Briefing Materials

i

BRIEFING SHEET ON THE EXPANDED FPLS

Two new components added to current F ederal Parent Locator Servxce
m National Directory of New Hires (NDNH)
m Federal Case Registry (FCR) :

National Directory of New Hires:

m  All States must begm reporting New Hires to the National Dlrectory of New Hires by October 1,
1997.

m  States with existing New Hire laws have until October 1, 1998 to meet all the requirements of the
new legislation, but they must begin providing data to the NDNH by October 1, 1997.

m  All employers (including labor organizations) must report to States.
Federal agencies report directly to the Federal Government.

m Multistate employers may designate a single State to receive all of their reports and must notify
the Secretary of HHS about their decision.

m  Employer reports to State on W-4 form or equivalent (employer’s option) by first class mail,
magnetically, or electronically, including the following:

- Employee name, address, and Social Security number (SSN):
- Employer name, address, and Federal employer identification number

- New hires must be repofted to the State within 20 days of the date of hire or,
if reporting electronically or magnetically, via two monthly transmissions.

State Directory of New Hires has: A v
m  Five days to enter the New Hirefdata once it is received from employers,
m  Two days to conduct a match and have CSE issue wage withholding
m Three days after data entered in'SDNH to forward the information to the National Directory

New Hire information will be verified ggainst SSA data to verify name, Social Security number, date of
birth, and Employer Identification Number (EIN). ’

Federal Case Registry:
m To facilitate location efforts
m Implement by October 1, 1998 ‘
m Wil contain case information provided by State Directories (IV-D and non-IV-D)
m  Other information: Name, SSN, State ID, case numbers etc.

[Note that much of the Federal Case Registry is stlll in the plannmg stages. OCSE is consulting with its
State partners to develop the Registry specifics.]
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State Employment Security Agencies {SESAS) will provide new information to the NDNH:
m  Quarterly wages, SSN, employer name, address, State and Federal EIN ‘
@ For individuals receiving or applymg for unemployment beneﬁts amount received, and current
address /

Centralized Collection and Dzsbursement
By October 1, 1998, States must operate automated centralized umt (or lmked local units under a
waiver) to collect and disburse support payments for:
8 AllIV-D cases ‘
® Non-1V-D wage withholding orders

i

i
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e otate Directory of New Hires

Lz

.
——

= States With Ex1st1ng Law o PR
- Oct 1, 1997 - Provide Data to NDNH

- Oct. 1, 1998 - Meet, Other Requl_rements;

- States Wlthout Law

- Oct 1 1997 Meet All Requ1rements o
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tate Directory - Who ReportS? :

—— —— m—p———
s —— ————es

m All Efnployers (excludes'F‘ederal‘ SR
Government) | f
m Labor Oljganizations' |
‘m Multistate Employérs | _
- - Designate State for Reporting
- Notify Secretary Which State

1 .
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How Does Employer Report?

" W 4 Form (or)

= Equwalent Form (Employer Optlon)

m First Class Mail, Magneucally or
Electromcally :




- What Data is Reported by
Employer? "

———
———— s

Information on W-4
' Employee’s Name
Employee’s Address
Employee’s SSN| |
Employer’s EIN

Employer’s Name

HE E B B B N

Employer’s Address




Employer Reporting
~ Timeframes

W4

w20 Days after Hiring (or) -

) Monthly Transmissions




State Dlrectory of New lees -
Tlmeframes '

W4

m 3 D_ays tov Forward Informatlon
- to National Directory

m5 Days to Enter Data V

2 DayS tO Conduct Match & Have . |
'CSE Do Wage W1thh01d1ng |




~ Use of State New Hire
~ Information

. ) Estabhsh&Enforce Chlld Support C -

' T emporary Assmtance for Needy Famllles ‘

b n Medlcald Food Stamps | | ‘
~ m SSI

n Terntonal Cash Asmstance Programs

m UCI



National Directory of
New Hires

- 'Effective Date 10-1-97
@ Information in Directory
- State New Hire Data

Qtr ‘Wage & Claim Data (SESA) |

- Federal Employees New lee &
Qtr. Wage Data »

- List of Multistate Employers



Wage Information Provided

By SESAs

w— ——— ————

m Wages Paid

SSN

Employer’s Naine o ~
Employer’s Address & State 1
Federal EIN o




Claim Information Provided

Ll

By SESAs

= Individual who is receiving, has

received or has made application
m Amount Received

- Individual’s Current Addre}ss




at10na1 Dlrcctory of New lecs
N '/ SSA Interface ’

= X

m SSA verifies Accuracy of Corrccts or
Supphes |

~ -Name (Employec)
-SSN -

~ -DOB .
-EINs  (Employer)

~ m Provide SSA and IRS with Information -
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Nat10nal D1rect0ry of New Hires

Tlmeframes

m 2 Days to Enter Data |

m 2 Days to Report to State CSE

n 2 Days to Match with the Federal |
Case Reglstry |




Expanded FPLS

VChiI'd'*Support B
State Registries, |

N

National | |
1 DireCtory < : Other Cases
- of * Return NDNH

/' New Hires o ' Rengtl’y ", Loﬁc'a'ates';

”New Hire Data
From State &
Federal Agencies

+ SSN Identification .
& Verification

"Federal | | - Notifystateof

” Qrt Wage &
Ul Data From

SESAs &
Fed. Agencies

| ) pop [ Pro'jec. Cee | Y
o \SSA/ \opm/ \1099; \"-RS/ '\VA/ —
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Min‘imizing Costs and Maximi‘zing( Benefits

The cost of implementing a New Hrre program will depend on a w1de range of factors. This chapter
discusses what to consider about keeping the costs of a New Hire program under control, while at'the
same time maximizing the benefits to all potential users of the information. In addition, some anecdotal
information on costs and benefits from States with existing New Hire programs is mcluded Finally, a

' one-page sheet of talkmg points is included at the end of the chapter.

i

ESTIMATING THE COST OF A NEW HIRE P. ROGRAM

Cost estimates will depend on where the New Hire program is housed. For example, if a State chooses to
locate its State Directory of New Hires within the child support agency as part of its automated child
support enforcement system, then the State may seek reimbursement for 80% of the system development
costs to establish that Directory. (For further clarification of these fundmg issues, please refer to the
Action Transmittal in Chapter IV.)

States may also choose to privatize all or part of thelr programs. Chapter VII has more information
about start-up costs. ~

Costs of nnplementation also will depend on the size of the State the expected volume of repomng as -
well as the availability of equipment to use for the program

Twenty-sxx States have implemented some form of New Hire Reporting Program, although two do not
have a child support interface. More cost information is available directly from these States through the
contacts listed in Appendix A. '

MAX!MIZING BEFNEFITS - SHAR:NCINFORMATION

i

New Hire mformatlon has proven to be a'valuable locate tool Some States estlmate that half of the New
Hire data they receive is for those cases in which there is no support order or paternity estabhshed
Therefore, a successful New Hire program w111 lead directly to estabhshmg patemlty, securing support
orders, and collecting payments. :

The beneﬁts of developing ,a-New Hire’program, however, go beybnd the child support program. To the
extent that people receive the child support that is due them, many will be able to go off public .
assistance. This will save government money. Other State.agencies that have access to the New Hire
information may- use this information to reduce fraud and abuse, or to adjust benefit levels in programs
such as unemployment insurance, food stamps, Temporary Assistance to Needy Family (TANF), and
Medicaid. The following section provxdes some of the cost-benefit analyses prepared by States with
New Hire programs

{
1

Once other agencnes are made aware of the value of this information, a State can explore cost-sharmg
strategies among agencies to minimize the cost of 1mplementmg the new program. Note, however, that
there are restrictions on data sharing and confidentiality issues which States must address.
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COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS

The information on the following pages has been gathered by SRA International, Inc. from several States
.that have conducted cost-benefit analyses of their New Hire Reporting Progfgms.




The Benefits of New Hire Reporti‘n‘g

Automatic...Inescapable...and Benef:c:al! .

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportumty Reconciliation Act of 1996 requires
that States establish New Hire Reporting programs. To date, 28 States have established programs
on their own because they recognize the savmgs and socxal benefits, that are possible. Consider
some of the benefits: :

' Chlld Support $20,223,324 over 29 months (VA)

$7.8 million over 18 months (WA)
> $11 million over 12 months (MO)

Collections $2,136,904 over 12 months (TX)

$11.4 million since 1981 (TN)
$83,000 over eight months (TX)

$7,207,593 over 29 months (VA)
$8.6 million annually (OH)
$476,741 over 13 months (OR)

$597,859 per month (VA)

$175,824 per month (VA)
’ $10.5 million annually (OH)

How Does It Work?

In addition, New Hire Reportmg triggers benefits at each stage of the child support
enforcement process. An example based on 29 months of data from the State of Virginia clearly
illustrates this point'

4.481 new chitd ((57.207.593 rcimbursement to statc |
14
( 7.3% match rate | =——p supponn orde:s —ﬁ [szo 223.324 collecwd]<

: blxshed [ 513.015.731 paid to families }

Get the Details...

The attached report, prepared by SRA Intematmnal Inc, documents the benefits achieved
by States as a result of their New Hire Reporting programs, such as the following: '

o New Hire reporting establishes income withholdings that may never have otherwise
occurred due to an obligor’s frequent job changes

e As child support collecnons for AFDC families rise, government. AFDC expenditures are
reduced

e When an unemployment i msurance claimant is reported as a new hlre SESAs can
immediately stop benefit payment

e States are able to adjust benefit levels and close Medicaid and Food Stamp cases based on
the information contained in the New Hire reports

e New Hire Reporting provides another tool with which to locate non-custodial parents,
establish paternity, and enforce new and existing support orders. -


http:coUed.ed

15 Facts on Efnployer New Hire Reporting
Child Support Enforcement

A Simple Idea with Important Consequences:
A Compilation of Evidence and Experience from the States

SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION

New Hire Reporting is a child support enforcement tool used by States to increase
child support collections through locating non-custodial parents, establishing paternity and child
support orders, and enforcing existing orders. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 requires that States strengthen their child support enforcement
programs. The new hire reporting initiative requires all employers to report certain information
about newly hired employees to a State agency specifically designated to receive this information.
States will match new hire reports against their own child support records, and also will transmit
this data to the new National Directory of New Hires where it will be matched against a new
Federal Case Registry of child support cases. Matched information w111 be sent to the appropriate.
State

Currently, 28 States have implemented some form of New Hire Reporting, and several
participated in the New Hire Pilot Program sponsored by the Federal Office of Child Support
Enforcement (OCSE). New Hire Reporting not only increases child support collections, it can
potentially reduce other government expenditures. This report documents the benefits achieved
by States as a result of their New Hire Reporting programs.

The results presented in this report were compiled from existing publications by States
with New Hire Reporting programs. No new analysis was performed in this document. Once all
new hire results were obtained, they were grouped into 15 “facts” summarizing the cost and
benefit categories of new hire reporting. These are presented in Section 2.

Highlighting the costs and benefits of States’ experiencés offers legislators additional
insight as they enact similar programs in their own States. This synopsis of the information
received from the States provides a valuable cross-sectional view of the effects of‘ new hire
reporting on child support enforcement and collections.



SECTION 2. 15 FACTS ON EMPLOYER NEW‘.HIRE REPORTING

FACT# 1: The Latest Statistics Demonstrate the Need for New Tools to Improve
. Child Support Enforcement in the United States.

- The most recent census data' show that in the Spring of 1992, of the 11.5 mllhon families
who had a parent living elsewhere, only 6.2 million (54%) of the custodial parents had awards or

_agreements for child support from the non-custodial parent. Of the total $17.7 billion owed for =

child support in 1991, $5.8 billion was not paid. Of those due support, about half received the full
amount, about a quartef received partial payment, and about a quarter received nothing. :

FACT # 2: New Htre Reportmg is the Latest Weapon in the Arsenai of Child
Support Enforcement Tools.

-Established in 1975, the goal of the Chﬂd Support Enforcemem (CSE) Program is 1o
ensure that children are supported financially by both their parents. The program involves 54
separate State systems, each with its own unique laws and procedures. Currently, some States
collect New Hire reports from all employers while some only collect information from employers
in certain industries. At the federal level, the Departmient of Health and Human Services (HHS)
provides technical assistance and funding to States through the Office of Child Support
Enforcement (OCSE). OCSE operates the Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS), a computer
‘matching system that locates non-custodial parents who owe child support and those sought to
establish paternity and/or a support order. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 expanded the FPLS to include a National Directory of New Hires and
a Federal Case Registry. The Department of Health and Human Services has estimated that a New
Hire program will increase national child support collections over ten years by $6.4 billion.

One major problem confrontmg CSE officials is the movement of non-custodlal parents
across State lines. To locate such parents, enforcement officials will be able to match open cases
with a database of new hire information across the 50 States. By October 1997, a National
Directory of New Hires is scheduled to be operational and accepting New Hire data from the
States. A July 1996 pilot program demonstrating the utility of a National Directory amassed a
total of 6.2 million new hire reports from 19 States. These reports were cross-matched with the
. FPLS and tax refund offset case databases for the prevnous six months and resulted in 35,000 and
60,000 matches, respectively.

FACT # 3: New Hire Reporting Increases Child Support Collections through
Methods Such as Income Withholding. _ ,
Employment information can be the critical link that allows income to be withheld from an
individual’s paycheck. Reporting new hire data to the agency responsible for child support
enforcement allows obligors’ place of work to be identified so that income withholding can begin
in cases where it would otherwise be extremely difficult. Tncome withholding gives States

' Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. Statistical B:ief SB/95-16, issued June 1995.



collecnons income that would otherwxse be unavaﬂable or would not be obtamed for at least six
‘months (at which time the quarterly wage information is generally avaﬂable to.State child support
agencies for matching purposes). - New Hire reportirig establishes income wnhholdmgs that may
never have otherwise occurred due to an obhgor s frequent job: changes ' ~

« The State of Virginia esumat_es ‘that New Hire Reportmg resu ted in $20,223,324 .~
in additional collections from income withholdings over the 29 month period
studied. This estimate includes only the additional amount collected from the time

~ the new hire data was received to when quarterly data is usually available. Thxs ’
amount could not have been coilected without a New Hire Reportmg program.’

_Three States reported an increase in child support col]ecnons w1th0ut explicitly 1dent:f5nng
how these additional collections were obtained or utilized. Collections are generally disbursed to
families or retained by the State and federal government to offset public assistance expendstures '

'The State of Washmgton estlmated $7. 8 rmlhon in total collecnons attnbutable
. to the New Hire program from 7/ 1/90 to 1/10/92. ,

The State of Missouri esnmates that due to their New Hire Reporting program, -
child support collections for fiscal year 1996 increased by $11,000,000.°

- The State of Texas projects collecnons of $2,136,904 for FY9% under their
voluntary program. This figure is expected to increase to $74,297,693 once New
Hire Reporting is mandated in FY98. (Note: States that already have a new hire
program are not réquired to comply with federal requnrements until FY98. Others
must comply 1 in FY97. )

FACT # 4: New Hire Reporting Programs Minimally Impact Employers.

' Most employers recognize the importance of child support enforcement. New hire
information required by child support enforcement agencies is already collected by employers for
other administrative functions. The reporting of new hire data, however, is an additional
requirement.. Most successful new hire reporting programs can be developed in unison with
employer groups to maximize program effectiveness and minimize employer workload.

The State of Washington conducted a survey in 1992 of all employers required
to report new hire data. - The State required reports from 12,000 employers,
primarily from the construction, manufacturing, business. services and health

- services industries. Of the businesses surveyed, 93% reported “no” or ‘“‘minor”
cost 1mpact and 73% of businesses surveyed “favored” or “strongly favored” the
program s continuation. :

: Vuguua reports a breakout of oollecuon.s by reaplem in Facts 5 and 10
: Collecuons for fiscal year 1995 were una\mlabie from Missouri. ‘
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FACT # 5 New lee Reportmg Reduces Government Spendmg on A:d to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) ngmms. -

child support payment made each month*

Before the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportumty Reconcmanon Act was enacted
in August, 1996, families receiving assistance under AFDC programs received the first $50 of any
The remainder reimbursed State and federal
govermments for AFDC payments made to the- family. As child support collections for AFDC
families rise, government AFDC expendltures are reduced. Several States have estimated AFDC.

savings from New Hire reporting.

The State of Ohio ccnducted a random sample of 341 New Hire reporting
matches in June 1996. . Based on this sample, they project that 705 (4.7%) AFDC
cases are adjusted monthly due to New Hire information. These adjustments are
estimated to generate $8.6 million annually in AFDC savmgs

" The State of Virginia’s Department of Social Setvices uses New Hire information

to-match recipients of public assistance. They report that over a 26 month period
ending October 1, 1995, 539 AFDC cases have been reduced, generating a per-
month savings of $86 765. Also, 1,342 AFI)(‘ cases have been closed for a per- -
month savmgs of $357,035. o

" The State of Vnrglma ] Dmsmn of Child Support Enforcement estimates that,

$20,223,324 of collections were due to New Hire Reporting from July 1993 to-
December 1995. Of this amount, an estimated $7,207,593 represented an increase
in the amount of reimbursement to the State for public assistance paid out.

" The State of Towa collected SI ,903,951 on public assistance casés during 1995

due to New Hire reporting. The fiscal savings to the State resulting from these

,collecnons were not reported. -

The State of Oregon collected $1.302,224 from Aid for Dependent Children

" (ADC) cases during FY 1996 due to New Hire reportmg During the 13 months
_ following the start of the New Hire program in November 1993, a total of

$476,741 in collections was used to offset the State General Fund-the Child
Services Division was reimbursed $81,527 and . Adult and Family Services was
reimbursed $395,214 The Federal Government was reimbursed $323,357, and
$578,356 in collections from non-custodial parents emp loyed in Oregon was paid '
to other States. )

~ The State of Connecticut reports $1,656,112 in new hire AFDC collections by

wage withholding for 1/96 through 12/96. Actual savmgs from these collections.

were not reported

" The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 eliminated the Federal

requuement for the $50 pass-mrough States have the opuon to continue a pass-through paymem using State

funds.



The State of" Texas reports that from September through December 1995, out of
a sample of 302 cases, 23 cases went off AFDC (7. 62%) due to New Hire
information. No savmgs were estimated. ]

FACT #6: New Htre Reporting Reduces and Prevents Govemment
Unemployment Benefit Overpayments. :

State employment security agencies (SESAs). utilize New Hire Reporting data to reduce
the incidence of unemployment insurance overpayments. Benefit overpayments occur when
SESAs do not receive timely and accurate notification of employee work starts. Timely receipt of
new hire data allows SESAs to cross-match this data agamst their active claimant files. When an
‘unemployment insurance claimant is reported as a new hire, SESAs can immediately stop benefit
payment. Ifit is determined that an employee has received unemployment benefits while working,
States can initiate proceedmgs 10 recover payments made after effective start dates.

. The State of Tennessee s employers voluntan y send new hire data to their Iocal

- Employment Security Office within seven days of hire. When the State identifies a
benefit recipient who is now working,. the computer enters a code which

' - immediately stops future benefit payments. Although only 20% of the State’s

. employers participate, this program has saved Tennessee over $11.4 million dollars
since its beginning in 1981. Tennessee estimates that this program annually
prevents an average of $1 million worth of overpayments.

Tennessee, like most States, matches quarterly W-4 data against its State Parent
Locator Service (SPLS) system to detect unemployment insurance overpayments.
. The State estimates that this process detects approximately $4 million worth of
'~ . overpayments annually, but because of the time-lag involved in acting upon
quarterly data, and the administrative delays involved in the recovery process, only
- $2 million is actually recovered each year. Tennessee’s Department of
Employment Security emphasizes the success of its prevention program based on

the ttmely receipt of new hire data.

2 The State of Texas detected over $100,000 in unemployment benefit

' overpayments, and prevented over $83,000 in mispayments, from 9/11/95 to
5/16/96, by matching new hire data against Texas Employment Commission claim
records.

FACT #7: New Hire Repomng Reduces Govemment Spending on Food Stamp
Programs.

b States can make use of New ere information in programs other than child support
enforcement. States are able to adjust benefit levels and close Food Stamp cases based on the
mformatlon contamed in the New Hnre reports.



The State of Virginia’s Department of Social Services uses New Hire information
to match recipients of food stamps. They report that over a 26 month period
ending October 1, 1995, benefits were reduced on 1,886 cases for a per-rnonth
savings of $220,092. An additional 2,153 cases were closed, resultmg in a per-
month savings of $377,767.

The State of Ohio conducted a random sample of 341 New Hire reporting
matches in June 1996. Based on this sample, the State projects that 1,230 Food
Stamp cases are adjusted monthly due to New Hire information, for an annual
savings of $10.5 million. ! - :

FACT # 8: New Hire Reporting Reduces Government Spending on Medicaid.
States can make use of New Hire information to adjust benefit levels and close cases, thus
moving AFDC cases off other public assistance programs such as Medicaid.

The State of Virginia’s Department of Social Services uses New Hire information
to verify the eligibility of Medicaid recipients. They report that over a 26 month
period ending October 1, 1995, 792 Medicaid cases were closed. According to the .
State, an exact figure on the savings from the Medicaid closures is not available.

- However, if the average monthly Medicaid benefits for one adult and one child are
used ($222) then the monthly savmgs are estimated to be $175,824.

FACT# 9: New Hire Repomng lmpmves Each Step of the Child Support
Enforcement Process.

Because the process of child suppon enforcement involves a multitude of tasks, the road
to. col lecting child support is more difficult with an uncooperative obligor. Enforcement
authorities need new tools with which to-locate and eventually collect from individuals who are
: avmdmg their child support responsm\]meﬂ New Hire Reportmg provides another tool with

which to locate non-custodial parems ‘establish patermty and enforce new and existing support
orders. .

Fact 9a: New Hire Reporting Increases the Number of Matches with Open Child Support
Cases. :
- New Hire Reporting serves as an additional data source which will lead to increased match
rates against open child support cases. Because a match is the first step in the process of locating
and eventually collecting from an obhgor an increase in the number of matches will increase
collections.

