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Briefing Materials 

BRIEFING SHEET ON THE EXPANDED FPLS 

Two new components added to current Federal Parent Locator Service: 

• 	 National Directory ofNew Hires (NDNH) 

• 	 Federal Case Registry (FCR) 

National Directory ofNew Hires: 

• 	 All States must begin reporting New Hires to the National Directory ofNew Hires by October I, 
1997. 	 r 

• 	 States with existing New Hire laws have until October 1, 1998 to meet all the requirements ofthe 
new legislation, but they must begin providing data to the NDNH by Octol?er I, 1997. 

• 	 All employers (including labor organizations) must report to States. 

• 	 Federal agencies report directly to the Federal Government. 

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

• 	 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 reported to the State within 20 days of the date of hire or, 

if reporting electronically or magnetically, via two monthly transmissions. 


State Directory ofNew Hires has: 

• 	 Five days to enter the New Hire:data once it is received from employers 

• 	 Two days to conduct a match and have CSE issue wage withholding 

• 	 Three days after data entered in:SDNH to forward the information to the National Directory 

New Hire information will be verified against SSA data to verify name, Social Security number, date of 
birth, and E;mployer Identification Num'ber (EIN). ' 

Federal Case Registry: 

• 	 To facilitate location efforts 

• 	 Implement by October 1, 1998 

• 	 Will contain case information provided by State Directories (IV -D and non-IV -D) 

• 	 Other information: Name, SS~, State ID, case numbers, etc. 

[Note that much of the Federal Case Registry is still in the planning 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: 

• 	 Quarterly wages, SSN, employer name, address, State and Federal EIN 

• 	 For individuals receiving or applying "for unemployment benefits, amount received, and current 
address 

Centralized Collection and Disbursement: 

By October 1, 1998, States must operate automated centralized unit (or linked local units under a 
waiver) to collect and disburse support payments for: 

• 	 All IV-O cases 

• 	 Non-IV:'O wage withholding orders 
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_,*<8" _: State Directory of New Hires . 


• 'States With Existing Law, 
~.~ ...... 

"-'Oct. 1~ 1-997' -',Provide-Data to NDNH 

'- Oct~ 1, 1998 - Meet. Other Requirements 

.' States Without Law 
, , ,~ Oct. 1, 1997' - Meet All Requirements , 



tate Directory - Who Reports? 


• 	 All Employers (excludes Federal 
Government)- - ­

• 	 Labor Organizations 

• 	 Multistate Employers . 
- Designate State for Reporting. 
- Notify Secretary Which -State 



How Does Employer Report? 


•. 	W-4 Form (or) 
-	 -' -.--'.~ 

II 	 Equivalent Form (Employer Option) 

• 	 'First Class Mail, Magnetically ot 
Electronically­

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

. 	 . 



What Data is Reported by 

Employer? 


Information on W-4 

.. Einpl()-yee's Name 

• Employee's Address 

• Employee's SSN . 

• Employer's EIN· 

• Employer's Name 

• Employer's Address 



Employer. Reporting· 

Timeframes 


_." -.•. 20 Days- after Hiring (or)­

• 2 Mo.nthly Transmissions 



State Directory of New Hires 

Timeframes 


...• SDays to Enter Data, 
, " 

... 2 Days to Conduct Match & Have 
'CSE'DoWage Withholding 


-

• 	 3 D,ays to Forward Information 
- . to National Directory 



.··Use of State New Hire 

Information 


.•-_E~tablish-& Enforce Child Support 

• Temporary- As_sistance -for-Needy Families 

• Medicaid, -Food-Stamps 

.. -. SSI 

• Territorial Cash Assistan~e Programs 

• UCI 



National Directory of 

New Hires 


•• Effective Date 10-1-97 

Ii .Information in Directory· 

- State New Hire Data 

- Qtr. Wage & Claim Data (SESA) 

- Federal Employees' New Hire' & 
Qtr. Wage Data· 

- List of Multistate Employers 



Wage Information Provided 

By SESAs 


• Wages Paid 

•. SSN 

• Employer's Name . 

. . • Employer's Address & State 

• Federal EIN 



Claim Information Provided 

By·SESAs 


• 	 Individual who is receiving, has 
received or has made application 

• 	 Amount Received 

• 	 Individual's Current Address 



~ 
t~ 

. 	 .. 	 , 

ational Directory of New Hires 
/ SSA Interface 

. 

• 	 SSA verifies Accuracy of, Corrects or 
Supplies: 

. -Name (Employee) 

-SSN 

-DOB 

-EINs' (Employer) 


• 	 Provide SSA and IRS with Information .. 




.. NationalDirectoryof NewHires 

_~::!!i 	 . . 

.... Timeframes 


• 2 Days to Enter Data. 

• 	 2 Days to, Match with the Federal 
. Case Registry 

• 	. 2 Days to Report to State CSE 
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Expanded FPLS 

New Hire Data 
From State & 

Federal Agencies 

/" . 

( 

. Qrt. Wage & 
UI Data From 
. SESAs& 
Fed. Agencies 

. . '<,' 

National. 

Directory 


of 

New Hires 


. 

\;;;] \;;;;-j.. OD 

~~ 

'Federal· 
Case 

Registry 

• SSN Identification .. 
& Verification 

• Notify State of 
Other Cases 

• Return NDNH 
Locates 
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Minimizing Costs and Maximizing Benefits 

The cost of implementing a New Hire program will depend on a wide range of factors. This chapter 
discusses what to consider about keepin'g the costs of a New Hire program under control, while at'the 
same time maximizing the benefits to aU, potential users of the information. In addition, some anecdotal 
information on costs and benefits from States with existing New Hire programS is included. Finally, a 

, one-page sheet oftalking points is included at the end of the chapter. 

ESTIMATING THE COST OF A NEW HIRE PROGRAM 

Cost estimates will depend on where the'Ne'w 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 est:ablish that Directory. (For further clarification of these funding issues, pl~ase refer to the 
Action Transmittal in Chapter IV.) , " , 

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

Costs of implementation also will depend on the size of'the State, the expected volume of reporting as ' 
well as the availability of equipment to use for the program. 

Twenty-six States have implemented some form of New Hire Report,jng Program, although two do not 
have a child supportiriterface. More cost information is available directly from these States through the 
contacts listed in AppendixA. ' 

MAXIMIZING BENEFITS -- SHARING,INFORMATION 

New Hire information has proven to be a'valuable locate tool. Some States estimate that half of the, New 
Hire data they receive is for those cases in which there is no support order or paternity established. 
Therefore, a successful New Hire program will lead directly to establishing paternity, securing support 
orders, andcollecting payments. " , ' ' 

The benefits of developing ,a ,New Hire program, however, go beyond 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 Assistanc~ to Needy Family (TANF), and 
Medicaid. The following section provides' some of the cost-benefit analyses prepared by States with 
New Hire programs. . 

Once other agencies are made aware bf the value of this information, a State can explore cost-sharing 
strategies among agencies to minimize the cost of implementing the new program. Note, however, that 

/... there are restrictions on data sharing and confidentiality issues which States must address: 
,/" 
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COSTIBENEFIT ANALYSIS 

The inforritation 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 Progmms. 
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The Benefits I of New Hire Reporti,n'g 

Automatic••.Inescapable•••and Beneficial! 
The Personal Responsibility and Work 'opportunity 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 tQe savings, and sociai benefits, that are possible. Consider 
some ofthe benefits: 

Collections 

S20,223,324 over 29 months (VA) 
S7.8 million over 18 months (WA) 
SII million over 12 months (MO) 
S2,136,904 over 12 months (TX) 

AFOC 

Savin s 

$7.207,593 over 29 months (VA) 
58.6 million annually (OH) 

S476,741 over 13 months (OR) 

$175,824 per month (VA) 

UI 

Savin s 

$11.4 million since 1981 (1N) 
$83,000 over eight months (IX) 

$597,859 per month (VA) 
$10.5 million annually (OH) 

How Does It Work? 
In addition, New Hire Reporting triggers benefits at each stage of the child support 

enforcement process. An example ba~ed on 29 months of data from the State of Virginia clearly 
illustrates this point: . ' < ($7.207.S93 rcimbursanQlt to stE ) 

,14.481 new child)
[ 7.3% match rate J--7~1 support orders -~~ [$20.223.324 coUed.ed ] 


established . . ( S13,O IS. 731 paid to families ) 


Get the Details ••• 
The attached report, prepared by SRA International, Inc., documents the benefits achieved 

by States as a result of their New Hire Reporting programs, such as the following: 

• 	 New Hire reporting establishes income withh~ldings that may never have otherwise 

occurred due to an obligor's frequent job changes 


• 	 As child support collections for AFDe families rise, government .AFDC expenditures are 
reduced 

• 	 When an unemployment insur~nce claimant is reported as a new hire, SESAs can 

immediately stop benefit payment 


• 	 States are able to 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, 
~stablish paternity, and enforc~ new and existing support orders. 

http:coUed.ed


15 Facts on Employer 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 cbild support enforcement tool used by States to increase 
child support col1ections 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 infonnation. 
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 wi1l be matched against a new 
Federal Case Registry ofchild support cases. Matched information will be sent to the appropriate 
State. . 

Currently, 28 States have implemented some fonn 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 oftheir 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 1 5 ''facts'' summarizing the cost and 
benefit categories ofnew hire reporting. These are presented in Section 2. 

Highlighting the costs and benefits of States' experiences 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 enforcem~nt and collections. 



SECTION 2. 15 FACTS ON EMPLOYER NEW HIRE REPORTING 

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

The moSt recent census datal show that in the Spring of 1992, of the 11.5 million 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 duesupport, about halfrec~ived the fun 
amount, about a quarter received partial payment, and about a quarter reCeived·nothing. 

FACT # 2:, New Hire Reponing is the Late$t Weapon in the Arsenal ofChild 
Suppon Enfo~ement Tools. ' . 

Established in 1975, the goal of the Child Support Enforcement (CSE) Program is to 
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 aU employers while some only' collect information from employers 
in certain industries. At the federal level, the Depaitnient .0fHealth and Human Services (HHS) 
provides technical assistance and funding to States thr~)Ugh 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 FPLSto include a National Directory of New Hires and 
a Federal Case Registry. The Department ofHealth 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 confronting eSE, officials is the movement of non-custodial 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 data~ases for the previous six months and resulted in 35,000 and 
60,000 matches, respectively. . . 

FACT # 3: New Hire Reponing Increases Child Suppon 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. Income withholding gives States 

I Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. Statistical BriefSB/95-16, issued June 1995. 



c~llections inc6m~'that would otherwise be unavailable or ~ould not be, obtained for at least six 
months (at which time the quarterly wage information is generally.~vailable to, State child support . 
agencies for matching purposes), ,New ,Hire reporting eStablishes income withh<?ldings that may 
never have otherwi~e occurred due to an obligor's frequent job, changes, , 

, I 

The State of'Virginia estimates that New Hire Reporting resulted in $20,223,324 
in additional collections from income withholdings' over the 29 month period 
studied. This estimate includes only the additional amount colJectedfrom the time 
the new hire data was received to when quarterly data is usually available. ,This 
amount could not have been collected· without a New Hire Reporting program. 2 

. Three States reported an increase in child support collections without explicitly identifying 
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 expenditures, 

. , . . . 

The State of Washington estimated $7.8~ million in total collections attributable 
to the New Hire program' from 711 /90 to 1/1 Oi92.· 

.' . 

The State of Missouri estimates that due .to their New Hire Reporting program,. 
child support collections for fiscal year 1996 increased by $11,000,000.3 

The State, of Texas projects collections of $2,136,904 for· FY96 under their 
voluntary progra~. 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 required to comply with federal requirements until FY98. Others 
must comply in FY97.) 

FACT # 4: New Hire Reporting Programs Minimally Impact Employers~ 
Most employers recognize the importance of cQild support enforcement. New hire 

information requir~d by child support ~nforceinent 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 impact, and 73% of business~s surveYed "favored" or "strongly favored" the 
program's continuation. 

2 Virginia repons a breakout of coUections by recipient in Facts 5 and 10. 
3 Collections for fiscal year 1995 were unavailable from, Missouri. 

http:figure.is


FACT # 5: New Hire Reporting R~du~es Government Spen,cling on Aid to 

Families wIth Dependent Children (AFDC) Programs. .. '. . . . . 


Before the Personal Responsibility and Work' Opporturuty Reconcili~tion Act was enacted 
in August, j 996, families receiving assistance under AFPC programs received the first $50 of any" 
child support payment made each month.4 The remainder reimbursed State and federal 
governments for AFDC payments made to the·family.. As child support collections for AFDC 
families rise, government AFDC expenditures are reduced. Several States have estimated· AFDC 
savings from New Hire reporting. 

The State of Ohio conducted 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 .~djustments are 
estimat~ to generate $8.6 million annually in ~FDC savings, . 

The State of Virginia'5 Department of Social Sel'vi~es use; New Hire information 
to· match recipients of public assistance. ,They report that over a 26 month period 
ending October 1, 1995, 539 AFDCcases have been reduced, generating a per­
month savings of $86,765. Also, i ,342 AFDe cases have been .c1osed for a 'per-
month savings of$357,035. . ' 

. The State of Virginia's Division of Child Support Enforcement estimates t~at, 
$20,223,324 of collections were due to New Hire' Reporting from July 1993 to 
December' 1995. Ofthis 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 Iowa collected $1,903,951 on public: assistance cases during 1995 
due to New Hire reporting. The fiscal savings to the State resulting from these 
collections were not reported. . 

. The State· of Oregon collected $1.302,224 from Aid for Dependent Children 
(ADC) .cases during FY 1996 Que to New Hire reporting. 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 $8 i ,527 and Adult and Family Services was 
reimbursed $395,214. The Federal Government was reimbursed $323,357, and 
$578,356 ill collections from non-custodial parents 'employed in Oregon was paid 
to other States. . 

The State of Connec.-tit'ut reports $1',656,112 in new hire AFDe collections by 
wage withholding for 1196 through 12/96. Actual savings from these collections 
were not reported. . 

4 The Personal Responsibility and Work app;,nurtity Reconciliation Act of 1996 eliminated the Federal 
.	requirement for the $50 pass-through. States have the option to continue a pass-tbrough payment .using State 
funds. 

,:. 



The State ofTexas reports that, from Septembe~. through December 1995, out of 
a sample of 302 cases, 23, cases went off AFDe (7.62%) due 1.0 New Hire 
information. No savings were estimated. 

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

; , I 

. 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 rec,eive timely· and 'accurate notification ofemployee work starts, Timely receipt of 
new hire data allows SESAs to cross-match this data against·their active ~Iaimant files. When an 
'unemploymenUnsurance claimant is reponed as a new hire, SESAs can immediately stop benefit 
payment. If it is determined that an e~ployeehas received unemployment benefits while working, 
States can initiate proceedings to recOver payments made after effective start dates . .. 

The State of Tennessee's employers voluntarily send new hire data to their local 
Employment Security Office within seven days of hire. When the State identifies a 
benefit recipient who is now working" t~ecomputer .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 th~s process detects approximately $4 million worth of 
overpayments annually, but because of the time-lag invoived 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 timely receipt ofnew hire data. 

, 

The State of Texas detected over $100,000 in unemployment benefit 
overpayments, and prevented over $83,000 in mispayments, from 9111195 to 
5/16/96, by matching new hire data against Texas Employment Commission claim 
records. .. 

FACT # 7: New Hire Reporting Reduces Government Spending on Food Stamp 
Programs. 

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

I 



Tbe State of Virginia's Department of Social Services uses New Hire information 
to match recipients of food st~mps, They report that over a, 26 month period 
ending October I, 1995, benefits were reduced on 1,886 cases 'for a per-month 
savings of $220,092. An additional 2~ 153 cases, were closed, resulting in a per- , 
mo~th 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 ~educes Government Spending on Medicaid. 
States can make use of New Hire information to adjust benefit levels and close cases, thus 

moving AFDe cases off other public assistance programs such as Medicaid. 

The State ofVirginia'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 savings are' estimated to be $175,824. 

FACT # 9: New Hire Reporting Improves Each Step of the Child Support 

Enforcement Process. :' 


Because the process of child' sUpport enforcement involves a multitude of tasks, the road 
to. collecting child support is more I difficult ,with an uncooperative obligor. Enforcement 
authorities need new tools with which to,19cate and eventually Collect from individuals who are 

, avoiding their child support responsibilities New Hire Reporting provides another tool with 
which to locate non-custodial parents, I establish paternity, 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 win 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 obligor, an increase in the number ofmatches will increase 
collections. 

The State of Iowa reports that in 1994,. as a result of collecting new hire data, 
42,792 previously unmatched ihdividuals were matched as child support obligors 

, from a total of 483,3 14 new hire reports, for a match rate of 8.8%. The 1995 
match rate was 9.05%. . 



The State or 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 obligors, for a 
match rate of 7.3%. . 

The State or 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. 

