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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 efficiency of providing financial support to families; 
reimburse 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 
decided to extend the deadline for two years, until October 1, 1997; 

Status of Implementation: . 
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 FY95, the Federal government provided about $1.1 billion to the states for these 

systems. Again, this funding was mandated byCohgress. 


Talking Points 


o 	 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 monitors and evaluates programs to ensure that they meet 
the requirements of the law. 

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

o 	 Since taking office in 1993, we've stepped up and improved efforts to help states put 
these systems in place. In 1995, 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 to11­

. free 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. . 



HHS-PUBLIC AFFAI*5'202 690 567312: 41 

Q: 	 Do you agree w~th ACES' charge that the state computer systems are a failure?, 

A: 	 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 fmancial and technical assistance to ensure that the job 
gets done. Certainly we're disappointed that more states are not in compliance, but 
Congress has extended the deadline until October I, 1997. 

Q: 	 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? ' 

A: 	 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 move ahead in 
strengthening child support. The President took action to tighten paternity establishment 
cooperation requirements, requite 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 starus quo, and can be made with the 
states' current capabilities. ' 

. Q: 	 But do you need the states to improve their systems before you can do the "new hire" 
project? ' ' 

A: 	 No. The new hire project will operate primarily through state employment security 
agencies, which in rum will provide the new hire infonnation toHHS'parent locator 
service. 

Q:, 	 Why were you s6 slow in putting out the regulations on these computer systems? 

A: 	 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. 
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IMPROVING CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS 
States Establish the Order * IRS CoUects the'Support 

The current state-based system of child support enforcement is failing children and custodial parents. OnlyhaJf of 
. custodial parents with a child support oider actually receive what is due. A quarter 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 families, 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 collected 
through income withholding, just as taxes are paid. States already use payroll deductions to collect' child support. 

Right now, an states'are required to use payron deductions to collect child support. Currently, most support is 
conected through income with holding. Under the cUrrent system, employers deduct child support from the 
obligors paychecks, just like they do taxes. Now, they send the with held support to (and follow the rules of) up 
to S4 different state child support agencies. !fIRS took over, employers wouldserid 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 distributed to hwuireds of state and local child support offices and their private contractors. 
That could discourage hoilest tax returns. 

Putting IRS in charge of collections 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 amoWlts to the IRS - an agency that all employers know. 

IRS enforcement would make non-payment a more serious otYense. 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 obligations. Use of the IRS would highligh.t for non-custodial parents the seriousness with which the 
government views child support obligations and bring the full weight of the IRS enforcement authority 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.regulai1y if the other 
parent lives in another state. There is consensus in the child support community that we must solve the interstate 
problem before we can make major leaPs in collections. Some people hope that state*by:-state technology will 
create the "transparent state bOWldaries" needed to collect n interstate cases. However, state computer systems are 
nowhere close to 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 easy way 
to avoid paying support. 

The IRS already has the data. State attempts to collect support are often 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, Wlemployment,· and bank 
records. By contrast, IRS 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, OR 43606 


1-800-537-7072 




Tire ..\.'~orlalioD for Cbildnm for Enforttmenl of Support, [m:. 

, . , 

49'STATES FAIL TO MEET THE 

DEADLINE FOR HA VINa 


CHILD SUPPORT COMPUTERS IN PLACE 


, , 

• 	 ,Montana is the only" state that met the October 1, 1995 deadline fOf having a statewide 
computer tracking system. As of this date, only four other states (Delaware, Georgia, 
Virginia, Washington) have received certification. 

• 	 The states have already spent over $2.2 Billion on child support computer systems. 

• 	 23 states had to use mpre than one, ~endor, which made this the t'n0st common problem 
reported. In fact, Michigan reported they used a 12 - 15 different vendors to develop 
their system and Horida is currently being sued for over $100 million by a previous 
vendor. ' , ' 

• 	 19 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 tlnding the technical ;expertise to develop the system 

2 systems could not process interstate cases ' and 

2 state computer systems, would not interrace with th~ existing welfare computer systems. 
" .' 	 " 

lnstead of continuing to waste tax dollars, ACES is asking for a Congressional investigation into 
what ,went wrong. 

A,CES NATIONAL'HEADQUARTERS, 2260 UPTON AVENUE, TOLEDO~ OH 43606 
, 800-537-7072 • FAX 419-472-6295' ' 
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT UNDER PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

1. A family living in Portland. Oregon geLS divorced, and the Muilnomah County coun enters a 
child suppon order. The noncustodial parent moves to New Jersey. 

2. The Multnoman County court sc:;ds ::! copy of the order to the Oregon C:J.sc Registry. 

3. Tne Oregon C:J..'ie Registry semis :J.n order :Ibstract to the Feder::ll C:J..'ie Registry of Chiiu 
Support Orders. ' 

4. The noncustodial parent. now livingin New Jersey, gets ajob wiLh;1O employer in 01c'.v York. 
TIle New York employer semis a new bire notic;:! to,the New York Dire::;~ory of .New Hires. 

5. The New York Direc~ory of New Hires rullS a computer match 'l-iith the New York CJ.Se 
Registry, but does not find a match. The New York Dirc:::toryofNew Hires reports the 
information to the National Directory of New Hires. 

6. The National Direc~ory of New Hires runs a computer match with the Federal CJ.Se Registry of 
ChUd Support Orders. and tinds out tlm lhe employee has a child support obli(;mion :n Oregon. 

7. !lIe Nation::!! Dire:;~or:: of New Hire:; Se!ll.ls the Ore!;on C:J.se l(c:,;istJ~/ :nform:.uion JOOU[ the 
::!mpi()ye;:'$ new joh. 

8. Tne Oregon CJ.Se Registry se!1us the job information to u'1e ylulnomah Coumy Distric: 
Anorne'l's Office. (If Lhe famiiv hau since gone on welfare, !.he information wouid !.he!1 be 
forward'e'd to the regional office' of tile Oreg~oll Dcpanme!1t of JusLic~ SupporrEniorcemc!1t 
Division.)1 ' , 

9, Under new UIFSA rules. the MULIlOmah County District AUornc'/s Orficc SC!1Gs.J wage 
witllholding notice to the New York l!mpioye:-. ' . ­

" , 

10. Tne employer withholds suppon Cram the ~mployee's paycheck anJ-;cnus the support to the 
Oregon central payment unit. • 

i1. The Oregon :cntr:'.i payme:ll uilit ,'c:~u:; UIC SUf1pOrl to the MulllHlm:;h CllUn[y Di,su-ic: 
Attorney's o(fi(.;c. 

12. The Muhnumah C\1unty Distnc: .'\llllI'l1C:.'S OIT:c:.: i"urw:.mJs lhe :;u[1llllrt tn lhe (:J.mii:;, 

! In (,irc'''ln Lhe ":"t" 1':.'-, ",,, .. ,, ... :, ;')""l,,,j 1'llt/l" 1)'·...,·11'·1"'"'' ;"1' :':1'·-' .... :', ... 'Ut'C"" 
J :::' ~ ..; ... l.M\ .... ,I. 'I L .... ..J.::::-_01 .: .... \ ,.... ..... ':"" ...... ...~/'. L • j ....... " : t! .ll'<-4Jt '\"",J" ..... d. 


'nlC Departmc:ll ,)t' :-il1man ;t.:::;ourc:.!s C\)tlU':lC:.'1 With the stale De;l:.lr:me:ll U( Jus;,c:.: ~o Cl1forc~ 
SUPPOrl in :-\FDC c~se;,. :Jnd lhl!,;:llllll'.' i)i.'lric: .·\[llllll(!';',' ()ITic~:: ',(] :~:lI',)rC:~':lln[1,!r; :n 'lnn­
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The ..\.c,sociation for Children for Enforcement of Support. Inc. 

INTRODUCTION 

ACES, Association 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 1988 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 
federal 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 ofFindings: 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 $100 million by a previous vendor. 

• 	 19 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 t.he existing welfare computer systems. 

. ACES NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, 2260, UPTON AVENUE, TOLEDO, OR 43606 
800-537-7072' FAX 419-472';;6295 

'. 



Alabama Child Supp~rt Computer$yste~:, Th~ statewide computer system in its present 
form " has been under developrpent since 1994. The ~hild support computer !?ystem is called 
ALECS (Alabama Location, Enforcernent'& Collection System). ~LECS has only been piloted 
in two counties: 1.'uscaloosa arid Etowah and lsprojected to' be on-line in September i996.. 

Problems: 

o 	 developillg the s~ft~are~to conv~rt'the child supp~rt data from the old systems' to the new 
", system., ',' '.' , 	 . . ' 

Cost: 

O' 	 Since 1988,' Al~bam.a has spent $lO,mi1lio~ on the development and instal1ati6n of the 
system'. 

o 	 The total projected cost is over $20'.million. 

