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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PURPOSE

To describe the dignment of the child support order with the earnings of non-custodia parents
who have children on Temporary Assstance for Needy Families (TANF) and to describe the
relationship of this dignment with their compliance with the support order.

BACKGROUND

An Office of Inspector Generd report entitled, The Establishment of Child Support Orders
for Low-Income Non-custodial Parents (OEI-05-99-00390), examined the policies and
practices used to determine the amount of child support paid by low-income non-custodia
parents. The report found that methods used to determine support orders for low-income non-
custodid parents often yield poor compliance with the support order. We followed up on a
sample of 270 non-custodia parents used in our previous study and examined 4 years of
earnings data and their compliance with their support orders.

FINDINGS

Over Half of Our Non-custodial Parents with Children on TANF Had Reported
Earnings Below the Poverty Line

In 1995, 55 percent of our non-custodia parents had earnings that were below the poverty line
of $7,470 for one person. Twenty percent had no reported earningsin 1995. The overall
average reported earnings for our low-income non-custodia parents was $3,460. The average
reported persond income for males in 1995, according to Census data, was $31,454.

From 1995 to 1998, the average reported earnings for non-custodial parentsincreased by 28
percent with the largest increases occurring in those low-income non-custodia parents who had
reported earnings that were below the poverty linein 1995. However, despite the overal
increase in reported earnings, about 50 percent of our non-custodia parents still had reported
earnings below the poverty line for 1998.
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Total Support Orders for Non-custodial Parents Below the Poverty Line Represent
69 Percent of Their Reported Earnings

The overadl average of total support orders to reported earnings was 40 percent.  However,
for non-custodid parents with reported earnings below poverty, tota child support orders were
69 percent of reported earnings for 1996.

Thisratio of 69 percent of child support ordered to reported earnings appears to exceed
Federd law that prohibits States from garnishing more than 50 to 65 percent of income
depending on whether the non-custodia parent was in arrears or supporting another family.
The ratio dso gopears to exceed the limitations on maximum award levels in many States even
for families with multiple children. For example, Wisconsin limits the percent of income anon-
custodia parent has to pay as support to 34 percent when there are five or more children.
Minnesotawill set a support order as a percent of income as high as 50 percent when there are
seven or more children and the non-custodia parent has a net monthly income of $1,001 or
greater. In our sample, the average number of children per non-custodia parent where support
orders were in place was 1.4.

Two Factors, Earnings and Retroactive Support, Have a Plausible Association
with a Non-custodial Parent’s Compliance with a Child Support Order

According to the Census Bureau, approximately 59 percent of al child support owed was paid

in 1997. This represents child support owed to families whether or not they are on TANF. By
way of comparison, our analysis revedled that over a 32 month period of time our non-custodia
parents paid only 39 percent of the support owed to familieson TANF. A further examination
of support order compliance reved differences based on a non-custodial parent’ s earnings and
the percent a support order represents of their earnings.

In addition, the combination of factors, earnings and retroactive support, have a plausble
association with anon-custodia parent's support order compliance. Previous work examining
State policies indicated that the number of months of retroactive support affected the parent’s
compliance with their support order. Our anadyssindicated that earnings before order
establishment, increases in reported earnings and the number of months of retroactive support
impact compliance. Low reported earnings before order establishment and the number of
months of retroactive support tended to have negative impact on compliance. Increasesin
earnings and alower proportion of award to earnings tend to have a positive effect on
compliance.

CONCLUSION

The mogt effective way to achieve both immediate and long-term child support payments for
children on TANF isto set redistic support orders when compared to a non-custodial parent’s
earnings. The support order can be raised gradually as a non-custodid parent’s earnings
increase. Thisaction would likely result in increasing child support payments rather than starting
with a support order that is unredistic when compared to a non-
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custodia parent’s earnings. Meanwhile, as anon-cugtodia parent isincreasing their earnings

and support payments, a custodial parent can rely on TANF to support the family. Starting a
support order too high ismore likely to have the opposite effect on payment compliance with
little improvement over time.