Tn fiscal year 1995-96, over 30,000 employers submitted 324,328 new hire reports, 
,of which 10% matched open child support cases. 

The New Hire Reporting program will dramatically 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 Paternities. 

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

The State or Minnesota summarized match data from one onts 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 or 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 of302 cases taken from matched records, 6.2<)010 of the cases resulted in a 
paternity establishment. 

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 suppo'1. 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 patent becomes an obligor . 

.The State or 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 of4,481 new child support orders. 

The State or Minnesota reports in its summary data from Hennepin County that 
14% of total new matches" resulting from new hire data, required order 
estabiishment. 



The State of Connecticut reports that 2,444 new income withholding orders were 
placed in 1995 due to new hire data. . 

Fact 9d: New Hire Reporting Increases Enfo~cement of Existing Orders Such as tbe 
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 inCQme 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 with holdings 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. 

Tbe 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 anexi~ting court order against an obligor. 

Fact ge: 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 actions, 
and 'reduce the time obligors have to avoid their child support obligations. 

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

Tbe 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 Hire ,Reporting P~ts DollarS into the Hands ofFamilies and 

Children Who Need it. . .' , . . 


Those families who do not :w:eceive AFnC benefits are eligible to apply for child sup~ort 
services. Any monies collected on their behalf are forWarded to the family, States must charge an 
application fee ofup to $25, but may pay .this fee from State funds. So,ne States may also charge 
for the cost of services rendered. S . 

The State of Oregon in FY96 collected $6,119,616 in non-ADC cases, all of 
which was passed on to families.. During the t3 months following' the start of the 
New Hire program in November 1993, employer reporting generated $2,071 ~309 
in non-public assistancecoUections that was paid to farrtilies. 

The State of Virginia's Division of Child Support Enforcement estimates that 
$20,223,324 of collections' ~ere dlle to New Hire Reporting from July 1993 to 
December 1995.. Of this amQunt, an estimated $13,015,731 represented an 
increase in the amount of sup~ort sent to families ofnon-public assistance cases .. 

The State of CODDecticut reports $1,574,785 in new hire non-AFDC collections 
by wage withholding for 1/96 through t2196. 100% of non-AFDC funds collected 
are passed along to families. . 

The State of Iowa collected $3,248,691 on non-pUblic assistance. cases during 
1995 due to New Hire reporting. Although not directly stated in their report, non­
AFDe funds are generally passed along to families. 

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

The State of Washington reports in a three year study. from 1990 to 1993 that 
'1'or every dollar the child support agency' spent on the pro~ it received $20 in 
child support collections for the taxpayers an.d for the residential parents." 

. . 
The$tate 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 privatized program, for FY98 . 

FACT #12: New Hire Reporting Has Low In-House Start-up Costs. . . 
Some States operate their New Hire programs in-house .. Start-up costs m~y 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" . 

5 Source: ACF/OCSE Fact Sheet. 



The State ~fTexas,projects start-up costs 0($597,245 to be incu~~d in'FY98 for 
, a mandatory in-house New Hire reporting program, ' 

The State of Washington incurred a start-up cost of $43,292 from July 1990 to 
December 1992 to initiate their New Hire Reponing program.' , ' 

The State of Towa spent atotal of $440,424 to establish a New Hire program. 
". ,."" \ 

FACT # 13: New Hire Reporting Generates Minima/In-House Variable Costs. 
Once the new hire database: is ,built and the process is 'established for, collecting 

inform~tion and responding appropljately, the ongoing operation of the system accrues various 
costs if the system is managed arid operated by in-house staff. These, in-house variable costs 
include saJaries, benefits, equipment, supplies, and other expenses. 

I The State of Texas estimates that in-house variable costs for FY98 of a 
mandatory employer reporting program in which 7,230,SpOne"Yly hired employees 
would be reported, will total.approXimately $3 million.6 

, The State of Washington reports that for an 18 month period between 1990 and 
. 1992, in-house variabl.e costs for its program (in which more than 12,000 
employers sent over 216,000 reports of new hires and rehires) totaled $35J,110. 

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

data entry, employer communication, and correspondence functions related to ne~ 

hire reporting, Fifty-five other staff members spend a small percentage of 


, individual time on issuing withholdings and miscellaneous employer reporting 

tasks. Oregon's reponing program received 29,798 employer new hire reports in 

fiscal year 1996 from the' eight employer classifications required to report, plus 


I 11,204 voluntary repons from other employers. ': , 

FACT # 14: New Hire Reporting Has Low Con'tract Start-up Costs. 
I Some States choose to' contract out their New Hire programs. Actual start-up costs for 

this type of implementation were unavailable. although 0!1e State set aside funds. for. this purpose, 

The State of Minnesota budgeted $125,000 during. 1996 to establish their' 
, contracted New Hire reponing program 

6 Another $282.688.26 in indirect COsts is c~ed to be,attributable to. the New Hire ,program in FY98. 

http:282.688.26


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, minilnizingthe 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 staff resourCes to more 
effectively 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 S2 miilion per alUlum, versus projected in-house variable costs of 
approximately S3 million. 

The State of Minnesota established a fixed payment· of SO. 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 ofS37,352 per month. 

The State 'of Iowa estimates that in 1994 a total of 483,314 new hires were 
reported to the State,'s private contracted vendor at a total cost ofS267,250 . 

. The State of New York estimates that during an eight month period in 1996, its 
centralized collection contractor handled a total of 2 million records for a total cost 
ofS1.2 million.' '" . 

The State of Missouri currently pays a private contractor approximately SO.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 contract for FY97 totaling SI,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, andreimbursement 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 .. i 



· ' .. 

Several States are just now beginning to examiJ'!e the ·benefits of sharing New Hire 
infonnation with other State programs .. As these benefits are identified, the documented benefits 
ofNew Hire reporting to State and Federalgovemments should continue to grow. 



, .. 


THE BENEFITS OF NEW HIRE REpORTING - T ALKING' POINTS 

• 	 New Hire reporting establishes income withholdingsthat may never have otherwise been 
possible because of an obligor's frequent job changes. ' 

• 	 As child support collections for public assistance families rise, government expenditures on 
assistance are reduced. ' 

• 	 New Hire reporting for non-IV-D cases puts dollars directly into the hands of families and 
children who need it. 

• 	 When an unemployment insurance claimant is reported as a new hire, SESAs can immediately 
stop benefit payments. . 

• 	 States can adjust, benefit levels and close Medicaid and Food ,Stamp cases based on the 
infonnation 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 ofNe~ Hires will be particularly useful in locating 
non-custodial parents in interstate child support cases. 

• 	 New Hire reporting requirements minimally impacts employers., New Hire infonnation is 
already collected by employers for other purposes. When the State of Washington surveyed, 
employers in 1992 on New Hire reporting, 93% reported "no"or ,"minor" cost impact of the 
program. 

• 	 New Hire reporting has low start-up costs an'd favorable costlbenefit ratios. 

April 1997 7-3 



Start-up Costs 

. This 'section contains a report on start-up costs for New Hire reporting prepared by SRA. It includes 
infonnation 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 Reporting 
", ' ,.. 

SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION 


The Federal Office of Ch,ild Support Enforcement (OCSE) recently distriouted 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 Responsibility' and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PR WORA) . 

. The Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement collected ~vailable 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 information in this report is best used as a rough guide to the range of start-up costs a: 
State may expect. States have unique operating 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 
categories as reported by the States. 



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 instillation 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. 

, ' 

", 
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SECTION 3. ACTUAL START~UP COSTS 

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

3.1 Iowa 

Iowa'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$I,500. 
Expens~s 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 establ~sh. 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 ~efmed its start-up costs as costs inl:urred for developing the 
system to the point where it could be turned ov~r 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 period of six months for matching purposes. 

Before turning operations over to the vendor, Minnesota incurred the following expenses: 
$20,000 for printing brochures explai$g 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 
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incurred a total cost of$125,000 to develop its New Hire Reporti'ng'program. State contact: 
Bill'L~nsing, (612) 297-4783. 

3.3 New York 

New York State's Department of Taxation and Finance began collecting new hire 
information on March 1, 1996,' State law requires that all employees report new hires within 15 
qays 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 collection contractor with the Department of Taxation and 
Finance, The State indica~ed that establishing the system was relatively easy and low cost since 
the Department of Taxation and Finance was already collecting most of the required New Hire. 
Reporting information 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., Ofthisamo).mt, 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 ven~ors who would eventually be responsible 
for the operation of the system on a daily 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 'indilstI?es are required to report. Ohio contracted 

with a private vendor to build, maintain, and house the New Hire database. 


Vendor start-up costs included $160,000 for setting up the office, establishing telephone , r ' 
and computer lines, and downloading files. The vendor also incurred a $26,500 cost for printing 
and mailing a notification of the repo'rting requirement to affected ,employers. Other State start­
up costs included $120,000 for four database management staff members ($50 per hour) to assist 
the vendor with the file downl6id and integration process; and an additiot:lal $86,000 mailing fee 
for an ODHS-sponsored memo requesting employers not obligated by law to voluntarily submit 
their new hire da~. In addition to ~e' $392,500 estimate, some ~scellaneous administrative 
expenses were 'incurred, but not explicitly 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).752-6,567. 

4 

http:Ofthisamo).mt
http:150,000.to


3.5 Washington 

Washington State's Employer Reporting Program was established in July of' 1990 
following a ·successful New Hire Reportmg demonstration project. currently, employers in six 
standard industrial classifications are required to report new hire information to the Office of 
Supppit Enforcement of Washirigto~'s Department of Social and Health Services. From July, 
1990 to, January, 1992, over 12,000 einployers submitted over 216,0~9 reports of new hires and 

. rehires:. . •l,' 

, Washington State ctirrently utilizes an iilteractive, centralized computer ~ystem known as· 
the Support Enfo~Cement M~ge~ent System (SEMS), implemented in 1984. It has undergone 
tremendous upgrading since that •. time, enabling ittb easily handle the State's New' Hire' 

. . I 

Reporting requirements. Because this system was already in place, Washington was able to 
establis,h the New Hire Reporting program with minimal 'modifications to the existing SEMS. 

, , 

, ,Start-up cOsts for the' program included $32,209 for staff ($4,542 for one month of a 
'comp:uter programmer's time, and $27,667 for 50% of an economic analyst's time); $2,130 in 
original pro~g; '$4,789 in data entry programming ($4,381 for·.outside contracting,' and 
$408·for programming compl~ted by the Information System and Services Department); $3,924 
in equipment anel supplies ($1,068 for a transcriber and headset, $1,~37 for a cassette recorder 
and caSsettes, and $1,719 for a fax machine); and $240 for telephone lmes ($120 for toll-free 
phone line initial set-up and $120 for toll-free" fax line initial set-up). Total start-up costs for the 
Was~iflgton New Hire Reporting program were $43',292. , State c~)Dtact: Charlyn D'eVoss 
Shipley, (360) 586-3556. 

l' 
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SECrJ'ION 4. COSTS OF PRWORA COMPLIANCE FOR EXISTING NEW 
HIRE REPORTING PROGRAMS 

Oregon and Texas currently operate New Hire Reporting progra:rns; 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 o~rating programs. However, because they represent the investment 
needed to comply with PRWORA, they are addressed in this section. 

4.1 :C?regon 

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 
fmal system and reporting routines, at a cost of approximately $50,000. The State later 
dev~loped 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 ~ts communications system with scanning technology and 
a fax/modem server. The expected cost for the hardw~e 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 approximately $350,000. State contact: 
Karyn Kennedy, (503) 986-6089. ' 
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4.2 T.exas 

, ' 

The Texas Office of the Attorney General's Child' Support ,Division implemented its 
voh,ll1tary New Hire Reporting prograni in September, 1993, and currently maintains the State's 
employer New Hire Reporting centralized database: As of September, 1996, the 1,300 
employers currently reporting have submitted information on more than 293,000 employee New 
Hires since the program's onset. 

" ,Under mandatory New Hire Reporting required by recent Federal legislation, Texas 
projects 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 fo~, and magnetic tape. Start-up costs for the voluntary program are not 
avaiiable. 

Texas expects to incur additional costs to transition from ·their current, relatively small 
voluntary program to a mandatory PRWORA--compliant program 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 equipment); electronic data processing capital ($3,600 for three fax machines, $264,600 for 
108 personal computers, $27,000 for additional software);' capital outlay ($43,200 in office 
furniture); contract programmers ($211,200 for ~o 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. 
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SECTION 5. PROJECTED COSTS 

Montana and Wisconsin provided' detailed proje~ted start-up costs. These States do not 
yet have New Hire Reporting programs, but have investigated the start-up costs of establishing 
one., 

, 
5.1 ;Montana , 

In JanUary of 1997, The Child Support El)forcement· 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 
recorrimended an Oracle database platform, which would accommodate several methods of New 
Hire data transmission, including mail, fax, hardcopy payroll reports, electronic data interchange, 
and magnetic tape or disk. 

The cost estimate to design, construct, and implement the New Hire Reporting system 
incl~ded authoring a project workplan, defining requitements, designing and developing a 
system prototype, system deployment, and moriitoring 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 necessaIy. State contact: Julie Bailey, 
(406) 444-6893. 

5.2 Wisconsin , 

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 electrQnic 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 ofNew Hires, which will reside on the existing S'tate mainframe. Inaccurate, 
or incomplete information will be returned to the vendor for correction. The State Directory will 
be developed i~-houseand maintained by DWD's Bureau ofBenefit Operations. The data in the 
State Directory will be matched against child support enforcement cases, as well as 
unemployment ipsurance benefit and tax files and other DWD partner databases. ' 
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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 
reportiIlg 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 Uneinployment 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 
millio~. 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 mcludes 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 ofNew 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; e~ail: LYNCHR@mai~.state.wi.us. 
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SECTION 6.' COST AGGREGATION 

, As part of, the ~alyis of start-up costs, each of the 50 cos( categories reported by the 
States was placed into one of five broadly-defined groups so that high-leVel comparisons across 

"Stat~s could be made. The analysis and conclusions that follow apply to all New Hire Reporting 
staIt"tip costs, whether they were' calculated for voluntary 'programs, PRWORA compiiant· 
programs, or programs with other scopes. The five start-up cost groups are defined as follows: 

• 	 Data Processing (DP). ,Data manipulation, cod,ing, testing, and integration. Generally 
applies to systems to be housed on existing mai¢rames. 

" 	 Employer. Outreach (EO). Policy and forms development, brochure printing and mailing, 
'other employer communications, employer compliance enhancement. 

• 	 System Design and Development (SD). System design and de~elopment, programming, 
interface construction, project planning. Generally applies to the building of new' 

, .' 
systems. 

• 	 Equipment (EQ). Fax machines, telephone line installation, office equipment, scanners, 
personal computers, hardware, software, additional meIl1-ory. 

•,' Other (aT). Miscellaneous administrative expenses, employee training on how to use the 
system, and economic analysis: ' 

; Table 1 groups the individual State costs shown m Appendix A into these five 
categories. 

, " 

) • 1 . 
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Table 1. Groupt:d Cost Categories (in dollars) 
Costs 

i 

System Design 
-" - -­ - '. ' , " - Employer - and " 

., -, ' .­ ~-

- . 

YearNHR Currently Data Processing Outreach Development Equipment. Other 
State Established Privatized? (DP) (EO) (SD) (EQ) (OT) Total 

Iowa 1994 No 130,144 50,000 258,780 1,500 440,424 
Minnesota, , 1996 Yes 25,000 85,000 5,000 10,000 . 125,000- -
lNew 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 110,000 115,000 125,000 350,000 
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 275,144 837,500 1,912,041, 681,709 95,167 3,801,561 
,., 

Figure 1 provides a graphical representation of the Total row from Table 1. It illustrates the degree to which each cost category' 
contributes to' over~1I start-up c~sts.' , 

Breakout of Grouped Cost Categories 

Other Data Processing Equipment 
"3% 7%18% 

'Employer 
Outreach' 

22% 

System Design 
and Development 

50% 

Figure 1. Breakout of Grouped Cost Categories 
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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 might expect, dissimilar start-up costs. These factors 
ar.e briefly discussed bel,ow. 

• 	 Existing infrastructure. Existing infrastructure refers to the ~egree 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 requrrement 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 wi1l5nfluence 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. ' 

• 	 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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• Employer automation. States that expect most employers to send new hire infonnation 
in paper (versus electronic) forrpat can expect higher equipment costs. For example, to 

· accommodate employers who wish to send infonnation 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 detennine whether 
· high-end equipment is warranted, and whether one or more per~ons 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 
'magnitude. 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 

· being 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 infonnation 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 
~cludes 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. CON~LUSIONS 

Start-up costs for New Hire Reporting depend qn avariety of fl:ictors, including State and 
employer infrastructure, system sophistication, us~r 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, ~d 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. 