Vendor: BDM ", 

Alaska Chil~ Support Comp'uter System: The statewide compQter system in its present form 
lia~ been under development 'since 1993. Their computer system is called N-STAR and is 
projected fO b~dn-)ine in 'October 1996:' 

Problems: 
., 	 '" 

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: 

o 	 Since 1988,~ Alaska has spent $2.4 million in the, development and instal1ath:m of the 
. system.' " 

, . 	 ' .. 
o 	 The total cost is projected to 'be over $10 million. 

Vendor: AMS - American Management S),stem. ' 

" .'~ 

" 

". 

.' , 
;, 

StatUs of Automated 

Child, Support Systems in the U.S. 
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,',', ',Ari~'o'na Child Support' Compute'r System: The siiltewide computer s~~terii' iii its 'presen't for~ " , :' 
, 'nas: b(!e~:und~r develbpfr.ent since'1992: ,The '~ii:on~" cO,mp4tei.'· ~ystetP is calle4."Ai'I~AS'/, 

, 

:,/, (Arfion~ Tracking & Loca:tlngAutom·atedSystemyancf.is'now oh;.lihe:B~(rtbtcertifi~d,:~'" . ,
,'. ~ "I: <. !,'; , >.' -"",',; "':1 "-:, '1,",." '~.,," ': :\'I~,'t~~.:' -" '>~''.:.''~~ "..:,,~- ',~r':; 

, 

,'t. 

,.. " , I ,', .,' , " ' •• ,t' ... ,(I,"".~..,~ 
'::', ,', .. ":,,,~,:}?Qblems: ',;':,'", : '" ,,' " 

. ' '.. \ "" 

'" c5' ,',deve]oplngthe software to convert the child StlPPOrt data from ~he 'old:syst~~s to the hew' 
,:', c, •.•• ;' ' 'system. ' ,', ' 

,"" " 

~' ' : ,II ' 'Cost: 

o Since 1988 Arizona has already spent over $5 million for phase one and phase two of 
\ "" 

ATLAS. 
o The total cost of the computer project will reach over $50 million. 

Vendors: Maximus Incorporated during the first phase of the computer system project. The 
, , '", second phase of the project was contracted with Anderson Consulting, 

'.J ' •• ,'" 

'Arkansas Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present 
foim has been under development since 1985. Their previous child support computer system, 

, '~ has been replaced with ACtS (Arkansas Child Support Tracking System) (lnd is prbjected to be 
on-line in September 1997, 

. , 

,hob'lems: 

0" ..developing the, software to converithe chfId support 'd~~a fi~IT\ tlie .old sysi~~s ,~o the' new 
; " " , .... 'I.. ' system~, ' , .,:' ' ' ", , 

','1 '. 

, :.:", " ' , , 
. ;

,,',' .' 'Cost: 
:. ' 

" ... 9'1,'[ ,', 

~~'~<, .. 

Sin~e ~98~, the state has irlVesJ~dan esti.mat~d S6m.il1jqn in the'~e\Y; system', . .~ " 

, : ,0· The total cost for ACTS is projeCted to be $20'milliol'l;:., ':. '.' " .' '. 'f~ 
, ,-' '.' I t", ,1 "I' _' ':. r " " .', -, ""', '. ' , 

.: ~ 'J • 

. " ~. ~ • I', t ;, ', " 
, '" 1,,',.:.' , • I, ~ , 

,',\",.' " ", "-: '. I ," ,,: ' , f';. , ..... ,,~,,:. , , !.' ,'" •• 
< ". 

'. 
" " :' : Ve~dQrs: The state hpscontracted with both COOPERS andIS~~;>' ',:.;; 

" " 
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California Child 'Support Compll;ter'System: The statewide computer system ill Its present" 

form has been under develbpment s~ce 198t:'. The child support computer system in California 

is called SACSS (Statewide Automated Child Support System) and isprojectedto be on~line in 

Juiy 1997: '", < , , , ' 

Problems: 

o 	 , Los' Angeles ,County got a federai wai~er to have their own system, ARS (Automated 

Reporting System). Los Angeles County is also contracted with Lockhe~d IMS. ' 


o 	 'major'problems with ~istribu'tion and disbursement that led to late payments for famil~es; 
o 	 the system did not send the $50 welfClre disregard to families on, welfare; 

,,' 
o 	 interstate case information was not put into the computer, which caused families t6 wait 


for support payments in inters,tate ,cases~ 
, 	 ' 

.r 

Cost: 

o Since 1988, Califomiahas spent at total of $99 million on the new system. 
,0 The total projected cost for system will be over ,$262 rriillion. ' 

Vendor: The state has contracted 'with Lockheed IMS. ' ' 
, 

Colorado Child :Stipport Com'puter System: The statewide computer system in its present 
form 	 has been under development since 1992. Their state computer system is called ACSES 
(Automated Child S~pportEnforcementS'ystem)'and is projected to be on-lln'e by September 
1996. " 	 ' 

Problems: 

o 	 meeting timeframes and cost overruns; 
o 	 merging of departments and redirecting goa'ls;, 
o securing appropriate contracts; 

0" dete~ing the 'needs of the new system. ' 


Cost: 

o 	' 'Since 1988, Colorado has spent $500,000 on the development and installaliqn' of the 

system. 


o 	 The total projected cost for system will be over $4 million. 

Vendor: ACSES hp,s been developed and implemented by a Joint venture between in-house state 
staff and avendor: Colorado contracted with TRAVC'O for system programmers. 

Status of Automated 
Child Support Systems' in the U.S. 
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. . .~'cririri~cticut, Child Support CQritp~~~rS;st~~:':·Th~,"stat~widec9m~,utei\~y~t~ri.\ricits':pi:~~6nt',' , 
". ,; ." fOrm h~s .b~eIj und~r 'devel~p~ent.since", i98~.: Tfi~i~, cliil?~~LipP9It:C~~P:':ltiE sy~ieiri, i§: ~alle~;' .' . . ,~ ,~ 

'GCSES, i." Coimecticut Child Support E~forcement Syste(ql and is projected tQ. be. oT\-line in"" 
" June' 1996,.·..' , ~, .' ,', " ..",' ". '.'" "", ',', "", ',' i ':;:;t \: '., 

. ,.,", ',!~ :', :. J •• '" .< < " 

pr~gramming errors; 
lack.of responsiveness to change by childsupport employees. 

:. Cost: 

o Since 1988, Connecticut has spent $2 million on the development and· installation of the 
system. 

t , o The total projected cost is over $10 million. 

. Vendor: CertitIed Systems Inc. 

Delaware Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present 
fonn has been under development since 1986. Their state system is called D-ACSES 
Delaware Automated Child Support Enforcement System. The system has been operating 
statewide since Feqruary 19,96. 

Problems: 

, :o dif.fi,clllty finding a vendor wh<? knew how to develop ~he system; 
o. ":" lac~ of technical' expertise; , 

, 0 the JaCk of a good work plan. • , ~, ; ~<," ' 

Cost:' 
"', 

, " 
'\' 

Since)988, Delaware has spent $2 million on the developnient, and installatitm of tpe 
.. >system., 

", . 

...,'.... 
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Florida Child StipportComputer System: The, statewide computer systemin,its present form . 
has been Under development since 1986. Their child support computer system is called FLORIDA 
(Florida Qn Line ,Recipient Integrated Data Access Systerri) and,isprojected to be on-line in 
October 1997.' 	 .. . 

Problems: 
'" 

b 	 Florida did not renew their contract' with EDS' because of poor p~rforinance. As a result 
of breaking the contract.EDS filed a lawsuit against Florida and the state is in danger 
of losing over $100 millioI:1 because of the lawsuit. . . 

o 	 vendors were unable to successfully transfer the Ohio automated child support system 
to meet Florida's needs; . 

o 	 federal timeframes were too short in which to complete the project. " 
, .' ,':' 	 . . 

Cost: 

o 	 Since 1988, Florida has spent $5 million on the development and installation of the 
system. 

o 	 . The total projected: cost is over. $55 million. 

Vendors: EDS, Deloitte & Touche and U.nisys.' 

Georgia ,Child Support C~mputer System: The statewide computer system in its present form 
has been underdevelopment since 1993. Their child "support computer system is calledSTARS 
(Support Tracking Accounting and Reporting System) and the computer system has been 
operating since Febrmlry 1996. .. . 