The State of lowa reports that in 1994; as a result of collectmg new hire data,

42,792 previously unmatched individuals were matched as child support obligors
_ from a total of 483,314 new h:re reports for a match rate of 8.8%. The 1995

match rate was 9.05%. '



The State of Virginia reports that between July 1, 1993 and December 8, 1995
the Division of Child Support Enforcement received a total of 2,588,931 new hire
reports, resulting in matches of 188,841 previously undetected obhgors for a
match rate of 7.3%.

The State of Washington reports that over an 18 month period beginning in July

- 1990, more than 12,000 employers submitted over 216,000 reports of new hires
and rehires. Eight percent of these reports matched with open cases of parents
obligated to pay child support.

TIn fiscal year 1995-96, o§er 30,000 employers submitted 324,328 new hire reports,
‘of which 10% matched open child support cases. ,

The New Hire Reporting program will dramatlcally improve States’ ability to locate non-
custodial parents. Once an open child support case is matched using New Hire data, States can
translate matches into locating child support obligors, establishing orders, and collecting support.

| Fact 9b: New Hire Reporting Establishes More Patemltnes.

Once non-custodial parents are located, the next step in \ the enforcement process is
paternity establishment. Two States have linked New Hire data to paternity establishment.

The State of Minnesota summarized match data from one of its largest counties
‘(Hennepin County contributes 27% of the State’s child support case load) from
‘July 1996 through October 1996, finding that 13.6% (or 660 cases of the total
4,854 new hire database matches) required paternity establishment.

The State of Texas reports that during a three month period in 1995, employers
voluntarily reported 45,567 new hires to child support authorities. Based on a. -
sample of 302 cases taken from matched records, 6.29% nf the cases resulted in a -
paternity establ;shmem :

Fact 9c: New Hire Reporting Establishes More New Child Support Orders.

.Once paternity has been established, the next step in the collections process is to attain a
court or administrative order mandating support. Many States have found that new hire reporting
provides valuable locate information for cases in which a child support obligation has not yet been
established. Once a court or administrative order for child support is established against a parent
the parent becomes an obligor.

'The State of Virginia estimates that, out of a total pool of 188,841 matches
between July 1993 and December 1995, new hire information provided locate
information resulting in the establishment of 4,481 new child support orders.

"The State of Minnesota reports in its summary data from Hennepin County that
- 14% of total new matches, . resulting from new hire data, requlred order
_establishment. :



. The State of Connecticut reports that 2 444 new income w:thholdmg orders were
~ placed in 1995 due to new hire data.

Fact 9d: New Hire Reporting Increases Enforcement of Existing Orders Such as the
Number of Income Withholding Orders Sent to Employers.

Once the non-custodial parent is located and a court or administrative order for child
support is established, new hire reporting becomes a valuable tool in the direct garnishment of
employee/obligor wages. The strategy of directly withholding income from obligors’ paychecks
allows more timely and secure collection of support.

The State of Iowa reported that between the date new hire reporting was initiated
in January, 1994, and April, 1995, the number of income withholding orders sent
to employers increased by 54%.

The State of Connecticut reports that out of a total number of 340,661 new hire
social security numbers reported for 12 months in 1996, 5,657 resulted in new
income withholdings executed. The State also reports that they expect an increase
in matches in the future, due to a recent change in the law which now includes all
legal non-custodial parents, not just those with child support orders.

The State of Minnesota reports in its summary of four months’ match data from
Hennepin county that 44% of new matches resulting from new hire reporting
actually led to the enforcement of an existing court order against an obligor.

Fact 9¢e: New Hire Reporting Programs Enable More Timely Enforcement Actions.

Many State child support programs currently receive employment data on a quarterly basis
from the SESAs. Evidence supports the logical notion that there is a correlation between -
reducing the real time between the hiring date of an obligor and the date child support
enforcement authorities receive this information, and achieving a positive impact on collections.
New Hire data will grant authorities more time for successful child support enforcement acnons
and reduce the time ObllgOl’S have to avoid their child support obligations.

The State of Towa estimates that since requiring all employers to report new hire
information within 15 days of hire, new income thhholdmg orders can be sent in
shorter time frames in 70% of all cases ..

The State of Oregon reports that new hire reporting allows wage withholding to
begin up to five months sooner than can be accomplished by relying on quarterly
Employment Department reports



FACT # 10 New Hrre Reportmg Puts Dollars into the Hands of Fammes and
Children Who Need it.

' Those families who do not receive AFDC beneﬁts are ehgrble to apply for cluld support
services. Any monies collected on their behalf are forwarded to the family. States must charge an
application fee of up to $25, but may pay this fee from State funds. Some States may also charge
for the cost of services rendered ~ ’

' The State of Oregon in FY9 collected $6,119, 616 in non-ADC cases, all of
which was passed on to families. During the 13 months following the start of the -

~ New Hire program in November 1993, employer reporting generated $2,071,309
in non-pubhc assistance collections that was pald to families.

The State of Vnglma s Dmsron of Child Support Enforcement estimates that
$20,223,324 of collections’ were due to New Hire Reporting from July 1993 to
December 1995. . Of this amount, an estimated $13,015,731 represented an
increase in the amount of support sent to families of non-pubhc assistance cases.

The State of Connecticut reports $1,574,785 in new h1re non-AFDC collections
by wage withholding for 1/96 through 12/96. 100% of non-AFDC funds collected
are passed along to families. S

The State of Towa collected $3,248,691 on non-public assistance cases during
1995 due to New Hire reporting. Although not directly stated in thelr report non-
AFDC f‘unds are generally passed along to famllles

FACT # 11: New Hire Reporting Provides a Favorable Cost-Benefit Ratio.
~ Two States reported favorable cost-benefit ratios for their New Hire programs.

The State of Washington reports in a three year stody.ﬁ'om 1990 to 1993 that
“for every dollar the child support agency spent on the program, it received $20 in
. child support collections for th‘e taxpayers and for the residential parents.” '

The State of Texas compared the costs and beneﬁts of a State-sponsored versus a
privatized implementation of their new hire reporting program. Texas projected a
cost-benefit ratio of 1:19.5 for State-sponsored reporting, and a ratio of 1:37.8 for
a pnvatrzed program for FY98 :

FACT# 12: New Hire Reportmg Has Low In-House Start-up Costs.

Some States operate their New Hire programs in-house. Start-up costs may vary by size
of the State, anticipated workload, and availability of equipment to be used in the New Hire
program. Start-up costs can also cover such expenses as employer outreach programming, and
personnel ~ : S

5 Source: ACF/OCSE Fact Sheet.



The State of Texas. projects start-up costs of $59’7 245 to be mcurred m FY98 for B
“a mandatory in-house New Hire reporting program.

The State of Washington mcurred a start-up cost of $43, 292 from July 1990 to
December 1992 to initiate their New H1re Reporting program o

The State of Towa spent a total of $440, 424 to estabhsh a New Hrre prograrn

FACT # 13: New Hire Reporting Generates Minimal In-House Variablé Costs.

Once the new hire database is built and the process is ‘established for .collecting
information and responding appropriately, the ongoing operation of the system accrues various
costs if the system is managed and operated by in-house staff. These m—house variable costs
“include salanes benefits, equxpment supplies, and other expenses. - ' '

'The State of Texas estimates that in-house varable costs for FY98 of a
mandatory employer reporting program in which 7, 230 800 newly hired employees
would be reported will total approxxmately $3 m11hon

‘The State of Washington reports that for an 18 month period between 1990 and
1992, in-house variable costs for its program (in which more than 12,000
employers sent over 216,000 reports of new hires and rehxres) totaled $351,1 10

' The State of Oregon maintains just one full-time equwalent (FTE) to perform

~ data entry, employer communication, and correspondence functions related to new
hire reporting, Frﬂy-ﬁve other staff members spend a small percentage of
_individual time on issuing withholdings and miscellaneous employer reporting
tasks. ‘Oregon’s reporting program received 29,798 employer new hire reports in
ﬁscal year 1996 from the eight employer classxﬁcanons requued to report, plus
1 1,204 voluntary repom from other employerq

FACT # 14: New Hire Reportmg Has Low Contract Start-up Costs

. Some States choose 10" contract out their New Hire programs. Actual start-up costs for
this type of implementation were unavanlable alxhough one State set aside funds for this purpose.

The State of Minnesota budaeted Sl"S 000 dunng 1996 to estabhsh their
. contracted New lee reporting program S

¢ Another $282.688.26 in indirect costs is expected 10 be attributable to the New Hire program in FY98.
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FACT # 15: New Hire Reporting Generates Minimal Contract Variable Costs.

Many of the tasks involved in maintaining an installed new hire database can be
outsourced to a private third-party vendor on a contractual basis, minimizing the amount of staff
- time devoted to collection, maintenance and ‘manipulation of new hire data.” . As a result,
outsourcing enables State child support enforcement agencies to devote staﬁ' resources to more
eﬁ‘ectlvely manage their case load. '

The State of Texas obtained estimates from two private contractors. These"
estimates are in line with agency estimates for implementing a mandatory reporting
program. - Although a formal bidding program will probably reduce ultimate
contractual costs, Texas estimates that privatization of the new hire reporting
system will cost $2 million per annum, versus prOJected in-house variable costs of
approx1mate|y $3 million. '

The State of Minnwota established a fixed payment of $0.44 per new hire,
excluding duplicate reports and exceptions. The State estimates that for the five
month period since initiating the vendor contract, an average of 84,890 new hires
were reported, costing the State an average of $37,352 per month.

The State ‘of Iowa estimates that in 1994 a total 6f 483,314 new hires were
reported to the State’s private contracted vendor at a total cost of $267,250.

. The State of New York estimates that during an éight month pen’od in 1996, its
centralized collectxon contractor handled a total of 2 million records for a total cost
. of $1.2 million.’ .

The State of Missouri currently pays a private contractor approximately $0.17 for
each new hire data record entered into the system. From April, 1994 to August,
1996 Missouri entered an average of 14,258 records per week.

The State of Ohio maintains a fixed price cdntract for FY97 totaling $1,015,881.

SECTION 3. CONCLUSION

Those States that have implemented New Hire Reporting programs report increased child
support collections, establishment of new support orders, enhanced enforcement of existing
orders, and reimbursement of public assistance expenditures, not to mention the social benefit of
increasing financial support to children and families. These benefits appear to greatly outweigh
the relatively modest start-up and operating costs of a State New Hire program.

? This figure may include a small amount of fixed costs.-



+

Several States are just now beginning to examine thé benefits of sharing New Hire
information with other State programs.. As these benefits are identified, the documented beneﬁts
of New Hire reporting to State and Federal governments should continue to grow.



THE BENEFITS OF NEW HIRE REPORTING - TALKING POINTS

New Hire reporting establishes income withhbldixigs .that may never have otherwise been

‘possible because of an obligor’s frequent job changes. .
As child support collections for public assistance families rise, govemment expenditures on

assistance are reduced.

New Hire reporting for non-IV- D cases puts dollars’ dlrectly into the hands of families and
children who need it. '
When an unemployment insurance clalmant is reported as a new hxre SESAs can immediately
stop benefit payments. :

States can adjust benefit levels and close Medicaid and Food Stamp cases based on the
information contained in the New Hire reports.

New Hire reporting provides another tool with which to locate non-custodial parents, establish -
paternity, and enforce new and existing child support orders.

New Hire reporting to the National Directory of New Hires will be pamcularly useful in locating
non-custodial parents in interstate child support cases.

New Hire reporting requirements minimally impacts employers.. New Hire information is
already collected by employers for other purposes. When the State of Washington surveyed .
employers in 1992 on New Hire reportmg, 93% reported " or “minor” cost impact of the
program.

New Hire reporting has low start-up costs and favorable cost/benefit ratios. -
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Start-up Costs

* This 'section contains a report on start-up costs for New Hire reporting prepared by SRA. It includes
information on start-up costs obtained from nine states that have already implemented New Hire
reporting. The report is intended to provide States with a guide to estimating start-up costs. It is noted in
the report that each of the nine States surveyed calculated costs in different ways and in different
categories of expenses. By seeing how different States categorized and calculated their expenses, States
new to this process can plan their own budgets accordingly. '
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Start-up Costs for New Hire RepOrﬁihg

" SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION

The Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) recently distributed to the
States a report entitled, “15 Facts on Employer New Hire Reporting Child Support
Enforcement.” The purpose of that report was to document the costs and benefits achieved by
the States as a result of their New Hire Reporting programs. The report has generated interest
among the States, especially in the area of start-up costs, as they prepare to implement the New
Hire Reporting requirements of the Personal Respon51b111ty ‘and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA).

" The Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement collected available start-up cost data
through a combination of phone interviews and written State reports, with the goal of expanding
on the information presented in the “15 Facts” report. The nine States reported or projected a
wide range of start-up costs from $43,292 to $1.6 million. ‘

The 1nforrnat10n in this report is best used as a rough guzde to the range of start-up costs a
State may expect. States have unique operatmg environments and calculate start-up costs in a
variety of ways. For example, the ‘nine States reported costs in approximately 50 unique
categories. Although comparing start-up costs across dissimilar States is an “apples and -
oranges” proposition, the 50 reported categories were collapsed into five cost groups with a
minimum of ambiguity. States can use the aggregated information to determine where the
majority of their costs may be expected to fall. States can expect to incur costs in more than one
of these five cost groups.

" The remainder of this analysis defines start-up costs, examines both projected and actual
start-up costs from nine States, discusses cost aggregation, identifies factors impacting start-up
costs, and draws some general conclusions. . Appendix A contains the start-up costs and
categones as reported by the States

f




SECTION 2. DEFINITION OF START-UP AND OPERATING COSTS

Start-up costs can be broadly defined as the costs of implementing a New Hire program
up to the point where the system becomes active. Once the system is turned on, costs from that -
point forward are considered operating costs. For example, the installation charge for a leased
data line to receive electronic New Hire reports would be considered a start-up cost, while the
monthly charge to lease it is an operating cost. These definitions are general-States, of course,
have the option of classifying costs into categories that suit their particular needs.




SECTION 3. ACTUAL START-UP COSTS

Five States,l Iowa, Minnesota, New York, Ohio, and Washington, calculated actual costs
associated with their New Hire Reporting programs.

3.1 Iowa

JIowa’s Centralized Employee Registry has been in operation since January 1, 1994. All-
employers must report new hires (age 18 and older) to Iowa’s Department of Human Services
within 15 days of hire. In 1994, 469,012 employees were reported. Iowa initially maintained a
contract with a private vendor for data entry and daily operation of the system; however, data
entry is now done in-house through purchase of service contracts and staff from temporary
agencies. The Registry resides on an existing' State mainframe, which also houses the child
. support: and employer databases. New hire information is matched nightly against the child
support database. ' '

Iowa did not incur any major technology start-up costs because the Registry was installed
on an existing system. Only additional fax and telephone lines were required, at a cost of $1,500.
Expenses for data processing, coding and testing the system totaled $130,144. Other major costs
included $258,780 spent on policy development, development of forms, and employer outreach.
Actual ‘mailing fees for employer notification and outreach totaled $50,000. In total, Iowa
estimates that its New Hire Reporting program cost $440 424 to establlsh State contact: Doris
Taylor, (515) 242-6098.

3.2 Minnesota

New Hire Reporting became effective in Minnesota on July 1, 1996, at which time all
employers were required to start reporting new hires to the Minnesota Department of Human
Services. Approximately 120,000 Minnesota employers submit an estimated 26,000 new hire
reports per week. Minnesota defined its start-up costs as costs incurred for developing the
system to the point where it could be turned over to a private vendor for daily operation.

The vendor maintains a personal computer (PC) based New Hire Reporting system. Each
day, the vendor generates a tape of new hire information which is loaded onto the existing Child
Support Enforcement System (CSES) mainframe. The State maintains this information on CSES
for a perlod of six months for matching purposes. :

- Before turning operations over to the vendor, Minnesota incurred the following expenses:
$20,000 for printing brochures explaining the new policy; $40,000 to'mail these explanations to
employers; $10,000 for a targeted employer outreach mailing; $15,000 on customer service and
general information to enhance employer compliance; $25,000 on computer systems testing;
$10,000 on training of employees; and $5,000 on office equipment. Minnesota estimates that it




1ncurred a total cost of $125 000 to develop its New Hire Reportmg program State contact:
Bill Lansmg, (612) 297- 4783

33 New York

New York State’s Depamnent of Taxation and Finance began collectmg new hxre
1nformat10n on March 1, 1996. State law requires that all employees report new hires within 15
days of hire.” New York receives anywhere from 8,000 to 16,000 new hire reports daily— -
anticipated volume for 1997 is 4.8 million reports. New York’s OCSE incurred the initial capital
_outlay for installing the State’s New Hire Reporting system, but chose to house the database and
"responsibility for the centralized colléction contractor with the Department of Taxation and
Finance. The State indicated that establishing the system was relatively easy and low cost since
the Department of Taxation and Finance was already collectmg most of the required New Hire -
Reporting mformatron in one form or another.-

New York incurred total start-up costs' of approximately $150,000 to build and develop =
the New Hire Reporting system.. Of this amount, 80% ($120,000) was for labor costs for two
policy analysts for six weeks and two systems programmers for three months at an average salary’
of $50,000. The remaining 20% ($30,000) was spent to install additional phone lines, to mail -
notifications to employers, and to take bids from vendors who would eventually be responsible
for the operation of the system ona da11y basis. State contact:: Dave Obernesser, (518) 473- .
0192. : :

3.4 Ohio

. Ohio began requiring employers to report new hire information to the Ohio Department
of Human Services (ODHS) on January 1, 1996. Under current law, only employers with more
than 25 employees and employers in targeted 'industries are required to report. Ohio contracted
- with a private vendor to build, maintain, and house the New Hire database.

Vendor start-up costs 1ncluded $160 000 for setting up the ofﬁce estabhshmg telephone
-and computer lines, and downloading. 'files. The vendor also incurred a $26,500 cost for printing
and mailing a notification of the reporting requirement to affected employers. Other State start-
up costs included $120,000 for four database management staff members (350 per hour) to assist
the vendor with the file download and integration process; and an additional $86,000 mailing fee
for an ODHS-sponsored memo requestmg employers not obligated by law to voluntarily submit
' their new hire data. In addition to the $392,500 estimate, some miscellaneous administrative
expenses were incurred, but not exp11c1tly calculated by the State. Including these hours, Ohio
estimates that total start-up costs to establish its New .Hire Reporting program were in the
neighborhood of $450,000. State contact: Rose Riley, (614).7 52-'6.567.
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3.5 Washington

Washington State s Employer Reportrng Program was established in July of 1990
following a successful New Hire Reporting demonstration project. Currently, employers in six
standard industrial classifications are required to report new hire information to the Office of
Support Enforcement of Washmgton s Department of Social and Health Services. From July,
1990 to, January 1992 over 12,000 employers submitted over 216, 000 reports of new hires and
‘ rehxres ‘ .

: * Washington State currently utilizes an interactive, centralized computer system known as

: the Support Enforcement Management System (SEMS) ‘implemented in 1984. It has undergone
tremendous upgrading since that - time, enablmg it to easily. handle the State’s New Hire
Reportmg requirements. Because this system was already in plaee Washmgton was able to
estabhsh the New Hire Reportmg program with minimal modrﬁcanons to the emstmg SEMS.

Start-up costs for the program mcluded $32 209 for staff ($4 542 for one month of a

o computer programmer’s time, and $27, 667 for 50% of an economic analyst’s time); $2,130 in

original programming; ‘$4,789 in data entry programming ($4,381 for outside contracting, and
$408-for programming completed by the Information System and Services Department); $3,924
in equipment and supplies ($1,068. for a transcriber and headset, $1,137 for a cassette recorder -
and cassettes, and $1,719 for a fax machine); and $240 for telephone lines. (8120 for toll-free
phone line initial set-up and $120 for toll-free fax line initial set-up). Total start-up costs for the
Washmgton New Hire Reportmg program were $43,292. . State contact: Charlyn DeVoss
Slnpley, (360) 586-3556




SECTION 4. COSTS OF PRWORA COMPLIANCE FOR EXISTING NEW
HIRE REPORTING PROGRAMS

. Oregon and Texas currently operate New Hire Reporting programs. To comply with
PRWORA, Oregon will have to start collecting new hire information from the 70% of its
employer groups not currently reporting. Texas will have to transition from a voluntary program
to a mandatory one. The costs of these transitions are not technically start-up costs, because both
States are currently operating programs. However, because they represent the investment
needed to comply with PRWORA, they are addressed in this section.

4 4.1 ;Qrégon

Oregon New Hire Reporting began on November 4, 1993. Currently, eight employer
groups (30% of all employers) are required to report all newly hired or rehired employees to the
Support Enforcement Division of Oregon’s Department of Justice within 14 days of hiring.
Start-up costs were reported for establishment of the original program, and for improvements to
the current system to comply with PRWORA. ,

. Oregon indicates that no new hardware was needed to implement the first stage of its

New Hire program, except for an additional fax machine. The State treated New Hire Reporting
simply as an update to its mainframe information system. Oregon hired a private contractor for
$65,000 to construct the mainframe interface and to develop the system’s ability to track
collections. In-house systems employees spent three to four months testing and polishing the
final system and reporting routines, at a cost of approximately $50,000. The State later
developed disk and tape capabilities. The Employer Reporting System interfaces with the State’s
employer security agency’s files, updates the obligor’s employer on the child support case, pends
the case to the worker the next day for a wage assignment, and tracks the collections attributed to
New Hire Reporting. .
' To accommodate the increased volume and additional data elements required by
PRWORA, Oregon intends to upgrade its communications system with scanning technology and
a fax/modem server. The expected cost for the hardware and software is $125,000, but could
range as high as $150,000. Adding in the cost of reprogramming the mainframe application to
accommodate the new data elements and costs of employer notification, employer outreach -
programs, mailing fees, and employee training, Oregon estimates total start-up costs for
expansion of its New Hire Reporting program will be approxmately $£350, 000 State contact:
Karyn Kennedy, (503) 986-6089. : , '




4.2 Texas

" The Texas Office of the Attorney General’s Child Support Division implemented its
- voluntary New Hire Reporting prograrri in September, 1993, and currently maintains the State’s
employer New Hire Reporting centralized database. ~As of September, 1996, the 1,300
employers currently reportmg have submitted 1nformat10n on more than 293,000 employee New
lees smce the program’s onset. ' :

- .- Under mandatory New Hire Reportmg required by recent Federal legislation, Texas

pl‘O_]eCtS 7,230,800 newly hired employees will be reported in FY1998. Employers currently
report by several methods, including W-4 forms, diskette, modem, existing employer report,
OAG-supplied form, and magnetlc tape. Start-up costs for the vbluntary program are not
avallable S

Texas expects to incur addltlonal costs to transition from their current, relatlvely small
voluntary program to a mandatory PRWORA—comphant prograrn beginning in FY1998.
Expected costs to accommodate the program’s growth from 293,000 to over 7 million new hire
reports include telecommunications capital ($43,200 in voice and data communications hook-up
and eqmpment) electronic data processing capital ($3,600 for three fax machines, $264,600 for
108 personal computers, $27,000 for additional software); capital outlay (343,200 in office
furniture); contract programmers ($211,200 for two analysts and two programmers for six
. months); and additional mainframe memory ($4,445 for two gigabytes). Total Texas'costs to
migrate from the current voluntary system are expected to be $597 245. State contact: Patricia
Matthews, (512) 460-6353. i :




SECTION 5. PROJECTED COSTS

- Montana and Wisconsin provided detailédvprojeétéd. staﬁ-up costs. These States do not
yet have New Hire Reporting programs, but have investigated the start-up costs of establishing .
one.: : ~’ .