As stated in the introduction, States should use this report primarily as a reality check or 
as agauge 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, arid start-up cqst 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 co~t 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 regarding the cost infonnation 
for their New Hire Reporting programs. I 
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Appendix A: State-'reported Start ..up 'Cost Categories 

Appendix A presents the start-up cost categories repor:ted by the States. Table A-I was 
used to generate Table I and Figure I in the main body of the document. 
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· Table A-I. State-r.eported Start-up Cost Categories (in dollars) (continued) 
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Consensus: , " 
I. ' Strategic Plan: FebrUary 28; 1995 

Outcome Meas'ures:: July" 18, 1996 . 

I, 

,','. C"HILDSUPPORTENFO~CEM~I\,IT. 

STRATEGIC PLAN WITH OUTCOME MEASURES
I 	 . ' , 

.'FOR FY 1'995-1999 

; I 

INllRODUCTION 

Thisstr(Jt~gi~ plari (Plan) describes the' broad dire~tion and' aspirations of the 

Chil'd Support :Enforcement (CSE) Program (Program) for the five year period' 

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

chainge, becol'TJirlg 'more results70riented and responsive to bustomers. In 

addition, welfa(e reforms will necessitC!te Program enhancements.' As the 

Pro'gram and,the environment in which it operates continue to evolve, this' 

plan will change. This is a long-range, "big picture" national plan for the 


1 . 	 " , • . ' . '. I 
program. State programs: are at dlrfferent stages arid levels of progress and 

$t~te. as well' as Federal annual performance plaris may foqus. on more 

limited, specific areas of concentration for .program improvements. ' 


, 	 ";' , , -, 

, , 

,I .. '. . ' " . '. . " " 


This Plan-is organized hierarchically, with goals and objectives flowing from 

the 'Program mission a.nd vision. The Program vision is an outgrowth ,of the 

broader vision of the Administration for Children and Families, OCSE's parent 

I" 


organization.: Promoting the economic and social well-being of families, . 

children: individuals and commLinitiesis the heart, of the ACF mission. 

T~roughl Fed'eral leadership, ACF 'sees: ': '," 


, 

• 	 'Famili,es and individualsernpoVliered to increasf;;! their own' economic. 

independence and productiXtity; 


,. .', Stron'g, healthy, supportive communities having a positive impact on 
the quality of life and the development of children;: . 

I 	 . " , " i , 

•I 
Partnerships with individuals, 'Ubnt-line service providers, 

communities, Amer'ican Indian tribes and communities, States and. 


" • ",. 	 I 

Congress that enable solutions ,which transcend traditional agency 

, I 

boundaries; . : 


• 	 , Services planned, reformed and integrated to irriprove needed access;' 

and, ,'" , ,". ' '. ... 


I , 

i 1 

I 
I' 

... 
, ' 



.' 


I ' 	
',:, " 

I ' 'I,' , , " " 	 " 
, " 

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

• 	 ' : A strong commitment 'to working with' persQns wi~h developmental 
: disabilities, refugees a'nd migrants to address their needs, strengths 
I and abilities;..' " ' 
I, 

: The viJidespread consensus ,in the child arid family policy community that 
rmiltiple need~ ,of vulnerable'childrencannot be addressed,'adequately 
through fragmented service, delivery systems points to the need 'for .. ' 
coordina,tion and building new partnerships at all 'levels,,: A variety of social, 
., 	 " • 1. I 

, , progr~h1s ,have 'already begun to seiz~ ne'w opportunities to promote family 
'strengihand stability,"enhance parentaffunctioning and protect children, 
These 'goals are"supported by the ~SE 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 

, , 	 , ' I, 

keep children who are in divided families connected financially and 

emotipnally with both parents,' ' 


1 

I " 
 I" 

I " , " 	 ". 

Trust! communication, planning, creativity, risk-taking, and re,spect among 
Progr?m,partners are values to which ACF is committed, 

I, 

MIS$I,ON 

The Child Support Enforcement Program is authorized and defined by 

,statute,' title IV-IIp of th,e Social, Security Act. The purpose and the mission 

of the Program are derived from the Act: • 


I 	 ' 

• To assur~ that assistance in, obtaining support (both financial and, 
: medical) is available to children through locating parentsr establishing 
paternity and support obligationsr and enforcing those obligations.

I 	 " " ' 

VISION FOR iTHE FUTURE 
I 

, 
I The Child $upport Enforcement Program will put c;hildren first by 

,i helping parents as~ume responsibility (0.' the economic and social 
1 well-beingr health and stability of their'childr,en. We re'cognize the 
i value of {mproved relationships with both parents. ' , 

i' 


The Child Support ,Enforcement program'will promote stability, 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 su'pport on a regular and timely basis, and is 


, , 	 , 

, , 

'" 
1 
I ' 



:., 
,', ',' 

, ; 

.' I ,( • , • .'. : • 	 ~. . 

encouraged, except in cases where this is, proven to be inappropriate, to 

,have an ongoing relationship ,with,the child. ,Child support .includes providing 

for medical s,upport. ' 


We acknowledge t'hat fathers and niothers (and other caretakers) each play 

'a criti'cal 'emotional Jole in ,a child's upbringing. Thus, within the context of 


, i 	 ','• 1'1 , I • 

first serving the, best interests of the child" we must see that 'all parents are 

treat~Q fairly and equitably by the CSE system and that the concerns of both 

parent? 'are recognized." " ' ' 


The Program is:"c0rTimitted to expahding its knowledge base through, 

research and demonstration projects with ,State a'nd local governments that 

are in:tended to ,advance the well-beingof.childr.en. .: '''' ' , 


. 	 , " 

OUR CUSTOMERS, PARTNERS AND"STAKEHOLDERS 
I " , . ., '," 

For the purpose of this document, the primary customers of the Child, 
" 

,Support Enforcement Program are ,children in need of support. Secondary 
custo:mers are i,he two 'parents of these children. It is important to recognize 
the different values and perspectiv.es of those involved .in children's lives and 
to ack~owledge that, while interests may conflict, the physic:al and " 
emotional needs of the child are paramount. ' 

. 	 .' . 

The Program is a partnership. The partners operate the program and must 
, work1together to achieve results for' Program customerS. The partners 
inclu~e: ' " 

I 

• 	 I State and)ocal child support e'nforcement agencies; 

'. ' :Courts, law enforcement agencies, and other entities operating under' 
cooperative 'agreements with c;:hild support enf,orcement agencies; and 

• 	 The Qffice of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE), including ACF 

: Regional Offices. ' , 


Mahyothe~ groups have a.'legit(mate interest in how our customers are' 
served; These stakeholders make a contribution toward, and benefit from, a 
well~runProgram. They 'include' national interest groups and ~'community­
base~ organizations that help serve the interests of Program customers or 
partners;; othercomp.onents :of Federal, State an,d local goverpment that 
serve ou(customers, such as title IV~A, XIX and IV-E agencies; related 
government agencies that work on partic,ular aspects of the Program; , 
con,tractors;, emp'loyers; ho'spitals;' Congress; Suite legislatures; taxpayers; 
and the public in general. I' 

· 1,,',,' " " 
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" " 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
~ I . '. " . . • I .: " . '" 

Program goals are thebroad'outcomes o~'inipacts s,qught for ;pi'()gram 

cL!stomers. , Objectiv,esare theresuits 'need~d to be 'accomplished in order' 

for the goals to' become a' reality. It is assumed that accomp,lishment of the 


, objectives w'iII result in achievement :of the goals. ' 
, I " ..' 

As thi~Plan has been developed, by. 'OCSE, in partnership with the IV-D State 

agencies; apprRache~ 'which ~stablish how particula~ objecti,ves will be' " , 

accomplished yvill be, deve,loped by treState IV-D managers, and staff,who, ' " 


,".,.' 

operate the Program in partnership with QCSE.Those strat~gicClnq tactica( 
: planning efforts continue the process'that this Plan begins. In addition, , 

OCSE' will develop an internal plan, settingfortti, the role of Federal staff in 

suppqrting State and local agencies'l efforts in ,chilCJsupport enforcement. It 


, is expected that, over time, this plar71 and individual ,State's strateg,i'c plans 

will €ontinue,to develop and,throu'gh <;:ontiriued collaporatioh> will dovetail: 


. "', ; . 'f; I 

Overall Approach' 
, " 

I '" " " , ' , 

The>goals an'd o'bjectives described belo",/are for th'e entire breadthof~he' 
Progrpm and notsinlply Federal acti~iti~s.' ' 

, ., " 

I j:' j 

All partners in,administering the Program need to' be involved in developing 

'the initial goals and objectives and ~hen to remain committed tO,achieving ,', ' 

resultsfocuse,d on children. 'the strategic planning, process :is ongoing and ' 

continuously improving and focusing the direction',taken by the Program. " 

C;onsequently; OCSEwili continually seek input to these goals and objectives 


" , from 'OLJr partners, customers and stakeholders.:, ':, ' , 
[ 'I, 

" 

In some, program areas, the 'best :r:esults f6rchildren will be ,achiev~d"through , 

improving consistency and uniformity ill service delivery.. and eliminating , ' 

confl'icting program policies.W,e plan to vVork with 'State's to identify 

activ'ities, such 'as in the interstate and i'rlterriational arenas and data ' 


',' , .icollection, wh~re uniform~ppr.oach,~s 'yield the best r~sults.', 
, ' ' • . .,.', I . 

I ,; 

We recognize :that' to achi~ve b,road:':s'ati~fa'ctory' resultsfo~c~ildren, part'n~rs , 

need to work ~rosely, together and strike a 'balance between uniformity and, 

'flexibility to allow for innovation in program operations. " ' 


,,' 
I" 

Eri1pp.vverj~g partners with, ,more ,flexibility and enc,ouraging'innovation will 
also be a maior oper.ating principle. We need'to make full Lise of the ,', 

. """",' , 'f; ' .. ,1, 

eXPE1rience an'd creative talents ()f all partner~ in the p,rogra rTI to ac~ieve the 

ambitious outcomes we areseeking; While'not a specific, child-oriented 

gO,al of the Pian, ~onstant e'ffort to'stimulate and, celebrate :innovation and 


, I • ' . • 

~ I " 

"'4 

.,,1 . ' I, 

1 



I 

, " 
, J, 	 , ",I 

I' ,'< " I 	 :,;Ij',:1 

creativity is, the' essence of the approach to'successf,ul accomplishment of 

the Plan's goals and objectives.' ' '," ' " , . :. 


" 'i! 

'In cot:lsonance :with the pri~ciples.of creativity and innovation, both OCSE ' 

and o:ur partnersmu~t commit, to operating in a continuously limproving and 

empowering eqvironment -- supported by opportunities for deveiopmer)t,' ' 

mode:rr management practices, and maximum use of tec!lnology. ,,',' 


" . , ' , . '. . '. 


, " 


,I 

" 

GOAL'1'~' "ALL CHILDREN HA\IE PARENTAGE ESTAaCISHED 
.' ' . 'I' 	 . ~ " 

, " 

. : " 

ObjeGtive: : ' . 
,!, ' 

~ . i , , 

'a. ' ,To in:cr'~ase Establishment of Paternities, Particularly Those 

~ :Est~blished within One Year of Birth ',' 


'Indicators: ' ,:: ,,' 	
"., 

, ",' ,'.': I ' " , 

" ',' , , 
I " ' , ,"..'," , ",I, ' 

1;' 	 " The Percentage of Children in the,IV-o' Caseload,with Paternity' 

, ;Resolved', ' ",", ,,' , ':: ' , ' """ 


1.·\ ' ~:. ,;; I," • , 	 , , ) , 

'-',: 	 " 

2. 	 " Thf! Ratit;J tbat the Tiltal # of Children in the iV-I? Cas~/oad in the FY , 
, '. 

,'or, :at the option of the State~asof,\the, end of the FY," who ,have been, 
": . , 'Born 'Out of Wedlock; the Paternity of Whom, has been Established 0; 

; ,AcknoJ/t,t/edged,Bears tQ the Tota/':# of Children 'in the, IV-D Caseload' 
las of,the end of tbe preceding FY who vyere Born Out of Wedlock 

" 	 , " '1 . ., . 

i (Statutory Paternity Establishment Percentage)': :', '," " 

'3.,1., ThePercentage of Children Born Out ~f Wedlock with Volur1fa/Y 
; Pat"ernityAcknowledgments ,.,'" ,,' 

<, 	 , .'" \ ' , ' 

" ' 

':" " 

GOAL 2:' ALL CHILDREN IN IV-D CASES HAVE FINANCIAL .. ,' 

• .1 	 " 1 
, 

. ... , , ,AND MEDICAL SUPPORT ORDERS " 
, 	 ~' , ' 

,,1 '; L

Obj~ctive:"':" 
" 
'.', .' I 

a. 	 ' To Incr~ase the % of IV-D Sases with Orders for 'Fina~cial Suppo~t .. 
,;,.,' 

Inditator: 

'1 :""., The Percentage 'of IV~D'Case~ with Support Orders 
,I 	 . ,"; " ", " ",' 

~ , , , I. 

, , 

: .', ',' ~ 	 ," 
.' ",'.,5 

, ' 
, j.' 	 , 

.~ ,., , I 

! ,
,,' ", 
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; , 

t 

I: 

,',' 

I t " 

Obje~tive: 

b. :To Increase the % of Cases With Orders for Medical Support 

Ii"Indicator: ' 

1. 	 "The Percentage of IV-p Cas~s with Medical Support Orders 
, " ,"'. 	 . ,.,' 

." 	 j' , 

GOAL 3: AL.L CHILDREN IN IV-D CASES RECEIVE, FINANCIAL 
'AND ,MEDICAL SUPPORt FROM HOTH PARENTS 

.: I 

Obje'ctive: 
I' ':, ' 

, 	 ' 

a. ': To Increase the Collection Rate 


Indicators: 

i I 

. 
, 1. Total Dollar 

, 

Amount Collected in Iv'-D Cases :', 

2. 	 . 'IV-D Collection Rate for CurrentSupport 
, ' 

3. 	 i Per~entage of IV-D"Cases with'Orders Where Some Child Support is 
I P. 	 'd ," , .. , ',8/ 	 ' 

4;' 	 '/I/-D CollectionRate fo'r.Arrearages 

Objective: 

b. 	 I, To Increase the, Percentage of. Cases Where Health Insurance: , 

, Covera~~ Is O,btained After, B~ing, Ordere'd ' 


Indicator: 

1. 	 ; Percent~ge of iV-D Cases Where Medical Coverageis 'Provided a; 
,I ,Ordered 

, 
" 

, , 
" ' 

., , 

, 
, '. 6 



, 

I ! 	 , . 
• I 

\~ 'il 	
;, , 

1:1' :r", • ' 

: ; 

I , 
" I" 	

\' 
,',.,Objecti'~e: '" ' 1'1 

I ' ,
• • t_ 	 , ' 
) I' '" ' "\ - '"I ' , 'I ' , 

c.', ': To Increase theP~rcentage of ~ases with Appropriate and Up-t~-date " 

" ",Support Orders ' , " i.. ' " ," 


j:, .', ,''; ,,' '" 'k' ',k'" 

I ',' 'ii,

" ,,' , 

," .:Indicator: " 

, 1... I A ~e~iodi{'sampling r11e(hodOio~Y'~illbe used.;o:'J,e'~eimine"whether 
; support orpers ar~. consistent with State child sur}port gaideline~.', 


': Sampling "!ethodology will be r/eveloped togethe,: by S/a,te ·a,nd ' 

1Federal,partners. ' ; " 


f" 1 < . J 
, ' 

' ,'1ObjebHve: " 	 ',': '" 

I ,', , , ,I ,", 	 . 

, I 	 ';',To Make'the Process More Efficientand Responsive 
~ ~',: 'I '. .' . "", .,;' .' • ",' , , -: 

"" , 

.\, ­, Indicators: 
,',' " 

, r,. 

,- ,,'1 . 	 JChiiclrim F7irst Survey
'I " .,' "I, ' 

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

2. 	 JSur.~f#..Y or-State Child-Support fntor:i:ement Progr~rris(Satisfaction ',,' 
; with:Federal Performance' , 'i, ' ' , 

" j, 

I; " -.' " . I, '; t,J: .,.'" ' ' , • ,~ ," 

! \' : ' ..... ' , I' , r 


" "",3." iTotal Dollars ,C'ollected 'per '$,1 of Expeilditures 
, 

~ 	 , , , 

",'<' 

4. 	 [Placeholder for F~ture CostA voidance Indicator 
" .' '" ", I ,,' ' 

, "J 
, ,t :', 	 ,;' 

I 

,," " .' } w 	 " 
" 
, 

, , I 

. '1 

:' "',': ": '.) 	 'j" -. 
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'Support ,Enforcement 
U!~S Departmen(of He~lth and Human Services ' 
Administration for Children and· Families 
Office of Child 'Support·Enforcement 
, J' ' ' , ' '" ' " .1 . 


, . 