. Problems: 

o 	 working with a short time frame; 
o 	 making the system work properly; 
o 	 developing the software which converted the child support data from the old systems to 

th~ new system: 

Cost: 

o 	 Since '1988; Georgia has spent $9 million on the development and installation of the 
system. 

o 	 The total projected cost' is over $20 million'. 

Vendor: System House 

Status of Autqmated 
Child Support:Systems in the U.S. 
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Jlawaii ~pil4 Support Crimputer System:, The stafe~idC computer sYs,te.m in its' present fonn:" 
, ".'" . " , ~.' K~s'geen !in4er qevelopme~tsince' 1993.' Their 'cg~id siippoifc9.jnp~t~r~ s.Ys~irrii is call~dKEIKt ' 

:, t~e Hawaiianwo'rd for ch,ildren and is projeCted: !O'be 0~-1i~~ i~ Septeinber,: J996;",:' ' :., ~, " 
• 	 • " " " > , 

, "'. 
. , " ".:" 

'" ,t \ ><,,', 	 .: .... : ,l~ •• 

.'" "/ '.:' 

. .':: 	 During the development and implementation qf their system, the original vendor, 
NSI merged with another company which caused cost overruns and; 

" . '" 
delays in developing the system. , 

Since 1988, Hawaii has spel1t $10 million on the development and ~nstanation of the 
~~m. • 
The total projected cost is over $24.5 mil,lion. 

" 

: Vendors: NSI and CBSI 

· Idaho Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present fonn 
has been under development since 1992. Their child support computer sys~em is called ICSES 

·. (Idaho Child Support Enforcement System) and is projected to be on-line in September 1996 

'0 a large turnover in staff at Network 6 and the Idaho Child Support Program which led to "',. 
. delays: . 

-':, 

Since 1988, Idaho spent $5 million on the development and installation of tnesystem:., 
. The total projected cost is over $21 million. ." , , .~, , . i ~.' .. 	 . 

, 	 " " • .;'. ' •• '. '" •I: ,~ "' ;., ',' 

Network 6. 	 " . 

I , 

, , ,".:: 	 " , 

'! ~ , 

. ' 

'i' .. 

. " 

'::, '-,-
.'.' , 

, ,', "', ' ',' ."', 
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Illipois, Child Support Computer System: The statewide ,computer system in its pres~nt fOIl1l 
has been under development since 1990. The system.is called FSIS (Family Support Information' 
System) and is projected to be on-line inOcto~~r1997. ' 

. . , 

Problems: 
,'. ' 

a , the vendor failed to develop software which met the federal r,equirements; 

a the dispersement codes were not ~tten we]]; . 

a the\system' is having problems sending payments ~o families owed support. 


Cost: . 

a Since 1988, Illinois has spent $6 million on the development and installation of the 
system. 

a The total projected cost is over $40.4 million. 

Vendor: IBM. ' 

Indiana Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present fOFIIl 
has been under development since ill 1990. Their child support computer system is called ISETS 
(Indi~na Support Enforcement Tr~cking System) and is projected to be on-line by February, 1997 .. 

Problems: 

a the different county agencies involved'in the child support program are fighting over who 
has control of the computer system; , 

a problems with child support employees adapting to the new 'system. 

Cost: ' 

a Since 1988, Indian'a' has spent $4 million on the' developm~nt a~dinstaJ1ation of the 
system., 

a The' total projected cost is over $30 million. 

Vendor: IBM and CSBI. 

, : Status of Automated 
Child Support Systems in the U.,S. 
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, iQwa Child'Buppo~tComputer Syst~m: ,The st~te;ide' comp~te~' ~y~tem ih its pr~~~ht fo~"h~s' 
',' beeti, UIldet p~vel.o~~e,~t sili~e ) 985. Tre~chil? s~pport,c?~pu~~r syst~rij is c~iIed iCAR$, (I9W~:' , ,,',. 

"Co.l1e'ct~oj1 And Reporting System),aiiq ;'isprqJecteq fO b,eQn~liri.¢( in S¢ptemo~i'1997:': ;':'
" ..~, ,': -, ."-... ,,,';(' , .... ':~' '.' ',~ ':~I.·~ '.; '. ",.,'''' ,,~.; ..' .;' 

. , ~ 1," " ~. : ::' ,'i~, ' ': r 'I.' ",,", ",', ( " ," >"" 

'Nobzems: ' '," , ,', '. '" 

'0." .' the system'couid: n()t proces's p~yments; 
o problem getting a vendor who could develop the system: 

: '. 

Cost:' 

.0 Since 1988, Iowa has spent $7 million on the development and installation of the 

. . " system . 


1., ~ • '.' 
, , ,,, 

o The total projected cost is over $31 million: 

Vend(}rs: 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 Com'P!lter System: The, statewide computer system in its present form 
has been under development since 1991. Their child support computer system is called KESSEP 
(Kansas Enhancecf Statewide Support Enforcement Project) and is projected to be on-line in 

, February 1997, 
'.'" ':.' '.' .. 

Problein~~', ' 
, " " 1 .' ' f ;. ~ j ,.! • ;. 

'~.'" ., 
,9 'keepiil~ wIthin the:budget. 
,t: 

" :,,', " l' .' 


.,: . 
 C;o'st: j , '~-. .... ,. '. 
" ,',v', 

0' "'Sirici 19S8/K.ah~as'has',spent $5' million on the de'Veldpmtmt and installation of the 
',' system>':::.:':" ,~~ ," •• ';"'" . ' " 

Q, 'The to'i~I" p'~oject~d cost' is:·.o~er $20 inil1i9n. ' .' , ~' 
';', ..., ::'/, '", :" .'. \,'",':',' " • '. " c' , . ' 

. ~ " Vendqrs~:,NTW·CoTp;;De.1bftte & To'ucbe, and' eTG: Corp. , . 
~.- .."r".,,:' . '-.. I" :, ' ' .. ' " '~i.'l ,:" ­

'-+ -': ' .. ' .... 
'.. ";:. :'," ; 

,. 

\' '. ", ,.."'". 

\. " 

':" " ,., 

" " 

'".. ", ',; 
,j, , 

"; . ,­
.~, '. 
, ', .... 

.. , :,';: 

, .... '> ~. 

, '~" .: 
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Kentl;l,cky Child Support Computer Syst~m: ' 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.' , . 

Problems: 

o 	 the inability to successfully transfer the Ohio automated child Sllpport system to meet 
Kentucky's needs without a major rewrite; , 

o 	 they had to manually data enter , information from the 'hard copies of'the child support 
case files; . 

. o the complex nature ,of the project. 

Cost: 

o 	 Since 1988, Kentucky has spent $5.3million on the development ~nd installation oLthe 
system. 


q The total projected ·cost is over $31 million. 


Vendor: ERe and they now are developing the system in-house . 	 . . , 

\ 	 ',' ' . , ,.' ", 

Louisiana Child Support Computer System: The statewide cQmputersystem iIi its present 
form has been under development since 1990. Their child support computer system is called' 
LASES (Louisiana Automated Support Enforcement System) arid is projected to be on-line in 
July 1996. ' . 	 , 

Problems: 

o 	 delays in gettiilg the programming completed; 
o 	 , developing the softwar:e which enabled the child support computer to interface with the 

welfare computer system aswell as other state systems. ' 
Cost: 

o 	 Since 1988, Louisiana has spent $9 million on the development and installation of the 
system. . 

o 	 The total projected cOst ~s over $22milliqn. 

Vendors: Maximus and System' House. 

, Status of Automated 
Child Support Systems in the U~S. 
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'~""~Iaine Cqild;Supp~rt Computer Syst'e~: ~ The_~~~t~wi~e comput~~, systerni~ i~s' pF.~se~~';o$':'" :,', 
, '. "", " ;';)}~~ })e,~fi,tm4~i d~xelPIJrn~~t 'sipf,y ,1?89:~, ~eir,ch~ld: SUPP()1t CQmp~tersy~t~~ .~s c,~l!~'d, :N.~s:~~~/", ,- ' " , 

" , ' " , ::(New England Child'Support Enforcemen~ Systetnr:and is projected to De' ,on-'liiie' ih October'."" 

':", "';''''1991; ,:",:;,';">. ',::~."'""" .. ',": ','-' ,", ,", ;",:';:,'..,<,',., ,'","" "<:":' :~:: 


, ',\" 

':., 
'"", 

, ;'. ';:~,' ',"'roblems: 

. ',. ',"\ 
, , , " 	 CSENET function development has not even started; 

the Governor has not approved an outside contractor and is currently not up for bid; 
the original system that was devised for the state was too big and complicated and is not 
as useful as it needs to be.' 	 . 

" 

I, ,. ' Since' 1988, Maine has spent $3 million on the development and installation of the 
system. 

" '0 The total projected cost is over $14 million. 

