase in the:
collections base and theladditional paymerns eamed from the increase in_
the incentive rate applied to all col]ec}txons : : '

1e pOtentla problems are twofold. First, redquiting never- -on-TANF
cases may divert count)fr resources from the enforégment of TANF cases,
where the custodial parent does not have the opt1 of using a private
attorney. Second, this c‘ixversmn of resources may resit in lower TANF
collections, which parttally offset the govemment costy, of TANF grant
expendltures In hght c?t thxs the Leg1slature may: want- {to consider an.

*  The performance measures do not, with the exception of
tiveness, demonstrate a statistically significant relationshy
the principal |variable that reflects the program’s
tives—col Iectioxgts E

with

ijCf

+ The pcxformance measures do not tesolvc the “case-closing” prab-
lem, which gives a distorted plcture of program performance and
makes county comparisons difficult

1998-99 Analysis
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TITLE(S):

|

Bill Summary & Status for the 105th Congrelss
|

NEW SEARCH | HOME | HELP

S.2411
SPONSOR: Sen Hutchlson (introduced 07/31 ‘98)

Jump to: Titles, Status, Commlttees, Amendments, Cosponsors, Summary
, :

« OFFICIAL TITLE AS INTRODUCED:

A bill to expand child support enforcement through means other than programs financed at
Federal expense.

STATUS: Floor Actions

STATUS: Detailed Legislative Status

s

Senate Actions

Jul 31, 98:
Read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance.

STATUS Congresswnal Record Page References

COMMITTEE(S):

. COMMITTEE(S) OF REFERRAL:
Senate Finance

AMENDMENT(S):

***NONE***

COSPONSOR(S):
ek *NONE* o e

SUMMARY: |
(AS.INTRODUCED) | : S .

Amends title I1I (Unemployment Insurance) ot the Somal Security Act (SSA) to set as a prerequisite to
certification for Federal payments that the State agency charged with administration of State law: (1)
disclose the wage information contained in its records upon the request of any child support enforcement
entity; and (2) require each new applicant for unemployment compensation to disclose the identity and

. location of the entity enforcing such applicant’ § child support obligations. Authorizes such State agency

to require payments for its administrative costs incurred for child support obligations enforced by an

9/14/98 3.3

5 PM
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i

entity other than a state or local child support‘enforcement»ageﬁcy. .
(Sec. 2) Amends SSA title IV part D (title IV-%D) (Child Support and Establishment of Paternity) to
direct the Secretary of Health and Human Seryices to: (1) promote enforcement of child support
obligations through activities conducted by either a private attorney or a public entity not providing
services under a title IV-D plan; (2) provide access to specified enforcement remedies and resources to a
State or local governmental enforcement agency not providing title IV- D enforcement services
(including certain registered private attorneys); and (3) develop registration procedures for non-title
IV-D public child support enforcement agencies, and for private attorneys.

(Sec. 3) Requires.State plans for child and spousal support to prescribe procedures for electronic transfer
or direct deposit of funds at the financial institution of the individual entitled to receive payment of child
support collections or the individual's designee, without regard to whether the child support obli gation is
being enforced under a title a IV-D plan. : }

3
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3¢ Association for Children for Enforcement of Support. Inc.

July 29, 1997

The following is a list of actions ACES'requ?sts President Clinton to take action on to improve

fo
-Sup-p-@;t—epu\.u COMCIIr

1. Executive order requiring military to|provide DNA records of serviceman for paternit
de ﬁnmna%ieﬂ-apen&cewﬁnistraﬁve or judicial order.

It is ACES understanding that all military personnel -has genetic testing done to ensure
identification of those who die in service to our nation. Since this record is already on file
it.should be a simple process to provide'a copy to government child support agencies for
~ use in a genetic testing to determine paternity. This would be less expensive to the
military than sending servicemen home to participate in an on site genetic test, or

ing for genetic testing to be done internationally. It would ensure that those in the

et access to genetic tests in|cases of questionable or disputed paternity.

1

The U.S. Department ofﬁegith‘aﬂ'd‘]ﬁMould expand the current proposal
for a new child support enforcement incentive payment formula, to include incentives or
medical support and modification of support orders. Additionally, the proposal for paying
incentives based on 2X the welfare or post welfare collections and only 1X the .
non-welfare collections, will cause more families to go on welfare. It will discourage
assisting families already seif sufficient or those who become and remain self sufficient for
more than one vear. | '

sJd

The Administration should suf)port and assist to pass HR 2189, the Uniform Child
Support Enforcement Act of 1997, |sponsored by Rep. Lynn Woolsey and Rep. Henry
Hyde. ' ; : ‘

4. Policies by the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement to make sure state
~ government child support agencies are audited upon receipt of verifiable complaints of
- their violation of federal regulations 'and laws. If audit findings show violation of federal
regulations, penalties should be asse?sed and collected.

