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ABSTRACT
This literature review examines the role of child maintenance systems in alleviating child poverty, with a specific focus on the UK's Child Maintenance Service (CMS). The analysis reveals a complex and multidimensional relationship between child maintenance arrangements and child poverty (McHardy and Robertson, 2023), however whilst child maintenance can be an effective tool for reducing child poverty, several systemic issues hinder its impact (One Parent Families Scotland, 2024). Key challenges include nil-rate payments, inadequate enforcement mechanisms, difficulties in tracking self-employed parents' income, and a lack of transparent data publication. The review identifies significant gaps in published data regarding nil-rate maintenance payments, which limits effective policymaking and system accountability. Drawing from international comparisons, the study recommends several improvements to the current system, including enhanced data transparency, automated deduction systems similar to those used in New Zealand and Australia (Cook, 2022; Baker and Wang, 2020) and improved income verification methods. The findings suggest that while child maintenance remains crucial for supporting children's well-being, its effectiveness depends on broader social policies and more robust implementation mechanisms. Future research directions should focus on examining the causes of non-payment and evaluating the potential benefits of increased data transparency in enforcement.
ACRONYM 
ADR

Advanced Dispute Resolution

CMS

Child Maintenance Service

HMRC

HM Revenue and Customs

JRF

Joseph Rowntree Foundation

NRP

Non-Resident Parent

ONS

Office for National Statistics
RP

Resident Parent

SDG

Sustainable Development Goals

UC

Universal Credit

1. INTRODUCTION 
“Child poverty is not inevitable – it is always a political choice”

(Children in Scotland, undated).
Child poverty is an important and relentless issue that affects millions of children worldwide, undermining their well-being and potential for a positive future.  As such, in order to attempt to achieve an equitable society, addressing child poverty is a moral, economic and social obligation. In 2021, there were around 19.3 million families, of which 3 million are lone parents (ONS, 2022). According to the Marriage Foundation, it is estimated that it costs the ‘taxpayer £51 billion attributed to family breakdown due to state financial support in the forms of tax credits, housing benefits and lone-parent benefits’ (Benson, 2018). The role of raising a child in a lone parent family is challenging since the usual shared roles of carer and financial provider is burdened on one (Stack and Meredith, 2018; Pantazis, Gordon and Levitas, 2006). Consequently, this can lead to an increased risk of lone parent poverty. 
Research by Joseph Rowntree Foundation (2023) asserts that during the past twenty-five years, children have consistently had the highest poverty rates, whereby 
‘twenty-five years ago a third of children lived in poverty, reaching its lowest level of 27% between 2010/11 and 2013/14 as opposed to 31% in 2019/20 whilst returning to 27% again in 2020/21’. 
Lone parent families face higher rates of poverty (JRF, 2021) and as such researchers assert that child maintenance has the potential to reduce child poverty amongst separated families (Eisenstadt and Oppenheim, 2019). However, since 2011 conservative MP’s have dismissed the causal relationship between child poverty and non-payment of child maintenance (Centre for Social Injustice, 2020). The field of child maintenance arrangements has gained significant attention due to its potential to lift children out of child poverty amongst single parent families. With many children and young people in separated homes living in hardship, it could be argued that the UK’s Child Maintenance Service (CMS) should be able to play a vital role in enhancing lives. This research seeks to assess explore the literature in regard to the research question: 
· RQ1) How does child maintenance arrangements impact upon child poverty? 

Child poverty remains a complex and critical issue globally, with single-parent households often disproportionately affected. Child maintenance, financial support from non-resident parents, has been proposed as a potential tool to alleviate this burden. However, its effectiveness and the surrounding context require deeper investigation. This literature review will shed light on the complexities of the issue by exploring several key areas:
· Effectiveness of child maintenance

· Impact on poverty rates and variations across countries and systems.

It will further synthesize existing research on the effectiveness of child maintenance in alleviating child poverty and analyse the impact of contextual factors on this effectiveness whilst also aim to identify areas for further research and policy considerations.
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1. Introduction 

Child poverty remains a significant challenge in many countries globally, with children disproportionally represented among the most impoverished segments of society. Child maintenance arrangements, which are agreements or court orders that determine the financial support that a NRP is required to provide for their children, have been identified as a potential tool for alleviating child poverty. A comprehensive review of the existing literature on this topic reveals a complex and multifaceted relationship between child maintenance arrangements and child poverty. While some studies have demonstrated a positive correlation between child maintenance receipt and reduced child poverty rates, others have pointed to limitations in the effectiveness of child maintenance systems in addressing the root causes of child poverty.
2.2. Child Poverty During 20th to 21st Century: Contested Definitions 
In the 20th century, child poverty was primarily defined in terms of income deprivation (Thane, 2019). Children were considered to be poor if their families’ incomes fell below a certain level, typically defined as the poverty line. This approach to defining child poverty assumed that income is the primary determinant of a child’s well-being. However, this approach has been criticised for being too narrow and for failing to capture the multidimensional characteristics of child poverty. Critics argue that child poverty is also about access to basic necessities such as food, shelter and clothing, in addition to access to education and healthcare (Schutter, Frazer, Guio and Marlier, 2023; Treanor, 2020; UNICEF, undated). They also argue that child poverty should be defined in relation to the average standard of living in a particular country or region (Child Poverty Action Group, 2024).

In the 21st century, there has been a growing recognition of the new multidimensional nature of child poverty. Definitions of child poverty now typically include a range of factors, such as income deprivation, access to basic necessities, education and healthcare (Save the Children, 2024). They also often consider the relative standard of living in a particular country or region (Adamson, Axinte, Lang and Marsden, 2023). This broader approach to defining child poverty has been welcomed by many, as it better reflects the reality of child poverty and the factors that contribute to it. However, there is still no single definition of child poverty that is universally accepted (UK Government, 2024; Treanor, 2020). This view is supported by the Children’s Commissioner for England (2021, p.10) who writes that “there is no agreed national definition of poverty and no agreed official measure of poverty”, as such this demonstrates that political decisions often prioritize short-term wins over long-term benefits. Politicians face pressure to address immediate concerns and public opinion, which can lead to policies focused on quick fixes rather than tackling underlying issues. This short-termism can create a cycle of problems, as solutions for one election cycle might create bigger challenges down the road and as such requires government in its entirety to commit to a single measure of poverty by “unites those on both the left and right” (Children’s Commissioner for England, 2021, p.9). 
The definition of child poverty remains highly contested, with numerous issues arising from differing perspectives on its measurement, the inclusion of various socio-economic factors, and the debate over whether absolute or relative poverty thresholds should be used to assess the extent of deprivation experienced by children. Whilst the poverty line is commonly used to measure income deprivation, there is no universally accepted definition of the poverty line. As different countries and organisations employ varying poverty thresholds, estimates of the prevalence of child poverty can differ significantly (Children’s Commissioner for England, 2021). Similarly, the definition of basic necessities varies, as there is no universal agreement on what constitutes essential goods and services. What is deemed as a necessity in one country or region may not be considered as such in another  (Pölzler, Tomabechi and Hannikainen, 2024). The role of access to education and healthcare in defining child poverty is a subject of debate. Some argue that education and healthcare are essential for children’s well-being and should be included in any definition of child poverty (Fogden et al., 2022). Critics, however contend that since education and healthcare are not directly related to income, they should not be considered factors in defining child poverty (Tinson, 2020; Minujin, Delamonica, Davidzuik and Gonzalez, 2006).  However, child poverty is a complex, interconnected issue that cannot be effectively captured by a single measure. While income-based measures are commonly used, they fail to account for the various forms of deprivation that children may experience (Bandyopadhyay, Whiffen, Fry and Brophy, 2023; Featherstone, Gupta, Morris and White, 2018). A multidimensional approach considers factors such as access to education, healthcare, nutrition, safe housing, and social inclusion, providing a more comprehensive assessment of a child’s well-being. However, critics argue that using multiple measures can reveal disparities that might be overlooked by a single indicator, such as cases where a family’s income is above the poverty line but children still lack access to essential services (Wu, Xhou, Yuan, Chen and Liu, 2024; Alkire and Foster, 2011). 

As such, there is no single definition of child poverty that is universally accepted, and the definition of child poverty has evolved over time.  The broader approach to defining child poverty that has emerged in the 21st century is a more comprehensive and accurate reflection of the reality of child poverty, but there are still several contested issues in defining child poverty. 

