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Executive Summary

Introduction

This report presents the findings of a project to explore ways to improve the automated use of electronic sources of income information in the establishment and modification of child support orders. The underlying hypothesis behind increasing State child support agencies’ use of automated income information is that presenting actual income information will reduce the need to impute income to noncustodial parents in the order establishment process. This in turn might improve the quality of support orders in two ways: 1) by ensuring that orders are not set too low, thereby depriving the children of needed support; and 2) by avoiding the entry of orders that are too high, which, if unpaid, can lead to accumulation of excessive arrears. Ultimately, more accurate support orders should increase both the emotional and financial support noncustodial parents provide to their children.

This report examines the policy and operational background related to the use of automated income information for the establishment of child support orders. It also presents the findings of a five-State case review on the current use of electronic information to establish and modify orders. Finally, the report outlines a model approach that could be used to improve the determination of child support order amounts by increasing the automated use of electronic information and ensuring that the most recent income information is available to the child support agency. 

Policy and Operational Background

All jurisdictions—except for Connecticut, Mississippi, and the District of Columbia—have policies for imputing income to noncustodial parents.
 Income information is typically imputed in two circumstances: 1) noncustodial parent income information is missing; or 2) the noncustodial parent is unemployed or underemployed. An automated tool for obtaining recent income information for the parent may reduce the frequency that imputed income is used as the basis for setting support, since other evidence of actual income could be presented. While a regular practice of imputing income facilitates getting new orders in place quickly, it nearly always results in the entry of a support order that is not in line with the parent’s actual ability to pay support. 

States have a number of income data sources that already are automated and could be electronically matched against the child support database to provide some income information for noncustodial parents. The two major sources of automated income information currently used by States are: 1) new hire information, provided through the State and National Directory of New Hires (SDNH and NDNH); and 2) unemployment information, provided by the State Workforce Agency (SWA) as well as NDNH. Other automated income sources that States can use include:

· State personal income tax returns (in States that assess income tax);

· Expanded Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS);

· Direct links to FPLS data sources;

· State corrections agencies;

· State TANF systems; and 

· Bureau of Labor Statistics.  

While income data sources may be technically available, States sometimes do not use them because of barriers such as:

· Policy concerns; 

· Process issues;

· Data availability and automation issues;

· Data quality concerns; and 

· Workload constraints.

Findings From the Five-State Case Review

The project included a five-State case review to examine the use of automated sources of information to establish and modify child support orders in Arizona, Colorado, Maine, Tennessee, and West Virginia. Major findings from that study include:

· Sources of Information. In almost one third (29 percent) of the orders reviewed, the noncustodial parent’s employment or income information came from an electronic source. Of those cases, nearly three quarters (73 percent) involved an employer originally discovered through new hire reports. Income or employment information came from non-electronic sources in 71 percent of the cases.
· Public Assistance Status. We looked at whether the original source of employment or income information differed based on the public assistance status of the custodial parent 
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(current, former, or never TANF), and found little variation. Electronic income or 
employment information was the original source in 36 percent of the active public assistance cases, 34 percent of the former public assistance cases, and 25 percent of the never-assistance cases.

· Order amount. One of the more significant findings was that the source of information had little effect on the amount of the child support order. When the income or employment information originated from an electronic source, the average order amount was $266 per month. For orders based on non-electronic sources of income information, the average order amount was $279 per month. However, the average order amount in cases where the original source of income information was unknown was only $223 per month.

· Cases with Payments. For those noncustodial parents who made at least one payment within six months after the order was entered, obligors were significantly more likely to make a payment on cases where the source of employment information was not electronic. For cases in which the income or employment information was originally obtained from a non-electronic source, 85 percent of the obligors made a payment within six months. This compares with 72 percent of noncustodial parents who made payments on cases where the income or employment information was originally provided by an electronic source. Where no employer was identified, only 39 percent of noncustodial parents made a payment within six months.
· Child Support Compliance. We also measured compliance with the child support order by comparing the amount paid to the amount due over a six-month period and found that where income or employment information originated from a non-electronic source, obligors paid 75 percent of the amount due. This compared with 64 percent compliance for cases where income or employment information originated from an electronic source and 51 percent compliance among noncustodial parents where no employer was identified. The difference between 75 and 51 percent is statistically significant. 
· Income Verification. The case reviews revealed that it took less time to verify income from an electronic source than from a non-electronic source. While it took an average of 55 days to verify income when the information originated from a non-electronic source, it only took 36 days when the income information originated from an electronic source.
· Average Number of Days to Establish Order. Even though income verification was accomplished more quickly when the source of the information was electronic, there still was no difference in the amount of time it took to establish the support order. For the cases reviewed, it took an average of 168 days from the time the income or employment 
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information was received until the order was entered. The average number of days was the same whether the income or employment information originated from an electronic or non-electronic source. 

Recommendations

Given the variation in States’ procedural and technical capabilities, developing a single detailed plan for all States to use would not be practical. Nevertheless, we recommend an approach with key elements that could be incorporated into any plan a State may develop to make better use of automated income data: 

1. Include income information directly on the new hire report;

2. Use electronic sources to locate and contact employers for income and other employment information; and

3. Simultaneously obtain information from non-electronic sources (often the custodial and noncustodial parents), and use this information to verify electronic information and provide quality control.

To expand the use of electronic sources, here is a two-tiered approach for leveraging both State and Federal data sources.

Key elements of the first tier are:

· Expand and enhance the automation of new hire information;

· Expand outreach to employers and increase new hire compliance;

· Provide access to State personal income tax return information;

· Gain access to other existing State databases;

· Access credit bureau reports;

· Review and amend State statutes to ensure that information is legally accessible and can be used;

· Enhance automation and interface features in the State child support system;

· Enhance State systems to provide employment histories; and

· Create a decision matrix.

The second tier would maximize the use of automated income data that exists in a centralized or Federally maintained system by enhancing the FPLS. The Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement could make the data at the Federal level more usable for State systems to: 
______________________________________________________________________________________
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· Increase the frequency of data matches;

· Encourage or require electronic submission; and

· Provide online access to FPLS.

In addition, we recommend that the Federal and State governments explore the feasibility of developing a model for sharing data where states directly access some national and State data sources for income information rather than receiving the same data from a centralized system that compiles and sends data to the states. We call this model a “distributed” model in the sense that data sources accessed by states are decentralized. For instance, a state may want to directly access the income database of a military base within its borders or of a neighboring state’s workforce agency system in order to shorten the cycle time of obtaining income data.

Implementing these recommendations would provide States with more recent and accurate income information for noncustodial parents. When State child support agencies have accurate income information for the establishment of support orders, they are less likely to impute income to the noncustodial parent. The result should be child support orders that reflect the noncustodial parent’s ability to pay support. This, in turn, will benefit custodial parents and children by increasing the emotional and financial support provided by noncustodial parents.  
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Chapter I

Introduction

Background

This report presents the findings of a project to explore ways to improve the automated use of electronic sources of income information in the establishment and modification of child support orders. The underlying hypothesis behind increasing State child support agencies’ use of automated income information is that presenting actual income information will reduce the need to impute income to noncustodial parents in the order establishment process. This in turn might improve the quality of support orders in two ways: 1) by ensuring that orders are not set too low, thereby depriving the children of needed support; and 2) by avoiding the entry of orders that are too high, which, if unpaid, can lead to accumulation of excessive arrears. Ultimately, more accurate support orders should increase both the emotional and financial support noncustodial parents provide to their children.  

National Policy Context

Most States have policies for imputing income—that is, assuming earnings at some specified level—to noncustodial parents when actual income information is missing or when the noncustodial parent is unemployed or underemployed.
 While there are legitimate and proper reasons to impute income in some circumstances, the practice can be problematic if the imputed income is substantially higher or lower than the noncustodial parent’s actual income. This causes the support order to be set at a level that either exceeds the noncustodial parent’s ability to pay, or else it fails to provide adequate support to the children given the noncustodial parent’s income level.

All States have a number of electronic income data sources that can be accessed in an automated fashion, including State and National new hire reports, quarterly wage and unemployment data, and State TANF systems. Many States also have databases containing income tax return information, departments of corrections records, and departments of  labor statistics. All of these sources of income information and their potential as automated sources for income information are discussed in detail in Chapter II.

Objectives of Study

The major objective of this study was to determine how automated income information could be used to improve States’ practices in establishing child support orders. The means to achieve this objective have evolved somewhat since the project commenced.

In the initial stages of this project, a needs assessment was conducted to document current practices and identify States’ needs for automating income information. It became apparent through discussions with States during this needs assessment, however, that a one-size-fits-all approach to the use of automated data was not feasible. Many States have already implemented the use of integrated automated income data tools. Even for States that are not maximizing the use of income information sources, the variety of State automated systems, differences in State policies for accessing and using data, as well as fiscal constraints felt by the States made it difficult to discuss the concept of standardizing an approach for all States in automating their access to electronic income information. Since these conditions are State specific, the original project plan to develop a pilot system was abandoned after consultation with the Federal Project Officer. Instead the project was refocused to:

· Collect and analyze State data to determine how often income or employer information from automated (electronic) sources is used in the establishment and modification of child support orders;
· From the data collected, analyze whether certain child support outcomes are different in cases where income or employer information originated from electronic sources, compared to information provided by the custodial or noncustodial parent; and
· Identify an approach with key elements that could be incorporated into any plan a State may develop to make better use of automated income data.

Methodology

Eight States were selected as potential participants in the project: Alaska, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, and Washington. IV-D Directors were contacted in these States to gain their support and cooperation for the project needs assessment. With the Directors’ approval, we then contacted staff responsible for both policy development and for their statewide automated systems. With assistance from these staff, we researched key issues relating to the project, including:

· Guideline policies for each participating State;

· State statutes, regulations, policies, and court rules for accessing income information in the selected States;

· Federal legal basis for States to access income information;

· Capabilities of each State to store and access computerized income data, including national new hire and quarterly wage data; and

· Data format for computerized income files, including national new hire and quarterly wage data.

We used this information to develop the needs assessment. Once the project objectives were revised (as discussed above), we analyzed how income or employer information is used in the establishment of child support orders. Specifically, this study addressed four research questions:

· How often is income or employer information from electronic sources used to establish or modify an order?  

· When income or employer information is originally obtained from an electronic source, what are the typical order amounts? Are they lower than order amounts from non-electronic sources? 

· Do child support payments differ for orders based on information from electronic sources than for orders based on non-electronic sources?

· Is the length of time needed to establish or modify an order less for orders that were based on income or employer information originating from electronic sources than for those originating from non-electronic sources?
Five States were selected to participate in this part of the study: Arizona, Colorado, Maine, Tennessee, and West Virginia. These States provided a random sample of child support cases that had orders established or modified within the past year. For the selected cases, States provided detailed case information from their automated systems or hard case files. Comparisons were then drawn among three groups of cases: 1) those where the income or employment information originated from an electronic source, 2) those where the income or employment information originated from a non-electronic source, and 3) those where no employer was identified. 

Organization of the Report

This report presents the findings of the needs assessment and the data collection activities, and then sets forth a set of conclusions and recommendations. In Chapter II, we detail the policy and operational background for using automated income information. Chapter III presents the results of the data collection and analysis from sampled cases in the five States, as described above. In Chapter IV, we outline a model approach that could improve the determination of child support order amounts by increasing the automated use of electronic income information and ensuring that the most recent income information is available to the child support agency.
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Chapter II

Policy and Operational Background

Introduction

This chapter assesses the issues and potential solutions for improving the use of automated sources of income information for determining support order amounts. Specifically, it details:

· Purposes for and Methods of Imputing Income. Imputing income to the noncustodial parent is a common practice used by States in calculating support order amounts for noncustodial parents whose incomes are unknown. We discuss the circumstances of noncustodial parents that lead States to impute income, as well as the different methods States use for setting an assumed income level.
· Potential Automated Sources of Income Data. States and the Federal government track work histories and earnings of workers in order to operate a variety of programs. These automated income and location databases may provide information on wages and income for noncustodial parents. We evaluate the Federal laws and regulations that allow such use. We then evaluate both Federal and State level automated sources of income data that could be used for determining support order amounts. 

· Barriers to the Use of Automated Income Data. Even when it is possible to obtain income information from automated databases, there may be barriers to its use. We examine policy concerns, process issues, data availability and automation issues, data quality concerns, and workload constraints that affect the efficient use of automated income data in determining support order amounts.

· Practices in Selected States. Some States have developed efficient practices for accessing automated sources of income data for the purpose of determining support order amounts. We discuss the practices used in Alaska, Maine, Massachusetts, South Dakota, Texas, and Oregon.

Why and How Is Income Imputed?

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) issued two reports in 2000 addressing the establishment of child support orders for low-income noncustodial parents. For the first report, the OIG conducted a case record review and in-depth interviews in 10 States. The purpose was to examine the methods used to determine the financial obligations of low-income noncustodial parents, and the relationship of those methods to the parents’ child support payment levels.
 In a second companion report, the OIG reported the findings of a nationwide survey of policies on income imputation.
 This survey revealed that all jurisdictions except Connecticut, Mississippi, and the District of Columbia have policies for imputing income.
 As background information, it is useful to examine the typical circumstances in which noncustodial parent income will be imputed. This is particularly useful, since improving the child support enforcement (CSE) agency’s access to financial information may reduce the frequency of income imputation. 

Income information is typically imputed in two circumstances:

· Income Information Is Missing. Most States impute income to the noncustodial parent if actual income information is not available. The OIG case reviews revealed that in almost half (46 percent) of the cases sampled where the support order amount was based on imputed income, the noncustodial parent had not provided income documentation or the noncustodial parent failed to appear at a scheduled conference or hearing.
 The rationale for imputing income in these cases is that the court or administrative agency setting the order must use some income amount, even if the parent’s actual income is unknown. Otherwise, parents could benefit from their failure to provide income documentation or sworn testimony about their income. In these cases, an automated tool for providing recent income information of the parent may reduce the frequency that imputed income is used as the basis for setting support, since other evidence of actual income could be presented.

· Unemployment and Underemployment. Most States have a policy of imputing income to unemployed or underemployed noncustodial parents. The OIG case reviews found that income was imputed because the noncustodial parent was unemployed or underemployed in over a third (37 percent) of the cases they reviewed with imputed income. Underemployed typically means the noncustodial parent works less than full time or works at a job that does not make full use of his or her skills. In these cases, income may be imputed at minimum wage for a forty-hour workweek. The rationale for imputing income when the noncustodial parent is unemployed or underemployed is based on the assumption that noncustodial parents can and should find full-time employment in order to support their children. In addition, noncustodial parents may claim that they are unemployed when they actually have income from work in the underground economy or from some other undisclosed source. Imputing income ensures that noncustodial parents do not escape their obligations simply because they are not actively looking for work or because their income is hidden. Income imputation in cases of unemployment and underemployment is often required by State child support guidelines. Therefore, an automated tool may not reduce the frequency that income is imputed in these cases. 

The OIG’s survey of State policies revealed that 30 States have policies for imputing income under either of two circumstances: 1) if the noncustodial parent fails to provide income information; or 2) if the noncustodial parent is currently unemployed or underemployed. Another five States say they impute income only if the noncustodial parent fails to provide relevant information. An additional 13 States reported that their policy is to impute income only if the noncustodial parent is unemployed or underemployed. It is not clear from the survey results how these 13 States determine income on cases where information is missing. In addition, the OIG survey did not specifically ask States if, rather than imputing income, they would use income information from automated sources in cases where the noncustodial parent fails to provide proof of income. However, the other OIG report—which included case samples and interviews with caseworkers—stated that most caseworkers they interviewed said that if the noncustodial parent fails to appear or provide documentation, the caseworkers search for income information through an automated interface with the State labor or tax record system.
While a regular practice of imputing income facilitates getting new orders in place quickly, it can have a negative impact on noncustodial parents’ payment compliance rates. The OIG case review study found that cases with orders determined by using imputed income have a lower rate of payment than cases with orders determined using actual income. Of the cases with imputed income, 44 percent generated no child support payments over a 32-month period, while only 11 percent of the cases in which income was not imputed generated no payments during the same period. Of course, this finding is not surprising when one considers that income is usually imputed when the noncustodial parent’s employer is not known, which then makes it impossible to collect the support through income withholding. 

The amount of income to be imputed also varies among States. According to the OIG policy survey, 35 States base imputed income on the premise that the noncustodial parent should be able to work at minimum wage for 40 hours per week. Fifteen States consider the area wage rate. In addition, the study found that States consider such factors as the area employment rate, as well as the noncustodial parent’s education, skills and experience, most recent job, and disabilities.

Potential Sources of Automated Income Data

Relevant Federal Laws and Regulations.  Several Federal laws and regulations permit the use of income information from automated sources in the establishment of child support orders. In 1996 Congress passed the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA). Among the many provisions of this Act was the creation of a national system of reporting of newly hired employees. All employers in the country (including labor organizations) are required to report new hires to a designated State agency within 20 days of hire.
 The reported new hires are then matched with information in a State case registry of child support orders to help the child support agency locate noncustodial parents and their employers. The State agency is also required to forward the new hire information to the National Directory of New Hires (NDNH) to be matched against the Federal Case Registry of child support orders.
 The NDNH is a component of the Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS). Congress has authorized States to use data from FPLS for the purpose of establishing parentage or establishing, setting the amount of, modifying, or enforcing child support obligations.
 

The new hire reporting procedures do not require that employers provide wage information on the new hire reports submitted to the State.
 However, separate from new hire reporting, employers have long been required to submit quarterly reports of aggregate wage and identifying information for each of their employees. These reports are generally made to State Workforce Agencies (SWAs), which in turn must provide the information to the Federal government along with similar data for individuals receiving unemployment compensation.

The only other reference in Federal law to the use of automated income data is in provisions relating to review and adjustment of support orders. There, Congress allows States to use automated methods, such as comparisons with wage data and State income tax data, to identify orders eligible for review and potential modification.

Sources of Automated Income Information. Ideally, the wide range of automated income data available to CSE agencies could be used when the noncustodial parent’s income is unknown, thereby eliminating the need for the agency or court to impute income. Exhibit II-1 below displays possible sources of automated income information. 

Exhibit II-1

Automated Sources of Noncustodial Parent Income Information 
Available to CSE Agencies

	Automated Sources of Income Information
	Description
	Typical Link of Automated Income Source to CSE Automated System

	State Workforce Agency (SWA)
	The State agency charged with administration of the unemployment compensation program receives individual wage and unemployment information quarterly from employers covered by the State unemployment compensation program. In turn, the State agency furnishes the information to the State CSE agency for purposes of child support actions permissible under Federal law.

Coverage: Varies by State, but typically all employees whose employers pay unemployment insurance, as well as self-employed workers who pay unemployment insurance.

Not Covered: Federal employees, current and former military personnel, railroad workers, public school employees, and some religious organizations. Other categories vary by State.
	CSE caseworkers can typically log on to the SWA system from their State’s CSE automated system. Some States have automated interfaces between SWA and CSE (e.g., Maine). 

	State New Hire Reporting 
	Employers are required to report all new hires to the State for purposes of child support enforcement. Generally, the information required in the reports is basic (e.g., name, social security number, employer, address), but States may require additional information such as income or wage rate and availability of health insurance coverage. We are aware of only two States (Oklahoma and Maine) that require employers to report income or wage information. Some States also require businesses to report newly contracted workers who receive income that is subject to IRS 1099 reporting.

Coverage: Employees, and in some instances, contractors.

Not Covered: Self-employed workers. 
	States create an electronic file of new hire reports in their State. Most States match the electronic file against their CSE caseload, particularly to update employer information for income withholding.

	State Personal Income Tax Returns
	CSE caseworkers can access income information from State personal income tax returns in a few States. This type of income sharing is more likely in States where the CSE agency is located under the State’s tax agency (e.g., Massachusetts Department of Revenue), but this occurs in only a handful of States. Further, not all States assess a State personal income tax (e.g., Alaska). 

Coverage:  Employees and self-employed workers who report income to the State tax agency.

Not Covered:  Workers who do not report income.
	Some States have an automated interface with the State’s taxing authority. 

	Expanded Federal Parent Locator Services Data (FPLS)

	States are required to provide their new hire reports, State case registry data,
 and SWA data to the Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE). OCSE merges State reports to form the FPLS database. This database is expanded by incorporating quarterly wage data for employees of all Federal agencies except:

· Central Intelligence Agency (CIA);

· National Security Agency (NSA); and

· Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).

FPLS performs automatic locate functions by comparing data from the NDNH to data in the FCR. 

IRS data available to FPLS do not include Federal personal income reports.

Miscellaneous income reported on IRS Form 1099 is available as an external locate source. Generally, 1099 income is viewed as supplemental to wage earnings. 1099 information includes reports of earnings from financial institutions, self-employment, stocks and bonds, capital gains, interest, royalties, and prizes. It also includes addresses from employers and financial institutions who report 1099 income.
	First, if FPLS finds that a noncustodial parent in the FCR has a new job or is claiming unemployment insurance benefits, or if quarterly wage information is available, it automatically notifies any State with a related child support case.  Second, at the request of a State CSE Parent Locator Service, FPLS will search various other (external) Federal databases in an attempt to locate noncustodial parents and their assets. Some States only use the locate component of FPLS. Other States have built automated capacities to periodically capture income information from FPLS.  

	Direct Links to FPLS Data Sources
	Some States have direct links to sources also available through FPLS. For example, one jurisdiction located near a military base reported that they work directly with DoD to obtain information. Also, a State may have a direct agreement with another State rather than going through FPLS to access the other State’s SWA information.
	No consistent pattern. 

	State Corrections Agencies
	Although databases managed by States’ corrections agencies do not necessarily contain income information, incarceration in itself indicates that the noncustodial parent’s earnings are limited.
	Few, but an increasing number of jurisdictions. No consistent pattern.

	State TANF Systems
	Some noncustodial parents are custodians of other children receiving Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF). Although this occurs in a negligible number of cases, this could serve as another indication of whether the noncustodial parent was employed.
	All States can link IV-D and TANF data, although automation capabilities vary. 

	Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) on Average Earnings for Particular Occupations
	The Federal BLS and many States track average earnings for particular occupations. Some establishment caseworkers use this information if the noncustodial parent’s occupation is known but his or her current income is not known. Income may be imputed at the average wage rate for that occupation.
	Mostly done manually.


Ideally, the child support caseworker would check for available income information from any of these automated sources before imputing income to a noncustodial parent. As noted in the OIG report of case record reviews, most caseworkers who were interviewed in the 10 States involved in the study said they frequently check SWA for noncustodial parent income information, but they do not always use the other sources listed in Exhibit II-1. However, this study was conducted prior to the implementation of the expanded FPLS.  

