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MEMORANDUM

" TO: Interested People
FROM: Paula Roberts
DATE: October 27, 1998

RE: Child Support Pass-Through Legislation

On October 8, 1998, Senator Kohl (D-Wis.) introduced legislation which would require the
pass-through and disregard of all child support collected on behalf of families receiving
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). The "Children First Child Support
Reform Act of 1998" (S.2586) will die at the end of this Congressional session, but Senator
Kohl intends to reintroduce it and push for its passage in the next Congress.

Under current law, families receiving TANF-funded assistance must assign their child
support rights to the state. 42 USC Section 608(a)(3). When child support is collected fora |
family receiving TANF-funded cash assistance, the money is first divided between the state -
and federal governments based on the state's Medicaid match rate. The federal government
keeps its share. The state has a choice: it can keep its share, give it to the family, or split the
funds, retaining part and providing the rest to the family. 42 USC Section 657(a)(1). Most
states choose to keep their entire share. However, some pass-through a portion (typically

$50) and disregard this amount in calculating the family's TANF benefits. A few (including
Wisconsin and Vermont) have federal waivers which allow them to pass-through all of the
support collected to the family. Wisconsin disregards the support in calculating assistance:
Vermont does not.

Current law also contains a complex scheme for distributing child support to families which
have left assistance. This scheme contemplates that --no later than October 1, 2000--families
will receive current support, arrears which accumulate after the family leaves assistance, and
arrears owing from the time before the family went on assistance. Then the state will receive
arrears owed for the period during which the family received assistance. It will split this
collection with the federal government. 42 USC Section 657(a)(2). There are a few
exceptions to this general rule: if the collection is made under a cooperative agreement with
an Indian tribe, the distribution will-be governed by the rules of that agreement, 42 USC
Section 657(a)(4); if, in the past, the state used fill-the-gap budgeting, and has elected to
continue this practice, then distribution will be done pursuant to that budgeting system, 42
USC Section 657 (¢); and, if the collection is made through a federal tax intercept, then the
state will get its arrears first. 42 USC Section 657(a)(2)(B)((iv).

Because this distribution scheme had the potential of giving states less of the child support
collected for post- assistance families than the distribution scheme which was in place under
the old Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, current law also
contains a "hold harmless” provision which guarantees that each state will receive at least as
much money from child support collections as it received in fiscal year 1995.
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The Kohl bill eliminates both the TANF support assignment and the current distribution
scheme. In so doing, it would greatly streamline the distribution of child support to families
receiving TANF-funded assistance as well as to post-assistance families. Except in the case
of families whose child support was collected under a cooperative agreement with an Indian
tribe, all child support collected by the state child support agency would go to the families.
The cumbersome accounting and record keeping scheme required under the current
assignment and distribution statutes would be replaced by a simple straightforward
distribution policy. As under current law, there would be a "hold harmless" clause,
guaranteeing states that they would receive as much public assistance reimbursement as
they received in fiscal year 1995.

In addition, under the Kohl bill, any child support passed through to a family receiving
TANF-funded assistance would have to be disregarded in calculating the amount or level of
the family's assistance. The state would have the option of including or excluding the child
support in determining the family's income for TANF eligibility purposes.

In introducing his bill, Senator Kohl offered four reasons to support these changes: 1)
putting more resources into the hands of families; 2) recognizing that in a world of
time-limited benefits, the need to get child support to children takes on even greater
importance; 3) streamlining the cumbersome, resource intensive, administratively complex
distribution process contained in current law; and 4) encouraging noncustodial parents to
meet their support obligations. Congressmnal Record, October 8 1998, S 11981-11982. On
the latter point, Senator Kohl noted:

...under current law, we have a system where the vast majority of
children on public assistance never actually receive the child
support that is paid on their behalf. The government keeps the
money. The research shows that many noncustodial parents who
pay support do not believe that their payment actually benefits
their children. They realize and resent that they are paying the
government. Worse yet, some noncustodial parents may decide not
to pay support because 1t does not go to their children.