Varying definitions of child poverty can influence policy decisions and outcomes.  For example, an emphasis on income-based definitions may lead to policies focused on income-based, as opposed to a multi-dimensional approach which focuses on education, healthcare, and social services. These definitions emphasise the economic well-being of children and their families and aim to identify those who have insufficient income to meet their basis needs. Researchers assert however that these definitions often overlook non-monetary child poverty dimensions, such as education resulting in an incomplete picture of a child’s well-being (Evans, Nogales and Robson, 2023; Roelen, 2017). Another significant aspect of varying child poverty definitions is that it ignores regional and contextual variations (Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2022).  Critics assert that a single income threshold cannot account for regional or contextual variations in the cost of living, housing and other essential expenses (Ray-Chauduri, Waters, Wernham and Xu, 2023).  As such this can lead to potential underestimation of poverty in high cost living areas.  This one-size-fits all approach risks underestimating poverty in some areas and misrepresenting it in others, ultimately hindering efforts to ensure all children have the resources they need to thrive (Davis, Stone, Blackwell, Padley, Shepherd and Hirsch, 2022). The persistent challenge of child poverty demands a nuanced approach that moves beyond simplistic economic interventions. In applying Levitas’s (1998) critical work on social exclusion and redistribution, economic redistribution alone is insufficient for addressing systematic inequalities. As such, she argues that by conceptualising poverty as a form of social exclusion, a more comprehensive policy approach that goes beyond the monetary transfers to address the fundamental social and structural mechanisms that reproduce generational disadvantage. 
In an aim to redistribute power and wealth to the community, active policies to reduce child poverty first emerged during 1998/99 where Tony Blair declared to eradicate child poverty by 2020 (Guardian, 1999). Overall, Tony Blair’s attempt to eradicate poverty by 2020 was a mixed success. There were some positive consequences, such as increased investment in childcare, education and social security. However, the goal of eradication was not achieved, and there were some negative consequences, such as cuts in public spending and an increase in the cost of living. The UK still has a long way to go before it can eradicate child poverty. 

Over time the definition of child poverty has evolved as a result of our understanding of poverty and its complexities has deepened.  This evolution has been influenced by changes in societal, economic, and political contexts (Mabbett and May, 2021).  Researchers assert that early definitions of poverty often focussed on absolute measures of poverty, based on a fixed income threshold below which a family was considered poor (Ravallion, 2016; Pantazis et al., 2006). However, these measures did not consider the variations in living standards over time.  Moreso, relative poverty measures gained prominent, which assesses poverty in relation to society’s living standards as a whole. Relative poverty recognises that poverty is not solely based upon insufficient basic needs, but also about social inclusion and participation. The risk of poverty is not evenly distributed across a population. Race, ethnicity, gender, and disability can all significantly increase a child’s vulnerability to poverty (Scottish Government, 2024; Jones and Welch, 2018). In applying Crenshaw’s (1989) intersectionality theory which describes the cumulative and synergistic effects of how race, class, gender are interlinked, , it further suggests that these intersecting identities don't just add up, but interact in ways that can amplify disadvantage. For instance, a female child with a disability in a low-income family might face barriers to education that are greater than the sum of gender bias, disability discrimination, and economic constraints individually. Furthermore, children of ethnic backgrounds are often disproportionately impacted, facing social and economic barriers that limit opportunities for their families. Single-parent households, particularly those led by women –also experience a higher poverty risk due to income disparities (Local Government Association, 2023; Cribb, Wernham, and Xu, 2022). In 2023 lone mother families accounted for 85% of lone parent families as opposed to 15% single fathers (ONS, 2024), Furthermore, children with disabilities may require additional resources and face challenges accessing education or employment for their parents, placing them at a greater disadvantage. These inequalities create a cycle that can be difficult to break, drawing attention to the need for targeted policies and support systems to address the specific needs of vulnerable groups (Schutter et al., 2023; World Bank, 2023). Despite the overall wealth of the nation, UNICEF (2023, p.2) reports that ‘more than 1 in 5 children live in poverty in 40 of the world’s richest countries’. 
Despite significant global efforts to alleviate poverty, child poverty remains a persistent and widespread issue, casting a long shadow over the well-being of millions of children worldwide. While progress has been made in reducing overall poverty levels, the plight of children trapped in the intergenerational cycle of deprivation has not received adequate attention and urgency (Children’s Commissioner, 2021; Save The Children, 2014). The pace of progress towards achieving sustainable development goals (SDGs), particularly those focused on eradicating child poverty, has fallen short of expectations, raising concerns about the ability to meet ambitious targets set by the international community (UNICEF, 2023). The lack of attention to child poverty is a critical oversight, as children are especially vulnerable to the negative consequences of poverty (Action for Children, 2023; Bessell, 2021; Treanor, 2020). Their physical, emotional, and cognitive development can be severely hampered by inadequate access to nutrition, healthcare, education, and safe environments. Child poverty not only perpetuates existing inequalities but also hinders the full potential of future generations, limiting their ability to contribute to a more prosperous and equitable society. The slow progress towards achieving SDGs related to child poverty reflects a complex interplay of factors, including persistent economic disparities, inadequate social protection systems, and ineffective policy implementation (Rasilia, Stamos, Proietti and Siraguasa, 2024; World Bank Group, 2018). The COVID-19 pandemic has further exacerbated these challenges, disproportionately affected vulnerable populations and widened the gap between the rich and the poor (Parolin, 2023; Naryan et al., 2022; Henry, 2022). Addressing child poverty requires a multifaceted approach that encompasses economic empowerment, social protection, and targeted interventions. Empowering parents through education, skills training, and job opportunities can enable them to provide for their children’s basic needs (Lin et al., 2021; Payne, 2017). Strengthening social protection systems such as child maintenance can provide families with a safety net and alleviate the immediate burden of poverty. As such, child poverty remains a pressing global challenge that demands urgent and concerted action. Therefore, researchers assert that slow progress towards achieving sustainable development goals related to child poverty warrants a reassessment of current strategies and a renewed commitment to addressing the root causes of this persistent issue (UNICEF, 2024). By investing in children’s well-being and providing them with the opportunities to thrive, we can create a more just and equitable world for all. 

As a concept, multidimensional poverty began to gain prominence during the late 20th and early 21st centuries (Alkire et al., 2015). As such, researchers, policymakers and international organisations have recognised that child poverty is complex and multidimensional (Wang, 2022; Robinson, 2022; Save The Children UK, 2020). It recognised that poverty cannot be measured on income alone, but encompasses access to quality education, healthcare, housing, nutrition, and other essential aspects of well-being (Bessell, 2021; Payne 2017). Researchers assert that child poverty is increasingly understood as a dynamic phenomenon which can change over time (Maitre, Russell and Smith, 2021; Treanor, 2020; Welshman, 2007).  It considers factors such as income instability, family structure, and life events that can push a family into poverty or assist in them moving out of poverty.  Therefore, this dynamic perspective acknowledges the need for policies and interventions that address the root causes of poverty and its persistence. The concept of relative deprivation is closely related to child poverty (Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2024; Compton, 2023). It puts emphasis that children may experience poverty not because they lack material resources, but also because they feel socially excluded and deprived when their living standards differ significantly from those of their peers (Backwith, 2017; Save The Children UK, 2016; Pantazis, Gordon and Levitas, 2006). 

Modern definitions of child poverty claim to place the child at the centre of the analysis in a child-centred approach (The Children’s Society, 2024). They emphasise that children should not be penalised for circumstances beyond their control, such as their parents’ employment and income status, however researchers assert that the nation is being held back (Hill and Hirsch, 2024; Scottish Parliament, 2023). It aims to protect children’s rights and ensure they have opportunities for a decent quality of life. Evolving definitions of child poverty has led to numerous changes in policy approaches (Children’s Commissioner, 2021). Governments and organisations now consider a broader range of interventions, including access to education, healthcare, and social services in an aim to address child poverty effectively. 

Achieving a universally accepted definition of child poverty is a complex and multifaceted challenge. However, several strategies can be considered to move towards a more comprehensive and widely accepted definition. To gain a more comprehensive understanding of child poverty it could be argued that looking beyond income levels should be adopted. Incorporating the various dimensions of child poverty, such as access to education, healthcare, and other essential resources, would provide a more holistic perspective on this complex issue (Payne, 2017). When considering child poverty, it is important to define it relative to the average standard of living in a particular country or region. This approach recognises that poverty threshold varies across contexts.  To effectively define and address child poverty, it is essential to develop multidimensional poverty indices, which include education and healthcare. By incorporating factors such as school attendance, nutrition, and healthcare access, multidimensional poverty indices can allow for more accurate regional and global comparisons, enabling policymakers to identify and target specific areas of deprivation that affect children across diverse settings (Bessell, 2021). Equally important, is the need to engage in participatory processes when defining child poverty. Involving stakeholders such as children, families, experts and policymakers in these discussions is critical to ensuring the definition is grounded in diverse perceptiveness that reflects the lived experiences of children. In attributing Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of participation’s theory, this participatory approach ensures that the child poverty definition is not only based on statistical data but also considers the real-world challenges faced by vulnerable populations, ensuring that policies are both relevant and impactful. Furthermore, utilising the international frameworks such as the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) can help provide a common language and shared understanding of child poverty (World Bank, 2018). These frameworks promote global co-operation in tracking progress, data collection and monitoring outcomes. By aligning national policies with international standards, the SDGs offer a unified approach to addressing child poverty, ensuring that efforts are co-ordinated and data driven contributing to more effective poverty reduction policies and strategies (Rasilla, Stamos, Proietti and Siraguasa, 2024).

