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The Child Support Program is
Focused on Performance

This paper describes the dramatic improvements in performance 
that the child support program has made since the enactment of 
its federally mandated performance system in 1998. The growth 
in child support collections is reviewed, highlighting three fac-
tors that influence collections: (1) program investments; (2) em-
ployment and earnings of parents who owe child support; and 
(3) caseload size. The sources of child support collections and 
how they have changed over time are also discussed.

Congress modernized the performance and incentive system for 
the child support program in 1998 (P.L. 105-200) when it enacted 
the Child Support Performance and Incentive Act (CSPIA). The 
core of this system consists of five performance measures that 
reflect the statutory purposes of the program: paternity estab-
lishment, order establishment, collections on current support, 
collections on arrears, and cost-effectiveness. Child support col-
lections are incorporated into the performance system through 
the weighting scheme.

Since the enactment of CSPIA, state child support programs have 
made great strides on every performance measure. In FY 2015, 
program performance reached its highest levels on all measures. 
Most notably, the current collection rate, which measures com-
pliance and regular payments, has been increasing steadily since 
the 2007-2009 recession. Program cost-effectiveness remains 
significantly higher than pre-recession levels, with the program 
collecting $5.26 for every $1.00 spent.1

Prior to implementing CSPIA, Congress enacted the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 
(PRWORA), which dramatically changed the nation’s welfare sys-
tem, replacing Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), 
an open-ended federal entitlement program, with a block grant 
to states titled Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). 
TANF imposed a five-year time limit on cash assistance, strong 
work requirements, and stricter cooperation requirements with 
child support enforcement agencies in order to receive benefits. 
These changes have contributed to a dramatic decline in the 
number of families receiving cash assistance.
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PRWORA also ushered in sweeping reforms for the child support program. These reforms centered 
on increasing the child support program’s reliance on technology and electronic data exchange to 
enable it to implement mass case processing. The aim of these reforms was to ensure that child 
support was a reliable source of income so that custodial families could leave and stay off welfare 
and become self-sufficient.

Since the enactment of PRWORA, the child support program has built interoperable federal, state 
and tribal systems that are focused on obtaining and collecting consistent child support payments 
for families. Child support collections have nearly tripled since 1996, fueled by implementation of 
computer systems and income withholding. While the recent economic downturn took a toll on 
the child support program and the parents who receive its services, the program has rebounded 
despite less program resources.

In FY 2015, the child support program collected almost $29 billion for families receiving child support 
services, including over $50 million in tribal child support collections, reflecting the growth of the tribal 
child support program. The program collected an additional $3.8 billion in payments made through 
income withholding orders for families who receive only limited payment processing services.

Investments in the child support program increased after the enactment of PRWORA and CSPIA, but 
since the 2007-2009 recession and the implementation of the Deficit Reduction Act of 2005 (DRA), in-
vestments in the child support program have declined. Total investments in the program are still $100 
million lower in FY 2015 than they were in FY 2008. This decline is due to a reduction in federal perfor-
mance-based funding. State investments have increased since FY 2008, but not enough to offset the 
decline in federal investments. Lagging investments continue to hold the program back from mak-
ing necessary improvements in program infrastructure, including replacement of aging technology.

The  child  support caseload has also declined by over 1 million cases since FY 2010, after increasing 
slightly during the last recession and shortly thereafter. This decline is driven by a reduction in child 
support cases that are currently or formerly on TANF. This declining caseload has contributed to a 
slower growth in child support collections.

The Child Support Performance 
and Incentive System
CSPIA created a strong performance management system that 
has driven performance for nearly 20 years. It is based on five 
performance measures. These data are maintained by states 
and regularly audited for completeness and reliability. States 
may incur penalties for not meeting performance thresholds or 
providing unreliable data. An annual incentive payment pool 
based on state collections is divided among states through a 
methodology prescribed by CSPIA. The purpose of this incentive 
and penalty structure is to motivate states to operate an effec-
tive and efficient child support program, rewarding states for 
results and holding them accountable for poor performance.2 
For further details, see the Appendix.
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Description of the CSPIA System

The Five Performance Measures

CSPIA enacted five performance measures: paternity establishment percentage (PEP), support 
order establishment, current collections, arrearage collections, and cost-effectiveness.

1. Paternity Establishment Percentage (PEP): States have the option to calculate PEP  
in two different ways:

IV-D PEP: This measure is the ratio of the number of children in the caseload in the fiscal 
year, or as of the end of the fiscal year, who were born to unmarried parents with paternity 
established or acknowledged, to the number of children in the caseload as of the end of the 
preceding fiscal year who were born to unmarried parents.

Statewide PEP: This measure is the ratio of the number of minor children in the state who 
were born to unmarried parents for whom paternity has been established or acknowledged 
during the fiscal year, to the number of children in the state born to unmarried parents 
during the preceding fiscal year.

2. Support Order Establishment: This measures the number of child support cases with 
support orders as compared with the number of child support cases.

3. Current Collections: This measures the amount of current support collected as compared 
to the total current support amount owed.

4. Arrearage Collections: This measures the number of child support cases paying towards 
arrears as compared to the number of child support cases with arrears due.

5. Cost-Effectiveness: This measures the total child support dollars collected as compared to 
total child support dollars expended. 

Each performance measure has a threshold table enacted into law that translates a state’s perfor-
mance into an applicable percentage (See the Appendix for these tables). These tables establish 
upper and lower thresholds for receiving incentive payments. The upper threshold is 80 percent for 
all performance measures, except cost-effectiveness. The upper threshold for cost-effectiveness is 
$5.00. The lower thresholds vary by measure. The lower threshold is 50 percent for paternity and 
support order establishment and 40 percent for current and arrears collections. The lower thresh-
old for cost-effectiveness is $2.00.

In general, the better a state performs on a measure, the higher its incentive payment on that mea-
sure until it reaches the upper threshold. States that achieve these upper thresholds are entitled 
to the maximum possible incentive for that performance measure. On the other hand, states that 
perform at or below the minimum threshold do not receive an incentive for that performance mea-
sure, and instead are subject to a penalty, unless a state makes significant improvement over its 
previous year’s performance.
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Incentive payments

Each year, an incentive payment pool is divided among states through a methodology prescribed 
by CSPIA. In FY 2015, the incentive pool was $556 million, or 14 percent of total federal funds. Each 
state’s allocated portion of the incentive pool depends upon two factors — its level of performance 
on the five performance measures (or the rate of improvement over the previous year) and its “col-
lections base,” which is its total collections weighted in favor of collections made in current and 
former assistance cases.3 States earn incentives for their performance on each measure — states 
can earn incentives for one measure or all five.

Penalties

CSPIA contains penalties for states that do not meet performance requirements or fail a data reli-
ability audit.4 If a state does not meet the performance requirements or fails an audit for a particular 
measure, it will lose incentives for that measure for that year. The state will be given a one-year 
corrective action period immediately following the year of the deficiency. In the subsequent year, if 
the state does not achieve the required performance or fails the data reliability audit for the same 
measure, it will receive a penalty against its TANF grant.

Of note, Congress originally enacted a PEP penalty as part of PRWORA, prior to enactment of CSPIA 
in 1998. The PEP penalty included in PRWORA operates differently and somewhat at cross-purpos-
es of the PEP incentive and penalty structure in CSPIA. However, PRWORA establishes a penalty 
against a state’s TANF grant if the state does not achieve 90 percent on the PEP or show substantial 
improvement.5 CSPIA sets an upper threshold of 80 percent for the PEP incentive payment, similar 
to all of the other performance measures. Therefore, a state achieving 80 percent on the PEP is eligi-
ble for a maximum incentive payment under CSPIA and, at the same time, a penalty under PRWORA.