Thisis condggtent with the conclusions made in our earlier work examining State policies used in
the establishment of child support orders for low-income non-custodid parents. At that time,
we believed that States should experiment with State policies that determine the amount low-
income non~custodid parents must pay in child support.

As aresponse to our earlier work, the Adminigtration for Children and Families, (ACF) Office
of Child Support Enforcement issued a Policy Interpretation on September 14, 2000 to all
State IV-D Directors regarding program flexibility with respect to low-income non-custodia
parents. In that letter, the Office of Child Support Enforcement informed States that they
currently have the flexibility to substantialy address dl the issues raised in our earlier work.

We continue to encourage States to experiment with policies deding with low-income non-
custodid parents. We recognize that some of the experiments with policies dedling with low-
income non-custodia parents may require additiona resources. We aso continue to advocate
that the Office of Child Support Enforcement encourage, facilitate and evauate State
experiments that address concerns raised in our earlier work.

AGENCY COMMENTS

We received comments from the Administration for Children and Families. They agree with
our conclusion and described a number of specific actions which they have taken to address
findingsin this and related prior reports. In addition, ACF is providing waivers and
demondtration projects to address the complex issues which impede low income non-custodia
parents from supporting their families. Findly, ACF is preparing a detailed action plan on
improving the collection and digtribution of child support nationwide. The action plan will
include programmatic innovations to address the needs of low-income, non-custodia parents as
they move towards full responsbility for supporting their children. A complete text of their
comments can be found in Appendix C.
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INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

To describe the alignment of the child support order with the earnings of low-income non-
custodia parents with children on Temporary Assistance to Needy Families and to describe the
relationship of this dignment with their compliance with the support order.

BACKGROUND

Child Support Enforcement

The Child Support Enforcement (CSE) program was created in 1975 with the addition of Part
D to Title IV of the Socid Security Act. The CSE program was initiated as ajoint Federd-
State effort to contend with growing public expenditures on welfare and the lack of paternity
establishment for children born outside of marriage. The States were assigned the responsibility
for adminigtering the program through |V-D agencies (referring to the related title of the Socia
Security Act). These agencies are charged with locating absent parents, establishing paternity
and collecting child support with technical and operationa ass stance from the Federd Office of
Child Support Enforcement (OCSE).

The establishment of orders for child support enforcement cases occurs through either judicia
or adminigtrative processes. Federal law requires States to establish child support ordersin
accordance with State guidelines, outlining specific descriptive and numeric criteria Any
deviation from the presumptive guiddine amount must be judtified in writing.

States generaly use one of three types of guiddines in establishing child support orders. Most
States (31) use the “Income Shares’ gpproach which uses the combined income of both
parents to determine the child support order. This method tries to guarantee that the child
receives the same proportion of income that they would have received had the parents stayed
together. Fifteen States use a percentage of income approach. This method uses the number
of eigible children to determine the percentage of the non-custodid parent’sincome. A few
States use the “Melson-Delaware’ gpproach which provides for a minimum salf-support
reserve before prorating the cost of raising the child between the parents.

States also have some procedures to establish an order for anon-custodia |ow-income parent.
States are dmogt evenly salit in the how they approach determining an award for alow-income
parent. Some States leave the decision to the court’ s discretion while other States make a
presumptive award unless there is evidence that supports alower award. The remaining States
set mandatory minimums that cannot be adjusted downwards.
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States can aso hold a non-custodia parent responsible for retroactive support. The child
support enforcement community sees retroactive support as a disincentive to non-custodia
parents to delay the establishment of the support order. Retroactive support is also seen as
holding the non-custodia parents accountable for supporting their children and recouping
expensesincurred by the State or the custodia parent.

Increasing Attention to the Treatment of Low-income Non-custodial Parents

Earnings of non-cugtodid parents can be divided into three income tiers: high, middle and low.
The percentage of non-custodia parents who do not pay their child support is greatest in the
low-income tier.

While some low-income non-custodia parents are delinquent because they are unwilling to pay
support, an estimated 60 percent have alimited ability to pay child support based on their
income levels, employment history, education levels and rates of indtitutiondization. These non-
custodid parents are known in the child support community as “ dead broke’ rather than “dead-
beat.”

