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AN INCENTIVE PLAN TO PROMOTE THE PAYMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT 

I ' 
by Wendell Primus and Esther Rosenbaum 

Introduction 

I 
As welfare reform encourages families to rely on earnings and eventually moves 

th em off of public assistance, income from the child support system will become an 
increasingly more important mechani~m for providing income to children in single­
parent, low-income families. Unfortuhately for many of these children, only a small 

I 

portion of noncustodial parents pay childsupport. The reasons for non-payment vary. 
Many noncustodial parents do not pay because they are unemployed or . 
underemployed. Some view thesyste1'n 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 adjustirlg orders and in its arrearage policies. In other 
cases, paternity has not been establish~d and/or there is no child support order or the 
father cannot be located, so child sUPRort cannot be collected. 

The Child Support Incentive plyment (CSIP) described in this paper attempts to 
increase the income and well-being oflthese children by creating incentives for the good 
behaviors of working and paying chi1~ support - just as the earned income tax credit 
increases the incentives to enter the labor force and increases the earnings of custodial 
parents.! I ' 

The CSIP creates these incentiv~s by: 
. 	 I 

increasing the CSIP benefit as child support payments and earnings increase, 
rewarding both work and the p1ayment of child support; 

• 	 not depriving children of tax crldits and exemptions which'benefit low-income 
families solely because their patents do not live together; , 

, 	 I ' 
• 	 . providing noncustodial parents with the same earnings and tax incentives as 

custodial parents. 

1 Robert Greenstein and Isaac Shapiro. New Research Findings 0/1 the Effects of the Earned Income Tax 
Credit. Center on Budget and Policy Prioritie~, March 16, 1998, pp. 4-5. 



Background 

Currently, only a small fractio~ of children in single-parent families receive child. 
support from their noncustodial pare:nt. For example2

, in 1995, California collected only 
$599 million, or 38 percent, of the $1.6~ billion dollars owed in current child support 
payments. Collections were received/ion only 197,000 of the 526,000 child support 
orders.3 These numbers substantially understate the amount of potential child support 
payments that go uncollected. For twio million children in (alifornia's child support 
program, paternity or child support orders never have been established in the first 
place.4 

Given the specter of time limity in the new welfare law, the financial well-being 
of poor children in single-parent fam~lies will be increasingly reliant on a combination 
of their mothers' and fathers' earning~ (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 ens~re that more child support orders are established 
and paid and that more of the child sppport payments actually reach the children to 
improve their well-being. 

, I 
Noncustodial parents with children receiving cash assistance are often reluctant 

to pay - and sometimes go to great l~ngths not to pay - their child support orders 
because they do not feel that the paytPents are actually benefitting their children.s Prior 
to the mid-1980s, all child support coHected on behalf of welfare-receiving families was 
retained by the government as reimbursement for Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC) payments to thefai.nily.6 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 charged 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 Jsed as an example throughout the paper. 

3 I 1.5. 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 an/d 33 of The Twentieth Annual Report to Congress. 

I 
S Dan Bloom and Kay Sherwood. Matchihg Opportunities to Obligations: Lessons for Child Support Reform 

from the Parents' Fair Share Pilot Phase. Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, April 1994, p.74. 

i . 
6 With one minor exception: in approximately 11 states with "fill the gap" policies, not all of the child 

support collected was retained. 
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However, the 1996 welfare law irepealed this pass-through requirement. 
Therefore, states are now free to conti~ue 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 stat~s have expanded it.7 One state - Wisconsin­
passes through the entire amount of c~ild support that is paid. 

Even in those states, like califoLia, that have retained the $50 pass-through to 
custodial families, these funds are usuklly partially offset by a reduction in food stamp 
benefits (since most low-income famil~es receive both TANF and food stamps), further 
reducing the amount by which the chqd is made better off by the child support 
payment. For example, if a noncustod~al parent pays $250 in child support, $50 is 
passed through, budood stamp benefits to the custodial family are reduced by $15 as a 
result of the increase in income. Thus,lhis 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 incentiie to pay his child support obligation. 

. For noncustodial parents both with and without children receiving cash 
assistance, making the required paym~nts 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 under-employed. Low-income noncustodial parents who are 
presented with support obligations thdt far exceed their ability to payor are not 
adjusted appropriately when their earAings decrease may also deem the child support 
system to be fundamentally unfair.8 Ah a result, many of these noncustodial parents do 
not make the required child support p~yments and accumulate a debt in the amount of 
owed child support; are charged with paying retroactive support and Medicaid 
childbirth costs (plus interest and court costs) dating back to the time the child first 
received AFDC or TANFand in some ~tates dating back to the child's birth; or default 

. on their orders and as a result incur fi~es, have their wages withheld, or have liens 
placed on their property. 

The existence of this child supPQrt debt - which can be substantial- can be 
I 

daunting to noncustodial parents in low-wage jobs. Because the noncustodial parents 
may feel they never will be able to pay10ff their child support fully even if they are . 
working, these arrearages may actually deter them from seeking stable employment or 

7 Paula Robe,'IS. State AcUon Re $SO paSS-tl,Lgh and D;"eg"d. Cente' fo' Law and Social Policy, 

January 1998. 


8 See Matching Opportunities to Obligations: ljessons 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 EnforFement System from Parents' Fair Share, Manpower 
Demonstration Research Corporation, May 1998, pp. 12-3. 
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making child support payments, encou.rage them to move into the underground 
economy, or cause them to completelylsever ties with the family. While the child 
support enforcement system has vari04s 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 arid tracking noncustodial parents through 
federally mandated computer systemsl these methods often do not result in increased 
payments - especially when the n~nc~stodial parent has little or no income or assets. 

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

• 	 provision of en:ployment serviJes to unemployed and under-employed fathers; 

I' 	 ,
• 	 provision of peer support and mediation services; 

• 	 modification of selected child sipport policies including more flexible 
, modification of orders, arrearage policies and allowing in-kind services to 
substi,tute for cash; . 

• 	 substantial disregards of the noncustodial parent's child support payments in 
means-tested programs such asiTANF; . 

• 	 and a Child Support Incentive Payment (CSIP) for noncustodial parents. 

This paper will describe in detalil this last component. This would be an 
especially effective addition in Califorhia counties (such as the Parent's Fair Share site in 
Los Angeles) where monies and progtams already have been targeted for the first two 
components, including services whicH aid noncustodial parents in getting employed 
and increasing their earnings and livh~g 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 
l 

are not available to noncustodial parehts because they are based on the presence of 
dependent children in the home. Theltederal Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), for 
example, effectively increases the well-being of children at low-income levels. The EITC 
encourages custodial parents to worklby acting as a. wage supplement that increases as 
earnings increase for workers with verY low earnings. However, noncustodial parents 
do not qualify for the family EITe, ana only a few. may qualify for a very small EITC 
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benefit provided to workers without a child in the horne. 
I 

Also available to the custodial Jarent are a $500 per child tax credit, exemptions 
for dependent children, a head-of-hou1sehold 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 fuaving earnings that are large enoughfor the 
exemptions or non-refundable credits I!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 n<pt 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 thati the children receive from the federal EITC are 
based only on the earnings of the custbdial parent. If increasing child support payment 
and 'thereby increasing child well-bei~g are goals of the child support enforcement 
system, then it seems logical to provide noncustodial parents with the same incentives 
as custodial parents to work and sUPBort their children and to allow low-income 
children to benefit from these tax credits that were designed to assist them. 

\ However, providing an EITe 1the 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 earrlings, but those increased earnings must also 
improve the welfare of their children.l Therefore, simply increasing earnings and 
providing more support to the noncu?todial parent would not be politically acceptable. 
Only if these increased earnings trans1late into additional child support would the 
incentive be politically feasible. 

However, it is also necessary t6 ensure that the additional benefit to the children 
from the noncustodial parent does n~t mak~ the family better-off by living apart. 
Rather, the incentive should motivat~ the noncustodial parent to pay child support by 
making available the "unused" child ~ax benefits that the children could receive if the 
parents were together. To ensure that no incentive exists for living apart, the CSIP is 
based upon the benefits and incentivJs that would be available to the children in a 
family if both of their parents were liting and raising their children in one family unit. 

I 
The proposed plan would match 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 ~ould increase the well-being of low-income 
children by calculating benefits based on the earnings of both parents and would 
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provide an increased incentive for the noncustodial 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 ana turn over the necessary documentation for his 
family'S CSIP eligibility would be the ~irect increase to his children's well-being that 
results from the CSIP. For those noncustodial parents with children receiving cash 

I • 

assistance and therefore are not actua~ly receiving any of the paid child support, the 
CSIP would make the noncustodial p~rents feel as though the child support they are 
paying is directly improving the well,being of their children. For those noncustodial 
parents without children receiving ca~h assistance, the CSIP would supplement their 
efforts to pay child support and woul~ 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 gainJul employment or paying current child support reducing their arrearages 
by the amount of the CSIP should provide these noncustodial parentswith increased 
incentives to work and pay their currknt orders. Many of these debts are incurred when 
these noncustodial parents become u~employed but the child support enforcement 
system is not responsive enough to t~eir movement in and out of the labor force and 
often does not adjust their orders acc6rdingly.9 Rewarding payment of current child 
support by reducing these debts, ther~fore, will not only make these noncustodial 
parents better able to pay their currerit orders, but also may help restore some of their 
faith in the child support system. 

Conceptual Design of the Child Support Incentive Payment 

I 
The CSIP is based upon severall principles: . 

• 	 Children should not be deprivld 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 togetherl . 

9 See Matching Opportunities to ObligationsfLessons for Child Support Reform from the .Parents' Fair Share 
Pilot Phase, Manpower Demonstration Resea:rch Corporation, Apri11994, Chapter 6. 
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• 	 Noncustodial parents should have the same incentives to work and support their 
children as custodial parents. 

The CSIP would encourage nOf;lcustodial parents to work and pay child support 
by providing their children with benefits that are a function of these behaviors. Up to a 
certain maximum, the greater the chila 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 numbe~ of provisions that benefit children in low-income 
families, such as the head-of-household deduction, personal exemptions, child tax 
credits and the EITe. : These provisioris, however, generally only benefit low-income 
families that have at least some earninks. For example, only families with income at 
least as great as the total of their pers6nal exemptions can receive the full benefit of the 
exemptions. Also, because the child t~x credit is not refundable (except in limited 
circumstances), families without any tax liability receive no benefits from the credit. 
Because many custodial parents have i 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 provision~ yet high enough that they are able to gain some 
benefit from the credits and exemptidns. However, they are not eligible to receive these 
credits and exemptions, because thei~ 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./ 

I 
For example, because the EITG: increases with earnings in the phase-in range, 

children whose custodial parents onl~ earn enough income to be on the up-slope of the 
benefit structure could possibly receire the maximum EITC benefit if their noncustodial 
parents' earnings were taken into account (as in the CSIP calculation). Under the 
current system, however, the childrer do not benefit from the noncustodial parent's 
income because only custodial parents qualify for the federal EITe. 

I 
The CSIP would remedy this ~y providing the children with a benefit 

determined by finding the pqrtions dfthe child tax benefits that are not used by the 
custodial parent and - just as busin~sses trade corporate tax credits with each other ­
transferring them to the noncustodiall parent if his income qualifies him, as if he could 
claim the children as dependents. Hpwever, the children will only receive a payment if 
the noncustodial parent pays child srpport.. . 

In order to calculate the CSIP benefit for a particular family, a state's child 
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support enforcement agency would use the previous year's tax returns for both the 
custodial and noncustodial parent to ekamine five types of tax benefits: the EITC, the 
federal head-of.-household deduction, personal exemptions and Child Tax Credit and 
state tax provisionsior low-income families. The CSIP amount would be based on the 
difference between what would have ~een available under the combined income of the 
custodial and noncustodial parents, a~d the amount of credits and exemptions actually 
taken by the custodial parent. The chi~dren 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 t~e noncustodial parent paid 80 percent of his 
child support order, the children woula receive a benefit equal to 80 percent of the 
calculated unused credits, spread but 6ver the year. . 

In addition to ;he benefit to the Lstodial family, the noncustodial parent would 
benefit by having his arrearages reduc~d by the amount of CSIP paid to the custodial 
family, thereby creating an incentive f6r him to cooperate with the custodial parent and 
the child s~pport office and submit th~ required documents for his family's eligibility. 

The unused credits would be catculated by adding together the amount of the 
EITC based on both parents' earnings that exceeds the amount of EITC actually 
received by the custodial parent, the a+ount of the head-of-~ousehold deduction and 
child personal exemptions that the custodial parent did not use because her earnings 
were too small, but the noncustodial p~rent'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'k tax liability qualifies him for (and state child tax 
benefits and credits if applicable). Onc~ the maximum possible benefit is calculated, a 
matching rate is determined that is eq~ivalent 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 calchlations can be found in the appendix. 

Interaction With Other Programs 

One concern that always arises 'rhen designing a new incentive program is how 
it will interact with other income secur~ty programs. Although as described later, CSIP 
will not be administered by the tax sys~em, conceptually it is designed as a tax benefit 
based upon income received during on~ 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 

I 
calculating qenefits for other means-tested programs like TANF, food stamps, or low-
income housing.lO 

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 chosenlnot to count the EITC as income. . 
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One of the reasons the EITC is Rot counted as income when determining benefits 
is that eligibility is based upon annuall earnings. The other means-tested benefits are 
based upon monthly income and thusireal problems ensue in estimating the amount of 
the EITC that is actually earned when Icalculating monthly benefits under these other 
means-tested benefit programs. The sf-me issues apply to the CSIP. In addition, the fact 
that the CSIP will be completely disregarded will simplify its calculation and 
administration. I 

Impact of the CSIP 

The following table shows the A-taximum possible CSIP subsidy for fa~ilies 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 no~ 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 thelchild tax credit and the earned income credit. 
The actual benefit received by each individual custodial family will depend on the size 
of that family'S child support order, tHe portion of the order paid by the noncustodial 
parent, and the cap on the matching dte, if applicable. The matching rate limit will 
probably apply to many of the fami1ie~ 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 less) For example, a custodial mother with no . 
earnings and a noncustodial father earring $12,000 per year with two children could 
yield a maximum possible CSIP of $5,~04. 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. Thi~ is important for several reasons. First, it shows 
that the program is well targeted, as ~e largest subsidies would be available to those 
who are most in need and the subsidie1s would decrease as the custodial parents' 
earnings increase (and need decreases). . 