In general, various research studies indicate that income information from SWA is matched to about 50 to 60 percent of noncustodial parents.
 University of Texas researchers found that they were able to discover income information for 9 percent more of the noncustodial parents in their study when they used FPLS instead of just Texas SWA quarterly wage data.
 The Texas researchers believe other States might have an even higher percent of additional matches with FPLS because many noncustodial parents move to Texas from other States in order to find employment, and other States would discover Texas employment through FPLS.
Barriers to the Use of Automated Income Sources

A variety of barriers may limit the effectiveness of using noncustodial parent income information from automated income sources. As discussed below, these include:

· Policy concerns;

· Process issues;

· Data availability and automation issues;

· Data quality concerns; and

· Workload constraints.

Policy Concerns

Even where automated income information is technically available, State policy can sometimes serve as an impediment to maximizing the use of those automated sources. These policies often reflect a political choice made by the State regarding the financial responsibility of parents to their children and assumptions regarding the availability of work. Below we provide four examples of State policies that call for overriding the use of income information obtained from an automated source. 

1. It is not uncommon for income reported through automated sources to reveal that the noncustodial parent earned less than minimum wage for a 40-hour workweek. In fact, one California study found that about half of income discovered through automated sources was below full time, minimum wage earnings.
 As we mentioned above, many States have a policy in this case of imputing income at full-time minimum wage employment (e.g., Colorado). A few States have incorporated this policy into their child support guidelines. That is, the guidelines provide for a presumption of full-time, minimum wage employment, unless the noncustodial parent demonstrates that he or she has physical or mental disabilities or other constraints that prohibit full-time minimum wage employment. South Dakota applies this guidelines-based presumption to both the noncustodial and custodial parent. The rationale is that both parents should work in order to provide financial support for their children (barring incapacity to work full time) and that jobs are available for those who want to work.

2. In other situations, information from automated sources may show that the noncustodial parent is unemployed, but the State’s policy is to consider unemployment as a temporary condition (e.g., Alaska). In some of these States, income will be imputed by assuming that the noncustodial parent is able to work year-round, full time at his or her usual hourly rate, unless there is evidence of consistent, year-to-year seasonal employment. If there is consistent seasonal employment, some States (e.g., Vermont) will determine the noncustodial parent’s income by averaging the seasonal income and unemployment benefits. 

3. Data from automated income sources can be indicative of erratic employment (e.g., wages vary significantly from quarter to quarter or may only be available for one out of the last four quarters). In these cases, State policy may deem this income information inadequate. For example, when reviewing cases for its modification project, Alaska’s policy is to use income from automated sources only if it is available for four consecutive quarters. 

4. Confidentiality and privacy considerations come into play, causing States to limit access to data that is of a sensitive and personal nature. For example, many States do not allow the CSE agency access to State income tax records.

Process Issues

Process barriers arise mainly from the complexity or lack of clarity in the procedures for how child support caseworkers are to handle income information. Below are three examples of these barriers.

1. Separate automated sources may identify the same income source for the same reporting period. Depending on the sophistication of the IV-D system, caseworkers may have to manually designate which income report to use. The workers may also have to go online directly to the automated source (e.g., the SWA system) and review the information, or may even have to contact the employer to determine if the separate sources are reporting the same income.

2. Caseworkers are often required to make subjective judgments if a noncustodial parent has seasonal or part-time employment to supplement full-time employment. The income information by itself is not necessarily sufficient to determine the temporary or part-time status of the income source. For example, the caseworker may have to research past patterns of employment to determine if the income is from seasonal or part-time employment. Then the caseworker must apply the State’s procedures to determine how the seasonal or part-time income should be included in the calculation to determine a support order amount.

3. Receipt of new income information is often sufficient to trigger the review and modification of an existing order. When new employer information is received subsequent to the establishment of the initial order, the child support caseworker is often responsible only for verification of employment and not for initiating a review and modification based on the new income information.

Data Availability and Automation Issues

Technical and other problems can limit the use of automated sources even where they are otherwise available. We have identified three problem areas below.

1. Not all child support caseworkers have access to income information available through FPLS (e.g., Jefferson County, Kentucky). In some States, caseworkers only receive automated updates to income information in selected cases (e.g., Colorado obtains it for cases in locate status only). In most of these situations, data availability is a technical issue.

2. Even though caseworkers in some States have manual online access to automated income databases, they have to invest their own time in methodically working through child support cases and income databases to locate income sources for the noncustodial parents. Caseworkers may not receive sufficient training to efficiently use the income databases that are available.

3. Even though some States’ IV-D systems have automatic interfaces with electronic income databases, caseworkers usually have to manually copy the income information into the module that calculates support order amounts according to the State’s guidelines.

Data Quality Concerns

Even where income information is available from automated sources, its use may be limited due to concerns regarding the quality or completeness of the data.

1. SWA data do not include earnings from employers who do not contribute to the State unemployment fund. Every state has different regulations about what groups and individuals are and are not required to report, but generally Federal agencies operating in a State, military installations, some religious organizations, and other agencies and organizations are not required to report to SWA.

2. Federal timeframes require the CSE agency to acquire quarterly wage information from the SWA by the end of the fourth month following the end of the quarter. Consequently, the data may be six months old by the time the CSE agency receives it. It is not surprising that the longer it takes for the agency to get the information, the less likely it is that the noncustodial parent will still be at that job or will have the same wages. While the timeliness of information matters more for locating income sources for income withholding, it also limits the usefulness of the data for establishment and modification purposes. 

3. Income information reported to the SWA in the quarterly wage reports is very limited. No information is provided indicating the number of hours worked or the full- or part-time status of the employee. Therefore, the CSE agency often has to get additional information from the employer.

Workload Constraints

Workload constraints can also limit an agency’s use of automated sources. If child support caseworkers are struggling with large caseloads and have to access sources manually, it can be difficult for them to keep employment and income information current. Even when automated systems match data electronically, if caseworkers have to follow up manually, they can fall behind in taking the next action on a large number of cases. In general, if caseworkers do not have adequate time to work their cases proactively, then they cannot use the tools that are available to them. 

Selected States’ Practices

Alaska

Through a Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement Section 1115 demonstration grant, Alaska developed an automated tool to use income data from electronic sources for the purposes of reviewing and modifying current support orders. The automated tool:  

· Sorts through noncustodial parent income information from SWA and FPLS on cases with current support orders;

· Determines whether the income information from the automated source is appropriate for use in a guidelines calculation; and

· If deemed appropriate, the automated income information is run through a guidelines calculator to determine whether the suggested change in the order amount meets the State-determined threshold for order modification (i.e., a 15 percent change upward or downward). 

Although the grant was intended to create an automated process for the review and adjustment of child support orders based on income information from automated sources, it also has proven beneficial for support order establishment. Establishment workers use the income screen created for the review and adjustment process, which chronologically displays income information and source (e.g., SWA or specific FPLS source). Information is downloaded to the screen nightly. The Alaska CSE Division establishment unit has found the income screen particularly useful since many of Alaska’s noncustodial parents live in other States. In addition, because some of Alaska’s largest industries (e.g., seafood processing, construction, retail trade, and hotel and lodging) only employ laborers seasonally, noncustodial parents frequently work in other States during the winter, when Alaska employment opportunities dwindle. Income information from FPLS, which shows up on the income screen, helps locate income earned in other States. 

Alaska’s automated application has resulted in:

· A fourfold increase in the number of orders reviewed;

· A substantial increase in the number of orders modified, particularly upward; and

· Order amounts that better reflect the noncustodial parent’s actual income.
A limitation of the application is that few cases with current support orders are matched to income information. This is partly because the agency’s policy is to consider the match successful and appropriate for an automated review only if income information is available from automated sources for four consecutive quarters and the noncustodial parent did not receive unemployment compensation during those four quarters. As a result, the agency only achieved a successful income match in four percent of the cases reviewed. As discussed earlier, other studies have shown that CSE agencies that do not require four consecutive quarters of income information achieve higher match rates. 

The system design and programming of Alaska’s automated approach took almost two years to complete and cost several hundred thousand dollars. However, this development included much more than the income screen—it also included the design and programming of a fully automated review and adjustment process. 

Maine

The Maine CSE agency has automated interfaces with a number of information sources. The agency is working to increase the accuracy of support orders and decrease the rate of noncustodial parent defaults in order establishment and modification actions.
 

At the time we interviewed Maine staff members for this project, they were involved in a major restructuring of the State’s IV-D automated system. When the new system is completed, it will automatically review cases every year for possible modification. Eventually, the establishment process will be similarly automated, with the system pulling income information from electronic sources and then running a guidelines calculation without manual input from a caseworker. 

Currently, child support caseworkers in Maine use the following sources of income:

· New hire reports from States that require employers to report the employee’s income;

· Quarterly SWA wage records;

· Manual investigation of income sources by child support caseworkers;

· Department of Revenue tax information; and

· Unemployment insurance records.

Maine CSE staff told us that while having a broad range of income sources has its benefits, it does present challenges for automation. For instance, multiple sources may report the same income, but the system cannot identify them as being the same. Therefore, caseworkers review the income sources for both the custodial and noncustodial parents on income screens, and then select online (with a point and click) those sources to include in the review and adjustment process. When the caseworkers are satisfied with the income sources, they submit the information automatically to the guidelines module.

Massachusetts

The Massachusetts CSE program resides in the State’s revenue agency. This has facilitated their access to tax and quarterly wage databases through an automatic interface. While this interface is used primarily for enforcement purposes, access to the information also helps child support caseworkers locate income sources for establishment or review and modification of support orders. Caseworkers may navigate through an online database of income data in order to obtain information for an establishment action or to determine if they should proceed with a review and adjustment of an existing order. They can use the income information directly in the guidelines calculation, or they may choose to contact the noncustodial parent’s employer directly to get a more current verification of income. While caseworkers have to manually enter income data into the review and adjustment module, Massachusetts’s plans for future automation include an automated upload of the automated income data into this module.

The revenue agency updates its tax files regularly throughout the year, and particularly during the tax season. The CSE agency updates its quarterly wage records twice per quarter. The income databases from the revenue agency are particularly helpful in providing income data for noncustodial parents who are self-employed and those who work for organizations that do not report to the Commonwealth’s SWA. 

The fact that Massachusetts’s CSE program resides within the Department of Revenue gives it an advantage for accessing tax information, and we did not interview any other State CSE agencies that have automated interfaces with State tax databases. However, some other States whose programs are not in their State’s tax agencies have statutes that allow the CSE agency to obtain tax data on a case-by-case basis (e.g., Iowa).

Oregon

The IV-D program in Oregon has an automated interface with their State Department of Labor quarterly wage database. The interface is updated each night, and the most recent report from a single employer is loaded onto the CSE program’s system. However, to be complete in their research, child support caseworkers usually manually access the Department of Labor’s database online to confirm wages from all employers. The workers can open a dual session with the Department of Labor system and the CSE system, but they still have to enter the income information manually into the guidelines module. 

The CSE system does not have an automatic interface with the State’s unemployment insurance database, but caseworkers have online access. Creating an interface with the unemployment insurance database is a likely project for future automation.

The statutory authority for the CSE program’s access to the automated income data comes from Oregon Statute §180.320. The statute gives broad authority for the IV-D program to access electronic records maintained by any agency of the State, including the Department of Labor. An intergovernmental agreement between the IV-D program and the Department of Labor also governs the exchange of information.

South Dakota

The South Dakota CSE agency’s standard practice for the establishment of child support orders is to start with income information from automated sources, and use income imputation as a tool of last resort. Establishment caseworkers search for income information from automated sources (e.g., SWA and FPLS; note that FPLS information is downloaded to South Dakota weekly), and then proceed as follows:

· If Income from an Automated Source Is Found. The caseworker calculates the support order and notifies the noncustodial parent that a support order is being established. The notice contains the support order amount calculated using the income from the automated source. If the noncustodial parent does not contest the action, the order is entered through administrative process. If the noncustodial parent contests the action, he or she must return a financial affidavit with supporting income information. In turn, if the financial affidavit is returned, the support order is calculated based on the financial affidavit. If the financial affidavit is not returned, the support order is entered as provided in the notification.

· If Income from an Automated Source Is Not Found. If income information is not available from automated sources and there is no indication of unemployment or disability, income is imputed at the average South Dakota wage, which is about two-and-a-half times minimum wage. As a general rule, this encourages the petitioned noncustodial parent to complete a financial affidavit and provide supporting income documentation. If there is evidence of unemployment, the caseworker will apply the noncustodial parent’s full-time earnings to the guidelines calculation.

Texas

Texas’s CSE agency has an automatic interface with the State’s quarterly wage records, and the child support caseworkers have online access to the State’s unemployment insurance payments. The State uses quarterly wage and unemployment insurance benefit data from NDNH. Further, the State gives employers the option to report income and wage data on the State’s new hire reporting form. Finally, through its online location tool, the State can access credit report information for noncustodial parents. It uses these data to verify income with a tool that evaluates the noncustodial parent’s debt history and determines if the reported income can support a new debt load.

Chapter III

The Use of Electronic Information to

Establish and Modify Orders:

Findings from Five States

Introduction 

This project examined recently established and modified child support orders to help determine how often income or employer information from electronic automated sources is used in the establishment and modification of orders. The study also considered whether certain child support order outcomes are different among cases where noncustodial parent income or employer information originates from electronic sources compared to when it was originally and directly received from a non-electronic source, such as the noncustodial or custodial parent. Specifically, this analysis addresses several research questions:

· How often is income or employer information from electronic sources used to establish or modify an order? As we discussed in Chapter II, child support agencies typically ask non-custodial parents to provide documentation of actual income as part of the agencies’ order establishment or modification processes. The requested documentation varies by State or jurisdiction, but it is likely to include such items as personal income tax returns, pay stubs, or an income affidavit. If this information is not provided, however, the child support caseworker may use electronic automated sources to discover income or identify the parent’s employer. If an employer is discovered through an electronic source, the caseworker typically follows up with the employer to verify the employment and obtain current income of the noncustodial parent. 
· When the child support enforcement (CSE) agency uses income or employer information from an electronic source in the order establishment process, what are the typical order amounts? Are they lower than order amounts from non-electronic sources? One concern with using information from an electronic source is that, in some situations, it may result in an underestimation of the parent’s current, actual income. In turn, this will result in an order amount that is lower than if it had been based on actual income. This might occur, for example, if the parent has more than one job, earnings from self-employment, or earnings from a source that is not reported to the State Workforce Agency (SWA). One would expect that if a CSE agency establishes the majority of orders using incomplete income information, the agency’s average order amount will be lower than the average order amount of an agency that bases most orders on current documented income (such as pay stubs or tax returns).
· Do child support payment levels differ among orders that are based on information from electronic sources compared with orders based on non-electronic sources? One clear advantage of using information from electronic sources is that the employer name and address are already known, since they are elements of the electronic database. Employer information is needed for effective income withholding, and it can generate more regular and timely child support payments. Reliable employer names and addresses may not be as readily available from non-electronic sources. In addition, child support payments are likely to be even less among orders where the noncustodial parent’s employer is unknown to the CSE agency.  
· Is the length of time needed to establish or modify an order less among orders based on income or employer information originating from electronic sources than those originating from non-electronic sources? Similar to the research question relating to child support payments, we examined whether orders based on income information from electronic sources were established or modified more swiftly than those based on non-automated sources of information.   

In this chapter we discuss the findings relevant to each of these research questions.  Prior to this discussion, however, we provide a short description of the data collection and research methodology.

Data Collection and Research Methodology

State Participation in the Study

Five States participated in the study: Arizona, Colorado, Maine, Tennessee, and West Virginia. States were selected to include a range of automation capacity as well as geographical diversity. Since obtaining permission to access confidential child support data can be a lengthy process, preference was given to States where the contractor had already secured data-sharing permission for other projects (Arizona, Colorado, Tennessee and West Virginia. Maine was also included as they were able to provide the data requested. We had recruited Washington as a sixth State, but the State’s internal review board had not approved access to confidential data before this report was prepared.

Levels of Automation

Although States were selected for analysis on the basis that they reflected a range in the levels of automation, as project staff examined the States’ methods more closely, it became apparent that most of the selected States were actually at the same level of automation. For example, it was initially indicated that Washington and Maine had more sophisticated income automation than most States. However, we discovered that while Maine has developed very sophisticated automation, the State was still in the process of testing and installing the new automation at the time of this project. Consequently, during the time we examined cases for the project, Maine’s capacity to obtain automated income information was similar to that of the other States reviewed.

The extent of automation in most States consists of interfaces with electronic databases.  This typically includes both the State and National Directory of New Hires (SDNH and NDNH), which contain new hire reports, quarterly wage data, and unemployment insurance information. The NDNH contains information reported from all States as well as almost all Federal agencies (exceptions are the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Central Intelligence Agency and National Security Agency). The SDNH is generally more current than the NDNH because the NDNH requires more time to process State reports, match the information with the Federal Case Registry, and then transmit the matched information back to the States. 

Some of the electronic interchanges occur nightly. Once a match is identified, most State automated systems will generate a “tickler” (also commonly called an alert) to notify the child support caseworker that new information has been received. It may also automatically generate a letter to an employer to verify employment if the noncustodial parent’s status on the automated system is “unlocated.” The caseworker can then access the new information through a screen on the automated system. The information is typically provided on the locate screen, although it may be placed on the employer history screen. The system’s locate screen usually records matches from electronic databases chronologically. The matched NDNH information includes the date of the information, employer name and address, and income (if the original source of the information is quarterly wage data). States vary in how long the information is kept.  

From this point forward, using the information from the automated source to establish or modify an order is typically a manual process. In order to obtain or verify the noncustodial parent’s income, the child support caseworker may have to send a request to the employer that was reported through the electronic source. If income information was provided electronically, the caseworker may insert the income information into a guidelines calculator to arrive at a proposed order amount. Maine’s enhanced automation, which has been fully implemented since cases were examined for this project, eliminates this last step by automatically entering the income amount into a guidelines calculator for active cases that may be potentially eligible for a review. This includes cases:

· That have at least one dependent under 17½ years of age,
· Where the noncustodial parent has a confirmed address and employer,

· Where the noncustodial parent’s annual income is $15,000 or more according to the employment (income) history,

· Where at least 12 months have passed since the order was entered or last reviewed, and

· That are paying and that have paid at least 75 percent of the obligation due in the last 30 days.

If the simulated guideline meets Maine’s modification threshold, which is a 15 percent difference from the current obligation amount, then the case is targeted for review and a system alert is delivered to the appropriate case manager. More information about Maine’s process can be found in a recent OCSE report.

Sample Size and Data Collection

States were asked to provide a list of IV-D cases in which child support orders had been established or modified within 12 months of the date the list was generated. From that list, the contractor or the State selected a random sample of 100 to 150 orders. Site visits were then conducted to collect detailed information on the IV-D cases selected. Most of the information was obtained through the State’s automated system or hard case files. To collect uniform data across States, the data collectors first conducted exploratory interviews with child support administrators and technical experts from each State. These interviews helped to clarify relevant procedures that affect the data needed for the analysis, and also helped with the interpretation of those data. Data collectors also studied policy and system manuals to further their understanding of the case file data and develop uniformity in data collection procedures across different State systems.

Sample Size

Exhibit III-1
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The targeted sample size of 100 orders was met or exceeded in every State. As shown in Exhibit III-1, the number of orders reviewed per participating State ranged from 103 in West Virginia to 150 in Maine. A couple of factors contributed to the variation in number of orders reviewed: (a) pre-arranged travel arrangements limited data collection to two to three days per site; and (b) it was difficult to determine in advance how much time would be needed for each State without any prior experience with a State’s automated system. It was easier to find the data needed for the analysis in some State’s automated systems than in others.  

Data Fields

An Excel spreadsheet was designed for uniform data collection in the States. This allowed data collectors to use laptop computers and key information directly into the spreadsheet. Data fields included:

· Case number. IV-D case numbers were the only case identifier gathered.
· Source of income or employer information. There are many sources of income or employment a child support caseworker may review while laying the groundwork for order establishment or modification. The original source of the income or employment information may be the custodial parent, the noncustodial parent, the noncustodial parent’s attorney, or another source. The income or employment information could have also originated from a match with an electronic source (e.g., NDNH). Most of the State automated systems included a data field that identifies the original information source of the noncustodial parent’s employer. Also, the information source could be discerned from the hard case files. Occasionally, it was in the case notes on the automated system.
· Date the income or employment information was provided. The date that the income or employment information was provided or found is important for determining the period of time taken to verify income, establish or modify an order, and receive the first payment. In turn, these elapsed time periods can be compared to see if they differ by type of information source.
· Date that income source was verified. This information was reviewed when readily available to determine how quickly income or employment information was verified after it was provided or discovered.

· How the income source was verified. This information was recorded if readily available from the automated child support system to determine the most common and effective ways States verify income or employment.

· Order establishment or modification date. As explained above, this date is important to analyze whether the time elapsed for establishing or modifying support orders varies by original information source.
· Obligation amount and frequency. The obligation amount and frequency is necessary to analyze variations in order amounts by information source.
· Date of first payment after entry of order or modification. This information was collected to examine whether the information source affected the time elapsed before the first payment was received.
· First payment type. We collected data on whether the first support payment was made by income withholding to assess whether the original source of income or employment information had any bearing on how quickly income withholding was initiated. 
· Total paid the first six months after entry of the order or modification. When possible, the data collection team gathered payment information for a period of six months to examine the relationship between the information source and the six-month payment record. 
· Assistance type. The team recorded whether the case was active, former, or never public assistance (TANF) so we could compare how the information sources varied based on assistance status.
Research Methodology

The project team explored several possible research methodologies. The ideal research design would be based on experimental and control groups. In the experimental group, income information from electronic sources would be used to establish and modify orders. In the control group, orders would be established or modified as normal. If some States used electronic sources and others did not, natural experimental and control groups could be formed. Yet, as discussed above, this is not the situation. States vary little in the level of automation that they use. Consequentially, the comparisons are drawn among the following three groups:

· Orders where the income or employment information originates from an electronic source. An electronic source is defined as income or employment information that was originally identified through automated interfaces. This includes the NDNH, the SDNH and other information accessible through the automated system. If the employer was first identified through an electronic source, but income information was later obtained manually (e.g., the child support caseworker contacted the employer identified through the electronic source to get income information), the information is still considered to originate from an electronic source for the purposes of this study.

· Orders where the income or employment information originates from a non-electronic source. A non-electronic source is defined as income or employment information that was not originally identified from an automated match. The noncustodial parent, the noncustodial parent’s attorney, or the custodial parent may have provided the information manually to the CSE agency (e.g., photocopies of pay stubs, a financial statement, or a verbal statement). If the employer was identified through a non-electronic source but then verified through an electronic source, the information is still considered to originate from a non-electronic source for the purposes of this study. 

· Orders where the employer was unknown at the time the order was entered or modified. In these situations, no employer was known to the CSE agency at the time the order was established or modified, possibly because: 1) the noncustodial parent was self–employed or unemployed and the order was entered by default; or 2) it may be that the CSE agency was not involved in the establishment or modification of the order, so did not have a record of the source of income information used to determine the order amount.
  