The Persona Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 presented a
package of temporary aid and opportunities for welfare mothers to become sdf-sufficient.
Child support payments are seen as avitd ingredient to this self-sufficiency. To increase child
support payments to former welfare families, the limited earnings of non-custodia parent need
to be addressed.

In the wake of wdfare reform, more attention is being devoted to how to improve the family
mai ntenance contributions of low-income fathers to pardld the wefare-to-work initiatives for
low-income mothers. Three devel opments demonstrate this trend.

. A portion of welfare-to-work funds in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 was
designated to help low-income fathers secure employment, pay child support and
increase their involvement with their children. In March 2000, the Department
announced $15 million in combined Federd and private funding for demondtration
projects serving non-custodia parents who do not have a child support order in place
and may face obstacles to employment.

. Amendments to the welfare-to-work law in the November 1999 Consolidated
Appropriations Act broadened the digibility requirements for non-custodia parents to
participate in the services available through welfare-to-work programs.

. Publication of A Guide to Funding Services for Children and Families Through the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program by the Adminigration
for Children and Families (ACF) which provides examples of ways States can use their
TANF funds to support responsble fatherhood efforts and employment of non-
custodid parents. About half of the States have alocated some TANF funds to
support responsible fatherhood programs.

To increase the payment of child support by low-income non-custodia parents, representatives
of the child support community have begun to explore other avenues
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beyond punitive enforcement. We examined the relationship between earnings and support
order establishment and how thisimpacts overal compliance with the support orders.

Previous Office of Inspector General Work

In July 2000, the Office of Inspector Genera (OIG) released two reports entitled The
Establishment of Child Support Orders for Low-Income Non-Custodial Parents OEI-05-
99-00390 and State Policies Used to Establish Child Support Orders for Low-income
Non-custodial Parents, OEI-05-99-00391. These reports examined the policies and
practices, such as minimum support orders and retroactive support, used by States to
determine the amount of child support paid by low-income non-custodia parents. The report
found that methods used to determine support orders for low-income non-custodia parents
often yield poor compliance with the support order.

The OIG and OCSE have ajoint enforcement effort targeted at higher income obligors with the
most egregious arrears. The focus of this successful initiativeis the crimina pursuit of non-

support.

METHODOLOGY

We sdlected arandom sample of cases (and the 10 States associated with them) using atwo-
dage, dratified cluster sample. We dratified the United States (excluding Alaska and Hawaii)
into three dtrata based on State policy regarding establishment of minimum awards for low-
income obligors. We then divided each State into a number of case clusters based on the
estimated number of child support cases per State. From each stratum, we randomly selected
three or four clusters. The States containing the randomly selected clusters became our sample
States, shown below in Table 1.
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Tablel

Stratum Description of how State Clugters Population | Sample
policy trests low-income
non-custodial parents
1 Awardsin court’sdiscretion | 893 Clustersin 16 | 3 Clustersin MS,
States OK and PA
2 Presumptiveawards (eg. | 614 Clustersin18 | 3 ClugersinTX,
minimum wage) States VA and WA
3 Mandatory minimum awards | 652 Clustersin 14 | 4 Clugtersin CO,
States plus Digtrict | MA, MD and NY
of Columbia

For stratum three, we randomly selected two replacement clusters because our first selections,
Michigan and Indiana, declined to participate in the study. Because of this replacement, we
projected our Statistics to a population that excludes the clusters for Michigan (153 clusters)
and Indiana (35 clugters).

We conducted case record reviews in each of the 10 States. From these States, we obtained
dataon dl child support casesin which (1) the child support order was established during
1996, (2) the custodid parent was on Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) or
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) at the time the order was established and
(3) the case was il open.

We randomly assigned the non-custodial parents for these cases to each Stat€' s clusters. We
then randomly sdlected one cluster per State for our sample. From these clugters, we randomly
selected a sample (usudly 35 per cluster) of non-custodid parents. We reviewed dl child
support cases for each non-custodid parent in our sample, including any cases the non-
custodid parent had open for other children. Thisresulted in an initid sample of 281 non-
custodia parents with 402 child support cases of which 298 cases had been established during
1996 in the sampled States. Data on the methods used to establish support orders and
subsequent payments generated is based on the cases established during 1996 in the sampled
States.