Second, a large number of eligiJle families would fan into this lowest-earnings 
range where the subsidies are largest +the larger the subsidy, the larger the incentive 
for the noncustodial parent to work aI"\d 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 average poor custodial family 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 ha~1 some earnings). In addition, for those female­
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Maximum Possible CSIP Subsidy for Selected Earnings Levels 
for Families with One or Two Children 

Mother's AGI (earnings) 

1 child 

$0 

2 children 

$4,000 

1 child 2 children 1 child 

$8,000 

2 children 

$12,000 

1 child 2 children 

$16,000 

1 child 2 children 

Father's 
AGr 

(earnings) 

$8,000 

$12,000 

$16,000 

$3,614 

$3,614 

$3,016 

$4,948 

$5,504 

$4,716 

$1,654 

$1,266 

$1,243 

$3,304 

$2,516 

$2,078 

$905 

$905 

$905 

$953 

$1,553 

$1,810 

$447 

$447 

$447 

$1,353 

$1,353 

$1,353 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$752 

$752 

$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 creaits other than the child tax credit and the earned income credit. Calculations use 1998 federal income 
tax parameters, but assume the $500 child tax credit is fully phased in (even though this will not be the case until 1999). 
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I 
headed families with children below the poverty line which were receiving an EITC in 
1996, the average value of the EITC was only $966, leaving much of the EITC 
"unused.flll 

Administration 

Because of the records required to determine the benefit level, the need for up-to­
date acc~unting of child support paYI!}ents and the necessary outreach to families 
involved in the child support system, the CSIP payment would have to be administered 
by the local Child Support Enforceme~t 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 determinedY 
To encourage noncustodial parents to c:ooperate, the CSE office should also make sure 
that noncustodial parents understand ~hat their arrearages will be reduced by the 
amount of CSIP that the custodial family receives. 

After the ~x returns of both polties are filed, child support payments for the year 
would be estimated based on the pay4.ents,made so far in the current year. The CSE 
office would, calculate thE; unused chil~ tax benefits for the year for each specific family. 
The office would then determine the GSIP based on child support paid. These 

I . 

calculations will yield different unused benefit levels and different matching rates for 
each family that will change from yealill 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 crild 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 6ffice must make sure that parents understand 
the basic features of the CSIP -'- to the ~xtent the noncustodial parent pays child 
support, those payments are matched kt a 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~ year. However, if the noncustodial parent had 
little or no earnings in the previous ye~r, but increased earnings in the current year, 
there would be very little benefit fromlthe CSIP in the current year and the noncustodial 

11 Center on Budgetand Policy Priodties JalYSiS of CPS data. 

12 'In many states, the CSE office already ha~ access to parents' tax returns and/or the authority to 
request submission of tax returns, W-2s, payr911 stubs, etc. in order to determine the earnings of the 
parents for the purpose of establishing or modifying child support orders. This requirement, therefore, 
would not really alter the information-gatherihg authority of the CSE office or the relationship between 
the case worker and the parents or increase th~ amount of information on the noncustodial parent's 
earnings and employment that the office would have access to. 

11 



parent would therefore not be rewardL 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 described above on the basis of current year 
noncustodial parent earnings. The cu~todial parent's earnings and taxes would always 
be based upon last year. Thus, for n0r}custodial parents with very low earnings­
earnings below the poverty line for a ffmily 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 adjhsted 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'k earnings serves as the CSIP floor, below which 
the maximum benefit level for the cur~ent 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 b~nefit structure, thus creating an incentive to 
increase earnings. When current earnirgs fall below the previous year's level, the 
maximum C!,IP equals the floor set bYlthe previous year's earnings. 

The office would determine the ICS1P 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-calcu1ated. . 

The office would have some fle~ibility 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 ~is 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 remain!ing months' payments) in order to balance out 
the loss of child support. Or, if the norlcustodial parent became unemployed during the 
year, then his order would be adjustedlaccordingly and he would probably not be 
making any payments during his peri0ld of unemployment. 

These adjustments could affect Doth the amount of child support paid and the 
amount of the CSIP. If the child suppoh order is reduced, but the noncustodial parent 
maintains his payment level, then the ~roportion of his order paid would increase and 
so could the CSIP matching rate (althoJgh it could not increase above the three-for-one 
limit). However, even if the child supp:ort order is reduced and the noncustodial parent 
adjusts his payment accordingly, the CSIP matching rate which has already been . 
. established for that family for the curreht year could not go down. 

At the end· of the year, the CSE dffice will reconcile the appropriate CSIP based 
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on actual child support paid. In the very rare instances where the family has been paid 
too much CSIP for the year, an adjustrhent can be made to the nex:: year's CSIP 
paymen~s so that at the end of the nexi year, the family has received the accurate sum of 
child support payments and CSIP. I 

There is very little chance for frlud 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 theke conditions are not met. In fact, as explained 
later, there is a good chance that this ptoposal will actually reduce erroneous claiming of 
child tax benefits under current tax laJ.r. 

The Child Sup~ort EnforcemeJ Office and the welfare office would be expected 
to disseminate information to parents ~bout how the CSIP program works and about 
how the benefits are determined so th~t parents would be encouraged to participate 
and be aware of what behavior change? on their part could increase their children's 
benefit levels, i.e. an incr~ase in work dr an increase in child support paid. 

Financing \ 

i . 

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

In the long run the program should be financed with federal dollars, just as the 
EITC and the child tax credits are finan~ed 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 calculati9n 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 pbsitive implications. As mentioned earlier, the 
~SIP would provide noncustodial parebts with increased incentives not only to pay 
child support, but also to work. 

Noncustodial parents will have ~n 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 childr~n, but improves the link in the noncustodial 
parents' _~ninds between their actions tnd the well-being of their children .. 

The resulting eSIP will also ensure tha tthere is a direct connection between child 
s~pport paid and be~efits re~eived bYlthe child, The i~crease.d be~efits to t~eir children 
wIll make noncustodial parents feel more connected wIth theIr chIldren, whIch could 
lead to increased involvement in othet. areas of the child's life. It could also change 
substantially the dynamics between t~e two parents. Payment of child support by low­
income noncustodial parE;nts directly ibcreases the welfare of the custodial parent. 
Thus, there might be less resistance to !child visitation and access.13 There also might be 
less reluctance to have an order modifIed in a downward direction when the 
noncustodial parents loses a-job becauke the eSIP would make up all or part of the 
difference, .\ _ . 

In addition, the eSIP will give ~oncustodial 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. Bedause noncustodial parents will be informed that 
the eSIP is designed so that if the full order is paid, then the all of the maximum benefit 
~s paid to their child,ren, they :will ~eatare that paying. child support will directly 
mcrease the well-bemg of theIr chIldren and therebywIlI be encouraged to pay the full 
mde~ I .'. ­

The collection of tax returns by {he local child support office for the purpose of 

calculating the eSIP will provide the office with more accurate information on 

noncustodial parents' ability to pay. I~ this way, the eSIP 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 (sJch as becomingul1employed or in taking a 

higher paying job).. . . I' _ 


. -I •Also, administration of the eSIPI could helpreduce several kinds of tax fraud that 
. are currently occurring. First, because tax forms of the mothers and fathers will be 
compared, noncustodial parents' who illegally claim their children as dependents can be 
discovered. Second, there has been a c~mtinuing debate over the EITe error rate and 
legislation was passed in both 1996 anq 1997 to try to eliminate some of the errors. It is 
believ~d that "all viable ideas to reduce errors and achieve savings through legislative 

13 The proposal is not intended to encourage interaction in cases where there is a history of domestic 
violence, abuse, etc. However, even in these c~ses, the CSIP would at least allow a greater portion of the 
monetary support prOVided by the noncustodial parent to benefit his chilqren. 
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action appear to have been adopted. "14 

The administration of the CSIP would provide one new way to reduce some of 
the EITC error. Some 39 percent of th~ EITC errors among families with children (both 
intent~onal and unintentional) are du~ to child residency rules. 15 In other words, a 
parent or guardian who should not bJ claiming an EITC because legally the children do 
not reside with him, is receiving a ben!efit.. Being able to compare the custodial and 
noncustodial parents' tax returns throhgh administration of the CSIP could enable child 
support administrators to identify no~custodial parents who are fraudulently or 
inaq.:ertently double-claiming the EI~C, report this inform~tion. 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 fttnction of child support paid, noncustodial 
parents would be encouraged to pay child support through the system, rather than 
underground because their children dn only receive the CSIP if their payments are 
recorded. This feature of the CSIP als? 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 suppor~ 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 parerhs by providing noncustodial parents with the 
same incentives as custodial parents t6 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 child 
support paid by the noncustodial pare1nt and "unused" tax credits from the custodial 
parent. The CSIP would increase the tell-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 arid pay child support. 

In addition to the explicit purpJse of increasing payment of child support orders, 
the CSIP also has the potential to mak~ noncustodial parents feel more connected with 
their child,ren; give noncustodial parerhs more faith in the child support system; 

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

15 Robert Greenstein. "The Earned Income [fax Credit and Error Rates." Center on Budget 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 

. , I
the child support system, rather than under the table. 
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APPENDIX 

Detailed Explanation of How the CSIP Benefit is Calculated 
i 

Calculating the CSIP benefit inJolves two steps. The first step is to calculate the 
amount of "unused" child tax benefits { \2redits based on income from the custodial and 
noncustodial parents in the prior caleI)dar year. These include potentially five types qf 
tax benefits: ! 

1. the unused EITe, 

2. the unused am~unt of the head1of-household deduction, 

3. unused child personal exemptidns, 

4. the unused amount of the new Jhild tax credit and , , 

5. similar state C~ild tax benefits/ Jredits. 

The second ~tep isto determine what Jroportion of the child support order has been 
'paid by the noncustodial parent in the Jcurrent year, apply this same proportion to the 
value of unused tax benefits calculatedi in step one and pay the child this amount as a 
match to the payment of child support1by the noncustodial parent. 

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

1998. " ',I. ' '., 

The unused EITC would be calcUlated by adding together the mother's and 
father's earnings from the previous ye~r,determining the EITC benefit for the 
combined earnings of the parents (usin~ the federal EITC benefit structure), and 
subtracting out the EITC benefit that th~ custodial parent already received on her own. 

I 
For example, suppose the custodial parent of two children earns $51 000 and the 

noncustodial parent earns $10,000 in the p~evious year. The custodial parent's EITC would be 
$2,000, so there is potentially some unusedlcredit. 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,OOO would yield a credit of'$3)79. To get the unused EITCI the custodial 
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parent's credit of$2,000 is subtracted frob the $3,179 to get an unused EITC of$1,179. 
. . \'.. 

The next part in step one js to cak'-ilatethe amount of the head-of-household 
deduction that is not utilized by the c4stodial 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 amou~t of the unused deduction can be determined by 
comparing the custodial parent's adju~h~d gross income (ACT) to the standard 
deduction amount ($6,250 in 1998) - if ACT is greater than $6,250 then there is no 
unused deduction and if ACT is less tHan $6,250 then the unused deduction equals the 
difference between $6,250 and the cus~odial parent's ACT. This amount is then 
multiplied by 15 percent to translate t~e income deduction into a tax credit value. 16 

Next, the amount of unused peFsonal child tax exemptions is calculated. If there 
I . 

was any federal tax liability, then all o~ the child tax exemptions were used and there is 
no potential unused benefit Conversely, if there was any unused head-of-household 

. I . 

deduction in the previous calculation, then all of the child exemptions remain unused. 
Tn this case, the actual unused exemptibns are calculated by simply multiplying the 
number of children by the exemption Jmount ($2,700 in 1998). Otherwise, the amount 
of the unusep. child personal exemptiops can be determined by subtracting the head-of­
household standard deduction amount and the adult personal exemption from the 
custodial parent's adjusted gross inco~e (ACT). If the result ·is negative or zero, then all 
of the child exemptions remain unused and the actual amount of the unused 
exemptions is again calculated by simp,ly multiplying the number of child dependents 
the custodial parent could claim by th~ exemption amount. If the result is positive, this 
amount subtracted from the product o~the number of child dependents she claims 
multiplied by the exemption amount yields the value of the unused child tax 
exemptions. The value of the unuseddhild tax exemptions is multiplied by 15 percent 
to convert it to a credit amount. 

The final calculation in step one determines the amount of any unused child tax· 
credits. The amount of the child tax credit utilized by the custodial parent can be easily 
discerned by looking at the custodial phrent's tax return. If the entire $500 ($400 in 
1998) credit per child has been used, th~~ 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 Iithat these tax credits can not make the family 
where the mother and father are living lapart better off than if they were living together 
comes into play. For example, if both the custodial and noncustodial parent earned 

I. . 

$4,000 each and lived together they would have been ineligible for any child tax credit. 
Therefore, this familyshould not receiJe any benefit from the child tax credit when they 

16 Here it is assumed that most of the people wh~ will be eligible for a CSIP benefit will be in the 15 
percent tax bracket. 
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are living apart. To find the correct amount, the custodial parent's earnings would be 
added to the noncustodial parent's ta~able income (AGI minus his deductions and 
exemptions) and the calculated unuseU head-of-housEhold deduction and unused child 
exemptions would be subtracted. Th~ 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 adjusted tax liability (using the federal child tax credit 
parameters), and the child tax credit t~at the custodial parent already received on her 
.own would be subtracted out.] 

I 

The "total unused tax credits" ate determined by adding together the previously 
calculated unused EITC, unused head~of-household deduction, unused child tax 
exemptions, unused child tax credit, a1il.d any unused portions of state tax credits or 
exemptions (if California, or any state,lchooses to add these). This total becomes the 
maximum possible CSIP for that partidular family. . 

I 
The next step is to determine w~at 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 am9u~t of the unused credits. If he pays anything less 
than the full,amount (based on.the payments that have been made so far in that year), 
then his children will receive that samJ proportion of the unused credits. In other 
words, the more of his order the noncustodial parent pays, the more of the unused 
credits his chi'ldren will receive. 

For example, suppose a family's totql unused credits equaL $2,000 and the noncustodial 
parent has a child support order of $4,000 ~or that year. If the noncustodial parent pays $2,000 
that year, or one-halfofhis order, then the ([SIP paid to his child would equal one-half of the 
family's total unused credits, or $1,000. ] '. 

However, a limit is placed on arJount of CSIP benefit paid to the custodial family 
for each dollar of child supPQrt paid byithe noncustodial parent. This limit on the ' 
"matching rate" is set at three. In other words, for every dollar of child support paid, 
the custodial family cannot receive mor~ than three dollars of CSIP, no matter what 
proportion of the order is actually paidf 

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

\ 17 This maximum matching rate is based on the incentive (40 percent) a custodial parent receives' from 
I . 

the EITC with earnings in the up-slope of the EITC benefit structure. Instead, the child support order 
was used asa proxy for earnings and then a makimum matching rate was calculated that would provide 
an equivalent incentive to the noncustodial par~nt to pay child support. Since the average child support 
order for low-income noncustodial parents is as~umed to be from 12 to 15 percent of earnings, a 
matching rate of three provides approximately ilie same incentive (36 to 45 percent) to the noncustodial 
parent to pay child support as the EITC provide1sto the custodial parent to work. 
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the year and can not decrease, even if ~he order itself is increased. If the father becomes 
unemployed and the order is modified downward, the matching rate may increase, but 
not above three. Thus, during the yeat, the father knows that if he pays the full amount 
of his order each month, his children will receive the maximum CSIP. 