Since cases could not be randomly assigned to these three groups, there may be some biases. That is, differences may result from other characteristics of the case besides the original source of the income or employment information. For example, noncustodial parents who readily provide income information may also be more likely to comply with the child support order than parents who have failed to respond to requests for income information. On the other hand, some cases may have no income information because the noncustodial parent is unemployed, and is thus less likely to pay child support.  

Findings

Documentation of Original Income or Employment Source

Of the 623 cases reviewed, employer or income information was known in 434 cases (70 percent). When looking at assistance types, the percentage of cases with a known employer or income information varied considerably, as follows:

· 58 percent for active public assistance cases (161 cases);

· 64 percent for former public assistance cases (202 cases); and 

· 80 percent for cases never on public assistance (243 cases).

Source of Income or Employer Information

Electronic Sources

Exhibit III-2 displays the original sources of the noncustodial parent’s income or employer information used to arrive at the child support order. It is based on the 434 cases with documented income information and it shows that in almost one third (29 percent) of the cases, the noncustodial parent’s information came from an electronic source. Nearly three quarters of these electronic sources (73 percent) were new hire reports.  We asked child support administrators why new hire reports were the source for such a high proportion of those cases using electronic data. They responded that new hire reports are favored over other sources because of the timeliness of the information.  Although most new hire reports do not contain income information, they do provide fairly current employer information, which the CSE agency may then use to obtain income information directly from the employer.

The CSE agency receives new hire reports from its own State prior to receiving those from the NDNH. In cases where the employer information originated from new hire reports: 

· 46 percent were from the SDNH;

· 25 percent were from the NDNH; and 

· For the remaining 29 percent, it was unknown whether they were from the State or national directory.

Exhibit III-2
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The remaining 27 percent of the electronic sources included: 

· 17 percent from State Workforce Agency (SWA quarterly wage); 
· 3 percent from another, non-specified source from NDNH;
· 2 percent from unemployment insurance;  
· 2 percent from the IV-A automated system;

· 2 percent from CSENet; and 

· 1 percent from Department of Defense.

With the exception of the IV-A automated system and CSENet, all of the other electronic sources listed above are part of the SDNH or NDNH. 

· IV-A automated system. A match with the IV‑A automated system indicates that the noncustodial parent is likely to have multiple families and is receiving public assistance for some children. Although national statistics are not available, research findings from multiple demonstration projects show the incidence of multiple families. For example, one third of participants in the Responsible Fatherhood Demonstration projects had children with more than one partner.
 Similarly, estimates from a birth cohort study of urban parents found that for close to 40 percent of all couples who had a child in the late 1990s, either the mother or father (or both) already had a previous child by another partner at the time of their common child’s birth.

· CSENet is a tool to facilitate the electronic exchange of child support information in interstate cases. In cases where the information source was CSENet, the child support caseworker most likely requested information from another State.   

Non-Electronic Sources

As shown in Exhibit III-2, income or employment information came from non-electronic sources in 71 percent of the cases reviewed. The specific sources were:

· In 23 percent of these cases, information came from the custodial parent;

· In 18 percent of the cases reviewed, the information was provided by the noncustodial parent or the noncustodial parent’s attorney; 

· In 3 percent of the cases reviewed, it was provided by a relative, jail, Department of Corrections, or another source; and

· In 27 percent of the cases reviewed, the non-electronic source could not be identified.  

In cases where the original source could not be identified, it is possible that any of the other sources listed above (e.g., the custodial parent) may have provided the information, but it was not traceable from the automated system records or the case file. In these cases, the initial source of income or employer information was typically listed as the employer, but it is not clear from the records how the child support caseworker knew to contact the employer. It was clear that the information did not originate from an electronic source.

Public Assistance Status

Exhibit III-3 compares the availability of electronic employer or income information based on the public assistance status of the case. Electronic income or employment information was the original source of information in 36 percent of the active public assistance cases, 34 percent of the former public assistance cases, and 25 percent of the never public assistance cases.
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Order Amounts

We also compared the average order amounts and found that cases where electronic interfaces provided the original source of employment or income information were only $13 per month lower than those where the information came from non-electronic sources. However, when the source of employer or income information was unknown, the average order amounts were substantially lower than for the other two groups. The average order amounts were:

· $279 for cases where the employer or income information originated from non-electronic sources (n=308 cases);

· $266 per month where the information came from an electronic interface (n=126 cases); and

· $233 per month when the original source of income information was unknown (n=189 cases).

The small difference between average order amounts based on electronic and non-electronic information does not support the hypothesis that income and employment information from electronic sources may understate income and therefore result in lower order amounts. However, the comparison is limited because it did not control for number of children, parents’ incomes, and other factors that may affect order amounts.  A more rigorous comparison would control for these factors as well. 

Child Support Payments

Cases with Payments 

Exhibit III-4 displays the proportion of cases—by the original source of income or employment information—that made any payment in the first six months after the order was entered or modified. Using this definition, the percent of paying cases is 85 percent among orders that were based on income or employment information provided from a non-electronic source. For cases in which the original income or employment information came from electronic sources, the percent of paying cases is 72 percent. Not surprisingly, the percent of paying cases was only 39 percent for orders where no employer was identified. 

The differences in these proportions of cases making payments are statistically significant. As we discussed earlier, when the noncustodial parent does not provide any financial or employment information, the order is more likely to be entered by default, and income is often imputed. The Office of Inspector General study cited in Chapter II found that orders based on imputed income are less likely to generate payments.

Exhibit III-4
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The percent of paying cases may be higher where the income or employment information originated from a non-electronic source because these parents were more involved in the establishment or modification process. In most of these cases, the information originated from the noncustodial or custodial parent. If the noncustodial parent provides information, it is  an indication that he or she is involved in the child support process. If the custodial parent has knowledge of the noncustodial parent’s income or employer, it indicates that he or she may be in regular contact with the noncustodial parent, possibly due to the noncustodial parent’s contact with the children.
 

Although the proportion of paying cases was higher where the income or employment information originated from a non-electronic source than it was for cases where the information originated from an electronic source, we found no statistically significant difference in the proportion of cases under income withholding between these two groups. In 57 percent of the cases where income or employment originated from a non-electronic source, the first payment was made through income withholding, compared with 53 percent of the cases where the information came from an electronic source. This suggests that the original source of income or employment information has no bearing on how quickly income withholding can be put into place. It also explains why there is little difference in payment compliance between these two groups. 

Child Support Compliance

We measured compliance with the child support order by comparing the amount paid to the amount due over a six-month period. A compliance ratio of 100 percent indicates that all child support due was paid in the six-month period. In the sampled cases we found compliance ratios as follows:

· 75 percent for cases (n=133) where income or employment information originated from a non-electronic source;

· 64 percent among cases (n=45) where income or employment information originated from an electronic source; and

· 51 percent on cases (n=38) where no employer was identified.

Time Elapsed for Key Processes

Income Verification

Income verification is a standard practice for many CSE agencies, even if the information originates from the NDNH.  A letter or employment verification form is typically sent to employers, or the child support caseworker may telephone the employer.  

Exhibit III-5 displays the average number of days taken on the sampled cases to verify income, based on the source of income or employment information. Specifically, it shows the number of days that have elapsed from when the income or employment information was first identified to when it was verified. Our case sample shows it took the CSE agencies 35 percent less time to verify income from an electronic source than from a non-electronic source. On average, it took 55 days to verify income when the information originates from a non-electronic source, as opposed to 36 days when the income information came from an electronic source.

Exhibit III-5

Average Number of Days to Verify Income 

by Source of Income or Employment Information
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Order Establishment 

This study also explored whether the source of income or employment information affected the amount of time that elapsed between when the information was first received and the date the order was established or modified. The results are shown in Exhibit III-6, and indicate that the average amount of time (168 days) did not differ between cases where the income or employment information originated from an electronic source and those where the information originated from a non-electronic source.  
Exhibit III-6

Average Number of Days to Establish Order
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Chapter IV

Key Elements for an Approach to Using

Automated Income Data

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to outline a model approach that improves the determination of child support order amounts by increasing the use of automated (electronic) income information and ensuring that the most recent income information is available to the child support agency.  

Given the variation in States’ procedural and technical capabilities, developing a single detailed plan that all States could use would not be practical. Nevertheless, we have identified key elements that we believe could be incorporated into any plan a State may develop to make better use of automated income data. 

We begin with the basic working assumptions that guided our analysis. We then outline the basic approach that we recommend:

4. Include income information on new hire reports;

5. Use electronic sources to locate and contact employers for income and other employment information; and

6. Simultaneously obtain information from non-electronic sources (often the custodial and noncustodial parents), and use this information to verify electronic information and provide quality control.

To expand the use of electronic sources, we present a two-tiered approach for leveraging State and Federal data sources. Many of our recommendations in this area relate to enhancing the new hire reporting system. As the analysis in Chapter III demonstrates, new hire information is the primary electronic source used by child support agencies to identify employers and income information.  

Working Assumptions

As the basis for drawing conclusions and making recommendations, we present the following working assumptions:

1) The periodic amount of a support order should be based on the noncustodial parent’s ability to pay.

2) Imputing income at levels higher than the noncustodial parent’s actual income may discourage the noncustodial parent from making any payments, leading to the accumulation of excessive arrearages.
 Using actual income data is preferable to imputing income for establishing and modifying support orders. The definition of actual income includes all of the income for the noncustodial parent.

3) Imperfect income data from an automated source may still be usable information.

4) It is important to obtain the most recent income data, even if it doesn’t come from an automated source.

5) The hierarchy of income sources to determine the support order amount for noncustodial parents is:

a) Income statement or financial affidavit from the noncustodial parent with supporting documentation required or permissible by State guidelines or policy (e.g., income tax returns and pay stubs);

b) Income statement from current employer;

c) Income data from automated sources;

d) Median income for the occupation of noncustodial parent when the occupation of noncustodial parent is known;

e) Median income for IV-D population of noncustodial parents;

f) Average income;

g) Minimum wage; or

h) Minimum order amount.

The approach that we recommend States use to obtain income information on which to base orders is:  

1. Include income information directly on new hire reports.  New hire reporting is an established program that has proven to be very successful in locating child support obligors. Adding the amount of employee earnings to the elements reported would be a relatively easy modification to the current system that would provide additional valuable information to the child support agency. This could be accomplished through voluntary encouragement aimed at employers, Federal or State mandates, or, in the case of Federal or State employees, an executive order.

2. Use electronic sources to locate and contact employers for income information.  The analysis presented in Chapter III indicates that income or employment information from electronic sources is often used to determine the support order amount. It shows that in 29 percent of the orders we reviewed, the noncustodial parent’s income or employer information came from an electronic source. It also shows that child support order amounts based on income or employment information from an electronic source are not routinely less than when the orders are based on income information provided by the parent. Further, there is some evidence to suggest that the verification process is shortened when the information comes from an electronic source. 

3. Simultaneously obtain information from non-electronic sources (often the parents) and use this information to verify electronic information and provide quality control.  By using both electronic and non-electronic sources of information, the child support agency is more likely to obtain information that is more recent and, therefore, more accurate. Quality control will be enhanced by having dual sources of income data.

To expand the quantity and quality of electronic sources, we suggest a two-tiered approach for leveraging State and Federal data sources. The first tier would maximize the use of automated income data that exist within a State. Key elements of the first tier are:

· Expand and enhance the automation of new hire information;
· Expand outreach to employers and increase new hire compliance;
· Provide access to State personal income tax return information;

· Gain access to other existing State databases;

· Access credit bureau reports;

· Review and amend State statutes to ensure that information is legally accessible and can be used;

· Enhance automation and interface features in the State child support system;

· Enhance State systems to provide employment histories; and

· Create a decision matrix.

Each of these elements is discussed in detail below.  

The second tier would maximize the use of automated income data that exist in a centralized or Federally maintained system by enhancing the FPLS. We identify possible new automation efforts that the Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement could pursue to make the data at the Federal level more usable for State systems. These include: 

· Increase the frequency of data matches;
· Encourage or require electronic submission; and

· Provide online access to FPLS.

In addition, we briefly discuss the possibility of creating a distributed model for accessing information where states directly access decentralized State and federal databases rather than a centralized database. For each tier we outline some technical issues that would have to be resolved in order to enhance the accessibility of automated income data.

When we talked with Oregon, South Dakota, and Washington about their practices in using automated income data, we had an opportunity to get their feedback on these key elements. Generally, their reactions were favorable. We have incorporated the States’ contributions in the key elements in the outline. We also list them separately in Appendix A.

First Tier:  Use of State and Local Income Data

In Chapter II, we discuss the variety of automated income data sources available to State and local child support agencies. These include the basic automated income sources that should be accessed by State child support agencies, such as State new hire reports and quarterly wage and unemployment compensation reports. In general, this information is more current than information gathered from other States and Federal entities. Below, we outline how States could enhance their capacity to use income data sources. In some instances, States may need to be more flexible and more proactive in passing legislation to enhance their ability to obtain and use automated income information.

· Expand and enhance the automation of new hire information.  In a moderately automated system, the child support caseworker is alerted by the State CSE system that a new hire report has been received, and the caseworker contacts the employer requesting wage information. In a highly automated system, employer new hire reports would include wage information and information regarding full-time, part-time, or seasonal employment, as well as the availability and potential use of overtime. Maine, Oklahoma, and Washington are the only States that we know that currently require employers to provide the wage rate with the new hire report. Apart from State legislation requiring wage reporting on new hire reports, either legislation or a State executive order could be used to require State government agencies to report new hires with starting wage information for State employees. In addition, automated use of new hire information could be enhanced if income data from the new hire file were automatically uploaded into the guidelines calculation module, instead of requiring child support caseworkers to manually copy income information into the guidelines module. We note however, that caseworkers should retain the ability to edit the income information being used in the guidelines module.

· Expand outreach to employers and increase new hire compliance. As the analysis that we present in Chapter III shows, nearly three quarters (74 percent) of the electronic information used in establishing child support orders originally came from new hire reports. This finding underscores the importance of the new hire program in every functional area of child support enforcement: from location of noncustodial parents to establishment, enforcement, and modification of support orders. The critical nature of an effective new hire program emphasizes the need for States to maintain a constant awareness of employer compliance in their reporting of new hires. To increase employer compliance, States need to be sensitive to the demands the child support enforcement program places on the business community and work closely with businesses to design materials and technologies that minimize their burden in making timely and accurate reports. As part of this effort to improve compliance and develop a collaborative relationship with businesses, States should work more on educating employers on their reporting requirements. In addition, there should be a particular focus on outreach to the small business community, because small businesses employ a large number of IV-D noncustodial parents.

· Provide access to State personal income tax returns. State personal income tax returns can be very effective for locating income, particularly for self-employed noncustodial parents. As we detail in Chapter II, Massachusetts has been successful in creating an automatic interface to its tax database. Legislation would probably be required in most States to authorize the child support agency to access State revenue information. Granted, this approach is limited as some States do not assess an income tax. 

· Gain access to other existing State databases. Most States have access to other State databases or could create the interface to establish access. Two of the most important systems to create interfaces with are the State database for State prisoners and the State database for the TANF program, since confirmation of incarceration or TANF participation implies limited earnings potential for the noncustodial parent. In addition, an automated interface with the quarterly wage database and unemployment wage database would eliminate the need for caseworkers to query these systems manually. States should explore other possibilities as well, such as matching against State lottery data to identify winners who receive annual payouts.

· Access credit bureau reports. Credit bureau reports can be helpful in verifying income reported from sources other than employers. The debt load held and monthly loan repayment amounts made by the noncustodial parent shown in the credit bureau report are an indication of a certain income level. For example, the State of Texas takes into consideration debt information on credit reports to estimate a range of income for a noncustodial parent. The Texas model takes into consideration the noncustodial parent’s periodic mortgage, installment, and revolving loan payments, and then makes assumptions about his or her annual income that could support this reported debt load. This method is similar to the one used by lending agencies to calculate whether or not a prospective homebuyer can afford a home given the consumer’s credit history, income, and current debt load.

· Review and amend State statutes to ensure that information is legally accessible and can be used. States may need to ensure that income information is legally accessible—through automated interfaces as well as manual access—and that child support caseworkers and appropriate State contractors can use the information at each step in establishing, enforcing and modifying support orders. Examples include: 1) allowing automated income data to be admitted as evidence in court of actual income when determining the support order amount through a judicial process; and 2) protecting employers from civil suits brought by noncustodial parents when employers provide income data to the child support program. Alabama, California, and Missouri are examples of States that already have these legal protections in place.

· Enhance automation and interface features in the State child support system.   States should ensure that they have developed a high level of automation that includes an automated data exchange with frequent updates between automated income sources and the IV-D system. CSE agencies may also want to retain online access for manual inquiry by child support workers. States should consider exploring more timely ways to acquire income information from existing income sources. For example, Oregon updates its interface with the State’s quarterly wage reports on a nightly basis instead of quarterly. States could also design automated filters to sort through obsolete FPLS data, and pull only recent employer and income information that is more current than the existing IV-D system data. 

· Enhance State systems to provide employment histories. State systems could be enhanced to provide employment history tracking. Information would be fed to the employment histories by NDNH updates as well as State new hire data. By being able to review historical information, caseworkers would have a graphical indication of wage and employment information. This information would be useful both for child support orders and locate efforts.

· Create a decision matrix. States could create a decision matrix to provide caseworkers with the most recent and complete income information. This could be highly automated or moderately automated: 


Highly Automated:

· Remove duplicates of the same income reported by multiple electronic sources;

· Identify seasonal income;

· Identify part-time income;

· Identify sub-minimum wage income;

· Identify outdated income sources; and

· Rank income data “hits” based on the most current.

Moderately Automated:

· Develop a “screen” of a noncustodial parent’s income and employment history;

· Display all income sources on the same screen;

· Present income and employment history for the past several years; and

· Conduct manual reviews of employment history to identify appropriate level of income for determining the support order amount.

Second Tier:  Use of Federal and Interstate Income Data

The second tier proposes making use of electronic income information that exists in a federally maintained, centralized system. We suggest two possibilities: 1) enhancing the FPLS; and 2) creating a distributed model. Many of the basic requirements are in place to enable implementation of second tier methods. However, policy and legislative changes are required to fully implement the proposed enhancements. We acknowledge that some of these changes may not be easy to make in the short term due to a variety of political, technical, financial, and policy constraints. We present them here, nevertheless, to generate discussion and progress towards an “ideal” system.

Enhancing the FPLS

To take full advantage of access to FPLS information, the following enhancements could be implemented:

· Increase the frequency of data matches. The FPLS could continue to increase the frequency of matches with sources contributing data to the FPLS to make the data provided to States more current.

· Encourage or require electronic submission. The Federal government (or States) could encourage or require employers to submit quarterly wage and unemployment compensation information online or by other electronic means in order to minimize delays in transmitting the data to State CSE programs.

In addition to the enhancements suggested above, the following more significant modifications could be made:

· Provide access to W-2 wage information. Make W-2 wage information from the IRS available to the FPLS under the condition that it may only be used by authorized child support workers.

· Provide access to 1099 information to States automatically. Make 1099 information from the IRS for contract payments made to self-employed persons available on the FPLS under the condition that they may only be used by authorized child support workers.
· Provide online access to FPLS. Providing online access to FPLS would allow child support caseworkers to quickly access this information.

Creating a Distributed Model

The Federal and State governments could also begin to think about designing a distributed model for accessing some national data sources for income information. In a distributed model, States could target data sources in geographic regions or specific Federal institutions that are most likely to yield current income information, rather than sifting through all returned records before finding desired information. States could also make direct links with each other (e.g., SESA networks for income information and drivers’ license data for location information). 

Technical Issues

Certain technical considerations may present barriers to fully using all possible sources of State and Federal automated income information. These include:

· Variety of State systems. The variety of State system database platforms makes it difficult to specify a universal technical approach. It is imperative to keep record layouts synchronized between State and Federal systems when the record layouts change. Advance notification to States regarding proposed or impending modifications to specifications for record layouts and data provided electronically is essential.

· Limited technical resources. The availability of State technical resources to perform necessary automation of electronic income data is limited. The potential numbers of electronic income data sources (e.g., credit bureau reports, State lottery information) create additional software development requirements. In addition, some States could benefit from technical assistance to create linkages to already available automated income sources. Oklahoma, for example, does not use some of its automated income sources (e.g., State Workforce Agency and FPLS), since they obtain wage and salary information on new hire reports. 
· Need for artificial intelligence to sort income information. Some States need technical assistance in the form of development of artificial intelligence to sort income information they already have and determine whether the income data are appropriate for the establishment or modification of a child support order. Income information may not be appropriate if it is dated, inconsistent from quarter to quarter, or less than what would be earned from full-time minimum wage employment.

· No requirement for States to download FPLS information. The FPLS contains an enormous amount of potentially useful data. States have historically used the FPLS as a locate tool, not as a tool to discover income information. As a result, not all States have the capacity to download income information from FPLS into the State IV-D system. While it is not currently a Federal requirement, it might be worthwhile to explore the possibility of requiring States to modify their systems to download income data provided through FPLS.
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Appendix A

Feedback from States
Exhibit A-1 displays comments and additional input for key elements from Oregon, South Dakota and Washington about their practices in using automated income data.

Exhibit A-1

State Feedback and Input for Key Elements for an 

Approach to Using Automated Income Data

	Category
	States’ Comments

	New Sources of Automated Income Data
	· Match against State lotteries to identify lottery winners who receive an annuity payout.

· Access an online network of SWA databases in various States.

· Access an online network of drivers’ licensing databases to locate noncustodial parents and target the search for income to a particular State.

	Barriers to Accessing New Sources of Automated Income Data
	· Sharing W-2 information between child support agencies and the State tax agencies is difficult when some tax agencies do not require employers to submit W‑2s to the State. Instead they get a file of W-2s submitted by employers to the IRS.

· Implementing mandates that the IRS places on States to safeguard IRS data, such as Federal income tax returns, creates a burden that outweighs the usefulness of the data.

· Addressing the concerns State tax agencies may have with the confidentiality of State income tax data.

	Automated Decision Matrix
	· Some States keep an online employment history of up to 10 years on the IV-D system.

· A State with a small caseload reported that an employment history screen is sufficient automation for their scale.

· All income sources appear on the same screen.

· Benefits of maintaining an employment history:

· Tracks job changes and corresponding changes in income;

· Helps identify part-time income sources;

· Helps identify seasonal income sources;

· Helps identify when a noncustodial parent is working fewer than 40 hours per week for the same employer; and

· Helps unduplicate same income information reported by multiple sources.

· One State uses automation to prioritize the timeliness of FPLS data.

· States indicated they would like to continue to prioritize FPLS data themselves.

	Federal Parent Locator Service and Possible Enhancements
	· FPLS is not helpful for locating income because the data need to be available more timely.