1
|
E
|

| ,
ACES NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, 2260 UPTON AVE., TOLEDO, OH 43606
800-537-7072 419-472-6609
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
' | ]

OCSE Overview, September 16, 1998
| ,
© .Currént Status/Statistical Overview .- Paul Legler.

4
i

© Expanded Federal Parent Locator Sefvice (FPLS) — Donna Bonai
| o | |

! :
' i

O Statewide Aﬁtomatioh. Y2K Compliance -- Norman Thompson.

| | | |
© Child Support Financing Consultationé -- Robert Harris.

O Law Enforcement Activities — Don Deering. -

I ~of bl st et oy
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The Assoclatmn for Children for Enforcement of Support, Inc.

November 25, 1997 |

Cynthia Rlce Special Assistant to the Pres1dent
White House

1616 Pennsylvania Ave. i :
Washington, D.C, ‘

" Dear Ms Rice, ‘
|
l
Please advnse us about the current status of penalties-against-the state [V-D program for faillure to
comply w1th federal laws for the compulter systems. Also, have any decisions been made on
- ACES request to President Clinton? (See enclosed list from i our meeting last summer).

I am look;ng forward to hearing from ypu.

Sincerely;

Geraldme Jensen 1
. Presndent; . ‘

|
H
{
i
!
|
i
|
i

- ACES NATlONAL HEADQUARTERS, 2260 UPTON AVE., TOLEDO, OH 43606
800- 537 7072 419-472-6609

{




The Association for Chzidren for Enforcement of SupporL Inc

July 29,1997

i
:

The following is a list of actions ACES requests President Clinton to take action on to improve
child support enforcement. . : ‘

1.

t2

i3

Executive order requiring military %o provide DNA records of serviceman for paternity’
determination upon receipt of an a?ministrative or judicial order.

. = i .
It is ACES understanding that ail rrlliiitary personnel has genetic testing done to ensure
identification of those who die in service to our nation. Since this record is already on file
it should be a simple process to prévide a copy to government child support agencies for
use in a genetic testing to determine paternity. This would be less expensive to the
military than sending servicemen home to participate in an on site genetic test, or
arranging for genetic testing to be clione internationally. It would ensure that those in the
nnhtary get access to oenetlc tests in cases of questionable or disputed patermty

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services should expand the current proposal
for a new child support enforcement incentive payment formula, to include incentives or
medical support and modification of support orders. Additionally, the proposal for paying
incentives based on 2X the welfare or post welfare collections and only 1X the
non-welfare collections, will cause %rnore families to go on welfare. It will discourage
assisting families already seif sufficient or those who become and remain sel If sufficient for
moreithan one vear. . ' ) ' -

!
The Administration should support' and assist to pass HR 2189, the Uniform Child

Support Enforcement Act of 1997 sponsored by Rep. Lynn Woolsey and Rep Henry
Hyde!

Policies by the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement to make sure state
government child support agencies|are audited upon receipt of verifiable complaints of
their violation of federal regulatlons and laws. If audit findings show violation of federal
revulatlons penalties should be assessed and collected

ACES NATIONAL HEADQUARTI:RS 2260 UPTON AVE TOLEDO, OH 43606
800-537:7072 419-472-6609

|
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" O]FFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
370 L’ENFANT PROMENADE, S.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20447

& CYN . FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION
/ : ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

DATE: 7/30 |
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Potential Child Support Events

1. INCEPTION OF NEW HIRE REPORTING. October 1 is the effective
date for the National New lee Directory. Most State directories
will be up as of October 1 and HHS will begin receiving mass
communication of new hire reports on or shortly after that date
for the month of September from States already operating new hire
reporting systems. There 1s also a small regulation associated
with the new hire reportlng, which may be printed late the week
of 9/29 or early the follow%ng week.

2. TAX REFUND OFFSET FOR PA%T DUE CHILD SUPPORT. The
Administration is setting a|new record high this year in
collections of past due support from offset of Federal income tax
refunds. In addition, due process notices related to next year’s
tax refund offset cycle are|flowing out around October 1. OCSE
issues the notices on behalf of the State child support agency.
HHS is releaszng a press release. }
3. GRANT AWARDS. The 1n1t1al $10 million in grants to States for
access and visitation programs will be released sometime at the
end of September. OCSE Wlll also be awardlng a series of
research and demonstration pr03ects concerning implementation of
PRWORA’ s cooperatlcn prov151ons, child support and domestic
violence, carrying out the periodic review and adjustment of
upport ‘'orders, services to| noncustodial parents, and Head

" Start/child care/child support collaboration. HHS is drafting a
press release regarding new grants.

4. LAW ENFORCEMENT ISSUES. Fhief Don Deering in OCSE is holding
three regional conferences on law enforcement partnerships with
IV-D agencies on the local,| State, and Federal levels. The next
one is in San Antonio on 10/2 and 10/10. Another will be in
Annapeolis, MD on Nov. 13 and 14. A pilot program in Maryland in
which law enforcement offlcers take an active role in child
support cases has increased successful service of child support

papers from S0% to 80%.