[

‘5.1 fMontana '

In January of 1997, The Child Support Enforcement: Division (CSED) of Montana’s
. Department of Public Health and Human Services (DPHHS) requested a high level cost estimate
from one of its vendors to develop a statewide New Hire Directory. The Montana Directory will
interface with SEARCHS, the State’s automated registry of child support cases. The vendor
recommended an Oracle database platform, which would accommodate several methods of New
Hire data transmission, including mail, fax, hardcopy payroll reports electronic data interchange,
and magnehc tape or disk. » A

~ The cost estimate to de51gn, constmct, and unplement the New Hire Reporting system
included authoring a project workplan, defining requirements, designing and developing a
system prototype, system deployment, and monitoring and support. Based on an average rate of
$60 per hour for contracted technical resources, the 760 hour effort was estimated to cost
$45,600. The vendor cautions that this figure may significantly increase if additional reporting
mechanisms are selected as options during the requirements definition. The figure further
assumes that no-additional hardware purchases will be necessary. State contact: Julie Bailey,
(406) 444-6893. -

5.2 Wisconsin .

1

. Wisconsin has developed a detailed plan for designing, developing, and implementing a
New Hire Reporting system by the end of FY98. The plan calls for a vendor to collect New Hire
data’ from employers and to carry out related customer service functions. The Wisconsin .

‘Department of Revenue has agreed to modify the State income withholding form (included in the
cost estimate) to support the reporting of new hires, which employers will be encouraged to use.
Once the data are collected, the vendor will generate an electronic file of the New Hire
information and pass it to Wisconsin’s Department of Workforce Development (DWD). The
DWD will validate certain information and post only the complete and accurate information to
the State Directory of New Hires, which will reside on the existing State mainframe. Inaccurate .
or incomplete information will be returned to the vendor for correction. The State Directory will
be developed in-house and maintained by DWD’s Bureau of Benefit Operations. The data in the
State Directory will be matched against child support enforcement cases, as well as
unemployment insurance benefit and tax files and other DWD partner databases. .




- A targeted approach will be used to encourage employers and service ‘agencies to use
specific reporting mediums based on the anticipated number of new hires and based on the
reporting method now used for unemployment insurance quarterly tax and wage reporting.
' However, employers may select the method most appropriate for them. Future plans may
include reporting via Voice Response and Internet when security of the data can be assured. The
State is also exploring an agreement with the Unemployment Insurance department which would
transfer New Hire Reporting administrative activities to them

: Total costs for the Wisconsin New Hire Reporting system are estimated to be $1.6
million. This estimate includes all aspects of system design, development, and implementation.
New equipment requirements are expected to be negligible. Of the $1.6 million, employer
education and outreach costs are expected to be $450,000, which includes not only mailing and
brochure costs, but also staff time to complete the outreach activities.

In their estimate, the State has identified every possible cost, including the time spent by
State agencies other than Child Support that will interface with the State Directory of New Hires.
Much of this coordination effort will involve incorporating data and interface requirements into
~ the State Directory design. Wisconsin asserts that such interagency coordination is critical to
maximizing the benefits to the State of New Hire Reporting. A conceptual design document of
the New Hire Reporting system is available for distribution. State contact: Rose Lynch, (608)
266-6753; email: LYNCHR@mail.state.wi.us. : ,
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SECTION 6. COST AGGREGATION

As part of.the analyis of start-up costs, each of the 50 cost categories reported by the

- States was placed into one of five broadly-defined groups so that high-level comparisons across

. States could be made The analysis and conclusions that follow apply to all New Hire Reporting
 start-up costs, whether they were: calculated for voluntary programs, PRWORA compliant-
programs, or programs with other scopes. The five start-up cost groups are defined as follows:

Data Processing (DP). Data manipulation, coding, testing, and Vintegmtion. Generally

' applies to systems to be housed on existing mainﬁrames. E

Employer Outreach (EQ). Policy and forms development brochure pnntmg and ‘mailing,

'other employer communications, employer compliance enhancement.

System Design and Developmenr (SD).. System design and development programmmg, |
interface construction, pro;ect planmng Generally applies to the building of new -

2 systems

categones

Eqm‘pmeizt (EQ). Fax machines, telephone line installation, office equipment, scanners,
personal computers, hardware, software, additional memory.

’ Other (OT) Miscellaneous administrative expenses ernployee training on how to use the

system, and economic analy31s

Table 1 groups the md1v1dual State costs shown in Appendlx A into these five

10



Table 1. Grouped Cost Categories (in dollars)

Figure; 1 prdvides a graphical representation ~of the Total row from Table 1. Itil

'contljibutes to overall start-up costs.

. Breakout of Grouped Cost Categories

' Equipmént ’ cher» _,"Iv)ata Processing
18% 3% 7%

' Z N "Employer
N ' Outreach™ -

22%

System Design
and Development
T 50%

Figure 1. Breakout of Grouped Cost Categories

Costs
| System Design
R N N . - S ER Employer A - and SR KR . T St - U—
" Year NHR Currently | Data Processing | Outreach | Development Equipment_ | Other
State Established Privatized? (DP) (EO) (SD) (EQ) (OT) Total

- [lowa 1994 No 130,144 50,000 258,780 1,500 o 440,424
Minnesota - _ ~ 1996 Yes | . 25,000 85,000 . . i 5,000; 10,000 125,000
"INew York 1996 Yes - : 30,000 - 120,000 _ 150,000}
[Ohio -~ 1996 Yes 120,000 112,500{ - 160,000 57,500 450,000
Washington 1990 ‘No . ' 11,461} 4,164] 27,667 43,292
{Oregon 1993 No 110,000 115,000 125,000 N 350,000
Texas 1993 No 211,200 386,045| 597,245
Montana - NA " 'NA 45,600 45,600
Wisconsin NA NA 450,000 - 1,150,000 1,600,000
" Total ) T 275,144 837,500 = 1,912,041} - 681,709] 95,167 3,801,561

lustrates the degree to which each cost category’

i1



SECTION 7. FACTORS IMPACTING START-UP COSTS

Several factors can explain variances in Start-up costs across States. These factors help to

explain why . States that are similar in demographic makeup, employer composition, and
legislative direction have experienced, or mlght expect, dlssmlla: start-up costs. - These factors
are briefly discussed below.

Existing infrastructure. Existing infrastructure refers to the degree of automation in the
agency designated to house the New Hire Reporting program. The more computer
technology already in place, the less likely the New Hire Reporting system is to foot the
bill for technology infrastructure. States with existing mainframe systems, such as Iowa,
may be able to incorporate the New Hire reporting requirements with minimal equipment
purchases and a certain amount of programming and interface construction..

At the other end of the spectrum, some States expect to have to make significant upgrades
to their current systems to comply with PRWORA. These States, such as Texas and
Oregon, and States without existing systems ‘may have to acquire the necessary

" equipment. To the extent that the completed system can be used for other tasks, inter-
. and intra-agency cost sharing arrangements may be explored to reduce the infrastructure

costs attributable to New Hire Reporting.

Sophistication of the New Hire Reporting system. New Hire Reporting systems can be
developed to perform any number of new hire-related functions. Those designed to
conform to the minimum PRWORA requirement may cost less than those designed to
interact with other in-State systems. Collections tracking, automated report generation,
and other advanced features such as Oregon’s scanning technology and automated voice
response unit will add to cost estimates. Those States that wish to avoid investing in
sophisticated equipment that could quickly become obsolete may wish to consider
contracting the system out.

Anticipated workload will influence system design and. impact start-up costs. States that
expect to collect a relatively high volume of reports, due to large employer populations or
a disproportionate number of industries with high employee turnover, must build extra
capacity into their systems. Depending on how the system is set up, anticipated workload
can be a major factor in start-up cost estimation. i

End-user computer experience. States that developed their New Hire Reporting system
in-house, such as Minnesota, may have to invest in user training. States whose users

. possess a basic level of computer familiarity will find their training costs lower than those

States with little or no automated experience. System complexity and ease of use also
contribute to the need for user training. Regardless of whether or not States explicitly
invest in user training, they can expect to incur a cost in terms of a slight decline in

- productivity as employees integrate the system into their daily routine.
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e ' Employer automation. States that expect most employers to send new hire information
. in paper (versus electronic) format can expect higher equipment costs. For example, to
 accommodate employers who wish to send information by fax, a State will have to

. purchase one or more sophisticated fax machines that are capable of handling a high
" volume of reports. The anticipated volume of new hire reports will determine whether

" high-end equipment is warranted, and whether one or more persons must be designated to
" manually enter the information into the system. In contrast, a State with technologically

advanced employers who wish to transmit their data electronically may only need to
‘ invest in a less expensive modem bank and associated software.:

. Characteristics of the New Hire Reporting cost estimate. For those States projecting
“New Hire Reporting costs, the scope and depth of the cost estimate directly impact its
magmtude The scope of an estimate defines the estimate’s boundaries. Estimates may
 include the costs to all State agencies, including child support, that expect to interact with
“the system. This is clearly the approach taken by Wisconsin. Other States may elect to
limit their scope to Child Support, which would imply a lower cost estimate, other things
belng equal.

Cost estimates may also be developed with varying degrees of analytical rigor-some .
States may choose to conduct a high-level estimate while others may choose to account
for every cost within their scope. The sophistication of a State’s accounting system can
‘either limit analytical scope and depth or enhance it. States wishing to gather additional
.details on existing estimates should request information about the estimate’s scope and
,depth as part of their inquiry.
‘States should also ask that the assumptions and uncertainty of the estimate be made
‘explicit, as these impact costs as well. For example, the estimate from a Montana vendor
includes the assumption that no further hardware purchases will be necessary. States
should ask about the uncertainty surrounding such assumptions and other components of
the estimate, to ensure the estimate’s validity.
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SECTION'8. CONCLUSIONS

Start-up costs for New Hire Reporting depend on a variety of factors, including State and
employer infrastructure, system sophistication, user computer knowledge, and characteristics of
the cost estimate itself. The States discussed in this report are in different stages of establishing
New Hire Reporting programs, and their start-up costs should not be considered representative of
all the States. Nonetheless, start-up costs tend to fall into the broad categories identified for this
report: system design and development, employer outreach, equipment, data processing, and
other. ‘ : C ‘

As stated in the introduction, States should use this report primarily as a reality check or
as a gauge of what their start-up costs might be. All States, especially those that are receiving
start-up' cost estimates significantly higher than $1.6 million, should inquire about scope,
analytical depth, assumptions, uncertainty, and start-up cost: definition to ensure that the
appropriate parameters are being estimated. Once these issues are addressed, States will find -
themselves with increasingly, accurate, and useful, start-up cost estimates. -

‘This report presents examples of States’ experiences with New Hire Reporting start-up
costs. To enable us to build a better database for future reporting; we invite representatives from
each of the States to share their experiences and thoughts with us regardmg the cost information
for theu' New Hire Reportmg programs.

[
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Appéndix A: State-‘reportéd Start-up Cost Categories

Appendlx A presents the start-up cost categories reported by the States. Table A-1 was

used to generate Table 1 and Figure 1 in the main body of the document

Table A-1. State-reported Start-up Cost Categorie§ (in dollérs)

Data Processing Data Processing, Coding, and Testing 130,144
Employer Outreach - Mailing Fees for Employer Notification and Outreach 50,000
Equipment Fax and Telephone Lines . 1,500
System Design and Development Policy and Forms Development, Employer Outreach - 258,780
: Total | 440,424

Data Processing - Computer Systems Testing 25,000
Employer Outreach Customer Service and Employer Compliance Enhancement 15,000
Employer Outreach Mailing Brochures Explaining New Hire Reporting 40,000
Employer Outreach Mailing for Targeted Employer Outreach 10,000
Employer Outreach Printing Brochures Explammg New-Hire Reporting 20,000
Equipment Office Equipment 5,000
Other Employee Training 10,000
i Total | 125,000

System Design and Development | Application Development 19,200
System Design and Development | Initial Project Workplan 2,400
System Design and Development | Monitor and Support 4,800
System Design and Development | Requirements Definition 4,800
System Design and Development | System Deployment 4,800
System Design and Development | Systems Design/prototype Development 9,600

Total 45,600

Employer Outreach Phone Lines, Employer Notification, and Vendor Evaluation - 30,000
System Design and Development | System Design and Development . 120,000
' Total | 150,000

Data Processing File Download and Integration 120,000
Employer Outreach Mailing to Encourage Voluntary New Hire Reporting 86,000
Employer Qutreach Printing and Mailing Employer Notification 26,500
Equipment Office Setup, Data Line Installation, File Downloading 160,000
Other Miscellaneous Administrative Expenses (imputed) 57,500
' Total | 450,000




- Table A-1. State-reported Start-up Cost Categories (m dollars) (éontihued)

Employer Notification, Outreach, and Mailing (imputed)

Employer Outreach 110,000

Equipment - Scanning Technology and Fax/modem Server 125,000 | .

System Design and Development | Interface Construction and Collections Tracking 65,000

System Design and Development | System Testing E ‘ 50,000
o Total 350,000

Cassette Recorder and Cassettes

Equipment Additional Software (108 copies) 27,000
Equipment Fax Machines (3) 3,600
Equipment Mainframe Memory 4,445
Equipment Personal Computers (108) 264,600
Equipmént Office Furniture . 43,200
Equipment . | Voice and Data Communications Hook-up and'Equipment - 43,200
System Design and Development | Contract Programming 211,200
‘ - - Total 597,245 .

1137

Equipment

Equipment Fax Machine 1,719
Equipment Toll-free Fax Line Initial Serup 120
Equipment Toll-free Phone Line Initial Setup 120
Equipment Transcriber and Headset 1,068
Other _ Economic Analysis - 27,667
System Design and Development | - Computer Programming i 4,542
System Design and Development | Data Entry Programming, External - 4,381
System Design and Development | Data Entry Programming, Internal 408
System Design and Development | Original Programming 2,130

- ‘ Total 43,292

Employer Outreach Employer Education and Outreach . 450,000
System Design and Development | System Design, Development, and Implementation 1,150,000
P . ' Total

1,600,000
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S CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
STRATEGIC PLAN WITH OUTCOME MEASURES
" FOR FY 1995- 1999 |

i

Thrs strateg:c plan (Plan) descrrbes the’ broad drrectron and asprratrons of the V

: Chrld Support Enforcement (CSE) Program (Program) for the five year period

from FY 1995 to 1999. During this time, the Program will grow and

' change, becommg more results- orrented and responsive to customers In

addition, welfare reforms erl necessrtate Program enhancements. ' As the’
Program and- the environment in which it operates continue to evolve, this’
Plan will change This is a Iong range, "big picture” national plan for the

'program State programs. are at different stages and levels of progress and
- State as well'as Federal annual. performance plans may focus on more

hm:ted specrfrc areas of concentratron for program rmprovements
This Plan.is orgamzed hrerarchrcaily, with: goals and ob;ectrves flowrng from
the Program mission and vision. - The Program vision is an outgrowth.of the

'broader vision’ of the Admmrstratron for Children and: Famrlles OCSE’s parent

organrzatron 'Promoting the economic and social: well- beihg of families, =
children, rndlvrduals and commuinities is the heart of the ACF mrssron
Through Federal leadershrp, ACF sees: S P a

o ‘Famrhes and mdrvrduals ernpowered to rncrease therr own'economic,
lndependence and productrvrty,

N Strong, healthy, supportrve communities having a posmve |mpact on

the quahty of life and the development of chrldren

° o Partnershrps wrth individuals, front Irne service provrders
communities, American Indian tribes and communities, States and.
Congress that enable solutrons which transcend tradmonal agency

_boundanes

°* Servrces p!anned reformed and |ntegrated to rmprove needed access;
and . .



' ' a ';* - . oL . ‘ :
. A strong commitment 'to- worklng wrth persons wrth developmental ‘
' disabilities, refugees and mrgrants to address thelr needs strengths = -

and abilities. - . o

" The Widespread consensus in the child and family policy com’munity that
multiple needs of vulnerable ‘children cannot be addressed: adequately
through fragmented service delivery systems points to the need for.
coordrnatlon and building new partnershlps at all levels.. A vanety of socnal
- programs have already begun to’'s¢ize new opportunmes to promote family
‘strength and stab|l|ty, ‘enhance parental functlonrng and protect children.
These goals are supported by the CSE Program and to that extent that they
- can be achieved, they will-alleviate the stunning caseload growth which the
Program has experienced over the last decade. While the government and
ACF attempt to-achieve these over-arching goals, the CSE Program helps
keep children who are in divided famllles connected ﬂnancrally and

‘ emotronally wrth both parents.

“.

Trust; communlcatlon planning, creatlvrty, risk-taking, and respect among
Program partners are values to which ACF is commltted

MISSION

- The (fh'ld Support Enforcement Program is authorized and defined by
_statute, title IV‘D of the Social Security Act. The purpose and the mission
of the Programiare derlved from the Act :

To assure that assistance in. obtaining support {both fmancrai and
med/ca/) is available to children through locating parents, establishing
patem/ty and support obligations, and enforcing those obligations.

VISION FOR THE FUTURE

' The Chrld Support Enforcement Program wr/l put ch;/dren first by

he/pmg parents assume responsibility for the econom/c and social

, well-being, health and stability of their Cchildren. We recogmze the

i value of improved re/atioosh;ps with both parents.
.

The Child Support Enforcement program erI promote stablhty, health and
economic security for all children in need of support. This will be
accomplished by assuring that a parent who-lives outside the. primary
residence of the children has a legal relationship with the child, pays an
- appropriate level of child support on a regular and timely basis, and is



encouraged except in cases where thrs lS proven to be lnapproprrate to
-have an ongoing relationship wrth the cht!d -Child support mcludes provrdrng
for medrca support o S
We acknowledge that fathers and mothers (and other caretakers) each play
‘a crmcal ‘emotional role in a child’s upbringing. Thus, within the context of
first servrng the. best interests of the child, we must see that aII parents are
treated faxrly and equxtably by the CSE system and that the concerns of both
parents are recogmzed S k . Lo
The Program is committed to expanding its knowledge base through -
research and demonstration prOJects with State and local governments that
are mtended to advance the well belng of chridren -

OUR CUSTOMERS PARTNERS AND STAKEHOLDERS

' For the purpose of thls document the prlmary cusmmers of the Ch;ld

«._Support Enforcement Program are children in need of’ support. Secondary -
customers are the tWo parents of these chlldren Itis rmportant to recognize -
the dn‘terent values and perspectives of those involved in children’s lives and
‘1o acknow!edge that, while interests may ‘conflict, the physncal and o
emohonal needs of the chnld are paramount : ' ,

L The Program is a partnershrp The parmers operate the program ‘and must
. 'work'together to achieve results for Program customers. - The partners

include:
i .

. State and local Chl|d support enforcement agencres. '

o Courts, law em‘orcement agencies, and other entities operatmg under
; cooperatxve agreements w:th child support enforcement agencres, and
i

° The Offlce of Child Support Em‘orcement (OCSE) mcludmg ACF
Reglonal Offices. :

Many other gr0ups have alegitimateé interest in how our customers are
served. These stakeholders make a contribution toward, and benefit from, a
well- runv Program They include national interest groups and- commumty-
based organlzatlons that help serve the interests of Program customers or’

, partners other components of Federal, State and local government that
serve our customers, such as title IV-A, XIX and IV-E agencies; related
government agencies that work on particular aspects of the Program;
contractors; employers; hospltals, Congress State leglslatures taxpayers;
and the publrc in general K o i
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES Co e
Program goals are the broad outcomes or: rmpacts sought for program
customers. . Objectives" are the results- needed to be accomplished in order" -
for the goals to'become a'reality. It is assumed that accomplishment of the
objectrves wrll result m achrevement«of the goals

As thrs Plan has been developed by. OCSE in partnershrp wrth ‘the. IV D State
‘agencies, approaches whrch establlsh how partlcular objectrves will be’
accomplished wrll be. developed by the State IV-D managers and staff. who . ‘
operate the Program in partnershrp with OCSE. Those strategic and tactrcal o
plannrng efforts continue the process 'that this Plan begins. In addition,
OCSE will develop an internal plan, setting- forth the role of Federal staff in
supportrng State and local agencies" efforts inchild support enforcement It
" is expected that, over time, this Plan and individual State’s strategrc plans
will eontinue to develop and through contmued collaboratron wrll dovetarl

H
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Co e S N i ; -

Overall Apor-oach' ‘

The goals and object ves descrrbed below are for the entlre breadth of the
Program and not" srmply Federa actwrtres o v
All partners in admlnrsterrng the Program need to be rnvolved in developrng
the mrtral goals and objectives and then to remain committed to. achieving
results focused on children. The strateg c plannlng process.is ongoing- and
continuously improving and focusing ‘the direction taken by the Program ‘
Consequently, OCSE will contrnually seek input to these goals and objectlves
fromeour partners customers and stakeholders :

In some program areas, the: best results for- chrldren will be achreved through,

|mprovmg consistency and umformrty in service delrvery and eliminating '
onllrctrng program policies. ‘We plan to work with ‘States to identify

. actrvrtres such as in the. rnterstate and mternatronal arenas and data -

collectton where unrforrn approaches yreld the best results.