In FY 2015, almost all states achieved a PEP above the 90 percent penalty threshold in PRWORA, 
but a number of states are close to the threshold. In earlier years, states could work through their 
paternity establishment backlogs to meet the PEP requirements under PRWORA. However, those 
backlogs no longer exist, and normal demographic fluctuations in the state’s birthrate, for example, 
can put an otherwise effective state operation at risk of a penalty if it temporarily falls below the 90 
percent penalty threshold.

Data Reliability

Before enactment of CSPIA, incentive payments under the old 
system were not dependent on data reliability. Although audits 
were performed to ensure compliance with federal OCSE pro-
gram requirements, the audits were focused on administrative 
procedures and processes rather than performance outcomes 
and results.

Under current federal law, states are accountable for provid-
ing reliable data on a timely basis or they receive no incentive 
payments. OCSE performs data reliability audits to evaluate the 
completeness, accuracy, security, and reliability of data report-
ed and produced by state reporting systems.6 The audits ensure 
that incentives are paid only on the basis of complete and veri-
fiable data.

Under current 
federal law, states 
are accountable for 
providing reliable data 
on a timely basis or  
they receive no 
incentive payments.
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Brief History of the Current Performance Measurement System

Prior to CSPIA, each state received an incentive payment equal to at least 6 percent of their AFDC 
and non-AFDC collections, but non-AFDC incentive payments were capped at 115 percent of AFDC 
payments.7 In effect, this meant that state incentive payments were driven by state AFDC cost recov-
ery efforts. In addition, states that performed efficiently, as indicated by the ratio of collections to 
program expenditures, could receive incentive payments up to 10 percent of collections.

Under the old system, incentive payments were treated as earned state revenues, and were not re-
quired to be reinvested into the child support program. If they were reinvested in the child support 
program, they were eligible for federal matching funds. GAO concluded that this older incentive 
system, which was based solely on collections and cost-effectiveness, was not effectively driving 
program performance because it did not take multiple program objectives into account.8

Efforts to reform the earlier incentive system began in earnest when OCSE became one of the pi-
lot programs for the 1993 Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) and established the 
Performance Measures Work Group.9 The work group developed a set of preliminary performance 
measures to which state child support programs agreed and began piloting to assess the feasibility 
of collecting the data needed to implement them.10

PRWORA required HHS, in consultation with states, to develop a new, cost-neutral perfor-
mance-based incentive system to replace the incentive structure in place at that time. In response, 
OCSE established the Incentive Funding Work Group.11 This work group developed an incentive sys-
tem built around the performance measures that the state child support programs were piloting.12 
To encourage continued improvement in the program, the work group recommended that states be 
required to reinvest their incentive funds in the child support program rather than diverting them to 
other programs. HHS submitted the work group recommendations in a report to Congress.

The HHS report stressed that the entire performance-based incentive system should be viewed as a 
whole package, of which the individual pieces fit together to achieve the desired results.13 Congress 
adopted all of the recommendations in the report, except one. In order to maintain cost-neutrality 
in shifting from the old to new incentive system, it decided to cap incentive funding, increasing it at 
the rate of inflation, rather than leave it open-ended as was recommended by the HHS report.

Following a three-year phase-in period, the child support program fully implemented the new per-
formance measures in FY 2002. Since then, the child support program has achieved high ratings as 
a result of adopting this incentive system. For example, the White House’s Performance Assessment 
Rating Tool (PART) rated the child support system as one of the most effective government pro-
grams due to “its strong mission, effective management, and demonstration of measurable prog-
ress toward meeting annual and long-term performance measures.”14

In FY 2006, Congress enacted the Deficit Reduction Act of 2005, which eliminated the federal match 
on incentive payments effective FY 2008. Prior to DRA, federal incentive payments reinvested in 
the child support program were treated as earned state revenues and allowed to be matched. This 
matching feature effectively tripled the value of performance incentive payments and reflected the 
historical view that once the state received the incentive payments, the incentive payments lost 
their identity as federal funds. Congress temporarily restored the match for FY 2009 and FY 2010, as 
a part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) (P.L. 111-5). However, since 
FY 2011, federal incentive payments reinvested in the program are no longer eligible for a match.15
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National Trends in Performance Measures
The child support program has achieved dramatic improvements in its performance on the five 
performance measures in CSPIA. Specifically:

• The IV-D paternity establishment percentage increased 28 
percentage points between FY 2000 and FY 2015, from 72 
percent to 100 percent. The statewide paternity establish-
ment percentage has been above 90 percent throughout this 
period.

• The percent of cases with a child support order increased 24 
percentage points, from 62 percent in FY 2000 to 86 percent 
in FY 2015.

• The child support program collected 65 percent of current 
support in FY 2015, up from 54 percent in FY 2000.

• In FY 2015, 64 percent of arrears cases had an arrears collec-
tion, up from 59 percent in FY 2000.

• In FY 2015, the program’s cost-effectiveness rate was $5.26 
compared to $4.23 in FY 2000.

Below, we discuss each performance measure in three-year increments starting with FY 2000, the 
first year in which OCSE calculated all performance measures. In general, during the first three-
year increment (FY 2000 to FY 2003), performance was especially strong as states adopted the new 
system. During the next three-year increment (FY 2003 to FY 2006), performance continued to make 
steady improvements, benefiting from the strong investments made as a result of PRWORA. During 
the third three-year period (FY 2006 to FY 2009), performance improvements continued albeit more 
slowly as the 2007-2009 recession set in. During the fourth three-year period (FY 2009 to FY 2012), 
performance gains were still slow as the recession ended and the recovery began, and as state bud-
gets and staffing decreased. During the fifth three-year period (FY 2012 to FY 2015), performance 
picked up steam again as the economy and state budgets recovered and was on pace with perfor-
mance made since FY 2002, when the new performance system was fully implemented.

IV-D and Statewide PEP

One of the great success stories of the child support program 
has been its role in establishing paternity, or legal fatherhood, 
of children born outside of marriage. The child support program 
has been successful in creating the social expectation that chil-
dren in this country have a right to a legal relationship with their 
fathers. Over the past two decades, the field of paternity estab-
lishment has seen tremendous changes, as inexpensive genetic 
testing took hold, assisted reproductive technology emerged, 
and same sex marriages became more common, calling into 
question the longstanding presumption that legal parentage 
and biological paternity are identical.

One of the great 
success stories of the 
child support program 
has been its role in 
establishing paternity, 
or legal fatherhood, of 
children born outside of 
marriage.

The child support 
program has 
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performance on the 
five performance 
measures in CSPIA.
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In November 2015, the Uniform Law Commission (ULC) established a drafting committee to amend 
the Uniform Parentage Act. The scope of the proposed amendments is limited to issues relating 
to same sex couples, surrogacy, and the right of a child to genetic information. OCSE serves as an 
observer on the ULC drafting committee to ensure that there are no conflicts between the amend-
ments and federal child support law.

Under CSPIA, states have two options to report their performance on paternity establishment: the 
IV-D PEP or statewide PEP. The IV-D PEP compares the number of nonmarital children in the child 
support caseload who have paternity established or acknowledged to the total number of nonmar-
ital children in the child support caseload.16 The statewide PEP compares the number of nonmarital 
children in the state for whom paternity was established or acknowledged during the fiscal year to 
the number of children born to unmarried parents during the preceding fiscal year.

