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STATE CHILD SUPPORT COMPUTER SYSTEMS

Background:

Under the Family Support Act of 1988, states were required to develop and implement state-
wide computer systems to: improve the efficiéncy of providing financial support to families;
reunburse the federal government from collections made on behalf of AFDC families; and
provide centralized information on child support cases. The federal government provided
enhanced matching funds (90 percent) to the states for these systems. Under the Act, states
were to have their systems fully implemented by October 1, 1995. In October 1995 Congress
dec1ded to extend the deadline for two years, untii October 1, 1997. :

Status of Implementation: : _ o
Almost all states, even if not certified, are now operating child support computer systems. Six

states” computer systems have now been certified as meeting the Family Support Act
requirements: Montana, Delaware, Georgia, Virginia, Washington, and West Virginia. Seven
“additional states have indicated that they are compliant, and are being reviewed for certification:
‘Utah, Connecticut, Louisiana, Missouri, New York, New Hampshire, and Wyoming.

Federal Funding:
From FY88 to FY93, the Federal government pmwded about $1.1 biliion to the states for these
systems. Agam, this funding was mandated by Congress. '

Talking Points

0 The computer systems are the states’. responsibility, - The current child support
enforcement program is mainly carried out by state and local agencies, with the Federal
government providing technical assistance and support, particularly on interstate cases.
The Federal government also momtors and evaluatcs programs to ensure that they meet
the requirements of the law. :

-0 States have bcen'hindered by a variety-of factors, including problems with computer
contractors and jurisdictional disputes between state and county governments. In
addition, the previous Administration was slow in issuing the réegulations mandated by
‘the 1988 Family Support Act -- those regulations were not issued until October 1992,

0 Since taking office in 1993, we’ve stepped up and improved efforts to help states put
these systems in place. In 1993, for example, HHS employees visited 30 states to
provide technical assistance and guidance. We have worked with the states to develop

~ technical assistance materials and made them easily available to the states through a toll-

frec HHS bulletin board, and a home page on the Internet. We also sponsor meetings
twice a year for state child support agencies to discuss solutions and strategies for
implementing these computer systems. We have answered over 250 questions for states
and shared these answers with every state :
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Do you agree with ACES’ charge that the state computer systems are a failure?.

The states are working to get these programs in place, and we want them to move ahead
as quickly as possible. While these systems are the responsibility of the states, the
Federal government is providing financial and technical assistance to ensure that the job
gets done. Certainly we're disappointed that more states are not in comphance but
Congress has extended the deadline untll QOctober 1, 1997,

The President just issued an executive order to strengthen child support enforcement. IF

these state'computer systems are in such bad shape can they be expected to carry out the’

President's directives?

Absolutely. While we want the states to get their computer systems up and running as
soon as possible, and are helping them as much as possible, we can still moveé ahead in
strengthening child support. The President took action to tighten paternity establishment
cooperation requirements, require cooperation before the receipt of assistance, and allow
states to report the information on new hires currently in their possession to HHS for
quick matches.” These are. important changes to the status quo, and can be made with the
states’ current capabilities. ‘

But do you need the states to unprove theu systems before you can do the "new hire”

project?

No. The new hire project will operate primarily through state employment security
agencies, which in turn wilt provide the new hire information to HHS’ parent focator
service. ‘

Why were you so slow in putting out the regulations on these compuier systems?

The previous administration was slow in issuing the regulations. Since taking office in
1993, we’ve stepped up and improved efforts to help states put these systems in place,

v
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IMPROVING CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS
States Establish the Order * IRS Collects the Support

The current state-based system of child support enforcement is failing children and custodial parents. Only half of
“custodial parents with a child support order actally receive what is due. A quaster receive partial payment and
the other quarter receive nothing at all. Under proposals to put the Internal Revenue Service in charge of
collections, states would continue to work with familics, establish paternity, and order child support. IRS would-
become the collector. Moving the responsibility for child support collection to the IRS would solve some of the
~ most serious problems of the current system. It would allow the vast majority of child support to be collecied
through income withholding, just as taxes are paid. States atready use payroll deductions to collect child support.

Right now, ali states are required to usc payrofl deductions to collect child support. Currently, most support is
coilected through income with holding. Under the cirrent system, employers deduct child support from the
obligor's paychecks, just like they. do taxes. Now, they send the with held support to (and follow the rules of) up
to 54 different state child support agencics. IfIRS took over, mployers would send the support on to the agency
- the same place to send with held federal income taxes

IRS enforcement would keep tax data in one place. Taxpayers count on strict confidentiality when they file

- their tax forms. States are asking congress for direct access to IRS tax data. But that would mean that tax
information would be distribuied to hundreds of state and local child support offices and their private contractors.

That could discourage honest tax returns. -

Putting IRS in charge of cellections would ease administrative burdens on employers. Instead of having to

cooperate with separate state and local IV-D agencies, employers regardless of location, would be able to send all
withheld support amounts to the IRS - an agency that all empiaycts know.

IRS enforcement would make non-payment a more serious offense. Most Americans perceive the failure to
pay taxes as serious matter.. That is because we recognize that the IRS has the tools and experience to collect
unpaid obiigations Use of the IRS would hightight for non-custodial parents the seriousness with which the
government views child support obligations and brmg the full weight of the IRS enforcement authonty to bear on
the collection of support.

“Interstate cases, which pose the most problems for states, now make up 36% of the total caseload. Usually,
interstate enforcement is unsuccessful. Most custodial parents owed support do not get it regulaidy if the other
parent lives in another state. There is consensus in the child support community that we must solve the interstate
probiem before we can make major leaps in collections. Some people hope that state-by-state technology will
create the "transparent state boundaries” needed to collect n interstate cases. However, state computer gystems are
nowhere close o having either the capacity or the compatibility to "talk” across state lines. Because IRS has
federal jurisdiction, it would collect in every state- and moving across state lines would no longer be an ¢asy way
to avoid paying support. |

The IRS aiready has the data. Siate attempts to collect support are ofien frustrated because they can't find the
obligor. This is particularly a problem where the obligors are self employee or Iiv in antohre state. States access a
variety of data bases to try to locate obligors - such as law enforcement, motor vehicle, unemployment, and bank
records. By contrast, RS already has the information needed to collect support - even from self-employed
~ obligors.
ACES

The Association for Children for Enforcement of Support

2260 Upton Avenue

Toledo, OH 43606

1-800-537-7072



" The Association for Children for Enforcemen of Sopport, Dy, '

49 STATES FAIL TO MEET THE
' DEADLINE FOR HAVING .
CHILD SUPPORT COMPUTERS IN PLACE

Montana is the only state that met the C)cteber 1, 1995 deadline for having a statewide
computer tracking system. As of this date, only four other states (Delaware Georgia,
Virginia, Washington) have received cemﬁcatmn

' The states have already spent over $2.2 Bil]_ion on chi!d éuppon computer systems.

23 states had to use more than one. vendor whn:h made this the most comumen problem
- reported. In fact, Mlchwan reported they used a 12 - 15 different vendors to develop
their system and Florida is currently bemg sued for over $100 million by a previous
venclor : :

19 states reported problems wnh convertmg the data frem the old chlld suppon systems.
into the new one. : : '

‘4 of these states repoﬂed problems with manually data entermg information from the hard
coples of the Chlld support case files.