· Given the length of time in obtaining income data from FPLS, when States use the income data from the FPLS, they jeopardize meeting the federal timeframe for expedited process.

· The timeliness of income data from the FPLS could be improved by allowing States online access to the FPLS and Federal Case Registry.

	Employers Provide Starting Wage or Income Data on New Hire Reporting Form
	· Given the many other demands the child support community places on the business community, it needs to be sensitive to asking for income information on the new hire reporting form.

· While Federal mandates sometimes are helpful to force changes in States, several States are observing a trend of legislatures resisting federal mandates.

· It is better to use the current new hire procedures and have a child support caseworker contact the employer for income information for noncustodial parents in support order establishment and modification processes.

· It is very important to collaborate with small employers because they have a disproportionately large share of noncustodial parents in their workforce.
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Available at � HYPERLINK "http://oig.hhs.gov/oei/reports/oei-05-99-00391.pdf" ��http://oig.hhs.gov/oei/reports/oei-05-99-00391.pdf�. 
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Available at � HYPERLINK "http://oig.hhs.gov/oei/reports/oei-05-99-00391.pdf" ��http://oig.hhs.gov/oei/reports/oei-05-99-00391.pdf�. 


� Some additional information since the OIG report was published indicates the following about each of the three states. Connecticut has a guideline deviation factor for the parent’s earning capacity and case law indicates that the courts do deviate based on the parent’s earning capacity, except when the parent is disabled. The Mississippi guideline does not address income imputation, although there is some case law that courts will award support based on earning capacity when the parent is unemployed or underemployed. The D.C. guideline is silent on the issue of income imputation but case law suggests that the courts will impute income if the parent is voluntarily unemployed or underemployed.


� The OIG was only able to universally determine whether income was imputed in three of the sampled States (Colorado, Massachusetts and Texas). In those three States, 45 percent of all financial awards established in 1996 were based on imputed income.


� Section 453A(b) of the Social Security Act.


� Section 453A(g)(2)(A) of the Social Security Act.


� Section 453(a)(2) of the Social Security Act.


� Section 453A(b)(1)(A) of the Social Security Act requires employers to submit: 1) the name of the new hire, 2) the address of the new hire, 3) the social security number of the new hire, 4) the name of the employer, 5) the address of the employer, and 6) the Federal identification number of the employer.


� 26 U.S.C. § 3304(a)(16)(B) requires the State agency administering the State law for unemployment compensation to provide wage and unemployment compensation information to the Secretary of Health and Human Services, as specified by the Secretary in regulations. While separate agencies within a State may administer the various functions of the unemployment compensation law, we use the generic term SWA to identify the agency or agencies in the State that track quarterly wage reports and unemployment compensation information. In addition, Section 453A(g)(2)(B) of the Social Security Act requires that the State Directory of New Hires furnish to the National Directory of New Hires information concerning the wages and unemployment compensation paid to individuals on a quarterly basis.





�  Section 466(a)(10)(A)(i)(III) of the Social Security Act.


� This is usually referred to as the “National Directory of New Hires” (NDNH), which is somewhat misleading because it consists of SWA data (i.e., quarterly wage data) as well as information from State Directories of New Hires (SDNH). Few States require that employers include wage and salary information on new hire reports. 


� State case registry data do not include income or wage data. Generally, it is a registry of all child support cases. However, FPLS combines the State case registry data into the Federal Case Registry (FCR) and then conducts a daily match of persons in the FCR with the NDNH and returns matched case and income information to the States.


� For example, see Karen N. Gardiner, Michael E. Fishman, and John Tapogna. 2001. Automated Cost-of-Living Adjustments of Child Support Orders in Three States, Final Report, Report to the Department of Health and Human Services, Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation and Office of Child Support Enforcement: The Lewin Group. Also see Jane Venohr, David Price, and Tracy Griffith. 2001. Minnesota Child Support Assurance: Program Design, Caseloads and Costs, report to the Minnesota Department of Human Services, Child Support Enforcement Division. Denver, CO: Policy Studies Inc.


� Unpublished Statistics. February 2001. Ray Marshall Center for the Study of Human Resources: The University of Texas at Austin.


� Elaine Sorensen and Chava Zibman. 2001. Estimating How Much of California’s Child Support Arrears Are Collectible Using State-Wide Data Bases. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute. They found a match rate of 76 percent, but 22 percent of the matches indicated noncustodial parent net income below $5,000 per year, and 36 percent of the matches indicated noncustodial parent net income below $10,000 per year. Net income from full-time, Federal minimum wage employment would be about $9,000 per year.


� Many CSE agencies are looking for ways to decrease the default rate, as studies have shown that noncustodial parents who default are less likely to pay support. Having accurate income information does not automatically mean that the noncustodial parent will respond to the agency’s communications and legal pleadings. However, it seems logical to assume that if—because of faulty income information—the agency arrives at a proposed order amount that is too low, the noncustodial parent has little incentive to provide accurate information, and is therefore likely to default.


� Office of Child Support Enforcement (July 2006). Automated Systems for Child Support Enforcement: A Guide for Enhancing Review and Adjustment Automation. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (Washington, D.C.). Available on the Internet at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pol/DCL/2006-06-22s.pdf" ��http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cse/pol/DCL/2006-06-22s.pdf� 


� The specific reason why income information or the employer ‘s name was not known when the order was established could not be discerned from the data. 


� Public assistance status was not available on 17 cases.


� Center for Policy Research and Policy Studies Inc. (2003) OCSE Responsible Fatherhood Programs: Client Characteristics and Program Outcomes. Report to the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (Denver, Colorado).


� Carlson, M. and Furstenberg, F., Jr. (2006) The Consequences of Multi-Partnered Fertility for Parental Involvement and Relationships. Working paper #2006-28-FF. Center for Research on Child Well-being, Princeton University.


� DHHS Office of Inspector General. July 2000. The Establishment of Child Support Orders for Low Income Noncustodial Parents, OEI-05-99-00390. Chicago, IL. Available at � HYPERLINK "http://oig.hhs.gov/oei/reports/oei-05-99-00390.pdf" ��http://oig.hhs.gov/oei/reports/oei-05-99-00390.pdf�.


� As an aside, the percent of paying cases varied little between those cases where the original source of income or employer information is the noncustodial or custodial parent.


� The compliance rate for cases where no employer was identified was significantly lower statistically than the compliance rate for cases where the income or employer information came from a non-electronic source. Other differences are not statistically significant.


� The States in Administration for Children and Families Regions I, II and III met to review and compare arrears management practices. The group cited income imputation that is not based on the noncustodial parent’s ability to pay as a cause for the accumulation of unreasonable arrearages. Working Paper Draft: Northeast Hub Meeting on Managing Arrears, May 2001; page 4. See also Paul Legler (2003) Low-Income Fathers and Child Support: Starting Off on the Right Track, Final Report prepared for the Annie E. Casey Foundation: Policy Studies Inc.
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						CP		NCP		Parents' reports		New Hire/ FCR/Fed QW		State new hire		TOTAL NEW HIRES		State Quarterly wage		Percent		IV-A Automated		Percent		SSA		Percent		Unemployment Insurance		Percent		Existing WW in place		TOTAL AUTOMATED		Automated & parents		No Employer		Other		CSENET -"counted as other for TO 23 report"

		West Virginia		142		29		23		52		22		6		28		0				3				1				1				3		33		88		54		0		0				343		101

		Tennesee		117		14		18		32		23		0		23		12				0				0				1				6		36		74		39		4		0						42***

		Maine		146		4		11		15		23		0		23		1				0				0				0				99		24		138		8		0		0						122

		Arizona		123		8		12		20		13		23		36		0				1				0				0				0		37		57		47		19		0						95

		Colorado		131		54		22		76		9		0		9		0				0				0				0				0		9		85		41		3		2

		Total		659		109		86		195		90		29		119		13		9.35%		4		2.88%		1		0.72%		2		1.44%		108		139		442		189		26		2		217

																																				0.8561151079										0.3292867982



dstanley:
Many of the cases looked at in Tennesee had orders established within the last 30 days, possibly not enough time to evaluate.

dstanley:
The majority of Tennessee's orders were recent, which might explain the # of cases making a payment.



exhibt 5 est days

		

		Non-Electronic Source (n=189)		168

		Electronic Source (n=100)		168
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exhibt 6 pmt days

		

		Non-Electronic Source		163

		Electronic Source		168





exhibt 6 pmt days

		



Information Source

Average Number of Days before First Payment
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		Non-Electronic Source (n=228)

		Electronic Source (n=116)
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exhibt 4 verify days

		

		Non-Electronic Source (n=157)		55

		Electronic Source (n=78)		36
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exhibit 3 pymnt

				Percent of Paying Cases

		Non-Electronic Source (n=228)		85%

		Electronic Source (n=116)		72%

		No Employer Identified (n=148)		39%
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exhibit 2 inc source type

		

		Initial Source of Income Information

		Non-Electronic Sources		307

		New Hire		100		0.7874015748

		Other Automated Sources		27		0.2125984252
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defaults

				No Employer		defaults		defaults w/ verified income

		Arizona		47		12				12

		Colorado		41		32		5		28

		Total		88		44				40

						0.5				0.4545454545





Tally Sheet

												XXX

						CP		c				c		c								c				c				c				c

				Total Cases		Income Source																																												# paying

						CP		NCP		Parents' reports		New Hire/ FCR/Fed QW		State new hire		TOTAL NEW HIRES		State Quarterly wage		Percent		IV-A Automated		Percent		SSA		Percent		Unemployment Insurance		Percent		Existing WW in place		TOTAL AUTOMATED		Automated & parents		No Employer		Other		CSENET -"counted as other for TO 23 report"

		West Virginia		142		29		23		52		22		6		28		0				3				1				1				3		33		88		54		0		0				343		101

		Tennesee		117		14		18		32		23		0		23		12				0				0				1				6		36		74		39		4		0						42***

		Maine		146		4		11		15		23		0		23		1				0				0				0				99		24		138		8		0		0						122

		Arizona		123		8		12		20		13		23		36		0				1				0				0				0		37		57		47		19		0						95

		Colorado		131		54		22		76		9		0		9		0				0				0				0				0		9		85		41		3		2

		Total		659		109		86		195		90		29		119		13		9.35%		4		2.88%		1		0.72%		2		1.44%		108		139		442		189		26		2		217

																																				0.8561151079										0.3292867982



dstanley:
Many of the cases looked at in Tennesee had orders established within the last 30 days, possibly not enough time to evaluate.

dstanley:
The majority of Tennessee's orders were recent, which might explain the # of cases making a payment.
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Public Assistance Status

Percent of Cases

0.64

0.36

0.66

0.34

0.75

0.25



codes

		CODES

		Electro		Whether employer info is from electronic source?		1-electronic

						0-nonelectronc

						9- no employer

		Nesource		What is the specific source of the non-electronic info?		1-NCP

						2-CP

						3-Other (e.g. court)

						9-Don't know

		E_source		What is the specific source of the electronic info?		NH- New Hire

						QW -Quarterly wage

						SSA - Social Security Adm

						Unp -Unemployment Insurance

						FPLS- Unspecified

						DOD- Department of Defense

						IW- Existing Income Withholding

						CSNET

		E_Nation		Is the electronic source from a national or state source?		1-National

						2-State

						3-Don't Know

						What is used for expanded FPLS

		West Virginia				NDNH				electronic code:  narrative

		Tennessee				Ele Parent loc n		FCR		hard copy, then go to electronic to see

		Maine				FCR

		AZ-Prescott				Nat New Hire		Fed QW		electronic code

		AZ-cottonwood				Nat New Hire		Fed QW		electronic code
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Non-Electronic

Electronic

Public Assistance Status

Percent of Cases



West Virginia

																																										P =form, T = curr, N = nev

				Case #		Case open date		Order Established or modified date		Income source		Electro		Nesource		E_source		E_Nation		Date income source was provided		Obligation Amount		Obligation frequency		First Paid Amount after order or modification		Date of first Payment after order est or modified		First Payment type		First 6 months AMT Due		First six months of payments (from order est or mod date)		% of 6 month AMT due that is paid		Date that income source was verified		How was income source verified		Assistance type

				23215341101		4/11/95		10/25/02		AP (NCP) provided		0		1						2/12/02		$135.00		M		$84.35		11/15/02		IWO		$675		$844		124.96%		2/12/02		Letter to employer		P

				23494436101		10/1/91		4/15/02		AP provided		0		1								$266.00		M		$122.62		4/24/02		IWO		$1,596		$1,492		93.45%				Letter to employer		N

				23421421502		8/5/99		10/17/02		AP provided		0		1						10/29/02		$482.00		M		$417.12		11/21/02		IWO		$2,410		$1,946		80.75%		10/31/02		Letter to employer		P

				14778431802		2/23/95		10/25/02		AP's  provided		0		1						11/1/02		$340.00		M		$121.15		11/15/02		IWO		$1,700		$542		31.90%		11/1/02		Letter to employer		P

				23519818001		12/5/00		6/17/02		CP call		0		2						10/10/02		$152.00		M		$57.90		10/22/02		IWO		$912		$563		61.69%		10/10/02		Letter from Employer		P

				23223501602		5/18/01		10/23/02		CP call		0		2						10/3/02		$268.00		M		$123.67		11/21/02		IWO		$1,340		$1,113		83.06%		10/11/02		Letter from Employer		P

				23329086301		11/16/92		1/28/03		CP call		0		2						2/25/99		$0.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$0		$0		0.00%		3/8/00		Letter from Social Security/NCP		P

				23592031701		3/10/87		8/21/02		CP call		0		2						10/2/01		$71.00		M		$142.75		1/28/03		IWO		$426		$143		33.51%		10/17/01		Call from employer		P		NCP disabled, early retirement

				23308595101		10/13/98		12/9/02		CP fax		0		2						11/25/02		$214.00		M		$62.00		1/22/03		IWO		$642		$309		48.13%		12/19/02		Call to employer		P

				22537334901		6/18/02		1/30/03		CP Informed		0		2						2/5/03		$174.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$348		$0		0.00%						N		*custody change

				23613370602		3/1/87		9/11/02		CP Provided		0		2						11/17/00		$155.00		M		$139.79		9/30/02		IWO		$930		$1,398		150.31%				Letter from Employer		P

				24551982101		8/15/01		6/11/02		CP Provided		0		2						1/2/02		$1,551.00		Judgement		$20.00		1/14/03		Vol		$1,551				0.00%				Not verified -Incorrect info		P

				23306017103		1/29/97		3/4/02		CP provided		0		2								$4,184.00		Judgement		$100.00		4/19/02		IWO		$100		$344		344.00%				phone call, found out unemp		P		*found out unemployed, began taking unemployment

				23370271302		8/20/01		9/19/02		CP provided		0		2						9/21/02		$3,304.00		Judgement		$163.85		11/1/02		IWO		$164		$2,264		1381.60%		10/1/02		Fax to employer		P

				23302324501		10/19/00		12/20/02		CP provided		0		2						10/22/02		$366.00		M		$349.62		12/26/02		IWO		$1,098		$1,348		122.73%		10/22/02		Phone call to emp for FEIN		P

				23423135601		11/2/00		5/10/02		CP provided		0		2						11/2/00		$741.00		M		$520.38		5/15/02		IWO		$4,446		$6,765		152.16%		11/2/00		Letter to employer		P

				23329797801		9/10/97		1/28/03		CP provided		0		2						10/22/01		$437.00		M		$218.00		2/18/03		IWO		$874		$436		49.89%		10/22/01		Letter to employer		N

				23568354601		1/25/02		7/2/02		CP provided		0		2						3/8/02		$255.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$1,530		$0		0.00%		3/8/02		Letter from Employer		P

				23427431701		3/1/02		10/16/02		CP provided		0		2						8/13/02		$228.00		M		$114.53		10/24/02		IWO		$1,140		$1,430		125.42%		8/15/02		Contacted employer		P

				29370488901		9/1/95		4/8/02		CP provided		0		2						3/21/02		$1,389.00		Judgement		$145.38		8/6/02		IWO		$1,389		$1,018		73.27%		4/2/02		Phone call to emp		P

				16246329001		6/14/99		9/9/02		CP provided		0		2						4/8/02		$1,363.00		Judgement		$115.38		9/16/02		IWO		$1,363		$2,080		152.61%		4/12/02		Phone call to emp		P

				23208856802		5/11/95		9/9/02		CP provided		0		2						11/10/00		$231.00		M		$61.88		9/27/02		IWO		$1,386		$1,491		107.55%		11/10/00		Letter to employer		P

				23313262806		4/9/02		12/17/02		CP provided		0		2						9/26/02		$426.00		M		$62.76		1/14/03		IWO		$1,278		$284		22.26%		9/26/02		Phone call to emp		T

				23596536901		7/31/95		6/10/02		CP provided		0		2						10/29/01		$4,082.00		Judgement		$117.83		6/25/02		IWO		$4,082		$748		18.32%		10/31/01		Phone call to employer		T

				23413157901		6/1/01		6/24/02		CP provided		0		2						6/7/02		$332.00		M		$76.62		7/9/02		IWO		$1,992		$1,916		96.16%				Letter to employer		P

				23302188805		2/21/02		4/4/02		CP provided		0		2						9/3/02		$232.00		M		$103.65		10/10/02		IWO		$1,392		$256		18.38%		9/3/02		sent IW to emp		P

				23219268402		7/10/02		11/22/02		CP provided		0		2						6/24/02		$290.00		M		$66.92		12/4/02		IWO		$1,160		$1,138		98.07%		6/24/02		sent employer letter to emp		P

				23625747301		1/25/01		3/15/02		CP provided		0		2						7/13/01		$291.00		M		$67.15		3/15/02		IWO		$1,746		$1,746		99.99%		7/31/03		sent SOP notice to KAN Co.		N

				23331142401		8/15/02		1/8/03		CP provided		0		2						10/30/02		$165.00		M		$165.00		2/19/03		IWO		$330		$330		100.00%		10/30/02		sent employer letter		N

				23225523301		10/15/01		8/5/02		CP provided		0		2						1/7/02		$188.00		M		$86.77		9/20/02		IWO		$1,128		$279		24.72%		1/7/02		letter to employer		P

				23533823901		7/10/02		12/2/02		CP provided		0		2						8/12/02		$236.00		M		$6.18		2/6/03		IWO		$708		$38		5.39%		8/12/02		Emp letter sent to EMP		P

				23604015201		10/10/00		9/10/02		CP provided		0		2						5/16/02		$50.00		M		$138.46		2/5/03		IWO		$300		$138		46.13%		5/31/02		Letter sent to employer		P

				23423863801		3/22/94		10/11/02		CP provided		0		2						8/22/00		$481.00		M		$148.65		10/24/02		IWO		$2,405		$3,570		148.45%		8/22/00		Fax to employer		P

				23404934603		4/9/01		11/8/02		info in Court order		0		3						11/15/02		$217.00		M		$125.36		12/10/02		IWO		$868		$673		77.49%		11/15/02		WW to employer		P

				23525456501		2/3/98		11/4/02		info in Court order		0		3						11/12/02		$50.00		M		$37.50		11/26/02		IWO		$200		$154		77.00%		11/12/02		WW to employer		P

				23219082101		9/18/98		9/3/02		info in Court order		0		3						9/19/02		$188.00		M		$56.36		9/30/02		IWO		$752		$497		66.02%		9/19/02		I/W to employer		P

				23698510901		3/18.93		5/23/02		NCP attorney		0		1						4/1/02		$400.00		M		$400.00		6/6/02		IWO		$2,400		$3,200		133.33%		4/1/02		Letter to employer		P

				23617679701		3/5/99		11/14/02		NCP gave info		0		1						11/20/02		$171.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$684		$0		0.00%				Letter from Employer		T		CP & NCP now living topgether

				23317053001		11/15/96		7/9/02		NCP gave info		0		1						6/27/02		$287.00		M		$24.57		8/13/02		IWO		$1,722		$703		40.85%						P

				23680485701		12/14/92		8/21/02		NCP gave info		0		1						7/5/02		$141.00		M		$170.50		9/4/02		U		$846		$1,023		120.92%		8/21/02		Letter from Vetran's admin		P

				23313694801		8/10/93		11/20/02		NCP gave info		0		1						7/30/02		$400.00		M		$225.00		2/12/03		IWO		$1,600		$2,250		140.63%		2/6/03		I/W re-opened		T

				23608610104		7/11/00		12/19/02		NCP provided		0		1						3/3/03		$357.00		M		$80.77		3/5/03		IWO		$1,071		$242		22.62%		3/3/03		WW to employer		T

				23527293502		11/29/01		9/23/02		NCP provided		0		1						9/11/02		$347.00		M		$79.99		10/17/02		IWO		$2,082		$1,920		92.21%		9/11/02		Letter to employer		P

				8658099601		10/17/00		4/5/02		NCP provided		0		1						2/25/02		$817.00		Judgement		$75.00		4/17/02		IWO		$817		$515		63.05%		2/25/02		Letter to employer		P

				23494374502		7/30/99		8/13/02		NCP provided		0		1						8/6/02		$1,303.00		Judgement		$195.73		8/20/02		IWO		$1,303		$1,271		97.58%		8/6/02		sent IW to emp		T

				23611970801		10/1/94		4/9/02		NCP provided		0		1						3/20/02		$437.00		M		$100.79		4/17/02		IWO		$2,622		$2,492		95.06%		3/20/02		sent IW to emp		N

				23515929501		2/23/98		8/12/02		NCP provided		0		1						3/27/01		$140.00		M		$8.88		8/21/02		IWO		$840		$1,019		121.28%		3/27/01		sent w/w to employer		P

				23531850201		5/26/98		11/9/02		NCP provided		0		1						10/31/02		$214.00		M		$90.25		11/18/02		IWO		$856		$1,639		191.49%		10/31/02		sent w/w to employer		P

				23408511903		4/1/95		3/9/02		NCP provided		0		1						3/1/02		$83.00		Judgement		$31.25		5/16/02		IWO		$83		$94		113.55%		3/14/02		I/W sent to SSA		P

				18954271501		9/11/95		9/25/02		NCP provided		0		1						7/16/02		$101.00		M		$11.54		9/12/02		Vol		$606		$387		63.80%		7/16/02		Letter to work comp		T

				23535669501		6/12/02		11/8/02		NCP provided		0		1						10/10/02		$173.00		M		$31.31		11/13/02		IWO		$692		$3,566		515.34%		10/21/02		I/w sent to employer		T

				23229015401		8/19/96		4/11/02		NCP provided		0		1						3/14/02		$1,601.00		Judgement		$125.77		4/16/02		IWO		$1,601		$2,506		156.52%		3/14/02		I/W faxed to work comp		P

				23515840601		9/13/94		12/3/02		NCP provided		0		1						7/28/00		$206.00		M		$92.88		12/31/02		IWO		$618		$560		90.66%		7/31/00		sent IW to emp		P