In conclusion, child poverty definition has evolved from simple income-based measurements to more complex, multi-dimensional and child-centered perspectives. This evolution may reflect a deeper understanding of the factors that contribute to child poverty and the need for more comprehensive policies and interventions to alleviate it. 
2.3. The Impact of Family ‘Breakdown’ on Children in Poverty
The impact of family breakdown on children in poverty can be particularly challenging and detrimental.  Family breakdown, often in the characteristics of divorce or separation, can exacerbate the difficulties that children in low-income households already encounter such as economic and social consequences.  Researchers assert that ‘children in separated families are twice as likely to experience poverty as opposed to families who remain together’ (Centre for Social Justice, 2019). This claim is further supported by a substantial body of research and evidence, which highlights the correlation between family breakdown and poverty (UK Parliament, 2023; Taylor and Schmuecker, 2023; Nuffield Foundation, 2014).
Family breakdown can lead to a decrease in the family’s income, due to the need to support two households as opposed to one (Schmuecker, 2023; Spindel, 2020). As such, this can result in financial instability and increased poverty, heightening difficulties for children to access basic necessities, and educational opportunities. Children may also experience substantial emotional stress when their parents separate or divorce.  This emotional turmoil can be even more distressing for children in poverty who may already be dealing with stressors related to their economic situation (Child Poverty Action Group, 2023). Family breakdown regularly leads to changes in housing arrangements, which can also result in instability and homelessness, especially for low-income families.  Frequent moves or living in temporary housing can disrupt a child’s sense of security and well-being (Children’s Society, 2020). Children living in poverty may have limited access to quality education, which can affect their cognitive and intellectual development. A child’s education is also disrupted by family breakdown because of needing to change schools or face inconsistencies in their educational routines.  As such, this can affect their academic performance and long-term educational prospects (Centre for Social Justice, 2019). Children in poverty who experience family breakdown may be at a higher risk of physical and mental health problems due to the increased stress and uncertainty (Treanor, 2020).  The ongoing parental conflict, which can be further exacerbated by the family breakdown, can have a negative impact on a child’s emotional and psychological well-being. Children in poverty who experience family breakdown may be more vulnerable to living in a poverty cycle which can persist into adulthood and multiple generations. These children often face a multitude of interconnected and long-lasting outcomes such as substance abuse or domestic abuse (British Association of Social Workers, 2024).  Children in such environments may be exposed to these challenges, further complicating their development. Consequences of this can limit their future opportunities and economic prospects. Nevertheless, it is important to note that not all children in poverty who experience family breakdown will face these challenges to the same extent, and the impact can mitigate dependent upon specific circumstances and the support systems in place (Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2023). For example, children who experience parental arguments, conflict and tension levels within a household could be reduced, which could result to a calmer and more stable environment (Hoffman, Cooper, Powell and Benton, 2017). Consequently, this could lead to improved parental mental and emotional well-being, thus leading to a more nurturing and supportive parenting environment.
In conclusion however it is crucial to remember that the advantages of family breakdown for children living in poverty are very much context-dependent and not always guaranteed.  The overall impact on a child is dependent on numerous interconnected factors, such as the level of conflict pre-breakup, social capital and financial support, parental well-being, and the children’s individual coping mechanisms. These children require targeted support to mitigate these negative effects and as such governmental agencies, social services and community organisations often play a crucial role in providing assistance to families in these situations.
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2.4. The Introduction of Child Maintenance Arrangements to Reduce Child Poverty