; .:, " 'Vendor: Deloitte & Touche and parts of the system are being developed in house. 

, : Maryland Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present 
, fohn has been under development since 1990. Their child support computer system is called 
':CSES (Child Suppon Enforcement System) and is projected to be on-line in September 1997. 

" l 

,~ 'i" , Problems:, 

': '.When the sy~teiI( wasbrought dh-line; the suspension file was not working properly 
.' ~, .:.,'''' ' 	

'7 
' 

when' the data ,abdut.child ,~upPQn payments, was ent,ered it,was incapable of identifying 
\ ': 

and seQding payint1ni;;:to ~e cQrr~ctpayees. ~e newsyste~ was then taken off-line and 
the old 'system is 'beiiig:used.' ,,' " ' ". " . " 

, '" not' meeting th~ deaCUhl'e 'outlmed in the 'contract; 	 " 
0' System Holise' did, not write: the supponing, docume~tati6n for the system; ,:'" ,.' , 

, t '~ '", 0 the"vendor fail~,Q t6.d~velop,the, software ,whic;h ~na.bled the ~hild', support computer to 
", interfa~e:withot~er statt?,'government.comp4ter'systerns, s~ch'as; th'e welfare system, etc.' 

• 't' 	";":, ',' (" ' . ,'.~•. ' ' ~ ,', -",'" '", ~' . "" ", , ~ 

'••• I ... 

" 
".' ~- " .• ', ~ .,' l " 	 , " . " ' 

Since 1988" M~rylandha~ spent,$13 million on 'the dev~lopment and insta,Ila!ioT1 ofthe 
~ ., ., 

• ,',t 
~ " "system.. , ' , " ' , :, ", ' , " , ," " 	 , ' 

", ,'f 

,,;.. ' ,,' 
 , ... ', 

" ',;'" ,0 The tottil projected 'cost is over '$20 mimon. 	 '. 

·",i.. Yendor: 	AiJderson Consultjng and Syste~ House... , ,-." 	 . 
, 

'0,. 

>, : 

" ,~ ; 

'':' . 


.' , 

" ~. 
 : ~ ,
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Massachusetts Cl;lild Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its prese~t 
form ~as been under dev:elopme~t since 1992. ~e system is called COMETS (Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts Enforcement Tracking System). This is a]] the information that we were able 
tp get from Massachusetts regarding their automated system. MassachuSetts 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 public and the otner information regarding our vendor and 
development problems is private, " remarked Allison Green, Communications Director for the 
Massachusetts Department of Revenue, Child Support Enforcement 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 (Michigan Child Support Enforcement System) 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 b.ack in the <igency; 

o 	 one of the many vendors, ATEK' filed a' Chapter 11 Bankruptcy' while developing' ~he 
system which caused a huge turnover in .vendor staff. 

Cost:. 

o 	 Since 1988, Michigan has spent $15 million on the development and installation of the 
system. 

o 	 Thetotalprojected cost is ,o'ver $95 millio~::' '. 

Vendors: Digital Equipment Corp. Michigan has' used 12 15 other computer vendors for 
planning, developing and installing their system. 

Status of Automated 
Child Support Systems. in the U.S,; 
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l\tIiiliIesot~ Child' ~Support Co~~titer.System: The st~t~wide' computet system ill its present, 
form' has, been '~der development sirtc~ '.1983.. Their clpldsupport' computer' system is cailed·' 

, P~ISM',(Providing Resources To Improve Support in Minnesota) and is projected to be on-line 
in Qctobei'1997.,. >, " it 

Problems: 

o 	 lack of technical expertise 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. projected cost is over $30 million. 

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 
wrETSS (Mississippi Enforcement and Tracking of Support System) and is projected to be on-line 
in July 1996. . 

Problems: 

o 	 Mississippi' canceled the contract w'ith 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. ' 

Cost: 

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

o 	 The total projected cost is over $5.1 million. 

:' .- :. Vendor: Anderson Consulting. Since 1990, Mississippi has had one other vendor, System House' . 

Status of Automated 
, Child Support Systems in the U.S. 
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. Missouri Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in,its present form' , 
has been tinder development since 1989. Their system is called MACSS (Missouri Automated 
Child SuppdrtSystem). and-is projected 'to ,be on-line in October 19Q7.. . , 

" , Problems: 

o 	 retraining county workers to use the system; 
o 	 .de~'doping the software to 'convert' the cl,lild support data from, the old systems to the new 

system. 

Cost: 

o 	 . Since 1988, Missouri has.spent,$18 million on the deyelopment and installation of the 
system. 

o 	 The total projected cost i~ over $78 million. 

Vendor: ISSC. 

Montana Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system'in its present form 
has been tinder 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' deadline. , '. 	 . 

Problems: 

0, 	During 'the development of SEARCHS, no significant pr~blemswere encountered. The 
system was found to be both ~fficient and cost-effective. In fact, .there has been attempts 
to transfer the system program for SEARCHS tQ both Alabama (lIld Puerto. Rico. 

• 	 I .' 

Cost: 	 r 

o 	 Since ,1988,' Montana has spent $4 million on the 'development and installation of the 
system. 

Ve'ndor: BDM 

Status of Automated 
. Child Supp,oft Systems, in the U.S. 
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.. Ne~raska Chil~' Support ~omputerSyst~ni::' The state~ide 'coinlmter system in its ;present 
... fo~ .. :ha~ .. be~n: ·.unq~Id~·~elopme~t ... s~c~;J ?'8~" '.', .The,: .~e'~ra~ka' .~~mp~t~t· .sysse'W·js.·. cal,e~· .:;.. . 
.. 'CHARTS .~. Children Have A:: Right Tb Support'and isprojecteq to: be on:.line in JulY, 1~97'> . ';, 

. '\"::I:';""'.~.:·.,." ., )."'~"";l , . :'.," j:~';' ';;."",. . .. (~.:.;;; ..•.,. I,;",' l." ,." ....... , .~.,'./",'1.:)" 

, ., • ~.. .. , "; ., l, ~ ."':. ' . , "., . ~"\. . '>. , , .. 
'" •.1,, . ~:.,. Proble~~: ", " " : . . .. '. .. ~ .' 

. ". ~, .' 

'".. I '" '. !I .... '.J. 
., ~, j .", I' • 


'.; " 

"; ,.' o the PSI sysrein "ct'i4 not perform th~ ne~deci functions; . 

.... 0';· 
 ,l~ck of techniCal experience of the vendor; 

. ,'.~... o the vendor failed fo develop and adhere to their work plan; 
o . PSI did not make progress ill developing the system. .. ,,' 

I ,~ '. , 

./',.'" ",' , 

.,... .Cost: . ,. 

o Since 1988, Nebraska has spent $7 million on the development and installation of the 

"";,.> . system. 

. '. o The total projected cost is over $40 million.. ' 

/' 
'.) " .,' , 

; I: .' Vendor: PSI; however, numerous problems were encountered. As of September 1994, 

, .. , ~ Ne.braska ended their contract with PSI. CHARTS then became astate in-house project 
, .... '." ....:' , 

", ',.' 

: ::':.:: ·'':~;o:.:;· Neva'cla Child Support Computer System: The statewidecc;mputer system in its present form 
.. .... h~s··'been under development since 1988. Their system is called NOMADS Nevada 

';. ; 6p~~aiions of Multi-Auto,mated Data Systems and is proj~cteQ fO,be.on-line i11 October 1.997. 
, .~ ~ .:: :.. " .' -::;.' .. ', ' . '" ' . ..' (. . 

•. <" . 

'., Problems: 
·,r ,"'

,',~u, •. ',J, ~'~~'" . ,. :.~.'•.,.' ,.,', . ',;: '. ,.'.' ,1_' : 
...... , .~,• ' .: -. ~ ',', .~: ';,..t. ,;' ••.. 

~. .' 
t 'J , " :" • .'.' •. ", ' • I ' .,' .~ ~ " '. • ." , ".,.' r " ,~" • • • ~.:. • • ) • .' 

, .;. ,,:, 0' .. ", the' veD~or failedtb dev~lop and Cic;lhere, to th,¢ir\York·plan;:.. ,'., .....'.'... . ;: 
.' ,:' I ' f l~ ,*,,:. ' l' ," ' '':.' ." ,;~ . • ' •••' ,.j" ". ',' .;.~4 • '.- ",;., ! ,~ ~ 

.. ' o' c;leveIoping the software to convert the child support gata from the old systems tp,.the 'new 
• • " I sysrem::' . ':.,.. ;":"~: ; - .', . .' .:, . 