As noted above, the IV-D PEP rose dramatically between FY 2000 and FY 2015, increasing 28 per-
centage points, from 72 percent to 100 percent. During the initial years of collecting the IV-D PEP 
(FY 2000 to FY 2003), states worked through their backlog of cases that needed paternity establish-
ment and were able to increase this measure by 12 percentage points, from 72 percent to 84 percent 
(Figure 1). As the backlog of cases needing paternity establishment declined and state paternity 
establishment programs matured, the growth in IV-D PEP slowed. Over the next three-year period 
(FY 2003 to FY 2006), the IV-D PEP increased 6 percentage points, from 84 percent to 90 percent. The 
next three-year period (FY 2006 to FY 2009) saw a similar rate of increase despite the start of the 
2007-2009 recession. Between FY 2009 and FY 2012, as the recession ended and the recovery began, 
the IV-D PEP increased 2 percentage points, from 98 percent to 100 percent. Since FY 2012, it has 
held steady at 100 percent.

In contrast to the IV-D PEP, the statewide PEP has been well above 90 percent since CSPIA started 
(Figure 1). In recent years, states have had a harder time maintaining their statewide PEP as the 
number of nonmarital births has declined and the proportion of couples who are cohabiting and 
not entering the child support program has increased.17

Figure 1. National Performance Measures: PEP and Support Order Establishment in Three-Year 
Increments
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Order Establishment Rate

Although not as well-known as the success with paternity es-
tablishment, the child support program has also had a strong 
effect on order establishment. In CSPIA, the order establishment 
rate compares the number of child support cases with an order 
to the number of child support cases. In FY 2015, 86 percent of 
child support cases had an order, up from 62 percent in FY 2000 
— a remarkable 24 percentage point increase in 15 years (Fig-
ure 1). This dramatic improvement is attributable to the order 
establishment services provided by the child support program. 
By contrast, the support order establishment rate of custodial 
families in the general population is 49 percent (see Figure 5). 
A custodial family significantly increases its odds of obtaining a 
child support order if it receives services from the child support 
program, even though families participating in the child support 
program are more likely to be economically disadvantaged than 
those that do not.

During the first three years of collecting CSPIA performance data (from FY 2000 to FY 2003), the 
order establishment rate increased 10 percentage points, from 62 percent to 72 percent. After 
that, the order establishment growth rate slowed. During the next three-year period (FY 2003 to 
FY 2006), it increased 5 percentage points, from 72 percent to 77 percent. Between FY 2006 and FY 
2009, as the economy fell into a recession, the order establishment rate increased 2 percentage 
points, from 77 percent to 79 percent. During the next period (FY 2009 to FY 2012), as the recession 
ended and the recovery started, the order establishment rate increased 3 percentage points, from 
79 percent to 82 percent. During the last period (FY 2012 to FY 2015), as the economy finally recov-
ered, the order establishment rate increased 4 percentage points, from 82 percent to 86 percent.

Collections on Current Support

As with paternity and order establishment, there has been a 
striking increase in the current collection rate for child support. 
Between FY 2000 and FY 2015, the current collection rate in-
creased 11.3 percentage points, from 53.9 percent to 65.2 percent 
(Figure 2). The current collection rate is an important indicator 
for the regular and timely payment of child support, usually col-
lected through income withholding. Higher rates mean better 
compliance with the support order and lower accumulation of 
arrears. The measure compares the total amount collected for 
current support with the total amount owed for current support, 
and is sensitive to the employment and earnings of parents who 
owe support.

The current 
collection rate is an 
important indicator 
for the regular and 
timely payment of 
child support, usually 
collected through 
income withholding.

A custodial family 
significantly increases 
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a child support order 
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from the child support 
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Figure 2. National Performance Measures: Current Collections and Arrearage Collections  
in Three-Year Increments
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Collections on Arrears

Collections on arrears compares the number of child support cases paying toward arrears to the 
number of child support cases that owe arrears. This measure has increased 5 percentage points, 
from 59 percent to 64 percent between FY 2000 and FY 2015 (Figure 2). Between FY 2000 and FY 
2006, this measure increased about one percentage point every three years. This pattern changed, 
however, between FY 2006 and FY 2009 as explained below.

The collections on arrears performance measure increased 2 percentage points between FY 2006 
and FY 2009 because of the Economic Stimulus Act of 2008 and the American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), both of which authorized payments to households subject to child 
support intercept. These temporary payments to households increased the number of cases paying 
on arrears in FY 2008 and FY 2009, which, in turn, increased the collections on arrears performance 
measure from 61 percent in FY 2007 to 63 percent in FY 2008 and FY 2009.

Between FY 2009 and FY 2012, collections on arrears declined by 1 percentage point as the tempo-
rary effects of the Economic Stimulus Act of 2008 and the ARRA of 2009 ended. The number of cases 
paying on arrears spiked, then came back down during this period. This, in turn, reduced the col-
lections on arrears performance measure by one percentage point, from 63 percent to 62 percent.

During the final period (FY 2012 to FY 2015), collections on arrears increased 2 percentage points 
from 62 percent to 64 percent as the economy improved and the number of cases owing arrears 
declined.

Cost-Effectiveness

Cost-effectiveness compares child support collections to program expenditures. Thus, the cost-ef-
fectiveness ratio represents the interplay of collections and expenditures. The cost-effectiveness 
ratio will increase when collections grow faster than expenditures, or when expenditures decline 
faster than collections. For example, a state’s cost-effectiveness ratio may increase if the state is 
able to introduce efficiencies to collect more support with the same amount of funding. On the oth-
er hand, a state’s cost-effectiveness ratio may also increase in a situation where program funding 
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is reduced, even if collections and performance measures also decline, but less sharply. In other 
words, the cost-effectiveness ratio is a measure of efficiency, but not necessarily of program effec-
tiveness.

The cost-effectiveness ratio in CSPIA has increased substantially since OCSE began tabulating these 
data. As noted earlier, national cost-effectiveness increased from $4.23 to $5.26, a 24 percent in-
crease between FY 2000 and FY 2015 (see Figure 3). During the initial three-year period (FY 2000 to FY 
2003), when state child support programs were investing heavily in technological infrastructure to 
implement PRWORA reforms, both collections and expenditures increased substantially, but collec-
tions increased slightly more than expenditures. As a result, the cost-effectiveness ratio increased 2 
percent, from $4.23 to $4.32 between FY 2000 and FY 2003.

Figure 3. National Performance Measure: Cost-Effectiveness Ratio in Three-Year Increments
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During the six-year period between FY 2003 and FY 2009, the cost-effectiveness ratio increased 11 
percent, from $4.32 to $4.78. As Figure 4 shows, the initial years of this period reflected a long period 
of steady growth in collections while expenditures grew more slowly. The investments made during 
the earlier period to implement PRWORA clearly paid off. Although the 2007-2009 recession started 
in FY 2008, collections and expenditures increased that year. It was not until FY 2009 that the reces-
sion negatively affected both collections and expenditures (Figure 4).

Between FY 2009 and FY 2012, the cost-effectiveness ratio increased 9 percent, from $4.78 to $5.19. 
The increase was attributable primarily to reduced expenditures following expiration of ARRA fund-
ing and state funding reductions. Since collections increased during this period, while expenditures 
declined, the cost-effectiveness ratio increased.