Senator Kohl continued by commenting that he sees this issue in the context of the need to
put-a firm financial base under the child support enforcement program so that it has the
resources to do the job. However, "it is time for a child support financing system that truly

. puts families, not the government, first."
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Background: Sen. Kohl’s Pass-Through Option Bill

I. Background: Under current law, states generally retain child support collected on behalf of
TANF-assisted families as one of several sources of program financing. This support is split
between the State and Federal Government as reimbursement for welfare services. Under
welfare reform, states were given the option of continuing the previous $50 pass-through, but
most states have opted not to do so. However, some pass-through a portion (typically $50) and
disregard this amount in calculating the family’s TANF benefits. A few (including Wisconsin
and Vermont) have federal waivers which allow them to pass-through all of the support collected
to the family. Wisconsin disregards the support in calculating assistance -- Vermont does not.

II. Issues: 1) Disincentives: Non-custodial parents of TANF assisted children are discouraged
from paying support because their money goes to the government and does not benefit their
children directly. Custodial parents also have less incentive to cooperate with the CSE agency -
since payments are generally not forwarded to them. . 2) Burdens: Support is distributed
according to when it accrues, whether a family is or ever was on public assistance and by which
method it is collected. This distribution system has proven burdensome and costly both in terms
of programming and personnel. 3) Unstable Financing: CSE caseloads have increased 44 percent
since 1991, but TANF caseloads are decreasing. As discussed, states retain TANF collections,
but distribute non-TANF collections directly to the families. Thus, increasing caseloads are
generating a need for more resources, but the revenue-making portion of the caseloads is in flux.

II1. Kohl Pass-Through Option Legislation

Opfion to Pass-Through for TANF: States are given the option to pass-through all child
support collections, including arrears, made on behalf of TANF families. If a state adopts a pass-
through policy, the state can claim TANF MOE for passed-through support, even if that support
is not disregarded. (Current law only allows states to claim TA.NF MOE crecht for disregarded -

_support.)

Family Income Protection: States that adopt a pass-through policy must have budget
mechanisms in place so that child support income is not counted against TANF ehglblhty or
benefits until the family has the child support in hand.

Income Treatment Options: State has options to:

(1) include child support as income when calculating eligibility for TANF ;A

(2) disregard child support in whole or in part when calculating the amount of a welfare benefit
for a family, but if the state disregards 50 percent or more of the total child support payments,
determined either on a case by case basis or in an annual aggregate, that state is no longer

required to repay or calculate the Federal share of the payment.

Maintenance of Effort: Requires states that adopt a pass-through policy to fund child support
program at highest of 1995-1998 level to ensure that program is not defunded simply because



HE e iy

more resources are going to families, excluding automated systems costs and enhancements.
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Child Support Pass-through

Under AFDC, families applying for assistance assigned their child support rights to the state.
Child support payments made by a noncustodial parent were thus paid to the child support agency rather
than the AFDC family. If the.child support payment was not large enough to disqualify the family from
AFDC, the first fifty dollars of the child support payment was paid to the AFDC family each month as
a “pass-through.” 1In addition, the pass-through was disregarded in the families’ benefit computation.
The remaining portion of the child support payment that was not paid to the AFDC family was split
between the state and federal government as reimbursement for monthly cash assistance payments.
Under waivers, some states changed the pass-through amount and other states treated child support
payments as unearned income, disregarding some portion of the payment for the purposes of benefit
computation.

PRWORA repealed the federal law requiring the fifty dollar pass-through. Under PRWORA,
a portion of the child support payment is paid to the federal government based on the Medicaid match
rate in effect Septembér 1996. The remaining portion of the payment is kept by the states. States may
choose to discontinue the pass-through or maintain the pass-through at their own expense.