"'.,,.1' ..... Cost: ',... • ".;, h '.~J I I' ",f.' ,., . , 

. I '/" ':.' , :: ':~'~~ ~";'. , 

,. ,',. . • , • 'I ,', I ~, ,'. , ','~.. ~;, • • ~, "" .. 
Sinc~: 1988; Nevada has spent $3.5 million on' the d~yelopment and installation of"the I ." :',': ~• ; 

, • 1'.:0 f ',' " 

system:' ,.. .~, '.' ..,'.' ~~;: 

.0. The totafprojected cost is over $~5 million .. .... . '; '. , 
;~ I' :.'.. 

" ., . ,". ..' .~ .~':I .( .~ ," 

," .~; '.~. i! J,,' ...•v .:.: .' t ,'. ' 
,. " .. 

".' . . v~~d'of: ISSC 
.' ~.,'" 

.'" . 

• ,' ,I "••'" ..", 
, .'1 . Ii' ,'.' 

. " .' 
" ,/ ' :''.:' .' . 

.". '. ~ 
. '.. , ~: ... ' '.... 

'.: J 

: ..' 

...'," .. ; .. , 

. ",I':.' ,,' , " , I, .'~.........:: \.' ;-'.,.' '-, ..... 
, .~ 

.' , :' :' ~ ". ' " 
' .. ,,'.,' " 

.'..:.'. .: 

" ' ~ .. ~ . '. 
. .~ 

: .. : • I ~ 'j. • '..: ".' ,'...,}.;, 
'"; , ';'. 

, r:' .... :.',' 

. ,. 
!, " I '.. , .' , . 's;JiusoiA~tofnaied' ": ... 

Ch'ildSiqJport, ·Syste~·s·in:th~. u~s.; 
" .. i,: ... ,.' ····',·:.·p~ge·15 

'...~ 
" .' 



New Hampshire Child Support Computer System: The st~tewidecomputer system in its 
present form has be'en under development' since 1986. Their child supp'ort computer system is 
called NE~SES (New England Child Support'Enforcement. Systeni) and is project~d to. be on­

, -' " 	 I ' ' l I, ,

line in ,June 1996:' ' , ' '" " 	 . ','", ' " ", , 

Problems:, 
, 	 , 

o ' child support payments 'were being sent to the' wrong addresses; , , 
o difficulty in installing 'the interstate module a~d making it work'~fficient1y. ' 

Cost: 

, 0 	 Since 1988, New H?mpshire has spent $1.4 rr;illion on th~ development and installation 
of the system. . ',' ," , " 

o The total projected cost is over $14' million. 

, Vendor: Deloitte &.Touche 

New Jersey Child Support Computer System:'T~e st~t~~ide' computer, system in its present,'" 
form has b.een under development since 1991. Their child support' computer system is called 
ACSES (Automated Child Support Enforcement System) and is proje~ted to be on-line in July 
1996. 	 . . ' 

Problems: 

,0 the inability to successfully transfer the Missouri automated child support system' to meet 
New Jersey's needs without a major rewrite; " , 

{, 0 the MissolJIi syst,em was not comprehensive enoiJgh, so New Jersey had to rewrite all of . 
the system codes; " ' . 

0 the system did not send payments to custodial parents;. 

I, , 

.Cost: 
.' 

6 Since 1988, New Jersey has spent $10 mi1lion on the'develop~~nt and instailaiion of 
the sys~em. , 

0 The total projected C,ost is over $90 million. 

Vendor: The .system is being develop~d in-house. 

, I' ~, 

, ." 

, " 
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'Bte~en~!form has bee,n under developm~~t sinc~, 1?86',:Theif:child $,tipp()rt, cOrPB~t~~ 's}:steijI, is:,~" 
 . '-!. 

'. ,;,': ",·~a.ll~d":N~CSE~:(Ne,w Engl~nd Child' Support EhforS,eflJent System) and is''prOjected,.tp,b.¢:or~,',,i', ;:' , 
, 'iin~' in' June' 1996:," , <~. " . ", '. i. .: ',.':.;. -: ,,';: ":,\' ., ','. 
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,1-,::' " 

, ':>.:;, :".:§?:, child support payments were being sent to the wrOng addresses; 
, difficulty in installing the interstate module and making it work efficiently. ':~:,/"


i:' '. ,_­

Cost: 

Since 1988, New Hampshire has spent $1.4 million on the <;levelopment and installation 

of the system. 

The total prOjected cost is over $14 million . 


. '::¥endor: Deloitte & Touche 
:'{,;;:, :. ' , 

r~.:".: \ 	 . 
7' " , New ·Jersey Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present 

, ('

[oim has been under development since 1991. Their child support comput~r system is called 
!. ~.' 

, '. , J{"'ACSES (Automated Child Support Enforcement System) and is prOje~ted to be on-line in July 
i,t996. .".', . , ":}>,',, .", 
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North Dakota Chil~ Support, Computer System: .Thestatewide computer system in its present· 
form has been under development since 1989. Their state system is called FACSES ( Fully 
Automated ChildSuppprt Enforc.ement System) and is projected to be on-line' in July ·1997 .. 

Problems:.· 

o '., 	developing software which convet:ted the child support,data from the old systems to the 
I, " 

new system; 
o .. ' 	 retraining child support employees to use 'the new system. 

, " 	 . " 

Cost: 

o 	 Since 1988, ~orth Dakota ha~:spent $2.6 ~illion ~n the developn/ent' and installation 
of the sy'stem. ' 

o 	 The total projected cost is over $3.6 million. 

Vendor: The system is ~ing developed in-house ... 

North, Carolfna 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 A'ugust 1995. North Carolina is now hoping that ACTS will be on~line in October 1997. 

Problems: 

o 	 ISSC, under bid on' the project so' they were unable to develop the ~ystem - . North 
Carolina did not ren~w the contract in February 1996; . 

o 	 developing the sonware to convert the child support.data from the old systems to'the new 
system; . 

o 	 developing thesoftware which enabled· the child support computer to' interface with the 
welf~re computer system as well as other state systems; . 

o 	 difficulty i~ manually data entering tlie 'information from hard copies of the case files the . 
. system that was developed was, not user friendly for the caseworkers which led to extra 
training time and state. costs. 

Cost: 

I 

o 	 Si~ce 1988, North Carolina has spent $17 million on the development and installation 
of the ·system. 

o The.total projected cost is over $68 million. 

Vendors: d~v~lopment - ISSC; planning - Maximus, and quality assurance- Consultec. 
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~' ' ',:" ,', qhi~(:.~iidSuppclrt co~pu~~e~.sYste~;~~~~I:e.ft~:,The st~~e~id~C~fi.1p~t~~;S¥'?'t~:ITIih l~s:~~ese.rit"'r" 

, ,':' form, has been':under developmejIfsince,j984:"",The.comp\itersYstemjn.OQj6 is <:;alled: SETS:,. 
, . ,,' . ',', ".,., , "', ,,'. " " '," ,.' '. '"',, ", ' ,'.",,'

y,::, :,'(Srate EI1forcernent Tr~cking ~yste'!TI) ~nd' is proje:cre9 to bt:?:,Qfl:lin'e' in: Q,<;tpoei<:1997:: ,. ", , ':" '" 
, .',~ :' .t::' .' "\. ;'!~..':." -, ~';..: . ;"~.r· .~, "",;' " ' .. __ " --, . :;~I. ,:,~~, 'I:',,::"'~\ ,;;~,'" "';; '.. ""~~::>i':I'~' >e. 

, '\ ~: ' '" ' , , . . .',:' 'r" .. 	 :.,... - .!~, ~ ~~: . ·"-'''i. 

-,Problems:;",',' , 
<', ',.'. • • ~ • ., • -:;. )'!. 	 , " 

, ..' 	 ',' 

'.' . 
~;':,:, 0", 'Thes~at~ cancen~dthe c~ntTaCt with the original'cont~actor"(ERC}~ridsc;apped the entif~" 


. ERC system ,in 1991. The Ohio Department of Human Services then hired in house, staff 

,: ',I: to design, develop and implement a new system instead of contracting with another' 

I
':'" vendor.,:.t, ",a" 

o ERC had promised to have the system fully operational by 1990. Technicians from ERC 
, .' j 

, " 
could not get SETS to function during a demonstration of the system that was held during 

" 

a statewide chi.1d support conference. 
... ' ,~." 

ERC w;s also invplved in a bid rigging scandal that caused the resignation of the Director 
of the Ohio Department of HLiman Services in 1990. 

, ,'", 

Cost: 
""'. ':~ '.' , 

. ~ ", o 	 Since 1988, Ohio has spent $35 million on the development and installation of the 

system. 

The total projected cost is over $92 million. 


'.':;: "~,, .
, Vendors: ERe and now' th'e system is, being developed in-house. 	