L

i

- We recogmze that to achreve broad satrsfactory results for chrldren partners .
need to work closely together and strike a balance between umformrty and
flexrbrlrty to allow for mnovatron in program operatrons Lo :

e
Empowerlng partners wrth more flexrbrlrty and encouragmg mnovatron will
also be a major operating pnncrpie We need to make full use of the = ,
expenence and creative talents of all partners in the program 10 achreve the
ambitious outcomes. we are seekrng While’ not a specific, child- oriented
goal of the Plan constant effort to strmulate and celebrate innovation and

!
i
J



creatrvrty is. the essence of the approach to successful accomplrshment of
- the Plan S goals and objectrves o . . :

‘In consonance wrth the pnncrples of creatnvrty and rnnovatron both OCSE
and our partners must commit to operatrng in a conti inuously' improving and
‘empovvering environment -- supported by opportumtres for development '
modern management practrces, and maxrmum use of techno!ogy :

i

| GOAL 1 ALL CHILDREN HAVE PARENTAGE ESTABUSHED

, Ob|ectlv

a. - To Increase Estabhshment of Patermtxes Partlcularly Those
Estabhshed within One Year of Brrth

L
» R

'“'IndicatorS' S 5
1;“ g The Percentage of Chl/dren m the IV-D Case/oad with Patermz‘y

Reso/ved . . . ‘ E )

’ 2 The Rerfo rhat the Toral # of Ch/ldree in the /V D Caseload in the FY

o Yor, az‘ the option of the State,:as of:the end of the FY, who-have been. .
Born Out of Wedlock, the Paternity of Whom has been Established or

: ;- Acknow/edged Bears to the Total:# of Children in the IV-D Caseload’
. as of the end of the precedlng FY who were Born Out of Wed/ock '
3 (Statutory Paternlty Establrshment Percentage)

i) The Percentage of Chddren Born ‘Out of Wed/ock with, Vo/untary ‘
o Paremzty Acknowledgments | .

3.

GOAL 2 ALL CHILDREN IN IV-D CASES HAVE FlNANCIAL
c AND MED!CAL SUPPORT ORDERS | o

leectrv L
a. - To Increase the % of IV-D Cases with Orders for Financial Support .
lndrcator ‘ S L

1 : The Percentage of /V-D Cases with Support Orders E

I
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’ OEieCtive' |

4

b. To lncrease the % of Cases Wrth Orders for Medrcal Support

t

lndrcator

1. 5‘ The Pereentege e’f IV-D ,Casesqwr:th -"Medical Supperz‘ Orders

GOAL 3: " ALL CHILDREN IN IV-D CASES RECEIVE F!NANCIAL
- AND MEDICAL SUPPORT FROM BOTH PARENTS

_O_br_e_c_:.t_ry_

a. To lncrease the Col!ectron Rate

!

!ndrcators

| i

R Toz‘ai Dollar Ameent Co//ected in IV-D Cases .
2. /V D Collection Ra te for Current. Support

3. Percentage of IV-D Cases w;th Orders Where Some Chn'd Support is
Pa/d 4 . .

4 :-‘JV-D Collection Rate for.Arfee}ages
Objective: R | o

b. !'To Increase the Percentage of Cases Where Health Insurance .
Coverage ls Obtamed After Berng Ordered

- Indrcator
1. Percem‘ege of / V D Cases Where Medrca/ Coverage is Prowded as
Oro‘efed .
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. c To lncrease the Percentage of Cases wnth Appropnate and Up to date

Support Orders

. "
B

ator

L

R ‘A perrodfc samp/mg methodo/ogy Wl// be used z‘o dez‘erm/ne whez‘her ,

o d. . »To Make the Process More Eff|c1ent and Responswe .

v support orders are consistent with State child support gwdelmes
- Sampling methodofogy W/I/ be deve/oped togez‘her by State and .
«Federa/ partners _ ST
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| ASPA’s Task Force | |
on Government Accomphshment & Accountablhty

: |

F15

Strateglc Plannmg in the Ofﬁce of Chﬂd
Support Enforcement .
U.S Department of Hea lth and Human Serwces

| Administration for Children and Families
: Ofﬁce Of Chlld Support Enforcement

Tom Klllmurray, W|th Anne Donovan Gaile Maller Ehzabeth C
Matheson RobertC Hams and Kelth E Bassett

[
1
[
S

' ASPA’s Government Accomplishment

AS‘PA American Society for Public Administration  and Accountability Tasks Forceis

: 1120 G Street, NW, Suite 700 _ ' znga%ed ina m;l\lti—vgear progra:in toﬁ
] . ) » eveiop more than 50 case studies, from
N Washington, DC 20005-3885 : all levels of government, on perfor-
B (202) 393-7878; (202) 638-4952, fax mance management in government.
A wao dca§pa@aol.com - : ‘The case study here should be consid-

_ered a “work in progress,” released now
to get this valuable information to users
‘in a timely manner. As cases are com-
pleted in the future they will be made
available from ASPA,
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Contrrbutors : -

The case study was developed by Tom Killmurray, with contnbutrons by Anne Donovan,
Gaile Maller, Elizabeth C. Matheson, Robert C. Harris and Keith E. Bassett. All
- contributors are employed by the Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE),

" Administrdtion for Children and Farnihs (ACF), U.S. Department of Hcalth and Human

Services (HHS).

Previous to the request for a case study, OCSE contracted with the Ccnter for Support of
Children to write a report on the GPRA pilot project. Wendy Gray. oof the Center for
Support of Children developed an extremely valuable strategic planmng chronology — -
portions ‘of which were incorporated into the case study. !

The Government A_ccomphshment and Accountability Task Force of the American Society of
Public Administration (ASPA) deserves credit for coordinating the effort to develop GPRA
case studies and for asking OCSE to share its experience with other Federal agencies.

| Key Pomts

This case study of the Office of Chlld Support Enforcement's GPRA pxlot project hlghhghts
the need for partnership between Federal programs and their State agency counterparts.

" - GPRA 'will not be fully 1mp1cmented unless Federal grantees — those that actually administer-

 the programs and deliver services that achieve results — are mcluded in planning, goal-
setting, and performance measurement acnvmes . :

"~ Federal agcncres that achxeve their missions through State and Iocal government and othcr
gmntets should ﬁnd this case smdy useful. - «
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| Context

The Ofﬁcc of Cluld Support Enforocment (OCSE) was, in many ways, well-suited for
piloting the Government Performance and Results"Act (GPRA) of 1993. OCSE began with
the enactment of title IV-D of the Social Security Act, in 1975, for the purpose of
"establishing and enforcing the support obligations owed by noncustodial parents to their
children and the spouse of former spouse with whom the children may be living.” ' The
program is primarily federally funded, -but administered by States and local governments and,
as such, 'is a true Federal/State partnership. The legislation authorized the States’ use of
federal funds for enforcing support obligations owed by noncustodial parents, locating absent .
parents establishing paternity, and obtaining child and spousal support. The States were
given responsibility for administering the child support enforcement (CSE) program while the
federal government’s role was to-fund, monitor, evaluate and prov:de technical assistance and
: pohcy d1rect10n '

The txadmonal OCSE-State relationship can bc descnbed as typlcal of Federal-State
relatlonshxps Federal legislation helped create a directive office that.saw its role as funder,
regulator and auditor. With exceptions related below, generally States were not "partners"
and were not consulted on initiatives, policy or requirements. Today, much more -
communication, consultation and joint projects are undertaken. Two examples of the closer -
‘working relationship are development of performance 1nd1cators and GPRA unfunded State
and local pilots.

Since 1975, OCSE has experienced varied organizational settings in the U.S. Department'of
Health and Human Services. OCSE was placed in an operating division that was to become
the Administration for Children and Families in 1991.  The Assistant Secretary for Children
and Families is the statutory OCSE Director, while the Deputy Director has immediate
responsibility for carrying out OCSE’s mission. - ACF’s 10 Regional Offices perform various
CSE functions with the States and' coordinate activities with-OCSE while reporting to a
Regional Administrator. Another ACF office provides technical assistance and certification
for state automated child support systems. - During FY 1996 the CSE Central and Regional
. Office program and systems staff consisted of 227 full-time equivalent staff while the
‘administrative budget amounted to approxxmately $23.5 million. The projected budget for

Federal rexmbursement of State costs is expected to be approx1mately $2. 0 billion.

H

.1 ULs. Departmen: of Health md Human Serv:ces. Adxmmstmnon for Children and Farmlxes Ofﬁce of Chxld
Support Enforcement, ghteenth Annual Report to. Cong@, September 30, 1993, p.iii. '

bl



trategic Plannin in the ff' ce of hlld upport Enf rcement -
Accordmg to its Elghteenm Annual Report to Congrcss, for the ﬁscal year ending Septernber
30, 1993, the child support enforcement program established paternity for over half a million
chxldren and collected nearly $9 billion in.child support. ? In FY 1993, the IV-D child
support enforcement caseload consisted of more than 17 million cases.® Certain Child
Support Enforcement goals such as paternities ¢ established and dollaxs collected are clear and
easily quantified; given available data, success in achieving these goals can be easily ,
determined. It was clear that child support enforcement had mcasurable outputs that could be
counted -with greatcr ease than many other programs. : ~ ,

There had been at least two prevxous attempts at st.rateglc planmng at OCSE since the late
- 1980s. ; These were top-down efforts directed by the Department of Health and Human
Semces or the parent agency. While much OCSE staff time was expended to fulfill the
reporting requirements that emanated from the plans, there was little ownership of these
documents. These previous plans were formulated on the Federal level wuhout consulting
- State chxld support enforcement programs. ‘ : :

The more-reccnt strategxc planning process in the current parent agency, the Administration.
for Children and Families (ACF), produced a broad vision of empowering families and
communities that was mcorporated into the National Child Support Enforcement Strategic -

~ Plan. In contrast to previous attempts at planning, the current ACF strategic planning -
process, .included input from all agency programs and employees at all levels and did not
requu'e detailed periodic reporting. The ACF strategic plan was completed m April 1996.
“There were several events that occurrcd around the time of. the passage of the Government
Performancc and Results Act (GPRA) that made OCSE 1deally suited to participate as a pilot
project.. By August 1993, when GPRA was signed into law, there were already ongoing
attempts at performance measurement and focusmg on results within the agency and. the
States By becommg a GPRA pxlot OCSE found an opportumty to butld on those efforts.

OCSB had been working with its State pax‘mers in the Measunng Excellence- 'I’hrough .
Statistics (METS) initiative. This was an attempt by OCSE and the States to improve the
quality of the States’ data collection efforts. Progress had been made on proposed data
definitions, revised’ reporting forms and instructions. OCSE weicomed GPRA as an

. opportumty to build on these parmershxp effons ' : ; :

2 Ibid,

3 Thid!, p.6.



tr'tf ic Pla ning in the Office of C 1ld u “rt-Enforcement

.Addmonally, thcre was already a change occurring in the audrt funcnon at OCSE ~ Audits of
State programs were required by law to determine compliance with Federal requirements. =~
While there was statutory authority for other audits, program compliance audits were
explicitly required and resources did not allow for many discretionary administrative cost or
other results-onented audits. However, since 1984 as a part of the mandated compliance
" audits,, selected program performance elements have been measured through audits of state
program cost effectiveness. During this time, widespread agreement developed that the focus
needed to change from looking at process to looking at results. OCSE anticipated GPRA and
the auditors began conducting reviews of State reporting systems in order to assess data
quahty This shxft fit neatly into the GPRA framework. ‘ .
i 4
OCSE! faced a new world with new leadershxp that cmphamzcd the concepts of strategxc
planning, team-building, coordination, partnership and putting children first. The Federal-
State relationship had been evolving. The pace and scale of change would undoubtedly
increase. This coupled with the National Performance Review, GPRA, potential Welfare
Reform, and a Presidential executive order on Regulatory Reinvention which focused on
partnership andmcrcased flexibility, helped convmce OCSE and its partners that a new
direction was nwded : o

- There was an assumption in the agency that there would be welfare 'reform in the coming
months. The knowledge that legislation would be proposed which might change the welfare
system generally and the child support enforcement program specifically in fundamental ways
‘gave an added immediacy to the task of developing a strategic plan and performance '
measures. The proposed legislation included a new focus on measuring the results of the
child support enforcement program. Incennve fundmg for the States would be increasingly
tied to: Statc performance. :

This potennal legislative mandate of linking incentive fundmg to program performance
motivated partners to develop a strategic plan and indicators. At the same time, however,
the antlcxpatmn of rewards and penalties based on reports of State pcrformance delayed the
development of performance indicatiors. Partners quickly recogmzed that their program
funding would be based on reports of program performance, thus increasing anxiety levels
and creating the need for careful consideration in performance indicator development. While
the goals of child support enforcement are clear and universal among State programs,
reaching agreement on indicators was no easy task. Since agreement on performance
measures was impeding consensus on the strategic plan, the partners agreed to postpone
development of mdlcators until aﬁer there was consensus on thc stratcgrc plan.



S;ratggic Planning in the Qfﬁce of Child Support Enforcement
Strateglc Planmng Process | - |

Those who were workmg on the pllot pro;ect at OCSE lmcw that any pro_]ect would have to -
include their State "partners.” Focusing the GPRA effort only at the Federal level would

. make little sense because it is the States that implement child suppOrt enforcement and
provide almost all of the direct services to the public. Only by working with the States could
OCSE have an impact on the program’s performance results. . Likewise, OCSE recognized
the critical role of Federal Regional Office CSE staff as providers of technical assistance and
liaison to the States. Regional representatives participated in drafting the strategic plan as

- partners on the Core Team. Various Central Office functions such as policy, audit and .
program operations were represented on the Core Team and throughout deliberations as well.
Drafts of the emerging plan were shared thh stakeholders such as nauonal advocacy groups.

OCSE made strategxc plan development a priority and involved hlgh-level officials at very -
beginning. In late March, 1994, Judge David Gray Ross, OCSE’s Deputy Director, sent a
“"Dear' Colleague” letter to the State child support enforcement (IV-D) directors. In this
letter, he announced that OCSE was designated a GPRA pilot and he asked for their help on
‘performance plans and development of performance’ md1cators

At first Federal staff thought it best to draft an initial strategic plan so that State partners -
would have something to react to. Efforts to start designing a strategic planning document
for the agency began at the end of April, 1994, when a group of participants from OCSE’s
. Central Office met with Mike English and Hap Hadd, of the HHS Assistant Secretary for
Management and Budget (ASMB) staff. Mike English and Hap Hadd would assist OCSE by
- acting as consultants and facilitators throughout the GPRA pilot.*  ACF Regional Office
program managers were connected to this meeting via conference call. The group met and
~developed a first draft of a Strategic Plan. This first draft was distributed and discussed with
State IV-D directors at thelr annual meenng in Vlrgmla Beach, erglma in early May

Comments the OCSE staff received at the annual meetmg made it clear that the strategic
planning effort should go no further without including State partners in the process. Judge
Ross, therefore, sent a letter to the IV-D directors to ask for their help in developing a
strateglc plan for the agency, solicit from them proposals for two-year GPRA pilot projects
in their States, and ask the dlrectors to circulate thé strateglc plan in their States and get
feedback from other interested parties. :

The decxsnon to use ASMB expettxse on GPRA, strateg;c planmng. and performance measurement made sense
because it was high quality and offered at no charge to OCSE. “These facilitators did not have any preconceived
notion of the child support enforcement program, but they were motivated to see that GPRA was implemented
successfully. OCSE, on the other hand, felt strongly that GPRA, long-range planning, and results measures must he
develﬁoped in program, as opposed to staff offices. The relatxonshcp between ASMB staff and OCSE was mutually
bene cnal
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Stm;; egic Planning in the Office of Child Support Enforcement
' OCSE creatively used every opportumty to involve partners and stakeholders in the formation
of the strategic plan. Regional and national conferences were used to get input and spread
the word about the developing plan and partnership. - Focus groups with advocates for -

~ children and both parents were held. Teleconferencing and vxdeoconferencmg was also
employed to build bndges of commumcanon between partners

’Consensus was acmeved on the ﬁnal version of the Strategxc Plan durmg a national
videoconference of State IV-D and Federal OCSE leaders on February 28, 1995 originating
from Washington D.C. More than 20 State CSE programs were represented and over 100
people! pammpated in the videoconference. Plan consensus was the culmination of over ten
months of intensive work and communication. ‘The resulting Strategic Plan is testament to
both the efforts of the partnership and the time-consuming ‘nature of plannmg between
Federal and State partners. .
Possible 'perfomxance indicators had been included in the December version of the Plan. As
discussed earlier, in order to get final consensus on the Strategic Plan, it became clear to the
OCSE staff that the indicators or performance measures needed to be separated from the .
Plan. Consensus on and acceptance of the Strategic Plan by the partners would be the first
~ step and, then, the development of the performancc measures would be a second and separate
- step inthe implementation of GPRA. , ‘

The immediate benefit to dropping the‘ measures from the Plan was a focus on the major
goals and objectives, resulting in consensus. In retrospect, developing a separate effort on
performance measures was advisable as it.can be more difficult than 'strategic planning.
Technical details are critical to rneasurement and this is where the differences among State
programs are magnified. State practice is governed in large part by State domestic relations -
law. Differences in case processing procedures as well as data definitions make consistency
dlfﬁcult ‘ . :

One drawback to havmg a separate effort to develop measures is that the passage of time and
key players can create a disconnect between the strategic plan and its performance indicators.
This is probably unavoidable, however, given the prolonged evolunonary nature of this
process and partnership, in general. Developmg indicators can raise problems with the goal
or objective being measured and there is a temptation to revise goals'and objectives to fit the
measure, rather than the other way around. However, OCSE ‘and its partners resisted this
temptation and the Strategic Plan has been strongly defended agamst change resulnng from
indicator development



Conscnsus Fmal edxts were made on the Plan producmg a consensus version dated Fcbruary
28, 1995. In accepting the National Child Support Enforcement Strategic Plan as a working
blueprint for the child support enforcement program over the next five years, all participating
IV-D partners slgnalled their agreement on the goals and objectives for the program. % For
~ those who partxcnpated in the videoconference, agreement on the Strategic Plan felt like a -
truly historic moment. The accomplishment of consensus drew spontaneous applause from
~ the group of 25 attending the videoconference in Washington. ' Cecelia Burke, president of
the National Child Support: Enforcement Administrators Association, . acknowledged the event

~ as a milestone in Federal-State relations in the CSE program, saying, "For the first time

ever, we have a Strategic Plan for the whole program. I feel we are moving into a new
realm \mth OCSE, when you consnder the magnitude of what we have Just accomphshcd

here

Key Peoglg OCSE sought both high level and wxdespread support for 1mplemennng GPRA
Assistant Secretary for Children and Families, and statutory OCSE Director Mary Jo Bane
watched the GPRA pilot closely and was very supportive of its progress. Assistant Secretary
Bane participated-in three performance measures meetings and provided some valuable input
on developing outcome indicators for the CSE program: The Assistant Secretary’s
involvement showed high level interest and commitment to partners and reaffirmed the
Administration’s support for implementing GPRA. OCSE Deputy Director David Gray Ross
was an enthusiastic believer in the GPRA pilot effort and really cultivated State interest in
the process. In addition, a former State IV-D director, Anne Donovan, was hired to head
the GPRA Task Force. Her ability to relate to the States and work closely with Federal
managers was very 1mportant to expandmg commumcatxon between Federal and State
partners

onsultanon with Congress and the foige of M_a__nagement and Budget. State and Federal

partners. felt it was best to reach out to partners and stakeholders within the child support
enforcement community before meeting the GPRA requirement of consulting with Congress.
Presentation of a plan to appropriation and authorizing committees that had not achieved full
consensus among partners was considered premature. Later, as. more HHS programs began
to develop strategic plans, the Department would decide to avoid multiple contacts with
Congress -and favor a unified consultatxon made through a comprehenswe HHS Strategic
Plan. =

Asa pilqt, OCSE reported on its activities to OMB and shared it's‘consensus strategié plan
and draft performance measures with OMB Income Maintenance staff. OMB strategic
planning’ guidance to all agencies was not considered by partners as it was issued several

# ~Consensus Reached on National Strategic Plan for CSE," Child Support Report, March 23, 1995.

¢ Ibid.

——
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months after. Plan consensus in February 1995 Foliowmg plan consensus, OMB staff also
: attended meetings of the State/Federal Performance Measures Workgroup. OCSE considered
and rcsponded to OMB comments on the draft-measures. ' .
The mission, v1smn goals and objectives of the strategre plan reeelved full consensus from
- State and Federal partners. - ACF and the Department have certainly reviewed the Strategic
Plan and praised it. Higher levels have respected the results of the partnershlp that was
forged through strategic planning. ‘ ’

mms_g_d_gh_se_m OCSE recogmzed the benefit of mvolvmg and educating those
outside the program during the development of the plan and measures. Focus groups were
held with advocates and various interest groups. ACEF planning staff that were involved i in
urging OCSE to become a pilot observed strategle planning meetings. During the

“ performance measures development effort since February, 1995, OCSE welcomed special
participants and guests to working meetings of the partnership. Individuals from HHS and
ACEF planning, evaluation and budget staff offices, the General Accounting Office and the
Office of Management and Budget attended meetings: Involvement of these stakeholders in
the process would help ensure their support for the final product

ederal L&de@up, 'I'he Federal ofﬁee recogmzed the GPRA process as an opportumty to
buxld trust, improve working relationships, and forge a partnershlp with the state child
support offices. The unenthusiastic State reaction to the initial draft strategic plan developed
solely by the Federal office underscored the importance of State involvement. OCSE
proactively reached out and demonstrated its intention for parmersmp with invitationsto -
States to get involved. The Federal office maintained a leadership role by staffing the
~ activity and making it a natlonai priority for child support enforcement. The Federal office
was committed to responding to partners’ concerns through constant consultation, inclusion
and co-responsibility. While the expectations of State child support offices may still differ in
terms of what the Federal-State partnership should be, the process appears to have improved
commumcanons and enhanced the working relauonshlp between the States and OCSE

Strategne Plan Summary

Mission.” The Chxld Support Enforeement Program is authonzed and deﬁned by statute, title
IV-D of the Social Security Act The purpose and the mission of the. Program are derived

~ from the Act:

To assure thar assistance in obraining support (borh ﬁnanczal and med:cal) is ,
available to children through locating parens, es:ablzshmg patem:ty and support
ob[zgatzons and enforcing those obligations.
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ngxgn “The Nanona.l Child Support Enforcement Stmteglc Plan arnculates the followlng
vision: ; ‘ A :

The C}uld Suppon Enforeemen: Program wle put chzldren ﬁm by helpmg parenzs
assume responsibility for the economic and social well-being, health and stability of
thezr cht!dm:. We' recognize the value of zmproved rela:xonsths with both parents..