TO~ Killmurray, with Anne ,Do~ovan,'GaileMaUer, Elizabeth C~' 


Matheson, Robert C. Harris, and Keith E. Bassett ' 

, • 	 . t " 

.' 
" 

. ASPA's Government Accomplishment 

American Society for P~blic Administration and Accoul:ltabiliry Tasks Force is ' 
, engaged ina multi-year program to1120 G Street, NW, Suite 700 
develop more than 50 case studies, from Washington, DC 20005-3885 
all levels of government, on perfor­

(202) 393~7878; (202) 638~4952, fax mance management in government. 
~_1ICtI 

Inpubbc_... dcaspa@aol.com 	 The case study here should be consid­
ered a "work in progress," released now 
to get this valuable info;rmation to users 
in a timely manner. As cases are com· 
pleted in the future th~y will be made 
available from ASPA. ' 

, ' 

, , 
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contributors are employed by the Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE), . 
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Previous to the request for a case study, OcsE contracted with the C;enter 'for'Support of 
.Children to ·write a report on the GPRA pilot project~ Wendy Gray ,of the Center for 
Support pf Children developed an CXbdile1y valuable strategic planning chronology -:­
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case studies and for asking OCSE to share,its experience with ,other Fec;leral agenCies. 

. Key P~ints 
. : 

This caSe study ofthe Office of Child SuppOrt Enforcement's GPRA pilot project highlights 
the need for partnership between Federal programs and their State agency counterparts. ' 

. GPRAwlll not befuUy implemented unless Federal grantees - those ,that actually administer 
the programs and deliver services that achieve results - are included in planning, goal­
setting, and performance measurement activities . 

. . Federal agencies that achieve their missio'ns through S~te and lOcal government and other 
grantees should find this case study usefuL:· 

i' 

I. 
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Strategic Planning in' the Office of Child Support EnfQrcement 


Context 
, I ',.' ' , " 

The Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) was, in many ways, well~soited for 
piloting the Government Perfonnance and Results Act (GPRA)o! 1993. OCSEbegan 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. - I 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, :establishin'g 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 provide technical assistance and 
policY4~rection. ' , , 

The tra~itional OCSE-State relationship can be describe4 as typical of Federal~State 

relationships. 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 initi~tives, policy or requirements. Today, much more " 

communication, consultation and joint projects are undertaken. Two examples of the closer 

working relationship are development of performance indicators and GPRA unfunded State 

and local pilots. ' '~ , , :' ' 

,
! " j 

Since 1975, OCSE has expenenced varied organizational settings in the U.S. Department'of 
Health and Human Services. OCSE was p'laced' in an operating division that was to become 
the Administration for Children and Families in 1991.' The Assistant Secretary for Children 
and Farililies is the statutory OCSE DirectOr, while the Deputy ,Director has immediate , ' 
responsi~ility 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 assis,tance 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 , 
admini~tive budget amounted to approximately $23.5 million. The' projected budget for' 
Federal reimbursement of State costs is 'expected to be approximately $2.0 billion. 

" U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Administration for children 'and Families Office of Child 
Support Enforcement, Eighteenth Annual Report to Congress. September 30, 1993, ,p.m. ' 
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Strategic Pianning in the Office of Child Support' Enforcement 

'Accordi'ng to its Eighteenth Annual Report' to Congress, for' the' fiscal year ending September 
30, 1993, the child support enforcement program established paternity for over half a.million 
childreri and collected nearly $9 billion in,child support. 2 In FY 1993, the IV-D child 
support enforcement caseload consisted of more than 17 million ~.3 Certain Child 
Support Enforcement goals such as paternities established and ~ol1ars collected are clear and 
easily qUantified; given available data, suqcess in achieving these goals can be easily 
determined. Itwas clear that child support enforcement had measurable outputs that could be . 
counted ,with greater ease than many other programS. 

There had been at least two previous attempts at strategic planning at OCSE since the late 

1980s. i These were top-down efforts directed by the Department of Health and Human 

Services' or the parent agency., While much OCSE staff time was expended to fulfill the 

reportiqg requirements that emanated from· the plans, there was little, ownership of these 

docum~nt:s. These previous plans were formulated on the Federal' level without consulting 

State c~ild support enforcement programs. . 


The'more·recent strategic planning procesS in the current parent agency, the Administration. 
for, Chilc;lren and Families (ACF), produced a broad vision of empowering families and 
commu~ties that was incorporated into the National Cliild Support Enforcement Strategic· 
Plan. I~ contrastto previous attempts at planni~g, the current ACF' strategic planning. . . 
process; inciuded input from all agency programs and employees at all levels and did not 
require :detailed periOdic reporting. The ACF strategic plan was completed in April 1996. 

, j" , \ • 

There were several events that occurred around. the time of ,the, passage of the Go'Vernrrtent 
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) that made OCSE ideally suited to participate as a pilot 
project.' By August 1993, whC?n'GPRAwas signed into law,th,ere were already ongoing 
attemptS at performance measurement and focusing on results within the agency and. the ) 
States.Bybecom~ .a GP~ .Pilot,QCSE fOU~d an opportu~ity tobuild on those efforts. 

OCSE had been working WIth Its State partners 10 the Measunng Excellence'Through ' j 

Statistics (METS) initiative. This was an attempt by OCSE and the States to improve the 

quality of the Sta~' data collection efforts~ Progress had been made on proposed data 

definitions, revised reporting forms and instructions~ OCSE welcomed GPRA as an 


, opportu~ity. to build, on these partnership efforts. 

:I Ibid. 


:I Ibidl. p.6. 
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Strategic Planning in the Office of Child Support Enforcement 

, Additi9oally, there was already ,a change occurring in the audit function 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 fesults-oriented audits. However, since 1984 as a part ()f 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 au~~torsbegan conducting revlewsof State reporting systems in order to assess data , 
qualitY., This shift fit neatly into the, GPRA framework. 

, " , . 

OCSEifaced a new world with new leadership that emphasized the.,concepts of strategic 

planning, team-building, coordination, partnership and putting children first. The Federal­

State relationship had been evolving. The pace and scale of change would undoubtedly 

inc~e. This coupled with the NationalPerformance Review, GPRA, potential Welfare 

Refo~, and a Presidential executive order on Regulatory Reinvention which focused on 

partnerShip andJncreased flexibility, helped convince OCSE and its partners that a new 

direction was needed. ' 


There was an assumption in the agency that there would be welfare reform in the coming' 
months. The knowledge that legislation would be prpposed 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 

measurc;s. The proposed legislation included a new focus on measuring the results of the ' 

child support enforcement program. InCentive funding for the States would be increasingly 

tied to' State performance. 


This pOtential legislative mandate of linking incentive funding to program performance 
motivated partners to develop a strategic plan and indicators. At th~same time, however, 
the anticipation of rewards -and penalties based on reports of State performance delayed the 
development of performance indicatiors.Partn(!rs quickly recognized that their program 
funding· would be based on reports of program, perfomance, thus increasing anxi'ety levels 
and cre,.ating the need for careful consideqltion 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 indicators until after there was consensus on the strategic plan. 

, , 

I, 
I ' 
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Strategic Planning Process 
, ' 

Those who were working on the pilot project at OCSE knew 'that any project 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 8lmost all of the direct services to the public. Orily,by wOl,"kjng with the States could 
OCSE have an impact on ,the 'program's Perfomiance results. ' Likevnse,OCSE reco~nized 
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 with stakeholders such as national advocacy groups. 

, , ' 

OCSE made strategic plan development a priority and involved high-level officials at very , 
beginrii,ng. In late March, 1994, Judge David Gray Ross, .. OCSE's Deputy Director, sent a 
-Dear: Cplleague" letter to the State child support enforcement (IV-D) directors. In this 
letter,he anl10unced thatOCSE was designated a GPRA pilot and he asked for their help on 
performance plans and development of perfonnance' i~icators. ' 

, , , 

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 theGPRA pilot." ' ACF Regional Office ' 

progra~ 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 !y-Ddirectors at ~eir annual m~ting in :Virginia Beach, Virginia in early May. 

Comments the OCSE staff received at the annual meeting 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 ' 
strategic plan for the agency, solicit from them. proposals' for two-year GPRA pilot projects 
in their States, and' ask the directors· to circulate the strategic plan in :~eir StateS and get, 
feedba4k from other, interested' parties. 

The decision to use AsMB expenise on GPRA. ,strat~gic ~l~ng. and perform~ce measurement made sense 
because it ~ high quality and Offered at no charge to OCSE.These facilitators did not have any preconceived 
notion of the. child suppon enforcement program, but they wer~ 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 
developed in program, as opposed to staff offices. The relationship between ASMB . staff and OCSE Was mutually 
beneficial. ' 

, 
I', , 
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, OCSE! creatively uSed every opportunity 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 videoconferencing was also 
employed to' build bridges of communication between partners. 

'Consensus was aChieved on the final'version of the Strategic, Plan during 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 
peopleiparticipated 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 planning between 

1 

FederaJ. and State partners. 
: ' 

Possible 'performance indicators had been included in the December yersion 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' Pbm by the partners would be the fust 
step and, then, the development of the performance measures would ,be a second and separate 

, step in : the implementation of GPRA. ' 
. i . 

The immediate benefit to dropping the measures from the Plan was a focus on the major 
goals and objectives, resulting in consensus. In retrospect, developh)g a separate effort on 
perfom1ance measures was advisable as it can be more difficult than ~strategic planning. ' 
Technic3l details are critical to measurement an9 this is where the, differences among State 
prograrhS 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 
diffic!Jlt. " , 

One drawback to having 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 ,evolutionary nature of this 
process, and p~ership, in general. Dev~loping 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, OCSEand its partners resisted this 
temptation and the Strategic Plan has been strongly defended against change resulting from 
indicatQr development. 
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Conse~sus. Final ,edits were made on the Pl~ p~ucing 'a conSensus version dated Fcl>ruary 
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 signalled their agreement on the goals and objectives for the program.s For 
those who participated 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 videoconfe~nce in Washington. 'Cecelia Burke, president of 
the National Child Support Enforcement AdministratOrs A~tion,. acknowledged the event 
as a milestone in Federal-State relations in the CSEprogram, saying, "For the first time 
ever, we have a Strategic Plan for the whole program. I feel we are moving into ~ new 
realm With OCSE, when you consider the 'magnitude of what we hav~ just accomplished 
here. "6 i ' ' 

Key Peap1e. OCSE sought both high level and widespread support for implementing GPRA." 
Assis~t 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 progn1:mi 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 additlon,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 important to expanding communication between Federal and State 
partners~ , ' , . ' ' 

Consu1tation, with Con~ress and the Office of Management 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 f\111 
consensus among p3.rtners was considered premature. Later, as, more,HHS programs began 
tp develop strategic plans, the Department would decide to avoid multiple contacts with 
Congress and favor a unified consultation made through a comprehensive HHS Strategic 
~. ' " 

As a' pil<;lt, OCSE reported on its activities to OMB and shared its consensus strategic 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 


r' . 

~ ·Co~nsus Reach~ on National Strategic' Plan for CSE," Child SupPOrt Report, March 23, 1995. 

II Ibid. i 

I 
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months after,Plan consensus in February, 1995. Following plan consensus, OMB staff also 
attended meetings of the State/Federal Perfonnance Measures :Workgroup. OCSE considered 
and responded to OMB comments on the' draft measures. 

, ' 

The mission, vision, goals and objectives of the strategic planrecei~ed full conSensus from' 
, State and Federal partners. 'ACF and the Department have certainly, reviewed the Strategic 
Plan and praisecl it. 'Higher levels have respected the results of the partnership that was 
forged through strategic planning. ',' " ',.:' "', .' ' 

Participants and Observers.' OCSE recognized the benefit of involving and educating those 

outsid~ the program during the development of the plan and measures. Focus groups were 

held with advocates and various interest groups. ACF planning staff that were involved in 

urging OCSE to become a pilot observed strategic planning meetings. During the ' 


, performance meaSures development effort, since February, 1995" OCSE welcomed special 
particip'ants and guests to working meetings of the partnership. Individuals from HHS and 
ACFplanning, evaluation and budget staff offices, the General Accounting Office and the 
Office of Management and Budget attended meetings; Involvement of these stakeholders in 
the pro¢ess would help ensu~e their support for the f'inql product. 

Federali Leadership. The Federal office. recogrti'zed the GPRA. process as an opportunity to 
build trust, improve working relationships, and'forge a partnerShip with the state child 
support1offices. The unenthusiastic State reaction to the inftial :draft' strategic plan developed 
solely by the Federal office underscored the importance of State involvement. OCSE ' 
proactively reached out and demonstrated its intention for partnership: with invitations,to 
,States to get involved. The F~eral office mairitained a leadership role by staffing the 
activity and making it a national 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 
tenns of what the Federal-State partnership should be, the process appears to have improved 
communications and enhanced the working relationship between the States and OCSI;.. 

, " , 1 

Strategic Plan Summary 

Mission." The Child Support Enforcement Program' is authorized 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: 

j, . , 

To assure that assistance in obtaining suppon(bothjin.tPu:ial and medical) is 
tlvailable to children through locating parents, establishing paternity and suppon 
obligdJions, and enforcing those' obligations. " 

'7 
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, 

Vision~ • The National' Child Support Enforcement Strategic Plan articulates the following 
, 

vision:! ' 
i' . . .' ... '. . . " 
:The Child Suppon Enforcement Program will put childr:en fi~t by helping parents 
tisSU17U! responsibility for the eco1U)inic and social well-iJeing, 'health ant/. stability of 
'their children.. We' recognize the value' ofimproved relationships with both parents.' 

, 'I 1 , 

Reinventiong what it means to provide child support enforcement was integral to the 
development of the strategic plan, and necessary for its success~ . 

Traditionally, government services reflected the strong adversarial nature of child support 
enforce61ent. Many CSE programs saw themselves as advocates for ~ustodial parents, 
creating 'an adversarial relationship between the child support agency,· and non-custodial .' 
parents~ 's~mea~vOcacy groups, and in some case, state legislatures. '. This adversarial role 
was exacerbated by the widely held notioq of child support agencies as merely collection and 
enforeementagents - minimizing their efforts to uncover, and attempt to resolve, the reasons 
behind non-payment of support, e.g. unemployment or lack of education or job' skills . 

. The Strategic Plan was used as a vehicle to chart a new course: for the program. Reflecting 
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 
redefmes 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 ofthe 
program. No' State or advocacy group, whether repre;senting custodial or noncustOdial 
parents,' could argue with putting children first.' In addition, the, Vision recognizes the 
broader: social contribution of.child support enforcement beyond a collection and enforcement 
agency,:by "helping parents assume responsibi1ity~"The vision also diffuses the adversarial 
nature of the progrcun in its treatment of noncustodial parents "by recognizing the value of 
improv~ relationships with both parents." 'Increased involvement, financial or otherwise, of .. 
the noncustodial patent with the family may bring benefits that are difficult to measure. 

I , 

The Federal office developed and widely publicized ,the phrase "Children First" to promote 
the evolving image of the child support enforcement program. To illustrate that Federal' . 

. leadership ~ on board with the new message, OC:SE Deputy Director David Gray Ross put 
a large ;Children First" sign over his door, .where it remains tOday. The use of simple, 
symbolic phrase played an important role in forming consensus on the Strategic Plan and in 
changing the adversarial ilnage of child support enforcement~ .' 

I i 

. Goals and Objectives. The Federal p~ership.with· States is not only evident in the' strategic 
planning process, .b4t also present in. the conteni of the goals and objectives of the Strategic 
Plan itself. The Strategic Plan's goals and objectives are for the entire breadth of the 
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Program and not simply Federal activities. 'The following goals and: objectives are contained 
in the National Child Support Enforcement Strategic Plan: 

GOAL· 1: 	 ALL CHnDREN HAVE PARENTAGE ESTABLISHED. 

. Objective: 

a. 	 'To Increase EstabliShment of Paternities, Particularly Those Established within, 
.one Year of Birth 

GOAL 2: 	 ALL CHILDREN IN IV-D' CASES HAVE FINANCIAL AND 
MEDICAL SUPPORT ORDERS 

Objectives: 

a. 	 To Increase the Percentage of IV-D Cases witJI Orders for Financial Support 
, 	 . 

b;, To Increas~ the Percentage of Cases With Orders"for Medi~1 Support /. 

GO~3: ALL CHILDREN IN rV-D CASES RECEIVE FINANCIAL ' 
:'AND MEDICAL SU~PORT FROM BOTH PARENTS 

Objectives: 
I !', 

, " 


a. 	 To increase the Collection ,Rate 

b. 	 To Increase the Percentage of Cases Where Health Insurance Coverage Is: ' 

Obtained After Being .Ordered 


c. 	 To Increase the Percentage of Cases with Appropriate and Up-to-date Support 
~~ 	 A' 

d. 	 To Make the Process More Efficient 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 ~d levels of progress and State as well as 
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, . ! : ,', ',:' '. ,,' 	 ,. 

Federal annual pe~ormance plans may foqus ori more limited, speCific areaS of concentrati,!n 

, for proiram impro:vements: ' \ ,. , ' ':.. 