In an aim to reduce the cost to the taxpayer of contributing towards lone parent families through benefits and child poverty, child maintenance arrangements (which include both private agreements and UK government-administered Child Maintenance Service) were introduced to prioritise child welfare through ensuring that both parents financially contribute to the upbringing of their children, irrespective of their relationship status (Sendall, 2014; Cretney, 2003). This was enforced in legislation via a formal network for child maintenance with the introduction of the Child Support Act 1991, which established the Child Support Agency (CSA) to oversee and manage child maintenance arrangements. The Child Support Act 1991 laid the foundation for a government-administered system for calculating and collecting child maintenance payments. This system aimed to ensure that non-resident parents contributed financially towards their children’s upbringing.  This organisation was subsequently reformed with the establishment of CMS in 2012 as a free and impartial service to provide support and advice for parents making decisions about child maintenance. This further aimed to support separated parents to arrange their own family-based calculations or legally through the CMS.
Currently in the UK child maintenance can be calculated using two different systems, either through the CMS or a private family-based arrangement (Gingerbread, 2024).  The calculation method varies dependent on the chosen approach. The CMS calculates maintenance payments based on the non-resident parent’s gross income, and factors in the number of children involved, the paying parent’s income and the number of nights the child spends overnight with the non-resident parent (UK Government, 2024).  The CMS considers various forms of income such as wages (NRP’s gross weekly income using information provided by HMRC), self-employment income, pensions and certain benefits, which is the starting point for the calculation.  
Basic rate: 12% of gross weekly income for one child, 16% for two children and 19% for three or more children (Child Maintenance Service, 2024, p.18). 
This calculation can then be adjusted to lower the maintenance liability the more nights the child spends overnight with the non-resident parent and whether the NRP is also claiming benefits. It is important to note that the CMS provides an online calculator for estimating child maintenance payments. However, the actual amount may vary depending on the specific circumstances of each case. 
Private family-based arrangements allow the flexibility for both parents to agree on child maintenance payments between themselves, with no fixed formula and the amount based on mutual agreement (Citizens Advice Bureau, 2024).  The benefit of this approach allows for more individuality, shared expenses and any other relevant factors. The CMS has been the subject of much debate in recent years, with some people arguing that it is misogynistic (Toynbee, 2022).  84% of women are more likely to be the resident parent (RP) in a child maintenance case, and they are more likely to experience problems with enforcing child maintenance orders and it could be argued that the CMS places a disproportionate burden on women (ONS, 2023; Dixon, Ruby and Clery, 2023). The CMS is ineffective in enforcing child maintenance orders against NRPs (Cook, 2022; Hakovirta, Skinner, Hilamo and Jokela, 2022). NRPs are more likely to have arrears in child maintenance payments, and they are more likely to use the system to avoid paying child maintenance altogether (Harrison, 2017). The CMS is insensitive to the needs of women, as their enforcement methods can be stressful and time-consuming for women. 
Since December 2021 compliance rates of paying parents on collect and pay have consistently remained the same, whilst there appears to be no improvement in the rates of parents who do not pay (Fig 1; DWP, 2023). This is supported by National Audit Office (2022) who assert that despite reforms to current government efforts, there has been no increase in the number of parents paying.
Figure 1: Compliance Rate of Paying Parents on the Collect and Pay Service: Quarters ending December 2021 to December 2023
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(Department for Work and Pensions, 2023).
Nil rate child maintenance payments—'where a non-custodial parent is not required to pay any child support, often due to low income, lack of employment, or other factors’ (Child Maintenance, 2024)—represent a specific and under-researched area within child maintenance literature. While there is significant research on child maintenance evasion and general child support practices, several gaps exist when it comes to understanding nil rate child maintenance payments (Smith and Hawkey, 2024; Hakovirta and Skinner, 2021). Furthermore, it could be argued that in the absence of comprehensive published data on parents who fall outside the standard payment framework, the CMS systematically conceal the precise number of non-qualifying parents. These gaps can be explored from various angles, including legal, socio-economic, psychological, and policy perspectives. Legal thresholds determining when a non-custodial parent qualifies for nil rate payments are often set by income level or other criteria (such as a minimum wage or benefits receipt) (Child Maintenance Service, 2024). However, there is inadequate literature analysing how these thresholds are determined, whether they are fair or appropriate, or how they compare across authorities. There is also a need for research into how such policies affect parents in diverse financial and employment situations, including those involved in the informal sectors of the economy or with fluctuating incomes (such as casual labour or zero hour contracts).
There are a number of reasons for this which may include that parents may be working cash-in-hand and not declaring their full income to HMRC; they may be self-employed and not accurately declaring their income; they may be trying to avoid paying child maintenance altogether (Cook et al., 2023; Jayanetti, 2022; Gingerbread, 2017; BBC News, 2017).  Despite this, the CMS has several measures in place to identify NRPs who are under-declaring their income. These include cross-referencing NRPs income declarations with HMRC data, using third-party data such as bank statements and credit reports to verify NRPs income and carrying out investigations into NRPs income and lifestyle. Although the CMS claims to take a robust approach to under-declaration of income, there have been concerns about the effectiveness of its measures. Some critics argue that the CMS’s methods for identifying and penalising NRPs who under-declare their income are not robust enough and that too many are adept to avoid paying the full amount of child maintenance they owe (Stewart, Patrick and Reeves, 2023; Bryson, Ellman, McKay and Miles, 2015; Centre for Social Justice, undated). Critics further argue that the CMS’s overall approach to under-declaration of income is too focused on reprimanding as opposed to prevention (London School of Economics and Politics, 2017; Gingerbread, undated). They argue that the CMS should focus on educating NRPs about their responsibilities and providing them with support to comply with legislation. This could be remedied by increasing the use of data analytics to identify NRPs who are at risk of under-declaring their income and develop more effective methods for verifying NRPs’ income (Foley, 2024). Conversely, critics argue that the CMS has been designed to be a fair and impartial system that applies to all parents, regardless of their gender (Family Lives, 2021).  Currently, the CMS is undergoing a reform process which should make it easier for women to enforce child maintenance orders and to reduce the number of NRPs who are able to avoid paying child maintenance, and it is too early to say whether or not these reforms will be successful (Gingerbread, 2024). The debate over whether the CMS is misogynistic is complex and there are valid arguments to be either side. It is important to consider all the evidence before forming an opinion. In applying Homan’s (1958)’s Social Exchange Theory, NRP’s ascertain whether it’s worthwhile. For NRPs, evading maintenance payments may be seen as beneficial in the short term, particularly if they perceive the costs (i.e., the financial burden) as outweighing the benefits (i.e., fulfilling their responsibilities). The perceived costs may be higher for NRPs who are financially unpredictable or who feel resentment towards the resident parent (Morgan, 2024). This cost-benefit analysis may drive NRPs to manipulate the system or underreport their income in order to avoid payments, especially if they feel the system does not adequately address their own economic hardships or if they believe that non-payment will have minimal consequences.
The UK’s child maintenance policy sits at a crucial intersection between the family law system and the social security system, creating a complex interplay with both.  On one hand, it functions as a family law issue, determining financial responsibility for children after separation (Trotter, 2020). It utilises legal frameworks to enforce payments, navigate disputes, and establish parental obligations. This involvement in family dynamics and relationships brings intrinsic complexities regarding privacy, fairness and potential conflict between parents (National Audit Office, 2022; McNutt and Hoefer, 2016). On the other hand, its impact on child well-being and poverty alleviation brings it into the realm of social security. Consistent child maintenance payments can significiantly lift children out of poverty, impacting access to basic needs and opportunities. This view is supported by Child Poverty Action Group (2024) who asserts that 60% of children who currently are not receiving full child maintenance payments would be lifted out of poverty. However, the system’s effectiveness relies on factors such as enforcement mechanisms and reporting gaps, influencing social security packages and their ability to support single-parent families adequately (House of Commons, 2023).  This creates a subtle balance between ensuring individual responsibility and promoting wider social welfare. Therefore, the UK’s child maintenance policy occupies a unique gap, influencing both family dynamics and broader societal issues. Navigating this intersection effectively requires ongoing evaluation, ensuring it upholds family law principles while maximising its contributions to social security goals and ultimately, child well-being (UK Parliament, 2023).
The locus of responsibility for providing towards the material needs of children in separated or lone parent households is a complicated and frequently contentious issue at the relationship of family law, social policy, and the notion of individual versus group responsibility. On one hand, NRP’s are primarily responsible for meeting child maintenance obligations through court-ordered financial assistance, according to the fundamental legal and moral framework. This is based on the idea that parents have basic obligations to care for their children, and that to avoid placing an excessive financial burden on the public purse, the state should intervene and enforce (Hitchings, 2022). However, researchers assert that a significant percentage of separated or divorced parents struggle to fulfil their court-mandated child support responsibilities, whether due to deliberate evasion, financial hardship or interpersonal conflict (Skinner & Main, 2013; Bryson et al., 2020). In such cases, the burden of ensuring children's material wellbeing lies heavily on the state, through welfare provision. This transfer of responsibility from the private to the public realm can create tensions around the appropriate boundaries of government intervention in family life, and the effectiveness of existing legal and policy frameworks.
With the emergent use of technology in family law (e.g., online child support calculators, payment tracking apps), there is a lack of research into how technology could better support NRP’s who fall in under the nil payment category. Could mobile apps or digital platforms assist NRP’s to reposition out of the nil rate status by providing financial education, work opportunities, or access to legal advice?
2.5. Alternatives to Child Maintenance: International Comparisons 
Child poverty remains a significant global challenge, with single-parent households often disproportionally affected. However, the effectiveness of child maintenance and the surrounding context vary greatly across countries. Nordic countries such as Sweden, Norway and Denmark, together with New Zealand generally have high collection rates and strong legal frameworks leading to significant poverty reduction among recipients (Cook, 2022; Baker and Wang, 2020).  They have implemented comprehensive child support systems that combine child maintenance payments with government-funded benefits and tax-based mechanisms (Hakovirta and Skinner, 2021). These systems aim to ensure that all children have access to adequate financial support regardless of their family circumstances. Sweden’s child support system is widely regarded as one of the most effective and stringent in the world. The country has a strong legal framework that mandates child maintenance payments and establishes clear guidelines for determining child support amounts (Cook, 2022; Försäkringskassan, undated). The Swedish Enforcement Authority (SEA) actively enforces child support orders, employing various methods such as withholding wages, and even imposing sanctions such as travel restrictions or imprisonment for non-compliance (Finnström, 2023; Nordic Co-operation, undated). Furthermore, if the NRP does not have a regular source of income, the SEA may seize funds from their bank accounts to collect child support payments. This method is particularly effective in cases where the NRP is self-employed or has irregular income patterns. 
Alternatives to traditional child maintenance offer a range of approaches to address the financial needs of children in separated families. These approaches aim to provide equitable and effective support while considering the diverse circumstances of families (Poverty Alliance, 2023; Hakovirta et al., 2022). As child maintenance systems continue to evolve, exploring and implementing these alternatives can facilitate to ensure that all children have access to the financial resources they need to thrive (Hitchings, 2022). Despite this it is important to note that the enforcement of child maintenance obligations varies widely across countries and the leniency examined in certain nations can be attributed to a union of legal, cultural and economic factors (Treanor, 2020; Roopnarine and Yildirim, 2019). In some jurisdictions, legal frameworks may lack the robustness needed to ensure rigorous enforcement, creating loopholes that allow non-compliance to persist (Gingerbread, 2023; Gingerbread, 2022, Centre for Social Justice, undated). Economic disparities and resource constraints can also contribute to leniency, as governments may face challenges in implementing effective enforcement mechanisms (Hakovirta et al., 2019). Understanding the complex nature of these influences is crucial for understanding why some countries adopt a more lenient position in the domain of child maintenance enforcement (Rycroft, 2024). Child maintenance arrangements can play a crucial role in alleviating child poverty, but effectiveness varies significantly across countries due to diverse system designs, enforcement mechanisms, and socio-economic contexts (Smith, 2024; Eisenstadt and Oppenheim, 2019).  While universal reporting, efficient collection, and strong legal frameworks show potential, addressing inequalities and providing holistic support remain crucial for ensuring all children have access to the resources they need to thrive (Morgan, 2024; Cook, 2022, Hitchings, 2022).
In the United States, some states employ various "shaming" tactics to encourage parents to pay child support, particularly those who have deliberately avoided their financial obligations (Wardle, Duncan and Nolan, 2022; U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, 2021). These measures are designed to apply social pressure on NRPs who fail to comply with their child support orders (Vogel and Hussain, 2023). The primary methods of shaming include public listings, media exposure, and reporting to credit agencies. For example, any state in the U.S. publishes the names, photos and details of NRPs arrears on "most wanted" lists (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, undated). These lists are frequently posted on government websites or in local newspapers and draw attention to individuals who have failed to pay child support for an extensive period. The expectation is to increase public exposure in an attempt to encourage the NRP to come forward and settle their debt. Similarly, both Texas and California's Child Support Services has used similar methods, publishing names of individuals who owe significant amounts of child support, often using television programs, billboards, and online platforms to gain wide public exposure (Vogel and Hussain, 2023). While public shaming tactics may encourage some parents to settle their arrears due to the fear of social or financial consequences, these approaches could be argued as controversial. Critics argue that these methods can disproportionately target lower-income parents, who may be struggling with job loss, underemployment, or other economic difficulties (Meyer, Cancian and Waring, 2020; Huang and Han, 2012). Furthermore, public shaming could cause harm to already fragile relationships between the NRPs and their children, potentially causing more harm than good, especially when financial hardship or systemic barriers to employment are involved. However, advocates argue that these strategies can be effective in encouraging NRPs to fulfil their obligations, especially when combined with other enforcement methods such as payroll deduction or tax refund intervention (Foley, 2024; Hakovirta et al., 2022; Meyer et al., 2020; Skinner et al., 2007).
2.6. Conclusion