Remvcnuong what it means to provide child support enforcement was mtegral to the
development of the stmeglc plan and necessary for its success.

'I’mdmona}ly, government services reflected the strong adversanal nature of child support
enforcement. Many CSE programs saw themselves as advocates for custodial parents,
creating an adversarial relationship, between the child support agency, and non-custodial -
parents, some advocacy groups, and in some case, state leglslatures "This adversarial role

. was exacerbated by the wldely held notion of child support agencies as merely collection and

- enforcement agents — minimizing their efforts to uncover, and attempt to resolve, the reasons

behind non-payment of support, e.g. unemployment or lack of edueatmn or job skllls

: The Strategic Plan was used as a vehicle to chart a new course for the program. Reﬂectmg '
recognition of the evolution occurring in the public arena and as part of welfare reform, the
plan very deliberately moves away from child support as an adversarial program and
redefines the program in the interest of children and families. For example, the program
goals identify children, rather than parents, as the primary customers and beneficiaries of the
program. No State or advocacy group, whether representing custodial or noncustodial
parents, could argue with putting children first. In addition, the szxon recognizes the
broader 'social contribution of child support enforcement beyond a collection and enforcement
agency, by "helping parents assume responsibility.” The vision also diffuses the adversarial
nature of the program in its treatment of noncustodial parents "by recognizing the value of
1mproved relationships with both parents. " Increased involvement, financial or otherwise, of -
the noncustodxal parent with the famlly may bnng benefits that are dxfﬁcult to measure.

The Federa.l office developed and 'Wldely ppbhcxzed ‘the phrase "Chlldren First" to promote
the evolving image of the child support enforcement program. To illustrate that Federal
leadership was on board with the new message, OCSE Deputy Director David Gray Ross put.
a large "Chlldren First" sign over his door, where it remains today. The use of simple,

ymbohc phrase played an important role in forming consensus on the Strategxc Plan and in
ehangmg the adversanal nnage of chﬂd support enforcement ‘ -

' wm ’I'he Federal partnership. thh States is not only evident in  the' strategic
planmng process, but also present in. the content of the goals and objectives of the Strategic
Plan itself. The Strategic Plan’s goals and objectives are for the ennre breadth of the



Program and not simply Federal activities. ‘The following goals and ‘objectives are contamed
in the National Chlld Support Enforcement Stmteglc Plan: ,

GOAL1: ALL CHILDREN HAVE PARENTAGE ESTABLISHED

' OQiective
a. To Increase Establishment of Patermtm, Partlcularly Those Established wnthm
One Year of Birth - A .

GOAL 2: ALL CHILDREN IN IV-D CASES HAVE FINAN CIAL AND
'~ MEDICAL SUPPORT ORDERS =~

| Objecgiveg | | o - i

a. To Increase the Percentage of IV-D Cases wnth Orders for Financ:al Support

b. To Increase the Percentage of Ca.sas Wlth Ordersfor Medlcal S_upport v "

| GOAL 3: ALL CHILDREN IN IV-D CASES RECEIVE FINANCIAL
- AND MEDICAL SUPPORT FROM BOTH PARENTS

Objectives: o o o j} .

3
i
«

a To increase the Collection Rete’

b. To Increase the Percentage of Casa Where Health Insurance Coverage Is.
: Obtamed After Being Ordered ~ ‘

c.. To Increase the Percentage of Cases wnth Appropnate and Up—to—date Support
Orders

d. To Make the Process More Effi c:ent and Responsive ‘. |

Early in Strategic Plan development efforts specific activities and approaches needed to
achieve the goals above were included. However, partners thought such details were more
appropriate to annual performance plans and would vary greatly among individual State -
programs. State programs are at different stages and levels of progress and State as well as



| Federal annual performance plans may focus on more hmxted specxﬁc areas of concentranon
for program 1mprovements L S .

Partm:rs recogmzed that to achxeve broad sansfactory results for chlldren, the States and :
Federal Central and Regional Office partners need to work closely together and strike a
balance between uniformity and flexibility to allow for innovation in program operations.
Therefore, the Strategic Plan includes a statement entitled "Overall Approach” which stresses
a continued focus on ‘achieving results focused on children. Specxﬁc approaches include .
improving consistency and nmforrmty in service delivery and elumnatmg conflicting program
policies. - OCSE and the States will work’ together to identify activities, such as in the

- interstate and mtemanonal arenas and data. collecnon where umform approaches yxeld the

'bestresults B T o ~ S

Greater lﬂexlbxlxty and encouragmg mnovatmn wxll a.lso be a major operatmg prmc:ple for the -
partnership. The outcomes require that the experience and. creative talents of all partners in -
the program must be used. Constant effort to stimulate, celebrate, and disseminate .
innovation and creativity is the essence of the approach to successful accomphshment of the .
Plan’s goals and objectives. In agreement ‘with the pnncxples of creatmty and innovation,
_ both OCSE and its partners committed to operating in a continuously improving and

empowenng environment — supported by opportunities for’ development modern
'management practlces, and maximum use of technology ‘ :

erformgr_xgg Reporting. Two interim performance indicators -patemmes estabhshed and
child support: collections— were selected while State and Federal partners jointly developed
an array of measures that indicate success in achieving each goal and objective of the
- Strategic Plan. In the future, pational performance targets will be set by program partners
‘with individualized State performance agreements and compacts being negonated between
- States and ACF Reglonal Office child support enforcement umts f

',Regources Achxevement of ta.rgets depends on resources The projected budget for Flscal . |

Year (FY) 1996 for State ¢hild support adrmmstr'anve costs is $2:9 billion. Federal Financial
Partacxpanon (FFP) is set at 66% of those State costs; 90% Federal fundmg is also available
for certain automated systems costs and paternity laboratory costs that States incur; however
with inceftive payments to the States, the effective"FFP rate is really 83%. These State
costs do not include 'salaries and expenses for the ¢ost of approximately 227 Federal staff in.
Central and Regional Offices or the cost of operanng the Federal Parent Locator Serv:ce

, xtgmaj Factgrs There are key external factors. that could sxgmﬁcantly affect the
achievement.of the Strategic Plan goals and objecnves A number of these key variables
could affect achievement of long-term objecnves and goals The major factors can be
summanzed as follows: : ; A

y’»-l N s .. T ) ,
beo .10
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o Leguslatlon. Additional child suppoxt enforcement legislation on the Federal and
 State levels could improve program performance. Welfare Reform child support
_provisions contain many of the proven enforcement and management tools needed for
"improved child support enforcement. New legislation may also cause initial
“disruption and could create widely varying State public assistance programs Wthh
‘could 1mpact achievement of goals and objectives.

(AL the same time thhout changes in the exphctt fundmg, incentives, reportmg, audit
-and penalty provisions of current law, GPRA may have little real impact on State

: ,programs ‘

'® Funding: Reduced funding on the State and Federal levels would hamper efforts
to deal w1th growmg child support caseloads r

0 Economy. An ever-changing economy thh wage downtums and unemployment |
.may impact child support collectxons ‘

0 Trends Social and demographlc trends such as non-mantal births and population
gams at certain age ranges can create ever-increasing challenges for child support
enforcement

‘e Culture: Continuing,cultural attitudes that permit parents to escape responsibility
for children leave child support agencies with limited tools to-overcome a social
obstacle. ‘

Uses and Impact of Strateglc Planmng

eneﬁ§_ The greatest benefit of the strateglc plannmg process so far has been the forgmg of
a true partnership between States and Federal Central and Regional Offices. Communication
‘between partners has increased both in quannty and quality. Consulting States before taking
action on major initiatives is now standard practice. The process of developing the Strategic
Plan helped Federal and State government partners to focus on the basic mission and desired
outcomes. of child support enforcement programs. The planning process created a consensus
which all partners could endorse: putting children first. Identifying children as the primary
customer moved the debate beyond the traditional mindset which takes sides between
custodial and non-custodial parents. The planning process also generated enthusiasm, interest
- and involvement from States, as well as the begmnmg of tmst and the behe.f that we are all

in this together. ‘
‘Orgamzatronal Restructunng Tradmonally, when orgamzauons engage in strategic planning,
orgamzanonal restructunng often results In the shared respon51b111ty for child support

11



-enforcement that exists between State and Federal governments, it was primarily the
relationship that was restructured. However, some restructuring did occur in the Federal -
Central Office. A GPRA Task Force of Central and Regional Office staff was created to .
provide overall coordination of the pilot and technical assistance to State volunteer projects.
"A Special Imtl_auves staff was developed to assist States with international and military cases,
Native American issues, and provide liaison with stakeholder groups such as employers and
the law enforcement community. A division of Consumer Services was created and a
dmsxon of State and Local Assxstance is planned. ' :

SI&L_IEQP.& The Plan was a statement of a powerful consensus in the child support :
enforcement community that helped to set a threshold: for program direction. The basic goals
and mission of the program did not have to be revisited. For some States, the Strategic Plan
helped spur planning and performance measurement efforts of their own. The Plan was used
as an important reference, portions of which were incorporated into State plans.

GPRA Demonstrations. On March 8, 1995, OCSE issued a program grant announcement
under Section 1115 of the Social Security Act. The announcement requested applications
from State and local offices for demonstration projects as part of the GPRA pilot. Six

- projects, totaling over $606,000, have been selected for cooperative agreements lasting up to
-seventeen months. The demonstranons mclude the following results—onented projects:

° Evaluation of perfonnance-based contractmg m chhxgan,
' ° Analysxs of performance mdxcators in Anzona

e Study of non~comphant chxld support oblxgors in order to support strategic -
SRR planmng efforts in anesota '

°* Restructunng and pnvatxzatmn of services in Wyommg,
' 0 ! Improved child support/weifaxe mterface in Vlrgmxa, and

. Community-based pat;:mxty establishment in Delaware. *

The purpose of these cooperative agreements is to both support the GPRA pilot and apply its
concepts on a level closer to program customers. A number of States have results-oriented -
management initiatives with strategic plannmg and performance measurement elements.

~ These projects will support this on-going activity and stimulate a focus on outcomes in States
that may have just started. Results from these projects will be widely disseminated to.
educate program managers about how to 1mplement similar initiatives-and thexr potential -
impact on achievement of goais.

12



- GPRA <sparked a major effort to ‘invite- States local programs and regxons to pllot results

~ orientation, customer service, strategic planning and performance measurement. ,
Approxlmately 30 diverse unfunded pilot projects were accepted. - Th1s aspect of OCSE’s
pilot was not required by GPRA but did much to spread the spirit of GPRA to the States.
Through these unfunded pilots, enthusrasm for GPRA expanded and State and Federal

hnkages mcreased : r N L L 5. i
One of the most successﬁﬂ pﬂOtS to date has been a new. mterface between the Federal Parent
Locator Service and the Social Security Administration’s Enumeration. Verification System
(EVS).' Eight States participated by submitting the names of individuals sought for paternity
~ establishment or enforcement of support. Social Security Numbers (SSNs) were identified
for approx1mately 190,000 cases for a 28% match rate. SSNs are requrred as unique =

: 1dennfiers for automated matching. Approximately 30,000 of these cases were submitted for
Internal; Revenue Service (IRS) tax refund offset. -Preliminary data for the 1995 tax year
indicates: $1.6 million has been collected thus far through IRS "tax refund offset. EVS is now
used on a nauonwrde basis. . : : «

. Ohio has also been successful in laymg the foundanon for a results—onented Chlld support

' enforcement program. Its voluntary GPRA pllot has focused on identifying strategic plan

l program goals, objectives and performanee indicators. Progress has been made on
estabhshmg performance agreements between the State Department of Human Services and
county-level child support ofﬁces Ohio also mtends to revise 1ts county funding scherne to
reward performance . o o ; , S

. Federal Imgacg The Strateglc Plan has been used to gulde workplans and staff performance
appraisal systems in a number of units in the Federal Central and Regional Offices. Many
States have signed individual performance agreements or regionswide compacts with ACF
Reglonal 'Offices. It should be noted that neither of these activities was mandated but
evolved from the strateglc planning and partnership experience. In order to extend GPRA

. techmques to States’ training staff, the FY 1996 Training Conference agenda is being .- ,
"~ designed around strategxc planmng and performance measurernent on the State and Federal
 level. ‘

Plan lesernmangg The Plan has been shared thh advocacy groups, all State IV-D
programs; posted on.the modem-accessible ACF electronic bulletin board (1-800-627-8886 or _
202-401-5800), OCSE’s home page on the World Wide Web (http://www.acf.dhhs.gov), .
~ includedas. part of training conference reference ‘materials, and wntten up in a.child support
newsletter which is distributed to thousands,of state and local child support workers. The
Plan was shared around the agency and OCSE’s: GPRA experience has been related to
various Federal agencies. Performance measures which have been agreed on and
1mp1ernented should indicate the level of success in achlevmg Plan goals and objectives. -

P L . ; : W .
. . - B . . P
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‘Strategic Planning in the Office of Child Support Enforcement

Qg_s_lap_ga Becommg a GPRA pilot did not offer immediate opportumnes to change laws
that governed aspects of the program. Partners have worked together: in prov1dmg assistance
to modify proposed legxslaaon In the future, partners will explore proposing needed
legislation that will assist in implementing GPRA more fully. For example, legislation that
would modify data reporting requirements, and better align the strategic plan goals,
performance measures and the audit function would bnng statutory requirements up—to—date
with Federal and State partnership activities.

Costs |

“The GPRA pilot and specifically the strategic planning effort has had huge benefits with
minimal financial costs. There have been a few staff added, and there was some travel
requxred during the planning stage. OCSE and its partners have learned to accomplish more
“with fewer resources. Closer cooperation results in sharing of resources and smoother
1mplcmentauon A'greater range of ideas and perspecnves is available to tap. The
parmarshxp has created a climate where some States are able to assist others with national
initiatives while Federal staff facilitate, act asa cleannghouse for mformanon, or staff outa
project. : o

Lessoné Lea’rned

OCSE and its partners knew that GPRA would be 1mposed on thé progmm eventually. - This
fact created an incentive to get a head start and do it right the first time. - Below are some
lcssons learned from OCSE'’s GPRA pilot to date:

. ,sttake Initially, OCSE draftcd a strategxc plan without consultmg Statcs o
- cthat dxscussxon could start with somethmg on the table.

Imon: Don™t take pen to paper until your partners are at the table.

‘@ Mistake: OCSE set initial pekformancc targets without consulting partners.
. Lesson: Unless you set targets together they are yeur targets and not your
L partners . , :

LA Mlstake Trying to take people where they don’t want to go.. For example,
. trying'to convince certain partners that to improve our success, we must -
-+ recognize and work to resolve obstacles that affect noncustodial parents’ ability

' to meet theu' tesponsxbxlmes (noncustodxal parents are our customers 100). \

i
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" Lesson: Fmd somethmg all can agree on. For OCSE and its partners it was:
-put children first.

® Lesson: Invoive stakeholders, advocates, interest gronps, other Federal
~ agencies or offices early on to ensure their- support for the ultimate decisions
madc w1th your partners. S

o ' Lesson Fedéral staff should be prepared to do most of the work GPRA isa
~ 'pnonty for Federal agencies; omemsc, work may not get done.

° Lesson: Be sman be honest be patient. Start thh something you can be -
. - objective about. -Get help from others such as expcrts facilitators, partners.

Be honest and admit you don’t have all the answers and you’re makmg it up as -
. ‘you go along. Be patient. and listen with an open mxnd your way isn’t the
L only way.

. Lesson: Be quiet Let State pariners do the talking. Often the reasoning of
pecrs is more convincing to States than arguments from Washmgton

®  Lesson:' Consensus do-csn t necessanly mean that everyonc agrecs it means
' that everyone has had a chance to participate and contribute to a decision that -
partners can accept and support Consensus decision-making does not employ
voting. v

e Losson Partnership is hard and time-consuming — don’t expect miracles.

: The plan you create is living and can be changed. Partnershxp and planning is
a continuous, long-term process and cascades to operanonal levels. Open and
frequent communication among parmers is kcy '

Next Steps

Plan Implementation. - OCSE considers the Strategic Plan as the foundation for results- -
oriented management. In the future, States and the national program will be judged on
success in achieving the goals and objectxves, given external factors. Many States started
results-oriented management initiatives before GPRA. It is hoped that the Plan will influence
more States to follow this trend. Individual actions and strategxcs will necessarily differ from
State to State. Ultimately, the Plan and its 1nd1cators will result in driving the program to

~ improve outcomes for children and lead to a rational investment of resources based on
performance—based budgenng |

oy
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- gerfgrmance Indicators. ' Partners tentanvely agreed to a set of performance indicators at a
' mecnng in Bethesda, Maryland on July 17-18, 1996. Performance measures will be piloted

in order to assess drfﬁculty in collecting data, reprogrammmg automated systems, etc.

Weﬁmn Should Welfare Reform leglslauon be passed by Congress and signed by
the President, program partners will have to consider its impact on the Strategic Plan, data
reporting, performance indicators, and Federal funding. Ulnmately, the performance
indicators could be the basis of proposed legislation that will revise current data reporting
requirements. The iegslanon should leave flexibility for program partners to make
appropriate changes in the indicators and in data reporting as needed. Data definitions, -
reporting forms and instructions will have to be revised. State pammrs have to complete
their automated systems and other data gathenng systems e 4

. erfgrmggg Agreemgn;g While many ‘States preceded Federal GPRA 1mplementanon with

. their-own efforts at strategic planning and performanceé measurement, others are just

- beginning to react to these trends. ‘Performance or Partnership: Agreements were developed
' voluntanly between many States and Federal Regional Offices. ' These agreements will

- continue to evolve. Discussions are now taking place which may suggest a standardized
approach to this effort. However, a large amount of flexibility will remain :m order to
.accommodate dwersny among the States and Reglonal Ofﬁces

Audit. Currently, State compliance with detailed Federal requlrements is audxted in
accordance with statute. Welfare Reform is needed to release auditors from reviewing States
for detailed program compliance to looking at the results achieved by State child support -
enforcement programs. In' the future, one of the primary roles of the D1v1smn of Audit will
be reviewing the vahdrty of data reported by Statcs '
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July 6, 1994

' TO: . Al State IV-D Directors
RE. L OCSEStnteg:cthngUndcrtheGommemPerformmcc

 Results Act (GPRA) -

Denr Colleagua

ﬂwdﬂdSumtEnfmt(CSB)ngmmhubewsdeddtobcaptbtfop
" the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA). The purpose of
GPRAnwmvefededmmmuuﬂpublmwummyby
. promoting a new focus on results, service quality and customer satisfaction. In the
Mmmmammmlmwudmmamkﬁmu@mm
dﬂmwﬁmuﬂwmphmmdm :

InuMay:Odllwer.DdemyRouﬂuDapunymufﬂ\eOﬁccofChnd,
- Support-Enforcement (OCSE) asked for our assistance in developing & stratcgic
plmmgdmmmforthedﬁleupponEnfoumgm Prediminary
. drafting of the strategic plan has alrcady begun, but the opinions of states,
- Jocalities, advocates and conmituents sre critical to easure the plan reflects ths
mnoflnﬁwwxnvolvedhdtepmgrm Themremvathemmthe.
bdtcrﬂ:eplmwmbe

Endoaeduaeopyofmeﬁmdmﬁofthem;cpmgdm Some of
~ you may recognize this as the document passed out at ERICSA or sent to you by
" your Regional Office. As we agreed in Virginia Beach, OCSE has established a
- Core Team -~ composed of two IV-D Diuaon. two Regional Program Managers,
. and senior OCSE staff - to work i with them on developing the plan.
' We have been asked to serve on the team, represeming the views and consensus of
'SmN-Dngmm. The responsibilitics of the Core Team begin with the
 redrafting of the strategic plan. We plan to solicit conmments on the plan from s
wﬁewofmmthem _As these comments sre gathered, the
Cuermwilmtomthommdmmmmpha. While
: ‘M‘Mcphnwhempluedhysmw thuphaw:lbea
Mdowmthnwxndnngnmm -

Asaﬁmnepwwvdgathugcommocsscmmmom ‘
- will contact states and other partners and customers to discuss the draft, using
' conference calls and whatever face-to-face meetings and conferences are planned
in the near future. We hope that many states will take the process a step further by
. holding similar focus groups and sharing this drafi plan with ther local
. counterperts, funneling feedback to their ACF regional offices. This stage could
muhxdemmmthbdnmmxuﬂcmmuﬂmgmbemmdedto
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court systems and legisiators. | This is a terrific opportunity for us to challenge our
front line workers 1o help fashion a child support system that will better meet their
_heeds, This phuc of salhenng input should be eomplewd by the end of July..

OCSE will also be contacting momxl interest groups for their input in August.
We hope that many of you will make similar contacts with your local advocacy
ywp;mdmwmpmatﬂwmmwdcwmdwywmm

_ toyour Ragmml offices by xmd-August.

Inaddmm,wemmhbluoworkmoremmvdymﬂ:ﬂzoucfymwbom
interested in providing further specific comments on the drafl plan and in amy other
information exchange. As mombers of the Core Team facikitating implementation

.ofG?RA,mm’ﬂthmhnbkwmthmMmdh&rmmm‘

OCSEmdmwiIlmpantoywonalltmacﬁviﬁa.