I 
For example, assume a family has $4,000 of unused credits and the child support order is 

$500 per year. Then, one dollar ofchild stlpport paid would yield eight dollars of CSIP benefit. 
In this case, the matching rate is excessive land would not be politically feasible. The cap, then, 
would reduce this matching rate so that on1e dollar ofchild support paid would yield three dollars 
of CSIP benefit. I 

. This CSIP benefit creates two in<::entives for the noncustodial parent. First, the 
noncustodial parent has an incentive td earn more because increased earnings can 
increase the family's unused EITC and iltherefore 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 easie1r this will be. 

Special Cases 

There are two alternative family istructures to the one addressed by this model 
that could slightly complicate the calculation of benefits. The first involves a 
noncustodial father who has children irl two (or more) different families. He might 
currently live with one set of children ahd have noncustodial children from another 
relationship, or he could have two (or clore) different sets of children, but is not living 
with any of them. The second alternati~e structure involves a mother who has two (or 
more) children with different fathers. I 

When the noncustodial father has two different sets of children, the CSIP 
I 

calculation will be a simple extension of; the regular calculation. Since under the federal 
EITC each of the households with the cryildren is eligible for the maximum credit 
(assuming earnings are less than $30,09~), 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 faurilies and similarly, the·CSIP should be 
caiculated separately for both of these families, both based on the noncustodial father's 
income. 

In the case where the father does pot live with any of the children, two separate 
CSIP benefits would be calculated indep'endently of each other for the children in each 
of the custodial households. Each calcul~tion would be identical to the calculation 
described in detail above. In the case w~ere the father lives with one set of children, 
those children do not receive child supp6rt payments from the father and similarly, are 

. I 
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not eligible for a CSIP. Only the nonCustodial children are eligible for a CSIP and their 
CSIP is calculated using the standard iCS1P formula. 

In situations where the custodial mother has children with different fathers, the 
calculation is slightly more complicat~d. 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. Forlsimplicity, assume that there are two children 
with two different fathers. First, a hy~othetical CSIP "a" would be calculated using the 
first father's earnings and the regular calculations, but as if both children are his. Then 
a hypothetical CSIP "b" would be calc~lated in the same fashion, but using the second 
father's earnings. The larger of a and b would become the maximum possible benefit 
that can be received by the two childr~n combined. Since the children have two 
separate fathers, each child will have ~ portion of the custodial family's benefit assigned 
to them, each will have a different ma~ching 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 tp find these amount, the next step is to calculate 
CSIP benefit amounts "x" and "y" for e~ch individual child based on the custodial 
mother's and each child's noncustodiall father's earnings using the regular CSIP 
formula. Th~ value of x and yare thert pro-rated so that x plus y equals the maximum 
possible CSIP for the family (the great~r of a and b), but so that the proportion ofx 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. E1ach child will then receive an actual benefit based 
on the proportion of his child support brder that child's father pays, just as in the 
regular CSIP calculation. 
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Economic Incentives Must Exi~t in Order to Increase Child Support Payments 
. from Low-Income Fathers ind Improve the Well-Being of Their Children 

by WendellEl \rimus and Esther Rosenbaum 

. As welfare reform encouragys families to rely on earnings and eventually moves 

them off of public assistance,.incorrie from the child support system will become an 

increasingly more important mechJnlsm,for providing income to children in single­

parent: low-income families. ManYI 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 Jages 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, child care subsidies, food stamps and health insurance. 


I . I. . 
Unfortunately, only a modes~ fraction of poor child,ren in single-parent families 


currently receive child support inco;me from their noncustodial parents. The proportion 

of never-married mothers whose chpdren receive child support payments is especially 

low. Research indicates that more tpan $34 billion in potential child support income 

goes unpaid each year and that almbst two-thirds of single mothers receive no support. 1 


I \ 
The reasons for non-payment vary. Many noncustodial parents do not payor do . I . " . 

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 


I .'
. or because they do not trust the custpdial parents to spend the money wisely. 2 

, 

. Other noncustodial parents db not,pay because they view the child support 

system as unfair or inefficient. For l~w-income fathers in some states, the child support 

orders themselves may be too high. lather 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 this debt.3 Many noncustodial and custodial parents 

disparage the underlying problem ~ith the child support system today - for many 


i 
1 See Elaine Sorensen, "The Ben~fits of Intreased Child Support Enforcement," in Welfare Reform: All 


Analysis of the Issues, Urban Institute; 1995, p'p. 55-58 and "A National Profile of Nonresident Fathers and 

Their Ability to Pay Child Support," in/ounjal,ofMarriage and the Family, November 1997, pp. 785-797. 


. 2 Dan Bloom and Kay Sherwood. Matchihg Opportunities to Obligations: Lessons for Child Support Refonn 
from the Parents' Fair Share Pilot Phase. ManRower Demonstration Research COfporation, April 1994, 
pp.70-3. 

3 Dan Bloom and Kay Sherwood. Mutching Opportunities to Obligations: Lessons for Child Support Refonn 

from the Parents' Fair Share Pilot Phase. Man~ower Demonstration Research Corporation, April 1994, 

p.74. ....... i 



I 
low-income families, a noncustodial father's financial contribution does not actually 
improve the well-being of his child rep. Instead, all or most of the payment reimburses 
federal and state governments for we;lfare assbtance paid to the custodial family. In 
spite of these issues, enforcement of these orders and ensuring that enforcementtools 
are used effectively and efficiently refnains a very high priority. - . 

Increasing the Effectiveness of paid,bhild Support ' 
I 

The most promising strategy tb assist disadvantaged fathers in becoming better 
parents and improving the well-being of their children is one which combines the 
following: a broad array of employment services plus job creation in some cases, 

- I . 

fatherhood programs that are tailored to the particular needs and strengths of the 
individual father, strong enforcemen~ of child support obligations and substantial 
economic incentives for noncustodiallfathers 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 focJses primarily on how to provide economic 
incentives for the payment ofchild sulpport. -. . 

Ther::e are ~o primary policy dptions for increasing the effectiveness of paid 
child support. One is to disregard a shbstantialportion of the child support payment 
when calculating the TANF payment to 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-T ANF 
children. Both policy options would ~llow the child support paid by noncustodial 
parents actually to improve the well-~eing 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 ;tates pass through a portion 
of the child support collected to the AFDC family instead of retaining all of it as 
reimbursement for AFDC payments ~ade to the family .. Therefore, states are now free 
to continue the pass-through, complet~ly eliminate it, or expand it: Sixteen states have 
chosen to continue the pass-through, 33.states have completely eliminated it4

, and two 

4 From the states' perspective, given the TANFbiock grant structure 'and its interaction wjththe food 
stamp program, there are significant disincenltives to enacting child support disregards. It would cost 
the states approximately $1.40 to actually inctease the income of a custodial 'family by $1.00. On the 
other hand, these same economic disincentivJs exist for any increase in cash payments, whether it be a 
simple increase in the. cash grant or a greater ~isregard of the custodial parent's earned income. 
However, the states have considerable TANPsurpluses and any of the aforementioned payments would 
count in meeting a state's maintenance of effort (MOE)- requirement under T ANF. 
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states have expanded it.s One st~te ~Wisconsin ~ passes through the entire amount of . 
child support that is paid. I 

Even in those states that have ttained the $50 pass-through to custodial families, 
these funds are usually partially offs~t by a reduction in food stamp benefits (since most 
low-income families receive both TA*F and food stamps), further reducing the amount 
by which the child is made better off ~y 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 re~uced by $15 as a result of the increase in income. 
Thus, his child will only be made bett~r off by $35. This high rate of effective taxation 
(essentially an 86 percent tax rate) prdvides the noncustodial parent with little incentive 
to pay his child support obligation. I - .­

. .. In order to increa~e C~llectionsland.improve child well-b.eing, all states should 
sIgmficantlyexpand thelr chlld support dIsregards .. In calculatmg the TANF payment, 
the state could establish a fixed flat arhount to be disregarded (e.g. $100 or $200 per 
month) or could provide a disregard ~qual to a specified percentage (e.g. 50 percent) of 
the monthly child support collectionsl or do some combination ofthe two. 
Another p~ssibility is to apply the sate disregard policy of custodial parent's earnings 
under TANF to payments from the noncustodial parent. . 

Subsidizing Child Support Payments 

Another policy option that wolilld increase economic .incentives for the 
noncustodial father to pay child stippbrt is to subsidize the amount of child support 
that is actually paid. Conservatives c~ntinuallyargue that when something is 
subsidized it encourages more of the ~ubsidized activity. Using that logic, subsidizing 

. child support payments should increJse the amount of child support paid, in addition 
to improving the well-being of childrJn by increasing their income. 

. 1-· 

The tax code contains a number of provisions that benefit children in low-income 
families, such as personal exemptionst child tax credits and the earned income tax credit 
(EITC). These provisions, however, g~nerally only benefit low-income families that 
have at least some earnings. Because rhany custodial parents have little or no income, 

. they are unable to take full advantagel of these tax provisions. Meanwhile, it is possible 
that noncustodial parents have incomf that qualifies them for these provisions, but they 
are not eligible to receive these credits and exemptions because their children do not 
live with them. 

S Paula Roberts. State Action Re $50 Pass-Tl1~ough and Disregard. Center for Law and Social Policy, 
January 1998. 
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Some children whose parents 0.0 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 ~f 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 subsidiz~ and incentivize the child support that is paid by 
the noncustodial parent (see table). T:he payment would be treated like the EITe (Le. 
not counted as income) for the purposes of calculating benefits under other means-
tested programs. i ­

I ­
I . 

As the table below illustrates, for example, there are "unused credits" of $2/676 
for a noncustodial parent earning $12]000 and a custodial parent with no earnings and 
one child. Assume in this case that th~ noncustodial parent has an annual child support 
order of.$l,7841 then for each dollar ofchild 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 sec,1rity system. - . 

\ Maximum Possible Subsidy for Selected Earnings 
Levels for Familie:s with One or Two Children 

Mother's Earnings 

$0 $8,000 

$8,000 
$2.676 $905' 

2 child~en $4,010 $953 
1 child 

Father's I 

Earnings $12,000\ 
1 child! $2,676 $905 

2 childten $4,566 $1.553 

$16,000l 
1 child i . $2,578 . $905 

. 2 child~en $3,921 $1,810 

I .. _ _ _ ... 

There are many other options ] subsidizing chHd support payments that are 
less complicated. For example, states c6uld just subsidize child support paid by a pre­

-- . - --. ··1 4 . 
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set percentage of the child support odler, based upon its size. The child support order 
should serve as a good, but sirnple prbxy for the incorne of the noncustodial father. The 
graph below illustrates one option- ~ state would subsidize the child support paid 
dollar for dollar up to a certain order ~rnount and then phase out the subsidy with a 
lower rnatch rate as the size of the order increases. The graph could be configured in 
any nurnber of ways. . . \. . 

Subsidization 

Rate 


1,.0 

Order 

Improving the Well-Being of Low-InJome Noncustodial Fathers 

Both of these policy options woLd increase the income of custodial parents and 
their children, but would not affect the~ well-being of the noncustodial parents. 
However, rnany 10w-~ncorne noncustodial parents are expected to pay a very large 
proportion of their earnings in child s~pport - often between 30 and 40 percent ­
leaving thern with little disposable inc~rne. A father working full-tirne at minirnurn 
wage would be left with incorne far below the poverty line if he were to pay his full .' 
order. This would result in a rnuch 100~erstandard of living for the noncustodial parent 
than for the custodial farnily. 

For exarnple, assurne a custodiai rnother with two children and a noncustodial . 
. father are both earning $10,000 per yeat and the father pays the full arnount of his child 
support order. In California, after all taxes, transfers and work expenses are taken into 
account, the custodial farnily receives ahincorne that is 134 percent: of the poverty line, 
while the noncustodial father's incornelis only 53 percent of poverty. While there rnay 
be few cases where this exarnple actually occurs,in the real world, it is disconcerting' 
that public policy would create this lev~l,of inequity. This inequity discourages low­
incorne noncustodial fathers frorn payhtg their full orders and often induces thern to 
enter the underground econorny or cre~tes an incentive for thern not to report their 
wages honestly. 
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I .' . . 
, . I 

· l' . f d' 1 ..' d' 1There are Important po ICY reasons or Irect y assIsting noncusto Ia parents 
who are paying child support and al;ernative ways of accomplishing this objective. 
One would be to expand tax credits tb provide earnings incentives to noncustodial 
fathers or legislate new tax benefits, duch as allowing paid child support to be deducted 
from income. Another way would bJ to reduce the size of the child support orders for 
low-income noncustodial parent~. 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 p~rents to meet their obligations and increasing the 

incomes of their children. . I . .. .. 
For any of these policies to ha~e the desired effects, the culture of the child 

support office must change. Just as ",(elfare reform during the early 1990s aimed to 
transform the culture of welfare offices from cash disbursement offices into agencies 
which focus on placing mothers in th~ workforce, child support office~ must continue 
vigorously to enforce collection of oblfgations while working with other agenCies and 
community-based organizations to help noncustodial fathers become employed and 

I 

develop stronger ties to their children~Child support offices cannot be expected to 
provide all of thehecessary servicesoh their own and probably should not, but they· 
mustbe en~ouraged to develop strategies and linkages with other agencies/ 
organizations that will assist these fat1;ters to better provide for their children, rather 
than just collect and disburse checks. Providing economic incentives could well be the 
key ingredient for encouraging noncu~todial fathers to pay more of their child support 
orders and thereby improving the weN-being of children in low-income, single-parent 
families. I . 
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DEVELOPING INNOVATIVE CHILD SUPPORT 

. " 'DEMONSTRATIbNS FOR NON-CUSTODIAL PARENTS 
. ., ; 
, " 

~ . A cntical concern among policymak~rs is the develop~entand enactment of 
, policies that less~.the,extent arid c:iepth.ofpoverty, especially among children. Many 
poor children in:single-paren! fkit;es will be able to escape from povertY :... or avoid 
being pushedstiU'deeper into pbverty - only if they can benefit from a combination of 
wages earned by their mother, e1arningsfromtheir father paid in the form of child 
support, and .government assistAnce in the form of earned inco.me tax creditS, child care ­
subsidies, and food and.health ~urance. The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities is 
undertaking the development of; demonstration projects that concentrates on the second 
of these three insome sources -, increased contributions from the earnings of non­

. .... ' .' I' " 
custodIal fathers. . . . . . . ' .. 

Building on the work stat~h~ l~~liii~s have already un~~k~nin developing 
programs for non-:custodial parents, the Center is working to initiate projects designed 
to achieve two primary goals: fir~t, to boost the employment and earnings of non­
custodial parents and second, to ~ass ,some of those increased earnings on to children in 
the form of child support. As described below, this is.an opportune time for states and 
localities to undertake newproje~ for non-custodial parents because new federal . 
funding for these efforts was proyided as part of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 . 

. ,"', -,

Background 

Currently, only a mod~~t fraction of poor children.in single-parent families 
receive child support income froth their n9n-custodial parent. The proportion of never­

. married mothers who receive child support payments is especially low. Research 
indicates that more than $34 billidnin potential cI:i1d support income goes unpaid each 
year and that almost two-thirds olf single mothers receive no assistance.