In conclusion, shaming tactics such as creating and sharing public lists, increased media exposure, and credit reporting are increasingly used in the U.S. to force NRPs to meet their child support obligations. While these strategies have shown some success in increasing compliance, their ethical implications and potential for harm to families in financial distress remain debated. While the issue of child maintenance evasion has received significant attention, there are numerous gaps that warrant further investigation (Hitchings, 2022). A more nuanced understanding of the legal, economic, psychological, and cultural factors involved will lead to more effective strategies for reducing evasion and improving child welfare outcomes. Interdisciplinary approaches involving law, psychology, economics, and sociology could help bridge these gaps and provide a more comprehensive view of the issue
3. DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 
3.1. Introduction

The discussion of results in the literature review provides an in-depth analysis of key findings from existing studies and how they contribute to understanding the effectiveness and challenges of child maintenance systems. Research on child maintenance has increasingly highlighted the complexity of ensuring consistent, fair, and timely financial support for children, particularly in cases of non-compliance or enforcement difficulties. This section synthesizes findings from various studies, focusing on nil rate calculations, as well as the role of enforcement factors in shaping outcomes. By critically evaluating the strengths and limitations of current policies and practices, this discussion aims to identify gaps in the existing literature and propose directions for future research that may help improve the administration and effectiveness of child maintenance systems globally. The results also reveal the nuanced relationship between legal frameworks, social support systems, and individual behaviours, highlighting the need for multi-faceted approaches to achieving long-term compliance and financial stability for children.
3.2. Nil Rate Child Maintenance
Nil rate child maintenance arrangements are those in which the NRP is not required to pay any child maintenance.  These arrangements are often controversial, as they can leave children in poverty and struggling to meet their basic needs. Researchers assert that this raises several ethical and practical concerns (Single Parents Wellbeing, 2021; Allbeson, 2017). Critics argue that these arrangements place an unequal burden on single parents and are unfair to children, as they allow NRPs to escape their financial responsibilities (Cook, 2022; Goodhall and Cook, 2020). They further argue that these arrangements can perpetuate a cycle of poverty in economic hardship, as children who are raised in poverty are more likely to experience financial hardship in adulthood (Boyden, Dawes, Dornan and Tredoux, 2019). Researchers assert that this can also damage relationships between children and their NRPs and can be extremely unfair to the resident parent, who may be left to bear the full financial burden of raising their child (Dixon, Ruby and Clery, 2023; Simpson, 2020). Exempting certain individuals from contributing financially could discourage them from taking an active role in the child/ren’s life, potentially affecting the child’s emotional and psychological well-being (Chavda and Nisarga, 2023). There’s also potential for misuse as there’s a risk that some individuals might manipulate the system to avoid their financial responsibilities, further disadvantaging the child and resident parent (Stewart, Patrick and Reeves, 2023). Furthermore, the nil rate may unintentionally discourage NRPs to remain under the income threshold, thus avoiding any responsibility for child support payments, which can result in continued economic vulnerability for resident parents (Harker, 2020). Additionally, the policy could exacerbate the psychological and emotional strain on custodial parents, who may already be facing the challenges of raising a child without sufficient financial support (Thomson, 2019). While the nil rate might alleviate short-term administrative burdens on child maintenance services, its long-term effects may undermine the efficacy of child maintenance systems in reducing poverty and supporting children’s development. Therefore, while designed with the intention of not overburdening lower-income parents, the nil rate may inadvertently perpetuate cycles of financial instability for families, undermining broader social welfare goals.
There is a common misconception that the CMS applies a nil rate for child maintenance payments, but in reality, the CMS does not have a nil rate in the traditional sense. Instead, the CMS operates using different payment structures based on the income of the non-residential parent and the method of payment chosen by the parties involved. For NRP’s who earn below a certain threshold (currently £7,000 per annum or approximately £135 per week), the CMS will not collect payments, and the system may default to a direct pay arrangement, where parents are encouraged to negotiate payments directly with one another (Smith and Hawkey, 2024). However, this does not mean the CMS declares a formal nil rate; rather, it is a non-collection of maintenance when the non-residential parent’s income is deemed too low to meet the payment obligations (Hakovirta et al., 2022). Notably, the CMS does not provide specific statistics on the number of NRPs who fall below this threshold and thus avoid collection, as the emphasis is on those cases where payments are successfully processed. Drawing on the insights from Smith and Hawkey (2024), it appears that CMS statistics typically report the total amount collected or the percentage of cases with consistent payments, as opposed to providing a detailed breakdown of payments according to varying income levels of NRP’s. As such, while there is no explicit nil rate in the CMS framework, low-income NRPs tend to have minimal or no contributions towards child maintenance through the system as a result of the non-collection policy.
With the aim of reducing the prevalence of nil rate child maintenance arrangements, researchers assert that the CMS needs to develop more accurate methods for assessing NRPs income, including income from self-employment (Smith and Hawkey, 2024; Aldgate, 2017).  The CMS reports on the overall amount collected from NRPs, but it fails to differentiate between situations where a parent falls below the income threshold and instances where payments are not made for other reasons, such as non-compliance or voluntary agreements made outside the CMS framework (such as direct pay). Consequently, CMS does not isolate or track the specific number of cases where the NRP earns below the threshold and is thus excluded from payments (Hakovirta et al., 2022).
Meanwhile, the focus on enforcement and payment collection, i.e. CMS’s primary goal is to collect and enforce child maintenance payments (Smith and Hawkey, 2024). The data and reporting metrics primarily focus on the efficiency of the payment system (specifically how much is being collected and from which sources), rather than focusing on non-payments due to income thresholds (Centre for Social Justice, 2020). Despite its crucial impact on child welfare, detailed information about non-payment might be viewed as less important for the main objective of increasing collections. There are also privacy surrounding the disclosure of specific income information or the identification of NRPs who fall below the income threshold. Publishing these statistics could unintentionally expose sensitive financial details or suggest a negative judgment about the financial status of the NRP (Allbeson, 2017).
A clear breakdown of nil rate statistics would require a detailed categorization of cases, which would add complexity to CMS reporting (Hitchings, 2022; Wilkeley, 2016; Maclean and Eekelaar, 2009). The service must consider a variety of factors, including self-employment, underreporting of income, and varying payment methods, making it difficult to track the number of parents falling below the threshold in a consistent way. Consequently, CMS’s reporting may be influenced by policy priorities that focus on successful collections rather than documenting the gaps where payments are not collected due to low-income thresholds. The focus on “success” in maintaining or increasing collection rates might overshadow the systemic issue of financial exclusion, even though the latter is a significant concern for children in poverty (Hitchings, 2022). Therefore, in the absence of nil rate statistics, it becomes difficult to fully assess the impact of the CMS on families with low-income NRPs, particularly those who may be economically vulnerable. This lack of transparency can hinder efforts to improve the system’s effectiveness in reducing child poverty and ensuring that NRP’s contribute more equitably to child support (National Audit Office, 2022).
The complexity in reporting by providing a clear breakdown of nil rate statistics would require a detailed categorisation of cases, which would further add complexity to CMS reporting. As such it could be argued that the service should consider a variety of factors, including self-employment, underreporting of income, and varying payment methods, making it difficult to track the number of parents falling below the threshold in a consistent way (Smith and Hawkey, 2024).
3.3. Child Maintenance Service: Reporting Implications 
The reporting practices of Child Maintenance Services (CMS) are often shaped by governmental and policy priorities that emphasize the achievement of high collection rates, which can result in a biased representation of the system's effectiveness (McHardy and Robertson, 2023). In applying Marxist theory researchers assert that policies and structures are often influenced by the interests of the ruling class, which can shape the way resources are distributed, and social issues are addressed (Mabbett and May, 2021; Sau, 2020; Brown, 2012). This perspective could explain why government departments may prioritise certain policies, such as austerity measures or welfare cuts over others, reflecting the political ideology of the ruling party. Similarly, Durkheim’s functionalist theory suggests that government departments are designed to maintain societal stability and order, but this stability is often defined by the dominant political forces. From this perspective, policies around welfare, education, or ‘healthcare might be influenced by a desire to maintain the status quo, aligning with the dominant political ideology’ (Mabbett and May, 2021). Emphasising "success" through payment collection might unintentionally overshadow the crucial problem of financial exclusion, particularly for low-income families (UNICEF, 2020). As a result, the substantial issue of non-payment due to income thresholds or financial instability is not sufficiently recognised in official reports. This oversight is significant, as it leaves unaddressed the impact on children in poverty, who may suffer from a lack of financial support despite being legally entitled to it (Smith and Hawkey, 2024).