- 19 states reponed other techmcal problems which mclude

8 systems were not sendmg the payments out to the farmhes' '
6 states had problems finding the technical expertise to develop the system
* 2 systems could not process interstate cases'and

2 stute computer syste'ms would not illterface wiih the existing welfare ccdmputer systems.

Instead of continuing (o wasle fax do]lars ACES is dskmg for a Congressnonal investigation into
what went wrong, L : :

ACES NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS 2260 UPTON AVENUE TOLEDO OH 43606

800—537—7072 FA‘( 419-472- 6295



| (Il oyeuss fepeig ‘g
3SNO|-| 25::3_ :Om:;oE 1Nl Wiojen SIBJlOM - > LI01108S
U ?wooao_a se walsAS Byl



g ,
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT UNDER PROPOSLED LEG‘ISLATION

L. A lamily tiving in Portland. Oregon gets divorced, and the Multnomah County court enters a
child support order. The noncustodiai parent moves to New Jerser,

2. The Multnoman County court sends 2 copy of the order to the Qregon Case Regisury.

3. The Oregon Case Registry sends an order Jmtrac. 1o the Federal Case Regisury of Chiid
Support Orders.

4. The noncustodial parent, now living in New Jersey, gets a job with un empiover in New York,
The New York empioyer seads a new hire avce to the New York Dircciory of New Hires.

3. The New York Directory of New Hires runs a computer match with the New York Case
Registry, but dees not find a maich. The New York Directory of New Hires regorts the
informaiion to the Nationai Directory of New Hires.

6. The Nationai Direciory of New Hires runs a computer match with the Federal Case Registry or
Chiid Support Orders, and finds out 11..11 the amployes has a child support obligadon in Oregon.

Thie Mationai Direciors ol‘ New Hires sends the Oregon Case Regisay niormaton abeur the
SmpioveR’s new uh. | '

8. The Oregon Case Registry sends the jub informadon o e Mutnomah County Diswict
Attorney’s Office. (If the famiiv had since gone on wellare, the infarmation wouid then e
fomarded to the 'emonaz office of the Oregon Depariment of Jusdcez Support Enfercement
Division.}*

?. Under new UIFSA ruies. the Mumomah County District Auorney's Office sends a wage
withhoiding notice 10 the New York empiover.

0. The employer withhoids suppon from the _."npioveﬂ 5 pdVL yeok and . --uie the suppart 1o the
Qregon ceatral payment unit, : : : -

. The Oregon zentrni payment unit sends tie support 1o the Multomah C vunty Disuict
Allornevs Offics.

12. Tae Mulnomair County Disirict Auomey s Office lonwards the support o he Tamiis.

1 . o P .
in Qregon, he state P00 wgenes s oenied o the Deparutens o0 Fhaman Resourees,
The D partment of Human '?.\:-;omuﬂ connuess with the state Denarimencor Jusiics o eniores
-
support in AFDC casen. and the vowny 12istrie: Atame s THTess 10 saiomw: sunper in ano.
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The Association fur Children for Enforcement of Support, Ine.

INTRODUCTION

ACES, Assaciation for Children for Enforcement of Support, Inc., undertook a survey to gather
information about the status of the child support computer systems in the United States. The
research was completed by ACES Staff who called each state and talked with the designated
spokesperson for the child support computer system in that state.

Background: Under the Child Support Amendments of 1984, the states were eligible to begin
receiving 90% federal funding for the development and installation of statewide computer
tracking systems. In [988 most states failed to have a system in place, so the 1988 Family
Support Act required the states to have systems on-line by October 1, 1995. Only one state,
Montana met the October 1, 1995 deadline. Since then, only four other states (Delaware,
Georgia, Virginia and Washington) have obtained certification. ‘

Cost: Data from the GAO and OCSE indicates that since the states have been eligible to receive
tederal funding, they have spent over $2.2 billion on state computer systems. The dollar amounts
included in the ACES report does not include money spent on the systems prior to 1988.

Summary of Findings: Generally, the majority of states complained about having to comply with
the Federal Regulations for developing the state computer systems, as outlined in the 1988
Family Support Act. Many states also complained that they were dissatisifed with the written
Federal Regulations and the lack of specific guidelines from the federal government.

® 23 states had to use more than one vendor, which made this the most common problem
reported. In fact, Michigan reported using 12 - 15 different vendors to develop their
system and Florida is currently being sued for over 3100 million by a previous vendor.

® L9 states reported problems with converting the data from the old child support systems
into the new one. 4 of these states reported problems with manually data entering
information from the hard copies of the child support case files.

® 19 states reported other technical problems which include: 8 systems were not sending
the payments out to the families; 6 states had problems finding the technical expertise to
develop the system; 2. systems could not process interstate cases and 2 state computer
systems would not interface with the existing welfare computer systems.

ACES NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, 2260 UPTON AVENUE, TOLEDO, OH 43606
800-537-7072 - FAX 419-472-6295



Alabama Child Support Computer System The statewide computer system in-its present'
- form has been under development since 1994. The child support computer system is called
ALECS (Alabama Location, Enforcement & Collection System). ALECS has only been p;loted
in two countles Tuscaioosa and Etowah and. i 15 projected to be on- hne in September 1996..

Prablems
o <. developing the software o convert the child support data from the old systems to the new
.' system . _

Cost:

o Since 1988, Alabama has spent SIO mllhon on the deveiopmem and installation of thé
- system. -

o The total ]JI'OJEC[Ed cost is over $20 million.

Veﬁdor'.-' BDM

Alaska Child Support Computer System: ' The statewide computer system in its present form -
has been under development since 1993. Their computer system is cal]ed N- STAR and is
prmccted to be on-lme in October 1996 -

Prbblems:

o ‘N-STAR is not operating anywhere in the state. AMS: is still trying to fine-tune the
“system before actual conducting piloting projects. - :

Cost:

Q Smce 1988 Alaska has spent $2.4 mllhon in the development and installation of the
. system. :

o . ’I'he total cost is prolected 10 be over $10 million.

Vendqr: AMS - Am_erlcan _Manz_lgement System. '

Status of Automated
Chtld Suppon‘ Systems in the U.S.
page 2



) ,Arlzona Child Support Computer System' Thé statewnde computer system m its present torm
jhas been: undér development sinée . 1992; “The Anzona computer system 1s called ATLAS
‘ -"‘-_!(Anzona Trackmg & Loeotmg Automated System) and 1s now on~11ne but not eemﬁed '

.6 "— developmg the software to eonvert the (,hlld support ddta trom the old systemb to the new
S system.
7 Costs
S o Since 1988 Arizona has already spent over $5 million for phase one and phase two of
i ATLAS. |
-0 The total cost of the computer project wilt reach over $50 million.

Vendors: Maximus Incorporated during the first phase of the computer system proleet The

&.econd phase of the project was contracted with Anderson Consulting.

' A'x"k'ainsas Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present

form has been under development since 1985,  Their previous child support computer system,

. has been replaced with ACTS (Arkansas Child Support Tratkmg System) and is projected to be

on-line in September 1997.

Vendors The state has contracted with both COOPERS and ISSC R

‘Prob'lenis:

* Cost:

.