				23515892501		7/9/02		1/2/03		NCP provided		0		1						12/27/02		$114.00		M		$113.60		1/30/03		IWO		$228		$795		348.77%		1/9/03		Ammended IW sent to emp		N

				23311439601		6/9/98		4/26/02		NCP provided		0		1						6/16/00		$368.00		M		$106.29		4/30/02		IWO		$2,208		$2,307		104.47%		6/16/00		Letter to employer		N

				14464899001		10/15/99		12/19/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		7/1/02		$752.00		Judgement		$108.46		12/23/02		IWO		$752		$898		119.35%						N

				23694054401		7/12/93		8/5/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		10/1/02		$12,482.00		Judgement		$75.00		10/31/02		IWO		$12,482				0.00%		10/22/02		Letter from Employer		P		* changes jobs every month

				23319259601		6/1/02		6/1/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		4/7/00		$115.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$690		$0		0.00%						P		*domestic violence case, unique circumstance

				23286844701		3/27/97		5/30/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		5/14/02		$258.00		M		$797.73		8/6/02		IWO		$1,548		$3,304		213.46%		5/31/02		Letter from Employer		P

				23494457801		1/21/99		1/9/03		NDNH		1				NH		1		10/16/02		$214.00		M		$9.23		1/13/03		IWO		$428		$34		8.05%		11/20/02		Letter from Employer		P

				23392671701		12/13/93		5/22/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		1/1/00		$11,187.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$11,187		$0		0.00%						P		NCP in Jail

				23227226401		9/2/99		4/4/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		4/1/02		$424.00		M		$424.00		5/8/02		vol		$2,544		$2,544		100.00%						N		NCP pays in person by check

				23613078301		5/16/02		10/2/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		5/1/02		$188.00		M		$108.46		12/9/02		IWO		$940		$544		57.84%		6/13/02		Letter to employer		P

				23427467601		7/18/02		12/19/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		1/8/03		$357.00		M		$82.41		1/22/03		IWO		$1,071		$742		69.25%		1/8/03		Letter to employer		T

				23315114801		4/19/02		4/4/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		4/24/02		$334.00		M		$77.13		5/13/02		IWO		$2,004		$2,025		101.04%		4/24/02		WW to employer		N

				23515828001		11/25/98		7/8/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		7/2/02		$221.00		M		$50.98		7/10/02		IWO		$1,326		$998		75.23%		7/2/02		sent IW to emp		P

				23208485102		10/23/02		10/15/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		4/29/02		$659.00		M		$50.03		12/13/02		IWO		$3,295		$199		6.03%		4/29/02		sent employer letter		P

				50288668401		4/19/02		6/4/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		7/5/02		$653.00		M		$163.25		8/23/02		IWO		$3,918		$1,576		40.23%		7/5/02		WW to employer		P

				23274228602		9/3/02		10/29/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		11/14/02		$200.00		M		$76.93		11/15/02		IWO		$1,000		$673		67.27%				W/W opend so money could apply		P		Caretaker, messy casce

				23582366101		9/12/94		10/10/02		NDNH		1				NH		1		10/2/01		$537.00		M		$253.85		10/11/02		IWO		$2,685		$3,410		126.99%		10/2/01		I/w sent to employer		P

				58575307002		5/16/02		12/31/02		Quarterly Wage		1				QW		3		3rd Q 00??		$50.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$150		$0		0.00%		10/26/00		Letter from Employer		P

				23519124902		5/1/88		1/23/02		Quarterly Wage		1				QW		3		4/1/02		$0.00		M		$105.58		4/29/02		IWO		$0		$755		0.00%		4/5/02		fax from employer		P

				23494561802		8/30/01		11/22/02		Quarterly Wage		1				QW		3				$432.00		Judgement		$96.23		12/16/02		IWO		$432		$294		68.05%		11/26/02		Letter to employer		P

				23227514302		2/8/02		9/11/02		Quarterly Wage		1				QW		3		8/28/02		$188.00		M		$30.97		10/3/02		IWO		$1,128		$1,335		118.35%		9/10/02		Faxed to employer		N

				23629534001		3/1/99		5/23/02		Quarterly Wage		1				QW		3		3rd Q 99		$400.00		M		$250.00		6/13/02		IWO		$2,400		$1,025		42.71%		12/9/99		Call from employer		P

				23502156801		4/28/98		12/7/02		Quarterly Wage		1				QW		3		4th q 2002		$311.00		M		$164.22		12/16/02		IWO		$933		$1,868		200.16%		1/30/03		Ammended IW sent to emp		N

				21584119002		10/29/01		3/8/02		Quarterly Wage		1				QW		3		9/8/99		$393.00		M		$184.57		3/18/02		IWO		$2,358		$4,902		207.89%		9/8/99		Letter to employer		P		Case closed and reopened

				23617353402		10/15/01		10/1/02		RAPIDS		1				IW		2		10/2/02		$188.00		M		$86.75		10/10/02		IWO		$940		$1,029		109.43%		10/2/02		Letter to work comp		P

				23319380001		1/24/02		8/22/02		RAPIDS		1				IW		2		1/26/02		$188.00		M		$22.65		9/3/02		IWO		$1,128		$49		4.30%		2/14/02		Emp letter sent to EMP		T

				23617636102		10/6/95		5/2/02		RAPIDS		1				IW		2		9/25/01		$50.00		M		$62.50		6/3/02		IWO		$300		$125		41.67%		9/25/01		sent SOP notice on		P

				23304507501		7/2/86		4/10/02		Social Security		1				SSA		1				$22,189.00		Judgement		$250.00		4/19/02		IWO		$22,189		$1,500		6.76%				Letter		P

				23308551102		2/4/02		10/11/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		10/23/02		$214.00		M		$49.48		11/7/02		IWO		$1,070		$49		4.62%		10/23/02		Letter		P

				23229025002		10/7/02		10/29/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		8/28/01		$550.00		M		$160.63		11/15/02		IWO		$2,750		$2,821		102.58%		8/31/01		Phone call to employer		P		Case was closed and reopened

				23433182202		11/7/02		7/21/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		11/7/02		$40.00		W		$40.00		12/30/02		IWO		$240		$610		254.17%		11/7/02		sent employer letter		P

				18356567701		1/16/02		7/26/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		7/10/01		$50.00		M		$7.21		9/10/02		IWO		$300		$272		90.57%		7/10/01		letter from employer		P		(NEHR)

				23602152502		9/15/94		10/1/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		9/18/01		$214.00		M		$94.00		10/9/02		IWO		$1,070		$773		72.23%		9/18/01		Call to employer		P		(NEHR)

				55749802003		7/2/01		5/15/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		2/28/02		$188.00		M		$117.50		11/12/02		IWO		$1,128		$1,058		93.75%		3/26/02		Letter to employer		P

				23625376401		9/2/98		12/27/02		unemployment		1				UNP		3				$278.00		M		$160.00		1/23/03		UCI (?)		$834		$660		79.14%				determined NCP getting UCI		P		*found out unemployed, began taking unemployment

				23217357601		11/14/89		8/29/02				9										$222.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$222		$0		0.00%				No employment		P

				23408021101		10/11/95		12/12/02				9										$9,780.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$9,780				0.00%						T

				23213180901		12/19/88		3/8/02				9										$400.00		Judgement		$65.00		3/26/02		Vol		$400		$455		113.75%						T

				23508397101		7/1/99		7/23/02				9										$1,973.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$1,973		$0		0.00%						P

				23523324601		10/13/00		11/13/02				9										$50.00		M		$100.00		12/18/02		vol		$200		$100		50.00%						T		NCP is full time student

				23392539701		6/28/93		4/17/02				9										$22,150.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$22,150		$0		0.00%						P		*cannont collect unemployment on this arrears, per ordern on NCP other case??

				23606681702		8/31/90		6/11/02				9										$725.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$725		$0		0.00%						P

				23415618802		8/8/97		6/12/02				9										$171.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$1,026		$0		0.00%						P		NCP in Prison

				23213695601		7/16/96		7/8/02				9										$50.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$300				0.00%						P		NCP incarcereted

				23227172901		11/11/02		11/6/02				9										$400.00		M		$230.00		2/20/03		UCI (?)		$1,600		$460		28.75%		1/31/03		Sent W/W to UCI		P		case was a closed and reopend case

				23627207601		9/19/02		1/21/03				9										$188.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$376		$0		0.00%						N		no wage info

				23613399201		9/9/99		3/21/02				9										$50.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$300		$0		0.00%						P

				23306346803		11/3/00		10/27/02				9										$6,060.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$6,060		$0		0.00%						P

				23502785002		1/9/01		5/9/02				9										$50.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$300		$0		0.00%						P

				23619906402		10/18/95		7/9/02				9										$1,394.00		Judgement		$228.00		8/8/02		Vol		$1,394		$1,068		76.63%						P

				21929389901		9/24/01		11/26/02				9										$78.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$312		$0		0.00%						P

				23621902101		6/7/02		1/27/03				9										$676.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$676		$0		0.00%						T

				31074494903		8/14/02		2/10/03				9										$188.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$188		$0		0.00%						N

				23215065701		1/16/01		6/24/02				9										$1,133.00		Judgement		$169.00		7/10/02		Vol		$1,133		$1,445		127.54%						P

				23619192206		7/31/02		12/31/02				9										$335.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$335		$0		0.00%						T

				23219685201		4/9/87		7/12/02				9										$214.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$1,284		$0		0.00%						P

				23615213401		8/27/01		8/5/02				9										$50.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$300		$0		0.00%						T

				23327657901		11/25/02		11/20/02				9										$500.00		M		$288.46		11/29/02		Vol		$2,000		$2,292		114.61%						P

				23654609101		2/4/02		5/17/02				9										$432.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$432		$0		0.00%						P

				23208704402		11/28/00		7/3/02				9										$6,956.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$6,956		$0		0.00%		6/7/02				T

				23604910601		11/13/95		4/29/02				9										$6,480.00		Judgement		$500.00		5/3/02		Vol		$6,480		$3,456		53.33%						N

				23519987602		7/12/02		12/31/02				9										$174.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$522		$0		0.00%						P

				23633016401		9/18/98		3/21/02				9										$250.00		M		$57.76		4/1/02		vol		$1,500		$366		24.37%						P

				22394903201		10/25/02		10/28/02				9										$50.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$250		$0		0.00%						T

				23592142001		8/18/97		11/19/02				9										$199.00		Judgement		$50.00		12/6/02		Vol		$199		$50		25.13%						P

				23406922103		1/30/02		8/1/02				9										$50.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$300		$0		0.00%						P

				23398408101		3/14/03		2/4/03				9										$556.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$3,336		$0		0.00%						T

				23494432603		1/19/01		10/25/02				9										$50.00		M		$50.00		11/19/02		Vol		$250		$100		40.00%						T

				35950303801		4/9/01		12/2/02				9										$72.00		M		$350.00		12/4/02		Vol		$216		$2,604		1205.56%						P

				18650198701		4/17/01		3/1/02				9										$171.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$1,026		$0		0.00%						T

				23235675602		6/21/02		10/1/02				9										$233.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$1,165		$0		0.00%						P

				23290786901		10/29/99		12/2/02				9										$19,851.00		Judgement		$135.00		2/20/03		Vol		$19,851		$270		1.36%						P

				23623769101		5/1/94		9/13/02				9										$16,067.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$16,067		$0		0.00%						P

				23364275201		1/27/03		2/24/03				9										$300.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$300		$0		0.00%						N

				23617464001		12/27/00		1/2/03				9										$277.00		M		$120.55		1/9/03		Vol		$554		$959		173.16%						P

				23217923501		10/1/95		1/9/03				9										$50.00		M		$75.00		1/21/03		Vol		$100		$150		150.00%						N

				23523170801		4/3/97		3/22/02				9										$3,425.00		Judgement		$400.00		4/22/02		Vol		$3,425		$730		21.31%						P

				23321250002		8/27/01		5/9/02				9										$940.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$940		$0		0.00%						P

				23608047801		10/1/01		7/15/02				9										$50.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$300		$0		0.00%						N

				23225266101		3/2/00		3/8/02				9										$50.00		M		$200.00		12/18/02		Vol		$300				0.00%						P

				10760612203		6/7/01		10/3/02				9										$171.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$855		$0		0.00%						P

				23586689101		12/1/91		8/20/02				9										$5,862.00		Judgement		$223.00		9/20/02		Vol		$5,862		$2,069		35.30%						P

				23490227702		6/19/02		12/11/02				9										$214.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$642		$0		0.00%						T

				23213759902		4/17/97		3/19/02				9										$50.00		M		$0.00				No pmnt		$300		$0		0.00%						T

				23574377801		6/15/90		6/12/02				9										$840.00		Judgement		$555.00		9/9/02		vol		$840		$3,885		462.50%						P

				23427069001		10/1/94		5/30/02				9										$50.00		M		$100.00		6/3/02		Vol		$300		$550		183.24%						T

				23590976802		9/21/95		6/10/02				9										$12,410.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$12,410		$0		0.00%						P

				57780016301		11/30/95		1/17/03				9										$12,702.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$12,702		$0		0.00%						P

				23211476801		4/14/97		8/1/02				9										$6,424.00		Judgement		$0.00				No pmnt		$6,424		$0		0.00%						P

																						$227,941.00				$14,360.22						$310,298		$120,857		38.95%



dstanley:
Where applicaable.  Some orders have been active for less then 6 months, and are reflected as such.

dstanley:
Where applicaable.  Some orders have been active for less then 6 months, and are reflected as such.



TENN

		

				Case #		Case open date		Order Established or modified date		Income source		Electro		Nesource		E_source		E_Nation		Date income source was provided		Obligation Amount		Obligation frequency		First Paid Amount after order or modification		Date of first Payment after order est or modified		First Payment type		First six months of payments (from order est or mod date)		Date that income source was verified		How was income source verified		Assistance type

				721847		1/17/02		6/27/02		Court Clerk		0		3						2/28/02		$70		week		$70		6/28/02		IWO		$1,680		2/28/02		user confirmed		F

				922222		1/6/03		3/21/03		CP		0		2						1/31/03		$50		week		$50		3/21/03		IWO		100		3/13/03		Letter sent		N

				720782		6/27/00		2/26/03		CP		0		2						2/3/03		$60		week		$45		2/6/03		NCP vol		145		2/4/03		Letter sent		C

				896510		9/12/02		3/26/03		CP		0		2						9/30/02		$167		Month		$50		4/2/03		NCP vol		50		9/30/02		user confirmed		N

				567469		7/6/98		3/26/03		CP		0		2						1/30/03		$251		Month										1/30/03		Letter sent		C

				856827		3/18/02		3/25/03		CP		0		2						10/26/01		$280		Month										12/17/01		Letter sent		F		Case was closed, reopened after transfer of offices

				901013		9/30/02		2/28/03		CP		0		2						9/30/02		$215		Month		$100		4/2/03		NCP vol		100		10/8/02		Letter sent		F

				891099		8/20/02		1/23/03		CP		0		2						8/22/02		$81		week		$81		2/5/03		IWO		810		9/20/02		Letter sent		N

				109400		1/28/96		3/27/03		CP		0		2						1/23/02		$75		week										1/23/02		user confirmed		N

				525519		11/5/97		3/28/03		CP		0		2						3/28/03		$48		week										3/28/03		user confirmed		F

				935692		3/5/03		3/21/03		CP		0		2						3/21/03		$75		week										3/21/03		user confirmed		N

				869393		5/16/02		3/21/03		CP		0		2						10/23/02		$26		week										10/23/02		user confirmed		C

				776878		3/13/01		3/12/03		CP		0		2						8/23/02		$15		week		$13		3/31/03		IWO		27.9		8/23/02		user confirmed		N

				339706		3/12/96		2/5/03		CP		0		2						11/5/99		$107		week		$107		2/26/03		IWO		749		11/5/99		user confirmed		N

				784948		4/19/01		1/28/03		CP		0		2						1/28/03		$23		week		$50		2/20/03		IWO		199.32		1/28/03		user confirmed		F

				897891		9/18/02		3/26/03		Ele Parent loc ntw		1				FPLS		1		3/8/03		$50		Month		$50		4/2/03		IWO		50		3/19/03		user confirmed		C

				916064		12/3/02		3/7/03		Ele Parent loc ntw		1				FPLS		1		12/21/02		$260		Month		$60		3/17/03		IWO		300		1/7/03		Letter sent		F

				787237		4/27/01		3/18/03		EMP (army)		1				DOD		1		5/3/02		$251		Month		$251		4/7/03		IWO		251		5/3/02		user confirmed		C

				933628		10/22/02		2/25/03		Empl sec Admin		1				QW		2		2/14/03		$75		week		$50		2/27/03		NCP vol		125		2/14/03		user confirmed		N

				916845		12/5/02		2/7/03		Empl sec Admin		1				QW		2		12/7/02		$300		Month		$138		3/14/03		IWO		276.92		2/7/03		Letter sent		N

				884545		7/24/02		12/17/02		Empl sec Admin		1				QW		2		11/9/02		$50		week		$50		12/27/02		IWO		750		12/17/02		Letter sent		N

				902387		10/4/02		1/14/03		Empl sec Admin		1				QW		2		1/11/03		$1,600		Month		$1,600		1/28/03		NCP vol		4800		1/29/03		Letter sent		N

				830582		11/8/01		1/18/02		Empl sec Admin		1				QW		2		1/15/02		$90		week		$90		1/23/02		IWO		1950		1/15/02		user confirmed		N

				554118		4/16/98		4/1/03		Empl sec Admin		1				QW		2		5/12/02		$362		Month										5/28/02		Letter sent		C

				531839		12/12/97		3/26/03		Empl sec Admin		1				QW		2		5/10/02		$266		Month										6/27/02		Letter sent		C

				766629		1/23/01		2/28/03		Empl sec Admin		1				QW		2		9/7/02		$319		Month										9/7/02		user confirmed		N

				823669		10/10/01		2/28/03		Empl sec Admin		1				QW		2		2/28/03		$274		Month		$64		3/12/03		NCP vol				2/28/03		user confirmed		C

				535187		1/8/98		1/29/03		Empl sec Admin		1				QW		2		12/7/02		$100		week										12/10/02		Letter sent		F

				857303		3/20/02		4/4/03		Employer		0		9						5/20/02		$171		Month										5/20/02		user confirmed		C

				915025		11/25/02		3/21/03		Employer		0		9						11/26/02		$213		week										11/26/02		user confirmed		C

				805141		7/19/01		3/19/03		Employer		0		9						5/9/02		$228		Month										5/9/02		user confirmed		N

				276953		3/26/96		2/19/03		Employer		0		9						1/9/03		$184		week		$103		3/11/03		IWO		654.55		1/9/03		user confirmed		N

				935702		3/5/03		3/26/03		FCR		1				FPLS		1		3/11/03		$612		Month										3/11/03		user confirmed		F

				743960		10/5/00		3/24/03		FCR		1				FPLS		1		10/21/02		$25		Month		$25		4/7/03		INT		25		10/21/02		user confirmed		N

				517840		9/29/97		1/31/03		Inmate in prison		0		3								$39		week												Inmate in prison		C

				868623		7/19/02		7/19/02		NCP		0		1						7/19/02		$68		week		$137		8/2/02		IWO		1523		7/19/02		user confirmed		N

				868624		5/13/02		9/3/02		NCP		0		1						8/26/02		$717		Month		$717		9/4/02		IWO		4302		8/26/02		W2, Fax sent		N

				848807		2/11/02		3/21/03		NCP		0		1						3/19/03		$50		week		$50		3/27/03		IWO		100		3/19/03		user confirmed		N

				917649		12/10/02		3/18/03		NCP		0		1						2/3/03		$323		Month										2/3/03		Letter sent		C

				903277		10/9/02		2/28/03		NCP		0		1						1/24/03		$75		Month										3/5/03		Letter sent		F

				882776		7/17/02		1/31/03		NCP		0		1						1/30/03		$65		week		$65		2/11/03		IWO		325		1/31/03				N

				477034		6/10/97		1/10/03		NCP		0		1						1/3/03		$75		week										1/3/03		user confirmed		N

				911511		11/8/02		3/28/03		NCP		0		1						8/12/02		$73		week										8/12/02		user confirmed		N

				839863		12/27/01		11/24/02		NCP		0		1						9/25/02		$125		week		$271		12/2/02		IWO		2437.47		9/25/02		user confirmed		N

				835470		12/4/01		3/12/03		NCP		0		1						3/10/03		$106		week										3/10/03		user confirmed		N

				831992		11/15/01		3/17/03		NCP		0		1						3/3/03		$36		week		$95		4/7/03		IWO		94.71		3/6/03		Letter sent		N

				856387		3/15/02		4/2/03		NCP		0		1						4/2/03		$33		week										4/2/03		user confirmed		C

				690620		2/15/00		3/5/03		NCP		0		1						2/14/03		$57		week										2/14/03		user confirmed		C

				276031		3/25/96		3/6/03		NCP		0		1						2/12/03		$48		week										2/12/03				N

				907082		10/23/02		3/5/03		NCP		0		1						3/4/03		$50		week		$50		3/13/03		IWO		200		3/5/03		user confirmed		N

				836367		12/10/01		3/5/03		NCP		0		1						9/17/02		$100		week		$100		3/20/03		IWO		300		9/17/02		user confirmed		N

				273763		5/12/96		3/20/03		NCP		0		1						3/20/03		$57		week		$700		3/21/03		NCP vol		757		3/20/03		user confirmed		C

				909125		10/31/02		2/21/03		NCP		0		1						11/11/02		$51		week		$51		2/25/03		IWO		459		11/11/02		user confirmed		N

				722256		7/6/00		2/27/03		NCP incarcirated		0		3								$211		Month												NCP in Jail		C		in jail, out in April

				819825		9/24/01		1/10/02		New Hire		1				NH		3		12/10/01		$85		week		$48		6/13/02		IWO		252.41		12/10/01		user confirmed		N

				733670		10/2/01		2/18/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		10/31/01		$75		week										11/7/01		Letter sent		C		Strange, close and reopen

				884649		7/25/02		4/7/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		8/2/02		$369		Month										8/2/02		user confirmed		C

				743877		10/5/00		4/1/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		9/27/02		$30		Month										10/4/02		Letter sent		N

				877050		6/20/02		4/1/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		10/31/02		$275		Month										10/31/02		user confirmed		C

				820347		9/26/01		4/1/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		5/13/02		$207		Month										5/13/02		user confirmed		C

				904161		10/11/02		3/26/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		10/23/02		$420		Month		$420		4/7/03		NCP vol		420		10/24/02		user confirmed		F

				720638		6/27/00		3/18/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		7/12/02		$115		Month										7/12/02		user confirmed		C

				610985		2/25/00		3/18/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		9/9/02		$193		Month										9/9/02		user confirmed		N