The absence of detailed statistics on nil rate payments and the lack of clear data on low-income NRPs represent significant criticisms of the CMS (Harker, 2020). This data gap hinders a comprehensive understanding of the inequities within the system, particularly in terms of non-payment due to financial constraints. Non-payment can place custodial parents, often mothers, in an unstable financial position, exacerbating their existing struggles with low income or poverty (Smith, 2019). The 2022 report from the National Audit Office highlights that nearly 30% of cases involve low-income NRPs who either fail to make payments or are not obligated to do so, which plays a significant role in the ongoing issue of child poverty. These results highlight the urgent problem of financial exclusion, which deprives children in disadvantaged households of essential financial resources, worsening the existing inequalities. Without sufficient data, it could be argued that policy makers struggle to evaluate how well the CMS is tackling child poverty and achieving fair outcomes for every child (Hitchings, 2022; NAO, 2022; Wilkeley, 2016; Maclean and Eekelaar,  2009). Furthermore, it hinders efforts to improve the system’s effectiveness as policymakers are unable to fully identify and address the systemic barriers that prevent equitable contributions to child support (Smith and Hawkey, 2024). In the absence of such data, it could be argued that the CMS would struggle to create focused interventions that could lead to more equitable contributions. This lack of action worsens financial exclusion and intensifies the inequalities faced by children from low-income families (Smith, 2019).
Research on nil rate child maintenance payments remains sparse, particularly when it comes to understanding the socio-economic, psychological, and institutional factors that contribute to this outcome. Filling these gaps would not only improve policy and enforcement mechanisms but also help ensure that children are adequately supported regardless of the financial situation of NRPs (Hitchings, 2022; Wilkeley, 2016). 
Child maintenance arguably plays a crucial role in addressing child poverty, but its effectiveness is far from an explanation.  Whilst it ensures that NRPs financially contribute to the upbringing of children, the impact of child maintenance on alleviating child poverty is limited by several elements.  Firstly, the amount of financial contribution is often insufficient to lift families out of poverty (Bevan Foundation, 2020), as it is usually based on the NRPs income which can be insufficient, especially if that parent’s income is minimal. Furthermore, the enforcement of child maintenance orders can be inconsistent, leaving many resident parents not receiving the financial assistance they are owed (UK Parliament, 2023; Taylor and Schmuecker, 2023; Nuffield Foundation, 2014). Although this approach tends to focus on financial solutions, it arguably overlooks the structural causes of poverty, such as affordable childcare, access to quality education, affordable housing, and parental employment opportunities. As such, whilst child maintenance provides a valuable financial resource for some families, it doesn’t provide a comprehensive solution to alleviating child poverty and therefore requires a more holistic approach to truly making a lasting impact (Smith and Hawkey, 2024). However, the child maintenance system also has its drawbacks. The efficacy of the system has come under scrutiny due to the existence of loopholes that allows some NRP to evade or significantly reduce their financial responsibilities. UK Government (2023) refers to ‘complex earners’ where NRPs can influence how they are paid and the income they receive, such as company directors or self-employment. This thesis does not seek to measure the correlation between loopholes, often exploited through various avenues such as self-employment arrangements and creative financial reporting. These issues show obstacles to the goals of the system. Furthermore, widely reported media coverage denotes that despite closing a legal loophole whereby money can only be collected from NRPs accounts which are in their sole name only (as opposed to joint/business accounts), NRPs continue to arrange complex financial transactions which the CMS is unable to keep up with (Mortimer, 2023; BBC News, 2017; Allbeson, 2017). As such, the complexities and criticisms surrounding the child maintenance loopholes in the UK, researchers assert that it becomes evident that a critical examination and potential reforms are essential to reinforce the child maintenance framework, making it more robust and equitable for all parties involved (UK Parliament, 2023; Harris, 2023). 

In the context of single-parent households, child maintenance represents a pivotal state-administered process designed to address the financial insecurity experienced by children. When the child maintenance system fails to function effectively, however, single parents are often forced to rely on welfare systems that are innately structured around the traditional nuclear family model. While child maintenance should not be regarded as the sole solution to ensuring children’s access to necessities, and while other state provisions such as social security should also play a more active role in mitigating financial hardship, the failure of child maintenance highlights its critical importance within a broader policy framework aimed at combating child poverty (Smith and Hawkey, 2024). Although not all children of separated parents experience financial hardship, the system’s limitations emphasize the need for effective child maintenance as a key component of comprehensive policy strategies designed to alleviate child poverty and support the specific needs of single-parent families. Despite this, little progress has been made on the issue of self-employment loopholes.  The current child maintenance system relies on accurate income reporting by NRP, including those who are self-employed (McHardy and Robertson, 2023). However, the nature of self-employment can provide opportunities for individuals to manipulate reported income, creating loopholes that undermine the effectiveness of child maintenance assessments. This is supported by academic research that highlights instances where self-employed individuals exploit the flexibility of their income reporting, utilising various legal mechanisms and accounting practices to minimise their declared earnings (McHardy and Robertson, 2023, National Audit Office, 2022). This not only makes it difficult to establish a fair system but also raises questions about how effectively the system tackles financial obligations of self-employed parents. Despite improvements, non-compliance remains a major issue, with some NRPs avoiding payments or failing to make consistent contributions. According to National Audit Office (2022) report shows that 30% of NRP’s do not meet their maintenance obligations. As such, policymakers face the challenge of adapting child maintenance regulations to close these loopholes effectively, ensuring a fair allocation of financial responsibilities for the welfare and well-being of children in separated or divorced families and assisting in raising children out of the poverty cycle. Critics argue that the loopholes and complexities within the system, allow some parents to purposely evade their financial responsibilities without facing significant consequences (Crown Prosecution Service, 2022; One Parent Families Scotland, 2022; Allbeson, 2017, Mezey, 1996). 

Understanding the international landscape of child maintenance systems offers valuable ‘insights into how different countries tackle the challenge of ensuring consistent financial support for children in separated families’ (Smith, 2024; Gingerbread, 2022; Hakovirta, Cuesta, and Meyer 2022; Skinner, Bradshaw and Davidson, 2007). By examining successful models from countries with robust child maintenance frameworks, policymakers can identify best practices that align with their own socio-economic context. For instance, countries such as Sweden and Australia have developed comprehensive systems that not only focus on the enforcement of payments but also on preventative measures, including financial literacy programs and support for NRPs to maintain employment (Cook, 2022; Försäkringskassan, undated). These models integrate a combination of accessible legal frameworks, social services, and financial incentives, which together reduce child poverty and improve compliance. Moreover, New Zealand’s use of automatic deductions from wages, coupled with an emphasis on early intervention, has resulted in high rates of child support payment compliance (Baker and Wang, 2020). Countries can enhance their child maintenance systems by combining attributes of these international models.  This includes simplifying enforcement procedures by offering more dedicated assistance to low-income families. This approach can maximize the system's impact on reducing child poverty by addressing both the root causes of non-payment and the broader socio-economic barriers that low-income families face. Ultimately, learning from successful international practices can enable countries to design more equitable and efficient systems that better serve the needs of children and families.
3.4. Strengthening Enforcement
Child maintenance systems, designed to ensure financial support for children in separated families, face a persistent challenge such as the deliberate evasion of payments by some NRPs (Department for Work and Pensions, 2023).  This evasion can take various forms, from underreporting income and concealing assets to frequent job changes and manipulating direct payment options. These tactics have significant negative consequences for both children, resident parent and society. The financial strain caused by unpaid child maintenance can force children in separated families into poverty, obstructing their access to necessities, education, and healthcare (National Audit Office, 2022, Benson, 2018).  Research demonstrates a clear correlation between non-payment and child poverty (McHardy and Robertson, 2023). Furthermore, the burden of ‘lost’ income often falls disproportionately on the resident parent, typically the mother, exacerbating existing gender inequalities. Beyond financial hardship, deliberate non-payment can also be a form of emotional and economic abuse (Morgan, 2024). Parents who manipulate the system often use missed payments as a tool to control and manipulate the resident parent, creating a toxic co-parenting environment. This can negatively impact children’s emotional well-being and stability (Allbeson, 2017). Understanding the motivations behind such avoidance is crucial. Critics assert that whilst some may be driven by pure malevolence or a desire to avoid financial responsibility, others might resort to these tactics due to feelings of anger and resentment towards the resident parent (Morgan, 2024; Cook, 2022). Addressing these underlying emotional issues alongside enforcement measures is essential. Ensuring consistent child maintenance payments is crucial for the well-being of children in separated families.  However, traditional enforcement methods often face limitations. Currently, the CMS provides varied methods of collecting and transferring child maintenance payments and employs various enforcement tools to ensure that NRP’s comply with their maintenance obligations (CMS, 2024; Gingerbread, 2020). The reliance on penalising measures rather than preventative strategies, such as improving financial stability or providing support for NRPs to maintain employment, further exacerbates inequalities. Critics argue that the CMS’s enforcement focus does not adequately consider the broader context of financial exclusion, and the structural barriers faced by NRPs, limiting the system’s capacity to achieve equitable outcomes and effectively reduce child poverty (Jones, 2020). As such, the enforcement of child maintenance payments requires a more subtle approach that balances both the need for financial support and the recognition of the economic challenges faced by low-income parents. Currently, the CMS enforcement actions include:

Direct Pay
Parents agree to make payments directly to each other without CMS involvement; however, the transaction is registered by the CMS. Should the paying parent fail to pay, the receiving parent can request the CMS to intervene and can begin enforcement (Gingerbread, 2024).
Collect and Pay