B

0 B deveiopmg the software to convert the chtld support data from the Old systems to the new

system

,,o'..‘-'..”" oLt

_ O . Smce 1988 the state has mvested an estlmated $6 rmlhoo m the new system
S0 The total cost for ACTS is pro;ected to be $20 mllhon-?' 3;.__.:‘: . ".',.~;

o Sratus of Autamared

- 'Chu’a' Support Systems in the U.S." B
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California Child: Support Computer System - The statewide computer system in its present..

form has been under development since 1986. The child support computer system in California

~ is called SACSS (Statew1de Automated Ch11d Support System) and is pro_lected to be on- lme in
: ]uly 1997. '

Prab!ems:

o Los Angeles County. got a federal waiver to have their own system, ARS (Automated
- Reporting System). Los Angeles County is also contracted with Lockheed IMS.

¢ major problems with distribution and disbursement that led to late payments for families;

© - the system did not send the $50 welfare disregard to families on welfare; '

C interstate case information was not put into the computer, whlch caused families to wait
for support payments in mterstate cases. ‘

_ _Cost:
o . Stnce 1988, California has spent at total of $99 miliion on the new system. .
.0 Thé total projected cost for system will be over $262 milTion.

Vendor The state has contracted Wlth Lockheed IMS

=Color=1do Child Support Computer Svstem The statewide computer system in its present
form has been under development since 1992. Their state computer system is calied ACSES
(Automated Child Support Enforcement System) and is projected to be on- -line by September
199¢6. )

Problems:

©  meeting timeframes and cost overruns;

o merging of departments and redirecting goals;.

o Securing appropriate contracts;

O.. - determining the needs of the new system.

Cost:

o Since 1988, Colorado has spent $500 DOO on the development and lnstallatton of the
system.

o The total prolected cost for system will be over $4 million,

Vendor: ACSES has been deve]oped and tmplemented by aJomt venture between in-house state
staff and a vendor. Colorado contracted with TRAVCO for system programmers, |

‘ Status of Automated
Chdd Support Systems in the U.S.

page 4
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__'Connectlcut Chtld Support Computer System' "I‘he statew1de computer system in 1ts presentf.‘

formi has been under deveIOpment since 1984 The1r chlld support computer syscem is Called"f L s

‘ CCSES Connectlcut Chlld Support Enforcement System and lS prolectecl 0 be on—hne m‘f-'

E’rObleins;

. _0""‘ " 'ﬁtogramm'mg eITors;
e lack of responsiveness to change by child support employees.
Cost:
o Since 1988, Connecticut has spent 32 million on the development and installation of the
system. ' |
.o The total projected cost is over $10 million.

Vendor: Certified Systems Inc.

Delaware Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present
" form has been under development since 1986. Their state system is called D-ACSES -

Delaware Automated Child Support Enforcement System. The system has been operating
statemdc since February 1996. :

' Problems:

Lo dlfﬁculty fmdmg a vendor who knew how to develop the system
o ]ack of technical expertise; '
o .- the ]ack of a Uood work plan.

o Smce 1988 Delaware has spent $2 mlllmn on the development and mstal]atlon of the
system »

. Vén_ddf; ‘Atlvance Systems Design

s

) Status of Autamated
' Cluld Support Systems in the U.S:
' o page ]
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Florida Child Support Computer System. The statewndc Computcr system in.its present form.
has been under development since 1986. Their child Support computer system is called FLORIDA
(Flonda On Line Recipient Integrated Data Access Systemi) and is projected to be on-line in
QOctober 1997. :

Prqbfems:
o ' Florida did not renew their contract with EDS  because of poor performance. As a result

of breaking the contract. EDS filed a lawsuit against Florida and the state is in danger
of losing over $100 million because of the lawsuit.

"0 vendors were unable to successfully transfer the Oh.lO automated chlld Support system
to- meet Florida's needs; : I
©  federal timeframes were too short in which to complete the project. -
Cost
"o Smce 1988, Florida has spent SS mllhon on the development and installation of the
© systern. : ‘ .
©-  The total projected cost is over. 353 m11110n

Vendors EDS Delontte & Touche zmd Umsys

Georgia Child S,upport Co‘mputer System: The statewide computer system in its present form
has been under development since. 1993. Their chjld'support computer system is called STARS
(Support Tracking Actounting -and Reportmg System ) and the computer system has been
~ operating since February 1996.

“Problems:

C . working with.a shnr't time frame;

C making the system work properly;

o developing the software whu,h LDth‘,I'tt‘,d the child support data from the old systems to

the new system

Cost:

0 I_ Since 1988 Georgla hns spent $9 million on the development and 1nstallatlon of the . =
system. :

o  The total prOJected cost is over $20 m1ll1on

Vendor: System House. |

S A : S ‘ Status of Automated
' ' ' Chdd Support Systems in the U.S.
page 6
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Hawan Chlld Support Computer System. The statew1de computer system m 1ts present form

' - - has been under developmem since’ 1993 Thexr chxld support computer system 1s called KEIKI SRR

During the development and :mplementatlon of the:r System, the ongmal vendor,
NSI merged with another company which caused cost overruns and;
delays in developing the system. .

v

Since 1988, Hawaii has spent 310 mallion on the development and instaliation of the
system. : . : -
The total projected cost is over $24 5 rmlllon '

) 'l'r’endors: NSY and CBSI

" Idahoe Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present form
has been -under development since 1992. Their child support computer system is called ICSES
'(Idaho Child Support Enforcement System) and is projected to be on-line in September 1996

* Problems:

a large turnover in staff at Network 6 and the Idaho Ch11d Support Program whlch led to
- delays:

Since 1988, Idaho spent $5 million-on the development and installation of the. system
The total projected cost is over 521 rmlhon ;

.IVgnt.:l’or: Nem}ork 6. | | - o -

‘ - Status of Auromated
Chzid Support Systems in.the: U S.
' page 7



Illmms Chlld Support Computer System The statemde Computcr system in its present form .
has been under development since 1990. The system is called FSIS (Family Support Information
System) and is pro;ected to be on-line in October 1997. ‘ :

Problems._'
e . the vendor falied to develop software whlch met the federal reqmrements
o the dispersement codes were. not written well; : :
G - the system' is having problems sending payments to famllles owed support
Cost: ,
o - Since 1988 Llinois has spent $6° mllhon on the development and mstailatlon of the
system. S :
o - The total pTO_]BLth cost is over $40 4 mn]hon

- Venﬂar. IBM. -

Indiana Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present form
has been under development since in 1990. Their child support computer system is called ISETS
(Indiana Support Enforcement Tracking System) and is projected to be on-line by February.1997.

Problems: o
o the different county agencies invoived in the chlld support prozram are fi Ghtmg over who
. has control of the computer system; _ : _

0 problems w:th child support emp]oyees adaptmcr to the new system

Cost:

© - Since 1988, Indians“ hasSpent $4 miﬁion'on the, development and insta.llation of the
' ‘system. : '

o The total pro;ected cost :s over $30 mrlhon

Vendor IBM and CSBiL.