5. INCENTIVES REPORT/LEGISLATION. The House passed the
Incentives bill on 9/29. Pendlng further Congressional action,
this might be an appropriate vehicle for an event. '
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HEADLINE: Everybody s Doing It: L
,Paternity Testing for~Fun and Profit

BYLINE: By PAM BELchx )
DKTELIRE: CHICAGO i B
BODY:

.THE signs on. the - top of yellow cabs in New York C

LL format.

Ccmpany

on - Final

Desk -

“

lty come right out with it.

They might just as well be asking, "Window or aislez”. or., Uouldn t you like to
get away to .some place,warm this winter?“‘~ ’ R . L
l ) A
WInstead they pop the quqstion.A"Who’s the father?”

1f you don t know, out, t

iand would like to find
1-800~DNA=~ TYPE. - + :

l

he signs tell you. Call

K That is not the number Bill Cosby called after he

would take a test to ptcve he. is not the father. of A

22-year -0ld woman convicted of trying to extort: mone
. l -

It is prcbably not the place Jean~ claude Van Damm

announced last week that he
utumn Jackson, the .
y. from him. ‘

e telephoned to unravel his

paternity pas de deux. Mr. Van Damme claims that thé 15—m0nth old son of his

soon~to-be ex~ wife is ?ot his.«v FURT

And it is not likely to be in the Rolodex of the lhusband of the westchestgr o
Her husband Albert,

County District Attorney. Jeanine F. Pirro. '
lawyer, said last week, he would submit to a DNA bloo
fathered an Indiana teenaager who has filed s patern
But the hotline 3ighs go to show that the big dea
others taking paternity tests is that nowgdags,-@t
deal.- S :

Do-it-Youraélf Kits

"

Paternity testing.is no 1onger ‘the surreptitious
Family Court or the spurned blackmailing mistress.
marketplace. There is .even'a do-it-yourself kit that
.cells from the inside of your cheek, mail them: in an
home test* hewever, islnot admissible in court.

Nearly 200,000 paternity tests were given yaarly
four years =-- and ‘that! only counts the" laboratcries
association of Blood Qanks. There are.now 50 such DN
20 or so a .decade ago,! said Eric Slayton, a spokesma

i

na wgit{fpr the results.

a wealthy
d 'test to determine if he,
ity suit against him.

1 about Bill Cosby and the
is getting to be no big

ly shameful province of .

It has hit the popular
lets (¥ou scoop up. some

The

1=

in this country for the last.
accredited by the American

A testing centers,‘up from.

n for the . asscciationh
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The New York Times, August 3%
Laboratories are not required to be accredited a
part because hospitals(prefer to confine their DNA t

legal squabbles or. identity quests, ‘Most labs test Qlood aamples,

cheek cells, a less invasive method ‘that they say.is
moment, there is a paternity case pending for about
the United States, about 750,000 cases.

Many DNA paternity.ﬁesta are taken in matters of
the man asked to support a child ia actually the fat
state welfare.offices to try to identify the father
apply for assistance -=- and get him to support his ¢
have to. . B

But paternity laboratories and genetic'ccunselors
are taking the test, figuring that 99.99 percent aéq
price tag. {If the cost is tooc steep,
plan ~- pay a bit each month.and when you're paid up

. - ! :

«

Entitlements

. !
People are getting tests to establish obligation

attachment. Technology enables them to prove what th
-= or disprove what they hoped was not true.

Dr. Amanda Sozer, asscciate director qf Falrfax I
Virginia-based lab that is" part of the Genetics and
lab conducts between 100 and 200 tests monthly over
state agencles..

‘wives and children of deceased men . try, to prove t
Security benefits or inheritances. For this,
said, or a blood test can be performed on one of the
parents and the results compared. ’

'
1

|

3

the body may be exhuned,.

Pregnant women want to know who the fatﬁer is bef

this, awniot1¢ fluid can be drawn and its DNA analyg

Couples iIn adoption cases may need a test "The m
up, but the biological father has to sign the papers
“"¥You'll have the adepting parents sitting in an' lowa
to locate the father and get the test.”

There are questions‘of trust. A couplé asks a wom
and wants to make sure she has been fertilized with
else’s. :

There are questions! of history.

Is.this man who j
réally my father? V

i
. .

‘
|
i
)

And there are gut féelings§ A New Jersey father a
center where Lindsay Hiddelton was working as a coun
“The mother had died.” e
Human Genome Research Institute,
“They were bonded as father and child.

said Ms. Middelton.

,
.
)
o
i
¢
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part of the Nationa
But they jgsf
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nd they are. springing up in
esting to medical cases, not
but some use
just as accurate. At the
one of every 100 children in

S

child support to prove that
her. Federal law requires
of children whose mothers
hildren so taxpayers won't -

géy.yhaf many other éeéplé
uracy is worth the $600

the 800-DNA-TYPE number offers & layaway

you. get the test results.)