Table V1.6 shows that 18 states have maintained the fifty dollar pass-through that originated
under AFDC, but 4 of those states have maintained the pass-through on a temporary basis. Thirty-three
states have changed the pass-through amount significantly. Of those, 29 states discontinued the child
support pass-through completely and one state (Kansas) maintains the child support pass-through at a
reduced level, passing through forty dollars of the child support payment to the families. Two states
increased the pass-through amount (Connecticut, Nevada), and one state (Wisconsin) passes through
the entire child support payment, allowing families to keep a larger portion of the child support payment
each month w1thout lowering the families’ cash assistance benefits.
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Table VL.6: Amount of Child Support Pass-through

Amount of Child Amount of Child
State Support Pass-through State Support Pass-through
Alabama $50 Montana *
Alaska 50! Nebraska *
Arizona * Nevada - $75
Arkansas * New Hampshire *
California S0 New Jerse):f 50
Colorado * New Mexico 50t
Connecticut 100~ New York 50
Delaware 50 North Carolina *
Dist. of Columbia * North Dakota *
Florida * Ohio *
Georgia * Oklahoma 5012
Hawaii * Oregon *
Idaho * Pennsylvania 50°
Illinois 50 Rhode Island 50
Indiana * - South Carolina *
Towa 4 South Dakota *
Kansas 40 Tennessee *
Kentucky * Texas 50
Louisiana * Utah : *
Maine 50 Vermont 3
Maryland * Virginia 50
Massachusetts 50 Washington *
Michigan - 50t West Virginia 50°
Minnesota * Wisconsin " Entire grant’ |
Mississippi oo Wyoming *
. Missouri 501 ‘

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcement, " Child Support Report,” December, 1 997; and Urban Institute summary of
state TANF decisions as of October 1997,

* State discontinued the child support pass-through,

t The child support pass-through is only in effect temporarily in these states. N
1. The child support pass-through may continue past June 30, 1998 based on legislative approval.
2. The child support pass-through is only in effect until December 31, 1997.

3. Legislation passed in the fall of 1997 by the Pennsylvania state Legislature required the Department of Public Welfare to ‘change the method of
calculating the child support pass-through. However, Pennsylvania is currently under court order to continue the $50 child support pass-through
according to pre-welfare reform regulations until the resolution of pending litigation.

4. The child support pass-through is continued at $50 for those receiving TANF assistance prior to July 1, 1997.

5. The child support pass-through is continued for recipients in a small control group. For recipients in the statewide demonstration, pass through the
entire grant, deducting any amount in excess of $50 from the cash assistance benefit.

6. The child support pass-through is replaced by an additional cash benefit which is equal to the amount of child support collected for the family, not
to exceed $50.

7. Wisconsin Works recipients receive the entire child support payment, all of which is diéregardefd for benefit computation but not for eligibility
determination. A control group receives up to $50 or the state share of the child support payrent, whichever is greater, to be disregarded for cash
assistance benefit computation but not for eligibility determination. ) '
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United States Senate

Children First Child Support
' Reform

The Association for Children for Enforcement of Support, Inc. Please Co-Sponsor S. 1036

Senator Kohl's legislation, S. 1036, the Children First Child Support Reform Act of 1999,
is designed to increase child support collections and create a public Child Support Enforcement
(CSE) Program that truly serves children and families in need.

In 1997, Senator Kohl helped his State of Wisconsin become the only state that currently
“passesthrough”, meaning lets families keep their own child support money) and *disregards”
(mcaning does not reduce the family’s public benefit iri kind) child support payments to TANF-
assisted families. Passthrough and disregard policies increase child support collections by
ensuring non-custodial and custodial parents that child support payments are directly benefitting
their children. Unfortunately, in most states, support payments are retained by the government as
reimbursement for welfare costs. '

S. 1036 provides incentives to encourage, but not require, more states to follow
Wisconsin's Jead and help male the CSE program fairer and better for families by cxpanding
passthrough and disregard policies. [t will also help reduce administrative burdens on the states
- that morc program resources can be focused on the more important goals of establishing and

enforcing child support orders. ~

S. 1036, the Children First Child Support Reform Act:

O Expands' Passthrough: If states passthrough, or Ict families keep, more of their own
child support, S. 1036 allows states to claim that support as a welfare expense.

| Expands Disregards: [f states passthrough and disregard, or do not count, most (50 % or
more) of the support paid against famnilies’ welfare benefits, S. 1036 rclieves the state of
the obligation to pay the Federal Government its share of the collections.