We then matched thisinitial sample of 281 non-custodia parents with Interna Revenue Service
(IRS) records to obtain reported earnings from 1995 to 1998. Our analysis uses earnings as
reported to IRS. We were able to obtain reported earnings for 270 of the 281 non-custodial
parents. Thisresulted in afina sample of 270 non-custodia parents with 376 child support
cases of which 273 had been established in 1996. The reasons for no reported earnings can
not be ascertained from the data used for this report.

The payment period we examined on al casesis 32 months as this was the period of time for
which al cases had the opportunity for payment. Thirty-two months is the minimum amount of
time between the last month in which sampled orders were established,
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December 1996, and the last month for which we had access to payment informetion for al
cases, August 1999. Except where specified, the statistics in this report are weighted to reflect
dl levels of clustering and dratification. All reported corrdations are datisticaly sgnificant a
the 90 percent confidence leve or greater.

To measure anon-custodid parent’ s relationship to poverty, we used the poverty guiddines
issued by the Department. In dl cases, the figures shown for the poverty line are for one

person.

Our review was conducted in accordance with the Quality Sandards for Inspections issued
by the Presdent’s Council on Integrity and Efficiency.

Child Support for Children on TANF 5 OEI-05-99-00392



FINDINGS

Over half of our non-custodial parents with children on TANF
had reported earnings below the poverty line

In 1995, average reported earnings for our entire sample of non-custodial parents
was $8,460

In 1995, 55 percent of our low-income non-custodial parents had reported earnings that were
below the poverty line of $7,470 for one person. Of the 55 percent, 20 percent had no
reported earnings in 1995. Twenty-three percent had reported earnings between one and two
times the poverty line, while 21 percent of low-income non-custodia parents had reported
earnings of more than $14,940. The median income for our entire sample was $5,468 in 1995.
In comparison, the average reported persona income for malesin 1995, according to the U.S.
Census Bureau, was $31,454" with a median income of $22,5622.

From 1995 to 1998, the average reported earnings for non-custodia parents increased by 28
percent. For the same time period, the overal increase in reported income according to U.S.
Census Bureau figures, was 15 percent for males. The change in the consumer price index was
about 7 percent over the same period of time. Despite the overal increasein reported
earnings, about 50 percent of our low-income non-custodial parents still had reported earnings
below the poverty line of $8,050 in 1998. 1n 1998, the average reported earnings for our non-
custodia parents were $10,796 with amedian income of $7,884 (See Table 2).

Table2
Reported Earnings Mean Median
1995 $8,460 $5,468
1996 $9,639 $7,565
1997 $10,081 $7,998
1998 $10,796 $7,884
Source: OIG Andysis
1 U.S. Census Bureau; "Historical Income Tables - People, (Table) P-3. Race and Hispanic Origin of

People by Mean Income and Sex: 1947-1999;" created February 7, 2001 ;
<http://www.census.gov/hhes/income/hi stinc/p03.html >

2 U.S. Census Bureau; "Historical Income Tables - People, (Table) P-2. Race and Hispanic Origin of
People by Median Income and Sex: 1947-1999;" created February 7, 2001 ;
<http://www.census.gov/hhes/income/hi stinc/p02.html >
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The largest increase in reported earnings was among those low-income non-custodid parents
who had reported earnings that were below the poverty linein 1995. This group of low-
income non-custodia parents saw increases in reported earnings of nearly 200 percent athough
this represented an increase of $3,732 to an average reported earnings of $5,631 in 1998.
Those low-income non-custodia parents who had reported earnings in excess of $14,940 saw
adecrease of 5 percent in reported earnings from 1995 to 1998.

Overdl, 8 percent of our low-income non-custodial parents had no reported earnings from
1995 through 1998. In comparison, 1 in 6 non-custodia parentsin our sample had increasesin
reported earningsin each year between 1995 and 1998.

Total support orders for low-income non-custodial parents
below the poverty line represents 69 percent of their earnings

The average amount of total support ordered for 1996 for low-income non-custodia parents
below the poverty linein 1996 was $1,249 representing 69 percent of earnings. This amount
includes dl child support for which the non-custodid parent is responsible for paying.