.

. entitlement or emotional
ey knew to be true all along

dentity Laboratories, a
1.V.F, Institute, said her
and above those requested by

héy are .entitled to Soclal
Dr. Sozer
man’s known children or his

ore they give btrth For
ed.
other wants to give the baby

too,™ Dr. Sozer said.
hotel room while they try

.

an to be a surrogate mother’
the man's sperm, not scmeone

ust shéweﬁ up éfie; 20 years

nd son came in to a genetics
selor. '

who now works for the National

l Institutes of Health,.
wanted to know. When we
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told them it was true, it was very tcuching. There'were tears'in ,their eyes.”

Caroline Caskey, president of ldentigene Inc. the three-year old Houston lab
that f{s the home of 1-800-DNA-TYPE, said. "An incredihle number are just doing
it for their own peace;cf mind.” Ms. Caskey recently arranged for 10 New York
city cabs to advertise her lab. Her hotline is also (plastered on. billboards in
Chicago. Los Angeles, Atlanta and other big cities qnd brings in‘almost 300
calls daily. a number that Ms. Caskey said increaseq slightly with the Bill "
Cosby news. About 70 percent of the time, the man tested is the father, she .
said. v : ‘

1
§
!
Ccarmen Bigio, who is 18 and lives in the Far Rockaway section of Queens,
called the 800 number recently, about a’ year after %1v1ng birth to her daughter,

Janisa. ,

{
H

“"There was two men that coﬁld have been thelﬁossibilities:* Ms. Bigio sqid.
"l had to make sure.” ) . . - .

Just Checking

Identigene put her in touch with a labcratory in |[New York, which sent someone
. to her home to gather a ‘few cheek cells. Ms. Bigio., who lives with her mother,
- 18 not seeing either man now, but gays the young man who turned out to be the
father not only paid f§r the test but also buys Janisa presents and necessitles.

) 0f course. this newfound key to knowledge may unearth closets full of
skeletons and stretch people s very conception of who they are. "This is about
pecple‘s ideas of themselves.' Dr. Sozer said, "where their genes came from and’
where- their genes are going. It gives people the option to answer a question )
they could not get answered before. And it gives pedple ‘the chance of getting an
answer they may not wapt to get." )

C b - -

‘GRAPHIC: Photo: Once shameful, paternity testing nou,shouts from billboards like
this one in Bridgev;égﬁ Ill. (Robert A. Davis/The chiqago Sun-Times)
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Natlonal Chlld Support Enforcement Assocnatmn

Hall of the States o 400 North Capttol Street o Suite 370 o Washmgton, DC 20001-1512
Phone: 202~524—8180 o FAX: 202-624-8828 .

November I} 1996

Carol Rasco! -
'Domestic Policy Council
White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington; DC 20500
- f s

o
Dear Carol: ]

Enclosed is a copy of the NCSEA News whlch was mailed to the child support enforcement community
in early October I thought you would be mterested in Paul Legler’s article and the President’s. letter.
You might also be interested in the Pre51dent s column. I think our first issue of the new year came out
well, thanks to our staff and contributors.. We may take a little heat for the Admlmstratlon emphas:s but
I was pleased I hope you like what we had to say '

B 2 . e B ‘ e

1 get a message that was delayed by our front desk to call your ofﬁce before the conventlon 1 tracked
down the young man that called and left a message for him in Chicago in the event you needed anything,
but I did not hear anything back. You can always get a message to me throug h Jill at m Jackonville

After the election, there are a number ef issues presentmg problems to the child suppOrt commumty in
- which the Admmlstratlon may want to play a leadership role. There are also some initiatives regarding
single parents that may be of interest to you. |I will list them, and, if you are interested, I will be happy to
. speak to whomever you want to work on the larea. '

o
N

1. There is a serious problem with the dlevelopment of child support automated systems nationwide.
Prevmusly, we could blame it on past Administration policy, but I do not think we can continue
to do that. David Ross, Mark Raganls staff, and I have discussed creating a systems task force
1n1t1ated by NCSEA and the IV-D Director’s Association to address automated systems policy.
We need to develop a strategic plan and get the support of Congress on development of

automated systems, so that legislation to mandate those systeins does not create an impossible

CL I NTON L | BR'AF—T‘}:’ PHOTOCOPY

i
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Carol Rasco
November, 1, 1996 |
Page2 ! : :
y J
task. There is a lack of resources to design and implement systems and the nation’s largest
- companies are struggling with the development of human service systems. The current policy of
' not indicating that a state will fail to meet the mandated October 1, 1997 deadline is intentional
on the part of the Family Support Admlnlstratlon because such an admission would trigger non-
compllance and possible loss of federal funds. However, such a policy creates a false impression
and leads to outcries from advocates, state legislatures and the public. The result is that child
support systems end up on NBC’s {‘Fleecing of America”; and we have not heard the end of this
story. The administration will get much of the blame now simply because the issue is being
addressed. We will all be better off if leadership is provided in this area.