' , 
" ·The neW welfare law makesI i~~ortantstrides ~,the child su~p~rt enforcement 

. arena, strengthening the tools for tolledir\g child support from non-custodial parents 
who have income. However, itd9,es litt~e ~ohelp jobless non-custodial parents enter the 
labor force, and consequently,·little.to·increase child support collections from non­

.custodial parents who lack earnings from which .to make these payments. This is very 
problematic given that the economic circumstances. of young men; particularly those 
with limited skills and education ~redentials', are decaying at an alarming rate. The 
inflation-adjusted average annual ,earnings of 25- to 29-year-old men without a high 
.school diploma fell by 35 percent oetween 1973 and 1991. This suggests that the payoff 

, I" 
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. " 
The Parent'sFair Share d~monstration requires non-custodial parents of children 

on welfare to participate in emploYment-related and other services when they are 
unemployed and unable to meet their child support obligations. As summarized in 
T able I, PfS has offered a varietY of services to non-custodial parents, including four 
core components: a menu of. employment and training services with a special emphasis 
on on-the-j~b-training (<?JT) asalm.eans ~o mix qainin.g with inco:ne-producing work; 
peer support groups builtarouna a cumculum stressmg responsIble fatherhood; , 
opportunities for non-custodial rlarents to mediate confli~ ~th custodial parents; and 

'. assistance with problemsrelated\to child support ob~gations.· Through these services, 
PFS seeks to increase the earnings ~d living standards of non-custodial fathers, to 
translate these earnings into inq:~aSed child support payments, and ultimately, to both 

, improve the well-being of childr~n and reduce public "Yelfare spending. ' ' 
. , I 

Although the final results bf the demonstration are notcurrently available, some 
of the initial results are promisin~. It appears that child support collections have 

l., incre~sed insome sHes. In additi~m, the '~smokeout effect" is high - a significant 
:number'ofthose Who claimed to have no earnings were found, as a result of the project, 
'actually t~ hav~ earnings. Finally:,the peer support component has emerged as the core 

".: of.the program, and judging by le;Vels of participation and e!lthusiasm, as the most 
successful component. ',- , ' '., , ' . 

. \ ' . ' 
, . . . ~ 

. ." , . . 

, : Des'pite these promising developments, however, thereis potential to build on 
the Parents' Fair Share demonstraBon. The program offers limited alternatives if the 

I ' 

father is out of work and emplo~ent can not be found. In,addition, it has not 
experimented with policies to ascJrtain whether passing, through to AFDC children 
more of the child support paid on fueirbehalf will result in increased child support 

" \,
- payments.· Increased earnings tha~lead to increased child support payments under PFS 

generally result in little if any additional income for children on AFDC. 
I , '." , . " '., .... ,. . 'i· ' , '. " ,­

.' DeVe~OPirig~~odel for a F~rthe.rOund of De~01t$tr~ti01t$. .. . .. 

.' ,T0 address these matters, tH.e Center staff IS working WIth states and localities to ' 
develop a new demonstration model for non.;custodial parents. Its core elements would 
consist of enhancing the employm~nt component of Parents' Fair Share demonstration ' 
and enacting mechanisms to assurJ that a larger portion of a ,non-custodial parent's 
earnings ~ctually reach the parent'~ Children." , ' ,.' . , .,: .... " ',:' ,'. 

',.' .':" ",,' ':..;.,' ~,. " , . ,.... , \ " ,.. ' 

1 , • ,. '\ ~ 

The Employment Component 
l' ," ' 

:>1 '... '." 

. ' Several pieces of recent academic res~a'rch show that the n~ber of low-skilled ' 
job seekers in many cities substanti~lly exceeds the number of low-skilled jobs, making 

. it difficul~ ,for the l~ss-skilled among this disadvantaged group to se~r~sustained' 
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employment. By swelling the nlrmber of low.;.s~ed individuals in the labor force, 
welfare reform is virtually certain to aggravate this problem.

· 	 ' ,I . " 

This suggests that diliereht ~es ~f employment strategies will be n~ded.both 
to increase the overall nt1I11ber of low-skilled jobs and to give individuals with few skills 
and limited work history an opp'qrtunity to gain experience and skills that may make 
them suffiCiently attractive to ~ployers to secure private-sector positions. Toward this 
end, we are working to develop several components of an eJ:!lployment model to help . 
non-custodial fathers attain the ~ecessary job skills to find and retain a job. While each 

. .' I 

community. needs to determine which services are most appropriate, there are four basic 
activities that should be consider~d: 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, thus it is also important to develop mechanisms to ensure ~e most hard-to­
serve fathers reCeive the most intJnsive services: 	 . . . .. ' 

I 	 ' .. Job.r~adiness ~cti~ities.· Jo~ ~~adines~a~v.itieS inciude asses~m:ent,job clu.bs, short 
trCimmg sessIOns to acqUlre "soft skills,' peer support, medIation, parenting, and 
other services to respond td each client's needs. It would be appropriate for most 
unemployed non-custodial \fathers to receive this set ofservices, with many job­
ready clients being placed diJ:ectly into jobs as a result of the activity. Clients 

· receive no pa'y or stipend fdrthis activity except for reimbursement for 
transportation expenses. Dhnng the time spent in these activities, child support 
orders would be suspendedl ancl,arrearage credit might accrue with successful 
completion of this componept,. . 

• 	 On-the-job training and trial e~ployment. Individuals unable to find employment 
iffi!Ilediately could be placed either in on-the-job training or trial employment 
with a private employer. Urlder the trial employment component, a employment 
service provider would act a~ an intermediary and help develop entry level 

~'positionS among a variety of\local employers. Recognizing that private 
companies are reluctant to bring individuals onto their payrolls unless they have 

. . I 	 ' .
assurances the individuals w:Hl work out, the intermediary would essentially 

"guarantee that a given emplrlyee is job-ready.' Before being placed in a position, 
clients would receive amixtJre of classroom training and soft skills enhancement 
and demonstrate ~ey are jobrrea~y. During the time a client ~'~.~s" . 
component, the chent.could,oe paId an hourly wage. ,After an lnItial penod 'of 
training, the client would be placed ~ith ~ private firm and receive further . 

· training on the job. The intertnediary would continue to pay the client until the 
· company the client has been ~laced is ready to hire the client 'and bring him or 
. heronto.the' payroll .. InaddHi6n to trial employment, it would also be beneficial 
· to develop opportunities for ~articipants to mix training with work, either 
through on-the-job training 'ot through combinations of classroom training or 
education and subsidized or Jnsubsidized work. '. . 

I 
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• 	 Pass-through ofchild supportpayments. Currently, in most states, child support 
payments made on beh,lf of children reFeiving welfare will be retained by the 
state, welfare department and will not increase the well-being of the father's 

. children. This may disc~urage the payment of child supp'ort by the non-custodial 
. father and weaken ,the 0centive for the non-custodialfather to go to work. In this 
project, we would like to test an approach where a portion or the entire child 
support payment made bn behalf of children receiving T ANF assistance is passed 
through to the family. ~cause we anticipate greater ,employment and earnings 
among non-custodial fathers in the project, the additional costs of the pass­
through could be covere~ by the increased child support payments made by 

program participants. \ .::t,,; 

• 	 Flexibility in adjusting chi~d support orders. Non-custodial fathers in low-wage jobs 
often experience fluctuations in income, primarily because they change jobs or 
become unemployed. Policies that allow child support awards to be adjusted 

I 	 ,

, quickly as employment circumstances change may encourage fathers to make 
child support payments 'Jnd prevent accumulation of arrearage in situations . ' I, . 	 , 

, beyond the father's control. It also,would be useful to develop policies that do 

. not allow arrearages to a~crue when the father is participating in employment­

... [~'enhancin~ services. , \, ' . '. '.' 


• 	 Arrearage'Policies. Anoth~r component ~t could be m:corporated into the 
program model is the devflop]I\ent of altemativf! methods for handling child 
support arrearages accumWated by the non-custodial fathers. The existence of 
child 'support debt - whibh 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 payoff their c:hildsupport fully even if they are working, some argue 
these arrearages may detet them from seeking stable employment or making 
child support payments, ot may cause them to sever completely their ties to the 
family. To examine whettier changes in arrearage policies wQwd increase 
employment and child support payments, we hope to interest sbites in testing two 
types of changes mpolicies related to arrearages. First, we would like to see a test 

, 	 " I 
of changes in two policies that can cause large arrearages to exist in the first place: 
the practice of making chi* support orders retroactive to the date t;he child first 
received AFDC or TANF, which can be several years in the past; and the practice 
of assuming that ,the non-chstodial parent has earnings in circumstances where 
that may not be the case~ ,skcond, we would like to test new-policies under which' 
past arrearages 'are partially forgiven In circumstances where the father has been 
making child support pa~ents or participating in employment activities for a set 
period of time. (Dependini on the situation of the mother, somearrearages may 
be owed to the state for pas~ welfare payments, while some may be'owed directly 
to the family. States have t*e ability to forgive arrearages owed to them. 
Arrearages owed to the family cannot be forgiven.) 

, . " 	 , . .,.\. 
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. \ . 

grants could strengthen other aspects of current welfare refonn efforts such as job 
retention, placement, and supp6rt services. 

I 
. . I 

The appendix of this pap~r provides details on the welfare-to-work grants. The 
U.S. Department of Labor (DOlJ) i:; also making a variety of materials related to the 
federal welfare-to-work grants ~vailable on the Internet. Planning guidance for states, 
facts sneets describing the 'pro~am, regional DOL contacts, and final state-by-state . . I 
allocations-of fonnula grant funds can be found on the DOL welfare-to-work website at 
http://wtw.doleta.gov. Interim\final regulations for the prQgram were published on 
November 18, 1997 and are available at the DOL website. A Solicitation of Grant 

. ,'. I' . 

Applications (SGA) for competitive grants, which describes the process for submitting 
applications for such grants, wa~i published on December 30, 1997 and can also be 
accessed through the DOL website. Grant applications for the first round of 
competitive awards (with approbately one-quarter of the grant money being 

\ I
awarded) are due on March 10, W98. There will also be subsequent SGAs for 
competitive grants although the schedule has not yet been announced. 

Research Issues 

" :-In developing a model fork new round of qemonstration projects, the Center is 
seekmg to interest a number of st~tes in testing the resulting model in various localities. 
(Note: 'the Center will not be tesp6nsible for evaluating these demonstrations - this task 
is better~suited to MDRC, Matherriatic, Abt, the Urban Institute, or others.) The 
research questions to be investiga~ed i1tclude: the degree to which the employment and 
earnings of non-custodial parents ~re increased; the extent to which such parents 
become more likely to secure and retain private sector employment, particularly as a 
result of the publicly.:funded jobs ~f last resort intervention; the extent to which changes 
in child support policies increase the amount of support paid by non-custodial parents 
and raise the incomes of children; lmd the extent to which this collection of policies 
increases the involvement of fathets in the lives of their children in a positive way~, 

. \ ' ' '," 

. The welfare-to-work legislation sets aside resources for evaluation of projects . 
funded by welfare-to-work grants.\ The SGA described above contains more 
information on how states and localities can apply for these resources to evaluate their 
welfare-to-work projects. . . . . 

• < i "'_ 
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• 	 The legislation authorizJs a range of work-f~ed activities for which funds 

may be used, including: I . . , . .. 


• publicly-funded jdb~ and other wage subsidies; 

• on-the-job tra4Ung;, . 

• 	 job readines$,-job p,lacement, and post-employment services (which . 

DOL may define t~ include education and training services provided 
tp individuals afte*, but not before, they have been placed in jobs); 

• 	 job vouchers for siinilar services; , _.. 
• 	 unpaid communi~ service or work experience programs; .and 
• 	 job retention and supportive services (including transportation, 

child care, and substance abuse treabnent if such services are not 
otherwise availabl~). 
\. \ 

• 	 At least 70 percent of funds ~der both formula and competitive grants must be 
used to serve a: highly dis~dvantaged group of TANF recipients or noncustodial 
parents of children in T ANF households. These required beneficiaries must have 
either received assistance tbder TANF for at least 30 months or be within 12 
months of a time limit on ~uch assistance, and they also must face at least two of 
the three following barrier~ to employment: . . ­

tI) 	 lacking a high SchO~1 diploma or GED and has low reading or 
math skills; I ... 

(2) 	 requiring substance ~buse treabnent for employment; and. 
(3) 	 having a poor work history. 

. I·I· ..' 
• 	 The remaining 30 percent of funds can be used to assist other T ANF recipients or 

noncustodial parents who ~ave characteristics· associated with long-term welfare 

receipt. 	 . i ".' .' .... " , 
• 	 $100 million will be reserve~ from th,e 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. II ' 

I 

. 	 I . 
More Detailed Summaries o~ th~LegiSfation . 

The Center for Law and SociaLPolicy (CLASP) 'and the Centerfor Community 
Change (CCC) both have prepared Ilmore detailed summaries of the welfare-to-work 
portion of the balanced budget legi~lation. These sllmmaries can be obtained directly 
from CLASP (202/328-5140) and C~C (202/34~-0567) in Washington, D.C. 
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TREASURY'S INITIATIVE TolcOLLECT PAST~DUE CHIL;D SUPPORT 
Financial Management Service 

I
October 1,1998 

The Department'ofthe Treasury has been :committed to the collection ofdelinquent child support 
obligations for many years. Sin~ 1982, l1reasury has collected over $8.2 billion in delinquent 
child support obligations through the off~t oftax re~nd payments. Collections through tax 
refund offset increased from $643 million in 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 

lrefund and administrative offset processes. The Department also has a key role in the 
. I .' 

implementation ofExecutive Order 1301~: Supporting Families: Collecting Delinquent Child 
Support Obligations, which was issued by, President Clinton on September 28, 1996. 

The key objective ofthe Executive orderlio to collect delinquent child support obligations 
through the administrative offset ofFederaI paymeilts. Program responsibility for implementing 
the Executive Order has been assigned to/the Departments of the Treasury and Health and Human 
Services. Secretary Rubin and Secretary Shalala have established an inter-agency work group, led 

I . . 

by senior officials in each agency, to oversee and guide the offset program. This group has 
worked closely with the states and territoHes to inform them about the program, encourage their 
voluntary participation, resolve system arid programmatic issues, and assist them in referring 
delinquent child support obligations for offset. . . 

I 
As of September 30, 1998, there were 15[ entities participating in the administrative offset 
program. 802,351 delinquent cases were submitted, representing $6.8 billion of the

l 
approximately $34 billion delinquent chil4 support debts nationwide. .Since the inception of the 
program in June, 1997, $585,103 have b~en collected through the administrative offset program. 
Participating entities include Alaska, Ariiona, Connecticut, lllinois, Iowa, Kansas" Massachusetts, 
Montana, Nebraska, Oklahoma, oregon,jsouth Dakota, Vermont, the County ofLos Angeles 
(California) and the District ofColumbia. .. .

I . . 
A Final Rule for Administrative Offset ofNontax Federal Payments has been published and a Final 
Rule for Offset ofTax Refund Payments Ito Collect Past-Due Support is expected to be published 
by December 31, 1998. 