The final period examined here is from FY 2012 to FY 2015. The cost-effectiveness ratio increased 1 
percent, from $5.19 to $5.26, because child support collections increased slightly more than expen-
ditures. As shown in Figure 4, expenditures continued their downward trend through FY 2013, which 
represented the lowest level of program expenditures (unadjusted dollars) since FY 2006. Program 
expenditures came back up in FY 2014 and FY 2015 as program budgets were partially restored, but 
expenditures continue to be lower than FY 2008 levels.

National 
cost-effectiveness 
increased from $4.23 
to $5.26,  a 24 percent 
increase between 
FY 2000 and FY 2015.
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Figure 4. Child Support Collections and Program Expenditures: FY 1999 to FY 2015
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Why Does the Child Support Program Report an Increase in Child 
Support Orders, While the Census Bureau Reports a Decline?

The percent of cases with a child support order has increased among custodial parents receiving 
services from the child support program, even though the percent with a child support order has 
declined among all custodial parents according to the Census Bureau (Figure 5).18 Some of the rea-
sons for these two different trends are discussed below. It should be noted that the child support 
data are audited by OCSE and are reliable.

One reason the trends are different is because the two data sources cover different populations. 
The Census Bureau’s survey covers all custodial parents; the child support program data include 
only those participating in the child support program. It is estimated that only 60 percent of the 
custodial parents in the Census survey are in the child support program.19 In addition, the Census 
survey does not cover two groups that do participate in the child support program — custodians 
who are not biological parents and custodial parents with children over 20 years of age. Child sup-
port administrative data suggests that these two groups represent about 25 percent of the child 
support caseload. Given that the two data cover different populations, it is possible for the order 
establishment rate to increase among custodial parents in the child support program but decrease 
among all custodial parents.
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Figure 5. Percent of Custodial Parents (or Cases) with a Child Support Order
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Source: Child Support Program data are from OCSE, FY 2015 Preliminary Report and earlier 
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and Fathers and their Child Support: 2013” by Timothy Grall (P60-255).

A second reason why child support orders have been decreasing in 
the general population is because an increasing percent of custo-
dial parents reported that the noncustodial parent cannot afford 
to pay and thus are not pursuing a child support order. Between 
1999 and 2013, the percent of custodial parents without an order 
who said that they did not have an order because the noncusto-
dial parent could not afford to pay increased from 24 percent to 
36 percent. This trend is consistent with data from the Census 
Bureau that shows the median earnings of male workers has de-
clined since 1999.20 However, when custodial parents participate 
in the child support program, they receive a support order re-
gardless of whether the noncustodial parent has limited means.

State child support programs have worked hard to counteract these trends and increase the order 
establishment rate within the child support program. This is partly due to the enactment of CSPIA, 
which includes order establishment as one of the performance measures that determines incentive 
funding, so states are incentivized to increase the order establishment rate.

National Trends in Total Child Support Collections
In this section, we discuss total child support collections, which include child support collections 
for families receiving comprehensive child support services, sometimes referred to as IV-D collec-
tions, and income withholding collections for families receiving state payment processing services 
only, sometimes referred to as non-IV-D collections. This latter category of collections was created 
by PRWORA, which required state child support programs to process all new income withholding 
orders regardless of whether the families were receiving comprehensive child support services. 
The families in this latter group may apply for comprehensive child support services, but they are 
not required to do so. We include both types of collections here since the child support program 
is responsible for collecting and disbursing both categories. The performance system established 
by CPSIA, however, does not include collections for families receiving limited payment processing 
services.

An increasing percent 
of custodial parents 
reported that the 
noncustodial parent 
cannot afford to 
pay and thus are 
not pursuing a child 
support order.
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When discussing total child support collections, there are four distinct periods since the enactment 
of PRWORA worth examining: (1) rapid growth in collections as the federal and state governments 
invested in PRWORA infrastructure reforms and statewide computer systems (which we are call-
ing the “investment” period); (2) steady collection growth as the program benefited from PRWORA 
investments (or the “reaping from investments” period); (3) economic downturn, which hit both 
collections and investments hard (simply called the “economic downturn” period); and (4) slow-
er collections growth as state child support programs face reduced investments and accelerating 
caseload decline (which we call the “recovery” period).

Investment (FY 1996 to FY 2002). During the first period, total child support collections experi-
enced double digit growth rates as the federal and state governments invested heavily in the child 
support program to implement the PRWORA reforms. Collections increased 86 percent in six years, 
reaching $22.4 billion in FY 2002 (Figure 6). The average annual collections growth rate during this 
period was 14 percent. Expenditures also grew. The average annual expenditure growth rate during 
this period was 12 percent.

Reaping from investment (FY 2002 to FY 2008). During the second period, child support programs 
reaped the benefit of the PRWORA reforms. Despite slower growth of investments in the child sup-
port program during this period, total collections steadily increased at 6 percent per year, reaching 
$30 billion in FY 2008. Expenditures increased an average of 2 percent per year.

Economic downturn (FY 2008 to FY 2010). In FY 2008, the U.S. economy fell into a recession, the 
largest recession since the Great Depression. It officially lasted from December 2007 to June 2009, 
but the national unemployment rate did not reach its peak of 10 percent until October 2009, four 
months after the recession officially ended. The unemployment rate was still at 9.5 percent by the 
end of FY 2010. In fact, the unemployment rate did not return to pre-recession levels until 2016. 
During this two-year period (FY 2008 to FY 2010), total collections increased by 0.1 percent and ex-
penditures declined by 2 percent.

Figure 6. Total Child Support Collections and National Unemployment Rate: FY 1996 to FY 2015
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The recession impacted the child support program in three ways. First, it reduced the total amount 
of child support collected in FY 2009, the only year in which collections ever declined. Second, it 
significantly altered the sources of collections. Parents owing child support lost their jobs or faced 
reduced work hours in large numbers during the economic downturn, contributing to the decline 
in collections. During this two-year period, income withholding fell by $0.6 billion. In addition, in-
tercepts from federal income tax refunds declined during this period after peaking in FY 2008 due 
to the 2008 Economic Stimulus Act, which added $833 million to collections that year. In contrast, 
child support collections intercepted from unemployment insurance (UI) payments — usually a 
small source of child support collections — tripled during the economic downturn. These changes 
in the collections sources are discussed later.

The third way the recession affected the child support program is that it reduced the ability of state 
governments to invest in the program. State tax revenue declined further and more sharply during 
this recession than in any other post-war recession. It began to plummet in the second quarter of 
2008 and continued falling until the third quarter of 2009.21 Annual income taxes fell by more than 
15 percent, sales taxes fell by more than 10 percent, and corporate income taxes fell by more than 
25 percent.22 State tax revenue did not return to pre-recession levels until 2013.23 Given these major 
declines in state tax revenue, it is not surprising that state investments in the child support program 
declined 10 percent during this period.

As a result of these losses in state tax revenue, the number of child support employees declined in 
many states, further reducing the ability of child support programs to investigate cases, prepare 
cases for court, handle intergovernmental cases, establish and adjust orders, provide customer 
service, and conduct community outreach. Nationwide, the number of child support employees 
declined by 5 percent between FY 2008 and FY 2010.