2. Not all the problems associated wilth systems are technical. Many of the problems have to do

with program structure. I have been in three major states in the last two weeks where much of
_the problem has to do with county joperation of the program. In many states, the program is
bogged down by the judicial process and county politics. Some counties —and even states—do -
not even pretend to be working a majority of their cases because of lack of resources and very
limited knowledge of program bas1cs David Ross and I have discussed this, and it is our hope
that the welfare reform bill will help cure the problem, but implementation is being met with
great resistance in those states that| most need reform. NCSEA will have its annual Policy
Brleﬁng in February. This year we will have a two day Welfare Reform Implementation Forum
with participation from the [V-D Dlrectors The program will be directed toward policy makers
to develop implementation strategles and to address implementation issues. The systems task
force may be added on to the front| or back of this conference. We would very much like for you

- to-participate and would like to arrange for the President.to speak at the luncheon. A working
se'ssion could be arranged with [V:D Directors and the NCSEA Board as an alternative. The V-
D community is impressed with the emphasis the President has been. giving child support. It
would be good to keep this dialogue going if we are to successfully implement welfare reform:
Otherwnse it will not be without a|good deal of angulsh on the part of the IV-D community.

3. NCSEA and the [V-D Directors have developed a positive child support campaign. We have
worked with the NFL in several states and presented an award to the Detroit Lions for initiating
the campaign. From news artlcles it appears that the President is aware of the campaign. We -
are approaching the NFL as an orgamzatlon to take on the support of children as a nationwide
campalgn If there is any interest from the Administration in partlclpatmg in this effort, have.
someone give me a call. -

‘1 i : .

4. This last item might be referred to|someone who works with health care. As you know, non-
custodlal parents are now required to provide health insurance coverage if it is available at
reasonable cost. The problem is that non-custodial parents often do not have medical insurance
avallable at a reasonable cost, or a _|udge will not order it because of the high cost and low
amount of the child support awardl ‘Some states have become partners with prlvate carriers to- .
treat single- parent children as a group ip.not otherwise covered by medleal insurance. It séems to:
me that ‘this has nationwide apphcabnllty and could be required of states. The result has been

. good in that children not otherWISe covered by insurance are being covered, wage withholding
can be put into effect by the child support agency to pay the carrier directly, and fewer children
rely on Medicaid for health care services. :

i
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Carol Rasci:o
November. 1, 1996 '
Page3 o

Things are looking good for the President.

I plan to be in Arkansas to vote on Tuesday. I am sure you

- have been swamped, but [ wanted to let you know some of what is going on in the child support

community, and to invite you to the Policy.

can do anything to be of help. David Ross|

election. If you ever get lunch, maybe you
 pushing it to the top of the agenda.

Smcerely, |

%%\@“%‘XW

Judy Jones Jordan
President, NCSEA

JJJ/cma ‘ i

Briefing and Welfare Reform conference. Let me know if [
and I are trying to hook up for lunch sometime after the
could join us. Thanks for the interest in child support and for
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At Last! CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT REFORM PASSES

by Paul Legler, Attorney Adyvisor to the Assist:int Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

L—

55

Hurray for NCSEA!
their state during Roll Call.

Mémbers from Alaska cheering for

- “[The welfare bill] itfvclndes the tough child

support enforcement measures that as far as
[ know every member, of Congress and
everybody In the administration and every
thinking person in the country has sup-
ported for more than two years now. It the
nost sweeping crackdown on deadbeat
parents in history.” Remarks by President
Clinton at the welfare reform bill signing,
August22, 1996.

When President Clinton signed the
Personal Responsib;tlity and Work
Opportunity Recohc;iliation Actof 1996
(PRWORA), he enacted the toughest
child support measulres in the history of
this country. The final child support
measures are the result of the efforts of
many people who have fought for child
support enforce-
| ment reform. Child
| support directors
and caseworkers,
advocacy groups,
employer organiza-
tions, and parents
throughout the

i
]

" to the Clinton
Administration’s

- development of
these measures and

country contributed

supported their passage. The National
Child Support Enforcement Association,
in particular, played an important role in
development and passage of the new
law and should be commended for its
efforts.

The roots of the new child support
measures began with the U.S. Commis-
sion on Interstate Child Support, a
commission established as part of the;
Family Support Actin 1988. The

(See page 12)

House Wayis & Meis, Sube

tor for
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',;Washlngton DC 20201

L Dear Ms. Shalala’A,

',recelve lncentlve payments.

The Assoclatmn for Chﬂdren for Enforcemenl of Support, Inc ’

“Donna Shalala, Secretary :
uU.s. Department of Health and|Human Services
200 Independence Avenue SW

w,,‘go It is ACES understandlng that| the Personal ResponSLblllty and Job:
mif'f0pportun1ty Act requires the U.S. Department of Health.and Human .
'services to enact new performance standards for the IV-D program.