O Protects Children and Families: 1f states opt to passthrough and disregard more child
support to farnilies on public assistance, under S. 1036, that state must (1) maintain CSE
program funding even though more child support payments are being distributed directly
to the families; and (2) protect families from potentially unreliable or overdue child
support payment. In other words, states would be required to institute a budget or
planning process that does not decrease a family's public benefit until that family has

¢ actually had their child support in hand.

ACES NATIONAL, 2260 UPTON AVE., TOLEDO, OH 43606
1-800-738-ACES » FAX 419-472-6295 » EMAIL: nataces@earthlink.net
WEBSITE: www.childsupport-aces.org
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pay child support for their children receiving public assistance to make a real difference in their
children’s lives, and encourage greater cooperation with the formal child support system.

Passing through child support collections directly to families would provide additional
benefits to families. Custodial parents receiving public assistance would know just how much
child support the noncustodial parent was contributing, and how child support could supplement
their own earnings when they leave welfarc. In addition, if systems were set up to pay chiid
support directly to families, families leaving public assistance would be more likely to receive

* the child support due them in a timely way. Although families are entitled to receive current
support payments as soon as they leave public assistance, as a practical matter such payments
may be delayed for months as the child support and welfare agencies exchange information and
try to redirect payments. Families are especially economically vulnerable when they first leave
public assistance; research shows that families receiving child support income are less likely 10
have to retumn to public assistance. .

In addition to benefiting low-income families, the approach taken in S. 1036 should work
well for states. Many state administrators of child support and Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families programs recognize that passing through child support to families receiving public
assistance and disregarding at least some of that support in determining public assistance would
promote their welfare reform goals. However, states have been deterred from implementing such
policies for administrative and financial reasons. 8. 1036 should address these concerns. First,
it 1s administratively simple. The approach to the pass-through and disregard that S. 1036
promotes would simplify the complex rules for distributing child support collections created by
the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Recongciliation Act of 1996 (PWRORA).
Other approaches to expanding the pass-through and disregard, such as encouraging stares to
pass-through and disregard some fixed amount of the support collected each month, would make
- the distribution system even more complex. Second, S. 1036 provides financial incentives for
states to implement these policies. States that pass-though child support would be able to claim
the passed-through amount as a welfare expendiiure for purposes of meeting the TANF
maintenance of effort requirements. In addition, states that disregard at least 50 perceat of the
" passed-through child support would not have to calculate and pay the federal share of such
collections. -

We believe S. 1036 truly represents s significant step toward putting children first in
child support reform. We hope that membcrs of both parties in both Houses of Congress will
support this important effort.

Sincerely,
ﬂ/;!,o) M,( &ﬂagw . 9,,144 Indratn 4
Nancy Duff Campbell " © Joan Entmacher '
Co-President Vice President and Director of Family

Economic Security
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NATIONALWOMEN’SLAW LENTER
Tuly 19, 1999
Senator Herbert Kohl
330 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510
Dear Senator Kohl:

We are writing to express our strong support for S. 1036, the Children
First Child Support Reform Act of 1999. For more than 20 years, the Naticnal
Women’s Law Center has worked for improvements in the child support
enforcement system, recognizing the critical difference thar child support can |
make for children and the single parents, mostly mothers, who care for them.
Especially for low-income parents struggling to achieve self-sufficiency quickly
under new rules for public assistance, child support is more crucial than ever.

The Children First Child Support Reform Act, just as its name suggests,
recognizes that child support should be, first, for children. Unfortunately, for
some of our poorest children, it is not. In a majority of states, children in
families receiving public assistance do not receive any of the child support paid
on their behelf, the payments are retained by the states to reimburse themsclves
and the federal government for the costs of public assistance.