In 1996, the overal average of tota child support ordersin our sample was $1,552 which
represented 40 percent of reported earnings. For non-custodia parents with reported earnings
in excess of two times the poverty, total support orders were 9 percent of reported earnings.

Thisratio of 69 percent of child support ordered to reported earnings appears to exceed
Federd law that prohibits States from garnishing more than 50 to 65 percent of income
depending on whether the non-custodid parent was in arrears or supporting another family.
Theratio aso gppears to exceed the limitations on maximum award levelsin many States even
for families with multiple children.. For example, Wisconsin limits the percent of income a non-
custodia parent has to pay as support to 34 percent when there are five or more children.
Minnesotawill set a support order as a percent of income as high as 50 percent when there are
seven or more children and the non-custodia parent has a net monthly income of $1,001 or
greater. In our sample, the average number of children per non-custodia parent where support
orderswere in place was 1.4.

Monthly child support obligations increase as earnings increase

In our sample, we found that, on average, as anon-custodia parent’ sincome increased the
amount of the support order established increased. For example, in 1996 the average child
support order was $141 for non-custodia parents reporting earnings below the poverty linein
1995. The average monthly child support order for non-custodia parents who had reported
earnings of twice the poverty linein 1995 was $282. The overal
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average amount of monthly child support obligations established in 1996 was $184 (See Table

3).

Table 3

Relationship to Poverty linefor

Monthly Child Support

1995 Order
Poverty line or below $141
1 to 2 times poverty $195
More than 2 times poverty $282

Source: OIG Andys's

Federd law requires that States use an established set of guideines upon which to base child
support orders. However, most States have a process that alows exceptions which can be
used when establishing support orders for low-income non-custodia parents. These processes
range from alowing the order to deviate from the guideines because of low-incometo
establishing minimum support orders. However, in cases where a minimum support order is
part of the Stat€’ s guiddines, the State must alow some mechanism that can be used to show
that the minimum order would be inappropriate. Our previous work found that 36 percent of
cases established with aminimum order cases made no payments toward their support

obligation compared to 20 percent of cases established with a non-minimum order.?

Two factors, earnings and retroactive support, have a

plausible association with a non-custodial parent’s
compliance with a child support order

Over a 32-month period, non-custodial parents of TANF children paid on average

only 39 percent of child support owed

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Inspector General, The Establishment of

Child Support Ordersfor Low-income Non-custodial Parents, OEI-05-00390, July 2000, pg. 18.
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According to the U.S. Census Bureau, in 1997 non-custodia parents complied with 59 percent
of the support owed* This represents child support owed to families receiving TANF and
those not receiving TANF. By way of comparison, our anadysis reveded that over a 32 month
period of time our non-custodia parents paid only 39 percent of the support owed to families
recelving TANF. Our examination of compliance does not account for any informa or in-kind
support provided by anon-custodia parent.

According to our sample, those non-custodia parents who had no reported income in 1995,
the year prior to the establishment of their support orders, complied with 17 percent of the child
support due over a 32-month period of time. Over the same 32-month period of time, non-
custodia parents who had reported earnings in excess of two times the poverty linein 1995
complied with 62 percent of the child support due (See Chart 1).

For dl non-custodia parents in our sample, those non-custodid parents whose support orders
in 1996 were 15 percent or less of their income complied with 61 percent of their support
order. Non-custodia parents who had support orders that were more than 20 percent of
income in 1996 complied with 20 percent of their support order.

The combination of factors, earnings and retroactive support, have a plausible
association with a non-custodial parent’s support order compliance

Chart 1

32 Month Compliance
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4 U.S. Census Bureau; "Table 1. Child Support Payments Due and Actually Received, by Gender
1997 (People 15 years and older with own children under 21 years of age present from an absent
parent as of spring 1998)" Revised October 13, 2000;
<http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/childsupport/97tables/tabl .html >
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We examined how the various factors discussed in previous sections interact with each other in
being able to predict a non-custodia parents compliance with their support order. We found
that the earnings of non-custodid parents with children on TANF and a State policy of
charging retroactive support have a plausible association with their compliance with the support
order.