				908588		10/30/02		3/7/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		12/21/02		$200		Month										12/23/02		Letter sent		C

				743593		10/5/00		3/7/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		12/10/02		$365		Month		$250		4/2/03		NCP vol		250		12/10/02		user confirmed		C

				744017		10/6/00		3/3/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		3/15/02		$125		Month		$60		3/12/03		IWO		120		3/15/02		user confirmed		C

				34353		12/26/95		3/3/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		8/10/01		$200		Month										10/19/01		Letter sent		C

				801525		7/2/01		3/3/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		10/10/02		$350		Month										10/10/02		user confirmed		C

				608028		2/4/99		2/26/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		9/24/02		$165		Month		$165		3/31/03		IWO		165		9/24/02		user confirmed		F

				864692		4/24/02		4/4/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		3/19/03		$35		Month		$92		4/7/03		IWO		92.3		3/19/03		user confirmed		C

				860015		4/3/02		3/6/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		9/10/02		$63		week		$126		4/3/03		IWO		126		9/10/02		user confirmed		F

				874418		6/10/02		1/22/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		12/3/02		$280		judgement		$280		2/19/03		NCP vol				12/3/02		user confirmed		F

				836535		12/10/01		3/10/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		8/14/02		$140		week										8/14/02		user confirmed		N

				273734		3/25/96		3/24/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		1/3/03		$93		week		$138		3/28/03		IWO		276		1/3/03		user confirmed		N

				434437		5/12/93		7/26/02		No employer		9										$50		week												All sources being used		C

				841145		1/7/02		4/1/03		No employer		9										$315		Month												All sources being used		F		"EMP request init" -LOCD screen

				654059		9/7/99		3/26/03		No employer		9										$231		Month												All sources being used		F

				790951		5/15/01		3/26/03		No employer		9										$50		Month												All sources being used		C

				868461		5/13/02		3/25/03		No employer		9										$130		Month												All sources being used		C

				797718		6/14/01		3/25/03		No employer		9										$124		Month												All sources being used		C

				546360		3/10/98		3/18/03		No employer		9								1/14/03		$251		Month												All sources being used		C

				43176		1/2/96		3/20/03		No employer		9										$165		Month												All sources being used		F

				684295		1/18/00		3/18/03		No employer		9										$211		Month												All sources being used		F

				586077		10/8/98		3/18/03		No employer		9										$142		Month												All sources being used		C

				908694		10/30/02		3/7/03		No employer		9										$322		Month												All sources being used		C

				857500		3/20/02		3/7/03		No employer		9										$425		Month												All sources being used		N

				847066		2/1/02		3/3/03		No employer		9										$165		Month												All sources being used		C

				810667		8/13/01		2/28/03		No employer		9										$180		Month												All sources being used		C

				892455		8/27/02		3/31/03		No employer		9										$7		week												All sources being used		C

				857790		3/21/02		2/28/03		No employer		9										$160		Month												All sources being used		C

				862181		4/12/02		2/10/03		No employer		9										$200		Month												All sources being used		F

				860003		4/3/02		3/6/03		No employer		9										$77		week												All sources being used		F

				860014		4/3/02		3/6/03		No employer		9										$87		week												All sources being used		F

				926204		1/22/03		3/14/03		No employer		9										$25		week												All sources being used		N

				843408		1/16/02		1/22/03		No employer		9										$33		week												All sources being used		C

				902170		10/3/02		1/13/03		No employer		9										$120		Month												All sources being used		N

				874242		6/7/02		1/10/03		No employer		9										$45		week												All sources being used		C

				648926		8/20/99		1/23/03		No employer		9										$50		week												All sources being used		F

				926708		1/24/03		3/28/03		No employer		9										$178		Month												All sources being used		F

				931827		2/13/03		3/28/03		No employer		9										$70		week												All sources being used		N

				736432		9/6/00		3/18/03		No employer		9										$201		Month												All sources being used		N

				809226		8/7/01		3/6/03		No employer		9										$30		week												All sources being used		N

				800524		6/27/01		3/5/03		No employer		9										$18		week												All sources being used		N

				907575		10/25/02		3/19/03		No employer		9										$48		week												All sources being used		N

				881562		7/12/02		3/5/03		No employer		9										$39		week												All sources being used		C

				641133		7/19/99		4/2/03		No employer		9										$112		week												All sources being used		C

				382370		7/29/96		3/31/03		No employer		9										$48		week												All sources being used		F

				767359		1/25/01		3/20/03		No employer		9										$72		week												All sources being used		C

				265128		8/28/97		2/25/03		No employer		9										$195		week												All sources being used		N

				880417		7/8/02		2/19/03		No employer		9										$50		week		$50		3/10/03		NCP vol		250				All sources being used		C

				429048		3/25/97		1/22/03		No employer		9										$57		week												All sources being used		N

				888508		8/9/02		1/29/03		No employer		9										$10		week												All sources being used		N

				864457		4/23/02		2/10/03		No employer		9										$91		week		$394		3/31/03		NCP vol		394.33				All sources being used		C

				875345		6/12/02		3/3/03		Other		0		9						12/27/02		$175		Month										12/27/02		user confirmed		F

				859966		4/3/02		1/10/03		Other		0		9						4/16/02		$60		week		$60		1/29/03		IWO		300		5/9/02		Letter sent		F

				923010		1/8/03		1/17/03		Q wage info		1				QW		3		10/18/02		$350		Month										10/21/02		worker confirmed		N

				801074		6/29/01		1/21/03		Unemp ins		1				UI		3		1/17/03		$166		Month										1/21/03		worker confirmed		N





Maine

																																		A = curr, X unknown, N = never, B = former, L =unknown
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		20037607		20014671P		20-Feb-92		9-Jul-96		cp		0		2						$67.26		W		$170.00		8/2/01		Regular payment		$680.00		7/2/01		N		C

		20089681		20014827P		26-Feb-92		22-Oct-93		cp		0		2						$57.67		W		$136.25		6/11/97		Regular payment		$136.25		5/27/97		N		C

		20170735		20068850P		15-Dec-97		27-Feb-98		cp		0		2						$38.00		W		$152.00		1/13/01		Regular payment		$1,976.00		12/15/00		N		A

		20232195		20099473P		2-Oct-01		20-Jul-01		cp		0		2						$72.00		W		$144.00		10/25/01		w/w		$2,128.00		10/9/01		N		C

		10022145		80979220P		3-Feb-86		1-Nov-85		DOL		1				QW		3		$39.00		W		$32.77		10/3/00		Tax Intercept		$32.77		11/3/99		A		A

		10026113		94114001P		13-Sep-90		2-Jan-93		employer		0		9						$32.00		W		$114.00		2/16/00		interstate		$4,448.00		2/11/00		X		A

		10027011		61692651P		23-Dec-86		1-Jun-90		employer		0		9						$63.00		W		$63.00		7/20/01		w/w		$1,575.00		6/13/01		N		A

		10028688		22481011P		21-Apr-87		26-Apr-91		employer		0		9						$20.00		W		$65.00		6/16/00		Regular payment		$1,168.00		5/25/00		N		C

		10029697		92218551P		15-Jan-88		4-Nov-88		employer		0		9						$25.00		W		$180.00		4/10/01		w/w		$4,320.00		4/5/01		A		A

		10030164		03292141P		13-Sep-89		30-Jun-89		employer		0		9						$41.00		W		$141.00		7/26/02		w/w		$2,324.00		7/18/02		N		C

		10030625		93192491P		19-Aug-88		1-Oct-92		employer		0		9						$35.00		W		$102.02		11/1/02		w/w		$951.93		10/28/02		N		A

		10030903		93374131P		28-Feb-90		2-Nov-90		employer		0		9						$44.88		W		$46.00		1/22/03		w/w		$552.00		1/22/03		N		C

		10031217		61528860P		25-Jul-88		6-Mar-92		employer		0		9						$30.00		W		$117.00		8/5/00		unemployment		$2,580.00		7/31/00		N		A

		10032109		34046451P		23-Oct-90		18-Jan-91		employer		0		9						$42.50		W		no payments								3/2/01		A		C

		10053166		41923191P		21-Jan-86		1-Dec-89		employer		0		9						$28.00		W		$38.00		11/15/99		Regular payment		$1,314.00		11/10/99		N		A		10/24/99

		10057509		92744881P		11-Oct-89		4-Aug-89		employer		0		9						$36.00		W		$186.25		8/31/02		w/w		$3,035.47		8/16/02		N		A

		10058560		03662941P		9-Aug-89		23-Jul-87		employer		0		9						$53.00		W		$83.00		3/25/00		w/w		$3,036.00		3/16/00		N		C

		10058653		92708311P		27-May-87		23-Aug-91		employer		0		9						$32.00		W		$32.00		5/10/02		w/w		$432.13		4/24/02		N		C

		10059061		13103461P		6-Sep-89		23-Mar-91		employer		0		9						$93.00		W		$416.00		1/3/01		Regular payment		$1,576.00		12/15/00		N		C

		10059082		63493591P		3-Feb-89		1-Jul-88		employer		0		9						$140.00		M		$75.00		8/21/99		w/w		$2,432.40		8/19/99		N		C

		10086673		74319071P		17-Oct-90		9-Nov-90		employer		0		9						$33.00		W		$66.00		1/26/00		Regular payment		$924.00		1/20/00		A		C

		10088313		41629790P		7-Jul-89		8-Dec-88		employer		0		9						$15.00		W		$75.00		9/24/99		w/w		$1,875.00		8/24/99		N		C

		10090139		53718101P		16-Oct-89		6-Jul-90		employer		0		9						$0.00		W		$6,239.32		2/21/03		Tax Intercept		$6,719.32		1/20/03		A		A

		10091234		04197711P		23-Jul-90		12-Aug-95		employer		0		9						$22.00		W		$21.00		7/13/01		w/w		$0.00		10/25/00		N		C

		10114723		51609330P		5-Jan-88		17-Aug-01		employer		0		9						$46.00		W		no payments								3/21/03		N		A

		10116635		92215951P		27-Jan-88		5-Aug-88		employer		0		9						$20.24		W		$32.00		9/27/01		w/w		$860.00		9/27/01		N		A

		10116892		51857481P		15-Jul-88		28-Aug-89		employer		0		9						$38.00		W		$110.00		11/20/01		Regular payment		$730.39		11/16/01		N		A

		10118007		73692941P		14-Sep-89		21-Aug-94		employer		0		9						$72.00		W		$214.00		10/29/01		w/w		$6,187.76		10/24/01		A		C

		10118118		82871531P		28-Oct-87		5-Aug-88		employer		0		9						$35.00		W		no payments								1/18/01		N		A

		10119905		23215641P		25-Jul-88		18-Oct-88		employer		0		9						$41.60		W		$100.00		7/30/99		w/w		$1,400.00		6/22/99		X		A

		10120113		03782351P		23-Apr-90		31-Jan-94		employer		0		9						$52.00		W		no payments								2/12/03		X		A

		10120937		20016337P		5-May-92		2-Jul-93		employer		0		9						$57.00		W		no payments								9/26/96		A		A

		10131428		43773111P		11-Dec-89		7-Apr-94		employer		0		9						$25.00		W		$54.17		4/5/02		interstate		$704.21		4/2/02		A		U

		10131863		24212921P		2-Aug-90		17-Apr-91		employer		0		9						$46.00		W		$20.00		3/13/02		Regular payment		$1,274.00		3/13/02		N		A

		10152538		20028070P		8-Oct-93		28-May-92		employer		0		9						$0.00		W		$9.00		9/28/02		unemployment		$165.00		6/17/02		X		C

		20001776		20000938P		5-Dec-90		4-Feb-94		employer		0		9						$41.00		W		$61.00		3/24/03		Regular payment		$183.00		3/21/03		N		C

		20002494		20001246P		11-Dec-90		1-Jan-91		employer		0		9						$133.34		M		$100.00		7/28/95		Regular payment		$415.00		7/24/95		N		C

		20003648		20004330P		1-Apr-91		17-Mar-92		employer		0		9						$38.00		W		$100.00		5/28/02		Regular payment		$2,800.00		5/28/02		A		C

		20007696		20003440P		11-Feb-91		15-Aug-97		employer		0		9						$78.00		W		$309.00		1/22/98		w/w		$2,575.00		1/6/98		N		C

		20010141		12393911P		28-Mar-88		3-Jan-93		employer		0		9						$37.00		W		$161.42		6/19/02		w/w		$3,236.78		6/14/02		A		A

		20012157		20004985P		25-Apr-97		5-May-95		employer		0		9						$66.00		W		$75.00		2/23/03		w/w		$525.00		2/5/03		N		C

		20019674		20007776P		25-Jul-91		12-Feb-91		employer		0		9						$55.00		W		$250.00		2/10/97		interstate		$530.00		1/17/97		N		C

		20020147		20007958P		30-Jul-91		30-Apr-93		employer		0		9						$40.00		W		$160.00		10/19/97		w/w		$688.78		10/3/97		N		A

		20020382		20008048P		1-Aug-91		8-Jan-92		employer		0		9						$37.50		W		$135.20		5/19/00		w/w		$1,081.60		5/1/00		N		C

		20033776		20013174P		19-Dec-91		16-May-94		employer		0		9						$55.00		W		$320.00		11/22/02		w/w		$1,020.00		11/13/02		X		C

		20043941		20004233P		25-Mar-91		3-Jun-94		employer		0		9						$36.00		W		no payments								4/8/03		X		A

		20061287		20023863P		31-Mar-93		18-Mar-94		employer		0		9						$45.00		W		$50.00		9/17/01		Regular payment		$150.00		7/16/01		N		C

		20063370		14140301P		6-Jun-90		14-Jan-94		employer		0		9						$41.02		W		$162.56		5/2/01		w/w		$1,812.53		4/27/01		X		C

		20064803		20025262P		14-Jun-93		22-Apr-98		employer		0		9						$95.00		W		$95.00		2/27/99		Regular payment		$1,195.00		12/11/98		N		C

		20071483		20027897P		30-Sep-93		30-Sep-93		employer		0		9						$46.11		W		$100.00		7/17/99		w/w		$1,832.31		7/6/99		N		C

		20072824		20002722P		16-Jan-91		21-Aug-95		employer		0		9						$46.00		W		$200.00		8/28/02		w/w		$1,254.00		8/28/02		A		C

		20074295		20028993P		18-Nov-93		18-Nov-93		employer		0		9						$49.00		W		$90.00		9/6/96		Regular payment		$945.00		8/8/96		N		A

		20074653		20029130P		23-Nov-93		28-Apr-95		employer		0		9						$24.00		W		$308.20		12/29/00		interstate		$0.00		6/16/00		A		C

		20077168		20030152P		3-Jan-94		1-Feb-02		employer		0		9						$126.00		W		$252.00		4/20/02		interstate		$0.00		6/12/99		N		U

		20077906		20030455P		11-Jan-94		6-Jul-01		employer		0		9						$52.67		W		$175.00		8/15/02		w/w		$5,250.00		8/14/02		N		C

		20078925		20030882P		24-Jan-94		28-Jul-98		employer		0		9						$52.00		W		$100.00		8/20/01		Regular payment		$1,000.00		8/13/01		X		C

		20083043		20032542P		9-Mar-94		5-Aug-94		employer		0		9						$39.00		W		$86.00		3/11/03		Regular payment		$516.00		3/4/03		A		A

		20094370		20036949P		10-Aug-94		19-Jul-96		employer		0		9						$0.00		W		$760.00		5/2/01		Regular payment		$760.00		12/11/00		N		C

		20098962		20045156P		31-May-95		2-Apr-97		employer		0		9						$24.50		W		$4,525.00		2/21/03		Tax Intercept		$0.00		8/8/02		A		C

		20100088		20039146P		26-Oct-94		19-Oct-94		employer		0		9						$52.50		W		$108.07		3/7/98		w/w		$2,746.82		3/3/98		N		C

		20104046		20040781P		19-Dec-94		9-Dec-94		employer		0		9						$35.00		W		$70.00		1/16/02		Regular payment		$880.00		11/28/01		N		C

		20106165		20041652P		24-Jan-95		19-Nov-99		employer		0		9						$27.75		W		$50.00		5/17/02		w/w		$92.32		2/26/02		N		C

		20113110		20044481P		4-May-95		3-Oct-97		employer		0		9						$57.00		W		$125.00		11/20/02		w/w		$4,021.85		11/14/02		A		C

		20115655		20045475P		12-Jun-95		24-Feb-96		employer		0		9						$29.12		W		$87.30		12/1/01		w/w		$1,886.88		10/30/01		N		C

		20117480		20046190P		11-Jul-95		23-Feb-96		employer		0		9						$82.00		W		$100.00		2/14/01		w/w		$2,786.00		2/12/01		N		A

		20117936		20059179P		7-Nov-96		3-Dec-99		employer		0		9						$20.00		W		$99.43		10/5/02		w/w		$1,439.34		9/19/02		N		C

		20123488		20048609P		29-Sep-95		18-Nov-95		employer		0		9						$45.00		W		$37.00		3/7/03		w/w		$185.00		3/3/03		N		V

		20124863		20049173P		23-Oct-95		13-May-94		employer		0		9						$45.00		W		$45.00		2/4/00		interstate		$1,215.00		2/1/00		N		C

		20129512		20051119P		8-Jan-96		8-Jan-96		employer		0		9						$19.00		W		$75.00		5/17/00		Regular payment		$1,176.97		5/17/00		N		C

		20135633		20053749P		17-Apr-96		6-Dec-96		employer		0		9						$41.00		W		$100.00		8/18/02		w/w		$900.00		8/13/02		A		A

		20144934		20057655P		13-Sep-96		31-May-02		employer		0		9						$60.00		W		$240.00		6/26/02		Regular payment		$672.00		1/23/02		L		C

		20154966		20062017P		6-Mar-97		5-Feb-93		employer		0		9						$60.00		W		$44.00		3/16/98		w/w		$0.00		4/27/97		N		C

		20155453		20062227P		13-Mar-97		16-Dec-98		employer		0		9						$60.00		W		$46.00		12/11/98		w/w		$1,002.00		7/22/98		A		A

		20156559		20062727P		31-Mar-97		28-Sep-01		employer		0		9						$100.00		W		$115.00		10/2/02		interstate		$4,532.13		9/27/02		N		C

		20156842		20062858P		3-Apr-97		5-May-97		employer		0		9						$42.51		W		$137.55		12/12/99		w/w		$3,301.15		11/22/99		N		C

		20157670		20063229P		17-Apr-97		2-Jan-98		employer		0		9						$44.00		W		$88.00		10/4/01		Regular payment		$1,320.00		10/2/01		N		A

		20166724		20067152P		29-Sep-97		21-Aug-98		employer		0		9						$77.00		W		$96.00		1/24/01		w/w		$2,808.72		1/19/01		A		C

		20170670		20068823P		11-Dec-97		11-Dec-97		employer		0		9						$33.00		W		$264.00		10/30/01		Regular payment		$1,914.00		10/17/01		N		A

		20173145		20069885P		9-Feb-98		8-Oct-99		employer		0		9						$74.00		W		$60.00		11/16/98		Regular payment		$0.00		3/18/98		N		C

		20178450		20072211P		15-May-98		24-Sep-99		employer		0		9						$62.00		W		no payments								11/30/98		N		C

		20182047		20073689P		23-Jul-98		9-Mar-01		employer		0		9						$35.00		W		$65.00		7/21/01		w/w		$382.86		6/2/01		N		A

		20187905		20032359P		4-Mar-94		14-Mar-00		employer		0		9						$0.00		W		$50.00		9/16/00		unemployment		$1,338.00		9/13/00		A		C

		20193633		20078543P		16-Feb-99		12-Feb-99		employer		0		9						$10.00		W		$30.00		11/8/01		w/w		$1,265.00		10/30/01		N		C

		20197065		20079968P		16-Apr-99		16-Jun-00		employer		0		9						$30.00		W		$206.24		6/19/99		w/w		$2,880.32		6/8/99		N		C

		20197767		20080286P		3-May-99		27-Jul-99		employer		0		9						$40.32		W		$82.64		8/21/99		w/w		$1,239.60		5/28/99		M		C

		20204787		20083103P		16-Sep-99		3-Sep-99		employer		0		9						$52.40		W		$86.00		7/29/00		w/w		$2,303.00		7/25/00		N		C

		20206245		20083698P		12-Oct-99		19-Nov-99		employer		0		9						$61.05		W		$100.00		4/8/03		Regular payment		$100.00		3/18/03		N		C

		20207642		20084275P		5-Nov-99		4-Feb-00		employer		0		9						$50.00		W		$30.00		11/26/99		Regular payment		$1,390.00		11/17/99		N		A

		20208534		20084621P		19-Nov-99		1-Nov-99		employer		0		9						$54.50		W		no payments								9/7/01		X		C

		20214854		20087308P		28-Mar-00		28-Mar-00		employer		0		9						$68.50		W		$175.00		1/23/03		w/w		$2,100.00		1/8/03		N		C

		20215981		20087779P		14-Apr-00		15-Jul-00		employer		0		9						$300.00		M		$150.00		7/11/02		w/w		$1,725.00		6/6/02		X		C

		20219168		20089136P		22-Jun-00		1-Nov-02		employer		0		9						$94.00		W		$94.00		2/21/03		adjusted wage receipt		$94.00		8/25/02		N		A

		20231943		20094524P		26-Feb-01		8-Dec-00		employer		0		9						$89.00		W		no payments								7/19/01		N		C

		20237313		20096727P		21-May-01		18-May-01		employer		0		9						$46.40		W		$99.18		7/12/01		w/w		$2,578.68		7/9/01		N		C

		20249329		20101766P		26-Dec-01		20-Dec-02		employer		0		9						$25.00		W		$78.00		1/4/03		unemployment		$420.00		9/17/02		L		C

		20257401		20105120P		9-Apr-02		1-Feb-02		employer		0		9						$220.58		W		$220.58		6/17/02		Regular payment		$6,404.56		7/10/02		N		C

		20258175		20105459P		24-Apr-02		8-Apr-02		employer		0		9						$96.50		W		no payments								4/26/02		N		C

		20260528		20106503P		20-Jun-02		12-Sep-02		employer		0		9						$102.00		W		$204.00		11/25/02		Regular payment		$2,196.00		6/28/02		A		A

		20262958		20031993P		24-Feb-94		12-Jul-02		employer		0		9						$67.05		W		no payments								3/21/03		N		A

		20052133		20007513P		18-Jul-91		3-Aug-96		fcr		1				fpls		1		$51.00		W		$70.68		7/9/02		interstate		$1,053.64		7/9/02		A		A

		20073503		20028671P		4-Nov-93		23-Jun-95		FCR		1				fpls		1		$47.00		W		too new								4/14/03		N		C

		10031312		01388630P		22-May-89		19-Jun-89		ncp		0		1						$50.00		W		$38.05		11/1/02		w/w		$2,129.10		10/1/02		N		C