Recovery (FY 2010 to FY 2015). During this period, total collections began to grow again, but did so 
more slowly than earlier periods, averaging 1.3 percent per year. Several factors contributed to this 
slower growth, which we discuss in greater detail below, but summarize here. Collections from in-
come withholding increased 3 percent per year on average during this period, but collections from 
UI, which as noted earlier tripled during the economic downturn, declined dramatically (see Figure 
8). Collections from federal tax refund offsets  also declined, further offsetting gains in income with-
holding. As a result, total collections grew more slowly than it would have if collections from UI and 
federal tax refund offsets had not declined.

Collections depend, in part, on the extent to which the federal and state governments invest in 
the program. In 2006, prior to the recession, Congress cut federal investments in the child support 
program, which was delayed as part of ARRA, but went into effect in FY 2011. As a result of this cut, 
federal investment in the program declined by 9 percent during this period. State governments 
increased their investments by 16 percent, which nearly offset the decline in federal investment, 
but not completely. As a result, program expenditures declined slightly during this period. This lack 
of investment in the program has curtailed collections growth.

Finally, the child support caseload, which had increased during the economic downturn, declined 
by 7 percent during this period. With fewer cases in the caseload, collections grew more slowly. In 
contrast, collections per case grew, on average 3 percent per year during this period (see Figure 14). 
Therefore, if the caseload had not declined, the growth rate in collections would have been higher.
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Sources of Collections

The child support program collects child support from a variety 
of sources as shown in Figure 7. The largest source of collections 
is income withholding, represented by the blue and red areas. 
The blue area in Figure 7 represents income withholding col-
lections for families receiving comprehensive child support ser-
vices. The red area represents income withholding collections 
for families receiving limited state payment processing services. 
Income withholding has been the main source of child support 
collections throughout the period examined here, reaching 75 
percent of collections in FY 2015, up from 59 percent in FY 1996.

The amount of child support collected through income withholding has more than tripled since FY 
1996, increasing from $7 billion to $24.5 billion in FY 2015. The increase in income withholding pay-
ments is an important program achievement, since income withholding results in regular, on-time 
payments for families. The amount collected through income withholding for families receiving 
comprehensive services increased from $7 billion to $20.6 billion during this period. The amount 
collected through income withholding for families receiving limited payment processing services 
increased steadily from FY 1999 to FY 2004 and has remained at about $4 billion since then.

Figure 7. Total Child Support Collections by Source: FY 1996 to FY 2015
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Two other sources of collections, which played an important role in the 2007-2009 recession, are 
unemployment insurance and federal and state income tax offsets. As Figure 7 shows, these two 
sources of collections represent a relatively small percentage of total collections; however, they 
both played an important countercyclical role in the 2007-2009 recession. The “Other” category in 
Figure 7 includes collections from all other sources, such as insurance settlement intercepts, ad-
ministrative offsets, payments to restore suspended passports and driver’s licenses, bank account 
and other property lien and levy collections, and civil contempt purge payments. Collections in 
this category have generally increased over time, but their share of collections has been declining 
as income withholding collections escalated. In FY 2015, this category represented 17 percent of 
collections, down from 30 percent in FY 1996.

The amount of child 
support collected 
through income 
withholding has more 
than tripled since 
FY 1996.
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To see the impact of the changing sources of child support collections during the economic down-
turn and recovery, Figure 8 displays the change in the annual amounts of collections by source since 
FY 2007, the year prior to the recession. It shows that total collections increased by $1.7 billion in 
FY 2008, the first year of the recession. This may seem counterintuitive, but it occurred for several 
reasons. First, child support collections are a lagging indicator of a recession, like employment. 
Therefore, even though the recession started in FY 2008, collections from payroll withholding in-
creased by about $700 million between FY 2007 and FY 2008. Second, in FY 2008, the federal tax 
refund offset program collected an additional $1 billion, $833 million of which was due to the Eco-
nomic Stimulus Act of 2008. This means that 60 percent of the increase in collections in FY 2008 
was due to the Economic Stimulus Act of 2008. Third, collections from unemployment insurance 
payments increased about $140 million between FY 2007 and FY 2008. The only source of collec-
tions that declined between FY 2007 and FY 2008 was the category “Other.” It declined by about 
$100 million.

Figure 8 shows that total child support collections declined slightly in FY 2009, the first decline ever 
experienced by the child support program. Collections were still $1.6 billion higher in FY 2009 than 
they were in FY 2007, but they were about $100 million lower than in FY 2008. This decline was driv-
en, in part, by the decline in income withholding collections, which declined $250 million between 
FY 2008 and FY 2009. Significantly lower tax offset collections also contributed to the decline in 
collections between FY 2008 and FY 2009. Tax offset collections were still $400 million higher in FY 
2009 than they were in FY 2007 because of additional collections from the 2008 Economic Stimulus 
Act and the one-time economic recovery payments included in the ARRA of 2009. Nonetheless, they 
declined by nearly $700 million between FY 2008 and FY 2009. The “Other” category also declined 
between FY 2008 and FY 2009 by about $250 million. These declines were nearly offset by the large 
rise in UI collections, which increased $1 billion in FY 2009, but not entirely.

Figure 8. Change in Child Support Collections since FY 2007 by Source
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Although total collections went up slightly in FY 2010, that in-
crease was entirely attributable to the increase in UI collections, 
which rose by nearly $500 million in FY 2010. Payroll withholding 
collections declined for the second straight year. The category 
“Other” declined for the third straight year. The tax offset pro-
gram collected about the same amount as it did in FY 2009.

Total collections began 
to recover from the 
recession in FY 2011, 
driven by increased 
collections from 
payroll withholding.
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Total collections began to recover from the recession in FY 2011, driven by increased collections 
from payroll withholding. Collections from payroll withholding grew by nearly $1 billion in FY 2011, 
but those gains were partly offset by the decline in UI collections, which fell by about $500 million 
that year. Tax offset collections increased slightly and “Other” collections finally rose in FY 2011, but 
were still below their FY 2007 levels.

Since then, total collections have continued to grow, fueled by increasing payroll withholding col-
lections. UI collections have continued to decline and tax offset collections started to decline in FY 
2013, cutting total collections growth rate to around 1 percent per year. “Other” collections finally 
returned to their pre-recession level in FY 2014 and UI collections finally returned to their pre-reces-
sion level in FY 2015.

Impact of Child Support Program Investments  
on Collections
There are three basic sources of funding for child support programs: state and local funding, federal 
matching funds, and federal incentive payments (see Figure 9).24 The child support program is a 
federal-state matching grant program under which states must spend money in order to receive 
federal funding. For every dollar a state spends on the child support program, it receives back 66 
cents from the federal government, referred to as the federal financial participation (FFP) rate. This 
means that the level of funding from the state or local government significantly affects the amount 
of resources available for a state child support program.

States also receive performance incentive payments from the federal government.25 As explained 
earlier, these payments are designed to encourage states to operate strong, results-oriented child 
support programs. Since CSPIA, states are required to invest their performance incentive payments 
into the child support program. In addition, the DRA eliminated the federal match on performance 
earned incentives, reducing the impact of improved performance on state program budgets.

Trends in Child Support Investments

Investments in the child support program increased tremendously after the enactment of PRWORA, 
which ushered in significant child support reforms. Between FY 1996 and FY 2002, investments in-
creased, on average, 12 percent per year. State investments more than doubled, from $600 million 
in FY 1996 to $1.3 billion in FY 2002.26 Federal investment increased from $2.4 billion to $3.9 billion 
(Figure 9).
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Figure 9. Child Support Funding by Source: FY 1996 to FY 2015
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Between FY 2002 and FY 2008, the child support program reaped significant benefits from the in-
vestments made as a result of PRWORA. As noted above, collections increased by 6 percent per year 
during this period, while annual increases in investments fell to an average 2 percent per year. The 
cost-effectiveness ratio increased from $4.13 in FY 2002 to $4.80 in FY 2008, a 16 percent increase in 
six years.