§.1036 would provide incentives for states to pass throngh all child

- support collected to families, including families receiving public assistance. It

also would provide incentives for states to disregard at least 50 percent of the
child support collected in determining the amount of assistance provided for
families. And it would protect families’ income stability by ensuring that child
support payments could nat be counted as income until thcy were actually
received by the families,

The pass-through and disregard policies S. 1036 would promote would
make the child support program far more supportive of the efforts of poor
parems to provide for their childran. Low-income mothers and fathers are both
deeply frustrated by a system that colleets child support from the noncustodial
parents of children receiving public assistance -- many of whom are low-income
themselves -~ but doesn’t allow their payments to benefit their children directly.
Broader adoption of disregard policies would enable noncustodial parents who

W’ ith the luse o your sidk, grear things are possible

1 Dupenc Circle, NW » Smr: 80() * Wushington, 10 20036 » (202) 388-5180  FAX (202) 558-3183
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Childven's Delesse Fund

June 30, 1999

The Honorable Herbert H. Kohl
Hart Senate Office Building
Room 330

United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Kohl:

Thank you for the leadership role you are taking on child support pass-through and
disregard policy. The Children’s Defense Fund supports S. 1036, the Children First
Child Suppart Reform Act of 1999, your legislation to give states the option to pass
through and disregard child support collected on behalf of children receiving Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). We belicve that it is important that states have at
least this option. Like you, we believe such a policy is important for a number of
reasons. By letting custodial parents know how much child support they can depend on,
they are better able to budget family finances once they leave welfare. By letring
children benefit from child support, a disregard improves their financial well being, It
also gives them 2n important signal: the non-custodial parent cares about them, and is
helping to provide for their support. By letting non-custodial parents help their children
(instead of simply reimbursing the state for welfare payments), a disregard also gives:
non-custodial parents an incentive to pay and an important link with their children.

We are pleased that your approach recognizes the importance of protections so that a
pass-through of child support dees not disadvantage families. If child support goes down
and welfare payments are not adjusted promptly, children are hurt. We appreciate your
sensitivity to the importance of protections so that this does not happen. We look
forward to working with you and your staff on this issue.

Very truly yours,

Debarah Weinstein

Directar, Family Income Division

: 25 E Street NW

Washington, OC 20001
Talephone 202 628 8787
Fax 202 662 3510
E-mail '

cdlinfo@childrensdefense.org
Inmfneg- N
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American Public Human Sarvices Association

National Council of Stata Human Service Administrators
APHSA Resolation an Child Suppart Passthrough
WHEREAS, child support iy  critical source of support for low-income farilics;
WHEREAS, increased child suppo:t collections improves the hvea of families and children;

WHEREAS, families on assistance who reccive child support cnllecnom canld bencfir from Iheu own
resources end prepare for economic independence;

WHEREAS, the federal and state governments both share a commitment to scrving families through
the child suppor program:

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the National Council of Statc Hunan Service

. Administrators supports states having the optian to pass through some or all child support collections,

including arrears. made on behalf of current or former assistance families* providad that- (a) the
federal govemment would pass through its thare of collections as wall; (b) Snencing would not come
ag & result of reductions in other child support or other important humen services spending; and (c)
states can count towaed mainrenance of effort requirements (MOE) far TANF, the state share of funds
passed through even if not disregarded. |

*Includes TANF, farmer TANF, and fonner AFDC familics.

Adopted by the National Council of State Human Service Administrators,
July 20,1999

Acowrcil of the American Public Human Sarvites Azeaciation. mprucaating public human sevicas sinea 1820
810 Firzr, Brraet NE. Suis 500, Washinetan. DG 200024267 & (2021 682-W0Y « fgx; (202) TRR-6556 » WL weweaghs o
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_ 1067111 CONGRESS
18T SESSION S 1 036

To amend parts A and D of title IV of the Social Security Act to give

States the option to pass through direetly to a family receiving assistance
under the temporary assistance to ucedy familics program all child sup-
port collected by the State and the option to disregard any child support
that the family receives in determining a family’s eligibility for,  or
amount of, assistance under that program.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
May 13, 1999

Mr. Kouw (for himself, Mr. Dopp, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER) introduced the
following bill; which was read twice and referrved to the Committee on Finance

1

A BILL

To amend parts A and D of title IV of the Social Security

Act to give States the option to pass through directly
to a family recelving assistance under the temporary
assistance to needy families program all child support
collected by the State and the option to disregard any
child support that the family recetves in determining
a family’s eligibility for, or amount of, assistance under
that program. '

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the “Children First Child
Support Reform Act of 1999”.