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

Partners, recognized that to achieve broad satisfactory results, for children, the States' and 

Federal: Central and Regional Office Partn~rs need to . work closely together and strike a 

balance between uniformity and flexibility to allow for innovation in program operations. 


i 
Therefore, the Strategic Plan includes a statement entitled "Overall Approach" which stresses, 

a continued foCus on achieving resultS'focused on children. Specific approaches include, 

improving consistency and unifornuty in service, delivery and eliminating conflicting program 

policies;' OCSE and the States will work' together to identify activities, ,such as i~ the 


, interSta~ and international arenas and data,collection, where uniform ;approaches yield the 
best results. ' ' 

I " , . , , ., , 	 ., 

Greater lflexibility and encouraging innovation will also be a major operating principle for the 

partnership., The outcomes require that the experience and creative' talents of all partners in 

the program must be used. Constant effo~ to stimulate, celebrate, and disseminate" 

innovation and creativity is the essence of ~he approach to succ~ssful accomplishment of the 

Plan's gp,als and opjectives. In agreement with thepHndples of creativity and innovation, ., 

both OO~E and its partners ,committed to operating in acontinuously fmproving and 

empowering environment - supported by opportunities for'development, modem 

management practiCes, and maximum use of technology. "!' ,: 


Performance Rewrting. Two interim performance,indicators -paternities established 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" national performance targets Will be' set by program partners 
,with ind~vidualized State performance agr~ments and compacts being :negotiated between' " 

, 1 ,_ 	 I " ' 

States ~d ACF Regional Office child suPWrt enforcement units. , " "" , 

',Resourc~. 'Achievement of targets depends on ~esources. The projected budget for. Fiscal 
Year (FY) 1996f.orState child support administrative costs is $2~9 billion. Federal Financial 
Participa~on (FFP) is set at 66% of those State'costs; 90% Federal 'funding is also available 
for ce~n automated systems costs and paternity laboratory co'sts that States incur; however' 
with incentive payments to the States~, the effective"FFP rate is r~ly 83 %. These State 
costs do ,~ot include:sa1ariesand expenseS, f9r the cost of approximately 227 Federal staff in, 
Central and Regi0l!~ Offices or the cost of operating the Federal ,Parent Locator Service . 

. External Factors. There are key extern3J: fa,ctors: that Could significantly' affect ,the' 
achievem,ent, of the Strategic Plan goals artd ;objectives~ A number' of these key variables 
could affect achievement of long-tenn objectives and goals~ 'the' major !factors can be 
summariztrdas follows: " 

" 

, 
, 
I . 
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;'. Legislation: Additional child support enforcement legislation on the Federal and 
: Slate levels could improve program perfonnance. 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 which 
: could impact achievement of goals and objectives. I 

:At the same time without changes in the explicit funding, incentives, reporting, audit 
:and penalty provisions of current law, GPRA may have little real impact on Slate 
,programs 

, '. Funding: Reduced funding on the Slate and Federallevel~ would hamper efforts 
'to deal with, growing .child, support caseloads. ' 
, ' , 

~., Economy: An ever~hanging eConomy with wage downturns and unemployment 
:~ay impaCt child support collections. " " " '. 
I ' ' 

(, 

;. Trends: Social and demographic trends such, as nonimarital births and population 
igains at certain age rangeS can create ever*increasing challenges for child support , 
,¢nforcement. ' ' 

,I 

'. 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 Strategic Planning 

BenefitS. The greatest benefit of the strategic planning process so far has been the forging of 
a true partnership between Slates and Fed~ Centrill and Regional Offices. Communication 

,between partners has increased both in quantity and quality. Consulting Slates before taking 
action on major initiatives is now standard practice. The process of developing the Strategic 
Plan helped Federal and Slate government partners to focus on :the bisic mission and desired 
outcomes, of child, support enforcement prQgrams. The planning process created a consensus 
which all partners could endorse: putting children first. Identifying children as the primary 
custom~t moved the debate beyond the traditional mindset whichtak~ sides between 
custOdiaJ. and non-custodial, parents: The planning process also ,generated enthusiasm, interest 
and involvement from Slates, as well as the beginning oftrust and the belief that we are all 
in this ~ogether. . ' 

I, 

i " " , 
,Organi~tionaJ Restructuring. Traditionally, when organizations engage in strategic planning, 
organi~tional restructuring often results. In th,e shared responsibilityi for child support 
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. enforcernent 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 Initiatives 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 
division: of State and Local Assistance is planned. '. 

State Impact. The' Plan was a statement of a powerful consensus in the child suppon 
enforcement community that helped to set athreshold 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 imponant reference, portions of which were incorporated into State plans. 

GPRA Demonstrations. On March 8, 1995, OCSE issued a program grant announcement 
under Sf1Ction 11-1$ of the Social Security Act. The announcement requested applications 
from State and local offices for demonstration projects as pan of the GPRA pilot. Six 
projects,: totaling over $606,000, have been selected for Cooperative agreements lasting up to 
seventeen months. The demonstrations include the following results-oriented projects: 

• 	 Evaluation of performance-based Contracting in Michigan;
, 	 . 

• . 	 Analysis of performance indicators:in Arizona; 

.: 	 Study of non-compliant child suppcin obligors in order to suppon strategic . 
planning efforts in Minnesota; 

• , Restructuring 3!1d privatization of services in Wyoming;, 
, 

• : 
; . 	

Improved child support/welfare interface in Virginia; and, . 

•. ' 	 Community-based paternity establishment in Delaware~ 

The purpOse of these cooperative agreements is to both suppon the GPRA pilot and apply its 
concepts ~n a level closer to program customers. A number of-States have results-oriented 
management initiatives with strategic planning and pelformance measurement elements. 
These projects will suppon this on-going activity and stimulate a focus on outcomes in States 
that may~ave just staned. Results from these projects will be widely ciisseminated to. 
educate program managers about how.to implement similar initiatives and their potential 
impact on achievement of goals. . 

12 
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Strat~~ic Plannjng in 'the Office Of' Child Support :EnfJrcement ' 

GPRA lsparked a major effort to 'invite suites, local programs and regions to pilot results 

orientation, customer service, strategic planning and performan,ce me:asu~meht. 

Appro¥mately 30 aiverse unfunded pilot projects were accepted. "~is aspect of O~SE's 

pilot waS not required by GPRA but did much to spread the spirit pfGPRA to the States. 

Through these unfunded pilots, enthusiasm for GPRA, expande4"and State and Federal ' 

linkag~, increased. ' , ' 


i , , ",' , I', , ' 
One oftbe most successful pilots to date has been a new, interface between the Federal Parent 

Locator S~Mce and the Social Security Administration's ,Enum~ratio~ Verification System 

(EVS).: Eight States participated by submitting the names of individti3ls sought for paternity 


, establishment or e~forcement of support. Social Security Numbers (~SNs) were identified 
fo,r approximately 190,000 cases for a 28% match rate. SSNs are required as unique ' 
identifiers for automated matching. Approximately 30,000 of these cases were submitted for 
Internal: Revenue Service (IRS) tax'refund offset. Preliminary data fcir the 1995 tax year 
indicates: $1.6 million has been collected thus far through IRS,tax ref~nd 'offset. EVS is ,now , 
used oni a nationwide basis. " " ' " ,

I ' 

, . r' 


Ohio h3:S also been :successful in laying the foundation £Or a resuhs,-oriented child support 

enforcement program. Its voluntary GPRA pilot has foCused on identifying strategic plan 

prograrrlg~als, objectives and performanCe indicators. Progress' has iJeen made on ' 

establisQi)1g perfoI11'1anee agreements between the State Department of; Human Services and 

county-l~vel child support offices. ,Ohio also intends to revise its county funding scheme'to 

reward performan~. ' '; ,,' , 


Federal Impact. The Strategic Plan, has been u~ to guide workplans and staff performance 

apprai~ systems in a number, of units in the Federal Central and Regional Offices. Many 

States hifvesigned individual performance agreements' or 'region~wide compacts with ACF ' 

Regional 'Offices. It should be noted that neither of these activities was mandated but 

evolved ifrom the s~tegic planning and, partnership experience.' In order to extendGPRA 

techniqu¢s to States~ training staff, the FY 1996 Training Conference agenda is being , , 


, designed around stnltegic planning and performance measurement on the State and Federal 

level. " ' " , " 


, 
" 

I 'Plan Pi~seminatiQn:, The pIan has been ~hared with advocacy groups, allState IV -D ' ' 

programs~ posted orithe modem-:accessible ACF electronic bulletin board (1-800-627-8886 or 

202-401~5800), OCSE's home pageonthe}Vorld Wide Web, (http://www.acf.dhhs.gov),, ' 


, included! as part of training conference reference materials, and writtert 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 m~ureS which have been ag~ on and 
impleme~t~ should indicate the level of success in. achieving Plan goa1s and objectives., 

, ,: : 
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. Strategic Planning in the Office of Child Support Enforcement 

Legislation.Becomi~g a GPRA pilot did ~ot offer immediate opportunities to change laws 
that governed aspects of the program. Partners have worked together in providing assistance 
to modify proposed legislation~ In the future, partners will explore proposing needed 
legislation that will assist in implementing GPRA more fully. Forexampl~, legislation that 
would modify data reporting requirements, and better align the strateiic plan goals, 
perform~ce measures and the audit function would bring statutory requirements up-to-date 
with F~eral and State partnership activities. . . . .' :. . 

: ; 

Costs i' 

. The GP~ 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 
required : during the. planning stage. OCSE and its partners have learned to accomplish more 
with fewer resources. Closer cooperation results' iri sharing of .resources and smoother 
implemen~tion. A' greater range of ideas afad perspectives is av~lable to tap. The 
partnership has created a climate where some states are able: to assist others with national 
initiatives while Federal staff facilitate, act as a clearinghouse for information, or staff out a 
project. : '. 	 ... .. 

Lesso~ Learned 

OCSE and its partners knew that GPRA would be imposed on the program eventually. ·This 
fact created an incentive to get a head start and do it right the first time .. Below are some 
lessons learned from OCSE's GPRA pilot to date: . . 	 . 

• 	 '. Mistake: Initially, OCSE drafted a strategic plan without consulting States so 
. that discussion could start with something on the table. 

Lesson: Don"t take pen to paper u.ntil your partners are at the table. 

• . Mistake: OCSE set initial performar:tce targets without consulting partners. 

I Lesson: Unless you set targets together, they are your targets and not your 
, 
'. partners' . 
! 

• 	 Mistake: 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 ' i 

. recognize and work to resolve; obstacles that affect noncustodial parents' ability 
'1 ! to meet their responsibilities (r:t0ncustodial parents are our customers too). . 

14 
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Strat~gic Planning in the Office of Child Support Enforcement 
;,t 

, , 

Lesson: Find something all can agree on. For OCSE and its partners it was: 
, . put children first. 

Lesson: Invoive stakeholders, advocates, interest groups, other Federal • 
agencies or offices early onto. ensure their ,support fori the ultimate decisions 
made with your partners. ' ; 

'.~ 	 Lesson: Federal staff' should be prepared to do most of the work. GPRA is a 
priority for Federal agencieS; otherwise, work may not get done. 

• 

. '" . 	 . . 


LesSom Be smart, be honest, be. patient. Start with something you can be 
, objective about. Get help from others such as experts,: facilitators, partners. . 
Be honest and admit you don'i have all the ar&swers and you're making it up as ' 

(you ,go along. Be patient.and listen with an open mind'; your way isn't the . 
, ' 

I , , 	
only way. ' 

• 	 Lesson: Be quiet. Let State partners do the talking. Often the reasoning of 
peers is more convincing to States than argumentS from Washington. .,I, Less~n: Consensus doesn't ~ecessarily mean that everyone agrees; it means 
that everyone has had a chance to participate and contribute to a decision that 

I, partners can accept and support. Consensus decision-making does not employ 
, voting. 	 ' 

• 	 Lesson: Partnership is hard and . time-consuming- don't expect miracles. 
The plan' you create is living and can be changed., Partnership and planning is 

· 
, , a continuous, long-term process and cascades to operational levels. Open and, 

frequent communication among partners is key. :, 

Next S~eps 

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 objectives, given external factors. Many States started 
results-oriented management initiatives befo're GPRA. It is hoped that the Plan will influence 
more states to follow this trend. Individu2I actions and strategies will necessarily differ from 
State to Sta~. mti~tely, the Plan and its indicators will result.in driving the program to 
improve ,outcomeS for children and lead to ~ rational investment of resources based on ' 
performance-based q~dgeting. ,', . I" 	 " 
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Strategic Planning in the Office of Child Support ~nforcement, 

perfo~ance Indicators.' Partners tentatively agreed to a set of performance indicators at a 
" meeting in Bethesda, Maryland, on July 17-18, 19~6~Performance measures will be piloted 

in order to aSsess 'difficulty in collecting data, reprogramming automated systems, etc. 

Welfare Reform. Should Welfare Reform legislation be passed by Congress and signed by 
the President, program partners will have to consider its impact on the Strategic Plan, data 
repoItirtg, performanCe indicators, ,and Federal funding. Ultimately, : the performance 
indicators could be the basis of proposed legislation that will revise current data reporting 
requirements. The legislation 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 'partners have to complete 
their automated systems and other data gathering systems. ' 

I " ' , 
" 1, • ' " '" . 

Perforrtl3.nce Agreements. While many:States preCeded Federal GPRA implementation with 
their own efforts at strategic planning and performance meastire~ent, others are just ' 
beginnipg to react,to these trends. 'Performance or Partnership: Agreements were developed 
voluntarily between many States and Fedenu Regional Offices.' These agreements will 


, continue to evolve,. Discussions are now taking place ~hich may suggest a standardized 

appro~h to this effort. However, a large amoQnt of flexibility will remain in order to 

accommodate diversity among the States and Regional Offices. 

Audit. Currently, State compliance with detailed Federal re(tuirements is audited in :, 
accord3.1lce 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 Division of Audit will 
be reviewing the validity ofdata reported by States. ' 

. " 
i ' 

! ,i, 

. , I 
I 

' 
, ' 
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1~y6~ 1994 
i , , 

. . 
: TO: All State IV-D Direcum 

, 1lE: . OCSE Strategic ~ns Under the Govei'Dmeat Performance 

. Results Act (GPRA) , . 


Dear Caneague: 

· ,ne'CbDd Support Enforcement (CSE) PIogrim bas been selected to be a pilot far . 

; die G~ p«f'onnazu:e ...s Jt.asuIta Act Dr 1993 (GPRA~Tbe purpose of 

; GPRA is to imprvve federal ,.".,.,. el'ec:tiveaeu and public 'accaunrabitity by 

, prornotiDs a new fOC:U$ Oft ~ IICI'YiaI quality ad customer ~D. In the 

1 'Ioaa I11'III. GPRA aMsions holdiDs federal prosrams ac:countab1e &hrough the use 
· at...,-III'I&e8ic .... - gNP_ pe:ribrmIacc pIaDa &ad 1c:pc:vtL • .. ~ .... 

: lila May 20th letter. Daicl Gray Roll. the.Deputy Director of the Office ofQiJd . 

; Support,-Ezttorcement (OCSE) asked for, our ~ in deYelopiftl a' stratc:;ic 

.' 'Planninl dacwnear. far the QDd Support EnfQn:aneDt Program. Preliminary 

, drdmg at die ItnItCgic plan hu aln=dy begim. but the opinions of stIteS, 

,~OI, adYOCllea mel coDl&itueatl 11'1 crltlcal. to CIIIW'e the' pbmreftectl the 

· vision of aD those involved In the prop'IDL TIle more exteasive the input. the . 


better the plan Wl1I be. 

, '.EDdoIed is I copy of the firIt draft :ofthe m*sic plarmiag doCumc:m. Some of 

you may recognize thiI u tbe doculQeal plaed out at ERlCSA or ICI1t to you by 


e your Jtc:aioaal omc.. ~ 1W agreed Ia vqinia BetdI, OCE bas elfl.blished • 

, Core Team- composed. oftwo IV-D Directan, two Regional Proaram MaDqcn, 

: ,ad IIIIiar OCSE ItaIT- to 'W'Odc in pai liltisbip with &hem. OD clewlopiDs the pJIIL 

, We IIaWbcca ub:d to IG"Y'e 011 d» team. ~g the vic:waancl CODICII.1I of 

:StIte JV-D PrognIDIL Tho responsibiJitic or the Core Team begia with the 

: redulftills of'the ItnlteSic pI.an. . We pI.ua to solicit CQiWDeDts Oft &he plan &om a 


. : wide tinae of IOUrCeI CM:I' the MIIDIDII". AI these COIIIDtia ire pdIeIcd. the 
: Con: r_ will __ to auea the ('1*""'00.. ad ~ die pIaL WIIiIe 
, die -fiDIl- ItnItCgic·p1u IDauW he complet.ecl by ScpIc:mbc:r 30. tbi.I pi_ wiI be a 
:1Mns document 'that wiD dIIDge O¥II' am.. " ' 
: ,As • firJa SUp toward pthc:rial COIIII1II:DII, OCSE cemru aad 'R egional omces 

: wiD coatact statea and Other partnerI and cusiomcn to C:r1lCUli the drd:.·usiaa ,: 

,camerence caD.s and wbaiever face-to-&ce meetinga and confa c:ncCi arc planned 

in tho Dell" Nture. We hope that maay stiles will take the pallCtiSl a ItCp fiIrtbI:r by 


'baldina aimi1ar foc:ua sroupe and shariDs this draB. plan with theiI' local 

, cauDtwparll. ftmaeIias feedback to Ibeir ACP reJional ol!lces. Thi& ItI&C could 

, illdude c:::oat&cIa with Jocal manapn and c:ucwor"QiI, aDd misht be cicIMded to 


http:CODICII.1I
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Jul 8;94 11:08 Ho.OOl P.02TEL: :-517-373-4980 

All State IV-D Directors 
Pagel 
luly6,l994 

coun system. and legislators. This is a tenific opportunity for us to cha.llcngc our 
front line workers to help fashion a child support system that will bctta' meet thmr 

. necds~ This phase, ofgathering input should be completed by the end. ofJuly•. 