In FY 2008, investments in the child support program peaked at $5.9 billion. Since then, investments 
have declined. In FY 2015, investments in the child support program were still $100 million lower 
than in FY 2008. Two factors have contributed to this decline, which we discuss below.

The recession of 2007-2009 significantly affected the ability of state governments to invest in the 
child support program.27 During FY 2008 and FY 2010, state investments in the child support pro-
gram fell by 14.6 percent, or 7.3 percent per year. The ARRA of 2009 temporarily reinstated the feder-
al match on incentives in FY 2009 and FY 2010, which meant that federal investment in the program 
increased during those two years. However, total investments in the child support program still 
declined by 2 percent during this period, or 1 percent per year.

Since the DRA was fully implemented in FY 2011, federal investment in the child support program 
has declined. In FY 2010, the federal government invested $4.3 billion in the child support program 
($3.8 billion in matching funds and $504 million in incentive payments). By FY 2015, this amount 
was $4 billion, a 6.6 percent decline or 1.3 percent per year. Between FY 2010 and FY 2015, state and 
local governments increased their investments in the child support program from $1.46 billion to 
$1.72 billion, an 18 percent increase or 3.5 percent per year. But this was not enough to offset the 
decline in federal investment.

Since FY 2013, total investments in the child support program have started to increase after five 
years of reductions. Between FY 2013 and FY 2015, total investments increased by an average of 1.3 
percent per year. This growth rate, however, is below the average 1.8 percent inflation rate during 
this period. This rate of investment in the child support program is insufficient to make the needed 
improvements in program infrastructure, including the replacement of aging statewide systems.

The percentage of federal funding, which is performance-based, has declined significantly over the 
years. In FY 1996, incentive payments and the match on incentive payments represented nearly 
50 percent of federal funding for the child support program. Once CSPIA was fully implemented, 

In FY 2008, 
investments in 
the child support 
program peaked 
at $5.9 billion.
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performance-based funding as a percent of federal funding declined to about 34 percent. Since the 
DRA was fully implemented in FY 2011, performance-based funding of the child support program 
has represented about 14 percent of federal funding. This dramatic decline in performance-based 
funding means that states are much less incentivized to run a high-performing program and invest 
their own funds in the program.

Program Investments Influence Collections

Child support collections are directly correlated with child 
support expenditures. Prior research has documented this rela-
tionship between collections and expenditures using regression 
analysis.28 This approach is useful since it can measure the re-
lationship between child support collections and expenditures 
independently of other factors that influence collections, such 
as changes in employment and caseload size. Below, a different 
way is used to see the relationship between child support expen-
ditures and collections. 

Figure 10 presents the annual percentage change in child support collections and expenditures. It 
shows that changes in child support collections closely track child support expenditures. In other 
words, changes in child support expenditures are directly related to changes in child support col-
lections.29 In FY 2000, child support expenditures increased by 12 percent and so did collections. In 
FY 2001 and FY 2002, child support expenditures increased by 7 percent per year and child support 
collections increased by 6 percent per year. Over the next three years, expenditures grew at an av-
erage of 1 percent per year and collections grew at an average of 4.5 percent per year. Between FY 
2006 and FY 2008, expenditures grew at an average of 3 percent per year and collections grew at an 
average of 5 percent per year. Between FY 2009 and FY 2013, child support expenditures decreased, 
on average, 1 percent per year. Following suit, the average growth in collections dropped to 1 per-
cent per year. During the past two years, child support expenditures have finally started to increase, 
increasing an average of 1 percent per year. During this period, collections have also increased 1 
percent per year.

Figure 10. Annual Percentage Change in Child Support Collections  
and Expenditures: FY 2000 to FY 2015
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Note: Collections are for families receiving child support services.

Child support 
collections are directly 
correlated with child 
support expenditures.
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Impact of Employment and Earnings on Collections
OCSE collects three pieces of data as part of the National Directory of New Hires (NDNH) that can 
shed light on the impact of the 2007-2009 recession on child support collections. These are: new 
hire reports, quarterly wage data, and unemployment insurance claims. These data are critical to 
the child support program because they help states efficiently locate parents who owe child sup-
port, identify their potential income, and collect support. But these numbers also reflect employ-
ment trends.

New Hire, or W-4, Reporting

New Hire, or W-4, reporting data is crucial to the collection of child support. Employers are required 
to report all newly hired employees to the state child support program’s Directory of New Hires. 
When a state receives a new hire report that a parent has started a new job, the state is able to 
quickly and automatically issue an income withholding order to the new employer using the new 
hire information. The new hire report automatically triggers an income withholding order to with-
hold child support from a parent’s paycheck. The compilation of new hire data in the NDNH at the 
national level enhances a state’s ability to continue to locate parents and collect support even when 
a parent moves to another state.

Figure 11. New Hire Records and Income Withholding Collections
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Source: OCSE Annual and Preliminary Reports and data from the National Directory of New Hires.

New hire data reflects the cyclical nature of employment, increasing during recoveries and declin-
ing during recessions. Figure 11 shows that new hires roughly followed the business cycle during 
the early 2000s, first decreasing roughly 10 percent between FY 2000 and FY 2003, following the 
2001 recession, but then increasing nearly 14 percent between FY 2003 and FY 2007 as the economy 
expanded. During the most recent recession (from November 2007 to June 2009), new hires again 
decreased, this time by 25 percent in two years. Not surprisingly, income withholding collections 
also decreased in FY 2009 and FY 2010. Since FY 2010, new hires have increased an average of 5 
percent annually.

Quarterly Wage Data

Quarterly wage reporting data also helps states perform child support functions. While new hire 
data alerts states that a parent has started a new job, quarterly wage data helps states locate par-
ents, assess earnings, and set and modify child support orders.
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For each quarter that a person is employed in a job covered by unemployment insurance, a quar-
terly wage record is reported for that person. While new hire submissions indicate job hiring activ-
ity, quarterly wage submissions indicate the level of ongoing employment, considered a lagging 
economic indicator. Figure 12 shows the number of quarterly wage records decreased in FY 2001, 
during the 2001 recession. After that, they generally increased until the latter part of the next reces-
sion in FY 2009. They then declined in FY 2009 through FY 2011. Since FY 2011, they have increased 
nearly 2 percent per year. The large decreases in quarterly wage records in FY 2009 is mirrored in the 
decrease in income withholding collections during that same time, as shown in Figure 12.

Figure 12. Quarterly Wage Records and Income Withholding Collections
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Source: OCSE Annual and Preliminary Reports and data from the National Directory of New Hires.

Unemployment Insurance Data

The Social Security Act (section 303 (e)(2)) requires state unemployment insurance agencies to 
withhold unemployment insurance benefits to satisfy child support orders for families in the child 
support program. Historically, this source of collections has represented a very small percent of 
total collections, averaging about 2 percent of total collections. During the most recent recession, 
however, UI collections represented as much as 7 percent of total collections.