" Status of Automated
Child Suppart Systems in the U. S.
. ' page 8
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: Iowa Chlld Support Computer System The StateW1de computer system in 1ts present form has"

. been under development since 1985. Their child support coiriputer systerl is called ICARS (Iowa"- o

o ';::-;-_" 'Colleutlon And Reportmg System) and is projected to be on lme in September 1997

.:Problems' : o
) ;Q." the system LOU]d not process. payments
.00 0 problem Uemng a vendor who could develop the system
'7 .‘Cos_t:‘
o Since 1988, lowa has spent $7 million on the development and installation of the
system. . '
0 The total projected cost is over $31 million.

Vendors: DBMS, Policy Studies, Service Design Associates, and Advanced System Design.
Iowa is in the process of developing and testing their system in-house.

Kansas Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in ifs present form

By . has been under development since 1991. Their child support computer system is called KESSEP

" (Kansas Enhanced Statewide Support Enforcement Project) and is projected to be on-line in
+ February 1997,

Probz'ems".-"r
B keepmg w1th1n the budvet
- 'Cost '
S Smcc 1988 Kansas has spcnt $5 mlllton on the developmx:nt and installation of the
, system K . s : '
- ’I'he total pro;ected cost 1s over $2O rmlhon

" Vendors \ITW Corp Delome & Touche and CTG Corp

: } .S'tatus ofAuromated-
Chu'd Support Sysrems in the U.S. .
: . page 9



Kentucky Child Support Computer System:  The statewide computer system in its present
form has been under development since 1988. Their child support computer system is called
KASES (Kentucky Automated Support Enforcement System) and is projected to be on-line by
December 1996, S

Problems:

o the mablhty to successfully transter the Ohio automated child Support system to meet
Kentucky's needs without a major rewrite;

O they had to manually data’ enter mformatlon from the hard coples of the Chlld support
case files;.

O the complex nature of the project.

Cost.

0 Since 1988, Kentucky has Spent $5.3 million on the development and msta]latmn of the
system,

Q The total projected cost is over $31 million.

Vendor: ERC and they now are developing the system in-house

Louisiana Child Support' Computer Systerﬁ: ‘The _S’tetewide computer system in its present
form has been under development since 1990. Their child support computer system is called
LASES (Louisiana Automated Support Enforcement System) and is pmjected to be on-line in
July 1996.

Problems:

o delays in getting the programmmg completed : -

o developing the software which enabled the child support computer to mterface with the

. . welfare tomputer System as. well as other state systems. - :

Cost -

0 Since 1988, Lomslana has spent $9 million on the development and installation of the
system. : : :

o The total projected cost is over $22 million.

3 f

Vendors: Maxnmus and Syste_m‘ I—Iouse. |

 Status of Automated
Chzid Supporr Systems in the U.S.
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-'Vi:';l--'rIVIame Chlld Support Computer System. The statowrde computer system m its present fOrm-f'; &

L 1 has been under development since 1986: Their. child: support compuiter system is called NECSES”" . .

egT

" "".".':Froblems_-'~ |

cenel CSENET function development has not even started;

: :"._‘:"_ZQ" .. the Governor has not approved an outside contractor and is currently not up for bid;
0o o . the original system that was devised for the state was too big and complicated and is not

' as useful as it needs to be.

' ©  Since 1988, Maine has spent $3 million on the development and installation of the
o system.
0 The total projected cost is over $14 million.

; Iii_fendar: Deloitte & Touche and parts of the system are being developed in house.

L Maryland Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present
7 form has been under development since 1990. Their child support computer system is called
"-,;':f" -.-_C'SE_S (Child Support Enforcement System) and is projected to be on-line in September 1997.

Problems:.

o When the system was brought on- hne the suspension file was ‘not working properly -
' - when the ‘data abcut.child. support payments was entered it was mcapable of identifying
and sending payments 10 the correc:t payees The new system was then taken off-line and . -

the old system is bemg used! . :

"".;'_' o not meeting the deadlme outlmed in the comrac.t |
o System House did not, write: the supporting: documentation for the system, e
"o the vendor failed 0. develop the. software which enabled the child support computer -

mterface wn:h other state Uovernment computer systems such as; the weif are system etc.

e bystem : .
e} The total pI'O_]BCth cost is over 320 rmllnon

' __V_cendor: Anderson Consultmg and Sys_tem House

Ch:ld Supporr Systeis. in the U.S.
: page II

"v'_._‘ff‘(Ncw Eng]and Chl[d Support Enforcement System) and is prOJected to be on- lme in October‘“-"“'-_.'_",'_"'

o Smce 1988 Maryland has spent $l3 mllllon on the development and mstallatlon of the"'- e B

Status of Automated T



Massachusetts Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer sjfstem in its present'
- form has been under development since 1992. The system is called COMETS. {Commonwealth
of Massachusetts Enforcement Tracking. System). This is all the information that we were able
to get from Massachusetts regarding their automated system. Massachusetis was the only state
‘that would not give ACES information when we called. "We have provided all the information
to the federal government that is publzc and the othier information regarding our vendor and
development problems is private,” remarked Allison Green, Communications Director for the
Massachusetts Departmem of Revenue C}uld Suppon Entorcemem Division.

Vendor Lockheed IMS

Michigan Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present
form has been under development since 1984. Their child support computer system is called
- MICSES (Mlehlgan Child Support Enforcement Svstem) and is projected to be on-line by
October 1997

Problems:

o the'large metro counties do not want the state’s system - Oakland County Friend of the
Court kicked the system developers out and would not let them back in the agency;

o one of the many vendors, ATEK filed a Chapter 11 Bankruptcy while developing the
system which caused a huge turnover m vendor staff. , :

Cost..

o Since 1988, Mlchlgan has spent $15 mﬂhon on the development and mstallatlon of the
system.

O . . The total prOjBLth cost is over $93 nulhon

Vendors: Dtgltal Equipment Corp M:chlgan has used 12 - 15 other computer vendors for
planning, deve]opmg and mstallmo their system

Status of Automated
Child Support Systems. in the U.S..
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anesota Child Support Computer System: The statewnde computer system in its present

. form' has. been under development sirice 1983 ’I'hcu child' support computer system is called
PRISM (Prov1dmg Resources To Improve Support i anesota) and is prOJected to be: on-hnc

in Dctober 1997 '

Problems:
O lack of technical expeitise of the vendors to develop the system;
o the inability to successfully transfer the Arizona automated child support system to meet

the needs of Minnesota without a major rewrite

Cost
o Since 1988, Minnesota has spent $8 million on the development and installation of the .
system, : '
o The total pro;ected cost is over $30 mlllion

Vendor: Software AG, Evaluation Research and Telnolsis

Mississippi Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present
form has been under development since 1990. Their child support computer system is called
METSS (Mississippi Enforcement and Trac kmg of Support System) and 1s projected to be on-line
in July 1996.

Problems:
o Mississippi canceled the contract with one vendor for their lack of progress;
o the information sat for many months until a new vendor was contracted. This led to a

delay in the development of the project.

Since 1988, Mississippi has spent $506,000 on'the development and installation of the
system. )

" The total projected cost is over $3. l l‘nlllan

Vendor: Anderson Consulting. Since 1990, Mississippt has had one other vendor, System House:.

o Stizﬁ_té of Automated
~ Child Support Systens in the U.S.
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- Missouri Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in-its present form - .
‘has been under development since 1989. Their system is called MACSS (Mlssmm Automated
Chiid Support System) and-is pTOJCCted to be on- }me m Octobcr 1997

Prob!ems.
0 retrammg county workers to use- thc system,;
o _cievelopmtI the software 1o convert the child support data from. the Old bvstems t0 the new
system ‘
C'ds:
© . Since 1988 MleOUI’l has spem $18 mllhon on the development and installation of the
system.
o . The total projected cost is over $78 million.