Incommemmgenmedraﬂstmpgxcphnmdmmwﬁmnngcmmmnu
belpﬁdtohmncommonfmncwork. mqmommuedtoaddmmde.

. Aret!cgoalnppropmteandpropaiyonmed?

. Shoutdwchxvebothprocmmdomeomohm?

¢ Can each objective be measured?

4 Tnkmuawhole,doameplmleadmmuwdmuonwemmgom? ‘

.Tiu;ua:pecxa]tme OCSEnseekmgourmuﬁm;mmmrudmgt
consensus on the direction of the Child Suppart Enforcement Program. Tllsiun
wm&ymmnfmhmmmmmm&m

o mnk:forycmhdy leaeudyowcommmwymukeg:ond()ﬁmmd

us. We‘nhomtondx.

tkowski ,
Iowa lVoD D:reaor ~ Michigan IV-D Director
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'DATE: ©  June 15, 1994

FROM: Program Manager ' .
-~ Child Support Enforcement Branch

. SUBJECT: Conference Call on July 20, 1994

S TO: . Reglon IX IV-D Directors

Thls will serve to follow up on the recent telephone conversations
between my staff and your offices regarding the upcoming conference
call scheduled for Wednesday, July 20, 1994 from 1:00 pm to 2:30 pm
(Callfornla tlme).

Given the interest expressed in contlnulng these conference calls,
we have decided to schedule them on a quarterly basis. For the July
20 call, several States have expressed an interest in discussing
the Office of Child Support Enforcement’s  (OCSE) draft strategic
plan for the child support enforcement program (copy-enclosed).that

was developed in conjunction with the Governmment Perfutnlaca:ﬁ
‘Results Act (GPRA). Your participation with OCSE in the develo t
of this plan is essential to ensure that it reflects the goals and”

objectives of the agencies respon51ble for the day to day operation
of the program.

The dlscu551cn Wlth the States in thls area would be fac1litated by
OCSE |Central Office and last no longer than one hour, from 1:00 pm
to 2: 00 pm (California time). ' ,

Please adv:.se this office, either verbally or in wrlting, by
Wednesday, July 6, 1994, whether you believe that a discussion of
the enclosed draft strategic plan would be beneficial at this time.
If you agree, we can resume with our regular conference call in the
following quarter or schedule an earlier call if needed.’ Also,
please advise us if there are other issues you feel we need to

discuss. We will also need a contact person in your office and
: telephone numher to be used for the conference call. ,

’/C Dé.PARTMENT OF HEALTH @ HUMAN SERVICES = f‘U'/ ‘ Chxldren ang Famiiies
.o‘ , - : . : ]
S Memorandw
T Refer To -
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As always, I thank you . .in advance ‘fori 'your support and
encouragement. Should you have any questions, please contact your
assigned child support enforcement program specialist.
1 ; o »
: Slncerely,

John Kers:;;g;i§////’

. - _ _ -Program Manager
‘ ‘ -+ .. Child Support Enforcement Branch

Enclosure

ce: Betsy Matheson, ‘OCSE /
Marianne Upton, OCSE V g
Jamie Roussel, OCSE Audit Division
Don Wall, OCSE Audit Division
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Development of Case Study - |

' OCSE retained all records (electronic and hardcopy) from the start of its GPRA pilot. OCSE
also employed a vendor to develop a brief history or chronology of its pilot. The vendor
worked during the Fall and Winter of 1995-96 to review archival files and reconstruct the
process OCSE and'its State partners went through to develop a strategic plan. - The vendor
conducted numerous interviews with Federal and State staff (listed below). Drafts of the
vendor’ s report were rewewed several times and feedback was provided. : 0

.In respondmg to the Case Study QOutline quesuons, OCSE used the vendor s report as a key
reference and 1ncorporated portions where appropriate. The case study was developed by
Tom Killmurray, with contributions by Anne Donovan, Gaile Maller, and Elizabeth C.
- Matheson, Robert C. Harris, and Keith E. Bassett. Tom Killmurray began working for

. OCSE at the time of strategic plan development. Later, he was reasslgned to work directly
in GPRA pilot activities at the stage just before strategic plan consensus. Mr. Killmurray
also served as the project officer for the vendor writing the GPRA lustory and he was able to
parnclpate in some of the interviews the vendor conducted «

Both the GPRA pilot archival files and the vendor s pllot hlstory are avmlable for review by
contacnng OCSE. » _

References
‘ The Imglemenggon of GPRA at mg Office g g:m:g Support En gr_qgmgnt Wendy Gray,

Center for Support of Chlldren, February 1996

Government Performance and- Rcsults Act of 1993 Pub L 103-62

Creatmz A Govemment That Works Better g,gg gg§t§ Lesg Bg&g of the National
E_erformg;;ce Rev:gw Vice Premdent Al Gore, September 1993

_ Social Secunty Amendments of 1974 Pub L. 93-647
gxghteen;h Annual Rggg to g;gngresg September 30, 1993.
- ACF Smteglc Plan, April 1996.

DRAFT Measunng Excellence Through Statxsuos (METS) Action Tmnsmlttal on Completmg '
OCSE Quarterly and Annual Reportxng Forms, July, 1993. :

Dear Collcague 9“-22 OCSE GPRA Pﬂot Project, March 28 1994

DRAFT Chlld Support Enforcement Strateglc Plan, FY 1995-1999 May 2, 1994



Dear Colleague 94-34, OCSE Strategtc Planmng and Pilot Pro;ect under GPRA, May 20,
1994

DRAFI‘ Cluld Support Enforcement Strategrc Plan FY. 1995-1999 June 1, 1994

Nanonal Council of State CSE Administrators rnemorandum on OCSE Strategxc Planmng,
J uly 6, 1994 - ‘

, -DRAFT Chlld Support Enforcement Strategrc Plan, FY 1995-1999, August 10, 1994
DRAI-T led Support Enforcement Strateglc Plan, FY 1995-1999, December 5 1994
Child Support Enforcement Strategic Plan, FY 1995 1999 February 28 1995
"Consensus Reached on Natxonal Strategrc Plan for CSE QM_S_upmzt_Bemr_‘t ‘March 23,
1995. A

intervfews Condueted by Wendy Gray-.(ritles'at the time of inter'yiew) |
Robert C Harris, Associate Deputy Director OCSE Pe
Donna Bonar Dxrector, DlVlSlon of Program Operanons, OCSE r
' Kexth Bassett Dlrector, Division of Audtt OCSE |
Myles Schlank GPRA Core Team Leader, OCSE
: Davrd Gray Ross Deputy Dlrector OCSE

Ehmbeth C Matheson Dtrector, Division of Pohcy and Planmng (DPP), OCSE
‘ Gmle Maller, Chlef Plannmg and Evaluatmn Branch (PEB), DPP OCSE

'I‘om lelmurray, Program Analyst PEB, DPP OCSE ‘ 'A

| Jerry Fay, Deputy Commissioner, Child Support Enforcement Dwxsron
' Department of Revenue, Massachusetts ' .

Nancy Long, Chlld Support Enforcement Program Manager Regxon VII Kansas Crty
: Regional Office, ACF

Cecelia Burke Dxrector Chrld Support varston Office of the Attorney General, Texas and
Pres1dent National Council of State Chlld ,Support Enforcement Admmxstrators |



H

lema Hxll Child Support Enforcement Program Manager Regmn II New York Clty
Regmnal Office, ACF « S ‘ ‘ S

B Barry Morrisroe, Child Support Enforcement Program Manager
Regxon X, Seattle Regxonal Ofﬁce ACF

Mike Enghsh Senior Management Analyst Assxstant Sccrctary far Management and Budget '
- DHHS . ‘ : t

Hap Hadd, Senior Management Analyst Asmstant Secreta.ry for Management and Budget
 DHHS ‘ \



w N1 June 18, 1996, President Clinton announced
Bihree actions to strengthen the child support

A enforcement program and promote parental
:esponszb:hty Thebc actions were:

B 1mplementmg a pilot program to track nonpay-
‘ing parents across state lines;

challenging all states to adopt statewide new
. hire reporting programs; and

“Issuing new regulations requiring women who
. apply for welfare to comply with paternity es-
tablishment requirements before receiving

" benefits.

U.S. Department of

Health and Human Services
Administration for Children and Families
Office of Child Support Enforcement

.Federal Program to Track Parents Across State Lines

Approximately 30 percent of the current child sup-
port caseload involves interstate cases. The
Administration’s new pilot program will track parents
who are delinquent in child support payments from
iob to job and across state lines. ‘

Under the new program, the 25 states with existing
new hire reporting systems will be able to send new
hire information to the Department of Health and
Human Services’ (DHHS) Office of Child Support En-
forcement (OCSE). The data will then be matched by
computer against lists of nonpaying parents sent by
states to the department, When a match is found,
OCSE will contact the state where the parent owes
child support so that the state can issue a wage with-

“holding order or take other appropriate action, such

as initiating paternity proceedings.

New Hire Reporting Programs

In those 25 states with new hire reporting
programs, emplovers are required or encouraged to
report new hires to a state agency. As indicated
above, information is cross-matched by computer
against lists of parents in the state who owe child
support and, when a match is found, appropriate
action is taken.

These programs have been called the single big-
gest innovation in child support enforcement in the
past decade and have significantly increased collec-
tions in the states that have adopted them: Alaska,
Arizona, California,. Connecticut, Florida, Georgia,
Hawaii, lowa, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Mas-
sachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New York, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee,

Texas, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, and West Vir-
ginia.
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. major new federal/state/
local partnership initiative
y to iiicrease paternity estab-
lbhment and child support collec-
“tion rates is underway in OCSE.
f‘_,vThe focus is on the eight states with
‘the largest child support caseloads.
The “Big 8" are California, Florida,
zH]lﬂOlS Michigan, New York,
,,Ohlo Pennsylvania, and Texas. To-
“'gethel their caseloads, and distrib-
uted collections, make up nearly
50 percent of the national total.

“Asuccessfitl
T Big 8 initiative
will dyvamcatically
improve the lives of
hotiscnels of chilelren.

Detied Crery Ross

On February 24, senior 'Big 8
:state officials met with their federal

ij_.':heqdquarters and regional counter-
parts in New Orleans to begin iden-
itlfymg the many tasks that will
eed to be done to ensure success.

Thgs is-a great start,” Robert Doar,
irector of New York State’s Of-

U.8. Department of

Health and Human Scrvices
Administeation for Children and Families
Office of Child Support Enforcement

Vol. ‘XIX

[ ——- -

No. 4, Aprll 1997

Bag % Em@mﬁwe KME& Off

The Big 8 Sz‘«:'zfesé in Color.

fice of Child Support Enforcement,
said. “Recognizing the special prob-
lems faced by states with large
caselouds is a strong first step in fed-
eral-efforts to help them improve
performance.”

Marion Stefty, director of the
Big 8 operation, indicatecl that a
central part of the effort would in-
volve coordinating with senior of-

ficials and technical experts in head-

quarters, regional offices, and the
ficld. She also took note of the rich
bodly of knowledge and experience

alreacly available in those states not

part of the Big 8.

“Their contributions,” she said,
“in the form of working models and
best practices, will be a necessary
part of our efforts to be successful
with this project.”

Inside...

Incentive Fgmdmg Recommendations..... o 5

i
I
1
1
;
|

Training Needs Assessment

‘OCSE Deputy Director David
Gray Ross stated that “a successful
Big 8 Initiative will dramatically im-
prove the lives of thousands of chil-

| dren, While we recognize the im-

portance of working with all states,

| and indeed have entered into part-.

nership agreements to do just that,
by concentrating resources on
those states with the largest
caseloads,” he said, “we expect to
see the greatest possible gains in the
shortest possible time.”

In opening remarks to the
group, Judge Ross addressed presi-
dential priorities, executive expec-
tations, goals, and the resources
available to develop projects which
meet the requirements of legisla-
tion.
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" ALL EMPLOYERS
~ _TOREPORT
" ALL NEW HIRES

The Personal Responsibility and Work Dp: '

" portunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of

: 1996 was signed into.‘law'onAugust 22,1996.

. Th1s leg1slatron prov1des for a much
: strengthened Child Support Enforcement
Program ’

- “THeChild Stpport Program benefitschil- - -

dren and families .by-locating-‘noncusto—; o

dial parents, establishing paternity when-
necessary, and establishing and enforc1ng
chrld support orders

One key proyision of the_PRWORA'legisla—

tion of importance-to employers is that all -
.- States have a program providing information

. about the newly hired. Thisnew hire report—
' ing program provides timely information so
that child support can be more effectrvely en-
 forced. - a

..+ Employers will be re'(iuired to report cer— ‘

; tain information on their newly hiréd em-

]

N ployees toa des1gnated State agency

. »States will maich new hire reports against o

‘child support records to locate parents, es-
tablish an order, or enforce an existing or-

der. -State agencies operating Employment '
Secur1ty and Workers’ Compensatlon Pro- '

» grams will also have access to the new-
hire information to detect and prevent er-
roneous beneﬁt payments

~

stringent reporting requirements.

"THE MINIMUM EDERAL
STANDARDS ESTABLISHED IN-

THE PRWORA ARE

All'employers must report all new-hire's.

' The new hire report must conta1n the name

address and social security number of the .
employee; and thé name; address and Federal
Employer Identification N umber of the -

’ "employer Itis extremely 1mportant that these

reports be both accurate and legible, to ensure

_ Successful matchmg and contact once a match

~.. is-made. == . P

New hires must be reported to the. State witliin
.20 days of the date of h1re If an employer

reports electronlcally or by magnetic media;.

“the employer must report by two monthly
. transmissions not less than 12 nor'more than’

16 days apart. States 'rnay-establish more .

o

If.an employer has employees in more than one.

State and reports either magnet1cally or

_ electromcally, that employer may designate -

one State (in which he/she has employees) to .
which all new- hires may be reported The.

' employer must identify to the federal govem-

ment the State which has been selected for -
reporting. A procedure to accomplish such ..

" The new hire report'shall be made on a W-4

form, or an equrvalent form at'the employer s
optlon

New hire reports may be transmitted by first-
class mail, by magnetlc med1a or electron1— .
cally : ‘ -

0

* selection will be provided to you at a later date. -

" STATES WHICH.
 CURRENTLY HAVE
‘NEW HIRE LEGISLATION

Nearly half of the:’States already have new

' ‘ hire reporting legislation. .States already op-

erating new hire programs must conform
their requirements to the minimum Federal

‘requirements no later than October 1, 1998.

o If tyou live in a State which, currently has .
. new hire reporting, your State will notify -

you about changes in your. procedures if

any, and when those changes will go into

effect

ing. Programs

© ALASKA

MINNESQTA

» States that already have New Hrre Report-

"MIsSsQuRL

. ARIZONA ’ " NEW YORK -

: 'BALIFDRNIA Onio

. BEINNEETIEUT OKLAHOMA ‘.
FLORIDA " DREGON c _
GEDéGlA ‘s-uu‘le CAROLINA
Hawall . TENNESSEE
lawa TEXASP
KENTUCKY 'VERMONT

' *MAINE * © VIRGINIA :
MARYLAND WASHINGTON '
MASSAi::HUSEws

WEST VIRGINIA



: 'STATES WITHOUT
'NEW HIRE LEGISLATION
" BEFORE AUGUST 22, 1996

__Those States not listed, as well as Guam,
Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands and the Dis-
trict of Columbia, must have new hire pro-
grams in place no Jater than October 1, 1997.
Again, your State will notify you regarding
what your specific State requiréments are and
when they will go into effect. '

INTERSTATE CASES

_The Federal Office of Child Support Enforce-
ment (OCSE) estimates that over 30% of
child support cases involve parents who do
not live in the same State as their children.
Under PRWORA, the designated state
agency will be required to transmit the new
hire reports which they receive from-employ-
ers to the Federal OCSE for entry into a Na-
tional Directory of New Hires. Federal em-
ployers will report their new hires directly
to the National Directory. This directory will
operate to provide timely locate information
to the gtates regarding child support cases.

- have received the child support they

~ out of every three dollars.collected by

CENTRALIZED COLLECTION OF
7 'WITHHELD INCOME '

The PRWORA legislation also requires that
each State establish, by October 1. 1998, a
State Disbursement Unit for the collection
and distribution of all child support pay-
ments. Employers will be given one loca-
tion within each state where all payments
made through income withholding, with cer-
tain exceptions, are to be sent.

—=lions-of-our-nation’s-children- would—=—+——~

millions more children will benefit..

INCREASIN
FINANCIAL
' SUPPORT
FOR OUR
NATION'S

Wlth youn help, millions of chlldren

need and deserve. The people respon-
sible for operating the Child Support
Enforcement Program thank you for
the critical role you play in making
this program successful. Almost two

child support agencies come from
income withholding. This amounted
to over $6 billion in 1995. Without.
your help, effective child support
enforcement is impossible, and mil-

suffer the consequences. With an
effective new hire reporting system,

The Personal Resp0n51b1hty and

‘Work Opportunity
For more information, contact OCSE’s Web site: R iliati
econciliation Act of 1996
- http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/ACFPrograms/csefindex.html ¢ (PRWO ) -

For state specific information, contact:

e, U.S, Depariment of Health and Human Services
:' Admmxstrauon for Children and Families
i‘ C Office of Child Support Enforcement

March 1997


http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/ACFprograms/cse/index.html
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1. EXPANDED FPLS WORK GROUP

|
|
N
N +
Purpose. .

To ass1st OCSE in establlshlng the Natlonal Dlrectory of New
Hires and the Federal Case’ Reglstry.‘The work group will:
explore such topics as the creation of reportlng procedures,
. communications linkages, internal flles,'and ‘matching and
notification procedures which will result in the ‘
transm1s51on of state New Hire Data and*Case Records to the
natlonal deirectory of New lees and Federal Case Reglstry,'

respectlvely
Coordlnator:ﬁ I
T o ' ~ S : b
‘Karen Bartlett, OCSE = : S o
. . . . . . o B |
|

Federal Representatives:

Gina Barbaro, OCSE C - Anne Benson,‘OCSE
' Nanhcy Bienia, OCSE . .+ . Donna Bonar, OCSE
Linda Delmeke, OCSE = - Pat’ Hagenl OCSE
' Tony Hardy, OCSE e - Marcia LaRue, OCSE:
.Joan O’Connor, OCSE - ' . ;Reglna Smlth OCSE
Robin Rushton, ACF Systems Jim Eatmon, ACF Systems o
EQ Johnson, ACF Systems", . George Laufert ACF Systems
Charles ‘Kenher, RO 1 E . Gary Irwin, RO_Z : , :
~ John Clark, RO 3 . : ! Winona erght RO 4
. Mike Vicars, RO 5 ' s Larry Brendel RO’ 6
Carol Downs-Witcraft, RO 7 Dennis Barton, RO 8
‘Deborah Oppenhelm, RO 9 Llnda Glllett RO 10

State Reglonal Representatlves

Diane M, Fray, CT (Region 1)
Cynthia Krewsky, CT (Region 1) ,
Catherine Butler, MA (Region 1) o
.- Gail Dorey, MA (Region 1) . 1 T
_Bill Stuart, NY (Region 2)- o :
- Julia Koch, MD (Region 3) -

- James' M. Fox, MD . (Reglon 3) :
‘Roselyn B. Ushery, MD (Reglon 3)
Jim Dingeldine; WV (Region 3) ]
‘Rachael: Kirsh, VA (Reglon 3) ... k! < o
Connie White, VA (Region 3) (Deborah Harper, alternate)
Calvin Melton, FL (Region 4) (Tony G. Klrk alternate)
‘Connie S&. Putman, TN (Reglon 4) ] :
‘Barry Berger, NC (Region 4)°
‘Jerry Donovan, IL-‘(Region 5)
Anne. Jeskey, IL (Region. 5)
‘Rose Riley, OH (Region 5)
.Sue Laughlin, OH (Region 5)
-Kay Dunkelberger, MN (Region ‘5)
Robert‘McDowell MN (Reglon 5)

e - LU
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1. EXPANDED FPLS:WORK GROUP, (contmued)

Patricia Matthews, TX (Reglon 6)
"Cindy Gray Fink, TX (Region 6)
Doris A. Taylor, IA (Region 7)-
Michael Adrian, MO ‘(Region 7)
Craig Goellner, CO (Region 8)
David A. Sanchez, CO (Region 8)
James R. Mohler, WY (Region 8) '
Judy Waters, CA (Reglon 9) (Mary Allm,
John Main, AK (Region 10) .
Michelle Kutten, OR (Reglon 10)
Jon Conine, WA (Region 10)
Gary R. Johnson WA (Reglon '10)

Local Representatlve'
James Owen, MI (Kent County)

Employer Organlzatlons.«;

‘Alternate)
{ )

1

| -

.