Currently, Treasury is offsetting only OPM and vendor/miscellaneous payments, and will begin to 
offset Federal salary payments in Octobet 1998 to satisfy delinquent child support and other . 
delinquent debts due the Federal GoverJnent. Benefit and non Treasury-disbursed payments will 
be added in 1999. There are also a number ofpayments which are excluded from offset including 
those by statute for all delinquent child shpport and non-child support debts (Department of 
Education - Title IV ofHigher Educatioh Act of 1965; Department of Veterans Affairs; Tariff 
laws of the United States), those by sta~te for child support only (Social Security Act; Black 

. Lung Benefit Act, Part B; Railroad Retirement), and those granted by the Secretary of the 
Treasury (Supplemental Security Incomb; .. 

j 

j 



I 
i 
I 

I 

I 

and various programs in the Food and Nutrition Service, Federal Emergency Management 
Administration, and Pension Benefit Guatanty Corporation). ADy significant increase in offsets is 
tied to the participation ofstates and the 8.ddition ofpayments in the system. 

. .. I· 	 . 
We are workiilg closely with the Office ofChild 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 ofchild supportldelinquent debt..It is expected that all states will begin 
to phase in their participation once thener' system is operational in January 1999. 

Referral ofdebts to Treasury for adniini~tive offset is voluntary for states. In determining 
whether or not they wish to participate, states have certain requirements unique to child support. 
In January Treasury's system willprovidJ (for child support only): 

. I . . . . 

• 	 . Flexibility for the states tOIl specify by individual debtor which payment types . 
should be offset. .. . . . 

• 	 A collection file identifyin~ the source ofthe pa~t to the states. 

The Executive Orderwas issued with thJ intent to protect the h~ education andwell.;.being of 
the children whose parents fail to meet tHeir child Slipport obligations. Treasury and HHS 
continue to work toward full implementarlonofthe provisions ofExecutive Order 13019 in 
support ofthis worthy goal. 
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I 
IBruce N. Reed 

10/26/98 05:28:44 PM i 
Record Type: Record I . 
To: See the distribution list at the botto~ of this message 

~ . 
cc: I 
Subject: High-tech ideas. I 

Our list of ideas is light on science and te!chn~IOgy ideas, which is unfortunate, since this will be 
the last State of the Union of the Milennium. 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 education technology; 5) an adoption registry; 6) cures for 
the various diseases that will plague the 910be once the new Miltmnium hits; etc. We should also 
think about so'me possible consumer-oriented responses to this technological advance -- privacy 
protections, etc. I . 
Anybody who comes up with a good high tech idea wins a free clock radio. 

I . 

I 
I 

Message Sent To: I 

Jose Cerda III/OPD/EOP ·r 

Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP 

Thomas L. Freedman/OPD/EOP 

Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP I 

Christopher C. Jennings/OPD/EOP 

Paul J. Weinstein Jr.lOPD/EOP 

Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP 

Julie A. Fernandes/OPD/EOP 

Jennifer L. Klein/OPD/EOP 
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An idea whose 
time has come 

The NCr Services Unit is a part of Illinois' 
welfare reform effort because: 

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

• 	 Families benefit when non-custodial 
parents play an active role in their 
children's lives. " 