We examined the non-custodia parent’s income in the year before the support order was
established asit relates to the poverty line for 1995. We grouped the low-income non-
custodia parents' income into three categories. below the poverty line, one to two timesthe
poverty line, and more than two times the poverty line. In addition, we looked a whether the
low-income non-custodial parent had an increase in reported earnings from 1995 to 1998.

We dso reviewed whether the State charged the non-custodia parent with any front end fees
including retroactive support. Our previous work found that the longer the time for which non-
custodid parents are charged retroactive support, the lesslikely they are to make any payments
on their child support order once established.®

Findly, we caculated the percent of the total support order to the low-income non-custodia
parent’sincome. We categorized the percent of support order to income into three categories.
We defined a support order as“low” if the order was less than 15 percent, as“medium” if the
order was 15 to 20 percent, and asa“high” if the order was 20 percent or more of income.

Our analyssindicates that non-custodia parents, with income below the poverty line the year
before the establishment of the support order, comply with less of their support. In addition,
when front-end fees such as retroactive support are added to the non-custodia nt's support
order it decreases compliance with the support order. However, when a non-custodia parent
experiencesincreases in reported earnings over the time period examined, compliance
increases (See Appendix B for the results of our analyss).

Table4
Non-Custodial Increases In | Front-end fees Percent of Predicted
Parent's Earnings Income Support Orderto | Compliance
Income
A < $7,470 No Yes|Low (<15%) 19%
B. < $7,470 Yes No|Low (<15%) 54%
C. < $7,470 Yes Yes|Low (<15%) 44%
D. <$7.470 No NolLow (<15%) 29%)

Source: OIG Andysis

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Inspector General, The Establishment of
Child Support Ordersfor Low-income Non-custodial Parents, OEI-05-00390, July 2000, pg. 13.
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Table 4 presents predicted compliance rates for afew typica casesto show how changesina
non-cugtodia parent’ s Stuation effect compliance. As demonstrated in Row A, when anon-
custodia parent has earnings below the poverty line, with no increases in income and front-end
fees charged, their predicted compliance with their support order is 19 percent. However,
when that same low-income non-custodid parent has an increase in reported earnings over the
time period examined (Row C), their compliance with their support order is 44 percent.
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CONCLUSION

The mogt effective way to achieve both immediate and long-term child support payments for
children on TANF isto set redigtic support orders when compared to a non-custodial parent’s
earnings. The support order can be raised gradualy as a non-custodid parent’ s earnings
increase. Thisaction would likely result in increasing child support payments rather than starting
with a support order that is unredlistic when compared to a non-custodiad parent’s earnings.
Meanwhile, as anon-custodid parent is increasing their earnings and support payments, a
custodia parent can rely on TANF to support the family. Starting a support order too high is
more likely to have the opposite effect on payment compliance with little improvement over
time.

Thisis condggtent with the conclusions made in our earlier work examining State policies used in
the establishment of child support orders for low-income non-custodid parents. At that time,
we believed that States should experiment with State policies that determine the amount low-
income non-custodia parents must pay in child support.

Asareponse to our earlier work, the Administration for Children and Families, Office of Child
Support Enforcement issued a Policy Interpretation on September 14, 2000 to al State IV-D
Directors regarding program flexibility with respect to low-income non-custodid parents. In
that letter, OCSE informed States that they currently have the flexibility to substantially address
al theissuesraised in our earlier work.

We continue to encourage States to experiment with policies deding with low-income non-
custodid parents. We recognize that some of the experiments with policies dedling with low-
income non-custodia parents may require additional resources. We aso continue to advocate
that OCSE encourage, facilitate and evaluate State experiments that address concerns raised in
our earlier work.
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AGENCY COMMENTS

We received comments from the Administration for Children and Families. They agree with
our conclusion and described a number of specific actions which they have taken to address
findingsin this and related prior reports. In addition, ACF is providing waivers and
demondtration projects to address the complex issues which impede low income non-custodial
parents from supporting their families. Findly, ACF is preparing a detailed action plan on
improving the collection and ditribution of child support nationwide. The action plan will
include programmetic innovations to address the needs of low-income, non-custodia parents as
they move towards full responsibility for supporting their children. A complete text of their
comments can be found in Appendix C.
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Confidence Intervals