" 

O~alI'Oma Child SUPP9.J:'t C6~p'uter System: . The ~tat~wide computer syste\l1 in" its present 
form, has been uilder' developrrierif'sJ.m;:e 1988.i1}eit cpild: support comp'uter system i~ 'calied : 

,,~ QSI5-."(Oklilhoma. s,uppori1 lnfqiplation System}anq is projected to be:on,::tine ip Jan,uary· 't997., 
• - -. -::".'.' • ' '.' ::. ,,' ' "'. • > • ,~". -' .' J' .. " ,,:' ,'\ > ,." ",:', • ~, , .' " ,.':' , 

~, .1' :". 
~ .' 	 . -' :,:-..:, ~:, ':Probiems: 

, " 
: t ' • .' I ~ • ~ 

, ,f' 	 ','" ; ,t' _ >'f·.f 

dE!velopjng the soft",:ar.e to convert the ,cbil~ ~upport d!;lta' from the old systems to the new , 
" t' " 	 ' ,,' '. " ,'i ",c ,sysem." ' ,',' ",",' , ''',':' , .. 

"',1 
, " r ., .~ { 	

~( 

.• -.,t" 
,,;. ­

" ' 

.,', 	 . ' " t. ' 

'," , ',' q' , Since 198'8, Okhihoma,has" sp~~t $1.7' t:r1il116nbn .tht?development and insrallationofthe,',' " .::' .. ~:: : 
···system.:'i ''':'''~<'''' ",," "" ,,' " , . ' , , '.,' ',; ...... , ,;:,;,:"",,, 

,', " 9 :'" The total pt~je'ct~d c~st is",over '$i7m~nton:' 	 , " ""'.,," 
• ,;. -; :","', . ' )"~". ~;"', 	 ,;1 ',',.,;,.:, :~.:.; ,'~ ~"I'. h I 
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, yendor: Advanced Systems pesign for casefTlanageme,ntand American Management Systems 
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Oregon child Support .Computer System: The 'statewide computer system'in its present form 
has been under d~velopment since 1992. Their Chlld support computer system is called CSES 
- Chil,d Support Enforcement Syste:mand is projected to' be on-line in- September 1997. 

, i 

. Problems: 

o the vendors were unable to develop and install the system within their thneframes .. 
" 	 ". ,< 

· Cost: 

o Since 19~8) Oregon has spent $10 millio~ on the development and installation of the ' . 
system. . 

· 0 ' The total' projected cost is over $20 million. , 

Vendors; System House ~d D~loitte and Touche. Currently .the state is contracted with a· 
number of . vendors for specific phases of the project . 

Pennsylva~ia Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present 
form·has been under development since 1993. Their computer system is calledPACSES ­
Pennsylvania Automated Child Support Enforcement System and is projected to be on-line in 
October 1997. . 

Problems: 
. 	 . . 

. 0 . developing the 'software to ~onvert the childsupport data from:~e old,systems to the new. 
system; 

o upgrading the. syst~m to. meet the new changes in technology; " . 
~ . - . 

o training employees on ho,w to ~se the. new system; 
o reevaluating county budgets; 
o designing the new system to be user friendly in order to ease' the transition; 
o converting ,the .data while tryi~g to safeguard confidential information. . 

Cost: . ­
" 

· 0 	 Since 1988, Pennsylvania has spent.$6.7 million on-the development and installati·on·of 
the system. 

o The total projected cbst is over $67 million. 

Vendors: Deloitte and Touche and IMS .. 

Status of ~utomated 
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;Rhod~ Is\a~~ Child' Support C~mputer Syst~ni: The stat~wi~de com'puter sy;temin' Its present" 
.'. fqnn hc:\si:b~e~' unger. ge'leIopmentsihte ·19~.7 ....The!r.~hi14· suppw:(.corripu,tersY~tem,"is called·.·.. 
)nRh~'des·{In!(}rmati~d:,Ne~ork 'of' Wtode Islqtlct.ServiC~s)anq E(projected'" to . be:on-lirte'iI1.:;· 

' ...nr...··tn i996. .' ':.:.'.;' . ".... • .'. '.," 
, .: < I:, 	 ' • { • '~ , 

:. 	 . . :." .. 

.,".' 
, " (', ~.:. 

.the '~endor failed to design the system to meet the needs of the state; 


. the lac~ ofstate funding for the project; 

difficulty in being able to keep to the testing schedule of the system. 


Since 1988, Rhode Island has spent $2 million. on the development and installation of 

the system. 

The total projected cost is over $15 million . 


.. ".... 
Vendor: Network 6 

South Dakota Child 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 

.. (Autoqlated .Child Collection Enforcement Support System) and is projected to be on-line in . 
. S~ptemb~r .1997'. 

\ 	 ' 

, . .~' 


'I' baJan~ing'depaTtirieIitprio~ities because. the project v.:as· an in-house endeavor:~. 
'. ",ii" 	 ~ , , , ' 

SincelQ88~' Sputh Dakota ha,s.Spel1t J1.8 williqn on the development and installation of 
the s,ystem: .' . .' .;, ".,., . 

The' total projected cost is over $3: 1 million. 

"Vendorr The system is' being developed ~s an iU7house project.. . .,' " . 	 , 

, .". 
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South Carolina Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present 
form has been under development sil).ce 1993. Their state computer system is called SC.,CSES 
(South Carolina Child Support Enforcement System) and is projected to be on-line in October 
1996 	 . 

Problems: 

. 	 . '- \ 

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

Cost: 

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

o 	 The total projected cost is over $40 million. 

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 a new system . 
.. 

Cost: 

o 	 Since 1988, Tennessee has spent $4:5 niillion on the. development and installation of the 
,system. 

o 	 The total projected cost is over $45 million. 

Vendor: Anderson Consulting 
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.->;., 

, delays in the development because of the complexity of th~ syst~m; ,"" ' ", ' , 
the inability to successful1y transfer the automated child support system from another state' 
to ,meet Texas needs without a major rewrite. ' 

" , Cost: 
,~' , 

",' , 

',:,.0. 	 Since 1988, Texas has spent $6.2 million on the development and installation of the 
system. 

o The, total projected cost is over $51.5 million. 

;',Vendor: Anderson Consulting , ~',' 

Utah Child Support Computer System: The statewide computer system in its present fonn has 
been under development since 1992. Their computer, system' is called ORSIS (Office of 

.Recovery Services Infonnation System) and is projected to be on~line in June 1996. 
',.,:.' . 

,Problems: 
, 

"6 	
, ' 

,,' :-" \.: .:' ~ , meeting the projeCt's budget and time frame; " ' 
'f:' ,.' ';'0; 	 developing t~eso'rlware;io convert the child support datafTo~ the old systeiris 'to then~:W, , " 

system; , ", ' "'. ;' '" ',' ,,' , 

ci \,' d~finin'g ,needS'of the neW system; ,'." 	 'r 

\-.". b finding. a way 'to pilot the systemcost-effectiveIy: 
, . 

; i.,' ,Cost:­
~ ;. , , " .' 

',,0 Since 1988, Utah has ~peri't $10 milJion 'on th'e devel'6pQ1ent a11d instail!ltion' ~f the ,',' :'" , 
.\., system ..' 	 ... : 

" - 'i" .' ~,' : ' 
'. • -< (,, Th~ total projected cost is. over $20 miilion. 

,. '" ' , '!, '. 	 \: ',.' ..', .~, • • .:~, ",":,:.' ".' . :, , " ,;,' ~. ,: 
;" :' "';j1,, 

," ' 

• r, • 
Vend~rs': 	IBM arid 'ERC ... 

" , 

, ,,' 

~, \. ' 

,I ~', 

" '.! , 

,I, ' 

, . 
, ,I" 

. .' ' 
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Vermont Child Support Computer System: The state"Xide computer system in its present form 
has been under development sQIce 1991. Their 'child support computer system is called ACCESS, 
(Advanced Computer Controlled Essential Services Software) and is projected to be on-line in 
June 1996. ' , 

Problems: ' ' 

integrating their old system with thehe~ system and making, it work effidentt'y. 

Cost: 

o 	 Since 1988, ,Vermont has spent $500,000 on the development andinstall~ltion of the 
system. 

o 	 The, total projected cost is' over $4 million., . ,1 

Vendor: PSI 

Virginia Child Support Computer System: The s'tatewide computer 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: 

0' 	 major problems with distribution "and disbursem~nt codes that led to ,1atepaymentsfor ' 
families; " , 

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

Cost: 

o 	 Since 1988, Virginia has spent $4' million on the development and installation of the' 
system. 

o 	 The total, pn;>jectedcost is over $22.5 million. 