• 	 Taxpayers benefit when unemployed 
NCPs g~tjobs and begin making child 
support payments, which enables some 
families to get off welfare. 

~~~G 
~ .A\~ 0.1 

~\l\ D~~\' 
c~~~s~ 
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Non-CustodialFor more information: 
~~ tol ~<yv.;/ t-1cWta5VV\ ParentCall or write the Non-Custodial Parent ~ 

Services Unit. Services 
NCP Services Unit 

32 w. Randolph, Room 960 
Chicago, IL 60601 

"(312) 793-7987 . 

NCP/Earnfare Liaison 
DCSE Regional Office' 

. 27E. Main 
Belleville, IL 62220 

(618) 277-3310 

Persons using a teletypewriter (TrY) 
can call toll free at 1-800-526-5812. :;t-

Printed by the Authority of the State of Illinois 
P.O. #1920 copies 24,500 
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Now, you are not alone 


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

. of its kind to offer 
child support and 

services to non­
custodial parents. 

The unit was establisbed_to_provide-ser­
vices to mothers and fathers of Illinois 

children. 


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

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 playa 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 
orders. 

.NeW help with 

finding ajob 


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 

a court-supervised job search program. ._.___ 


.-------.. . 
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 Eamfare program. Eamfare 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 
andOads 

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 NCr Services Unit doesn't place 
NCPs ih full-time jobs. It only helps 
look for employment. However, soon after 
the program began, some parents already 
had founcl~11)ploy.menLwith-the-help-0f-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. 

2 3 
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r Statel of lIIin~is 
I . 

Division of Chifd Support Enforcement 
Joan Walters, Director 

Non-CustodiJ, Parent Services Unit 
I 

32 West Randolph Street, Room 999 
Chicag1o,' Illinois 60601 

I . . 
A brief history of the Illinois Department of Public Aid, Non Custodial Parent Service 
Unit is as follows: The Illinois Dep~rtment of Public Aid in cooperation with the Clerk of 
the Circuit Court and the CookCouhty Expedited Child Support Center has created a unit 
to deal with the needs and concern~ of non-custodial parents. This unit is called the Non 
Custodial Parent Services Unit. The\Non Ctistodial Parent Service Unit (NCPSU) has been 
operational since April I?, 1995. Th~ NCPSU was designed as a part ofa holistic approach 
to the child support system, by providing a point of friendly contact for a non custodial 
parent to inform them ofwhat they ~ill encounter as they proceed through the system. The . 
NCPSU has offered both employment and non- employment related services to non custodial 

, parents (NCP's).' I·' . . 
, 1 '. . 

Employment related services may include an employability assessment, a Court 
monitored job search through the Clkrk of the Circuit Court to help NCP's keep track of 
the employers they see, referrals to sommunity based education and training facilities to 

, help prepare an unemployed NCP to \enter the j.ob market, a~d participation i'n an Earnfare 
Program ( a State sponsored progra~ to proVide work for Jobless adults who are ready, 
willirig and able to work). The NCPSU has contracted with several community based 
resources to assist in the training and]education of the NCP's as needed. The employment 

, related services are available to NCP\S by Court or Administrative Order. 

Non-employment related services m#y include information and referrals regarding issues 
such as paternity establishment, modification of support orders, visitation and custody . 

. . The non-~mployment related servicesllare available to all NCP's. Information regarding the 
NCPSUIS enclosed.. I . . 

The NCPSU is in the process of developing pro se informational packets to help both 
custodial parents and NCP's represerit themselves. , 

Illinois had four main program Perfo~ance goals. These goals are to increase the total 
amount of child support collections, increase the number of cases in which paternity is 
establishe~ increase .the number of sJpport orders and increase the percent ofcollections 
per month on cases with support ordets. As means of attaining these goals, it is also the 
intentionof the NCPSU to increase tHe number ofNCP's injob search or training and 
education programs, to make presendtions to NCP's on the resources available to them 
and to provide information and referr~ls regarding legal services to NCP's. By providing 

. ..• • I,.
these servIces It IS hoped that the NCWs would be in a better position to provide support 

for'their children. , . \. . . 
I . 

\ 



f 	 I 
State of Illinois \ 

. Office of Child Support I' 


Non- Custodial Parent Services Unit I . 


FACITSHEET 

The Illinois Department of Public Aid Jperates the Non-Custodial Parent Services Unit 
within the Division of Child Support Ertforcement to address issues facing nort-custodial 
parents. One unit serves Cook County knd one serves St. Clair County. 

Participants 

Non-custodial parents who tell a judge that 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 administl-ative process for paternity establishment can also 
be referred to the unit. 

Services 

Parents receive employment-related serv1kes, such as Earnfare and the Court- Monitored 
Job Search program plus referrals to co~munity organizations (in Cook County only) for 
supportive services. Parents also receive information on child support policies and other 
programs. Parents receive individual ass:essments to determine assignments for 
appropriate services. 

Non-custodial parents may be eligible for the following: 
. . \ 	 . 

Earnfare- A six-month program 6ftraining for persons with' little or no work 
'record. Jobs are based upon individual's skill levels, interests and location. 
Eamfare participation is restricted Ito non-custodial parents who have children 
receiving Temporary Assistance f~r Needy Families or individuals receiving food 
stamps, who volunteer for the program .. Eamfare employers are encouraged to 
provide permanent employment fdr participants. . 

• 	 . Participants who receive fold stamps work up to a maximum of80 hoursa 
month. The first $50 goes t6 the custodial parent as a child support. After 

, working the hours needed t6 cover the value of the monthly food stamps ( 
up to 26 hours), workers re~eive $5.15 per hour for additional hours and 
. 	 I 

can earn up to $244 a montn. 

\ 

• 
 Participants who do not recJi~e food stamps work up to a maximum of 57

I . 

hours a month. The first $5(i) goes to the custodial parent as a child support .. 
Workers then receive $5.15 ber hour for additional hours and can receive up 
to' $244 a month. ' 



. - , 

Court-Monitored Job 
, 

Searc;:h - Individuals can be assigned to the Court-
monitored Job Search progra~, Through the use of a Job Search Diary, the 
employment efforts of participants are monitored. Job Search diary entries are 
investigated and reports of a4ivities prepared for the court. In addition to the Job 
Search Diary, individuals are Irequired to register with the Illinois Department of 
Employment Security, for ac6ess to the state job service database. 

\ : .. 

Community Referrals (Cook County only) -NCPSU has contracts with 
geographically located comm~nity-based organizations who provide additional 
services to NCP's. Some of those services include: educational training, pre·­
employment skills training, vocationaVjob readiness training as well as other 
services or staff can make rec6mmendations arid referrals to participates for 
resolution of issue~. 

Non-employment Related Iniformation Services-·lnformation onchild support 
issues, such as paternity establ!ishment are routinely addressed upon request by . 
NCPSU staff. While staff doek not provide legal advice, staff can make 
recommendations and referral~ to participants for resolution of issues. . 

Participants who find pennanebt employment have income withh~lding orders 
entered and child support pa~ents deducted from their checks. 

i 
Participants who fail to cooperate with the requirements of service provision with 
NCPSU are referred back to co1urt for failure to comply with court or .. 
administrative orders. \ 

"Benefits \ 

The non-custodial parent ';'sunles financial responsibility for his child and 
provides for the child's emotiorlal well-being. The self~sufficiency realized " 
through employment and the r~vitalized paren,t's role strengthen the entire family. 

I 
(GENERAL PUBLIC: For more inforynation, call the Non-Custodial Parent 
Services Unit, 312-793-7987. The TT\Y number is 800- 526-5812. The fax number is 

312- 793-0304.)·. \ . .. . 

(MEDIA: For more information, call tqe Office of Communications, 312-793-4721. The 
TTY . I 

number is 800-526-5812.) 

A program\ofthe stateof Illinois 

Governor Jim Edgar
i . 

Revised 4/98 
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I 
Summary: "Welfare Reform: Child Suppor~ 

! 

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 ybar time limit. Child support enforcement programs have 

never been able to collect for more than 13 pet-cent 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. ; 

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 V A all terminated wdlfare reCipient cases were reviewed. Minnesota and 

Washington were also selected to review outc6mes during a 5-year period because their performance in 


I 
child support collection was determined to be rhe best. Automated case data from cases opened in June 

1992 for the entire 5 year period (63 from MN, and 54 from W A) were used because a large proportion 


I,
of cases close within 5 year due to relocation, teunification, or refusal to cooperate by parents. 

Key Findings (page numbers from report in p~rentheses) ,


I
CT, FL, VA 	 : ' 
• 	 Only 20-40 percent ~f families had any child support collected in the 12 months before welfare 


termination. (3) i " 

• 	 About one-half of those without colledtion lacked a child support order legally obligating child 


support at the time of benefit termination. (2) ,

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

• 	 From 56-81 percent of the noncustodi~l parents who needed to be located at the start of the limit 
were not located at the time ,of termin~tion (one-half to two-thirds of these cases had been open in 

, , 	 I ' 
the.child support system for 5 years or1longer). (8) 

• 	 From 71-79 percent of the child suppo:rt cases that needed paternity establishment were not 

established by welfare benefit termination. (10) 


• 	 79 percent of the child support cases n~eding support orders remained without orders at 

termination. (11) i 


• 	 Because the mean monthly child sUPP-9rt collected ranged from 22 to 60 percent of the mean 

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


~, W~bout two-thirds offamilies received lome child support in the last 12 months of the 5year 
period. Support orders were establishetl for more than 80 percent ofthe, clients that needed them 
within 5 years. (2) " I ' ' " \", ' 

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

without any child support, and those tliat did receive support would not have received the full 

amount due. (12) , I' 


• 	 Mor~ than 80 percent of cases needing pat~rnity or support order establishment or both received 

those services during the 5 year period. (14) 


I 

• 	 More than 70 percent of the paternitie~ and support orders ever established on these cases were 
obtained within the first 2 years after opening. (16) 


Conclusions '! 

• basic services are provided, but one-third of cases received no collections 

, • effective use of new tools from Congr6ss is necessary 
• location ofnoncustodial parents for fatnilies already receiving weifare must be improved 

.' newcases'must be pursued aggressively to ensure success 
, I ' 
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would be added to prod1uce,a total incentive rate, ThejZtal incentive rate 
would then be applied t~ the collections base to clet hnine the incentive 

. payment. I . . 
" '.' I .. '. . ". 

Evaluation of the Proposed Federal, System.. ' 

'. Proposed Systel~ U+ikely to 1I1lpro~e Co}.ection Efficiency. We at­

. tempted to determme rvhethe'!r a state Ince9hve payment system that 
.mirrqrs the proposed f~deral system woultd accomplish the goal of in­
creasing child supportqollections. We did thisbyanalyzi!1gthe relation-. 
shipbetweencollectionsand. the fiVe perf6rmancemeasures-'-as well as 
otl:t~r selectedyariables~ina seriesofstt'tistiQal~nalYl?es using data from 
the58c:ou,nties inCalif9mia. Inou.r/a!1~ysis, the onlyvariables we found 

'. tob~~tati~ticallysignifiT~ntin exp~~rrg .differenc:s.in collections a~ong 
'. the'<:Qunh~swere (l) oyeraILadml!11~tratlve e;l(p~nditures per casem the 
,program (a m'ea~tire ofJ~a.dmirustiatiVeeffort':) and (2) cost.effeCtiveness. 
Asw~n0te~:inp'revio¥s 'arialy.se~f theprogran\ a,dmini£trative effort 
'shOws a particular.ly~t1?i1g.. relp:f~~n~hfI? to coll~ctionso-explaining about 
70.perce.ntofth~y i:lflahon IM?Q~lE!ct1ons.. ' . '. . " ' 

".,'" ~es.1d~s cOst~ffectiviriess, Jfound no statis.tkal1Y,signihcant relation­

, ship b.etween. the proposed·.~eiforrnancev~ri<J.bles.a~dcollecti:oris. We 


. al.s6 foundriotela~iOni$hifi~~twee:n>coll~ctiO~S 'a,nd' demogr~phic vari ~ 

abIes (for example, ).111employment ano per CapIta Inceme) wInch,accord­


, ing,tqs9q\~prOgraI1l ~ruhil~istrators,.might:have had aneffed on the 

'. ,ability tecellectchild~>ppdrt.., .'.':" '" ' 


'White we r~cogniz ':th~tthe pmpos~d perform~nce'measures represent 
, importimtcempo!'en ~ .of the .enfercement ~rocess,:weaise note t~at they, 
areonly part ~f «network Rf elements :10. t~at process. T~e .Issue IS 
whether cellectlelils wtll.be ef)hancedbygWIng program admmistrat.ors 
'f.iscal·incentive~/o plaEe g~eater w~ight enpafticu.larcOl:npenents .of the 
process than, iliey would In the'absence efthese incentIves or, alterna­
tivdy,whet1er the adbinistraters should be left tornake their reseurce 
allocatien aecisionsJithoutbias fO'vyard particular program elements; 
Our findu{gs suggest ~l;iat the latter Ceurse may be wiser. ' 

, . I . '. '. ' . . 
, Proposed System t;Vould Not,Resolve HCase-Closins" Problem. The 
propesed federal syst~m dees not reselve a preblem with existing federal 
regulatiens, which allew cqunties te close ".old" cases (these in which 
ceflectiorls have net ~een made in three years). A county's performance 
score on the support drder establishment current suppert cellectiens, and 
arrearage collectiens and the first of the two paternity estab­
lishment measures ' i~crease if thec.ounty closed difficult cases, 
Because c.ounties closed cases at different rates (some cl.ose all ".old" 

Legislative Analyst's Office 
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. . I 	 ' '. . . 
ca~es, others keep these cases open), comparisons of performance among 

•. . 1 	 .. 
counties based on the prQpdsed performance measures may be distorted. 

Forpurposes ofmeas+ing county perf~:mance,web.elieve that these 
cases should not be close,d; In order to dt;!rIve an accurate plCture of the 
progran1. As long as the f;ederal government permits case closure on this 
basis, however, it might It-take sense to follow thispracticeonly for federal 
reporting purposes in oraer to compete with the other states for federal 
incentive funds '(untii the; federal administration,addresses the problem). 

, . I . 	 . . 

, Pro' sed Syste1il W6uld Create an Indirect Incentive to Recruit 
"Never-.o-TANF" Cases;. As indicated earlier, the proposed federal sys­
tem would duce the w~ight assignedotQ never-6n-TANFcollections in 

.' , ,.. I··'" , . . 
the collections . ase:Ne~ertheless'9Yrn~k~ng incenti~e rates a fun:tion 
of performance never-on-TANFcas~s,.lt would create an additional 
indirect incentive t "~'re~ruit'; such casesiht6 the e<;iunty program. (As 

. noted above; noncTF parents have the option of using either the 
countydistrictattorney 1 r a private attorney.) 

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

Smne ~ourih~s have beg to re~ruit tl1e~ecases':"":w'hich tend to have 
relativerylarge orders tHat ar. asier to enforce-:-by setting up .programs 
that .im:n'1ediately refer All cour ,. iders di"i:ectly to .the county program. 
Through such programs) coul)ties uld Increase their performance ,scores 
and earn a higher inc~ntive· rate' ". all,ccillections. Consequently, a 
county's fiscal reward fdr pursuing ne 'er-on-T ANF cases would include 
both the additional inc~ntive payment earned ~ on the increase in the 
coiI~dion~ basearidth~:additional pa~ni.e . s earned from the increase in. 
the mcenttve rate applted to all collecttons. ,', . , 	 . I ' )

Thepote~tial problems are tw~fold. First;re. uiting n~ver-on-TANF , ,., I 	 . . . 
cases may ,divert county resources from the enfar ment of TANF cases, 
where the custodial pa,ter't <:Ioes not have the opti cif using a private 
attorney. Second, this qiversion of resources may res It in lower T ANF' 
collections, which partially offset the government cost of TANF grant 

. 	 I·· .. . .
expenditures. In light of this, the Legislature may want to consider ali. 
incentive system that c~ntains greater rewards for T ANF llections.' 

Summaryo/FilUfil1ls 011 Federal Proposal. In sum'mary, \ 'e find: . I . . . 
• 	 The performance measures do not, with the exception of 

tiveness, dem01~strate a statistically significant relationsh' 
the principal Ivariable that reflects the program's 
tives~ollections. I .. 

• 	 The perfornlande measures do not resolve the "case~closing" pr b­
lem, which givds adistorted picture of program perronmmce ilnd 
makes county ctomparisons difficult.' , 

1998-99 Analysis 
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Bill Summary & Status 	 http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-,bin/bdquery/z?dl 05:SN02411 :([~ a~({&L 

NEW SEARCH IHOME IHELP 

S.2411 
SPONSOR: Sen Hutchison (introduced 07/3 

..::::....:-==~:....::....:.' Amendments, Cosponsors, Summary 

TITLE(S): 

• OFFICIAL TITLE AS 
A bill to expand child support 
Federal expense. 

through means other than programs financed at 

STATUS: Floor Actions 

***NONE*** 

STATUS: Detailed Legislative Status 

Actions 

Jut31,98: 
Read twice and referred to the 

STATUS: Congressional Record Page 

***NONE*** 

COMMITTEE(S): 

• 	 COMMITTEE(S) OF REFERRAL: 
Senate Finance 

AMENDMENT(S): 

***NONE*** 

COSPQNSOR(S): 

***NONE*** 

SUMMARY: 

(AS. INTRODUCED). 	 I 

Amends title III (Unemployment Insurance) of the Social Security Act (SSA) to set as a prerequisite to 
certification for Federal payments that the Statb agency charged with administration of State law: (1) 
disclose the wage information contained in its :records upon the request of any child sllpport enforcement 
entity; and (2) require each new applicant for unemployment compensation to disclose the identity and 
location of the entity enforcing such applicant's child support obligations. Authorizes such State agency 
to require payments for its administrative cost~ incurred for child support obligations enforced by an 

9114/983:35 PMlof2 
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Bill Sl)mmary & Status http://thomas.loc,gov/cgi-binlbdquerylz?d'105:SN02411: l 

entity other than a state or local child supportlenforcementagericy. \ 

(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 Serrices 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 abcess to specified enforcement remedies and resources to a 
State or local governmental enforcement age~cy 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 splusal 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 individuars designee, witho~t regard to whether the child support obligation is 
being enforced under a title a IV -D plan. I 1 

(g>,(g>,L 
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ile Association ror Children for Enforcement of SupPOrt Inc. 

July 29, 1997 

, 
. . t 

The following is a list of actions ACES requests President Clinton to take action on to improve 
..~ 	 I' . 

C ..support 0AOreeme . ' 	 . 

Executive order requiring military to provide DNA records of serviceman for paternit 
de ex:minafi6fl-tl"I~e-f.l-rece~ or ju?icial 0rder .. 

I '_.
It is ACES understanding that all military personnel· has genetic testing done to ensure 
identification of those who :die in serYice 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 detennine paternity, This would be less expensive to the 
militiu-y than sending servicemen home to participate in an on site genetic test, or 
a.rN;Ui=·ng for genetic testing to be ddne internationally. It would ensure that those in the 
I'Y'I'Kltl'l1"'l1 g access to genetic tests in Icases of questionable or disputed paternity. . 

. 	 I---~~~~---
2. 	 The U. S. Department ofH-eaith-a:n:d-rIuman Services should expand the current proposal 

for a new child support enforcement iincentive payment formula, to include incentives or 
medical support and modification of 'support orders. Additionally, the proposal for paying 
incentives based on 2X the welfare o~ post welfare collections and only IX the. 
non-welfare collections, will cause rrlore families to go on welfare. It will discourage' 
assisting families already seif sufficieht or those who become and remain self sufficient for 

h· 	 Imore t 	an one vear. I . . 	 . I 
\ . 

3. 	 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. 

4. \ Policies by the federal Office ofChiIO Support Enforcement to make sure state 
. 	government child support agencies ~e audited upon receipt of verifiable complaints of 

their violation of federal regulations lmd laws. If audit findings show violation of federal 
regulations, penalties should be asse~sed and collected. 

I 

! 
I . 

ACES NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, 2260 UPTON AVE., TOLEDO, OH 43606
I 	 . 

800-537 -7p72 419-472-6609 
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I i 

CIDLD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
I
j , 

erview'OCSE r Seplember 16, liS 

I ; 

o .Curr~ Status/Statistical Overview ~ Paul Legler. ' 

o EXP~ed Federal Parent Locator Setvice (FPLS) -. Donna BonJ . 
. I . I i 

'. 

I . . 
! 


-I . • . j., 
o Statewide Automation, Y2K Compliance - Noonan Thompson. 

l 
I 

. I 
o Child SupponFinancing Consultation$ -. Robert Harris. 

O. Law Enforcement Activities - Don t ng, , j 

. I . 

~k - ;" r _I /JU l.<A~ _A.L,.L_ ~ _11--­
. f ~ C{>-.YoI f-> - r \' I --0" T ;' ~I CA"'?n rlJ'----' 



. The Association tor Children ror Enforcement or Support, Inc. 


, .' 

" 

i 

I 

November 25, 1997 I 

h' Ri:'· S 'al A ' h pi 'dCynt la ce, peci SSlstant to t e reSI ent 

White HO,use .' . ··1 

1616 Pennsylvania Ave. i 

Washington, D.C. 


Dear Ms Rice, 
i 
I 

Please advise us about the current status ofpenaltiesagainstthe state IV-D program for faillure to 
complYW:ith federal laws for the computer systems. Also, have any decisions been made on 
ACES request to President Clinton? (Sbe enclosed list from our meeting last summer). 

': I . 


I am looking forward to hearing from you. 

• i 

Sincerely; 

, 

~~...•• 
: 

Geraldine' Jensen ! 
. President; 

. ", ;,;' 

, i 
'. .,ACES NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, 2260 UPTON AVE., TOLEDO, OH 43606 

800-5:37-7072 419-472-6609 

I 
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The Association (or Children (of Enforcement or Suppo~ Inc. 

July 19, 1997 	 i 
I 

I ,! ' 

The followin~ is a list of actions ACES reJuests President Clinton to take action on to improve 
child suppo~ enforcement. ' i 

1. 	 Executive order requiring military io provide DNA records of serviceman for patef:!1ity 
determination upon receipt of an administrative or judicial order. 

" 	 ,I
I 

It is ACES understanding that all ~litary personnel has genetic testing done to ensure 
ident~fication of those who die in s~rvice to bur nation. Since this record is already on file 
it should be a simple process to prdvide a copy to government child support agencies for 
use in a genetic testing to determinb paternity, This would be less expensive to the 
military than sending servicemen h6me to panicipate in an on site genetic test, or 
arran~ng for genetic testing to be ~one internationally, It would ensure that those in the 
military get access to genetic tests rcases of questionable or disputed paternity. ' 

. 

2. 	 The tJ. S. Department ofHealth ana Human Services should expand the current proposal 

for a hew child ,support enforcemeAt incentive payment fonnula., to include incentives or 
medical support and modification df support orders. Additionally, the proposal for paying 
incentives based on 2X the welfarel or post welfare collections and only IX the 
non-welfare collections, will cause imore families to go on welfare. It will discourage 
assisting families already seif sufficient or those who become and remain self sufficient for 
more~thim one year., ' I "",,' " ," 

I 

3, 	 The Administration should support; and assist to pass HR 2189, the Unifonn Child 
Support Enforcement Act of 1997, sponsored by Rep, Lynn Woolsey and Rep. Henry 
Hyde,!l ' ' 

4, 	 Policies by the federal Office of C1¥ld Support Enforcement to make sure state 
go~e~e~tchild supportagen~iesl are audited upon :eceip~ of verifiab~e co.mplaints of 
theIr VlolatlOn of-federal regulatIOns and laws. If audit findmgs show VlolatlOn of federal 
regulations, penalties should be ass~ssed and collected. 

I 

ACES NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, 2260 UPTON AVE., TOLEDO, OH 43606 
800-53717072 419-472-6609 

. ' .. ~.. 
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t'>V+ ~',,' '~~. . ! FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

; : "? ADMINIStRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES: '!........ OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY , 

,o~~ ~ , 370 LliENFANT PROMENADE, S.W. 

<"~flil ~ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20447 

DATE: 1/30 

Name: ~~~'Q 
,Telepho*e: J.f S10 - ?~ ,
Fax: 4~7.0 - 74/3 I 
Number; of Pages (excluding cover): I 
; ,,' , ,',I " 

FROM:: SHANNON JUDISILL 
I 

Office of the !Assistant, Secretary 

Telephone: (202) 401-69~4 
Fax: (202) 401.46',8 

I 

I ' 
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Potential Child Support Events 

1. INCEPTION OF NEW HIRE REJORTING. October 1 is the effective 
date for the National New Hire Directory. Most State directories 
will be up as of October 1 and HHS will begin rece~v~ng mass 
communication of new hire r~ports on or shortly after that date 
for the month of September from States already operating new hire 
reporting systems. There i~ also a small regulation associated 
with the new hire reporting) which may be printed late the week 
of 9/29 or early the following week. 

I 
I

2. TAX REFUND OFFSET FOR PAST DUE CHILD SUPPORT. The 
Adrninist'ration is setting a Inew 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 arelflowing out around October 1. oess 
issues the notices on behal~ of the State child support agency. 
HHS is ~eleasing a press release. 

. I 
3. GR.A.NT AWARDS. The initial $10 million in grants to States for 
access ~nd visitation progr~ms will be released sometime at the 
end of September. OCSE will also be awarding a series of 
research and demonstration projects concerning implementation 'of 
PRWORA's cooperation provis~ons, child support and domestic 
violence, carrying out the periodic review and adjustment of 
supp6rt 'orders, services tol noncustodial parents, and Head 
Start/cltild care/child support collaboration. HHS is drafting a 
press release regarding newl grants. . ' 

4. LAW ENFORCEMENT ISSUES. Fhief Don Deering in OCSB is holding 
three regional conferences on law enforcement partnerships with 
IV-D agencies on th.e local,/ State l and Federal levels. The next 
one is in San Antonio on 10/9 and 10/10. Another will be in 
Mnapol is, MD on Nov. 13 an:d 14. A pilot program in Maryland in 
which law enforcement offic'ers take an active role in child 
support' cases has increased: successful service of child support 
papers from sot to 80%. I 

I 
5. INCENTIVES REPORT/LBGISIlATION. The House passed the 
Incentives bill on 9/29. Bending further Congressional action, 
this might be an appropriat!e vehicle for an event. 
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19.97·The. New YO~k'Timeslc~~p~ny 
PAGE 20 

The New,·York Times', ." 
, '1 ' , . ' 

August 3. Ij97: sunday,' ta~;E~i~ion - Final , ", ' ,I 
SECTION: Section 4; Page 1; Column I' Week in Review Desk 

',:j • ',I ~V. /
LENGTH: '1069 words ~ f 
HEADLINE: Everibodi's 'Doing ,It;

."'( 

.. ~ ...patE!>rnity.resting for 'Fun and p"rofit 

. .BYLINE:. By PAM BELLUCK 

',' "', '".Jft'
DATELINE: CHICAGO 

BODY: '1' 
.THE signs on. the top of yellow cabs in New Y()rk ~ity come. right out with ,it. 


They mighi'ju~t as well be asking. "Window or,aiSI~?I"" Or. '~Wouldn't you like t6 

get away to '.some plac';;,warm this, win·ter?,;· :.'


:i' , 
,Instead. they pop t~e question.·.·Who·s the fathel?" 

If you don't know.iand would like to find out. 1he signs tell you. Call 


I-BOO-DNA-TYPE. . 1 " . I .. , 

Tha; is not the nu.;ber B.ill cosby' called after h~ announced last· we~k that he 


would take a test· to p'rove he. is not the father, of ·Autumn Jackson. the 

22-year-old woman conv~cted of tryin~ to extort'~dn~y,from:him. 


· 1 ' . . It is probably not ~he place Jean-Claude Va~ D~m~e ;telephoned to unravel his 

paterni ty pas de deux.; Mr, Van Damme claims' ·,thil·t the,15-month-old son· of his 


soon-to-be ex-wife' is 'rot his;· . -.' " . I" ' ". ' ': ".' 

And it is not' likel-,~ to be in the R~lodex of .the husband of the Westchester 

yOunty'District Attorney. Jeanine 'F~ PirrO; Her ·husba'nd. Albert. a wealthy , 

lawyer. said last week; he would submit to 'a DNA bloo1d'test to determine if he, 

fathered an Indiana te~n-ager ~60 has filed ~ paterJity ~ui~ agai~~t him. 


But the hotline sighs go to cdsby and the's~ow'th~t' the bi9d~jl about 'Bl n 

others taking paterni t~ tests is that. nowadays. ' it 
is getting to be no big

j • • • • • 

deal. , 

Do-It-Yours~lf Kits 

~aternity testing ~s rio longer the surreptitiously shameful,pr~vince of,' 

.Family 'cour't or the sp·~rned. blackmailing mistress. lIt h'as hit the popular 

marketplace. There is fve~ a do-it-yourself kit tha, let~ you scoop up some 


.cells from the inside,of your cheek. mail them- in and i,it,fpt th~ r~sults. The 
home test~ howev~r. isi not 'admissible 'in co~it.· 

J ' 

Nearly 200.000 'patetni ty tests w:eregiven yearly in this coun;ry for" the last, 

four years -- and ,that;, o~ly counts the' laboratories' accredi ted by the American ' 

Aasociation of Blood Banks. There are,now 5~ such D~A testing centers~ up from· 

20 or so a ,decade ago',:1 said Eric Slayton. a spokesm~n for the ,association." 


. ,. 
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I 
Laboratories are not required to be accredited. and they are, springing up in 

part because hospitalsiprefer to confine their DNA ~esting to medical cases. not 
legal 'sq'uabbles o~,',identity quests,. 'Most labs test ~lood"sample·s. but some use 
cheek cells. a less~n~ssivemethodthat they saY,i~ jus~ as accurate. At, the 
moment. there is a paternity case pending for about one of every 100 children in 
the United States. ab~~t 750.000 cases. 

Many DNA paternity :tests are taken in matters of child support to ,prove that 

the man asked to suppo~t a child is actually the fa~her. Federal law requi~es


, ,- • J 

state welfare,offices to try to identify the father lof children whose mothers 
apply for assistance and get him to supp.ort his C1hildren so taxpayers won," t 
have to. 

But. paternity laboratories and genetic counselors say that many other people 

are taking the test~ ~iguring that 99.99 percent a~duracy' is worth the 8600 


_, - I
price tag. (If the aos~ is too steep. the 800-DNA-T~PE number off~rs ~ layaway 
plan -- pay s bit each. month and when you're paid ui' you. get the test results.) . 

Entitlements 

I 
People are get~ing tests to establish obligatioft, entitlement or emotioftal 

att:;h:;:;~o!:';:~:!o~~~;n::~:: :::mn~~~~::~what tje
y 

knew to be true all along 

Dr. Amanda Sozer. aasociate director of Fairfax Identity Laboratories, a 
Virginia-based lab tha~ is'part of the Genetics and II.V.F. Institute. said her' 
lab conducts between 100 and 200 tests mo.nt,hly over land above those requested 'by 
state.agencies. 

Wives and children of deceased men.try to prove they are ·entitled to Social 
Security benefits or inheritances. For this, the bo~y may be exhumed, Dr. Soze~ 
said. or a blood test can be performed on ~ne of thd man's known children or his 
parents and the results compared. . I 

Pregnant women want to know who the father is before they give birth. For 
this. amniotic fluid 'can be drawn and its DNA analyz1ed. 

• - " j ., I 
Couples in adoption cases may need a test .. " The mother wants to give the baby 

up~ but the b~oIOgical~father has to sign the paper~. too .... Dr. SO,zer said. 
"You'll have the adopting parents sitting in an' Iowa hotel room vhile they try 
to locate the father a,~d get the test." I 

I 
There are questions: of. trust. A couple asks a wo~an to be a surrogate mother 

and wants to make sure she has, been .fertilized With, lithe man's sperm. not someone 
else's. . 

'f 
There are questions1of history. Is· t, his man Wh,O jlust. showed up after 20 years 

really my father? 

And there are gut feelings. A New Jersey father and son came in to a genetics 
center where Lindsay Middelton was working as a coun1selor. , I 

~The mother had died. "said Ms. Middelton. who no,w works for the National 
Human Genome, Research·Institute. part of the Nation~l Institutes of Health. 
"They were bonded as father and child. But they just' wanted to know. When weI ' . 

I 
I 
I' 

i 
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,I' 
told them it waa true" it was very touching. There ,ere tears in their eyes," 

l ' i', ' 
caroline caskey, pr~sident of ~dentigene Inc .. tKe three-year-old Houstori lab 

that is the home of l~~OO-DNA-TYPE. said. "An incredible number a~e just d~irig 
it for their own peace: of mind." ,Ms. Caskey recentlj arranged for 1'0 New York 
City cabs to advertise, her lab. Her hotli~e is also !plastered on· billboards in 
Chicago. Los Angeles, Atlanta and other big cities and brings in:almost 300 
calls daily. a number that Ms. Caskey said increased slightly with the 8ill 
Cosby news. About 70 p~rcent of the time. the man tJsted is the father. she 
said. I , 

i
Just Checking I 

I 
Carmen 8igio. who is 18 and lives in the Far Roclkaway section of Queens, 

called the 800 number ,recently, abouta,ear after di~lng birth to h~r daughter, 
Janisa. ! 

" I,
"There was two men that could have been the possibilities." Ms. 8igio s~id, 


"I had to make sure," 


Identigene put her .'in touch wi th a laboratory in New York. which sent someone 
to her home to g,ather ~ 'few cheek cells. Ms. 8igio. who lives with her mother. 
is not seeing either man now, but says the young man who turned out to be the 
father not only paid 'ft,r the test but also buys Janfsa presents an'd necessities. 

, l ' I" 

Of course, this new~ound key to knowledge may unearth closets full of , I ' 
skeletons and stretch people's very conceptIon of w~o theY,~re. "This is abbut 
people's ideas of them13elves." Dr. Sozer sai~L "whe'le ,their genes, came from and' 
where their genes are going. It gives people the option to answer a question 
they couldn~t gei ans~ered before. And it gives pedpI~'~h~ 6han~~ of getting an' 
answer they may not wailt to get.", f ' , 

,GRAPHIC: Photo: Once shameful. paternity testing no~, shouts from billboards like 
this one 'in 8ridgeview;', Ill. (Robert A. ~avis/The,cKic;ago Sun-Time~) " 

LANGUAGE,: ENGLISH 

LOAD-DATE: August 3, 1997 
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I National Child Support Enforcement Association 
I 	 , ' ' 

Hall of the States 0 400 North Cap;tol Street 0 Suite 370 0 Washington, DC 20001-1512 
Phone: 202-624-81~0 0 FAX: 202-624-8828 

November r~ 1996 
, 
I 

Carol Rascoi ' 
,Domestic pdlicy Council 
WhiteHous~ 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 

Washington; DC 20500 


, ,
.! 

Dear Carol: 
" 
J 

Enclosed is *copy of the NCSEA News was mailed to the child support enforcement community 
in early October. I thought you would be "'11',.,."",1"",11 in Paul Legler's article and the Presidimt'sietter. 
You might atso be interested in the ' column. I think our first issue of the new year came out 
well, thanks ~o our staff and contributors., may take a little heat for the Administration emphasis, but 
I was pleased. I hope you like what we had say.

1 ­
\ 

I got a ~essa.ge that was del~yed by our 

down the y01;mg man that called and left a 111\;;;);)<1/41;; 


but I did not hear anything bac:!:k~.~="':3! 

address and phone .....,...V''''' 
, 

After the election, there are a num presenting problems to the ' 
which the A4ministration may'want to play I leadership role. There are also some initiatives regarding 
single parents that may be of interest to you. I will list them, and, ifyou are interested, I will be happy to 

, 	 I' 
speak to wh~mever you want to work on the larea., ,,; , , 

1. 	 Ther~ is a serious problem with the development of child support automated systems nationwide. 
Previously, we could blame it on pas~ Administration policy, but I do riot think we can continue 
to d~ that. David Ross, Mark Raganjs staff, and I have discussed creating a systems task force 
initiated by NCSEA and the IV;'D Director's Association to address automated systems policy. 
We tieed to develop a strategic plan ~nd get the support of Congress on development of 
autorated systems, so that legislatioh to mandate those systelns does not create an impossible 

CLINTON LIB~AR+ PHOTOCOPY 
! 
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Carol Rasco 
November: I, i996 
Page 2 

I . 
task. Ther~ is a lack of resources io design and implement systems, and the nation's largest 
companies are struggling with the aevelopment of human service systems. The current policy of 

I , 	 ' 
nO,t indicating that a state will fail to meet the mandated October I, 1997 deadline is intentional 

, . 	 ,I 

on ~he part ofthe Family Support tdministration, because such an admission would trigger non­
compliance and possible loss offederal funds. However, such a poliCy creates a false impression 
and leads to outcries from advocat¢s, state legislatures and the public. The result is that child 
support systems end up on NBC's i"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 Wi~h systems are technical. Many ofthe problems have to do 
with program structure. I h~lVe be6n in three major states in the last two weeks where much of 
the problem has to do with countyloperation ofthe program. In many states, the program is 
bogged down by the judicial process and county politics. Some counties - and even states---do 
nO,t even pretend to be working a ~ajority of their cases because of lack of resources and very 
limited knowledge of program bas~cs. David Ross and I have discussed this, and it is our hope 
that the welfare reform bill will help cure the problem, but irriplementation is being met with 
great resistance in those states that most need reform. NCSEA will have its annual Policy 
B~iefing in February. This year w~ will have a two day ~elfare Reform Implementation Forum 
with participation from the IV-D Dir,ectors. The program will be directed toward policy makers 
to develop implementation strateg~es and to address implementation issues. The systems task 
force may be added on to the front~ or back ofthis conference. We would very much like for you 
to participate and would like to arrange for the Presidentto speak at the luncheon. A working 
se~sion could be arranged with IV1D Directors and the NCSEA Board as an alternative. The IV­
D community is impressed with the emphasis the President has been giving child support. It 
w~)Uld be good to keep this dialogJe going, if we are to successfully implement welfare reform. 
Otherwise, it will not be without a good deal of anguish on the part of the IV-D community. 

i . 


i 

3. 	 NCSEA and the IV-D Directors have developed a positive child support campaign. We have 

, 	 .1 

worked with the NFL in several states and presented an award to the Detroit Lions for initiating 
the campaign. From news articlesl it appears that the President is aware ofthe campaign. We 
ary approaching the NFL as an organization, to take on the support of children as a nationwide 
campaign. If there is any interest from the Administration in participating in this effort, have. 
s01neone give me a call. 

i 
4. 	 niis last item might be referred to someone who works with heaith care. As you know, non­

cu'stodial parents are now required to provide health insurance coverage if it is available at 
re~sonable cost. The problem is tliat non-custodial parents often do not have medical insurance 
available at a reasonable cost, or aljudge will not order it because of the high cost and low 
amount of the child support award~. S.Qme-stll(e~Jl<!y.~ ~~<:>!TI~p~rtn~ers-with private carriers to­
treat]ingle-parent childJen_as :a.g-r~;up_l1ot othe_rwlsi90v~~e.Q)Y m-ealcai'insurance: Ifseems to ~ 

-- --;---.- -- ----;- '. . ••1 ••. ,. 	 • -- .. - --."'-- -;----- --~ -•. ---- -- - --' 

me that thiS has natIOnWide appltc!lblhty and could be reqUired of states. The resu,lt has been 
good in that children not otherwis6 covered by insurance are being covered, wage withholding 
can be put into effect by the child kupport agency to pay the carrier directiy, and fewer children 
rely on Medicaid for health care s6..vices; 	 , 

I 	 ' 
J 
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Carol Rasco 
November, 1, 1996 

IPage 3 
I 

, I 
Things are' looking good for the President. II plan to be in Arkansas to vote on Tuesday. I am sure you 
have been ~wamped, but I wanted to let yo:u know some of what is going on in the child support 
communitY, and to invite you to the Polic~ Briefing and Welfare Reform conference. Let me know if! 
can do anything to be of help. David Rossi and I are trying to hook up for lunch sometime after the 
election. If you ever get lunch, maybe you could join us. Thanks for the interest in child support and for 

. pushing it to the top of the agenda. . 
, 

Sincerely, : 
··f 