APPENDIX A

Child Support for Children on TANF

Percent of Non- Standard 90 % Confidence
Custodial Parents Error - o
Upper Limit Lower Limit
1995 - Earnings below 55% 3.73 61% 49%
$7,470
1995 - Earnings between 23% 1.83 26% 20%
$7,471 and $14,940
1995 - Earnings greater 21% 3.84 28% 15%
than $14,940
1995 - No reported 20% 3.37 25% 14%
eanings
No earnings over 4 year 8% 0.92 10% 7%
period of time
1998 - Earnings below 50% 6.3 60% 40%
$8,050
Increase in earningsin 17% 2.76 22% 13%
each year over the 4 year
period
Mean Standard 90 % Confidence
Error _ o
Upper Limit Lower Limit
1995 Reported Earnings $8,460 866 $9,884 $7,036
1996 Reported Earnings $9,639 954 $11,208 $8,069
1997 Reported Earnings $10,081 857 $11,490 $8,672
1998 Reported Earnings $10,796 975 $12,399 $9,193
1996 Total support $1,249 142 $1,482 $1,015
ordered for non-custodial
parents below the poverty
line
14 OEI-05-99-00392



Mean Standard 90 % Confidence
Error . o
Upper Limit Lower Limit
1996 Total support $1,552 175 $1,841 $1,264
ordered for al non-
custodia parents
1996 Report earnings for $1,974 360 $2,566 $1,381
non-custodial parents
below poverty line
1995 - Earnings below $141 9.58 $157 $125
$7,470
1995 - Earnings between $195 18.31 $225 $165
$7,471 and $14,940
1995 - Earnings greater $282 50.81 $366 $199
than $14,940
Monthly order for dl non- $184 14.15 $207 $161
cugtodid parents
Median Standard 90 % Confidence
Error .. -
Upper Limit Lower Limit
1995 Reported Earnings $5,468 $1,001 $7,115 $3,820
1996 Reported Earnings $7,565 $1,208 $9,552 $5,578
1997 Reported Earnings $7,998 $955 $9,569 $6,426
1998 Reported Earnings $7,884 $1,650 $10,599 $5,169
15 OEI-05-99-00392
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Total Support as Standard 90 % Confidence
a Percent of Error
Income Upper Limit Lower Limit
1996 - Earnings below 69% 0.04 76% 62%
$7,740
1996 - Earnings between 14% 0.04 17% 11%
$7,741 and $15,480
1996 - Earnings greater 9% 0.02 13% 5%
than $15,480
All non-custodid parents 40% 0.04 47% 34%
16 OEI-05-99-00392
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Regression Madel of Child Suppart Compliance

APPENDIX B

We used SUDAAN to perform our regresson analyss. SUDAAN only uses observations where dl
the data were present. We did not have complete information for 22 low-income non-custodial

parents.

Thefollowing table shows the overdl regresson for our modd. The table includes the estimate,
gandard error, t-value and significance level (probability > [t]). Thet-vaue for each variable tests for
the effect of each independent variable on the dependent value. The last column gives the probability of

thet-vaue. The t-vaues and the associated probabilities (probability > [t]) test

Regression Model of Child Support Compliance

Child Support for Children on TANF

Parameter Standard Error t-value
A. Intercept .2485 1522 1.63 .1466
B. Non-Custodial Parent’'s
Income Below $7,470 -.1682* .0719 -2.34 .0519
C. Non-Custodial Parent’s
Income $7,471 - $14,940 (Omitted

category)
D. Non-Custodial Parent’s
Income Above $14,941 1014 .0551 1.84 .1084
E. Increase In Income From
1995-1998 .2545** .0341 7.46 .0001
F. Front-end Fees Charged
(including retroactive support) -.1050** .0220 -4.77 .0020
G. “Low” Order (<15%) .2104 .1148 1.83 .1095
H. “Medium” Order (15-20%) Omitted

category)
I. “High” Order (>20%) .0213 .0996 21 .8371
* Statistically Significant at .10 level
** Statistically Significant at .05 level

17
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the hypothesis that the parameter is actualy zero and answers the question: If the true dope and
intercept were zero, what would the probability be of obtaining, by chance done, avaue asalarge or
larger than the one actually obtained.