Veﬁdor: ISSC )

_ Montana Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present form
has been under development since 1989. Their computer system is called SEARCHS (System
for Enforcement and Recovery of Child Support) and this is the only system that met the October
1, 1995 deadlme : -

: Problems:

o Durmg the developmem of SEARCHS, no 51gmf1czmt problems were encountered The
system was found to be both efficient and cost-effective. In fact, there has been attempts
to transfer the system program for SEARCHS to both Alabama and Puerto Rico.

Cost: “_ | ‘ : . - - =

o Since 1988 Montana has spent $4 m11110n on the ‘development and installation of the
. system

Ve}zdar.- BDM

Status of Automated
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L Nebraska Chlld Support Computer System The statew1de computer system m 1ts present
.+ form. has: been under development sifice” 1988 ‘The: Nebraska computer system is: called . :

_:‘_‘CHARTS Chlldren Have A R:ght To Support and is pro_]ected o, be on- lme m July 1997

;"T._:'“: Prablems

;- the PSI system d1d not.perform the needed functions; - .-

.00 OO

. Costr

lack of technical experlen(.e of the vendor;
the vendor failed fo develop and adhere to their work plan;
PSI did not make progress in developing the system.
Q'-' Since 1988, Nebraska has spent $7 million on the development dnd 1nstal]at10n of the
- system,
0 The total projected cost is over $40 million.

/
I

_'7_'-:"' 'ilfelndor: PSL; however, numerous problems were encountered. As of September 1994,
. :Nebraska ended their contract with PSI. CHARTS then became a state in-house project

i NevadaChtld Supp'ort Cbmputer System: The statewide ¢omputer system in its present form
-~ has- been' undér development since [988. Their system is called NOMADS - Nevada
Operatlons of Multi- Automated Data Systems and 1s pmJected to be. on -line in October 1997

Problems :

ek .,the vendor falled to develop zmd adhere to thelr work plzm e ST :
1 o' deveIOpmg the software to convert the ehﬂd support data from the old systems to the new ,
| Systemi: - R AT
_ . ki
Cost ) ,;' ‘
oo Slnce 1988 Nevada has spent $3. 5 m1l]10n on- the development and mstallatlon of the ;j’;
_ system o X o SR T
;“,o o The total: pro_]eeted cost is over $25 mllhon .
L | : Vendar ISSC o ._ L C -- -' P | .

L Status of Automated R
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New Hampshlre Child Support Computer System The statew1de computer system in its
present form has beéen under development since [986. Their child support Computer system 15
called NECSES (New England Chlld Support Enforcement System ) ancl is prOJected to be on-
lme in - June 1996 ' : . '

' Problems: |
o child support paymenis were being sent to thé wrong addresses; - 3
o - difficulty in installing. the interstate module and making it work efficiently. -
Cost:
e Since 1988 New Hampslure has spent $1 4 mtlllon on the development and mstailatlon
' of the system. : -
Q - The total projected cost is over $14 mitlion.

Vendor: Deloitte &«Touch_e

New Jersey Child Supbor_t Computer System: : The stétewic-ié‘ cor'npute'r"s'ystem inits present.

form has been under devélopment since 1991. Their child support computet system is called -

ACSES (Automated Child Support Entorctment System) and is prOJected o be on-line in July
1996

'Probl'ems:‘ |

R the 1nab111ty 0 succ:esstully transfer the Missouri automated child support system to meet
New Jersey’s’ needs without a major rewrite; S _

O the Missouri system was ot Lomprehenswe cnough so New Jcrsey had to rewme all of -
the system codes; : :

¢ the system did not send payments to custodial parents

Cost )

‘6 " Since 1988, New Iersey has spent $10 mllllon on the development and mstal ation of
the system.

o The total projected cost is over $90 million.

Vendor: The systeni is being de_velopéd in-house.

Stams of Auromated
. _ Child Support Systems in the U.S.
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S ri sent form has been under development since 1986.. Their: r:htld support computer system 1s

R S :_called NECSES: (New England Chtld Support Enforcement System ) and is’ pro;ected to be on-

. line-in- June 1996:

child support payments were being sent to the wrong addresses;
_difficulty in installing the interstate module and making it work efficiently.

Smce 1988, New Hampshire has spent $1.4 million on the developrent and installation
of the system.
The total projected cost is over $14 million.

' :'Vendor. Deloitte & Touche

‘:\Iew Jersey Chlld Support Computer System: The statewidé computer system in its present
form has been under development since 19%1. Their child support computer system is called
'-"ACSES (Automated Child Support Enforcement System) and is projected to be on-line in July

: _'eroblems:

New Jerseys needs without a major rewnte, X
the system codes; o :
the System dtd not send payments to Custodtal parents

-l
v

"P" . . . ...‘_;‘ . ..‘\ -

P

' The total pro;ec,ted eost s aver- $90 mu hon

Status of Automated
Chtld Support Systems in the U.S.
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-New Hampshtre Chlld Support Computer System. The stateWtde computer system m 1ts

the mablllty to successfully transfer the MISSOLU‘I automated chlld support system to meet s

the Missouri system was not comprehenswe enough So New Jersey had to rewrlte all of .

r‘Smce 1988 New Jersey has spent $10 mtlhon on, the development and mstallatton of
. the system - : s S ST R S -
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North Daketa Child S'upportComputer System:._;The,statewide computer system in its present -
form has been under development since 1989. Their state system is called FACSES ( Fully
. Automated Child Support En_forc‘ement System) and is projected io be on-line in July -1997. .

Problems:
o .. . developing software which converted the child support.data from the oid systems to the
o new system; : I
.- retraining Chlld support empioyees to use the new system.
Cost
o Smce 1988 North Dakota has spent $2 6 mllhon on the development and mstallatton
' of the system. ‘ : :
0 The total projected cost is over $3 6 mﬂllon

Vendor: The system is being developed in-house.. -

North. Carolina Child Support Computer System: The. statewide computer system in its
present form-has been under development since 1991. Their child support computer system is
. called ACTS (Automated Collections and Tracking System). ACTS failed Level 1 certification
- in August 1995. North Carolina is now hoping that ACTS will be on- line in October 1997

Problems
"0 ISSC under bid on the projeet so they were unable to develop the system - - North

- Carolina did not renew the contract in February 1996;

0 developing the software to convert the child support data from the old systems to the new

- system; : : ‘ :
o developing the Software which enabled- the child support computer o mterface with the
welfare computer system as well as other state systems; : ,

o difficulty in manually data entering the information from hard copies of the case files the _

~system that was developed was not user fnendly for the caseworkers which led to extra
training time and state costs. -

Cost:

o Smce 1988, North Carolma has spent $17 mtlllon on the development and mstallatlon
of the System. »
© . The total projected cost is over $68 million.