CMS acts as an intermediary, collecting payments directly from the NRP and transfer direct to the receiving parent. Should the paying parent miss any payments, the CMS can impose several different enforcement actions (Gingerbread, 2024). 
Enforcement Actions

If a paying parent does not meet their child maintenance obligations, CMS can take several enforcement actions as detailed in Appendix 3. Whilst they are largely focused on ensuring timely payment of child maintenance, they also involve a range of measures such as legal sanctions. 
However, the enforcement fees charged by the (CMS) can be seen as a controversial aspect of the system, particularly in cases where paying parents are already struggling financially (NAO, 2020). These fees, which are applied to the Collect and Pay service and additional enforcement actions like deduction orders, may place an additional financial burden on both parents, even when they are doing their best to comply with maintenance arrangements. While the fees are intended to cover the administrative costs of CMS and encourage parents to make direct arrangements, they can disproportionately affect parents who are already in arrears, creating a cycle of debt that is difficult to break. Furthermore, the fees may disproportionately impact lower-income parents, as they are less likely to be able to settle arrears, which could undermine the goal of ensuring children receive the support they need (National Audit Office, 2022). Critics argue that, instead of incentivizing compliance, these fees may exacerbate the financial strain of struggling parents and potentially undermine the intended welfare of the child (Smith, 2024).
Enforcement Fees

· Fees: CMS charges fees for its services in certain cases, such as the Collect and Pay service. The paying parent typically bears these fees, which are designed to encourage private arrangements and reduce the burden on the CMS system.

· If CMS needs to enforce payment, they may charge additional fees to cover the cost of their enforcement actions.
The implication of such fees is that they can disproportionately affect low-income NRPs and may exacerbate financial hardship rather than encourage compliance. Critics argue that these fees can act as a barrier, discouraging some parents from using CMS, which in turn may reduce the overall effectiveness of the system. The penalising nature of the fees, coupled with inconsistent enforcement, has led to concerns that the CMS prioritises revenue generation over fair treatment and support for both parents and children (Smith, 2024).
3.5. Conclusion

Nil rate child maintenance arrangements can be a contentious point of significant debate. While designed to reduce the administrative burden on the CMS, these arrangements often leave children in financial hardship, placing an unfair burden on the resident parent, typically the mother, who must bear the full responsibility for raising the child without adequate financial support (Cook, 2022; Goodhall & Cook, 2020). Critics argue that such policies maintain cycles of poverty, as children raised in low-income households are more likely to face financial challenges in adulthood (Boyden et al., 2019). Furthermore, the absence of financial contributions from NRPs can damage relationships, not only between parents but also between children and their NRPs, potentially harming the child’s emotional well-being (Dixon, Ruby & Clery, 2023; Simpson, 2020). In some cases, NRPs may exploit these policies by intentionally keeping their income below the threshold to avoid payments, exacerbating the financial vulnerability of custodial parents and reinforcing systemic inequalities (Harker, 2020; Stewart, Patrick & Reeves, 2023). The CMS does not technically apply a "nil rate" for child maintenance but rather withholds enforcement if a NRP earns below a specified income threshold (£7,000 per year or approximately £135 per week), resulting in no formal payments being made through the system. In such cases, the CMS defaults to a direct pay arrangement where parents are encouraged to negotiate payments between themselves (National Audit Office, 2022). However, this non-collection policy leaves NRPs contributing little or nothing to child maintenance, and the CMS does not track or report the number of parents who fall below this income threshold, creating a significant gap in data and hindering a comprehensive understanding of non-payment trends (Smith, 2019). Researchers advocate for the CMS to improve its income assessment procedures, particularly regarding self-employment or underreported earnings, to better identify and address these issues ((Stewart, Patrick and Reeves, 2023; Aldgate, 2017). By implementing clearer criteria and greater transparency, the CMS could ensure more equitable support for families and reduce the potential for misuse, while also improving outcomes for children who are economically vulnerable (McHardy & Robertson, 2023). Child maintenance systems are crucial for ensuring financial support for children in separated families, but they face significant challenges, particularly regarding the deliberate evasion of payments by NRPs. Evasion tactics, such as underreporting income, hiding assets, frequent job changes, and manipulating direct payment arrangements, can severely impact the financial well-being of children and the custodial parent, often leading to poverty and limited access to basic neeeds (National Audit Office, 2022). Research highlights a clear link between non-payment and child poverty exacerbating gender inequalities (McHardy & Robertson, 2023). Moreover, such evasion can be a form of emotional and economic abuse, where missed payments are used to control or manipulate the resident parent, thereby harming children’s emotional stability (Morgan, 2024). While the CMS employs various enforcement measures to ensure compliance, including direct payment arrangements, collection services, and legal actions like wage deductions and liability orders, the system's reliance on punitive measures rather than addressing the root causes of non-payment, such as financial instability, may limit its effectiveness (Jones, 2020). Critics argue that the CMS’s enforcement methods, though necessary, fail to adequately consider the broader socio-economic challenges faced by NRPs, particularly those in low-income households. The focus on penalising actions, like salary deductions and property taxes, often disregards the structural barriers that prevent NRPs from meeting their obligations, such as unstable/irregular employment or insufficient income (Jones, 2020). Enforcement fees charged by the CMS, particularly for services like Collect and Pay, can exacerbate the financial strain on both parents, especially those already struggling to meet their child support obligations. These fees, which are meant to cover administrative costs and encourage direct payment arrangements, can place a heavy burden on low-income parents, potentially trapping them in a cycle of debt (National Audit Office, 2020). Critics argue that instead of incentivizing compliance, these fees may worsen the financial difficulties of struggling parents and undermine the intended welfare of children (Smith, 2024). Therefore, while enforcement actions are crucial for securing child maintenance payments, there is a need for a more subtle approach that balances enforcement with support for NRPs to maintain stable financial situations and reduce long-term reliance on penalising measures.
4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
In conclusion, child maintenance arrangements play a crucial role in alleviating child poverty, yet their effectiveness is influenced by several factors, including the consistency of payments, fairness of enforcement mechanisms and the income reporting practices of NRPs. Adequate child maintenance provides essential ‘financial support, directly impacting a child’s well-being and access to essential services such as education and healthcare’ (Trussell Trust, 2020). However, when maintenance payments are sporadic, insufficient, or contested, they fail to reach their potential in reducing child poverty. The institutional mechanism, such as the CMS in the UK, is essential in ensuring that payments are enforced fairly and efficiently. Despite improvements in enforcement systems, challenges remain in addressing issues such as the underreported income by self-employed parents, high enforcement fees and the unequal burden placed on low-income parents. To maximise the impact of child maintenance in poverty alleviation, it is critical to continue refining these systems, ensuring they are equitable, accessible and responsive to the diverse circumstances of both parents and children. Furthermore, in order to effectively address child poverty, a more holistic approach is necessary to address the structural inequalities that contribute to child poverty in the first place. Ultimately, child maintenance can be a powerful tool for reducing financial hardship, but its full potential is only realised when supported by broader social policies and effective implementation. 
Several key themes emerged from the literature review on child maintenance systems and their role in alleviating child poverty. First, is the issue of nil-rate child maintenance whereby no child maintenance is paid, often due to the NRP being unable or unwilling to pay, or where income is deemed insufficient to meet the required payments. The literature highlights the prevalence of nil rate cases within child maintenance systems, especially among low-income or self-employed NRPs, who may have variable or underreported earnings. Critics argue that the lack of enforcement in these cases is a recurring issue, with structural issues to exacerbating child poverty. Furthermore, it highlights a broader, structural issue within the CMS system, where administrative challenges such as inadequate income reporting mechanisms or the high cost of enforcement, can prevent children from receiving the financial support they are entitled to. Addressing nil rate maintenance requires not only more effective mechanisms but also a closer examination of the root causes of non-payment and the development of targeted policies that can reduce its occurrence.  
The lack of published data on nil rate child maintenance payments by the UK government is a significant concern, as it conceals a critical aspect of the child support system and limits the transparency needed for effective policy-making. Without access to comprehensive data on cases where no payments are made, it becomes difficult to assess the scale of the issue and evaluate the effectiveness of existing enforcement mechanisms. This lack of transparency may hinder accountability and prevent the identification of trends or systemic issues within the child maintenance system such as disproportionate impact on low-income or self-employed NRPs. Moreover, the absence of nil rate data undermines efforts to develop targeted interventions that could address non-payment more effectively and reduce the incidence of child poverty. Publicly available data on nil rate cases would enable policymakers and researchers to make informed decisions about resource allocation, enforcement, strategies and system improvements, ultimately leading to a more equitable and efficient child maintenance framework.
Recommendation 1: CMS publish data on nil rate child maintenance payments to improve transparency, improve effectiveness, and inform targeted policy interventions to reduce child poverty.