~~~~~~ 
Judy Jones Jordan 

President, NCSEA 


JJJ/cma 

I' 
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AT LAST! CHILD SUPP RT ENFORCEMENT REFORM PAI>.JI>.J....... ...., 

by Paul Legler, Attorney Advisor to the t Secretary for Planning and Evaluation 
U.s. Department of Health and Human Services 

: I 

J 
: 

\ 
\, 
" 

. "[The welfare bill] i~cl1ides the tough child 
support enforcement 11leaSUres that as far as 
I kno}v every membell ofCongress and 
everybody in the administration and every 
thinking person in thf country has sup­
ported for more than rwo years now. It:~ the 
most sweeping crackflown on deadbeat 
parents in history." Remarks by President 
Clinton at the welfare ~efom1 bill signing, 
August 22, 1996. 

When President Clinton signed the 
I 

Personal Responsibility and Work 
I 

Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 
I

(PRWORA), he enacted the toughest 
child support measlires in the history of 
this country. The firial child support 
measures are the re~ult of the efforts of 
many people who h~ve fought for child 

I support enforce­
ment refonn. Child 
SUppOli directors 
and caseworkers, 
advocacy groups, 

I employer organiza~ 
tions, and parents 
throughout the 
country contributed 
to the Clinton 
Administration's 
development of 
these measures and 

Hu/'/'ay /o/' NCSEA i MClliiJers /roin Alaska cheering lor 
their stale during Roll Yall. 

supported their passage. The N . 
Child Support Enforcement Associ 
in particular, played an impOliant role 
development and passage of the new 
law and should be commended for' 
efforts. 