Vendors: development - ISSC planmno - Maximus, and qualltv assurance - Consultec

Starus of Automated
Chzld Support Systems in the U.S.
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Ohio Chtld Support Computer System ProblemS' The statew1de computer system in its ptesent-f_. e
. form-has beén ‘under development since.1984:*: The compiuter System:in-Ohio. is cal}ed SETS:}.: ST
""-"‘_-_'(State Enforcement Trackmg System) and is prolected to be on- ]me in: Octoben 1997 |

L : ‘_-',‘Problems

Cost:

NI

P

The -state cancelled the contract with the original contractor (ERE) and sctapped the entits -
ERC system.in 1991. The Ohio Department of Human Services then hired in housé staff
to design, develop and implement a new system instead of Lontractmg with another
vendor.

ERC had promised to have the system fully operational by 1990, Techmcmns from ERC
could not get SETS to function during a demonstration ot the system that was held during
a statewide child support conference.

ERC was alsa involved in a bid rigging scandal that caused the resignation of the Director
of the Ohio Department of Human Services in 1990.

Since 1988, Ohio has spent $35 mﬂllon on the development and installation of the
system.

The toral pro;eeted cost is over $92 mtlhon

" Vendors: ERC and now the system is, being developed in-house.

' Oklahoma Chlld Support Computer System The stateWIde computer system in its present
form has been under dévelopment since 1988. Thelr chxld Support computer system is calledg

OSIS (Oklahoma Support [nformatton System) and is projected fo be on- Ilne in January 1997

"Problems. ,

.,..

Cleve]opmg the software to convert the chlld support data from the old systems to the new

o

: system I A T L S I

T ".Cost':”
AN

cooo

o Smce 1988 Ok]ahoma has spent $1.7 m:lhon on the deve]opment and mstallanon ot the
system eyl el . CL e ‘ P L
‘ The total pro]ected cost is over $17 m1lhon

L .q“..

: - Vendor Advanced Systems Desrgn for case, management and Amencan Manacement Systems ‘

“for tmancml management :

v - P

LI

R . Status of Automatedf.-l.
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Oregon Child Support Computer System: The: statewide computer system'in its present form
has been under development since 1992. Their Child support computet system is called CSES
- Child Support Enforcement System-and is projected to' be on-line in- September 1997,

- Problems:
~©  the vendors were unable to develop and install the system within their timcframe_s. :
Cost:
C Since 1938, Oreoon has spent $10 million on the development and mstaﬂatlon of the
system. . _
o . The total pmjected cost is over $20 million. -

Vendors: System House and Deloitte and Touche. Currenily the IStatej is contracted with 2’
number of vendors for specific phases of the project: ' -

Pennsylvania Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system.in its present

form has been under development since 1993. Their computer system is called PACSES -
Pennsylvania Automated Child Support Enforcement System and is prOJected to be on-line in
October 1997. - :

Problems:
e developing the software to convert the ch11d support data from the o]d systems to the new.
- system; : ,
. © ' . upgrading the system to -meet the new Chanves in technolocy,
o training employees on how to use the new system;
o reevaluating county budcets :
©  designing the new system to be user fnend}y in order to ease the trans1t|on
© . converting the data while trymg to safecuard confidential information.
Cost:
g Since 1988 Pennsylvama has spent $6.7 m:lhon on-the development and installation of *
the system. - - :
o The total prOJe(,ted cost is over $67 million.

Vendors: Deloitte and Touche and IMS.

Status of Autamated
Chzld Suppon‘ Systems in the U.S.
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Rhode Island Chtld Support Computer System The statew1de computer system in 1ts present

InRhodes (Informatton Network of Rhode Island Serwces) and i5 proget.ted to be :on-line ‘in"”
September 1996 - v L Lo : -

Problems >

'the' ven_dot‘ failed to design the system to meet the needs of the state;
‘the lack of state funding for the project;
difficulty in being able to keep to the testing schedule of the system.

Since 1988, Rhode [sland has spent $2 million on the development and installation of
the system. :
The total projected cost is over $15 million.

 Vendor: Network 6

Soirth Dakota Chlld Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present
form has been. under development since 1993. Their state system is called ACESS IV-D
(Automated Child Collection Enforcement Support System} and is prOJected to be on-line in .
September 1997

N P_rolglerr‘;s}-,
O a .-:-j b"aia_nt:i'og" depe'rtm'erit‘_p’fiotit'ie's'be'cause the project was‘dn in-house endeavor.
, Cost: |
Smee 1988 South Dakota has spem $1 8 million on the development and msta!lzmon of

the system. = '
The total pm]ected cost 18 over $3 | mtlhcm

_ Status of Automm‘ed
Ch:ld Support Systems in the U.S.
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South Carolina Child'Suppor‘t Cumbuter Systém: The statewidcr computer system in its present
form has been under development since 1993.- Their state computer system is called SC-CSES
(South Carolina Child Support Enforcement System) and is DIOJBC[ed to be on- Ime it October
1996 :

Problems:

o - competition for technical resources as expefienced during the amalgamation of the project.

Cost:

o Since 1988 South Carolina has spent $4 million on the development and installation of
the system. :

©  The total projected cost is over $4O m;lhon

Vendor: UNISYS

Tennessee Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present form
has been under development since 1993.. Their system is called TCSES . - Tennessee Child
. Support Enforcement System and is projected to-be on-line in September 1996,

. Problems:

o converting data from both manual and automated systems onto all new'systerh-.

Cost:

° Since 1988, Tennessee has spent $4.5 million on the devclopmem and installation of the-
system. :
o . The total prOJe,cted cost is over $45 il 1101‘1

Vendor: Anderson Consulting

- Status of Automﬁred
Cluld Support Systems in the U.S.
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Tevas Chlld Support Cumputer System The statewnde computer system in 1ts present foml" |
- “has beén uhder development sincé 1991+ The system, is called. TXCSES (Texas Chtld Supp i '
o "_Enforcement System) and is pro;ected to be on- hne it October 1997 o

i "'.'ifProblems B ' L

- delays in the development because of the mmplemty of the system ‘ Sl
the inability to successfully transfer the automated child support system trom another state .

10 .meet Texas needs without 4 major rewrite.

Since 1988, Texas has spent $6.2 million on the development and mstallatton of the ‘
o system.
Q The rotal pmjected cost 1s over $51 5 million.

R ~* Vendor: Anderson Consulting

Utah Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present form has
been under development since 1992. Their computer system is called ORSIS (Office of
- Recovery Services Information System) and is projected to be on-line in June 1996,

"'-P_roblems:

: Vendors [BM and ERC

O .- meeting the pro;ec.ts budwet and time frame; _
A developmg the software to convert the child support data ffom the old systems to the new‘! e
system, : : : o :
- défining fieeds of the new system "
0 fi ndmg a way to pilot the system cost~effect1vely
g Cps'r.
g V_O | Since 1988, Utah has spent $10 mlﬂton on the development and mstallatlon of the B
. system :

) The total pT‘OJeCEed cost is over $20 m1ll:on ‘.

t
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Vermont Child Supbon Co'mpliter Sys_tém: The statewide computer system in its preseﬁt form
has been under development since 1991. Their child support computer system is called ACCESS |
{(Advanced Computer Control]ed Essential Scrv1ces Software) and is projected to be on-line in
June 1996. : -

 Problems:
© integrating their old system with the new system and making it work efﬁci‘em‘l‘y.
Cost:
Q Since 1988 Vermont has spent $500, OOO on the development and mstallauon of the .
system. _ ‘
O The total projected cost is-over $4 million.. - . C e )

Vendor: PSI

Virginia Child Support Computer System: The statewide computér system in its present form™
has been under development since 1989. Their child support computer system is called APECS -
(Automated Program to Enforce Child Support) and- Virginia. reached certification in February
1996. : :

Problems:

o major problems with distribution ‘and dlsbursement codes that led to ]ate ‘payments for -
. families; , _

o the system was not sending the $50 welfare disregard payment to famllles on welfare.