SEC. 2. DISTRIBUTION AND TREATMENT OF CHILD SUP-
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PORT COLLECTED BY THE STATE.

(a) STATE OPTION TO PAsS ALL CHILD SUPPORT

COLLECTED DIRECTLY TO THE FAMILY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 457 of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 657) 1s amende:i—
(A) in subsection (a), by striking “(e) dnd
(f)” and inserting “(e), (f), and (g)”’; and
| (B) by adding at the ‘end the following:

“(g) STATE OPTION TO PASS THROUGH ALL SUP-

PORT COLLECTED TO THE FAMILY.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—At State option, subject to
paragraph (2), and subsections (a)(4), (b), (e), (d),
and (f), this seetioﬁ shall not apply to any amount
collected on behalf of a family as support by the
State and any amount so collected shall be distrib-
uted to the family. .

“(2) INCOME PROTECTION REQUIREMENT.—A
State may not elect tl“;e option described n para-
graph (1) unless the State enslureaﬁ that any amount
distributed to a family in accordance with that para-
graph 1s not included in the income of the family for

purposes of determining the eligibility of the family

*S 1036 IS
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for, or the amount of, assistance under the State
program funded under part A until the family has
actually received the amount.

(3) OPTION TO PASS THROUGH AMOUNTS COL-
LECTED P.URSUANT TO A CONTINUED ASSIGN-
MENT.—At State option, any amount collected pur-
suant to an assignment eontinued under subsection
(b) may be distributed to the family in accordance
with paragraph (1).

“(4) RELEASE OF OBLIGATION TO PAY FED-
ERAL SHARE.—If a State. thﬁat eleeté the option de-
scribed in paragraph (1) also elects to disregard
under section 408(a)(12)(B) at least 50 pemgnt (de-

—_—
termined, at the option of the State, in the aggre-

— e ———

gate or on a case-by-case basis) of the total amount

annually collected and distributed to all families in
accordance with paragraph (1) for purposes of deter-
mining the amount of assistance for such families

under the State program funded under part A, the

tate is released fro

“(A) caleulating the Federal share of the

jse T

. s N —-—-_-\
amounts so distributed and disregarded; and

“(B) paying such share to the Federal

Government.””.
M

S 1036 IS
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(2) AUTHORITY TO CLAIM PASSED THROUGIH

R

AMOUNT FOR PURPOSES OF TANE MAINTENANCE
m{EQUIREMENTS.—SG}CtiOH
409(a)(7)(B)(i)(I)(aa) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 609(a)(7)(B)(1)(I)(aa)) is amended by insert—

ing “, and, in the case of a State that elects under
section 457(g) to distribute any amount so collected
directly to the family, any amount so distributed (re-
gardless of whether the State also disregards that
amou"nt under section 408(a)(12) in determining the
eligibility of the family for, or the amount of, such
assistance)’’ before the period.

(b) STATE OPTION TO DISREGARD CHILD SUPPORT

COLLECTED FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING KLIGI-
BILITY FOR, OR AMOUNT OF, TANI ASSISTANCE.—Sec-
tion 408(a) of the Social Seccurity Act (42 U.S.C. 608(a))

is amended by adding at the end the following:

“(12) STATE OPTION TO DISREGARD CHILD

SUPPORT IN DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY FOR, OR

AMOUNT OF, ASSISTANCE.
“(A) OPTION TO DISREGARD CHILD SUP-

. PORT FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING BELIGI-
BILITY.—A State to which a grant is made
under section 403 may disregard any part of