Lol

Any Bryant American Payroll Assoc1at10n
Rita Zeldner, American Payroll Assoc1atlon;

V Proposed ? o

Mlchlgan SESA or UI rep o
California or ‘Oregon SESA or. U1 rep
North or South’ Carolina SESA or UI rep
Texas SESA or- UI rep

;| '




2. INCENTIVE FUNDING WORK GROUP

Purpose: ' s %

v - . Cae . - i . , X ,x i N A ..‘.
-To reach consensus on a new 1ncent1ves scheme in tlme to
meet requirements in PRWORA to submit a[report to Congress

by March 1, 199?. B

»
i
»

Coordlnator:i
Tom Killmurréy, OCSE
',Fa0111tator

Wendy Gray, ‘consultant

R

|
|
P
|
|
|
|
i
|

g

Federél RepresentativeS'

Betsy Matheson, OCSE : S Gallé Maller, OCSE *
Joyce Pitts, OCSE " Keith Bassett, OCSE
Robert Harris, OCSE . C Anne! bonovan, OCSE
Paul Legler, ASPE @ = C Tony! Slade, RO 5
‘John Kersey, RO 9 C b S

: : |
"State Reglonal Representatlve8°- J
: ]

. gim Hennessey, IA - NCSCEA Pres.. j
Jerry Fay, MA - NCSCEA VP C
Dianna Durham- McLoud IL - NCSCEA Sec. /Treas.
.Leslie Frye, CA - Former NCSCEA Pres,

Tony DiNallo, CT (Reglon 1) ‘ f
-Doris Sims, NJ (Region 2) |
Cliff Layman, MD (Region 3) - f
Joyce McClaran, TN (Region 4) |
‘Wally Dutkowski, MI (Region 5) . f
‘Gordon Hood, LA (Region-6) - ; f
Teresa Kaiser, MO (Region 7) !
Terry Walter, SD (Region 8) !
Nancy Mendoza, 'AZ (Region 9)
Glenda Straube, AK (Reg;on 10) "

Local Representative:

Barrnyleomgren, MN (Hennepin;Counﬁy)
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3. “IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY PLAN ' STATE LEGISLATION ENACTMENT
‘ WORK GROUP ;“g‘_ o . :

Purpose S _ ‘ o
To prov1de States w1th a" ba51c handbook that w111 prov1de '
guidance on pa351ng and implementing State laws required to

1mplement welfare reform. The handbook would have modules
.on each mandated State law, e.q., llcense revocatlon, new
hire reportlng,'and 1nclude exemplary leglslatlve language,
rationale for the-law; State experience,.e.g., cost-benefit

analy31s, successes, pltfalls to avoid. . Subworkgroups will

develop the modules on the varlous State law mandates

i

Coordlnators._r .
R : s O ¥
Susan Notar and Jeff Ball, OCSE - Fact Sheets
Andrew Hagan, OCSE - Blll Summary, Implementatlon Dates and
Contextual Law N
Lourdes Henry, OCSE "= Leglslatlve Analy51s Checkllst

Federal Representatlves

a0 . Voo

- . .Betsy Matheson, OCSE. . " Karen Bartlett, OCSE .

Anne Donovan, OCSE .. i -+ David Siegel, OCSE. (Phil
T S "~ , .. . Sharman, alternate)
Donna Bonar, OCSE *~~ . . ' ' ! Anne .Benson, OCSE
Keith Bassett, OCSE = Steve Cesar, OCSE
Jeff Ball, OCSE . A R - Ann: Slayton OCSE

" David Arnaudo, "OCSE . & - u.;j;Marllyn Cohen, 'OCSE *
Chuck Kenher, RO 1 = " .- . Stan Gardner;:RO 1
Jens Feck, RO 2 o - Michael Kail, RO 2

~ Bob Cllfford RO3 . : .- . John Clark, RO 3.
Ed Donoghue ROS .+ . - Linda Lawrence, RO 5.

Sharan Lesmeister, RO 7 . ‘»‘Dennls Barton, RO 8-
‘ Susan Honc1ano, RO 9 ' N 2

State Representat1ves*i" ‘“}‘v?*‘”' o

Jeff cOhen VT '(Region 1) " . . e
. Doris Slms,‘NJ (Region 2). - b
Jeff Johnson, WV. (Region 3)' . PR
. Jack Stuff, PA (Region 3) B
Karryl Hubbard .DE (Region 3) ) o
Barbara" Paulln, DE (Region 3) v ‘
Dan Joyce, MO (Region 7). 6 S,
Jamie Corkhill, KS (Region 7) ‘ s


http:Johnson,.WV

R 38 REGULATION REINVENTION WORK GROUP

qurpose.

‘To review exlstlng regulatlons, examlne"the extent to which

' the law mandates them, or are a result of’ secretarial o
authority-to issue rules where necessary, de01de which ones .
to, remove/clarlfy, and to decide what ,type of policy '

. . guidance should be issued regardlng welfare reform .
.+ legislation; examine whlch regulatlons weuld be . 1mpacted by,
~ legislation. g S ‘ A BRI . : S

0.
co

'Coordlnator. ‘ f“ ;" ;~15'e
Marllyn Cohen, OCSE : A o 5 - .:; '
Federal Representatlves:, e

Andrew Hagan, OCSE = ‘Lourdes Henry, 'OCSE

Barbara Addison, OCSE Jeff Ball, OCSE -
‘Anne Benson, OCSE' - . . Betsy Matheson, OCSE
. .Craig Hathaway, OCSE . Steve Cesar, OCSE
'Amy Keys Shaw, OCSE - * Debra Hollis, 0OGC:
Joe Bodmer, .ACF Systems, © .~ Renald Logan, ACF Systems
Paul Legler;" ASPE S Nora Andrews, ASPE.
. Jens Feck,.RO 2 g ' Michael Kail, RO 2
Linda Lawrence, RO 5 : ' ’Carl Rlch RO 6
Sharan Lesmeister, RO 7 ' 'Carol Downs wltcraft RO ?

- John Schambre, RO 9.5
State Representatlves. |

‘Marllyn Ray ‘Smith, MA (Reglon 1)
= Tom Mato, ME (Reglon 1)
Dian. Fraye, CT (Region 1) -
“John Bellizzi, NY (Region 2)
. ‘Amy Keys Shaw, WV (Region 3)
.: Virginia Oettlnger, DE (Reglon 3)
*. . Angelo Bonito,’' GA (Region 4)

. Jere Martin, GA (Region .4) :
Jim Olson,- MN (Region 5): = - . = . .. T
Bryan Richard, IN (Region 5) R I
Patrick Sulllvan, TX (Region: 6) . ‘ .

' Diane-Dentlinger, IA (Region: 7) '

S Darlus Sams, CO (Region 8)
r -Annmarie Mena, AZ (Region 9)
s Mary Mallison,: NV- ‘(Region 9).
: Sandra Poole; CA (Région 9). oo
'Mina Apacible, WA (Region 10)




5. INTERSTATE (UIFSA) WORK GROUP ‘ A

Purpose. v

To address several tran31t10nal aspects ‘as states move from

- URESA to UIFSA. Five subcommittees meet as needed to ‘
discuss necessary UIFSA adaptations to the Interstate ‘Roster
and Referral Guide (IRG), a handbook for caseworkers, new
standard interstate  forms, and automation concerns.
associated with new forms. Two of the subcommlttees have
completed their work -- training and implementation and the
development of .the handbook.  These subcommittees may
reconvene in the future if necessary to update these ¢
materials. The forms and automation subcommittees- are
rdeveloplng new standard 1nterstate forms. ’

Overall Coordlnator p; ' } : Af .
Karen Bartlett OCSE
FORMS AND INSTRUCTIONS Subcommlttee Chalrs

Dav1d Stlllman, ‘WA ' - ; .“i Karen Bartlett OCSE

3

NOTE' . 'OMB 1s rev1ew1ng proposed forms o
Federal Representatlves CoL o Cod

steve Cesar, OCSE ' -« "~ Dianné Offett, OCSE
. Marllyn Cohen, OCSE . . S Marianne Upton, OGC

State Representatlves

Don Twomey, MA (Region 1) g B
Cathy May, MA (Region 1) , Lot
Jarnice Johnson, VA (Region 3)

‘Sally McKenzie, IL (Region 5) - .
Barry Brooks, TX (Region 6) -
Edie Markhouse, ND (Region 8) S
Mark Close, SD .(Region 8). . = . ' .|
Susie Becker, CO (Region 8) ‘
Jeanne Vega, CA (Reglon 9)

Tom Leeds, NV (Region 9)

Kristen Salomon, CA (Region 9) ~ .
‘Mary Jane Hamilton, CA (Region 9) . . . I

7AssociationvRepresentative:

Meg Haynes, ERICSA = S



5. INTERSTATE (UIFSA) (continued) .. . @, . -

AUTOMATION: 4Subcommittee Co-Chalrs'

- Joe Bodmer,. ACF SYstems'; _f Karen Bartlett OCSE

'Federal'RepreSentatives: e
Joe Gloystein, OCSE

Dlanne Offett, OCSE
Dave Jenklns, ACF Systems

State Representatlves

‘Donald Twomey, MA (Reglon 1)
Nancy-Ignazi, MA (Region 1)
Jarnice Johnson, VA: (Region 3)
- Glenn Vance, TX (Region 6)
Karen Anderson, NE (Region:7)
Bruce Kaspari, CA (Region 9),

Jeanne Vega, CA (Region 9). - t:i' ,f. s

Georgette Crosa, AK (Reglon 10) R

[

. s H Eid B
v 1 . e " R , Coe [T

IRG;MATRix - Subcommittee Chair:
Hope Butler, OCSE

Federal Representatlves

Karen Bartlett OCSE B T Donna Bonar,

Vince. Herberholt RO 10
state Representatlves" . fan,'lf‘

. Chris’ Hart-Wright DC (Region 3)
"Jarnice . Johnson, VA (Reglon 3) L |
Laurie Teat, MN.(Region 5) o
Kathleen Seltz, MN (Reglon.S)
Barry Brooks, TX (Region 6)' ..
Linda Hoxsie, NV (Region 9)
Suzanne Agee, CA (Region 9)
Bruce Kaspari, CA (Region 9)
Diane Pietrzak, OR. (Region 10)
"Linda Langston, WA (Region 10)

B B R b

OCSEv



6.. CUSTOMER SATISFACTION WORK GROUP
Purpose: a S S

To develop strategies to  improve service. to: our custoners.
Customers include those we deal with directly in our
business, including'custocdial and non-custodial. parents.
Customers also include internal child support enforcement
staff, whether at the federal, state.or. local level.

, Improv1ng customer service is expected to-improve our
program outcomes, such as 1ncrea81ng collectlons, etc.

Co-coordlnators

Dav1d Sleqel OCSE’
Barbara Saunders, OH (Reglon 5)

Federal Representatlves-f

Anne Donevan, OCSE o T
Donna Bonar, OCSE : ' '
Kim Smith, OCSE -

Phil Sharman, OCSE

Myles. Schlank, OCSE A :
Nora Andrews, ASPE . o R
Hap Hadd, ASMB R : ' :
Anne O’Connor [ 01G

Gale Quinn, RO‘S

Debra Baumert; RO 9 * )
Richard Karl, RO 10 g . -

State Representatives:

John Morrel, MA (Region 1)

Sue Grimes, WV (Region 3)
Sam Chacon, TX (Region‘s) :
Teresa Kaiser, MO (Region 7) o
Mary Ann Wellbank, MT (Reglon 8)
Ken Hamllton, HI (Reqlon "9

‘Local RepresentatiVe:‘

Barry Bloomgren, Hennepin County, MN L



sfc PERFORMANCE MEASURES WORK GROUP ) ) {
Purpose.‘ i v”‘r ' i
- To develop a set of . performsnce indicators to, measure the : .
' program’s success’ 1n ach1ev1ng the strateglc plan goals and
objectlves. ‘ S ‘ -
Coordlnator:«f
~ Tom Klllmurray, OCSE ;- 'Af é_t t
AFa0111tators.~ | | “
Mlke Engllsh DHHS : o . Weﬁ§y sfsy,'Consultsnt i
-Fsderal Representatives:f‘ | L o \

Keith Bassett, OCSE = - . ' Anne Donovan, OCSE .

Donna Bonar, OCSE' . , Bob Harris, OCSE

Myles Schlank, OCSE - S Gaile Maller, OCSE

Jim Colarusso, OCSE o . 'Elizabeth Matheson, OCSE
David Siegel, OCSE . ‘Renee Jackson, OCSE ‘
Joyce Pitts, OCSE : L Jamie Roussel, Denver

: o Area Audit Office

Roger Cronkhlte ACF Systems -"Hugh Galligan, RO 1

. John. Moody, RO 6 . " Leon McCowan, RO 6

"Nancy L. Long, RO 7 .+ ' sharon Fujii, RO 9
-John Kersey, RO 9° N S o

State Representatives:

Tony DiNallo, CT (Region I) -
- Jerry Fay, MA (Region 1) .
" Frank Richards, NH (Region 1)
Gerald Lindsay, ME. (Region 1) : oo ;
John Murphy, RI (Region 1) . N
“Dorls Sims;, NJ (Region 2) RS
‘Robert Doar, NY (Region 2) o Lo
Sally Montello, WV (Region 3) ‘ v
Barbara A. Paulin, DE ‘(Region 3) ,
Barry Miller, NC (Region 4) ' DO
Barry Gladden, FL (Region 4): ~ - % "
' Steven P. Veno, KY (Region'4) T ~
‘Dianna Durham-McLoud, IL (Reglon 5) o
Wally Dutkowski, MI (Reglon 5) - o
.Todd Kummar, WI (Region 5). u~: R
.Loretta Adams OH (Region 5) ‘ o ;
Wayland Campbell MN (Region. 5). - 3
. Gordon Hood, LA (Region 6)
' Victor Mantllla, TX, (Region 6) ‘ -
Patrick Sullivan, TX,(Reglon &) « . y
- Alice Embree, TX (Region 6) s

Sy

b



B k . TR . .
7. ;VPERFORMANCE MEASURES WORK GROUP - Continued<
' Daryl Wusk NE- (Reglon 7) '
Jim Hennessey, IA (Region 7)
Teresa Kalser, MO (Reglon 7).
- James Mohler, WY (Reglon 8)
- Darius. Sams,. CO (Region-8)
~Jim Kldder UT . (Region 8) : ‘ .
Dennis Shober, MT (Region 8) , e
- Leslie Frye, CA (Region’ 9) ('. PRI
.. ~~ban Gray, AZ (Region 9) T I,
"+ Glenda Straube, AK- (Reglon 10)
" Shannon’ Barnes, ID (Reglon 10);

Local Representatlves-

.Mlchael Infranco, NY (New York Clty)
. Barry-Bloomgren, MN (Hennepln County)
Wayne Doss, CA (LA~ County) w

i
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8. INCOME WITHHOLDING FORM WORK GROUP

Purpose'

ko

Thls WOrk Group fa0111tates the use of the standardlzed form
by worklng with State child Support Enforcement Agenc1es and
employers’ payroll administrators. (OMB ‘is reviewing form‘
for approval as of 11/29) TR : ,

| Coord1nator° = f‘"-,‘f” S

Dlanne Offett OCSE

- Federal Representatlves' I

Jeff Ball OCSE. - . Doénna Bonar, OCSE

Linda Delmeke, OCSE - . - Pat Hagen, OCSE'.

Craig’ Hathaway,vOCSE © . . Yvette Riddick, OCSE = -
Regina Smith, OCSE: =~ " | ,Delores Johnson, ACF Systems
Carole. Maloney,,gystems . ,Judy Wengierski, Denver

. _ S - , Area Audlt Offlce
‘Vince Herberholt RO 10 R ‘

¢ :
,,,,, e ok

State Representatlves.‘=.-ﬂ .fftv,“ﬁ 'v‘;_

s e

Brad Kramer, MA (Reglon 1) S .

. Jeff. Young, ME ‘(Region 1) SRR
,Elleen Coughlin, NJ (Reglon 2y R
"H. Edward Ricks, DC (Region 3) "~~~ '~ | "' . i
Andy Haman, DE- (Reglon 3) “4v oy ‘
Chuck Beldin, MI. (Region 5) .. .- - '

. Bill Hart, MI (Reglon 5) =

Alicia. Key, TX (Region 6)

Doris Taylor,  IA (Region. 7),’ O e
“Ann' Mignerey, CO (Region 8) R “

- Kirsten" Solomon, CA (Reglon 9)'w e T e
~.John Bodqer NV (Reglon 9) . N 'ﬂ;'

Employer Organlzatlons'~'

Amy Bryant Amerlcan Payroll Association o }
Dan Glum, Amerlcan 8001ety of Payroll Management S '

A55001at10n Representatlve.
’Joel‘Bankes,.NCSEA

Vo . P L . E— .
. i " ‘ . ) N o i o Lo 1]
. . . .



9. DISTRIBUTION WORK GROUP -
Purpose:«

To determlne how to do dlstrlbutlon under the welfare reform
statute, including repeal of the $50. pass—through In the
.context of UIFSA, to address recon0111atlon of. arrearage
© . .under multlple orders : ; A
»Coordlnator:"'A o ) -‘;QJ
Betsy~Mathesqng(OéS§
Federal Representatives: _ “;v:’

Lourdes Henry, OCSE -, = - Coo
Jeff Ball, OCSE : B - ‘
Bob Keith, 0OGC
Gaile Maller, OCSE
Steve Cesar, OCSE;
- Ken Jensen, OCSE
Ed Morris, ACF Systems
Glen Branson, Sacramento Area Audit Offlcef
- Tom Belcher, Boston Area'Audit Office’ '
Tony Cass, Columbus-Area!Audit Office
"8id Houston, Nashville Area Audit Office:
N Jamie Roussel, Denver Area Audlt Offlce~
E Dennis Mlnkler RO 2 SR ‘
John Moody, RO 6
Gary Sullivan, RO 7
Susan Honciano, RO 9 - -
Don Williams, RO 10 . ' ' P PR

State Representatlves.

Marllyn Ray Smith, MA (Reglon 1) S
h Eileen Coughlln, NJ (Region 2) -
" Bill Stuart,‘NY (Region 2) (John Be111221 alternate)

Lillian Overton, NC (Region 4) ‘ '

Linda Hudson, AL (Region 4)

. Ann Wieber, MI (Region 5) -
“ Kathy Seitz, MN (Region 5)

Cheryl Szkotak, TX (Region '6)

Gordon 'Hood, LA (Region 6) K

Byron van Patten, NE. (Region 7)

Gary Bailey, MO (Reglon 7y

Jim Hennessey, IA° (Reqlon 7) _ ,

Mary Armstrong, ND (Reglon 8) ‘ Lo

B.J. Johnson, MT (Region 8) .

Jim Mohler, WY (Region 8) (Julie Cook “alternate)

Carmen Cody, CA (Region 9) (Nancy Huston, alternate)

Annmarie Mena, AZ (Region 9) - = = : : '

Leland Sullivan, NV (Region:9) - : : S

David Stillman, WA (Region 10) (Ellzabeth Morgan, alternate)

G E
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10. NATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT TRAINING WORK GROUP

- Purpose'

[

As a collaborative effort with the child support community,
to develop a national strategy for meeting our. diverse
training needs in order to improve child support enforcement
program . results and customer services at the Federal, State
and local level. This strategy supports the mission of the
Child Support Enforcement Program - to 1mprove the lives of

Amerlca s children.

Coordlnators:

Beth Dulac, VT (Region 1)

Facilitator:

Allison. Gurnitz, . .Consultant

Federal RepréSentatiVés:

Yvette Riddick, OCSE
Dianne Offett, OCSE
Mae Rowlett, OCSE

David Arnaudo, OCSE

1
{

' Roy Nix,, OCSE

4

'f .

-4 “
f

Donna Bonar OCSE

~L1nda Delmeke,.OCSE‘

Michelle Jefferson, OCSE
Myles Schlank, OCSE

Nancy L.-Long, RO 7 'Vince Herberholt, RO 10

Tt N . e
: - SN

.State Representat1ves*‘

. Tom Hcran, CcT (Reglon 1) < . .
‘Russell Davies, MA (Region 1) R
Larry Ullian, ME (Region 1) ‘ S
Eileen Coughlin, NJ (Region 2). ‘ :
.. Angela Burdette, WV (Reglon 3) A
~Jim Nau, DE (Region 3) - S T
Mary Anderson, MN (Reglon 5)
Carol Smith, WI (Region '5)
‘Ted White, TX (Region 6) :
Jim Hennessey, IA (Reglon 7) (le Calvert alternate)
Teresa Kaiser, MO (Region 7) , : '
Judy Manhas, NE (Region 7) ] :
Diane Yeung, CO (Region 8) - S
Marie Coughlin, QA,(Region 9) S
Lelsie. Arnold, NV (Region 9).
Barb Austin, WA (Reglon 10)

R . ’ C . ' N oy

Local Representatlve

Bill camden, MI (Kent County) .-



"10.- NATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT TRAINING WORK GROUP -
contlnued O , o

Assoc1atlon Representatlves. Co

Frank-Gav1n, Institute for- Court Management {Maria Schmidt,
- alternate) o . ; T .
Joel Bankes, NCSEA- . o o
Margaret Campbell Haynes, ERICSA .
Bill Schwartz, CA State- Famlly Support Coun01l

Y
i
|

' Vendor Representatlves"

‘Dennis: Corrlveau, Service. De51qn A88001ates )
T. Vernon Drew, Center for the Support of Families
‘Robert Heimbuch, Technology Management Resources
xMichael“Rothschild, Rothschild Associates
TBA PR , Policy Studies Inc. ‘



11. - STATE INTERNAL SELF-ASSESSMENT WORK GROUP '

v Purpose."‘

,fTo a551st States in developlng capablllty and a process for
. annual self-reviews and reports to the Secretary on their

State programs:reguired, under Welfare Reform.

These reviews

would replace Federal: audlts of State compllance with

Federal requlrements.

The. work .group will ‘focus .on

prov1dlng technical a551stance on organization, tools, N
- techniques, correctlve actlons, and. reportlcontent and

objectiVes;
COOrdinator;
'Facilitator'
Federal Representat1ves~

b

*Betsy'MathesonprCSE
. *Lourdes Henry, OCSE

*Keith Bassett, OCSE

_ *Monica Dazzlo, Denver AAO OCSE B

*Dick Snyder, OCSE

*Dave Lesmeister, Topeka AAO,‘OCSE

_"BobrEdson;'Boston ARO, OCSE
:State Representatlves."

, *Jerry Fay, MA (Reglon 1) .

. *Larry Wescott, NJ- (Reglon 2)
*Shlrley Larson, MD (Region 3)
Steve Henriksen, IL- (Reglon 4)

‘ Dare‘SCOviLle,-IL (Reglonisy

*Jeff}Lewis, TX (Region 6)

Larry Waterhouse, TX. (Region 6)

John Mallonee, - AR (Reglon 6)

© *LeRoy Gilliam, MO (Reglon 7)
- *Chad Dexter, MT (Region 8).
1.J1m Munch, WY (Reglon 8)
Sandy Zoerner,.NV (Reglon 9)
. David Bray, AZ ‘(Region 9)
‘Barbara Kipp WI (Region 5)

~Aprll More, WA (Region’ 10)

*Mlke Hansen, OCSE

| o i
*Myles Schlank OCSE . T
. ' S [

*Members;of the Core Team -

R |
c

i

*Barbara Addlson, OCSE’
*Mike Fltzgerald ACF
Systems , :

'*RobertuKllpaterlck

‘ Olympla AAQ.