Cost

@ - Since 1988, Vlromla has spent $4 mllhon on the development and installation of the-
 system.

0 The toral.prt;jected cost is over $22.5 million.

Vendor: Ogden Government Services, ‘Virginia has terminated Ogdens contract ‘because of - -
dlsagreemems They are developing the rest of the system in- house -

- Status of Automated
Ch:ld Support Systems in the U.S.
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Washmgton Chlld Support Computer System The statewnde computer system in its. present--‘. L

~form his been under development since 1988.: Their 'COMPpUtEr system - is ‘called” SEMS

L - Cost:

1996 e

. Pr.o‘blem's.:

B Lo chailepge in procurement of equipment.
:Q Since 1988, Washington has spent $1.4 miltion on the development and installation of
- the system.

.0 The total projected cost is over $14 mnlhon

O " the system was not sending the child support payments. to the custodial families.

" :‘ Cost;-.

i:.".Vendor;' NCI

" Vendor: The system is an in-house project

) West Virginia Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present
" form has been under development since 1990. Their child support computer system is called

' 'OSCAR (On-line Support Collections dnd Reporting System) and is projected to be on-line in
July 1996.

T Ii‘robl_e ms:

™ .

e ' Smce 1988, West Vlrglma has spent S4 million-on the development and mstallatlon of -

the system.

/9 . The total pro;ected cost is over $21 mllhon |

1.
i

Chzld Support Systems in the U.S,

Support Enforcement Managemem Systcm ‘and Washmgton recewed certlf' catxon in February o 2

A
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, Wlsconsm Child Support-Computer System The statewide computer system in its present
. form has been under development since 1993. Their system is called KIDS (ths Information
Data System) and is pro;ected to be on-ling in September 1996.

Q

Problems: .
developing the software to convert the child support data from the old systems to the new
system; -’ :
o mischarges by different vendors
o merging and defining new goals of departments based on-a change trom .county to state
emphasis, -
e refraining of technicians on the new system
O finding coherent solutlons for dlSLTGpﬂHC]BS found between county systems.
Cost
- Smce 1988 Wlsconsm has spent $10 ml]]IOI'I. on the deve!opment and mstallatton of the
system. ‘ :

‘The total pI‘O_]CCtt!d cost is over 520 rmlllon

Vendor: 1SSC

Wyoming Child Support Complit'er.Systeh]."i The statewide computer System in its present form
~ has been under development since 1993. The Wyoming computer system is called POSSE
(Parental Obligation System for Support Enforcement ) and is projected to be on-lme in October

e

1997
Problems:, |
developmg the software to convert the child support data from the old systems to the new
. systerm;. :
0 incomplete data;, -
o “difficulty in manua]ly data entering the mformatlon from hard copies of the case files.
Cost
O Since 1988 Wyommg has spent $4 m11110n on the development and installation of the
system. - _
o The total pro;ected cost is over $10 mlllaon

Vendor: Anderson Consultin'g

Status of Automated
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Child Support Computer Systems ' ' -
| Background

,Ntne or more states are expected to fail to meet the 10/1/97 deadline for child support computer
systems. The 1988 Family Support Act required states to have “in operation a single, state-wide
automated data processing, information, and retrieval system” by 10/ 1/95; this deadline was *

extended by two years in the last Congress. -

The states expected to fail are California, Michigan, Illinois, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Maryland, D.C.,’

Nevada, and Hawaii. Other possibilities include New York, Florida, Texas, Indiana, South -

Carolina, and New Mexico. . We won’t actually know on October Ist how many states have’

failed, because under the law states have until December 31st to submit to HHS a state plan

amendment indicating that their child support system was completed and operating as of 0ctober
st HHS must then conduct cemficatton rewews to ASSCSS states compllance

Under current law, HHS must disappr'ove a state’s child support plan if it does not meet the
computer systems requirement -- thus withholding all federal child support funds from those
states. (The federal government pays 66% of administrative child support enforcement COsts, and

- 90% for computer systems costs before FY 1997 and 80% up to a total of $400 million for costs
thereafter.) In addition, HHS must reduce the TANF grant by between one and five percent.
California says it will lose $300 million in federal child support payments and between $37 and
$185 million in TANF payments, and state officials have asked for a White House meeting the
second week of September to press for legtslatton to assu;t them.

Whtle by law HHS must wrthhold federal child support payments to non-compllant states, HI-IS
General Counsel believes HHS could establish, via an Action Transmittal, a process whereby
-HHS would hold this penalty in abeyance on the condition that a state enter into and carry out a
- corrective action plan, HHS does not have, but would like to have, the authonty to impose
alternative penalties, i.e., withhold 5 - 10% of a state’s federal child support funds. House Ways
~ and Means staff have mdrcated that they would like to work with the Admtmstrataon to develop R
legtslatlon on this issue to be enacted as soon as posstble : , '

1.~ Arewe willing to press the ‘nuclear button’ and withhold all federal child support funds
from states that have not met the computer Systems deadlme? :

2. - Are we willing through executlve action to enter into corrective action plans with States
which do not meet the October 1st deadline? What penalltles and financial mcentlves BT
should those correctwe actlon plans mclude? ' S

230 ‘Shall we work w1th Congress on. new legtslatlon prov:dmg a range of' I "naltles ‘
' explncrtly authonzmg a correctwe actton plan process‘? i

_'_. -
ST

4, Wlll we support Caltforma s proposal to allow a comblnatton of systems ltnked ,
o lectromcally to count as a smgle state-wide system? TN T



Child Support Computer Syst’é;ﬁs_

Options

Initial HHS

Revised HHS

OMB (tentative) -

-Alternétivé

- Send waming letter to -
states threatening loss.of all. -
federal child support funds if

systems requirements are not

met,

2. Issue “Action Transmittal”
outlining Corrective Action
Plan Process.”

3. Negotiate Corrective
Action Plans wilh States. -

4. Pursue Legislative Strategy

to Develop Calibrated.
Penalties.

1. Send warning letter to
states threatening loss of-al]
federal child support funds if
systems requirements are not-
met. - - )

2. Pursue Legslanve Stratcgy
to Develop Calibrated
Penaities.

3. Issue “Action Transmittal”
outlining Corrective Action

Plan Process (if needed).