These  new! performance standards will be used to determlne the -
lncentlve payments that states receive.

‘,ﬁACES has the followxng suggestlons for performance standardS°ﬂ

'Number of Paternities establlshed ‘shouild be 90%, states should

L ?3‘exceed PEP regulatlons by 2 Percent to receive incentlves°

The - number of cases with collections should be 75% in order to
recelve incentive payments. ' ,

,number of successful locates &hat lead to collections should be
©.75% to reoelve lncentlve payments.

0

; Nﬁmbér’of cases with modlflcatlons completed per cllent request _
" should be 75% to recelve lncentlve payments. : : : :

_ Number of -interstate (outgo;ngllncomlng) successful collectlon
. rate should be 75% to qualify for incentive payments.

Number of IRS offsets/state offsets submltted should be 95% to

" Number of cases needlng llens/asset attachments/lncome

withholding with successful collectlons should be 75% to receive
1ncent1ve payments. :

_Number of cases where seek work/job: partlcxpatlon is approprlate_
- should he implemented 75% of |the time in order to receive an -
.’lncentlve payment. Criteria [should also be developed for these
" programs such as: ten signatures from petentlal employers, phone
numbers Sf potential employers should be required, ‘participants"
should be required to report |to the child support agency each:
week The agency should randomly check with potential employers

“

ACES NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS 2260 UPTON AVE ; TOLEDO, OH 43606
800 537- 70?2 419-472-6609 ‘

CUBNZ30°9 THU 1378 U S FAX N0 141942628 R
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-, for’ 1ncent1ve payments.

‘tf%;'Number of cases that qualify

f

~Mmmmms'o“,f;
N {
a

FAX NO. 14194726295 R

rto'vérify tha£ participanté'?ctually applied for work.

B -Number of cases that are reported to the: credlt bureau should be

 ~at least 75% ‘of those one mon
”recelve an incentive paymenti

 Number of cases agproprlate f

'

th behind in order for’ the state to :

or license revocatlon/suspeHSLOn

should be acted upon 75% of the tlme to qualify for an. 1ncent1ve

‘payment. . : ;

Number of appllcatlons proces
‘distributed with in 5 days sh
payments.

, iNumber of cases needlng court
~_ should be. acted upon with-in

‘<be acted upon with-in 30 days

lsed/new cases opened/appllcatlons , .
ould be 95% to qualify for lnceqtlve;

actions that requlle Iv-D attorneys
90 days 75% of the tlme to: quallfy

for Admlnlstratlve hearlngs should ';
75% to receive incentive: payments.

f"Here are some suggestlons about regulatlons to requlre state IV ‘D
Child Support Agencies to make voluntary- acknowledgement of

. paternity more accessible to

families in need. Paternity

‘voluntary recognition forms should be places in WIC offices, V=D

;‘1offlces, TANF offices, Healthl

‘offlces, Social Service Agenc
~ Lamaze clinics, Parenting cla
.departments, DMV, Bureau of V

and Human Service offices, OB/GYN
ies, Court Houses, Midwives clinics,’

%ses locatlons, Schools, haalth

1tal statlstlcs.

Addltlonally, we believe the procurement regulations need to be

' changed to ensure that servic

For. example a state would payf

" .a’'statewide child support enf
. " the, system was on-line, worki
U.S. . Department of Health and

es are not paid for until delivered.
a deposit to a computer véndor for
orcement tracking system. Only wheén

ng effectively and certified by the <‘,ﬂ-,

Human Services would the full

;payment be madé to the computer vendor. We believe this type ‘of

policy would end some the "mi
- and 1neffect1ve computer syst

Slncerely,

.. President

E‘ ‘ \ég{xdlﬁﬁskm

lklng“ of federal funds for broken
ems. .
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CHILD SUPPORT LEGISLATION IN 104TH CONGRESS

TIMETABLE OF. EFFECI‘IVE DATES FOR STATE REQU[REMENTS

" Based on Dau% m Text of Title III of PL 104-193
Persoml Responmb:lrty am}l Work (}pportumty Reconciliation Act of 1996

Section 395 states that, except as spmtﬁca]ly prowded in the lchslanon, the effective date for
provisions of PL 104-193 is 10/1/96 for provisions under §§454 & 466 of the Act. Section 395
allows a grace period for State law changcs and State constitutional amendments. For State law
changes, the grace period is until the cﬂ'cctxve date of the State implementing provisions, but no

~ later than the first dayofthc&stquaneraﬁerthecloseofthe first regular legislative session
‘that begins after enactment of PL 104[-193 For State constitutional amendments, the grace
period is until one year after the cﬂ'ectwe date of the State constitutional amendment, but no

YlaxcrthanﬁveyearsaﬁeremmnemOfPL 104-193, ;

' Rgulrements Eﬂ‘ggve 10!1196 -

L ]