- *Jo’ Shannon, ‘RO 8
*Gaile Maller, OCSE
*Stan ‘Gardner, RO.1

b

[

Brlan Belanger, CT (Reqlon 1)-2‘

Barbara LaMont, DE (Région’ 3)‘
*Jerry Swank; FL (Region 4).

“*Barbara Saunders, OH (Reglon

. 5)
‘Wayland Campbell MN-(Reglon"
5) LN ¢ .

‘Fred McCrosky, QK (Region76).i”“

Ron Johnson, MI (Region ‘5)°
Kathlene Larson, IA;(Region
5 AL

Jan Overmlller (Reglon 7).
Darius Sams“ CO (Reglon 8)

;*VlVlan DuFour, CA (Region 9)
- .Allen Komoh HI ‘(Region 9) .. .i.
- *Bob Bryant, WA (Region.10) -
- Suzette Ashworth TX (Region

6)
Nancy Mathleson, WAr(Region

.
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12 SYSTEMS CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS WORK GROUP

Purpose: P T R
kS

To develop guldellnes for States ‘ine developlng enhancements
‘to their Statewide automated 'CSE system'that 1ncorporate the |

: requlrements -of the Welfare Reform

‘i

Coordlnator' ' ', ‘;“~'. S N
_ Ron Logan, ACF Systems e ﬁe_?’ Y

‘.Federal Representatlves e A
‘ _ O A T

‘Lourdes Henry, OCSE : M
Mike- Fitzgerald, ACF Systems ~~j~..: L
Mike Rifkin, ACF Systems ' . o
carl Christensen, . Seattle Area Audit’ Offlce\
Albert Grasso, Atlanta Area Audlt Offlce o
Ed Pisani, RO 1 - . Lo T
Dick Bulllngton, ROS e L
Stan Friedman, RO 6 =~ "™ -1 L P
‘ADon Wllllams,‘RO 10 I

'Ad Hoc Members W"‘,f: RREE S |
Lot "l N . . L ; B ['v:'
All OCSE Dlv1s10n Dlrectors

|

|

State Representat1ves~~m ’ ‘_“,"~” B PR
S, AR S

«‘Walter Sulllvan, DE (Region'3) D .

: Tcm Bernier, AL (Region 4) R '

-Jim Fricke, 'MI'(Region. 5)

" Wayne Talbot, TX (Reglon 6)
Marie Thelsen, IA (Region 7) N 3
Cynthla Brammeler, NE. (Reglon 7)‘ |

,Norma Rose, ‘MO (Region 7) : oy
. Terri Hrechkosy, UT (Region’ 8) , o 4
Terry Walter, SD (Region 8) B . o
Craig Goéllner, CO (Region 8).: ‘ i
' N . ot ‘ N . : . g 'n
t
1o . !;
. | ‘ ‘.
al ! & ' :
D o i
S
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13. INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE WORK GROUP i
Purpose: - | S .
To address .issues surroundlng 1nternatlonal child support
enforcement, to assist in deflnlng the enhanced role of the
U.s. central authority in HHS in fac111tat1ng international
Asupport enforcement cases, and to provide state input into -
U.s. federal declaratlons of UIFSA rec1proc1ty status. for .
‘forelgn countrles. . . :

o 1
Coordlnators: . :
Stephen Grant, OCSE '  Gary. Caswell, TX (Region 6)

Federal Representatives: | 4g'n F

Craig Hathaway, OCSE L o ;
Anne Benson, OCSE to :
Paul Legler,  ASPE
Jens Feck, RO 2

- JP Soden, RO 9 .
Gloria DeHart Department of State‘
Lexa Edsall Department of Justice

State Representatlves:~ C R

Robert Ortiz, NH (Region 1) ' '
‘Tom .Horan, CT (Region 1) ~ . S
Grace Emley, NJ (Region 2) -
Aurjul Wilson, VI (Region . 2) . C

- Sharon Beard, DE (Reglon 3) :

' Patterson- Mlllér, FL (Region 4)- R
Patricia Brooks, AL (Region 4) o
Dianna Durham-McLoud, .IL.(Region 5) o
Sally McKenzie, IL (Reglon 5) S o

. Georgette Crosa, AR (Region 6) Lo
Linda Martell, HI (Region’ 9) : S
Margot Bean, Gu (Region 9) = " o

- Mary Jane Hamilton, CA (Reglon 9)

I

' Local Representative:

| Judy Nightingale, €O (Jefferson CounﬁY)ﬁx


http:provl.de

14. . PATERNITY ' ESTABLISHMENT WORK:GROUP - o
'Purpose: - R y

S

To prov1de a natlonal network focal p01nt;and a. catalyst
' for state, local and national efforts to increase the .
numbers of legal paternltles establlshed for chllden born to

unmarrled parents. _ . IS |

"\
V

Coordinatorsi
* Ann slayton, OCSE v - Debra Pontissd, OCSE

Federalrﬁepreééntétives: FER | ; iy

Anne DpﬁoVan, OCSE " S David Arnaudo, OCSE
Andrew Hagan, OCSE .. - Jeff Ball, OCSE L
‘Susan Notar, OCSE . . ‘. Susan’ Bennlngton, OCSE-
.Joyce Pitts, OCSE = .. Mae Rowlett, 'OCSE
Rob Cohen,  OCSE - .+ ‘Myles Schlank, OCSE.
Dail Moore, OFA : D  John Perez, RO 1
Jens Feck, RO 2 . - Valerie Kelly, RO 3 .
.‘gJanethhore,ARQ‘4; S .Gale Quinn, RO 5 ..
Carl Rich, RO 6 o Patricia Cullen, RO 7
. Karen Young, RO 8 - ' - -Debra Baumert, RO 9

,Llnda Glllett RO 10

State Representatlves

Athellne leon, ‘MA (Reglon 1)
Brian .Belanger, CT (Region 1)
- Stephen Hussey, ME (Region 1y
“Francine Vitagliano, NJ (Region 2) R
Lee Sapienza, NY (Region. 2) coo T
Aurjul Wilson, PR (Region 2) .
Cindy Clayton, VA (Region 3) L e "
Leslie Woods, DE (Reglon 3) . .
Harold Schrelber, PA  (Region 3) ST
Donna Sims, MD (Region 3) : ‘ .
.. Amy Rothschild, SC (Region 4) . SR |
Ernie Durfee, FL (Region 4) oy
Ronni Harper, WI (Region 5) " . N
‘Lois Rakov, IL (Region 5) o .
;Mark Jones, TX (Region. 6) . : o '
- . Joan Hutchinson, TX (Region 6) . I
' Mary Pat Kelly, NE (Reglon 7)) - o
Pam Rich, MO (Reglon 7). ‘ .
- Donna Crow CO "(Region 8) - o C
Patricia Shuman, NV (Region-9) L
- Susan Tunks, AZ (Reglon 9)
Jim Mullany, CA' (Region 9)
Bob Dav1d OR (Reglon 10)



, i

. . . . ' . ’
15. NATIVE AMERICAN‘WORK GROUP . b
i

Purpose‘

To develop strategles to- 1mprove OCSE services to our Native®
American customers.: To identify status of ‘current Native
American operations in each state and provﬂde suggestions to
improve Native American service levels.‘ To identify current
barriers to services for Native. Americans. | To complle all
existing child support cooperative agreements, ‘compacts,
‘contracts, etc., ‘between states and Natlve.Amerlcans and

share- w1th other states : Lk
‘4Ceqrd1nator'ng R t K C ;

Lu01lle Dawson, OCSE | - L
Federal Representatlves._

'Cralg Hathaway, OCSE . e Loﬁfdeslhenry, OCSE

Linda Lawrence, RO 5 o Joanne Lacey-Ward, RO 5
‘Carl Rich, RO'6 .. .. ) o Jo Shanrion, RO 8. ~
Susan Honciano, RO 9 . , Vince Herberholt RO 10

-\Judy Ogliore, RO 10 ‘ ; o
. ook

State. RepresentatlveS’ ’ o

Barry Mlller, NC (Reglon 4) o Jim Olsen,‘MN (Reglon 5)
Helen Nelson,. NM (Region, 6) Ruth Wllke, NE (Region 7).

Bill Strate, ND (Region 8) _ James Mohler, WY- ‘(Region 8)
Nancy Mendoza, AZ (Region 9) - I 3 o

John E. Chapman, AK (Region 10) T
Sara Colleen Sotomish, WA (Reglon 10) .
Aprll Moore, ~BK - (Reglon 10) ¢ .

Native American Representatlves:

Vivian Moore, Navajo ;
Philip S. Delorla, Rose Bud Sloux
Ron Allen, Port Gamble S’Klallam

, Betty Rushing, Creek ‘ o

' Tallis Woodward, Port Gamble Jamestown S’Klallam

Debora O’Gara, Tllngllt o
Marla . BlgBoy, ‘Colville S ,_vp°~p
T.C Bear, Quapaw '~ o AR .
Dawna Hare, Pawnée :
-, Frances: M. wlse, chhlta and Afflllated Trlbes

Genonune Riggs-Farrell, Pueble of Jamez. ’

{
i
[
|
i

A35001at10n Representatlve

Norm DeWeaver, Economlc and Rural Development Spe01a11st
Center for COmmunlty Change _ : i



' 16. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE WORK GROUP
Purpose: - I s

Provides advice, feedback and suggestlons to the Technlcal
Assistance Branch (TAB) on the overall IV-D program s
" technical assistance needs and provisions to meet those
needs. Serves as a facilitator between Regional Offlces,
Central Office, States and local partners to ensure ‘
effective working relationships. Performs !work through 1ts
- membership or through appointed subcommlttees to fulfill. the
"Outcomes" spec1f1ed in the Branch's Charter. Acts . as a
catalyst for contlnuous 1mprovement 1n prov1d1ng technlcal
a551stance. o o i :
. : { . e : .
Coordlnators: ' ' ' L
. g : . i
Jeff Ball, OCSE- . ' B
Reglonal and State co- 1eads, on rotating basis
IO .

Fac111tator.‘%' !

Nancy Iris, Office of Refugee Resettlement, (ACF)
éCSE'Representatives: o | T i

_Terrence Justln, OCSE .  Mae Rowlett,' OCSE

~Linda Deimeke, OCSE . . 'Robert ‘Dutt,! OCSE’

ﬂ Phil Sharman, OCSE " - ' '~ Myles Schlank, OCSE
Ron. Logan, ACF Systems Carol Monteiro, RO1.
Dennis Minkler, RO 2 *  Robert Clifford, RO 3
Hazel Walton, RO 4 o Gale Quinn, RO 5.
'Armand .Graves, RO 6 | Nancy L. Long, RO 7
-Roséann: Robinson, RO 8 '~ John Kersey, RO 9 n

Linda Gillett, RO 10 - .
. T i
Ex 0ff1c1o n S Lo TV )
.David Gray Ross, OCSE - ..  Bob Harris, pCSE
Mlchelle Jefferson, OCSE - R

State Representatlves‘ L "“ . o

Dlane Fray, CT (Reglon l) .~ Doris Sims, NJ (Region 2)
‘Pat Addison; VA (Region 3) .. Peggy Bridges, MS -
" ‘ L . ‘ ,(Regiqn 4)
‘Mary Ann NOre, OH (Region 5) ' Charla Long, TX
o . » : o - (Region 6) . -
- Leroy Gilliam, MO.-(Region 7) - . ’AndreagBauqher .CO
| -~ PR (Region 8)
‘Mark Bluemke, AZ (Region'9) David Stillman, WA

‘ . ‘ - - (Region 10)
'Jim Hennessey, President, NCSCSEA - = |
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'Définiﬁipns'Work Group
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REGION
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REGION

REGION
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10

 :Gordon Hood LA

'Jeff Cohen, ME
ﬂDorls Slms, NJ

.\Rotates among states)l

f
{Joyce McClaran, TN

|

 ,Wally Dutkowskl, MI o

N
a
iDaryl Wusk, NE "
iMary Ann Wellbank MT

| ) .
,Leland Sulllvan, va L
R

|Glenda Straube AK

|
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STATEJRngoNAL REPRESENTATIVES:
- EPRESENTATIVES,. .

. APPENDIX A.



REGION 1

' STATES (BY FEDERAL REGION) .

{

APPENDIX B

REGION 2 :
New York Clty, NY

REGION 3
Phlladelphla

REGION, 4 .
.Atlanta,

REGION 6
Boston, MA Dallas, TX
Connectlcut (CT) Arkansas (AR)
Maine - (ME) o ' Louisiana (LA)

Massachusetts {MA)
New Hampshlre (NH) .:
Rhode Hsland (RI)
Vermont (VT) '

I

New Jersey,(NJ)u
New York (NY)

Puerto Rico (PR) S

Virgin gslands (VI)
| A «

|

I, PA

Delaware (DE) .

Dlstrlct of Columbla (DC)

Maryland (MD) L
Pennsylwanla (PA)I.
Vlrglnla (VA)

west Vlrglnla (WV)

?
GA |
-Alabama’ (AL)
Florida (FL)
Georgial (GA)
Kentucky' (KY)
Mississlippi (MS)
North Carolina (NC)
South Carolina- (SC)
Tennessee (TN),

€
REGION 5 i.
Chicago, IL |

Illlnols (IL)

ndlana (IN) ‘ s
Mlchlgan {MI) : S,
Mlnnesota (MN) R
Ohio (OH)
Wisconsin (WI)

{
|
!

I
|
|
', .

|

i
. o

!.

REGION 7

" REGION 10"
Seattle, WA .

New Mexico, (NM)
Oklahoma. (OK)i . .
Texas_(TX)i s
R
}
Kansas Clty, MO
Iowa (IA) .
- Kansas (KS}
Missouri (MO)
Nebraska (NE)|

REGION 8 ,.i

Denver CO oo L .
_ Colorado- (CO);‘ o
' Montana (MT) '| o
. North Dakota '(ND)
.. South Dakota |(SD)
'Utah (uT) |
wyomlng (WY)1
o

REGION 9 , ! o g
San Fran01sco, CA .
~ American Samoa (AS)
Arizona (AZ) '
Callfornla (CA)
Guam (GU)"
Hawaii (HI)
Nevada (NV)

Northern Mariana Islands (NM)

" Alaska (AK)

. Idaho (ID)y
.Oregon - (OR)
Washlngton ( A)

__; vy Sd o o
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| . m Sta"es °' 'mPl'ova- N ey
C ment prove illusory i

as states bungle 17-year, high-.

. to collect moxe than 80% of delinquent

" child-support payments'in1980, the feder-"

- al government set out to help It began pay-

ing states to develop computer systems that |

. *.would track deadbeat parents. -

, Seventeen years -later, ‘with an. Oct. 1
1 compleuon deadhaeloormng, the pro_;ecus g

a $2 billion fiasco. .

Thirty-five states andéO%of the nanons‘ A
cl:u}d-support cases are not fully computer- | . 8}
“ized: And states still fail to collect more. | L 4f
"than, 80% of overdue ‘child support, with
past-due accounts now topping $32 billion.

.- The news: comes amid a drumbeat. of I
- stories uumpetmg rising child-support col- ;=

- lections thanks to new laws requiring states. -

, ~ to garnish ‘wages, seize assets and revoke

", the driver’s. licenses'of delmqucnt parents

But that, too, i$ an illusion. ~ -
Ch.lld-support ‘payments are- mdeed up

Collecnons in cases of delinquency nearly .

‘doubled between 1990 and 1995. But only
_‘because the number of divorced parents or- -

“dered to help support- their. chlidreni
Jumped 60% dunng the same period. -

" “Advocdcy groups say much of the blame '
belongs right where.it did two decades ago: .
~-on computers madequate to track the 36%

' of deadbeat parents who move out of statc
.So what happened to taxpayers -$2 bﬂ-
lion? It was wasted on- ineffective and in-.
oompanble computer systems, accordmg

o an investigation by Congress Generai :

Accounung ‘Office.
The study . tells a tale of" expengve foot—

' dragging by states and lackadaisical leader-

v shlp and oversxght by the feds -— with plen-

e

ty of private-sector inefficiency thrown i in.-
. The federal government was three years
late developing system requirements, forc- .

i/_ ing costly modifications. *Ignormg earlier
.GAO recommendanons, the’ government .-

“refused’ to’ penahze the many ‘states. that :
tmssed deadlines and misspent funds. ’

and money wﬂlmbe needed to turn the half-

. tioning national computer network.

. welfare because. they'don’t receive the child
»w" " support they. should. That’s a-cost of $4.2

Unfortunately, neither taxpayers nor the ’

* 30 million children who are.due child. sup- ;
port can afford to wait, . |

Pres1dent Clinton. esumates 700 000
mothers and children have been: forced on

. billion each decade to cover thc ﬂoutcd pa-

- rcntal obligations.

"Even-more troubiing, under welfa:e re:
form, states wﬂl begm to phase out cash

'i
N
;

\
R
N
{
)

tech plan tn collect cmld suppurt.,
K stturbed by news that States had failed

- No one knows how much more txme

$2 biltion search faﬂs
to catch deadbeat pa,rent<

.....

"3

~‘95‘. . .(“

mclfa:e in October 1998, mcludmg a1d to o
families in need of money to make up for Do
- outstandmg child support. - .- o

The Clinton adrxumstranon msxsts states

can fix their failed chﬂd—support collection
systems with more time andfmoney —asif -
17 years and $2~ bllhon aren 't a fan' test of a.

failed idea.
A fresh start: makcs more sense

- One solution is touted by Congress lat- SRR
est odd couple. Conservative Henry Hydé, = -
~R-IIL,; has paired up with former ‘welfare ~ . -
mom Lynn Woolsey, D-Calif,, to push for -

-legislation that would take ch:ld-support

collection duties away from'the states and

gwc them to the Internal Revenue Service.

. Thé idéa makes sense/ As much as folks '’ L
" '1ove 10 hate-the IRS, 1t does a goodjob ofv' ST

collecnng debts. .

“The IRS is already in the. chlld-support ‘
“collection business and has been since 1981
“when:it began tapping into the mcomc-tax s
" refunds of parents who owe back chidsup- - .~ .
port. Since then, the IRS hascaught:10 mil-- * - '
‘lion"deadbeat ‘parents and.recovered more ",
than $6 billion for their children, Without . . = .-
‘the IRS  help mdoclungtaxreﬁmds colleo- R
tion rates would be even lower. =~ . — -

" This bill expands on that success by al- e
lowing the IRS 1o collect chxld-support pay- :
. baked; SO-state patchw rkm afull C-

ed; 30-5 tepac N ot yfun '-?uctodemdewhomustpayandhow much.

- At a time when Washmgton 1s focused . -
“on transferring duties to the states, increas- - " -
.. ing the IRS” duties goes against the grain,
_:But states had the first shot at! developmg A
chxld-suppon collection systems to protect -

: their most vulnerable residénts: Their sub- "

* 20% collection rates show how mxserably o
’they have failed.” R
" Now it’s time to’ make chﬂd—support \'1 .
payments as ‘ordinary — and as mev:table o
«—aspaymgtaxes oo

roll deductions. State courts would contin-.’

B 392 . lQ . .94
Swmﬂwmdmmﬂmn&m -
" By Gemvxeve Lyon, USA TODAY G

N
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Th1s 1S NO JOb for the IRS

i

A cnllectmg
J]PPOSING VIEW support is a

state respnnsibllity Would you
" entrust kids’ welfare to the lBs%‘

By Terry E. Branstad

“There is a proposal in Congress to turn
the well-being of America’s children over
to the Internal Revenue Service.

“The plan to assign to the Internal Reve-
nue Service all responsibility for collecting
"child support sounds exceedingly simple,
‘but do you really trust the IRS with such an
1mportant responmbxhty"

* The IRS already faces some tough chal- '

lenges, including a myriad of internal prob-

:. lems, Recovering taxes not paid voluntari- -
1y is not-one of its strengths According to

‘the IRS’. own data, taxpayers voluntarily
. pay about 83% of their income taxes. Using

its enforcement tools, the IRS collects only .

another 4%. .
~.On the other hanc
"enforcement agencies

state chxld—support
deal  with involun-

tary payers every day; including many self-

employed péople who, it's esumated, re-
port to the IRS only 19% of their income.
- Still, in 1995 state agencies collected 53% of

 unpaid-child support. That’s not as good as -

. .it can or should be, but it is continuously
~improving and it’s much better than the
IRS could do. i

© Last year’s welfare Ireform was a major
stf:p forward in 1mprov1ng child-support
‘collection. In addition to new, tools to col-
. lect child support across state lines, it gives

- states the flexibility to be innovative. We

now can direct employers to withhold child

suppon frorn the wages of those who f‘ml 0.

I
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* pay and can uack mthhqldmg through a

single statewide system. . -
. In addition, unemployed parents will be

subject. to orders to seek jobs.' Self-em-

ployed parents who refuse to pay support
will be subject to loss of professional, driv-

; er's and recreational licenses. Any parent

who falls behind in payment of support wiil

be subject to seizure of assets 1dent1ﬁed by .

financial institutions.

In Iowa, we have increased chﬂd-sup—
port collections from $73 million!in 1990
to $160 million last year — an increase of
119%. And we are not alone. That is hap-
pening in state after state because the feder-

rather than tymg our hands !

- al government is now empowenng states, _

Federal assistance is vital. IRS tax~re- :

fund offsets long have been an effective en-
forcement tool that will continue, and a
new nationwidé child-support casé regastry
will help states track child SUppOrt across
state lines and throughout the nation:

Last year, Congress-totally revampcd our
federal welfare system because we learned
that a single national solution does not
work. Public assistance and child-support
recovery must work hand in hand to help
Americans achieve self-sufficiency.

Child support is essential to the,well-be-
ing of millions of children in this| country

The best approach is for states to mmnmn '

primary responsibility for chﬂd-support en-

" forcement. .
I don’t think there are many Amenmns '

who would trust the IRS with the well—be- 3

ing of their chxldren i j

ok
Terry E, Branszad Jour-term govemor o

lowa, is the nation’s senior governor and chair-
man of the Republican Governors Assocxatzon
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- Administration for Children and Families

- U.S. DEPARTI\'IENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES |

Office of Child Support Enforcement L o L
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