OCSE will also be comacting lWional interest groups for their input in August. 

We hope that many of you will &nab aimiIar contacU with your local 8dvocacy 

poups and acrvice recipients at the same Ume,' ad cbannd any CODJlDOIlIS RCCived 

to your Regioaal oBiccs by mid-Aupst. '.' 


In addition, we are available to work man: i.measM:ly with those oryou wIlD an: 
in&erestcd in prvvidina fiIdber JpeCiIc cxw1m.aoa the cIrUt pIaD ad • ..,.,... 
iDrCJl1llllliaD a:cbanp. /u IDII3IftlMn ofthe Cora Teal &dfrtRina opkl'..... 
.of GP.RA., we W111 tbc:r& be able to pall '--como_a md iDfar...... em 'co . 
OCSB and we"Nill report to you on all tam actMda. 

In commenting on the dnlft ~c plan and later in soliciting COlluncllta. it is 

~~::==~=_aoodtoaddRa_. ~ 

.• Should we have both procca and outcome cqcctives? . ~ 
-Can -.ch objectM: be measured? 
- Taken u • whole. does ~ plan lead UI in the dinlction we wanllO SO in? 

'naia is • special time. OCSE is seekinS our input u fUll panncn in r-cfsina • 
coascaall on the dirc:c:tioa ofthe 0DId Support .Earon;ement Prosr-L 'nisil .. 
opponzmity to put forth our apiniona and inftuenc:e .. flrturo. 

Thank. for your help. Pleuo ICDd your co~ to your R.etPonU 0fIices ADd 
UI. We'D be in tODCb. 

S"mccrdy,. , 

.. ~~j,u 
hLH~u~saey . 
Iowa IV-D Director 
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! \. .~ AdministratIon for 
It.,J Children and Families (~ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH III HUMAN SERVICES 

. Memorandul 
!=lefer To : 

, 
DATE: . June 15, 1994 

, 
FROM: P~oqram Manaqer 

Child Support Enforcement Branch 

SUBJECT: 
. 

Conference Call 
t·. 

on July 20, 1994, 

TO: Reqion J'::X IV";'D Directors 

This:will serve to follow up'on'the recent telephone conversations 
between my staff and your offices reqardinq the upcominqconference 
calli sCheduled for Wednesday, July ~O, 1994 from 1:00 pm to 2:30. pm 
(California time).. , 

Given, the interest expressed'in continuinq '.these conference calls, 
we have decided to schedule them 'on a quarterly basis. For the July 
20 call, several States hav~ expressed an' interest in discussinq 
the office of Child Support Enforcement's.(OC~E) draft stcataqic 
plan for the child support enforcement proqram (copy- enclosecl)....tiaat 
was 'developed in conjunction. with the. ~overnment P~cA: . *: ;: .-,: 
.Resul~s Act (~PRA). Yo~ part'icipation wit;h OCSE in :the deve~i!!t~t,.._."'" 
of th1S plan 1S essent1al to ensure that 1t reflects the qoals and 
objectives of the aqencies responsible for the day to day operation
of the' proqram. ". 

The discussion with the state~ in, this area would be facilitated by 
OCSEicentral Office and last no lonqer than one hour, from l:OO pm 
to 2:,00 .pm(California time). . 

Please advise this office, either verbally orin writinq, by 
WednE!s~ay, July.6, 1994, whether you believe that a discussion of 
the enclosed .draft strateqic plan would be beneficial at this time. 
I~ you aqree, we can resume 'with our reqular conference' call in the 
followinq 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 number to be used ~or the conference call. 
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As .always, I thank you ·in advance ,for your support and 
encouragement. Should you have any questions, please contact your 
assigned child support enforcement program specialist. 

Sincerely, 

/JL~ .'
fto~nKers~ 

,Proqram Manager 
Child Support Enforcement Branch 

Enclosure 

cc: ~e~y Matheson, OCSli: I 
Marl.anne Upton, OCSE 't 

Jamie Roussel, OCSE Audit Division 

Don Wall, OCSE Audit Division 
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Attachment B 
Development of Case Study 

, 
OCSE retained all records (electronic and hardcopy) from the start of its GPRA pilot. OCSE 
also employed a vendor to devel9P a brief history or chronology ()f 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 numero~s interViews with Federal and State staff '(listed below). Drafts of the 
vendor's report were reviewed, several' times and feedback was provided. 

, .' 

. In responding to the Case Study Outline questions, OCSE used.the vendor's report as a key 
referentk and incorporated portions where appropriate. The case study was developed by 
Tom Klllmurray, with contributions by Anne Donovan, Gaile, Maller, and Elizabeth C. 
Matheson, Robert C~ Harris, and Keith,E. Bassett. Tom Killmu~ybegan working for 
OCSE at the time of strategic plan development. Later, he was reassigned 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 theGPRA history and he was able to 
participate in some of the interviews the vendor conducted. 

Both th~ GPRA pilot archival files and the vendor'S pilQt history are available for review by 
contacting OCSE. 
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Office of Child Support Enforcement No.7, July 1996 
,,: , 

'j}:" 

~J(ecutive Action on Child Support 

t' .. " 

: " n June 18, 1996, President Clinton announced 
, ,', three actions to, strengthen the Child, support 
'," enforcement program and promote parental 
r~~p'onsibility, These actions were: 
0
:~:1Iia implementing a pilot program to track nonpay­

'/ 
'ing parents across state lines; 

.:.': 
:~ 'ID :chaJienging all states to adopt statewide new 


hire reporting programs; and 


,\,',.,"~,,;,"',aa,""'" 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 SUpp'Jrt Enforcement 

,Federal Program to Track Parents Across State Lines 
Approximately 30 percent of the current child sup­

port case load involves interstate cases, The 
Administration's new pilot program will track parents 
who are delinquent ;in child support payments from 
job 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, employers 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 Lalled 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, Iowa, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Mas­
sachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New York, Ohio, 
Oklahoma, Oregon, Somh Carolina, Tennessee, 
Texas, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, and West Vir­
ginia, 
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:Office of Child Support Enforcement
~~_.~~. _,..~_l..£;...:.-__. _______ __ . __ ~ ___ ~ ___~ .• __ 

',\.'~> 
.~ ':1 :' . 


.~~ /'~ I: 
 Big 8 Initiative 

:.; ! 

:\ ~ . 
':~jJ: Marion Stl?j[V 
It:, ; 
• -I,' ", 

':;:';":~...,major new federal/state! 

r\",:l~ local partnership initiative 

,};l. ..J!l to lllCrease paternity estab­

)i~hment and child su pPOtt collec­

':#on rates is undetway in OCSE, 

~,J'be focus is on the eight states with 

,,'tl1e largest child SUppOlt caseloacls. 

:i:he "Big 8" ,are California, Florida, 

jI\'iriois, Michigan,. New York, 

;:Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas. To­

/gether, their caseloads, and distrib­


1l7e B~g 8 S'tJues, in Color.
'tIred collections, make up nearly 
.:50 percent of the national total. fke of Child SUppOlt Enforcement, 


said. "Recognizing the special prob­

lems faced by states with large 


succe):~fi tl caseloacls'is a strong first step in fed­

eraleffOlts to help them improve
\,' B4g 8 initiative 

\.:';':, performa nee." 
..:' ". 'will dn;trn{ftical~)/ Marion Steffy, director of the 

.,:~;;~:: '.. :irnprcwe the lit oj' Big 8 operation, indicated that a 
central part of the effort would in­

,':.<,thousatuis· qlcbildre~/l. ': volve coordinating with senior of­
-',: " 

);... .......... Dm.'id (;1'01' Noss tlcials and technical expelts in head­

-'. ~ , 
: ....--- quarters, regional offices, and the 

field, She also took note of the rich 
;/,',~' On February 24, senior Big 8 body of knowledge and experience 
<state officials met with their federal already available in those states not 
"':0E:~dquartersand regional counter­ part of the Big 8. 

:;p~itS in New Orleans to begin iden­
 "Their contributions," she said, 
'/#fying the many tasks ~hat will "in the tom1 of working models and 
:'i:peed to be done to ensure success. best practices, will be a necessary 
:;::;':This isa great start," Robett Doar, part of our efforts to be sllccessful 
:,'~pirector of New York State's Of- with this project." 
\~;'~{'~\I("rJ

"~'(.\': .2. U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services lnside...
Administration for Children and Families t2fE Office of Child Support Enforcement Trnining N~eds Assessment ....................................... 3 


, , 

i,Q}~ 
I 

Incentive Flint! ing Recollllllendations ........................ 5 


. ~9U..:·;· 

OCSE Deputy Director David 
Gray Ross stated that "a successful 
Big.8 Initiative will dramatically im­
proye the lives of thousands of chil­
dren. While we recognize the im­
portance of working with all states, 
and indeed have entered into patt-. 
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 
grollp,]uc\ge Ross addressed presi­
dentialpriorities, executive expec­
tations, goals, and the resources 
available to develop projects which 
meet the requirements of legisla­
tion, 
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'THEMINIMUM FE~ERALALL EMPLOYERS STATES WHI,CH ' 
. \" ­STANDARDS ESTABLISHED IN TO REPORT CURRENTLY HAVE 

THE PRWORA ARE: ALL NEW HIRES
" NEW HIRE LEGISLATION 

All employers ,must report all new-hires. 
The Personal Responsibility and Work Op~ Nearly half of the States al~eady have new 

. . . . . portunity Recoriciliation A~t (PRWORA) of hire:reporting legislation. States already op" • The,new hire report must contain the name, 
eratingriew hire programs must conform '1996 was signed ihtolawonAugust 22,1996. address and soCial security nu~ber of th~ , 

, " 

their requirements to the minimum Federal employee; and the name; address and Federal 
requirements no iater 'than October 1. 1998.• This legislation provide~ for a much Employer Identification Nuni.b~r of the , 'I 

'e~ployer. It is extremely important that these , , st~engthened child Support Enfdrce~ent 
e' If you live in a State which, currently has report~ be both accurate a.nd legible, to ensure Program. " 

, new hire reporting, your State will notify ,succ~ssful matching and contact once a match 


--.-'flleThild-SuPPQrt Piogfarrfb-enefiis-chil:.· -;-,-,1--·· is-made.•. -.=- '- ~--- -_'__ --1- - - ,~--, . .. _~.Xq!l a.Qou~c~a~g~~5n. ~our pr~cedyre,s,Jl....:·,

'_.0. 

any, and,wh~n those changes will go into 
dreh and families by locatingnoncusto- (' effect. ' ,New hires must be report~d to the,State,\Yitliin dial parents, establishing paternity when, 

20 days of the date of hire., If an employer 
necess~y, and establishing and enforcing' , • States th(!t already have NewHire Report­reports electronically br, by magnetic media;, 
child support orders. ' ingPrograms: 

, transmissions not less than 12 nor'more'than 
'the employer must report by two monthly 

Ori'-e key provision ~f the,PRWORA legisla­ 16 days apart. States may establish mQre ,, ' 

tion ~f .importance to employers is that all ' ' stringent reporting requirements. 
States have a program p!'-oviding information 
about the newly hired. This new hire report­ Ifan employer has 'employees in more than one 

ing program provides timely information'so 
 State and reports either magrietically or 


that child supportcan be more effectively-en­
 electronically, that employer may designate' 
one State (in ,which, he/she'has employees) to forced. ' 
which all,newhires may be Jeported. The 
employer must identify to the federal govern~• Employers ~ill be reqtrired to report cer- ' 
ment the State which has been selected for', tain iriformation on their,newly hir~d'em­
reporting. A procedure ~o accomplish such, 

t,' :ploy~es to a d~signated State agency. ' 
ALAS,KA'C . MISSOURI. 

ARIZONA ~EW YORK' 

selection will be provided'to you ata later date. 

CALIFORi".,A OHIO• ,Stateswillm~tch new hire reports against'. ., The newqire report shall be made on a W-4 CO~NECTICUi- OKLAHc;::JMA

child support records to locate parents, es­ FLORIDA OREGON 


GEORGIA !?'OUTH CAROLIN,o. 


forni" or an equivalent form atthe employer's 
tablish anorder"or~nforce,an existing or­ option. 

HAWAII TENNESSEE

der. ,State agencies operating Employment IOWA TEXAS 

KENTU_CKY . VERMONTSecurity and Workers' Compensation Pro- New hire reports may be transmitted by first­
, MAINE 'VIRGINIA

class mail, by inagne~ic media, or electroni­" grams will' also have access to the ne~­
MARYLAND WASHINGTON\. ' 

cally.' MASSAC;HUSETTS WEST VIRGINIAhire infQrqu~tion to dete~t and prevent er­
MINNES'!;lTA 

" roneous benefit payments.' 
, ) 

\ 



,:·::.STATES.:WITHOUT 
.NEW .HlRE:Ll30isLATION 

- BEFORE AUGUST 22, 1996 

. __ Tnose States riot listed, as .well as Guam, 
Pueno Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands and the Dis­
trict of Columbia, must have new hire pro­
grams in place no Iater than October 1, 1997. 
Again, your State will notify you regarding 
what your specific State requirements areaild 
when they will go into effect. 

INTERSTATE CASES 

. The Federal Office ofChild 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 aNa­
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 States regarding child support cases. 

CENTRALIZED COLLECTION OF 
'WITHHELDINCOME 

With Your, help, millions of children '. 
have received the child support they 
need and deserve. The people respon­
sible for operating the Child Support 
Eriforcement Program thank you for 
the critic,al role you play in making 
this program successfuL Almost two 

.out of every three dollars collected by 
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-
1ions-of:our-nation1s-Ghildrenwould-~·~~­

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

.···(~:;:~:-·,;tr<Ji=:REA.SING~:~:j:\·::::::· 
FINANCIAL 
SUPPORT 
FOR OUR 
NATION'S 

:', :"' 

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
tionwithin each state where all payments 
made through income withh.olding, with cer­
tain exceptions, are to be sent. 

The Personal Responsibility 'and . millions more children will benefit. 
Work Opportunity 

For more information, contact OCSE's Web site: Reconciliation Act of 1996
. http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/ACFprograms/cse/index.html 

(PRWORA) 
For state specific information, contact: 

'/'../#""""" u.s. Department of Health and Human Services 
f. ~ Administration for Children and Families 
'\.~~ Offle: ofChild Support Enforcement 

~,."ol' March 1997 

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

;.' '. 

Purpose: 1 
, , . j: 

To assist OCSE in,establishi'ng:the Natiqnal Directory of New 
Hires ~nd the FederalCas~'Registry.' Th~ wqrk group will~ 
explore such ,topics as t:tle cr~ation ·of Feporting procedures, 

,communications linkages, internal files; arid 'matching and 
~6tific~tion pr6cedur~~ which will resuit 'in the: . 

t' t _ - • I" ,j ,.'

transnp.ssl.on of state New Hl.re· Data and ICase Records to the 
national, deirectory of New Hires and Feqeral Case Registry, .' 
~esp~ctively~ I' 

i " 

Coordinator: ' I ' 
I, : 

",',

Karen B~rtlett/oc~E 
I 

Federal Representatives: j 

I. 
• ' . '. I, I .


Gl.na Barbaro, OCSE ·Anne Benson,OCSE., 

I'" 


I 

Nancy Bienia " OCSE Donna Bon.ar, OCSE 

Linda Deimek~"DCSE Pat Hageri~ OCSE 

Tony' Ha'rd'y, :OCSE ',,' Marcia LaRue,OCSE 


,Joan o'Connor', OCSE ,Regina. sm~th;oCSE 
'Robi!,) R\.ishton, ACF Systems Jim Eatmon, ACF Systems 
Ed Johnson, ACF Systems', .George LaUfert, ,,ACF Systems 
Charles'Kenher, RO 1 .... Gary Irwin, 'RO 2 
John Clark, RO 3 Winona wr~ght, RO 4 

. Mike Vicars, RO' 5 Larry Brepdef, RO 6 

Carol Downs'"7Witcraft" RO' '7 Dennis Barton j' RO 's 

Deborah' Oppenheim, RO·9 Linda. Gil:lett, RO 10 


state, Regl'onal Represent,atives: 
" I ' I 

Diane M~ Fray, CT(Region 1) :' , I Cynthia Kr~wsky, CT (Region 1) 

Catherine Butler, MA (Region 1) I'


I 

, 'G'ail Dorey,.MA (Regionl) 

"Bill.St\lart, NY (R~gion2) . 