Examining UI claims is another way to see the impact of the recent recession on child support 
collections. As designed, UI claims run countercyclical to the business cycle, as do UI collections. 
Figure 13 shows that UI claims increased 9 percent in FY 2008, 77 percent in FY 2009, and 28 percent 
in FY 2010. In FY 2011, they finally started to decrease. As more people claimed UI benefits during 
the recession, more child support was collected from this source. Child support collections from UI 
increased 29 percent in FY 2008, 164 percent in FY 2009, and 28 percent in FY 2010. In FY 2010 alone, 
over $2.1 billion in child support was collected from UI.
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Figure 13. Unemployment Insurance Records and Collections
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Impact of the Caseload Size on 
Child Support Collections
Another factor that has affected child support collections is the 
decline in the child support caseload. The number of cases in the 
child support program is not a performance measure; it reflects 
the number of families being served. Think of the caseload as 
the “base” for total collections. If a child support agency has 
1,000 cases that each pay $100, the collections will be $100,000. 
However, if that agency loses half of its caseload, leaving only 
500 cases that each pay $100, the collections will be $50,000. 
Even if the agency dramatically improves its effectiveness by 
50 percent, now collecting $150 per case, it will still only collect 
$75,000. Therefore, total collections are affected by the total 
number of cases, as well as how much is collected per case.

This is the situation that the child support program is facing. The number of cases in the child sup-
port program declined during the early 2000s and then again since the end of the last recession 
(Figure 15). During these periods, the annual percentage change in total child support collections 
was considerably lower than the annual percentage change in collections per case (Figure 14). This 
latter trend shows how collections would have grown if the caseload had not declined. Figure 14 
shows that the annual growth rate in collections per case was 4 percent during FY 2014 and FY 2015 
— about the same growth rate in collections before the recession began.

Collections per case 
increased from  
$926 per case to 
$1,941 per case.
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Figure 14. Annual Percentage Change in Child Support Collections and Collections per Case: 
FY 2000 to FY 2015

-2%

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

Annual Percentage Change
in Collections

Annual Percentage Change
in Collections per Case

2000 2005 2010 2015
Fiscal Year

Source: OCSE Annual and Preliminary Reports.

Why Has the Child Support 
Caseload Been Declining?

Since FY 1999, the child support program has classified its 
caseload into three case types:

• Current Assistance, or cases that are currently receiving 
cash assistance from TANF or IV-E-funded foster care 
maintenance payments;

• Former Assistance, or cases that formerly received 
cash assistance from TANF or IV-E-funded foster care 
maintenance payments; and

• Never Assistance, or cases that have never received 
cash assistance from TANF or IV-E-funded foster care 
maintenance payments.

As Figure 15 shows, the child support caseload has been declining because the number of current 
and former assistance cases has been declining. Current assistance cases dropped from 3.7 million 
cases to 1.5 million cases between FY 1999 and FY 2015, a 58 percent decline. In FY 1999, current 
assistance cases represented 21 percent of the child support caseload; today they represent 10 per-
cent of the caseload. During this same period, former assistance cases also dropped by more than 
1 million cases, from 7.3 million to 6.3 million, a 14 percent decline.

Historically, the child support program has received most of its cases from the TANF program and its 
predecessor program, AFDC. The long-term trend since PRWORA implementation has been a steady 
decline in the TANF cash assistance caseload. This means that the traditional pipeline of new cases 
for the child support program has declined. Most child support families that exited TANF continued 
to receive child support services as former cash assistance cases, and thus the total child support 
caseload declined more slowly than the TANF caseload. Eventually, however, even former TANF 
families have exited child support services, reducing the former assistance caseload as well.

Historically, the child 
support program has 
received most of its 
cases from the TANF 
program.
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Figure 15. Number of Cases in the Child Support Program by Case Type: FY 1999 to FY 2015
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The only period in which the current assistance caseload has increased since FY 1999 was during 
the 2007-2009 recession and shortly thereafter. Between FY 2008 and FY 2010, current assistance 
cases in the child support caseload increased by 149,000 cases, a 7 percent increase. This increase 
reflected the growth in the TANF caseload as more families applied for and received TANF during 
and shortly after the recession. As a result of this increase in current assistance cases, former assis-
tance cases also increased about two years later as families exited TANF. Former assistance cases 
increased by 47,000 cases between FY 2010 and FY 2012, a 1 percent increase.

However, since these short-term increases in current and former assistance cases ended, both of 
these caseloads have dropped over 1 million cases. Since FY 2010, the current assistance caseload 
has dropped by 647,000 cases, a 30 percent decline. Since FY 2012, the former assistance caseload 
has dropped by 515,000 cases, an 8 percent decline. These declines have resulted in a decline in the 
total caseload since FY 2010.

In contrast, the number of never assistance cases has increased from 6.2 million to 6.9 million, a 12 
percent increase since FY 1999. These cases now represent nearly half (47%) of the child support 
caseload. In FY 1999, they represented 36 percent of the caseload. During FY 2014 and FY 2015, the 
number of never assistance cases has declined by 166,000, a 2 percent decline. Thirty-five states 
have experienced a decline in never assistance cases during this two-year period; nine have expe-
rienced a decline of more than 10 percent. It is not clear whether this is a temporary decline or a 
longer lasting trend. It could reflect the recent decline in single parent families and the increase in 
cohabiting families, as seen in data from the U.S. Census Bureau.30
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Appendix.  Child Support Performance and 
Incentive Act (CSPIA) Detailed Information
CSPIA Performance Measure Formulas

PERFORMANCE MEASURE

PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT PERCENTAGE (PEP): IV-D

Number of Children in the Caseload 
in the FY or as of the End of the FY
Who Were Born Out-of-Wedlock 
with Paternity Established or Acknowledged 

Divided by

FORM AND LINE NUMBERS

OCSE-157, Line 6

Number of Children in the Caseload OCSE-157, Line 5a
as of the End of the Preceding FY
Who Were Born Out-of-Wedlock

PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT PERCENTAGE (PEP): STATEWIDE

Number of Minor Children in the State
Born Out-of-Wedlock with 
Paternity Established or Acknowledged During the FY OCSE-157, Line 9

Divided by
Number of Children in the State OCSE-157, Line 8a
Born Out-of-Wedlock 
During the Preceding FY

SUPPORT ORDER ESTABLISHMENT

Number of IV-D Cases with Support Orders OCSE-157, Line 2

Divided by
Number of IV-D Cases OCSE-157, Line 1

CURRENT COLLECTIONS

Amount Collected for Current Support in IV-D Cases OCSE-157, Line 25

Divided by
Amount Owed for Current Support in IV-D Cases OCSE-157, Line 24

ARREARAGE COLLECTIONS

Number of IV-D Cases Paying Toward Arrears OCSE-157, Line 29

Divided by
Number of IV-D Cases with Arrears Due OCSE-157, Line 28

COST-EFFECTIVENESS
OCSE-34A, Lines 4b+ 4c + 

Total IV-D Dollars Collected 8+ 11 of column (G)
Divided by

Total IV-D Dollars Expended OCSE-396A, Line 7 columns (A) + 
(C) less Line 1(c) columns (A) + (C)
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STATE COLLECTION BASE OCSE-34A:

2 x (Current Assistance 2 x ((Line 4b,columns A+B+C+D+E) 
           + Former Assistance Collections         + (Line 8, columns A+B+C+D+E))
           + Medicaid Assistance) + Line 4b, column F + Line 8, column F 
+ Never Assistance Collections + Lines 4c + 11 of column G
+ Fees Retained by Other States

Incentives

States earn incentives for their performance on each measure, independent of performance on the 
other measures — states can earn incentives for one measure or all five.  Each performance measure 
has a threshold table that translates a state’s performance into an applicable percentage.  These ta-
bles have upper and lower thresholds for receiving incentive payments.  The upper threshold is 80% 
for all performance measures, except cost-effectiveness.  The upper threshold for cost-effectiveness 
is $5.00.  States that achieve these upper thresholds are entitled to the maximum possible incentive 
for that performance measure.  Simultaneously, states that perform at or below the minimum level 
of performance do not receive an incentive for that performance measure, unless the state makes 
significant improvement over its previous year’s performance.  Each year, an annual fixed incentive 
pool is divided among states.  The annual incentive pool is the amount of the preceding annual 
incentive payment pool multiplied by the difference in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for the two 
preceding fiscal years.  In FY 2015, the incentive pool was $556 million.