Income thhholdmg {§3 14] -- §466(a)(1) and (b)

Locator networks; access to motor vehwle and law enfowemnt data [§315] - §466(a)(12) -

SSNs on applications for professnoml, commercial drivers, occupamnal and mamage
licenses; on records of divorce decnees. support orders, and patennty determinations; and -

death records & certificates [§3l7} §466(a)(13)

Adnnmstmtzw. enforccrm:nt in interstate cases {§323].—-_§466(a)(:14v)>
State laws provxdmg cxpedxted procedures, including:

Ordenng ge:nenc testing for paternny establishment; Issumg subpoems for mfommtxon ,
and impose penalties for. failure to respond; Requiring all entities in a State to promptly
respond to inquiries by State agency and sanction failure to respond; Obtaining access to
records of other State and local government agencies and records held by private entities
including public utilities and financial institutions; Changing payee in cases subject to an
assignment; Ordcrhlgincoméwithholding ‘Securing assets to satisfy arrearages by
intercepting or seizing penodlc or lump-sum payments from a State or local agency and
judgments, settlements, and lnﬁmw,attachassetslwldbyﬁmnc:al institutions; attach
retirement funds; and i nmpose liens; Increasing the amount of monthly support payments
to inchide amounts for arrearages. Filing of information on location/identity of parties in
State case registry upon entry of order; Statewide jurisdiction over orders and transfer of
cases between local jurisdictions without additional filing; and Using of automated ‘
system to maxiroum extent feasible to implement expedxted adxmmstratzve prooedwes

- [§325] - §§466(c) & 454A(h)
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Statc laws concermng patermty estabhshmem mcludmg

~Estabhsh paternity before age 21 (retroacnve to 8/ 16/84) Geneuc tests in contested
cases upon request w/sworn aﬁdawts Payment for genetic testing; Provide for a simple
civil process for voluntarily acknowledgmg paternity with prior explanation/written
. notice to parents; Birth record agemy must offer voluntary paternity establishment A
. services, andothermay'Namcoffathermcludcdonbmhrecordonlylfbothmtherand
~ father have signed an acknowledgment, or coust or administrative authority has
. adjudicated paternity; Dcvelopmem of affidavit for voluntary acknowledgment of

T paternity which must be given full faith and credit in any other State; Procedures where

voluntary aclmowledgments and adjudication of paternity are filed with the State registry
of birth records for companson  with State case registry; Admissibility of test results if -
performed by accredited laboratoxy, Rescission timeframe of 60 Days for signed
-voluntary patemity ackmwkdgmms elimination of judicial/administrative ratification

pmceedmgs on unchallenged patcrmty acknowledgments; Default orders; No right to

. jury trial in paternity cases; Issuam:e of temporary support orders in paternity cases;

Evidentiary treatment of birth expenses/bﬂls, and Opportunity for putative fatbem to

" initiate patemxty proccedmgs [§331(a)} - §466(a)(5)

State plan reqmrements for paterm’ty ouueach actmtics {§332] - §454(23)

Cooperanmvgoodcause [§333] - J§454(29)

- State use of definitions for collecting & reportmg data [§343(b)] - §454(30)

Smxphﬁod review & adjustment process [§351] - §466(a)(10)

Voiding of ﬁ'audulem transfers [§364] §466(g)

Wo;k rgqmmment for persons owmg child 'sppport'[§365]' - §466(a)(15)

.- Repoﬁing arrearages to.credvit bureaus [§367] -- §466(a)(7) '

Liens on real/personal property by operatwn of law; full faith and crcdxt to hens mﬁmut

- rchstratlon of order [§368] §466(a)(4)

State law authonzmg the suspcnsxm of licenses [§369] - §466(a)(16)

Intcmauonal CSE - State treatment of mternatnonal rcquests [§37l(b)] -- §454(32)

'A'Fmancxalmstnunoudatamatches [§372] §466(a)(17) : ‘ .

Enfomng orders against grandpanmts in cases of minors [§373] -~ §466(a)(1 S) .

State cooperative agreements with Indian Tribes [§375(a)] ~ §454(335
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.“ o Enforcement of orders for health cl.are coverage [§382] - §466(a}(19) |
o Explicit statutory requmcxncnt tha‘t Title IV-D services be provided to nomesxdent :
applicants; enforce child support & support due on behalf of cinkls custod:an [§301(a)] -
- §§454(4)&16) : S o
+ Continuation of IV-D sérvices for former ‘recipiems df’IV-‘A ass:stanoe [3'01@)114- §454(25) |
' Requirements Effective /197 - |
e Useof formoby States in interstate éases'[§524<b)}_ - §454(9XE) "
Requirem ents Effestive 10/1/97 -
e Annual Statc: sclf-re\news & reports [§342(a)} - §454(15) -
. Data subxmttod on comphancc with F ederal pcrﬁ>mmnce reqmrcmts [§342(a)] - §454(1 5)
.e  State privacy safeguards [§303(a)] — §454(26)

o State procéduros-notices & copne s of ordexs [§304(h}] 454(12}

e Stateduectoryofmwhxrcs[§313] 454(28) .