Recommendation 2: CMS implement a system to track cases where NRP earns below the minimum income threshold for child maintenance assessments to allow early identification of cases that may require further investigation or intervention.
Moreover, whilst this literature review reveals that child maintenance enforcement plays a crucial role in alleviating child poverty, its effectiveness is undermined by several systemic issues. The high enforcement fees, inconsistent application of sanctions, and challenges in tracking income (in particular for self-employed parents), hinder the system’s ability to provide consistent financial support for children. Furthermore, the penalising nature of enforcement actions may disproportionately affect low-income parents, exacerbating financial hardship. The literature suggests that the CMS has made slight improvements, however there is a need for more flexible enforcement mechanisms that balance the goals of compliance with the financial well-being of both parents and children. To truly alleviate child poverty, a more comprehensive and equitable approach is needed, addressing not only enforcement but also broader socio-economic factors that contribute to non-payment and financial instability. 
Recommendation 1: Benchmarking and international data comparison by identifying areas where the UK lags behind other countries that have more successful collection rates. This could encourage the adoption of best practices from countries with more effective child support enforcement systems.
Recommendation 2: Improved systems for enhanced data matching and income verification.
Recommendation 3: Introduce a more robust and automated systems whereby deductions from NRPs earnings and bank accounts – where income is more difficult to track (based on the effectiveness of systems in New Zealand and Australia).

In conclusion, there is a clear need for further research into the effectiveness of child maintenance enforcement systems and their role in alleviating child poverty. More comprehensive studies are needed to explore the underlying causes of non-payment, the effectiveness of current enforcement measures, and the impact of child maintenance on families’ financial stability. Additionally, greater publicity is required to raise awareness about its importance amongst policymakers and the general public. By increasing visibility and understanding of the issues, we can foster a stronger commitment to a fair and effective child support systems that ensure children receive the financial support they are entitled to.  Further research is needed to explore the potential benefits of the UK government publicly releasing data on NRP’s. Such data could improve transparency, enhance enforcement, and deter non-payment. Studies should also examine the ethical implications, balancing privacy concerns with the need for accountability. Ultimately, research could determine if publicising this data would lead to more effective child maintenance systems and aid in reducing child poverty. 
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	If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with the current data protection law of the country in question and that of England and Wales.

(this box should expand as you type)


	
	Does your research relate to one or more of the seven aims of the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015?
	YES
	NO

	12
	A prosperous Wales
	☐
	☒

	13
	A resilient Wales
	☐
	☒

	14
	A healthier Wales
	☒
	☐

	15
	A more equal Wales
	☒
	☐

	16
	A Wales of cohesive communities
	☐
	☒

	17
	A Wales of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language
	☐
	☒

	18
	A globally responsible Wales
	☐
	☒

	19
	If YES to any of the above, please give details:

	
	14) this dissertation will focus on solutions to reduce barriers to child maintenance

15) Increased access and support for children at risk

Child poverty encompasses all seven aims of the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015. This research aims to support that child maintenance arrangements can mitigate against child poverty and reduce their life chances. 

(this box should expand as you type)


SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity

	
	Will the research activity include:
	YES
	NO

	1
	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☐
	☒

	2
	Use of interviews?
	☐
	☒

	3
	Use of focus groups?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Use of participant diaries? 
	☐
	☒

	5
	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Use of computer-generated log files?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	10
	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	11
	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	12
	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	13
	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	14
	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.
	☐
	☒

	
	Details of any other primary data collection method:

n/a

(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 

SECTION G: Intended Participants

If there are no participants then do not complete this section, but go directly to section H.

	
	Who are the intended participants:
	YES
	NO

	1
	Students or staff at the University?
	☐
	☒

	2
	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☐
	☒

	3
	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☒

	5
	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	8
	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☐

	9
	Others. Please indicate the participants below, and specifically any group who may be unable to give consent.


	☐
	☒

	
	Details of any other participant groups:

(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


	
	Participant numbers and source

Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	10
	How many participants are expected?


	N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	11
	Who will the participants be?


	N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	12
	How will you identify the participants?
	N/A

(this box should expand as you type)


	
	Information for participants:
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	13
	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	14
	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	15
	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	16
	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	17
	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	18
	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	19
	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	20
	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	21
	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	22
	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	
	(this box should expand as you type)


	
	Information for participants:
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	24
	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	25
	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	26
	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	27
	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	28
	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	
	(this box should expand as you type)


SECTION H: Anticipated Risks


	Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  
	

	1
	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 
	Yes 
	☐

	
	
	No
	☒

	2
	Risks to participants
For example: sector-specific health & safety, emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	
	Risk to participants:

n/a
(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to participants:

n/a
(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	
	n/a
(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Risks to the investigator
For example: personal health & safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	
	Risk to the investigator:

· Emotional distress due to the nature of the topic
(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the investigator:

· I am aware that UWTSD student services have well-being advisors and counselling

(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	
	Risk to the University:

· Misrepresentation of literature
(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the University:

· Ensure that all research literature is read in context and critically analysed. 
(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Environmental risks
For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems

	
	Risk to the environment:

· Carbon footprint

(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to environment:

· I will submit my thesis online to reduce carbon footprint

(this box should expand as you type)


	
	Disclosure and Barring Service

	
	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES


	NO


	N/A



	7
	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	8
	If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.
	


SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality

	1
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	
	n/a
(this box should expand as you type)

	2
	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	
	n/a
(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	Confidentiality / Anonymity

Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	
	n/a
(this box should expand as you type)


SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage

	
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	1
	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants is considered to be personal data.
	☐
	X 

	
	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	2
	(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	3
	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	☐
	X

	
	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	4
	(this box should expand as you type)



	Will data from the research activity (collected data, drafts of the thesis, or materials for publication) be stored in any of the following ways?
	YES
	NO
	

	5
	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☐
	☒

	6
	University computers?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Home or other personal computers?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☐
	☒

	10
	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☐
	☒

	11
	Other – specify:


	☐
	☒

	12
	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of backup procedures, password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	
	n/a

(this box should expand as you type)


	
	Data Protection

	
	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	13
	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☐
	☒

	14
	Sharing of data with others at the University outside of the immediate research team?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Export of data outside the UK or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☒
	☐

	18
	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	19
	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	20
	Data archiving?
	☐
	☒

	21
	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and Data Protection Act (2018) (and any international equivalents, where appropriate):

	
	Password protected

(this box should expand as you type)

	22
	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
	n/a

(this box should expand as you type)

	23
	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	
	n/a

(this box should expand as you type)

	24
	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	
	n/a

(this box should expand as you type)

	25
	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	
	n/a

(this box should expand as you type)

	26
	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)
	YES
	☒

	27
	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	YES
	☒


SECTION K: Declaration

	
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 

	1
	Signature of applicant:
	Pat Jones
	Date:

24/03/23


For STUDENT Submissions:

	2
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Associate Professor C Lohmann-Hancock 
	Date:
24/03/2023

	3
	Signature:
	Associate Professor C Lohmann-Hancock
	


For STAFF Submissions:

	4
	Academic Director/ Assistant Dean:
	
	Date:

	5
	Signature:
	
	


	Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:

☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☒
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☒
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Academic Director.


	RESEARCH STUDENTS ONLY

Once complete, submit this form via the MyTSD Doctoral College Portal at (https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk).



	RESEARCH STAFF ONLY

All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.



	STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.


6.2. Appendix 2: Enforcement Actions
· First Warning Letter

CMS typically sends a letter reminding the paying parent of their obligation and warning them about the consequences of non-payment.

· Deduction from Earnings Order (DEO)

CMS can issue a (DEO) if the paying parent is employed. This means that payments are automatically deducted from the parent's salary by their employer and sent directly to CMS.

· If the parent fails to comply, CMS can issue further orders to increase the deductions.

· Bank Account or Benefit Deductions

CMS can instruct the paying parent’s bank or benefits agency (if applicable) to deduct payments directly from the parent’s accounts.

· If they receive benefits, such as Universal Credit, CMS can ask the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) to deduct maintenance payments from the parent’s benefit payments.

· Liability Order

If payments are still not made after warnings and deductions, CMS can apply for a Liability Order through the court. This gives CMS the power to:

· Take further enforcement actions such as using bailiffs to seize property or goods from the paying parent’s home.

· Order the paying parent’s wages to be deducted through a DEO, with an increased percentage taken to cover the cost of enforcement.

· Charging Order

CMS can apply for a Charging Order to secure the child maintenance debt against the paying parent’s property (e.g., a house). If the paying parent later sells the property, the debt will need to be paid before they receive any proceeds.

· Contempt of Court

In serious cases, CMS may pursue contempt of court proceedings, which could result in a fine or even imprisonment for the paying parent. This is typically a last resort when other enforcement methods have failed.

· Private Debt Collection

If the CMS cannot collect the payment, they may pass the case to a private debt collection agency, which will charge additional fees. However, CMS can also take legal action to recover these debts (Foley, 2024).
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