A state’s share of the incentive pool is based on the state’s calculated “incentive base amount.”  The 
state’s incentive base amount is calculated using the “collection base.”  The collection base is twice 
the state’s current, former, and Medicaid assistance collections, plus never assistance collections 
and fees retained by other states.  

For each performance measure, the collection base is multiplied by the percentage earned for that 
performance measure, as dictated by the threshold tables.  The PEP, support order established, and 
current collections measures are weighted 100 percent, while the arrears and cost-effectiveness 
measure are weighted 75 percent.  The results from this calculation are added together to calculate 
each state’s incentive base amount.  Each state’s percentage of the total of all states’ incentive base 
amount is then applied to the annual incentive pool to determine each state’s share of the annual 
incentive pool.  
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How an Incentive Payment is Determined

Because of the complexity of the incentives formula set forth in section 458 of the Social Security 
Act, we have included an example of how the system would work in a particular year for State A.  
Let’s make the following assumptions regarding State A (See Appendix Table 1):

• State A’s paternity performance level is 93 percent, making its applicable percent 100 percent 
(see Appendix Table 3)

• State A’s order establishment performance level is 74 percent, making its applicable percent 
88 percent (see Appendix Table 3)

• State A’s current support collections performance level is 59 percent, making its applicable 
percent 69 percent (see Appendix Table 4)

• State A’s arrearage support collections performance level is 60 percent, making its applicable 
percent 70 percent (see Appendix Table 4)

• State A’s cost-effectiveness ratio is $4.40, making its applicable percent 80 percent (see 
Appendix Table 5)

• State A’s collections base is $50 million (determined by 2 times the collections for Current 
Assistance, Former Assistance, and Medicaid Never Assistance plus Never Assistance 
collections and fees retained by other states) 

• The maximum incentive for State A is:

 ■ $50 million collections base for paternity ($50M times 1.00), plus

 ■ $44 million collections base for orders ($50M times 0.88), plus

 ■ $34.5 million collections base for current collections ($50M times 0.69), plus

 ■ $26.25 million collections base for arrearage collections ($50M times 0.75 times 0.70), plus

 ■ $30.0 million collections base for cost-effectiveness ($50M times 0.75 times 0.80) equals

 ■ A maximum incentive base amount of $184.75 million for State A.

 ■ We must now make some assumptions regarding the other States.  Let’s assume that 
there are two other states in our country--and the maximum incentive base amount is $84 
million for State B and $50 million for State C, making the total maximum incentive base 
amount $318.75 million for all three States (See Appendix Table 2).

 ■ We must now determine what is State A’s share of the $318.75 million.  It is 58 percent 
($184.75 divided by $318.75).

 ■ Let us assume that the incentive payment pool is $461 million (see Appendix Table 2).

 ■ Since State A’s share is 58 percent, this state has earned 58 percent of the $461 million 
incentive payment pool that Congress is allowing, or $267.2 million ($461M times 0.58) 
incentive payment for this particular fiscal year. 
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Appendix Table 1.  Example of How an Incentive Payment is Determined – State Maximum 
Incentive Base Amount

Measure

State A’s 
Performance 
Level

Applicable 
Percent based on 
Performance Weight

State A’s Collection 
Base (assumed to be 
$50,000,000)

Paternity 
Establishment 93% 100% 1.00 $50,000,000
Order Establishment 74% 88% 1.00 $44,000,000
Current Collections 59% 69% 1.00 $34,500,000
Arrearage Collections 60% 70% 0.75 $26,250,000
Cost-Effectiveness $4.40 80% 0.75 $30,000,000
State A’s Maximum 
Incentive Base Amount $184,750,000

Appendix Table 2.  Example of How an Incentive Payment is Determined - State Share

State
Maximum Incentive 

Base Amounts
State’s Share of 

$318,750,000
 Incentive Payment Pool 

$461,000,000
A $184,750,000  58% $267,199,216
B $84,000,000  26% $121,487,059
C $50,000,000  16% $72,313,725
Totals $318,750,000 100% $461,000,000
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Threshold Tables
Appendix Table 3.  Incentive Levels for the Paternity Establishment and Support Order 
Performance Measures

If the Paternity Establishment or Support Order Performance Level Is:

At Least But Less Than
The Applicable 
Percentage Is

80% 100%
79% 80% 98%
78% 79% 96%
77% 78% 94%
76% 77% 92%
75% 76% 90%
74% 75% 88%
73% 74% 86%
72% 73% 84%
71% 72% 82%
70% 71% 80%
69% 70% 79%
68% 69% 78%
67% 68% 77%
66% 67% 76%
65% 66% 75%
64% 65% 74%
63% 64% 73%
62% 63% 72%
61% 62% 71%
60% 61% 70%
59% 60% 69%
58% 59% 68%
57% 58% 67%
56% 57% 66%
55% 56% 65%
54% 55% 64%
53% 54% 63%
52% 53% 62%
51% 52% 61%
50% 51% 60%
 0% 50% 0%
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Appendix Table 4.  Incentive Levels for the Current and Arrearage Support Collections 
Performance Measures

If the Current Collections or Arrearage Collections Performance Level Is:

At Least But Less Than
The Applicable 
Percentage Is

80% 100%
79% 80% 98%
78% 79% 96%
77% 78% 94%
76% 77% 92%
75% 76% 90%
74% 75% 88%
73% 74% 86%
72% 73% 84%
71% 72% 82%
70% 71% 80%
69% 70% 79%
68% 69% 78%
67% 68% 77%
66% 67% 76%
65% 66% 75%
64% 65% 74%
63% 64% 73%
62% 63% 72%
61% 62% 71%
60% 61% 70%
59% 60% 69%
58% 59% 68%
57% 58% 67%
56% 57% 66%
55% 56% 65%
54% 55% 64%
53% 54% 63%
52% 53% 62%
51% 52% 61%
50% 51% 60%
49% 50% 59%
48% 49% 58%
47% 48% 57%
46% 47% 56%
45% 46% 55%
44% 45% 54%
43% 55% 53%
42% 43% 52%
41% 42% 51%
40% 41% 50%

0% 40% 0%
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Appendix Table 5. Incentive Levels for the Cost-Effectiveness Performance Measure

If the Cost-Effectiveness Performance Level Is:

At Least: But Less Than:
The Applicable 
Percentage Is:

5.00 100%
4.50 5.00 90%
4.00 4.50 80%
3.50 4.00 70%
3.00 3.50 60%
2.50 3.00 50%
2.00 2.50 40%
0.00 2.00 0%
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