The roots of the new child support 
measures began with the U.S. Co 
sion on Interstate Child Support, a 
commission established'as part of 
Family Support Act in 1988. The 
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. ,! ~ . 	 ,I ' 

,:' l)~arM's. sh~l~la: 	 I , 
:' r:t; 'is ACEsd~,~~rstatlding thatl the Personal Respbnsibili'ty "~rid:'J~h 

"opportunitY Act requires the U. S. Department of' Health ,and Huma'I'l; , , 
S,ervices to Emact new performkIlce standards for the IV-'D progiam~: ! ­
The,se new: performance standartls will be used to determine the,' , 
incentive; payments that stateb receive. , ' , ' , 

"'" ;,," '; ", 	 I '" " '" " , 
, 	ACES hasfhe following suggeSfionsfor perfCirmance stand~rds: 

'N'~mbei: ofj, Paternities established should be 90%, states, should 
, .-.; exc~ed PEf regUlation~ by 2 prrc~nt. to receive incentives. 

The number of bases wl.th collect~ons should be 75% in order to 
receive ihcentive ·paymEmts. I' 

, , 	 I", .
Number of, successful locates ,that lead to collections should be' 


",75% 'to rebeive inc'entive paym1ents. 


Ndrnber Of 
l ca~es wi'th mOdifica!tio~s completed per clientrequ~$t 

"( should be' 75% to receive ince1ntive payments. ,; , ,,' 
, i 

, Number Of: interstate (outgOiJ9/in~oInii1g) sucd~'ssful' colle:ction 

,rat'e' should ~e 75% to qualif~ for incentive payments. 


. . .''. - r 
Numb'er of IRS offsets/state offsets submitted should be 95%, to , 

receive iincentive pa~ment~. I, ,,' " '.'. 
"" l Number of cases need.1.ng l~ens/asset attachments/~ncome 

withholding with successful sollections should be 75% to're8eiv~ 
incentive payments. [ 

Number df Cases where seek wJrk/job,participation'is appropriate, 
should be implemented 75% of Ithe time in order to receive an , ' 
~?centiv~,payment. Cri~eria /Should also be,~eveloped,for tnes~. 
programs ,such as: ten s~gnatures from potent.1.al employers, phone, 

! 	 numbers df potential employe.ts should be required, participants 

sho)lld' be required to report Ito the chil~ support ~gency each,' 

week. The agency should randomly check w~th potent~al employers
I ,I 

,. '. ' , I" 	 " ' 

ACES NATIONAL HEADQUAFlTI~~S, 2260 UPTON AVE,; TOLEDO, OH43606 
: 800-537-1072 419-472-6609 
",; 	 , 

http:employe.ts
http:potent.1.al
http:need.1.ng


FAX No. 14194726295 ,P. 03 ' o 

, 

to verify that participants'actually applied for work. 
I 

Numbe'r of cases that are reported to the credit ,bureau should· be 
at least .75% of those one month behind in order for the state to 

.' ted:dve an inc'entive payment i 
. I . 

. Nti.ritber of cases appropriate for license revocation/suspension . 
should.be acted upon 75% of ~he time to qualify for an,inCentive· 
·payment. i 

I 

Number of applications proceJsed/new cases open'ed/ applications 
distributed with in 5 days sHould be 95% to qualify for incentive 
p'aymEmts. . . . . . . '. \ . ' , 

'N~mber of cases needing court actions that re'quire IV-Dattor'neys· 

should be acted upon ,with-in 90 days 75%. of the time to·qu'alifY, . 


. ,. ;' '(,;, 'for' inqentive payments. . , , 


.!',. I. N~ti.ber ..?f· ca.ses. tha~'qu'alify Ifor Administ~ati,,:e' h4aa:;ings should' 
· be acted upon w1th-1n. 30 daYS 75% to re~e1Ve1nce~t~ve payments: 

1Here are· some suggest~ons abo,ut regulat~ons to requ~re state IV-D 
Child Support Agencies to mak'e voluntary' acknowledgement of 

. pat~rn1tt mbre adcessible to ~amilies in need. P~ternity . " 
. voluntary .recognition forms should be places'in WIC offices, IV..:;i> 
· offices, TANF offices, Healthi and Human Service offices, 013/GYN 
offiqes, Social Servi6e Agenc~es, CourtHouses~ Midwives cliriic~i' 
Lamaze clinics., Parenting, cla1sses locations, Schools, health 

. departments, DMV, Bureau of V!ital statistics. . 

· Additionally, we believe the ~rocurement regulations need to be ' 

changed to ensure that servides are not paid for until delivered. 


. ;For. example a state would payI a deposit to a computer vendor .for. 

".astat~wide child support .enforcement tracking system. Only when 


,:1 .. '.' the'; system was ori":'line,workihg effectively and certifie'd by th~ 

., ; u. ~~ ,Departmen~ of Health andi Human Services w<;>uld th7 full. . 


.' payment be made to the comput~r vendor. We belJ.eve th~s type .of 

policy would end some the "milking" of federal funds for broken·


• .. • . • 1
and 1neffect1ve computer systrms. 

I 
Sincerely, 

i 

Cdr..4~)(h~ I~~~dine Jensib - . . 

PresJ.dent· . 


" 

,~. ' 

http:should.be
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CHll.,D SUPPORT I;-EGISLATION IN l04TH CONGRESS·' . 
TIMETABLE OF.EFFECITIVE DATES FOR STATE REQUIREMENTS 

. . I . . . 

. Based on DaleS in Text of Title ill ofPL 104-193 
.' I , 

Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 . 
. I·.' . 

Section 395 states that, except as ~~ificaUy provided in the legislatio~ the effecti~e date for 
provisions ofPL 104-193 is 10(1196 for provisions under §§454 " 466 oftbe Act. Section 395 
allows a grace period.for State law c~es and State constitutionalru:nendments. For State law 
changes. the grace period is Wltil the efiCctive date ofthe State implementing provisions, but 110 
later than the first day oftheJilst quatter after the close oCthe first regular.legisJative session 
that begins after enactment oCPL lot193. For State constitutional amendments, the grace 
period is Wltil one year after the effecfive date oftoo State constitutional amendment. but no 

.. later than·five years after enactment ofPL 104-193. 

R~.lrem...1s ElIi!Elive 100i/96·· I· 
• 	 Income withholding (§314J -- §466(a)(l) and (b) 


. ' I" . 

• 	 Locator networks; access to rno1r.Vehicle and law enforcemen~ data [§3 )5) - §466( a)( 12) . 

• 	 SSNs on applications for professional. commercial drivers,ocCupational and maniage ' . 
licenSes; on records ofdivorce d~rees; support orders. and paternity detenninations; and ' 
death records & certificates [§317J - §466(a)(13)' . 

• 	 Administrative enfo~ment iIi J~te cases [§323]..--.§466(~){14) 
• 	 State Jaws providing expedited p~ures. including: 

. . r . , 
Ordering genetic testing for Paternity estab~l~g subpoenas for information' 

I 

and impose penalties forfiillUre to respond; Requiring all entities in a State to promptly . 
respond to inquiries by Statelagency and sanction failure to respond; Obtaining access to 
records ofother State and lo¢al government agencies and records held bY private entities 
including public utilities'and ~ institutions; Changing payee in cases subject to an 
assignmedl; Ordering inco~ withholding;·Securing assets to satisfy arrearagcs by 
intercepting or sei.ziDg perio4ic or lump-sum paymentS from a State or loc:al agency and 
judgments, ~ and ~tteries; attach assets held by financial ioStitutions; attach' . 
retirement funds; and impoStt liens; Increasing the amoWlt ofmonthly support payments . 
to inclUde amounts for ~es; FilingoCiDformation on locationftdentity ofparties in 
State case registry upon enn{y oforder; Statewide jurisdictiOn over orders and transfer of 
cases between loeal jurisdicqons without additional filing; and Using ofautomated 
system to maximum.extent ~ib1eto implement expedited admiDi.strative procedures 

. [§3.2S] - §§466(c) &. 4S4A(h) 



I 
I 

I 

, 	 ' '1 
• . State Jaws ,conceining paternity esUt.blishment, incJuding: . .' I' . 

·E~lish paternity before age 2\1 (rettoactive to 8/16184); Genetic tests in contested 
cases upon request w/swom affidavits; Payment for genetic testing; Provide for a simple 
civil process for volWltarily ackkowledging paternity with prior explanation/written ., 
notice to parents; Birth record ~ency must ..lffer voluntary paternity establislunent 
services, and other may; Name hffilther included on birth record only ifboth mother and 
father have signed an ackno~nt, or court or 8dniinistrative authority has ' 
adjudicated paternity; Develo~ ofaffidavit for voluntary acknowledgment of 
paternity which must be given fun faith' and credit in any other State; Procedures where 
voluntary acknowledgments dadjudicationofpaternity.are filed with the State registry 
ofbirth records for comparisoIi with State case registry; .AduUssibilityoftest results if, 
performed by accredited laboratory; Rescission time1iar.De of60 Days for sigDed , 

,voluntary paternity acknow~ments; elimination ofjudiciaJladministnttive ratification 
proceedings on unchaUenged ~ty acknowledgm.ems; Default orders; No right ~o 
jury trial in paternity caSes; IssJance oftemporary support orders in paternity cases; 
Evidentiary treatment ofbirth ~xpensesIbills;and Opportunity for putative fathers to 

,initiate paternity proceedings [§33 1 (a)] - §466(a)(S) , . 
. . '"., 'I" '., ... " .' 

• 	 State plan requirements for pa~ outreach activities [§332) -- §4S4(23) 

'. Cooperation/good cause [§333] -[§4S4(29) 

• 	 State use ofdefinitions for collectibg &. reponing data [§343(b)] - §454(30) . 
,I 	 . 

• 	 Simplified review &. adjustment prkess [§351] - §46§(a)(10) 
. 	." 'I I· 

• 	 Voidingoffraudulent transfers [§364] - §466(g). , 

• 	 Work requirement for persons OMng cblld support' [§36S] - §466(a)(lS). .. . . . I 
1 

' 
, • : Reporting arrearages to credit bureaus [§367] -- §466(a)(7) " , , 

I 

• 	 Liens on reallpersonal prbperty by)operation ofJaw; full faith and credit tOliens'without 

registration oforder [§368] - §~a)(4)" , . . . 


. 	 I ' 
• 	 State law authorilq the s~nsion ofli~ [§369] - §466(a)(16). . 

. 1 . 

• 	 IntemaooflaJ CSE - State treatmenl ofint~tional req~ [§371{b)] -- §4S4(32) 
, , . ·1· . . . 	 . 

• 	 Financial~tion data matches [§372] - §466(a)(l7)' , . 
" , 	 I 

• 	 Enforcing orders against grand~ts incases ofminors [§373] - §466(a)(18) . 

• 	 S_ coope!8live ............. JlDdian Tn"" !§37S(a»);" §4S4(33)· .. 


I . 

http:time1iar.De


• 


.. . . .... I . ...... ... . 
.• t;;morcementof"Oroers for health care cOverage [§382J·:' §466(a)(19) 

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

• Explicit san.toryreq~ment t~ Title IV-Dservices be providedto r;aonresident', .' 
applicants; enforce child support & support due on behalfofchiJd's cuStodian [§301(a»)- . 

,§§454(4)&(6)' '. I, ,.' ,'. .' '.., . 

• Continualion oflV-D sOrvices l+ormertoeiJ>ients onv;~ assistm:e [30 I (b)l~· §4S4(2S) 

Require.egts EtTeetive 3/1197', " 	I ' 
. . 	 I' 

., Use offorms by States in interstate cases (§324(b)J - §454(9)(E) 

Requirements EtTeetive 10/1197 

• Annual State self-reviews & re~ [§342(a)J -. §454(15) . 	 ".' 

• Data Submittett'on compliance wiht Federal perfu~ requirements [§342(a)] -.'§454(15) . . . I' 	 ,.'. 
,. . Stale privacy safeguards [§303(a)] ~ §454(26) . 	 , . , .', ',' . 

., ,I, '. 	 . 
• 	 State procedures-notices & copies oforders [§304(b)] - 454(12) 

I ' . 
• ' State directory ofnew hires [§313] ,.... 454.(28).. 	 ' 

• 	 ADP sYstetm ~~ all IV-D re~uiremenlS enacted on or before 'Family Support ~ct ' 
, [§344J - §454(24) , 

• 	' DeniaIIrestrictionlrevocation ofpassport ifarte8rs greater than 55000 [§370] _. '§§452(k) & 
454(3 i) I 


I 

I ' 	

" .' .,', Rejuiremegts Errective 111128 
, ,'. . , "'" .' " ' 	 _.1, ", • 

'. Adoption ofUIFSA (with modifiCations) [§321] ~ §466(f) 

Requirements EfI'eetive 10/1198 .... 

'. An suPPort o~ established or ~ified on or after'l 011198 included in state ~ 
registry. wtrlch nwstbe in place bY 101112000 [§311 and §344(a)(2)] - §4S4A

'. '. " I ., . ' 
• ~ automated unit for 1J1ectioDS ~ disbursements [§312].- 1454(27) . 



'I, 

•r " 

I 

'.t:.ai'-'..' ;:H''''i".;:.: ... ,U''":'~ 

I 

• Collection through Smte cenuaJ coJJectionuiUtoforders under wage withholding [§312] 

! 
-§4S4~ " .1 ' . 

• 	 State new hire reporting systems in existence prior to P.L. 104-193 must meet rest ofnew 
requirements [§313] ~ §454(28)j' , . •. . 

Regul"""et1ts Ell'eclivelOII199 ·1" . 

End ofopti~nal exception period for JcaJ court collection o(child support hllieu ofState 
centralized coUection unit [§312] •• §4S48 . , ., ,I 

' '-:i 

Reg.I.......ts Em.:tive IOJIQOOO .1· 	 · . 


ADP systems must meet aU IV·D requirements enacted on or before this law (with additional 
time tied to regulation issuance) [§344(A)(4)J - §454(24) .

I 	 . 

'I 
,":, .;.f. 
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1997 LEG,ISLAliIVE SESSION' CALENDAR 
, , " " , ' , ·Le.~sjature meets throughout the ~ear' ' 

~::-:-:":7-----'-~-:-:::--;-::--___i----...,;:-!:..:-=-FEB MAR APR MAY JUN IUL AUG 5EP OCT NOV 

Na1~qnal conterena! of State l.egisIdwes 
WASHINGTON OFACE: 444 Nonh capitol Suite 515 • Washi..... D.C. 2(1)1)1 • (2OZ) 62+S400 fAA (202) 731-106' 

DENVER OFFICE:. 1560 Bmadway. 100 • ~Colorado 8OlOZ • (303' IJO.ZaD MX 00l. 863-8OlD 

THIS SESSION, CALL NCSL FOR ANSWERS TO YOUR: QUESTION
I 

, '. 
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