		10057540		52798241P		2-Sep-87		1-Jan-88		ncp		0		1						$39.00		W		$62.00		4/11/01		w/w		$3,560.00		4/5/01		N		A

		10091276		24214371P		3-Aug-90		1-May-91		ncp		0		1						$59.00		W		$35.63		1/29/03		w/w		$391.93		1/28/03		N		A

		20132534		20052385P		27-Feb-96		11-Sep-96		ncp		0		1						$40.00		W		$68.00		11/9/00		w/w		$1,488.00		10/20/00		N		C

		20134583		20053277P		1-Apr-96		4-Aug-92		ncp		0		1						$26.20		W		$94.56		1/1/00		w/w		$756.78		12/6/00		N		C

		20194764		20079018P		5-Mar-99		3-Dec-99		ncp		0		1						$58.00		W		$2,376.00		11/30/99		Regular payment		$0.00		1/3/99		A		C

		20220430		20089674P		24-Jul-00		6-Oct-00		ncp		0		1						$48.00		W		$130.00		12/15/02		w/w		$1,040.00		11/25/02		N		A

		20237676		20096867P		25-May-01		15-Jan-99		ncp		0		1						$100.00		W		$220.00		7/8/02		Regular payment		$2,920.00		6/12/02		N		C

		20244537		20099743P		12-Oct-01		14-Apr-00		ncp		0		1						$58.00		W		$58.00		3/3/03		Regular payment		$512.00		2/27/03		A		C

		20261526		20068010P		5-Nov-97		15-Oct-01		ncp		0		1						$19.00		W		$115.00		12/8/02		w/w		$846.30		10/3/02		A		C

		20270525		20110692P		7-Jan-03		7-Feb-03		ncp		0		1						$42.50		W		$95.00		3/6/03		w/w		$570.00		2/21/03		A		C

		10029376		42880461P		11-Aug-89		7-Oct-88		new hire		1				NH		2		$78.00		W		$160.00		1/11/98		w/w		$2,319.00		12/23/97		N		A		12/15/97

		10056609		11858651P		14-Oct-87		7-Aug-98		new hire		1				NH		2		$70.00		W		$70.00		11/1/00		Regular payment		$0.00		7/23/98		X		C

		10058447		83141251P		3-May-88		23-Jun-95		new hire		1				NH		2		$31.00		W		no payments								4/10/01		A		A

		10060281		73962221P		5-Apr-90		7-Sep-90		new hire		1				NH		2		$6.00		W		$210.00		2/7/03		w/w		$1,050.00		2/3/03		N		A

		10060340		54049181P		6-Apr-90		17-Dec-90		new hire		1				NH		2		$0.00		M		$373.00		3/21/97		Regular payment		$2,611.00		3/20/97		N		A

		20028171		20010988P		23-Oct-91		31-Dec-93		new hire		1				NH		2		$40.00		W		$257.22		3/8/03		w/w		$766.63		2/26/03		N		C

		20058009		20059557P		22-Nov-96		22-Nov-96		new hire		1				NH		2		$45.00		W		no payments								2/18/01		A		C

		20058447		20026375P		27-Jul-93		14-Jan-93		new hire		1				NH		2		$0.00		W		$254.28		2/1/03		w/w		$1,271.40		1/29/03		N		C

		20066660		20025979P		7-Jul-93		14-May-93		new hire		1				NH		2		$23.60		W		$100.00		8/10/02		w/w		$1,200.00		7/26/02		N		C

		20071753		20046056P		6-Jul-95		4-Sep-98		new hire		1				NH		2		$28.00		W		no payments								3/30/00		A		A

		20115544		20045432P		9-Jun-95		11-Oct-95		new hire		1				NH		2		$70.00		W		$100.00		3/22/00		w/w		$2,639.50		3/24/00		N		C

		20139915		20055545P		25-Jun-96		25-Jun-96		new hire		1				NH		2		$314.00		M		$696.60		8/5/97		Regular payment		$4,179.60		7/25/97		N		C

		20141120		20056060P		16-Jul-96		3-Jul-96		new hire		1				NH		2		$44.00		W		$88.00		12/26/02		adjusted wage receipt		$1,377.61		12/9/02		N		C

		20144030		20057295P		3-Sep-96		16-Aug-96		new hire		1				NH		2		$40.72		W		$40.72		3/31/02		w/w		$1,993.94		3/27/02		N		C

		20151935		20060669P		10-Jan-97		1-May-98		new hire		1				NH		2		$38.00		W		$60.00		1/13/02		w/w		$0.00		2/29/00		N		A

		20157639		20063214P		16-Apr-97		30-Mar-98		new hire		1				NH		2		$25.00		W		$29.64		3/4/03		w/w		$29.64		2/21/03		N		A

		20168163		20067738P		24-Oct-97		9-Jan-98		new hire		1				NH		2		$31.28		W		$50.00		3/14/02		w/w		$1,725.00		2/28/02		N		C

		20212226		20086208P		9-Feb-00		15-Dec-00		new hire		1				NH		2		$35.50		W		$212.23		10/27/02		w/w		$2,488.46		10/18/02		N		C

		20244448		20099702P		11-Oct-01		16-Oct-01		new hire		1				NH		1		$60.00		W		$85.00		2/1/03		w/w		$680.00		1/23/03		N		C

		20245855		20100337P		2-Nov-01		1-Feb-02		new hire		1				NH		2		$57.00		W		no payments								9/10/02		A		A

		10117673		20007399P		17-Jul-91		4-Feb-94		no info.		9								$36.00		W												A		A

		20015736		03099261P		25-Mar-88		9-Aug-91		no info.		9								$24.00		W												N		C

		20089934		20035220P		8-Jun-94		23-Aug-96		no info.		9								$55.00		W												N		A

		20124184		03306851P		8-Sep-88		30-Apr-99		no info.		9								$34.50		W												A		C

		20170484		20068739P		9-Dec-97		30-Dec-97		no info.		9								$36.00		W												A		A

		20225691		20068226P		17-Nov-97		22-Aug-01		no info.		9								$30.00		W												A		C

		20266385		20108964P		8-Oct-02		22-Aug-02		no info.		9								$62.50		W												N		A

		20190599		20077242P		22-Dec-98		1-Jan-98		none		9								$533.00		M										none		N		C

		10057289		52906001P		16-May-88		3-Jun-88		state parent locator (SPL)		1				NH		1		$12.50		W		no payments								2/2/01		N		A

		10154426		12900961P		30-Nov-89		29-Sep-89		worker		0		3						$56.09		W		$418.43		6/30/99		w/w		$4,636.56		6/16/99		L		C

		20063963		20048758P		4-Oct-95		18-Oct-96		worker		0		3						$13.50		W		$27.00		8/13/97		adjusted wage receipt		$81.00		8/13/97		A		C

		20131695		20052031P		10-Aug-89		1-Jan-99		worker		0		3						$140.66		M		$97.89		2/12/99		interstate		$3,004.97		2/11/99		X		C

		20210413		20085418P		4-Jan-00		2-Jun-00		worker		0		3						$51.00		W		$500.00		10/11/02		w/w		$500.00		5/2/02		N		A

		20254351		20103883P		27-Feb-02		6-Sep-02		worker		0		3						$84.50		W		$342.00		12/16/02		w/w		$3,182.00		12/10/02		A		C

		20215741		20087672P		11-Apr-00		1-Apr-02				9								$74.00		W		no payments										N		A

		20219766		20089386P		6-Jul-00		1-Jul-00				9								$44.00		W		no payments										A		A

		20228969		20093267P		18-Jan-01		6-Jan-93				9								$155.00		M		no payments										A		C

		20251792		20102793P		30-Jan-02		19-Oct-01				9								$43.66		W		$943.00		4/4/03		check		n/a				L		C
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				0006135621-01		4/26/02		C		12/31/02		AZ Wage Inq		1				QW		2		8/18/99		184.25		M		184.25		1/22/03		REG		737.00		8/18/99		Emp ver form

				0002725280-02		12/13/01		F		6/25/02		Court		0		3						5/25/01		486.25		M		112.21		7/18/02		IWO		2,604.89

				0002625333-01		12/28/01		F		2/21/02		CP		1		2						1/22/02		255.25		M		137.44		4/2/02		REG		1,433.34

				0004532417-01		1/29/02		F		7/31/02		CP		1		2						5/7/02		241.25		M		60.31		8/8/02		IWO		1,448.13

				0002371320-01		12/21/01		N		3/13/02		CP		1		2						7/16/01		557.25		M		128.58		3/29/02		IWO		2,895.48

				0001991126-00		4/24/02		C		7/15/02		Employer		0		9						5/9/02		540.25		M		540.25		8/8/02		REG		3,321.31		8/8/02		Emp ver form

				0001798233-00		2/27/01		F		1/7/02		Employer		0		9						9/25/01		1,295.25		M		647.63		2/1/02		IWO		6,179.67		12/4/02		Emp ver form

				0000709122-00		12/4/01		F		1/15/02		Employer		0		9						12/7/01		299.25		M		65.64		1/31/02		IWO		1,654.02

				0001190231-00		3/14/01		F		2/4/02		Employer		0		9						12/1/01		882.25		M		102.00		5/21/02		UIB		2,049.73		4/17/02		Emp ver form

				0001371599-01		1/8/02		F		3/5/02		Employer		0		9						1/22/02		296.25		M		68.37		3/11/02		IWO		1,751.74

				0000213132-01		6/12/01		F		1/31/03		Employer		0		9						1/8/03		107.25		M		107.25		3/3/03		REG		214.50		2/15/03		Emp ver form		Mod emp

				0001396611-00		6/14/01		F		8/7/02		Employer		0		9						12/4/01		277.25		M		138.63		8/22/02		IWO		2,071.89		5/9/03		Emp ver form

				0001028553-01		4/9/02		F		8/21/02		Employer		0		9						5/13/02		216.25		M		54.06		9/6/02		IWO		1,297.44

				0001035608-02		11/23/01		F		8/28/02		Employer		0		9						11/26/01		411.25		M		411.25		9/9/02		REG		2,708.47

				0000213132-01		6/12/01		F		1/31/03		Employer		0		9						1/8/03		107.25		M		107.25		3/3/03		REG		214.50						mod emp

				0005917639-00		2/5/02		F		9/19/02		Employer		0		9						5/16/02		390.25		M		90.06		9/28/02		IWO		2,161.24

				0004532417-00		10/21/01		F		10/31/02		Employer		0		9						10/1/02		224.25		M		227.25		11/4/02		REG		1,348.45		11/7/02		Emp ver form

				0004563979-00		8/20/01		N		1/3/02		Employer		0		9						6/19/01		442.25		M		165.37		1/25/02		IWO		2,287.33		6/19/01		Emp ver form

				0000264354-02		9/13/01		N		7/23/02		Fed QW		1				QW		1		7/1/01		236.00		M		236.00		8/22/02		REG		1,325.20

				0000536166-00		7/27/01		F		1/3/02		Nat New Hire		1				NH		1		11/26/01		549.25		M		25.00		7/3/02		IWO		25.00		4/15/02		Emp ver form

				0005235719-00		9/12/01		F		7/2/02		Nat New Hire		1				NH		1		9/19/01		429.00		M		39.00		8/16/02		IWO		2,634.00

				0006680427-00		6/20/02		F		9/26/02		Nat New Hire		1				NH		1		6/20/02		250.25		M		62.56		10/4/02		IWO		187.68		12/30/02

				0002615792-02		3/4/02		F		11/20/02		Nat New Hire		1				NH		1		7/18/02		322.25		M

				0006906090-00		8/15/01		N		6/26/02		Nat New Hire		1				NH		1		6/7/02		238.00		M		238.00		6/27/02		REG		476.00

				0005002109-01		9/25/01		N		10/25/02		Nat New Hire		1				NH		1		2/2/00		310.25		M		310.25		10/31/02		IWO		2,171.75

				0007470349-00		9/23/02		N		10/31/02		Nat New Hire		1				NH		1		9/27/02		289.25		M		144.63		11/15/02		IWO		1,804.06

				0004534143-00		5/16/02		N		11/13/02		Nat New Hire		1				NH		1		4/24/02		300.25		M		69.29		11/22/02		IWO		499.11		1/27/03		Emp ver form

				0004874493-00		9/5/02		N		11/18/02		Nat New Hire		1				NH		1		10/21/02		536.25		M		134.06		2/7/03		IWO		1,052.06

				0007092617-00		6/13/02		N		11/21/02		Nat New Hire		1				NH		1		9/11/02		285.25		M		40.00		12/14/02		REG		1,088.00

				0002592442-01		6/12/02		C		10/30/02		NCP		0		1						10/17/02		217.25		M		108.63		11/15/02		IWO		1,393.13

				0002039351-00		6/14/02		C		12/10/02		NCP		0		1						12/3/02		475.25		M		475.25		1/3/03		IWO		3,526.75

				0000207420-02		1/14/99		F		1/14/02		NCP		0		1						1/1/02		436.25		M		100.68		2/1/02		IWO		100.68

				0000717698-00		8/6/01		F		5/30/02		NCP		0		1						5/24/02		383.25		M		191.62		6/14/02		IWO		2,107.82		11/13/02		Emp ver form

				0001892231-01		2/21/02		F		12/15/02		NCP		0		1						12/11/02		151.25		M		75.50		12/18/02		IWO		1,058.82						Mod emp

				0001274958-00		9/25/92		F		8/30/02		NCP		0		1						6/26/02		435.25		M		217.62		9/7/02		IWO		2,611.44

				0006019067-00		10/16/01		N		1/15/02		NCP		0		1						1/10/02		398.25		M		34.52		1/13/02		IWO		34.52		7/10/02		Emp ver form

				0005472095-00		5/16/01		N		2/4/02		NCP		0		1						2/1/02		159.25		M		36.75		2/8/02		IWO		405.60		4/5/02		Emp ver form

				0006999172-00		10/24/01		N		3/13/02		NCP		0		1						3/7/02		286.25		M		143.13		6/1/02		IWO		1,001.91

				0004258783-00		10/2/01		N		3/13/02		NCP		0		1						3/13/02		260.25		M		260.25		3/28/02		REG		1,587.04		4/9/03		Emp ver form		*** TOO LATE!!!

				0002200493-02		6/25/01		N		8/28/02		NCP		0		1						8/19/02		190.25		M		43.90		9/13/02		IWO		294.07

				0006972249-00		10/17/01		C		2/6/02		No Employer		9										184.25		M

				0006978761-00		10/15/01		C		2/27/02		No Employer		9										295.25		M		600.00		6/7/02		REG

				0006421088-00		12/20/01		C		3/29/02		No Employer		9										277.25		M		127.97		4/13/02		IWO		1,407.67

				0002788284-02		6/28/01		C		4/4/02		No Employer		9										427.25		M		106.81		4/11/02		IWO		2,091.81

				0006580172-01		1/3/03		C		4/24/02		No Employer		9										322.25		M		320.00		5/9/02		REG		320.00

				0000193165-00		2/21/02		C		6/5/02		No Employer		9										245.25		M				1/7/03										Default

				0000673107-00		6/25/01		C		6/25/02		No Employer		9										409.25		M		409.25		7/31/02		REG		2,197.75

				0006972124-00		4/1/02		C		8/15/02		No Employer		9										160.25		M														Default

				0005939058-01		6/3/02		C		9/19/02		No Employer		9										141.25		M		35.50		2/4/03		IWO		245.94

				0004557998-00		5/14/02		C		10/15/02		No Employer		9										339.25		M														Default

				0005451999-01		3/17/98		C		11/19/02		No Employer		9										417.25		M		130.25		3/7/03		IWO		260.50

				0002082359-00		2/7/01		F		1/3/02		No Employer		9										195.25		M		195.25		1/3/02		REG		1,171.50

				0005402279-00		9/27/01		F		1/14/02		No Employer		9										172.25		M

				0003094089-00		11/26/01		F		1/16/02		No Employer		9										184.25		M		85.04		1/24/02		IWO		935.44

				0003079022-00		1/27/99		F		2/8/02		No Employer		9										189.25		M		189.25		3/6/02		REG		643.97

				0001204276-00		9/13/01		F		3/4/02		No Employer		9										161.25		M				11/5/02

				0000179365-00		11/23/01		F		3/13/02		No Employer		9										139.25		M				9/26/02

				0006664797-00		11/13/01		F		3/26/02		No Employer		9										355.25		M														Default

				0003379166-03		3/5/99		F		3/29/02		No Employer		9										216.70		M														Default

				0005913540-00		10/11/01		F		4/26/02		No Employer		9										312.25		M		45.78		6/2/02		IWO		367.50

				0001274958-04		9/3/98		F		8/15/02		No Employer		9										180.25		M

				0006287870-00		4/1/02		F		9/17/02		No Employer		9										184.25		M														Default

				0004209915-00		4/5/02		F		9/27/02		No Employer		9										241.25		M				3/26/03										Default

				0000384017-00		1/31/02		F		10/21/02		No Employer		9										194.25		M														Default

				0006024766-00		6/20/00		F		11/14/02		No Employer		9										33.00		M		7.62		11/19/02		REG		210.25

				0004217541-00		6/18/99		N		1/28/02		No Employer		9										413.00		M		150.00		2/21/02		REG		150.00

				0000670281-00		12/20/01		N		2/7/02		No Employer		9										209.25		M				11/1/02

				0001972150-00		11/20/01		N		2/7/02		No Employer		9										552.25		M		255.00		4/23/02		REG		2,184.50

				0002317680-00		1/22/02		N		3/12/02		No Employer		9										332.25		M		332.25		3/29/02		REG		1,712.40

				0004065551-00		1/22/02		N		3/13/02		No Employer		9										175.25		M		175.00		3/27/02		REG		1,225.50

				0006699951-00		10/18/01		N		3/27/02		No Employer		9										181.25		M		42.00		4/16/02		UIB		343.41

				0005790439-00		10/11/01		N		10/16/02		No Employer		9										102.25		M		110.00		11/18/02		REG		601.39								mod

				0006726609-00		7/30/01		N		4/15/02		No Employer		9										232.00		M		53.54		7/5/02		IWO		1,142.16

				0005633464-02		4/30/01		N		5/30/02		No Employer		9										184.25		M				1/15/03

				0006307972-00		12/28/99		N		6/18/02		No Employer		9										363.25		M		138.00		6/18/02		REG		1,852.47

				0001357689-00		4/22/02		N		7/16/02		No Employer		9										423.25		M		423.25		7/16/02		REG		3,810.75

				0006372418-00		4/23/02		N		7/18/02		No Employer		9										175.25		M

				0007181210-00		2/28/02		N		7/31/02		No Employer		9										225.25		M		225.25		8/1/02		REG		1,575.00

				0006365706-00		11/21/01		N		1/29/03		No Employer		9										380.25		M														Default		mod

				0002672978-00		1/23/01		C		2/19/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		12/7/01		207.25		M		51.81		2/23.02		IWO		932.58		8/29/02		Emp ver form

				0006978761-01		10/24/01		C		11/5/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		6/28/02		184.25		M																mod emp

				0002373341-01		2/19/92		C		4/3/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		1/25/02		226.25		M		104.42		4/18/02		IWO		1,357.46

				0003444914-00		9/11/01		C		5/16/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		5/14/02		293.25		M		48.05		5/21/02		IWO		188.76		6/26/02		Emp ver form

				0000705476-00		11/13/00		F		1/9/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		10/3/01		420.25		M		96.98		1/31/02		IWO		2,619.47

				0006650931-00		6/28/01		F		3/5/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		2/13/02		184.25		M		118.25		4/5/02		IWO		825.79		3/20/02		Emp ver form

				0005038232-00		8/31/01		F		3/6/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		2/25/02		63.25		M		14.60		5/25/02		IWO		29.20		6/13/02		Emp ver form

				0003925694-00		1/23/02		F		4/30/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		3/26/02		348.25		M		80.37		5/8/02		IWO		2,009.25

				0005338194-00		4/12/00		F		5/2/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		4/17/02		174.25		M		115.51		6/15/02		IWO		115.51		6/21/02		Emp ver form

				0006570733-00		2/25/02		F		12/10/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		7/26/02		102.25		M																mod

				0000325378-00		12/7/90		F		5/16/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		4/25/02		264.25		M				4/1/03

				0006866670-00		1/10/02		F		5/28/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		3/26/02		452.25		M										8/5/02		Emp ver form

				0003788113-00		10/23/01		N		1/3/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		11/24/01		159.25		M		73.50		2/9/02		IWO		882.00		11/26/01		Emp ver form

				0005200934-01		4/5/02		N		6/12/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		5/20/02		268.25		M		67.06		6/5/02		IWO		1,094.11		7/19/02		Emp ver form

				0007103057-00		1/10/02		N		10/21/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		4/4/02		102.25		M		102.25		11/5/02		REG		696.92
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Arizona - Cottonwood

				Case #		Case open date		Assistance type		Order Established or modified date		Income source		Electro		Nesource		E_source		E_Nation		Date income source was provided		Obligation Amount		Obligation frequency		First Paid Amount after order or modification		Date of first Payment after order est or modified		First Payment type		First six months of payments (from order est or mod date)		Date that income source was verified		How was income source verified

				0004998662-02		3/4/02		N		7/10/02		CP		0		2						3/4/02		103.00		M

				0001218594-00		4/9/02		N		7/11/02		CP		0		2						4/9/02		400.25		M		400.25		8/30/02		IWO		1,901.00

				0000414728-00		12/26/01		N		3/25/02		CP		0		2						12/5/01		215.25		M		102.50		5/8/02		REG		1,217.05

				0001159279-00		6/18/02		N		8/20/02		CP		0		2						6/12/02		297.25		M		84.62		9/5/02		IWO		973.02

				0003088168-02		8/30/01		C		9/13/02		CP		0		2						10/12/01		158.25		M		79.12		10/4/02		IWO		1,184.65

				0001500991-00		1/30/02		N		6/21/02		Employer		0		9						6/7/02		326.25		M		75.35		8/7/02		REG		1,430.57		9/3/02		Emp Ver Form

				0005068258-00		8/20/02		N		10/21/02		Employer		0		9						8/20/02		223.25		M		111.62		12/6/02		IWO		1,227.82

				0001857921-01		8/3/94		F		12/26/02		Employer		0		9						4/1/00		359.25		M		250.00		1/14/03		REG		1,247.60		12/3/02		Emp ver Form

				0001634074-01		9/3/99		F		10/7/02		Family Member		0		1						10/13/99		350.00		M

				0002012622-00		10/29/01		F		12/10/02		NCP		0		2						12/10/02		190.25		M		43.90		12/10/02		IWO		1,015.80

				0005004751-00		4/19/02		F		12/2/02		Other		0		9						10/9/02		338.25		M		85.00		12/4/02		REG		2,822.32

				0006906142-00		4/18/02		C		12/4/02		Fed Q wage		1				QW		1		10/1/02		332.25		M		268.23		1/8/03		IWO		858.78		4/17/03		Emp Ver Form

				0002126650-01		1/24/01		F		6/17/02		National New Hire		1				NH		1		8/22/01		268.25		M		268.25		7/8/02		REG		1,952.62

				0006713174-00		2/12/02		F		7/17/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		3/5/02		180.25		M		83.19		9/25/02		IWO		748.71		9/12/02		Emp Ver Form

				0000571405-02		11/15/00		F		6/6/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		3/19/02		302.25		M		139.50		7/12/02		IWO		1,926.90		7/8/02		Emp Ver Form

				0002963286-00		7/2/01		C		8/30/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		8/9/02		184.25		M		185.00		9/1/02		REG		185.00

				0005422361-00		7/29/02		N		11/3/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		7/26/02		295.25		M		147.62		11/16/02		IWO		1,328.58		10/16/02		Emp Ver Form

				0000593576-01		5/7/02		F		11/15/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		10/11/02		232.25		M		232.25		12/26/02		REG		1,256.75		12/6/02		Emp Ver Form

				0005742347-01		4/9/02		N		12/4/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		11/28/02		731.25		M		224.27		1/11/03		IWO		1,673.63

				0006570041-00		5/21/02		C		12/4/02		State New Hire		1				NH		2		10/24/02		241.25		M		111.35		12/14/02		IWO		1,201.31

				0000051658-01		12/21/01		F		1/6/03		State New Hire		1				NH		2		9/11/02		170.25		M

				0001738238-01		1/8/02		F		6/24/02		No Employer		9										333.75		M														Default

				0005508131-00		1/28/02		N		5/2/02		No Employer		9										400.25		M		249.88		7/19/02		IWO		1,999.04

				0006807326-00		1/29/02		F		5/8/02		No Employer		9										275.25		M		127.04		8/9/02		IWO		762.24

				0004014223-00		12/24/01		N		5/22/02		No Employer		9										451.25		M		199.51		10/23/02		IWO		388.73						Default

				0002252611-02		6/12/02		C		11/3/02		No Employer		9										184.25		M

				0006333020-00		8/23/00		N		11/14/02		No Employer		9										254.25		M		257.00		12/18/02		REG		1,030.50

				0007127079-00		2/21/02		C		12/4/02		No Employer		9										185.25		M		185.25		1/31/03		IWO		436.29

				0000395426-01		8/16/01		C		12/4/02		No Employer		9										261.25		M														Default





Colorado

				Case #		Case open date		Asst type		Order Established or modified date		Income source		Electro		Nesource		E_source		E_Nation		Date income source was provided		Oblg Amt		Obligation frequency		First Paid Amount after order or modification		Date of first Payment after order est or modified		First Payment type		First six months of payments (from order est or mod date)		Date that income source was verified		How was income source verified				Default?		Mod?		Imputed?