any amount received by a family as a result of

*S 1036 IS
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a child support obligation in determining the
fai}mily’s income for purposes of determiniﬁg the
- family’s eligibility for assistance under the
State progrém fur\lvded undér this part. |
“(B) OPTION TO DISREGARD CHILD SUP-
PORT IN DETERMININGG AMOUNT OF ASSIST-
ANCE—A State to which a grant is made under
section 403 may disregard any bart of any
amount received by a f‘a‘mily as a result of a
child éupport obligation. in deternﬁning the
amount of assistance that the State will provide
to the family under the State program funded
under this part.”. 'A
(¢) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT REQUIREMENT.—
Section 454 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 654)
1s amended—
(1) in paragraph (32), by striking “and’ at the
end; | |
(2) in paragraph (33), by striking the period
and inserting £ zind”; and
(3)‘ by adding at the end the following:
“(34) provide that, if the State elects to dis-
tribute support directly to a f-c;mily In accordance
with section 457(g), the State share of expenditures

under this part for a fiscal year shall not be less

«S 1036 IS
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than an amount equal to the highest amount of such

share expended for fiscal year 1995, 1996, 1997, or

1998 (determined without regard to any amount ex-

pended that was eligible for payment under section

455(a)(3)).”.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT. —Section 457(f) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C‘. 657(f)) 1s amended by
striking  “Notwithstanding” and inserting “AMOUNTS
COLLECTED ON BEHALF OF CHILDREN IN FOSTER
CARE.—Notwithstanding”.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made by
this section take effect on October 1, 1999. |

O
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Michele Ahern
11/12/98 09:33:43 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP
ccr :
bec: )

Subject: Re: Can you remind me ;"i‘]

For FYQQ estimated Federal share of collections is $1.53 bslluon net share (after subtractmg
incentives and hold harmless payments) is $1.061 billion.

These numbers will be revised in early December for the 2000 budget.

Cynthia A. Rice

Cynthia A, Rice A ) 11/11/98 06:45:12 PM

e
" Record Type: Non-Record

To: Michele Ahern/OMB/EOP@EOP

cc:
Subject: Can you remind me

How much is the federal share of child su'ppprt collections for TANF families each year?. '
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S. 2586, Chlldren First Chiid Support Reform Act of 1998
. 105th CONGRESS - 2d Seesion

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
October 8 (legislative day, OCTOBER 2), 1998

Mr. KOHL introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to the
Committee on Finance

ABILL
To amend parts A and D of title |V of the Social Securily Act to require States to pass
through directly to a family receiving assistance under 1he temporary assistance to
needy families program all child support coliected by thie State and to disregard any
child support that the family receives in determzmng the: famiiy's ievel of assistance
under that program. ,

Be it enacted by the Senafe and Hae;se f Representativas of the United
States of America in Congress assembied, : :

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the uﬂl!ﬁi’éﬂ Flrsi \,h 23 Suppar’ Reform Act of 1998

SEC. 2. DISTRIBUTION AND TREATM"ENT OF CHILD 3UPPORT COLLECTED
BY OR ON BEHALF OF FAMILIES RECEIVING ASS STANCE UNDER TANF.

(@) REQUIREMENT TO PASS ALL CHiLD SUPPCRT COLLEC‘"‘D DIRECTLY
TO THE FAMlLY-

(1) IN GENERAL- Section 457 sf the Sccial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 857) Is
amended-- :

(A) by ;%ﬁusng ail that precsdss subsaation {1} and ingerting the fallowing:
‘SEG. 457, BISTRIBUTION GF COLLECTED SUPPORT. |
‘(a) DISTRIBUTION TO FAMILY-
(1IN GENERAL— Suhgect to paragraph (2} st subsection (f), any amount
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collected on behalf of a family as support by a State pursuant to a plan
approved under this part shall be distributed to the famlly V

(2) FAMILIES UNDER CERTAIN AGREEMENT‘:— In the case of an amount
collected for a family in accordance with a cooperative agreement under
section 454(33), the State shall distribute the amount so collected pursuant to

the terms of the agresment.