:Julia Ko'ch, MD (Region 3) " 


. J,ames:M., FOX, MD .(Regiori 3), 

Roselyn B.Ushery,MD (Region 3) ., . 

.Jim Dingeldine', WV, (Region 3) , 

'Racha,el: Kirsh, VA (Region 3), 'j 

.Connie .White, VA (Region 3) (Deborah Harper , alternate) 

Calvin Meltbn, FL (Re~i6ri 4) (Tony G. ~irk, alternate}. 

:Connie s .. Putman, TN (Region 4) . !, 

Barry Berg~r, NC (Region 4) ..'; 

:Jerry' Donovan, IL' :(Region .5) j 

;Anne.Jeskey, IL (Region 5) . 

,Rose Riley , OH (Region 5')! r 

~Sue La~ghlin, OH (Region, 5)t 

"Kay, Dunk~lberger, ,MN (Region 5) 1 

Robe~t!McDowell, MN (Region 5)J 


i 

http:Dorey,.MA
http:transnp.ssl.on


"I, 

1. EXPANDED FPLS'WORK GROUP, (continued)', , 

Patricia MatthewsiTX (R~gion 6) 

Cindy Gr,ay' Fink, TX (Region 6)' 

Doris A. Taylor, IA (Region 7) 

Michael Adrian,MO '(Region' 7) 

Cr~ig Goellner, to (Region 8) 

David A~ Sanchez; CO (Region 8) 

James R~Mohler, ,WY (Region S) 

Judy Waters I CA (Region 9) (Mary' Alim', 

John Ma{n, AK (Region 10) , 

Michelle Kutten, OR (Region1Q) 

Jon Conine, ,WA (Region 10) 

Gary R. 'Johnson, WA (Region 10) 


Local Repres~ntative~ ! ' 

James Owen, MI (Kel1t County) 

Employer Organizations: 

j 
I, 
I 

·1 ' 

i' 

I 

I' 
J i· 

'/

I I
alternate)i ' , 
! 

,I 
Amy Bryant, American payrollAssociatid~:

Rita Ze'~dner I American Payroll Association i 


, . ' I' 
, i , 

Propo~ed: 

Michigan SESA or UI rep , 
California or 'Oregon SEsA or. in rep 
North or.South'Carolina SESA or UI rep 
Texas SESA o:r'UI rep 

I' 

j " 
'. 

, 
: ' 

r 

" 

, ' 

, ' , ;, 



.' 

2. INCENTIvE' FUNDING WORK GROUP 

I,Purpose: " I 
" ' I 

, " " 

To reach consen'sus on a new incentive,s scheme in 'time to 
meet'requirements in PRWORA ,to submit a (report to'Congress 
by March 1, 1997. I 

I
Coordinator: :, I 

Tom Killmurray, OCSE 

',Facilitator:" 
J 

Wendy Gray,' 'consult'ant J 
. I • , I 

I " 
Federal Representatives: I .I 

, , " ')
Betsy Matheson, OCSE Gaile Maller, OCSE

.' ,Joyce Pitts, dCSE" Ke1th Bassett, OCSE 
Robert Harris, OCSE Anne! Donovan, OCS;E 
Paul Legler, ASPE : Tony/ Slade, RO 5 
Jopn Kersey, RO 9 I ' 

I 
, state Regional Repr~sentatives: ,I 

Jim Hennessey, IA ~ NCSCEA Pres .', j
I 


Jerry Fay, MA - NCSCEA VP I 


Dianna Durham~Mc.Loud, IL - NCSCEA Sec./Treas. 

, Leslie, Frye, CA - Former NCSCEA Pres. 1 ' 

Tony D~Nallo, CT (Regiori 1) I 


,,'Doris Sims, NJ (Region 2) i 

Cliff ,Layman, MD (Regiori 3) i 

Joyce McClar~n, TN (Region 4)/ 

Wally D).ltkowski, MI (Region 5) i 

Gordon Hood, ,LA (Region',6)' I 

Teresa Kaiser, MO(Region 7) " 

Terry Walter, SD (R~gion 8),1 

Nancy Mendoza, 'AZ '{Region 9y 

Glenda Straube, AK (Region '10) , 


" 

Local Representative: 

Barry Bloomgren, MN (Hennepin County) 
. :i 

" , t,! 

, " 

I ' 
, , 



..' 

," , , 

;i, 

" 	 ":' ,,-: 
3.' ',IMPLEMENTATIQN STRATEGY PLAN: STATELEGISLATIQN ENACTM~NT 

," .. f . 
, .j'WQRK 	 GROUP' .i ' 

,If,', 

Purpose: 
" 

To pro~ide' states with a';'ba~ichandbooK:th'at' willprovid~': 
guidance on passing and" implementing state laws' required to 
implement weI'fare reform. The' handbook'Would'haveinodules 

,on each mandated .state law, e.-g., license ,r'evocation, new 

, hire reporting, and includeexempl'ary '\legis'lative. language,
" 

rationale for the:la~~ St~te ex~~rience~"e~g~,cost~benefit 
~nalysis, successes, pit'fi=\lls ·to avoid. ,SU'bwC?rkgroups will., 
develop i the modules on the vari'6us' Stct't.e': law lTIandates. 

,I, . 

Coordinators: '. 
, 1 ' 

" 

~usan Notarand Jeff Ball, ocsg - Fact ~~eet~ 
And~ew Hagan, QbSE - Bill summa~y,Im~lemantation Dates and 

Contextual' Law" ' , . .' 
Lourdes.' Henry" OCSE -', Leg'i~iative' Analy~i's ,Checklist 

" ' 

: "F~deral Repres~ntatives~ 
'I, 

'" :B~tsy M'atheson,' QCSE Karen Bartlett," QCSE' 
Anne Donovan, . QCSE· (Phil, QCSE David Siegel, 

.', Sharman, a 1ternate)
Donna' Bonar',' QCSE ",' ,'" Ann~ ,Benson, PCSE" 
Keith Bassett, OCSE Steve Cesar, OCSE . 
Jeff Ball, OCSE, Ann Slay,ton ,: QCSE 

, ," ' 	 David A:rnaudo"QCSE, ,Mari~yn .Gohen,',QCSE " , 
Chuc~'Kenher, RQ 1 , Stan, Gardner " ;. RQ ·1 
Jens Feck, "RQ 2 Michael ,Kail ,RQ i 
Bob Clifford," RQ .3 :John Clark, RQ 3" 
,Ed' Donoghue, RQ 5 'Linda L~wrence',. RQ 5, 
Sharan Lesmeist~r, RQ 7 'Demnis Barto~, HQ '8' 
Susan Aonciano, RQ ~ 

. ,- I , , _,. . !I ~ : ' • ' 
State Representat1ves:. .', 	 ' 

Jeff Copen, VT '(Region 1') ", 

" poris Sims, .,NJ (Region, 2) 


Jeff Johnson,.WV-, (Region 3) 

,Jack Stuff, PA (Region 3) 

Karryl ,tIubpard, DE (R,~gi9n3) 
 , I' • 

. ,'1::., •.. '.,'Barbara"'Paul'in, 'DE (Region 3)' 

Dan Joyce, MQ (Region 7) , 

Jamie.Corkhill, ,KS ,(Region 7) 


',1 
'oi ,,' '" ,',

;. ' , . 
; . , 

I 
," 

, I 

": 

, ',' 

.':, 

http:Johnson,.WV


I"~ 

, , 
'i 

i 
; 

4. REGULATION REINVENTION WORK GROUP 
, '. ' 

Purpose,: 
. 

To review existirig regulations, ,e'xamine the 
" 

extent' bo whic.h , 
th~', law mandates" them, or are "a result of 'secretarial 
authority ',to issue rules where necessary;' deciqe which ones 
to, remove/cl~rifyj and to ~ecide ~hat ;type of',policy 
guidance 'should be' issued regarding welfare reform" 
legislation; examine which regulat'ions would' be" impacted ,by , 
legislation. 	 ' " , " 

Coordinator: ' 

',Marilyn Cohen, OCSE 

Federal, Repres~nt~'t:ives ':'. 	
/ 

I 

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

Andre~ Haga~, O~SE , Lourd~'s Henry i' OCS E 
~arbara Addison,OCSE· Jeff ,B~11" OCSE 
Anne Bertsori, bCSE: Betsy 'Matheson, OCSE 

, c;r'aig' Hathaway, OCSE $tev~ Cesar, OCSE 
Amy Keys Shaw, OCSE D~bra HOllis,DGC 
Joe, Bodmer,A~F Systems R,(E)nald Logan; ACF syst'ems 
:Paul Legleri~~SPE': Nora Andrews, ,ASPE. 
Jens Feck"RO 2 :Michael Kail, 'RO' 2 
Linda:Lawr'ence, ,R05 Cari Rich, ,HO 6 " 
Sharan Lesmeister~ :~O 7 't~rol ~6wns~witcraft, RO 7 
John Schambre,' FO 9 ; 

.",' 

State' Representatives':_ 
I .• ,. 

, Mariiyn Ray Smith, MA (Regio~ ,1) 

Tom Mato, 'ME (Region ,1) , 

Dian, Fraye, CT (Reg'i011 1)'" 

John Bellizzi, 'NY (Regi6n 2),' 


'Amy Key~ Shaw, WV (Region 3) 

'yi~ginia oetti~ger, DE (R~gion'3i 
 ,C ,

"e 
" 	 Angelo Bonito,!GA ~Regiort 4)' , 


Je~e Martih, GA (Region ,4) 

. ',. Jim Olson~,MN(Region 5): 


Bryan Richard;' IN (Region 5) 

Pa,:t.rick Sullivan,.' TX (Region :6) 

Diane,Dentlinger,' IA (Region i 7) 


;.. 
, "Darius Sams, CO (Region 8) , 


;Annmarie Mena, AZ(Region9) 

Mary Mallison" NV' (Begion 9):, 


! ~! : 

Sandra, Poole, C~ (Region 9')" 

Mina'~pacible, 'WA (Region' 10) 

, 
 , 
,,'j 

JJ .:, 	 I' 

, , 

.,
,,' 

, !, 
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5~ " ,INTERSTATE (UIFSA) WORK GROUP 

, Purpose: 

To address several transitional aspects ~s states move from 
URESAto UIFSA~ Five subcom~ittees meeias needed to 
disc~ss necessary UIFSA adaptatiqns to the Interstate~ost~r 
and Referral Guide (IRG)., a handbook for' caseworkers, new 
standard interstate, forms, and automation cphcerns, ' 
a'ssociated with new forms.. Two of the sUbcommittees have 
c,ompleted their work--: training' and implementation and the 
development of, the ,handbook . .', These subc'ommittees may 
r,econvene in the future ~f necessary to :update these 
materials. The forms andaut6mation sUbcommittees are 
developing new standard interstate forms. 

Overall Coordinator: 

Karen. Bartlett, OCSE 

FORMS AND INSTRUCTIONS: 'Subcommittee' Chairs:' ,, , 

D;::lvid stillman,' WA Ka,ren' Bartlet't, OCSE 

NOTE:, 'OMB is reviewing prpposed,forms .1 

Federal Representatives: 

sheve ce~ar,~CSE Dianne Offett, OCSE 
Marilyn Cohen, .oCSE. Marianne'ppton, OGC 

State Represeritatlves: 

Don Twomey,' MA" (Region 1) 
Cathy May, MA (Region 1) , . 
Ja.rnice Johnson, VA (Region 3) 

S~lly McKenzie; IL (Region 5) 

Barry Brooks, TX (Region 6) 

" ..
Edie Markh'ouse, ND' (Reg,ion 8) 

Mark, Close, SD ,(Region 8), 

Susie Becker, CO (Region 8) 

Jeanne V~ga, CA (Region 9) 

Tom Leeds, NV (R~gion 9) , 

Kristen sa.iomon, CA (Region, 9') . 

. 1 


Mary Jane Hamilton, CA (Region 9)' I 


Association Representative: 

Meg, Haynes, EIUCSA 



i, 

5. IN'TERSTATE (UIFSA)' (continued), 

AUTOMATION: 	 Subcommittee Co-Chairs: 

, Jioe Bodmer, ·ACF systems" Karen 

FederaIRepres~nta~iv~s: 

Joe Glo'ystein, OCSE 
Dianne Offett, OCSE 
.D~V~ Jenkins, AC~ Syst~ms 

'.. 
state Representatives: ' 

'O'onald Twomey, MA (Region 1)' 
Nancy Ignazi, MA '(Region 1) , 
JarniceJohnson, VA, (Regi(;m _3) 

, Gleim Vance, TX(Region 6) 
Karen Anderson," NE (Region', 7) 
B;ruce Kaspar i, CA '(Region 9,) , 
Jeanne v.ega, CA(Region 9). 
Georgette Crosa, AK, (Region 10) 

',', ; 

, '. 

IRG/MATRIX Subcomniittfae Chair: 

. :,;:" H~pe Butler,' OCSE 

Feder'al Representatives: 
• '. . >, ~ 

K~reri 8a'rtlett I OCSE 
Vince ,Herberholt, R010 

St~te'Representatives: 
., 

Chris Hart-Wright, DC (Region 3) 
, Jarrlice ·..Johnson, VA (Region 3) , 
Laurie Teat, MN. (Region 5.) .; 
Kathleen Seitz, MN (Regidn5} 
Barry Brpoks, ,TX '(Region6) " 
Linda Hoxsie, NV (Region 9) 
Suzanne Agee, CA (Region 9) 
B~uce Kaspari; CA(Regio~ 9) 
Di~ne Pietrzak, OR (Regibn 10) 
tind.a'Langston, WA (Region 10) 

, \ 

'. , 

. , 
,'I ~' " 

Bartlett,OCSE 

,I' 

I···.. ,. " 

i 
Dortna' Bonar (':, OCSE 

':1 

i:· . 

", 
I 

j.,' 

, " .1 ," 



I, ' 

" 

,I, 

",6. CUSTOMER SATISFACTION WORK GROUP 

Purpose: 
!,' 1<1 

To develop strategies to, improve service" to: our customers. 
Customers include those we deal with directly in our 
business, including'custodia;t and'non":cusitodial.parents. 
customers also include internal child' suppo;-t enforcement 
s:taff, whether at the federal, ,state, or" loc<;il level. 
Improving customer service' is expected to .'. improve our 
program ~utcomes, such as increasing 6ol~~ctions, etq. 

co~coordinato~s: 

David Siegel, OCSE' ,; 

Barbara SauI1ders, ,oH (Region 5) 


Federal Representatives: 

. IAnne Donovan, OCSE 

Donna Bonar, OCSE 

Kim SJrii,th" OCSE '. "1 • 


Phil Sharman, OCSE 
 " . 

~yles, Sch~ank, OCSE 

Nora Andrews, ASPE 

Hap Hadd, ASMB 


I ' 

Anne O'Connor"OIG ~ ,.' 


Gale Quinn, RO 5: 

Debra Baumert; RO 9 

Richard Karl, RO 10 

, I 


State R:epresentatives: 

John Morrel, ,~. (Region 1) 

Sue Grimes, WV (Region 3) 

Sam Chacon, .TX (Region '6) 

Teresa Kai~er, MO(Region7) 

Mary Ann Wellbank, MT (Region'8) 

Ken Hamilton; HI (Region-91 


, ' 

Local R~presentative: 

Barry Blo~>mgren, Hennepin County , .MN 

'" I 

: I 

',. 

, , , 



, " 

7. PERFORMANCE MEASURES WORK GROUP, 

, " I" 

Purpose: 
t.".;.. I ' .. , " 

To ,develop a set of performance' indicators to, measu;r-e the 
program "s success' in achieving, the strategic plan goals and 
obj ectiV,~S • ' ' ' 

. '" , 

Coordinator: 
'" 

Tom Killmurray, OCSE 

Fac:::ilitators: 

Mike tnglish, DHHS 

F~deral Representatives: 

Keifh Bassett, OCSE 

Donna Bonar, OCSE' 

Myles Schlank, OCSE 

Jim Colarusso, OCSE 

David Siegel, OCSE ' 

Joyce Pit~s, OCSE 


.' \' 

Roger Cronkhite, ACF,Systems 
,John, Moody, R06,' 
'Nancy L. Long, RO 7 
John Kersey, RO 9 

state R~present~tives: 

Tony DiNaTlo, CT' (Region 1:) 

J~:r;ry Fay, MA (R~gion 1). 