				21-135631006A				F		5/1/03		CP		0		2						1/2/02		$408		Monthly										1/10/02		Verification of earning notice

				21-139661009B				F		9/1/02		CP		0		2						12/27/01		$323		Monthly										1/3/02		verification of earnings

				21-150538003C				F		11/15/02		CP		0		2						1/3/02		$260		Monthly										6/18/02		Verification of earnings

				21-152001002C				C		11/1/02		CP		0		2						5/10/02		$183		Monthly										9/26/02		NCP provided pay stubs

				21-152735003D				C		5/15/03		CP		0		2						1/8/03		$396		Monthly										4/14/03		NCP affidavit

				21-156483006B				F		1/22/03		CP		0		2						2/1/02		$522		Monthly										5/1/02		Letter received from employer

				21-163199009C				C		8/1/02		CP		0		2						2/15/02		$391		Monthly										3/15/02		military contacted						Yes

				21-168961007A				F		3/10/03		CP		0		2						12/9/02		$401		Monthly										1/8/03		Verification of earnings						yes

				21-175949003C				F		8/20/02		CP		0		2						4/15/02		$453		Monthly										4/29/02		Verification of earnings				yes

				21-184160006A				F		8/15/02		CP		0		2						6/13/02		$578		Monthly										6/25/02		NCP affidavit provided

				21-196287003B				C		5/15/03		CP		0		2						2/25/03		$309		Monthly										3/13/03		verification of earnings

				21-198165009A				F		9/15/02		CP		0		2						3/6/02		$209		Monthly										8/13/02		NCP provided pay stubs

				21-208925004A				N		6/1/03		CP		0		2						2/25/03		$488		Monthly										5/5/03		NCP provided pay stubs

				21-213647007A				C		5/1/03		CP		0		2						11/17/02		$309		Monthly										2/18/03		NCP affidavit

				21-214958007A				F		9/1/02		CP		0		2						5/6/02		$418		Monthly										7/18/02		military contacted

				21-219140007B				C		7/11/02		CP		0		2								$235		Monthly												Verification of earnings notice				Yes				Yes-old info

				21-224728002B				C		5/1/03		CP		0		2						2/28/03		$488		Monthly										4/3/03		military contacted						yes

				21-230747004C				F		7/1/02		CP		0		2						6/14/02		$341		Monthly										6/14/02		NCP affidavit

				21-231798006B				F		5/15/02		CP		0		2						12/12/01		$257		Monthly										1/24/02		Verification of earnings notice						Yes

				21-234008007B				C		4/1/03		CP		0		2						1/17/03		$50		Monthly										1/30/03		Verification of earnings

				21-234049001A				N		5/15/03		CP		0		2						3/21/03		$166		Monthly										3/21/03		NCP provided pay stubs

				21-235495005A				N		8/15/02		CP		0		2						6/5/02		$298		Monthly										6/27/02		Verification of earnings

				21-236515009A				F		7/1/02		CP		0		2						4/18/02		$452		Monthly										6/13/02		NCP provided pay stubs								yes-old info

				21-237716002A				F		4/1/03		CP		0		2						9/30/02		$342		Monthly										3/20/03		NCP affidavit

				21-238875005A				F		8/1/02		CP		0		2						2/22/02		$348		Monthly										3/7/02		NCP affidavit						Yes

				21-238901009A				F		9/1/02		CP		0		2						3/25/02		$347		Monthly										4/19/02		verification of earnings						Yes

				21-239475003A				N		12/15/02		CP		0		2						9/17/02		$316		Monthly										11/26/02		NCP provided pay stubs

				21-242449003A				F		12/1/02		CP		0		2						8/21/02		$444		Monthly										9/4/02		Verification of earnings

				21-245253006A				F		7/9/02		CP		0		2						5/1/01		$285		Monthly										1/31/02		military contacted

				21-249679008A				F		6/27/02		CP		0		2						6/15/02		$368		Monthly										6/27/02		military contacted				Yes

				21-250144009A				F		12/15/02		CP		0		2						4/19/02		$296		Monthly										5/9/02		Verification of earnings						yes

				21-250539000A				C		11/15/02		CP		0		2						10/17/02		$203		Monthly										11/12/02		IWO notice sent to employer						yes

				21-251649006A				F		7/15/02		CP		0		2						4/17/02		$360		Monthly										5/13/02		military contacted

				21-252243007A				F		12/15/02		CP		0		2						12/17/01		$229		Monthly										7/24/02		Employer correspondence						yes

				21-253201004A				C		2/15/03		CP		0		2						8/7/02		$205		Monthly										1/16/03		Verification of earnings

				21-280567005A				F		4/15/02		CP		0		2						1/24/02		$451		Monthly										3/22/02		NCP provided pay stubs

				21-810932455A				N		4/9/03		CP		0		2						8/16/02		$160		Monthly										8/24/02		NCP affidavit				yes		yes

				21-811256458A				N		4/1/03		CP		0		2						1/28/02		$392		Monthly										3/13/03		military contacted

				21-811652458A				C		5/15/03		CP		0		2						8/2/02		$375		Monthly										1/21/03		verification of earnings

				21-905722449B				N		6/1/03		CP		0		2						1/29/03		$75		Monthly										5/6/03		NCP affidavit								yes min wage

				21-908243443A				N		9/1/02		CP		0		2						6/12/02		$395		Monthly										7/1/02		verification of earnings

				21-908880442A				N		5/1/03		CP		0		2						8/17/01		$536		Monthly										1/24/02		Verification of earnings						yes

				21-909025443A				N		5/15/02		CP		0		2						1/25/02		$248		Monthly										2/6/02		military contacted

				21-909185445A				N		4/12/02		CP		0		2						3/12/02		$577		Monthly										3/12/02		NCP provided military pay stubs

				21-909195444A				N		9/15/02		CP		0		2						3/4/02		$918		Monthly										7/23/02		Employer correspondance						yes

				21-909211449A				N		7/1/02		CP		0		2						2/21/02		$410		Monthly										4/9/02		Verification of earnings

				21-909221448A				N		6/1/02		CP		0		2						3/19/02		$444		Monthly										4/5/02		Verification of earnings

				21-909289445A				N		7/15/02		CP		0		2						4/15/02		$273		Monthly										5/20/02		Verification of earnings

				21-909361442A				N		1/1/03		CP		0		2						7/11/02		$305		Monthly										8/12/02		military contacted						yes

				21-909690444A				N		4/1/03		CP		0		2						12/30/02		$438		Monthly										1/10/03		verification of earnings

				21-909786440A				N		5/1/03		CP		0		2						3/10/03		$50		Monthly										4/10/03		NCP affidavit

				21-909787448A				N		5/1/03		CP		0		2						2/27/03		$593		Monthly										4/4/03		military contacted

				21-909802445A				N		5/15/03		CP		0		2						3/5/03		$202		Monthly										4/16/03		NCP provided pay stubs

				21-909850444A				N		6/1/03		CP		0		2						4/8/03		$345		Monthly										4/18/03		Verification of earnings

				21-811342456A				N		1/1/03		CSNET		1				CSNET		1		4/2/02		$462		Monthly										4/29/02		Verification with Army						yes

				21-811603451A				F		5/1/03		CSNET		1				CSNET		1		9/20/02		$275		Monthly										10/14/02		Verification of earnings

				21-100574009A				F		10/15/02		NCP		0		1						4/26/02		$344		Monthly										9/5/02		Employer correspondence

				21-103443004E				C		5/1/03		NCP		0		1						4/9/03		$50		Monthly										4/9/03		Social Security benefit chk

				21-150735005A				N		5/12/03		NCP		0		1						5/2/95		$400		Monthly										5/16/95		IWO sent						Yes

				21-152047003D				F		6/1/03		NCP		0		1						5/13/03		$256		Monthly										5/13/03		NCP provided pay stubs

				21-156018000A				F		1/23/03		NCP		0		1						10/5/02		$109		Monthly										10/5/02		NCP provided pay stubs						yes

				21-158485009A				N		5/1/03		NCP		0		1						3/12/03		$343		Monthly										3/12/03		NCP provided pay stubs						yes

				21-159146006A				N		5/6/03		NCP		0		1						10/4/02		$417		Monthly										10/18/02		Verification of earnings						yes

				21-179507005A				C		11/21/02		NCP		0		1						10/31/02		$282		Monthly										11/7/02		Verification of earnings						yes

				21-191764006B				F		12/6/02		NCP		0		1						12/6/02		$816		Monthly												Verification of earnings notice						Yes

				21-192310007B				F		6/27/02		NCP		0		1						6/7/02		$226		Monthly										6/7/02		NCP provided pay stubs						yes

				21-209767009C				N		5/1/03		NCP		0		1						4/8/03		$202		Monthly										4/15/03		Verification of earnings notice

				21-211957002A				F		5/15/02		NCP		0		1						4/15/02		$213		Monthly										4/15/02		NCP provided pay stubs

				21-221931005A				C		12/15/02		NCP		0		1						11/20/02		$371		Monthly										11/20/02		NCP affidavit

				21-244264004A				F		12/1/02		NCP		0		1						11/21/02		$437		Monthly										11/21/02		NCP Financial affidavit						Yes

				21-252630005A				F		2/20/03		NCP		0		1						10/23/02		$403		Monthly										10/23/02		Employer correspondence						yes

				21-254670009A				C		4/1/03		NCP		0		1						3/12/03		$235		Monthly										3/12/03		NCP affidavit				yes

				21-811146451A				N		5/1/03		NCP		0		1						9/4/02		$410		Monthly										9/13/02		Verification of earnings

				21-811308457A				N		7/15/02		NCP		0		1						6/25/02		$357		Monthly										7/23/02		Verification of earnings notice

				21-811835459A				N		4/1/03		NCP		0		1						3/18/03		$262		Monthly										3/18/03		NCP provided pay stubs

				21-902942446B				N		2/1/03		NCP		0		1								$298		Monthly										12/16/02		NCP provided pay stubs						yes

				21-906913443B				N		3/6/03		NCP		0		1						2/3/03		$508		Monthly												NCP provided pay stubs,						Yes

				21-908063445A				N		2/26/03		NCP		0		1						2/3/03		$235		Monthly												NCP affidavit provided						Yes

				21-184187009A				F		5/15/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		9/6/02		$196		Monthly										10/11/02		Verification of earning notice						yes

				21-184255004B				F		11/1/02		New Hire		1				NH		3		4/15/02		$266		Monthly										6/7/02		NCP affidavit						yes

				21-188136002A				F		4/1/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		12/11/02		$183		Monthly										12/11/02		NCP affidavit						Yes

				21-190532008A				C		7/1/02		New Hire		1				NH		3		6/12/02		$264		Monthly										6/26/02		Verificaton of earnings

				21-221268002A				F		9/15/02		New Hire		1				NH		3		7/2/02		$283		Monthly										8/16/02		NCP affidavit

				21-224296000A				C		9/1/02		New Hire		1				NH		3		12/20/01		$246		Monthly										2/22/02		Employer verified				yes		yes		yes old info

				21-232719001C				C		5/1/03		New Hire		1				NH		3		2/4/03		$323		Monthly										4/10/03		NCP provided pay stubs

				21-909003440A				N		6/15/02		New Hire		1				NH		3		4/16/02		$260		Monthly										4/26/02		NCP affidavit

				21-031499003A				F		8/13/02		No employer		9										$149		Monthly																yes				yes old info

				21-049966001D				N		10/1/02		No employer		9										$149		Monthly										6/4/02		NCP incarcerated								yes min wage

				21-086176001C				C		12/1/02		No employer		9										$263		Monthly																yes				yes old info

				21-106072008E				C		2/1/03		no employer		9										$231		Monthly

				21-112039009A				C		9/1/02		No employer		9										$231		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-115271005D				F		4/15/03		No employer		9										$75		Monthly																yes				Yes min wage

				21-167331004F				F		7/1/02		no employer		9										$285		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-181308004B				C		12/15/02		no employer		9										$295		Monthly																				yes old info

				21-192626006B				C		7/1/02		no employer		9										$183		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-196573006A				C		6/1/02		no employer		9										$168		Monthly																yes				yes old info

				21-199481009C				F		1/15/03		no employer		9										$183		Monthly

				21-206841005A				C		11/15/02		No employer		9										$255		Monthly																		yes		yes old info

				21-208154001B				N		8/15/02		No Employer		9										$289		Monthly																Yes		Yes		Yes- old info

				21-209654009A				F		4/15/03		No employer		9										$149		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-213647007B				C		5/1/03		no employer		9										$215		Monthly																yes				yes old info

				21-216859005A				F		12/31/02		No employer		9										$413		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-225179007A				F		7/15/02		No employer		9										$242		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-226217004A				F		5/15/02		No employer		9										$187		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-226842009B				F		6/1/02		No employer		9										$152		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-227051006B				F		11/1/02		no employer		9										$142		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-227655004D				F		5/15/03		No employer		9										$75		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-228899007A				F		12/1/02		No employer		9										$211		Monthly																yes				yes old info

				21-231058005A				F		6/1/02		No Employer		9										$149		Monthly																yes				Yes-min wage

				21-231903002A				F		7/24/02		No employer		9										$287		Monthly																yes				yes old info

				21-240542007A				C		4/15/03		no employer		9										$199		Monthly																yes				pes old info

				21-240546008D				C		12/15/02		No employer		9										$20		Monthly												incarcerted				yes				yes minimum allowed

				21-241401005B				C		5/1/03		No employer		9										$75		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-244041006A				F		9/17/02		No Employer		9										$221		Monthly																yes		Yes		Yes-min wage

				21-246792002A				N		5/1/03		No employer		9										$589		Monthly

				21-247015007A				C		9/15/02		No employer		9										$223		Monthly																yes		Yes		yes old info

				21-248276004B				C		6/1/03		No Employer		9										$316		Monthly												NCP affidavit provided				yes		yes		Yes-old info

				21-248397008A				C		5/1/03		No employer		9										$75		Monthly

				21-249255007A				C		11/1/02		no employer		9										$283		Monthly												incarcerated						Yes

				21-251763005A				F		12/1/02		No employer		9										$184		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-253159004A				F		12/1/02		No employer		9										$219		Monthly																yes		yes		yes min wage				interstate

				21-254312008A				C		11/15/02		no employer		9										$170		Monthly												incarcerated at time of order				yes		yes		yes min wage

				21-260026006B				C		5/1/03		no employer		9										$343		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-261399006A				F		5/1/03		no employer		9										$75		Monthly																yes				yes min wage

				21-811722459A				N		4/1/03		no employer		9										$266		Monthly										3/11/03		UIB verification

				21-811802459A				N		4/15/03		No Employer		9										$235		Monthly												NCP provided affidavit

				21-909662443A				N		11/25/02		No employer		9										$282		Monthly																yes				yes old info

				21-248668002B				C		11/1/02		Other		0		3						10/14/02		$260		Monthly										10/14/02		employer contact				yes

				21-909152445A				N		9/15/02		Quarterly Wage		1				QW		3		2/28/02		$279		Monthly										4/22/02		verified by employer						yes

				21-811394457A				F		6/1/03		UIFSA		0		3						4/4/03		$362		Monthly										5/19/03		NCP provided pay stubs

				21-811963459A				N		6/1/03		UIFSA		0		3						3/27/03		$517		Monthly										5/12/03		military contacted
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Tally Sheet

										XXX

						CP		c		c		c				CSENET		c		c		c				c

				Total Cases		Income Source																								# paying

						CP		NCP		New Hire/ FCR/Fed QW		State new hire		State Quarterly wage		CSENET -"counted as other for TO 23 report"		IV-A Automated		SSA		Unemployment Insurance		Existing WW in place		No Employer		Other

		West Virginia		142		29		23		22		6		0		0		3		1		1		3		54		0		101

		Tennesee		117		14		18		23		0		12		0		0		0		1		6		39		4		42***

		Maine		146		4		11		23		0		1		0		0		0		0		99		8		0		122

		Arizona		123		8		12		13		23		0		0		1		0		0		0		47		19		95

		Colorado		131		54		22		9		0		0		2		0		0		0		0		41		3

		Total		659		109		86		90		29		13		2		4		1		2		108		189		26

		Assistance type																No Employer -Imputed income?

				Current		Former		Never		UNK				Total								Default?				% no employer that are default

		West Virginia		25		99		18		0				142				West Virginia		54

		Tennesee		45		25		47		0				117				Tennesee		39

		Maine		37		0		97		12				146				Maine		8

		Arizona		26		55		42		0				123				Arizona		47		13				27.66%

		Colorado		36		54		41		0				131				Colorado		41		38				92.68%

				169		233		245		12				659						189		51

		First Payment Type

				Reg/Vol		IWO		Tax		Other				Total

		West Virginia		21		77				3				101

		Tennesee		12		29		1		0				42

		Maine		35		65		3		19				122

		Arizona		34		59				2				95

		Colorado		N/A		N/A		N/A		N/A				N/A

				102		230		4		24				360



dstanley:
Many of the cases looked at in Tennesee had orders established within the last 30 days, possibly not enough time to evaluate.

dstanley:
The majority of Tennessee's orders were recent, which might explain the # of cases making a payment.
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exhibt 4 verify days
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exhibit 3 pymnt
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exhibit 2 inc source type

		

		Initial Source of Income Information

		Non-Electronic Sources		307

		New Hire		100		0.7874015748
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defaults

				No Employer		defaults		defaults w/ verified income

		Arizona		47		12				12

		Colorado		41		32		5		28

		Total		88		44				40
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Tally Sheet

												XXX

						CP		c				c		c								c				c				c				c

				Total Cases		Income Source																																												# paying

						CP		NCP		Parents' reports		New Hire/ FCR/Fed QW		State new hire		TOTAL NEW HIRES		State Quarterly wage		Percent		IV-A Automated		Percent		SSA		Percent		Unemployment Insurance		Percent		Existing WW in place		TOTAL AUTOMATED		Automated & parents		No Employer		Other		CSENET -"counted as other for TO 23 report"

		West Virginia		142		29		23		52		22		6		28		0				3				1				1				3		33		88		54		0		0				343		101

		Tennesee		117		14		18		32		23		0		23		12				0				0				1				6		36		74		39		4		0						42***

		Maine		146		4		11		15		23		0		23		1				0				0				0				99		24		138		8		0		0						122

		Arizona		123		8		12		20		13		23		36		0				1				0				0				0		37		57		47		19		0						95

		Colorado		131		54		22		76		9		0		9		0				0				0				0				0		9		85		41		3		2

		Total		659		109		86		195		90		29		119		13		9.35%		4		2.88%		1		0.72%		2		1.44%		108		139		442		189		26		2		217

																																				0.8561151079										0.3292867982



dstanley:
Many of the cases looked at in Tennesee had orders established within the last 30 days, possibly not enough time to evaluate.

dstanley:
The majority of Tennessee's orders were recent, which might explain the # of cases making a payment.



exhibt 5 est days

		

		Non-electronic Source		168

		Electronic Source		168





exhibt 5 est days

		0

		0



Source of Income Information

Average Number of Days before Order Established



exhibt 6 pmt days

		

		Non-Electronic Source		163

		Electronic Source		168





exhibt 6 pmt days

		0

		0



Information Source

Average Number of Days before First Payment




_1128947113.xls
Chart4

		Non-Electronic Source (n=157)

		Electronic Source (n=78)



Number of Days

55

36
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exhibit 3 pymnt

				Percent of Paying Cases

		Non-Electronic Source (n=307)		85%

		Electronic Source (n=127)		72%

		No Employer Identified (n=189)		39%
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exhibit 2 inc source type

		

		Initial Source of Income Information

		Non-Electronic Sources		307

		New Hire		100		0.7874015748
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defaults

				No Employer		defaults		defaults w/ verified income

		Arizona		47		12				12
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		Total		88		44				40
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		Total		659		109		86		195		90		29		119		13		9.35%		4		2.88%		1		0.72%		2		1.44%		108		139		442		189		26		2		217
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dstanley:
Many of the cases looked at in Tennesee had orders established within the last 30 days, possibly not enough time to evaluate.

dstanley:
The majority of Tennessee's orders were recent, which might explain the # of cases making a payment.
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