'{b) HOLD HARMLESS PROVISION- If the amounts: collected which COuld be
retained by the State in the fiscal yeear (to the exter{ necessary {6 raimburse the
© State for amounts paid to families as assistance by the State) are iess than the
State share of the amounts collected in fiscal year 1995, the State share for the
fiscal year shall be an amotint aqus! to the State share in fiscal year 1895

(B) by redesignating subsection (f) as subsection (c); and

(C) in subsection () (as so redesigneated}, by striking Nc’:‘..v:ihs*sﬂﬂmg and

inserting AMOUNTS COLLECTED ON BI:HALF OF CHILDREN H
FOSTER CARE- Notwithstanding'.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS- .
~ {A) Section 409(a)(7)(é}(1)(s))(aa) of the Saslal Security Act (42 U.S.C.

§ i o o 2o 3 o g

609(3)(?)(8)(!)(!)(53}) is amendad by striking "457(a)( 1)(5)‘ and insserting
45T

(B) Section 454B(c) of such Act (42 U.S. c ss.-,b(c)} ts amended by striking
~ "457(a) and mserﬁng 457" | .

(b) DISREGARD OF CHILD SUPPGH? COLI ECTED rOR PURPOS"—“’ OF
DETERMINING AMOUNT OF TANF ASSISTANCE- Section 408(s) of ihe Scciat
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 8608(a)) is amended kv edaing at the end tha following.

"(12) REQUIREMENT TO DISREGARD CHil.D SUPPORT IN DETERMINING
AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE- | | |

"(A) IN GENERAL— A State io wﬁxcn a grant iS mage under section 403 chall
disregard any amount received by a femily s & result of a child support
obligation in determining the amouint or level of assistance that the State
will provide to the family under the State progiam fungded undar this part.

(B) OPTION TO INCLUDE CH]L_D SLPPOR: FOR PURPOSES OF
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DETERM!N!NG EL!G!BIL!TY— A State ‘may in¢ lude any amount received by
a family as a result of a child support obligation in determining the family’s
income for purpoaes of determining the family's eligibility for assistance
under the State program funded under this part.'. !

(¢) ELIMINATION OF TANF REQUIREMENT TO SSIGN SUPPORT TC THE
- §TATE-

(1) IN GENERAL- Sectxon 408(a) cf the Soctal Secunty Act /42 U S C soe(a))
is amended by striking pamgra ph {3) ‘ )

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS-
® Section 452 of the Soclal Securfty Act 42 U.6.C. 852) is amended—
~(Din subsectmn (a)(‘lc}((‘;), by 8"'1ng Seu{uﬁﬁ 408(a )c qnda?'_, apd

(i} in subsacﬁﬂn (n}, by str.mﬁg or with reapuc‘t v*‘om an as*ignmem _ |
pursuam 16o) section 408’ a)(S) is In eﬁectc e ‘

* (B) Section 454(5) of such Adt (42 U:S.C. B54(5)) is amended by striking

"(A) in any case' and all that follows througn zhe suppart payme. it
~ collected, and (B)'. , |

(C) Section 456(.3) of such Act (42 U. S C. 656(3}) is amended--

(a) in paragraph (1) by str:kmg asstgned to tha State pursuant to sectjon
408(a)(3) or,and : , .

(n) in paragraph iZ}(A), ny s*rrkzng ass;gned'

" (D) Section 464(a)(1 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 654(a)(1)) is amended by
- striking “Section 408(3)(3} or'. :

- (EB) Sect;on 486(3){3)(8) of such Act (4 U .'666(3)(3)(8)) is amanded -
by striking 408(3)(3) or'. ‘

( F) Section 458A(b)(5) C)(;)(l) of the ucc:ai Securtty Act (42 U.S. G

658a(b)(BYCHH)(1)), as added by the Chiid Siupport Performance and
 incantive Act of 1968 (Publi¢ L aw 10&- 200, 112 Stat. 645) is amended by
stnkmg "Aor.
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(d) EFFECTIVE DATES-

(1) IN GENERAL- Except as provided in paragraph (2), the amendments made
by thls section take effect on October 1, 1998.

_(2) CHILD SUPPORT PERFORMANCE AND INCENTIVE ACT

CONFORMING AMENDMENT- The amendment made by subsection (¢ ( J2XF)

shall take effect onOctober 2, 1899,