Vendor: Ogden Government Services. Virginia has termina,ted Ogden's contract 'because of 
disagreements. They are developing the rest of the system in-house. 

,'" 

, Status of Automated 
Child Support Systems in the U.S. 

page 24 . 

" ' 



'., .. 
, ' , . .' ~ 

":'. ,.-.' '-~._'. ,,' - .• ":" ,.'. .'•. - .. ' ;. '~,'" . -. :1" .:., .', .~, '.' '",•.'," " 

:, W~shington. Child:SiJpport Conipu(er System: The ·state:Wi.~~ cotnputersy~~em ill 'its, present·: 

; formllas, been'under development. sm<;.e 19~8.': .Their ;comput~r.':sYst~rii:·is',c~Hied~'SEMS· , ~; 


. , ,Support Enforcement Managemi:mt Systerifand' ,Washin'gton' re~ej'v~d':certificd~ibn· in February· 

,':199'6~ " . ',' ',' . ., . 

" ~, . ,~ 

, . , . " •• ',' ,'7 .. - , ~:. '". ~~ , " - ;.' 


'.' . "~. ! 
, "" .... Problems: 
>" ,. ••• 

:; chaheng~ in procurement of equipment. 

", : .'. 

.r '~ '~ ,;'~. '. ' .' Cost: 

o Since 1988, Washington has spent $1.4 million on the development and installation of 
, " the system. 

':." The total projected cost is over $14 million. 
." .~.:. 

Vendor: The system is an in-house project 

; . 
. ;;,West Virginia Child Support Computer System: The statewide corpputer system in its present , 

, '." tonn has been under development since 1990. Their child support computer system is cal1ed 
";,' OSCAR (On-line Support Collections ,and Reporting System) and is projected to De on-line in 

, 't • 

";,' ., ,.1tIly 1996.' ' 
;- "I 

'. f'.rob(ems: 
"".', ,I 

"':. 
" 

,,' 
the system w~s not sending the child support payments to the, custodi~l fa~ilies. 

", 
\',- ,".' 

,',", 
1 • " . ) ..,,', 

" < ~ 

",..,; \. !\ . ", ' 
", 

d . Since 1988;' West Virginia has spent .$4 million' on the developmerit and installatioil of 
the system: 


,<,< 
<9' Th~ tptal. projected cost is qver $21 . millio~. ' 
.",,: \ .1' ' ,,"~' '. '-'. 
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Wisconsin Child Support·Computer System: The statewide computer syst~m in its present 
form has been under development since 1993.' Their system is called KIDS (Kids Information 
Data System) and is projected to be on-line in September 1996. 

Problems:, 

o 	 dev,eloping the software to convert the chjld support data. from the old syste~s' to the new, . 

system; , ." 


o 	 mischarges by different, vendors; 
o 	 merging and defining new goals ofdepartments based ona change from. county to state 


emphasis;' ' , ': ,,' " 


o 	 retraining of technicians on the new system; 
o 	 findil1g coherent solutions· for discrepancies found between county systems:, 

. 	 . 

Cost:, 

0' 	 Since 1988, Wisconsin h~s spent $10 million on the development and installation of the 

system. 


, 0' The total projecte~cost is pver $20 million. 

Vendor: ISSe 

Wyo~ing C'hild Support ComputerSyste~: 'The statewide computer system in its present form 

has been under dev"elopment since 1993. The Wyoming computer system is called POSSE 

(Parental Obligation System f9r Support EnforceD;1ent ) and ispr.ojected, to be on-line in October 

1997. 


Problems: " 

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

system;. ' . " ,.,' 


. 
o 	 incomplete datil;· 

" 

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

Cost: 

o 	 S~nce 1988" Wyoming has spent $4 million on the development,and installation of the 
system~ 

o 	 The total p~ojectedcost is over $10 million. 
., 

" . 
, ' . 

Vendor: Anderson Consulting 

,,' , 
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II' , 

Child Support Computer Systems 

Background 
, Nine 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 asingle, state-wide 

automated data processing, information, 'andretriev8Jsystem" 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 1st how many states have' 
failed, because under the law states have until pecember 31st to submit to HHS a state plan, 
amendment indicating that their child support system was completed and operating as ofOctober 

, 1 s1. HHS must then conduct certification reviews to assess states compliance. ' 

Under current law, HHS must disapprove a state's child support plan ifit does not meet the, 

computer systems requirement -:- thus withholding all federal child support funds from those 

states. (The federal government pays 66% ofadministrative 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 T ANF 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 foi legislation to assist them. 


While by law HHS must ,withhold federal child support payments to non-co~pliant states. HHS 
General Counsel believes HHS could establish, Via aQ Action Transmittal, a process whereby 


,HHS would hold this penalty in abeyance on ~he condition thata state enter into and carry out a 

, corrective action plan. HHS does not ~ave, but would like to have, the authority to impose 

alternative penalties, i.e., withhold 5 - 10% ofa state's federal child support funds. House Ways ' 
and Means staff have indicated that they would like to work with the Administration to develop , 

, legislation on this issue to be enact,ed as soon ,as possible. , ' ' 

, 	 ' Issues to Resolve 
1. 	 Are we willing to press the 'nuClear button' and withhold all federal child suppoctfunds 


from states that have not met the computer systems deadline? ' ',' 

. 	 ".,' 

. 	 . '. 

2. 	 Are we willing through,e~ectitive action toenter intocorrective action' plans With ,states 

which do not meet the Oc~ober 1sfdeadline? ' What penalities and financial inCentives " 

shouldthose corrective action plans include? ' 


.. "', ,>~, :;:''':.. '<: ..~ . ":', ,:,: " ". ',;;: ""', ':';,;";~:}:;'.~i:/;~t,~;~;;~{;};,~~;:?,;" 

" " 

::.,';' 
,,3. 'Shall we workwith.Congress on new legislation providing a range'p~peitalti~saitd!~"i~:;ll~i:<, 

explicitly aut.horizing, a: c()ITeCtiyeaction plari process? ' .. ':",', ' i' ,~;:,:;;i;:' '!;t::(.';~~1":'\:~~;<: 
.' .:,,', ,'. . ;. ~:.- ..'.<. ':'~, ,,_ '>:', , ; <.".;,:.~,~,~:;~<,~~.~: .-. . " ' .. ",_. ", ~'.>." .'. '.~ ;;':'::?~ {~:':'lt>~: _'~~/~:ii~:"~:~;~z~~~i~~~,~'i~: 

4. 	 'Will we support California's proposal to allow a combination of systems~lifiked::': ,,~.,~/ " 
electronically to countas a single state-wide system? ".",' """ >"'" ,;, " 



. Child Support Computer Systems 
Options . 

Initial'HHS Revised Hils OMB (tentative) Alternative 

Ic Send warning letter to . I. Send warning letter to I. Send :warning letter to: . 1.. Send warning letter to 1. Ena~ L;~l~ti~n ario~g
states threatening loss of all .. states threatening loss orall states threatening loss of all states threatening loss of.all. 'a combinati6ri9f.§ystems
federal child support funds if federal child support funds if federalchild support funds if federal'child support funds if liDked electrociically~~~ Count 
systems requirements are not . systems requirements are not· systems requirements are not .systems requirements are not as a single state-wide system;'

met. ~met. met. met and witholding of .~'..~:.. :. \> .' ..:~~~ ,­
2 percent of T ANF fundS per 2. Enact legislation which

2. Issue "Action Transmittal" 2. Pursue Legislative Strategy 2. Pursue Legislative Strategy section 409(a)(8) (states will deems states approved who
outlining Corrective Action to Develop Calibrated . toDevelop Calibrated be required to provide have entered into Corrective.
Plan Process.. Penalties. Penalties.which.include additional funds to make up :Action Plan~'Mth HHS. 

fin~ncial penalties and the shortfall).
3. Negotiate Corrective 3. Issue "Action Transmittal" incentives as part of . '.. 
Action Plans with States. outlining Corrective Action Corrective Action Plan (i.e., 2. Pursue Legislative Strategy . 

Plan Process (if needed.).. lower federal match until to Develop Calibrated '-\,

4.. Pursue Legislative Strategy progress made on CAP).. Pena,Ities which include 
to Develop .Calibrated. 4. Negotiate'Corrective fmancial penalties and .' 
Penalties. Action Plans with States. 3. Issue "Action Transmittal" mcentives as part of 

outlining Corrective Action Corrective Action Plan (i.e., 
Plan Process (if needed). lower federal match until· 

progress made on CAP)... 
. 4. Negotiate Corrective. 
Action Plans with States -­ 3. Issue "Action Transmittal" 
inClude fmancial penalties and outlining Corrective Action 
incentives (i.e., lower federal . Plan Process (ifneeded). 
match until progress made on . 
CAP). 4. Negotiate Corrective 

Action Plans with States-· 
include fmancial penalties and 
incentives (i.e., lower federal 
match until progress made on 
CAP).Corrective Action 
Plans with States -- include 
fmancial penalties and ;'L 

. ­mcentives (i.e., lower federal 
match until progress made on 
CAP). 