4. Negotiate Corrective
Action Plans with States.

1. Send warning letter to: -
states {hreatening loss of all
federal child support funds if .

systems requirements are not
met. ;

2. Pursue Legislative Strategy
to Develop Calibrated
Penalties which include
financial penalties and -
incentives as partof
Corrective Action Plan (ie.,
lower federal match until
progress made on CAP).-

3. Issue “Action Transmittal”

outlining Corrective Action
Plan Process (if neaded). _

“4. Negehate Corrective -

Action Plans with States -~ -
include financial penalties and
incentives (i.¢., lower federal

© | match until progress made on -

CAP)

1. Send warning letter to

- states threatening loss of all.

federal child support funds if

'systems requirements are not

met and witholding of

2 percent of TANF funds per
section 409(a)(8) (states mli
be required to provide
additional funds to make up
the shortfal])

2. Pursue Legislative Strategy -

to Develop Calibrated -
Penalties which include
financial penalties and *

incentives as part of

Corrective Action Plan (i.e.,
lower federal match untit
progress made on CAP). -

3. Issue “Action Transmittal” -
 outlining Corrective Action
| Plan Process (if needed).

4, Negotiate Corrective
‘| Action Plans with States --

include financial penalties and
incentives (i1.¢., lower federal
malch until progress made on
CAP).Corrective Action
Plans with States -- include
financial penalties and
incentives (i.e., lower federal

match until progress made on
CAP).

1. Enact chnslahon allowmg
4 combination of systems -
limked clectronicallyt to count
as a smgle state-wxdc system :

"2 Enact leg1slat10n whlch

decms states approved who

have entered into Corvective.
‘Action Plans with HHS.
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Th?. Hon‘orable Willlam Clinton
The White House .
Washinglnn. DC. 20500

Dear Ms, Prcsxdcm

T urge you not to follow advice given to you in a recent Ictter from several Senators.
The letter encourages you (o support delaying an October 1, 1997 deadline for states to
establish an approved automatic data system that is to serve as the control center of thelr
child support enforcement program. As Chairman of the House Subcommittes with
- Jurisdiction over.the ¢hild support program, 1 oppose this recomnendatwn for several
reasons.

Chsld support enfomment is one of the most popula.r pmgrams fun by the federal and
state govemments. 1ast year it collected about $12 billlon in support for America's childres,
much of it for children in Jow-income single parent familles Including mothers trying to
escape weifare, Despite such large collestions, Congress has helleved for many yeats that the
program needs to be greatly strengthened. Expents estimate that a highly efficlent system

. could collect up ta $50 billion in support. That is one reason Congress made substantm!
- changes in the program in last year's wclfarc r:fonn law. :

Based on hearings conducted over Lhe past several years and extensive consultation
with experts on the child suppont program, { think there is general agreement that the
backbone of the child support program s automatic data processing. Indeed, the federal
.government has now spent $2 biilion on these data systems; the states have spent an
sdditional $0.6 billion. And yet, again based on hesrings and consultation with experts, plus
an excellent recent study from the U.S. General Acgounting Office, the data systems in many -
states remain deficient. Our best gucss is that between 10 and 15 states are not gnmg to meet
the October 1 deadiine referred 10 above

- Given this background, I would llke you to consider the follawmg issues. Flrst
Congress has already delayed the deadline by two years. Legislation passed overwhelmingly
in 1988 rcquired the data systems to be completed by Ociober 1, 1995, In 1994, because

- states were having trouble with thelr new systems, Congress delayed the deadline until
October 1, 1997, I am uncomfortable changing this deadline for a sccond time, especially
given the level of resources that has now been poured into lhe data systems and the length of
time states alrcad) have becn gwen ta meet this goal.
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, Second 1 hope you will reflect on the message we would scnd 10 the nation by ,
delaying the date. Conslder the following headlines reflecting charges the media could make
against Congress: “Congress Chooses States Over Poor Children”; *Congress Backs Down’

~on Promise to Penallze States for Not Collecting Child Support™; "Congreé.é Slams Poor
“Children ~ Again®; *Congress to Single Parcnts: Eat Cake®. If we believe that data
processing is the heart of child support enforcement «= as most of us d6 — and if we have
already delayed by two years the original datc on which states must have effective data -
systems ~ as we have =~ how can we in good consczence delay the date again? And if we do,

would any of these headlines be unfair?

Third, Congress is forever forgmng pena!ties on states. We establish prograrn after
program, set stendards for states that accept federal dollars to meet specific program goals,
- declare that “we really mean the penalties this time®, and then immediately exempt stateg
when they fail to perform adequately. Yet another federat performance of this sort will push
even further into the future the day on which stales bcﬂcve us when we adopt perfonnance

goals backed by penalties.

Founh I bel:eve therc may be more panic than reasun in the tecommendauun to delay
the deadline. Although the deadline is October 1, 1997, cusrent law contains numerous
‘procedural requirements that will dclay the ac;tua! wﬂhho!dms af funds from states until next

aummer

For all these reasons, then, | recommend that you tab!e ‘the adwce provided by our
friends in the Senate. Thelr advice is unfortunate for all the ceasons {sted above. But rnore ,
important, theze 1s'a much better course of actmn. :

For several weeks now, T have been plannmg to {dentify 8 small group of House and
Senate staff, and staff members of your Administration, plus a few representatives of
govemment agencies, who will consult widely with states, advocacy groups, and computer
experts, to help our Subcommittee design a two-part bill. The first part is straightforward. .

- Under current law, if states miss the October 1 deadline, the Secretary has no choice exeept
to terminate all the money received by the state ynder both the ¢hild support program and the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families program, which replaced the former AFDC
program. Rather than impose this nuclear penally, wo will give the Secretary the flexibility
to impose & reasonable fine on states of perhaps between | pereent and 20 percent of their
child suppon money, depending on the severity of theit failure. In addition, we will give the
Secretary the authority 10 entet into corrective compliance agreements under which fines witl

| . be temporarily suspended for a fixed peﬂod of time while states address lheir faifures.

- The second provision, much more difficult to write, vdll attempl 10 3ddress the
underlying rcasons for failure by so many states, Perhaps the central ptoblem is that some
states have county data systems that arc ;ffc:tiv_e.'madem, and well eslagllshed. . But if the
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stare must have a singie siate data system, then many countles arc going to have 1o give up
their current systems. Federa! policy that forces this outcome may be shortsighted on both
policy and political grounds. We nced to try to find a middle ground that wil atlow some

sutonomy by counnes but will sull pemut the aentrahzed stalew:de data system to function.

- Ne aclwn is now necessary 'I'he Octobcr 1 pcnalty date will spur states to action. By
January. we will have leglstation ready that addresses both the penalty lssue and the . '
underlying issue of data system ceniralization. Bevause the legislation will be bipartisan and
~ is expected to have the support of states, we will have little difﬁculty getting it through

Congress quickly. Because the Administration will participate in writing the legislation, you
should be pleased to sign 1: And ait this will be accomplished bcforc the nuclear penalty has

{ime to explode, -

c¢: The Honorable Dianne Feinsialn The Honorable Carol Moseley-Rraun
The Honorable Harmry Reid The Honorable Barbara Boxer
The Honorable Spencer Abraham The Honorable Mike DeWine
The Honorable Richard H. Bryan The Honotable Danie] K. Akaka

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes ~ The Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski -
.~ The Honorable JefT Bingaman - The Honorable Rick Santorum -~~~
 The Honoreble Carl Levin - The Honorable Tim Johnson - -
- The Honorable John Glean The Honorable Pete Domenici
The Honorable Daniel K. Tnouye " The Honorable Arlen Specter

- The Honotable Tom Daschle e

Same Tetter sent to The Honorable Newt Gm?ﬂch ‘Speaker of the House
and The HonorabTe Trent Lott, Senate Major ty lLeader
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