e ADP systems mcetmg all IV-D requn'emems enacted on or before Famxly Support Act -
- [§344) -- §454(24) o , ‘ ,

. Demal/restnctmn/revocatmn of passport if arrears greaxer than $5000 [§370] - §§452(k} &
454(31)
‘Requirements Effective

‘o Adoption of UIFSA (with modxt‘v.amns) [§321] — §466(6)

* Requirements Effective 10/1/98 -

e All support orders estabhshed or modlﬂed on or after 10/1/98 mclnded in State central
' reg:stry which must be in p!ace by 10/1/2000 [§311 ami§344(a)(2)} §454A

e Ccmmhmémnomatedmforookcmnsan@dmhnsemm[§312]A-§4,54(27), |
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‘ ngmrements Elfective 10/1/99

Requirements Erfecti‘}e' 10/1/2000

1L g, ¥ fna dud Abe Liugd ' Doaidh DGAS el

. Collectmn through State centrahzmrl coilecnon unit of orders under wage wzthholdmg [§3 12]
- §454B : R ‘

R

e State new hire reportmg systems in existence prior to P.L. 104-193 must nﬁet'rest of new )
requirements {§313] -- §454(28) | : ‘ . ‘

End of opnonal exception period for local court collecuon of child mppon in heu of State
centralized collcchon unit [§312] - _‘54B ) :

ADP systems must meet ali IV-D reqmremems enacted on or before this law {mth addm«mal

t:me ued to regulatmn issuance) [§344(A)(4)} §454(24)
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1997 LEGISLATIVE SESSION CALENDAR |

emsiamre meers throughout the vear

- STATES DATES DEC jaN_FEB_MAR APR MAY JUN [UL AUG SEP OCT NOV
ALABAMA  Feb. 4-Mav 1§ ; : :
ALASKA an. 13-May 13 !
“ARIZOMNA ~an, 1 3-Apnl 26 —

ARKANSAS ‘3. 1 3-mid-Maren
CALIFORNIA ian, é-mid-Sept.

" COLORADO an. B-Mav § -
CONNECTICUT tan, 8-june 4
DELAWARE ‘an. 14-june 30

_ FLORIDA March 4-May 2

GEORGIA lan, 13.date March
" HAWAII lan. 15-garly May

1DAHO 1an, é-late March .
CILUNOIS ian. 8"

INDIANA jan, Z-Aoril 29

1IOWA {an. 13-late Apri

" KANSA; an, 13-lale May
KENTUCKY NO 18QULar $85800 Crasmrationa sesian an, J
LOUISIANA Manch 31-lune 23 !
MAINE Jec. 4, 1996-june |8
MARYLAND tan. 1-Apnl 7
MASSACHUSETTS an. 1 o
MICHICAN jan. 15* :

- MINNESOTA fan, 7-Mav 19

- MISSISSIPP) {an. 7-Apeii 6
MISSOLIR jan. 8-Mav 30
MONTANA lan. é-mich.Apnt
NEBRASKA lan, B-earty june
NEVADA jan, 20-cary july
NEW HAMPSHIRE {an, 8-mid-june

EW IENSEY jan, 14*. i

NEW MEXICO ian. 21-March 22 J
NEW YORK jan. 8°* )
NORTH.CAROUNA tan 29-mid-juty !
NORTH DAKQTA jan. 7-mid-April |
OHIO jan. 6* |
OKLAHOMA Feb. 2-May 30 Organizavonal session fan. 7
OREGON jan. 13ate fune |
PENNSYLVANIA an. 7* |
RHODE ISLAND jan. 7-earty july
SOUTH CAROLINA jan. 14june §
SOUTH DAKQOTA jan. ldavicMarch .

 TENNESSEE Feb, 3-late May Ocgaruzational session jan. 14
TEXAS jan, 14june 2
UTAH jan, 20-March 5

VERMONT jan. 8-ste May

VIRGINIA .Jan. 8-Feb. 22
WASHINGTON jan, 13-April 27
WEST VIRGINIA Feb. 12-April 12 Organuabonal session|ten. 8
"WISCONSIN Jan, 6* -
WYOMING |an, 14-March 10 - ]
PUERTO RICO “ Jan. 13-Mav 30 Reconvenes Seit. Oct.

" DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA _ jan. 2

£ National Conference of State Legislatures

WASHINGTON OFRCE: 444 North Capitol Stmet. Suite 515 » Washington, D.C. 20001 a(m&+mm(m 737-‘069

DENVER OFFICE: lsmamdwav‘Sune?m Denver, Colorado 80202 = (303) 830-2200 FAX (303} 863-8003
THIS SESSION, CALL NCSL FOR ANSWERS TO YOUR QUESTION
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