~ ,wcl'. 
,';'-' 
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bear Mr. rrcsidont: 

JuriC you not to conow advice aiven to you in a recent Jetter from several Senators. 
nie letter encourages you to suppOrt delaying an October I. 1991 deadline Cor Slates to 
establish an. approved automadcdata system that is to serve as the control center of their 
child support enforument proiJlU1l. As Chairman ofthe House Subcommittee with' , 
jurisdiction over, me child support program.' Joppose this rec:ommendati~n for several . 

ChUd support enforcement is Me of,the most popular programsnin by the federal and 
state govcmments. l.as, year it coUectedabout S12 bUllon in suppon for Amerioa' s children, 
much or it for children in low.income,single parent (amIHcs Including mothers trying to 
estape welfare. Despil~ 5uch lUBe colleetJ(,)ns. Congress has believed for many years that the 
program ~eeds to be geatly stren;:thcned. Experts estImate that a highly efficient s),stem 
could ool~.t up, to $5,0 biUion in support. That Is one reason Conaress made substantial 

, chanses In the proSrAm in last year's welfare relonn law.' ' 

Based on hearlnes conducted over me PUl several )lean and extensive consuttstion 
with experts on the child support program. I think there is Benetal agreement that the 
backbone of th" childsuppott proQramis automAtic: data]lfoeetsing. Indeed, the federal 
,government has now Sl)ent S2,bilJionon these Cali S)lstcms; the states have spent an 
additional $0.6 billion. And yet, again oa.'ied on hearings and eonsultatlon with expcrts,plus 
an exceUenl recent study from the U.S. qen¢ral At&'untlng Office, the data systems in many . 
states remain defitient. Our best suess is that between 10 and J.5 slates are not gOins to meet 
the October 1deadllne referled 10 alJove. 

Given th·Js backaround, I would llk~ you to eonside~ the following issues. First~ , 
Congress has already delayed the deadJineby two years. Lt&istariotl passed overwhelmingly 
in 1988 required the data s),stemsto be completed by October 1.1995. In 1994, because 
stateswe.re ha'-ing trouble with ,thcirnew s),stems. Congress delaycd the deadline until 
October It 19~7. Jam uncomfortable changing this deadl~ne for a second time, cspeciaUy 
aiven the le\'cl of resources that has now been poured intorhe data systems and the length or 
lime states alre~yha.ve been given to meet thisaoat . 

cl2!'d 8",8c9£1;>6 
01 . 13(!fJ3S 3Hl .::lO 3J I .::l.::lO-SHHCr WOCl.::l 81;>:81 ",661-81-d3S 

http:alre~yha.ve
http:stateswe.re


Re$pollSt 10 F,ifUr,tn !Aile, on ChildSuppor, Dala Syit'lIII ' 	 Pagt,2 

Second. 1 hope you \\111 ref1cet'oo the messalcwe wOuld'!I~nd tn the nation by" " 
delaying the date. Consider the followin! headlines retlectinl charges the mediacou1d make 
8sainst Consress: ·Consress Chooses Stat~$ Over Poor Children"; 'Congress Backs Down' 

,	on Promise to Penalize States for Not Collecting Child Support-; 61Congress Slams Poor 
:ChiJdren - Again-; 'Congress to Single Parcnts: Eat Cake', If we believe ,that data , . 
processing is the heart of ch'i1d suppOrt cnforcemenf- asrt:l0st of'us do ~ and ifwe have 
already delayed by two yeats the original date on which states must have~ffective data, . 
systems - as Wt have ~,hQW can we bl aood consd~ ~lay the date again? And if we do. 
would any of theschUdUnes be unfalt? ' ':, 

Third. Conpess is forever forSivina penalties on states. We establish program after: 
pro,aram.set standards fot states that accept federal.dollars to meet specific program goals, 

, deC,late that liwe really mean the penalties this time-. and then immediately exempt states, ' 
'when the)' fail'to perform ad"'lU8tely. Yet anothet federal performance of this son will push 

. even further into dle future the: day on which statu believe U$ when we adopt perConnanee 
I~)S backed by penaltiea. ",. 

" 

, , 

Fori, I believe there may be more panic than reason In the recommendation to delay 
the deadline. Although the deadline is October 1,1997. cwrent law contains numerous 
.procedural,rtlquirements that will delay the actuAl wit.hholdinS of tUndt f19m state! until next 
3~f'., 

-For all these reasons, thent 1recommend that you IIlablell ·the advice provided by our 
fliends in the Senate. Their advice is W1fortunate (or aU the reasons 1Jsted above. But more' 
important. thcreis "I much better course ofaction. 

For several weeks now,'l have been ptanning to Identify a sma.1I 8foupofHou,se and 
Senate staff. and staff members of your Administration, plus a few representatIves of 
8o"cmment 'asencies. who will ConsUlt widely with states. advocacy grout's.· and computer 
experts. to help our Subcommittee design a lWOopart bill. The first part is,',straightforward. ' 
Under CUlTent law,ifstates miss the October 1deidline, the Sec~t.a.ry has no choice except 
to terminate all tbemoney received by the state under both the 4;hitd suPportPrOlfUM and tht 
Temporazy Assistance for Netdy FamUicsprogram. which repJaced the f,~mncr MDC· 
program: Rather rhan Impose this nu~lc:ar penalty, we will ,sive the Se(r~taiy theflexibUity 
to impose ,8 r~asonable line on states ofperhaps between 1percent and 20 pertent of their 
chUd'suppon money_ dependinB on the severity ortheir failure. In addition, we wilt give the 
Stttelary the authority 10 enter into c,orrective complian« agreements under whleh fineswlU 
~ temporarily suspended for afixed period of time whUe states address their failures. 
. 	 '. . , . 

, The secofld provision, much more dlftlc:u}t, to write, will attempt to address the 
underlying reasons for failure b)' SO many states. Perhaps the central problem is that some 
states have count)' data. systems that arc effective. modem, and well esta~llshed., But if the 

, , 	 . p 

" 

~ 
~~ ~0'd 8,,8C!9Sv6 01 13~?3S 3H1 ~o 3Jr~~0-sHHa wq~~ 6v:8t ,,66t-8t­

http:Sec~t.a.ry


, .'1. .. . 
. .' ,'.. 

",. 

Response '0 FeIns/eln Ltlter on Child Support DDta SystelllJ PageJ 
. , 

stale must have a single stile data system, then many ~oWltl~s arc goinS,to have to give up 
their current s)'stems. Federa,l policy thal fortes this outcome may be shor'lSiihted on both 
policy and political grouNtl. Vle need t(') lI')' 10 find atniddle ground that wfU allow some 
autonomy by counties .~utwiU stHi permit thec.entralized stalewide data's),slem to function. 

'.' No aClion is n6\V neces~. The October 1pC~alty date will spur states to' action. By 
January we will have legislation ready that addresses both the penalty Issue and the ' 
Wlderlyina issue of data system centralization. Because tl,e legislation will be bipartisan and 

, is expected to have the support of sLates. we will haye little difficult)' getting it through. 
Consress qui~kl)'.· Recause the AdministratiO.n w.lJI participate in vmting the legislation. you 
sbouldbepleasedto sign it. And all thiswnl be accompllshed before the nuclear penalty has 
time 10 explode~' " 

cc: The l{onorahJe ,Dianne Feinstein 
!be Honorable HIUlX Reid 
The Honorable Sptil"r Abraham 
The Honorable Richard H. Btj'an . 
The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
The Honorable Jeff.Bingaman 
.The Honorable Cui Levhi . 
'The Honorab.lc.Job.n Olcnn 
The Honorable Diniel K. Inouye 
The Honorabletom Duchle 

The Honotable CaroJMoseley-Sraun 
The Honorablt Barbara Boxer 
The'Honorable Mike DeWine. 
1M Honorable Daniel K. Akaka 
The Honorable Barbara A. Mlkut~i . 

, The Honorable Rick Santorum . 
The Honorable Tim .Johnson 
The Honor;.bl~ p~ Dom~nici 
The Honorable Arlen Specter 

.Sa~e , etter sent to The" Honorable Newt Gingrich •. Speaker of the House 
and The Honorable Trent Lo~t. Senate Majority Leader . . 
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