The R-sguare term indicates the percentage of the variaion explained by the model. The R-square
vaueis .31 indicating that 31 percent of the variation in the proportion of child support paid is
explained by the modd.

Child Support for Children on TANF 18 OEI-05-99-00392



APPENDIX C

Agency Comments
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APPENDIX C

COMMENTS OF THE ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES ON
THE OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) DRAFT REPORT: éCHILD
SUPPORT FOR CHILDREN ON TANF=(OEI-05-99-00392)

Agency Comments

The Department of Health and Human Services (Department) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on this draft report, which addresses an important topic.

General Comments

This report was one of a series the Office of Inspector General (OIG) prepared on
policies and practices in Child Support Enforcement that impact on low income, non-
custodial parents. It concluded that the most effective way to achieve both immediate
and long-term child support payments for children in the Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF) program isto set realistic support orders that, given the low-
income status of many of these children® non-custodial parents, they would be able to
meet. The OIG encourages states to experiment with policies dealing with low-
income, non-custodial parents and encourages the Office of Child Support
Enforcement (OCSE) to facilitate and evaluate state experiments that address concerns
raised in their work. The report contains no specific recommendations.

ACF Comment

The OCSE recognizes that we have the responsibility to work with low-income, non-
custodial parents to encourage the long-term goals of aregular job, regular payment of
child support and participation in their childrensilives. As the reports recognized,
states are in the best position to conduct such experiments, but OCSE can encourage,
facilitate and evaluate state experimentation.

As OIG noted in the report, OCSE issued a Policy Interpretation Question (PlQ-00-03)
on September 14, 2000, in response to an earlier work. This PIQ clarifies the
flexibility that exists under Federal Title IV-D requirements in setting support
obligations and securing collections from low-income, non-custodial parents. The PIQ
addressed the recommendations of the OIG report and encouraged states to develop
relationships with, and make referrals to, employment programs, such as the
Department of Labord@Welfare-to-Work (WTW) program. The PIQ explained that
states should not retroactively modify arrearages, but have the discretion to
compromise or forgive arrears owed to the state. It also enumerated steps states can
take to limit the number of #default=cases in which the obligorsiincome is imputed
because he or she does not appear for trial, and instead, to set child support orders
based upon actual income. The OCSE also encouraged states to assist low-income,
non-custodial parents by using case management techniques and by training staff to
refer non-paying obligors to appropriate services.

In addition to the PIQ, OCSE has issued guidance on the WTW program to encourage
state Title IV-D agencies to collaborate with WTW grantees to help them serve low-
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APPENDIX C

parents. The OCSE's Regiona Offices convened a meeting of federal, state and local
staff to discuss child support arrears management and devel op strategies states can use to
avoid or minimize the accrual of large amounts of arrears and how to manage arrears for
low-income, non-custodial parents, if arrears do accumulate. A report of the findingsis
available to all statesfor their reference. In addition, OCSE is providing waivers to ten
statesto run Fragile Family Demonstration projects. The projects test approaches to
serving young never married, non-custodial parents who may have obstacles to
employment and who do not have a child support order. Each of the projectsincludes an
independent evaluation. The OCSE has also announced the availability of funds for state
demonstration grants for broad collaborative efforts and outreach by child support
agencies with awide range of human services programs, faith-based organizations and
community groups. Thisisto promote family self-sufficiency by addressing the complex
issues, which impede low-income, non-custodial parents from supporting their families.

Agency Comments

Thiswinter, ACF will submit to the Secretary an Action Plan setting out a bold
comprehensive agenda for improving collection and distribution of child support
nationwide. The Action Plan will include a section of programmatic innovations to
address the needs of low-income, non-custodial parents as they move toward full
responsibility for supporting their children. We will make good use of the OIG studiesin
devel oping these plans, and we appreciate the usefulness of this work as guidance for our
efforts.
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