Frank Richards, NH (Region 1) 

Gerald Lindsay, ,ME, (Region 1) 

John,Murp6y, RI (Region 1) 

Doris Sims; NJ (Region 2) , 

Robert Doar, NY (Region 2) 

Sally Montello, WV (Region 3)' 

Barbara' A. Paulin, DE (Region 3) 

Barry Miller, ~C (Region 4) 

Barry Gladden,' FL (Region 4) 

StevenP~' Veno, KY (Region'4,) 


I, 
I, 

Wendy Gray, Consultant 

"Anrietionovan, OCSE 
Bob Harris, OCSE 
Gaile :~aller, OCSE 
Elizabet~ M~theson, OCSE 
Renee Jackson, OCSE 
Jamie.. :Roussel, Denver 

Area Audit Office 
'Hugh Galligan"Ro 1 
, Leon McCowan, RO 6 
Sharon'Fujii,' RO 9 

, " 
, " 

. -.! 

, ' , 

I'· 

, r, 

'Dianna Durham-McLoud, IL (RegiOn 5) 
WallYDutkowski~"MI(Region 5r ' 


.Todd Kummar~ WI (Region 5), " .' .. 

:Loretta Adams; OH (Region 5) . 

Wayland campbell, MN (Region. 5) 

Gordon Hood, LA (Region 6) 
 "", 

Vlqfor Mantiila, TX, (Region 6) 
Patrick sullivan, TX (Region 6~ .' 

, Alice Embree, TX (Region' 6) 
, .. 



\' 

,.;" 
 ,, 

, ," 
:', 

, " ," 

I 
... ' , I 

7. PERFORMANCE MEAf:H1RE:'S WORK GROpP continued 
, .,' " 

Daryl Wusk, NE (Reii6n7) 

jim ~ennessey,1A·(Region 7) 

Teresa Kaiser, MO(Region 7), 

, " 


James Mohler ,WY '(Reg iqn' a) 

Darius Sams,. CO (Region',a,) 


,,' , 

"Jim Kidder" UT, (Region 8)' 

Dennis Shober, MT (Region ar, 


",\Leslie Frye, CA (Region'g) 
'Dan Gray ,A~ ,(Region 9)',' , 


Glenda Straube,AK, (Region 1'0) 

Shann'on'Barnesi' 1D (Region 1'0) 


!,', ,',' 

Local,~epr~s~ntat{~~s:. '. " 

~ichael 1nfr~~col NY (New Yor~ ~ity) 
, .,' 

,,\ Barry Bloomgren, MN' (H,ennepin County), 

Wayne Doss , CA (LACourity)'" , 

i' . I" , > .', " , i 

." ',; " 

',' ,i ' 

,: 

.1'.', " .', 

" .' 
I , 

I, ' 

, , 

, I,

" 

,>. 
" ' 

," " 

( ," 

"," ,," ~ ",', I, ' 

i ' 

, " 
" .!. 

, , 

,' .. ', 

, ' 



", 

, .'-, 
'" 

'\., 

" 8. 'INCOME WIT~HOLDING FORM, WORK, GROUP 
'.I, • 

PurpoS;e: ," 

I I .\. -' 

~hi~'wotk Group~acilifatesthe use of:the standardized form 
by working with state Child Support Enforcement Agencies ,and 
.m~loyersl payroll administrators. (OMB1srevi.wiri~ for~' 
for approval' as of 11/29)' ~ i ' 

I ' 

Coord i nator, : 
" ! • 

I ".Dianne Offett, OCSE 
,,' , 

"Federal Representatives:, 
l, " 

. '" 

Jeff Ball, OCSE , ',Donna Bonar, OCSE 
Linda 'Deimeke, dCSE ,,'Pat Hagen, OCSE' , , 
,craig' Hathaway;' ' OCSE , , YvetteR,iddick, 'OCSE 
Regina Smith" OCSE; ,D"elores Johnson, ACF Systems 
Carole Malone'y,~ystems ,Judy Wengierski~ Denve~ 

Area Audit Office' 
Vince Herberholt, RO 10 

, , \ ~ 

:;'" .
'" :', ~tate Repre,~el1'tatl.ves: 

.'-1 

" 

Brad Kramer"MA (Region 1)' 

Jef£~oung~ ME (Re~ion 1),' 

,Eileen Coughlin, NJ (Region, 2) 
H. Edwal;:'d Ricks, -DC' (Region 3) ":, 

,Andy' Haman, DE (Region 3),'
, " i'
Chuck'seldin, '~I (Region 5) 

Bill, Hart;' 11I (R~gion 5>' 

Aiicia,Key~ TX' (Region 6)' 

Doris Taylor, IA (Region 7), 

AnnMigherey,CO (Region B} 


,Kirsten Solomon, CA, (Region 9) " 
" 

,John Bodger, ;NV (Region.'9), 

., !Employer Organization~: 
I , .. I' 

';',: 

Amy Bryant·" American Payroll, Association' 

Dan Glum, Americ,an Society. of payro'llManagement 


• • I , 

I'" ' 

'Association '! gepresentat·ive: 
'" "I • I, , '. ' , " ;, 1', 

, I Joe I , B~nkes,,' NCSEA 

.r \. 

'I 

. ",1 

"I 

" 
, ' 



" 
9. DISTRIBUTION' WORK GROUP :' 

Purpose: 

To determi'ne 'h'ow t~ d'o distrib~tio'~ under the welfare ret10rm 
statute; including repeal of the .$50 .. pas's-throllgh .. In the 
context of UIFSA, to addtes~ reconciliation of arrearage 

, .under 'multi,'ple orders. ' ,.,,: 

Coordinator: ' ,o, 

Betsy Ma'theson,: OCSE 
" I " 

Federal Representatives: . 1+ 

Lourdes Henry" OCSE' i ' 


Jeff Ball, OCSE . 

Bob Keith, OGe. 

daile Mall~r, OCSE 

~tev~cesaiJ OCS~ 

Ken Jensen, OCSE 

Ed Morr'is, ACF Systems 

Glen Branson, Sacramento Are~ 'Audit Offi~~ 

Tom Belcher, Boston Area'Audit Office 

Tony Cass, Colu~b~sArea,~udit bffice , 

sid Houston, Nashville Area Audit Office: 

Jamie Roussei, Denve~.Area A~dit Office 

Dennis Minkler, RO 2 

John Moody, RO 6 ,,,.' 

Gary Sullivan, RO'7 " ". 


Susan Honciano, RO 9 

Don Williams, RO 10 I. 


state Representatives: ! . 

Marilyn:Ray Smith, MA (Region, 1) 

Eileen Coughlin, NJ(Reglon 2) . . 

~il~stuartf·NY (Region 2) (J6hn'Bellizzl~ alternate) 

Lillian Overton, NC (Region 4) 

Linda Hudson, AL (Region 4) " (. 


Ann Wieber, MI (Region 5,) . 

. Kathy Seitz, MN (Region 5) 

Cheryl Szkotak, TX'(Regipn '6) 

Gordon '.Hood, LA (Region 6) "., 

Byron Van Patten"N~ (Re'giori 7) 

Gary Bailey, MO (Region 7) 

Jim Hennessey, IA' (Reg.ion 7) 

Mary Armstrong, ND' (Regfon' 8) 
 .i 

~.J.Johnson, MT (Regio~ 8) , ... 
• ,.' • ' " • . . I'

J1m Mohler,WY (Reg10n 8) (Jul1e Cook, alternate) 

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

Annmar ie Mena, AZ' (Reg ion 9) .' 

Leland Sullivan, NV (Region :9) ", .. 

David Stillman, WA (Region iO) (Elizabeth Morgan, alternate) 


"'1 
I, . '.1 



.,, 

Diane pietr,z~k, OR CRegioP' 10) 

',I '.,'; 

, " J ~ 
';', 

'. 

H, 

," 

., I . 



10. NATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENTTRAINING,WORK GROUP 

, purpos'e: 

As a collaborative ef£ort with the child ,support community, 
,-, ,>

to develop a national strategy for meetihg our diverse 
training needs in order to improve child: suppoit enforcemen~ 
program, results and customer services at the Federal" State 
and local ,level. This strategy supports ,the missiort of the 
child Support EnforcementProgram'-,to 'imprhye the lives of 
America'schildren~' 

,Coordi'nators: ' ," 

Beth'Dulac, VT (Region 1) Roy Nix;, OCSE 

" 'Facili'tator: ' 
" ' 

'i, 

Allison Gurnitz ,~c6nsul,tant 

Federal Re~r~~entati~~s: 

Y,vette Riddick, OCSE Donna Bonar a OCSE 
D,ianne Offett"OCSE 'Lind~ Deimeke, OCSE 
'Mae -Rowlett, OCSE ' Michelle Jefferson, 6CSE 
David Arnaudo, OCSE Myles Schlank, OCSE 
Nancy L. Long, RO 7 "Vince~erberholt, RO 10 

'" 
state Representatives: . 

Tom Horan, CT (Region 1),' 

Russel~ Davies" MA (Regic:;m 1) 

Lar~y Ullian, ME (Region, 1) 

Eileen Coughlin, NJ (Region 2) 

Angela Burdette, WV (Region 3) 


, Jim' Nau, DE (Region 3)'; 

Mary Anderson, MN (Region 5) 

Car9l Smith, WI (Region 5) 

Ted 'White,TX (Region61. ' 


'Jim: Hennessey I IA (Region 7): (Liz Calvert, alterriate) " 

Teresa Kaiser, MO (Region 7) 

Judy Manhas, NE (Region 7) 

Di~ne Young, CO (Region 8) 

Marie Coughlin, CA, (Region 9) 

Lelsie Arnold,NV (R'eg'ion 9)" 

~arb Austin, WA (Region, 10) 

,.' 


Local 'Representative: 

~ill Camden, MI (Kent County)
:' I 

I' , 

,,\' 



, " 

",I 

,;, : .' 

'10. NATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT ,TRAINING WORK,GROUP'-­
:continued , 

i.' 

,Association Representatives: 
, 

Frank -Gavin, Institute for Court Management'(Maria Schmidt, 
alternate) ,, ­

Joel Bankes, NCSEA' 

Margaret Campbell Haynes" ERICSA 

BillSchwartz,'<;:'A State 'Family, Support Cou:rycil 


, "Vendor Repte.entatives: '~ I 

'Dennis' CQrriveau,Service De,sign Associates. 
T. Vernon Drew, Center for·the Support of families 

'Robert ,Heimbuch, Teqhno16gy'Management Resources 
-Michael.. Rothschild, Rothschild Associates 


TBA , Pplicy .Studi~sInc. 


I ' 

','. 
! -

"1, 

"'1 

," ', ­

"­
,-, \' 

.1', 
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11. STATE 	 IN',I'ERNAL SELF-ASSESSMENT WORK GROUP" 

.,'Purpos'e: 
'. ,I ~. ' ,I' 

" ' 	 To 'assi'st Stat~s in developing capabilit'y, and a'prc>,cess for 
" ' 

annual self-reviews, and reports to the secretary on their 
State ~rograms'reqtiired; uride~ Welfar~'Refo~~., Th~se reviews 
would r~plape Federal' aud'its:of, S'tate compliance with 
Federal,reqriirements~ 'The work ,group ~ill '~ocfis :on 

,. ' • • " I " , -, - ' •• - I', ' ' . '.

provldlng technlcal asslstance on ,otganlzation, tools, 
, techniques, correct1iveaction,s', ' and, report I'content, ,and 
objectiVes~ , 

Coord.lnator: 

'Facilit;ator: *Myles $chlank, OCSE 

Feder~l Represent'atives: 
'. }'I 

*Betsy, Matheson" OCSE ": *Barbara Addison, OCSE 
,*Lourdes Henry,6CSE *M~ke Fft'zgerald" ACF 

$y'stenis , 
*Ke~thBassett, OCSE *Robert I;Ki lpaterick, 

, , 	 Olympia AAO, 
, , 1 .'

*Monica Dazzio,' Deiwer, AAO,OCS~ , *Jo "Shannon, RO 8 
._. 'I _ _ .

*Dick Snyder, OCSE' , ' , ' *Galle Maller, OCSE 
*Dave Lesmeister, Topeka AAO"OCSE *stan, 'G~rdne:r , , RO, ,1, . '. '. 

'Bob, Edson ; 'Boston AAO, OCSE 
j' . 

"State RePfesE:Hltatlves: :,' 
", i 

*Jerry Fay, MA (Region 1) " 
'j 

, 
, 

BrianJ?elange:r;., CT (Region 1) 
*Larry Wescqtt, NJ' (RegIon 2)' Barbara LaMont, DE (Region' 3) 
*Shirle~ L~r~oni MD (Region 3) *Jerr'i swank~ FL' (Region 4) .. 

'>St~ve Henri'ks~n', IL "(Reg~on4) , *B~tbata Saunders~ OH (Regidri 
" 	 :'.. 'r, t, , , 5) , " ' ;,,-", "" , " 

Dave scoville ,.'IL (R~gion" 5) ,W,ayla.nd campbell, ,MN ' (Reglon 
, I' • ,5) ,f", " 	 " ' ' ':' , 

J. _ .,' 

"*Jeff;'Lewis,; TX(Region 6) ,'" FredMcCrosky,OK (Region 6) " , 

Larry Waterhouse, TX, (Region 6) Ron Johnson:, MI (B.egion 5) , 
,John Mallonee, ,AR (Region' 6) Kathlene ,Larson, IA (Region 

~. , - j, 	 • ,," .' " I' ' ,',>' I . 
" 7 ); 

,I, " , 	 " 

/: 	 *LeRoy dilliam, MO(Regio~ i) Jan Qvermil,1er, NE (Region 7) 
*Chad Dext,er, MT (Region 8),.' Darius' samsl , CO (Region 8) 
, ,Jim Munch, ,WY (Region 8) " *Vivian QuFour, CA (Region, 9) , 

Sandy Zoerner /' NV (Region 9)" ,Allen KOmO;:' ,HI '(Region 9) ,,', 
David Bray, AZ .'(Region 9) ~Bob Bryant,: WA, (Region, 10) 
Barbara Kipp WI (Region ~) Suzette 'Ash'worth" TX (Region '" 

6) , , ' " 
April More; WA (Regior}: 10) Nancy 'Mathi!eson', wi ,CRegion 

10) 
'. -.. " 

, -'" ,*Members of the Core Teiim' , I, 


" , 
.,: . :': . 

http:W,ayla.nd


.J' 

, I· 
, 

. .: .' 
j . " .i" . 

" ',"I' • J 
'" " 	 .t' 

• • • t ~. 	 I ; 

12: .' SYSTEMS":CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS"WORK ,GROUP 
t 


Purpose: , , , , 

" ,'"'' ;,I" 

',!, .', 

~o deve16~ 'guideltneg for states 'in deVelo~~ng enh~ncements 
, . to their statewide automated;"CSE system: ;thCl;t incorporat~ the 

req\lirements of the Welfare Reform .. ' ; "" , 
I, 

1Coordinator: 	 Jt'" 
'\ 

Ron Loganj ACF Systems 	 ; ., 
I ,, ' 

Federal RepreSentatives: '. .~ \ " 	
,: p 

I' " .' .'.Lourdes ·Henry, OCSE· 	 ' " '.' . "!' 
Mike' Fitzgerald, ,ACF Systems. ',1 

~ike Rifkin,' ACF Systems' . " " ',:1 

Cari Christensen" Seattle Area' Audie 'Office 
:Albert Grasso, Atlanta '·Area ,'Audit Of;fice 
EdPi$arii,RO 1 . '.' 	 ,r ' 
Dick Bullington, ·.RO 5 
Stan Frie~mari, R6 ~ 

,. Don' Williams'~ RO ,10', . 
, .' . . 	 . ,ii", . 

,. 	 , . 
Ad Hoc Members: ,~' 

I'., .,' 

A'll OCSE oivision oir.ectors." 
I 
'!' 

State: Representatives : .. , 
1-., I,walter~uiliv~n, OE '(~~~iO~~3)

Tom' Bernier,. AL (Region '4)' 
,.JimFricke,,'MI"{Region. 5) , 
.:' Wayne Talbot, TX (Region 6) , il 

" 

Marie Theiseni'f,A '(R'egion 7) 
Cynthia -Brammeier~ , NE .. (Regi'on, 7) 	 [' ., 

JNorma': Rose, .'MO (Region 7) 
" .'" " Terri Hrechkosy, oUT (Region'8) 

Terry Walter, SO (Region ~) J,,
0," 	 /.craig-Go~llner·, CO (Region 8). c 

(1',;•• 

" " 
p '. 

I' 
',; . 

" 
',I 

~ : 	 I", 
I 

1-; 
',' 

:, " 

"', 

. I 

. : ,.' I " J' 

. 1'. ," . 

,', I, 



,.
;,,' ·1 

13. INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE' WORKGROUP ,j 

Pu:t"pos,e: 
I' 

To address ,issues surrounding international child support 
~nforcement, to assist ill defining the enhanced role of the 
U~S~ central authorit~ in HHS in ~acilitatfng international, 

, , , , .'" I '. •,support enforcement cases, and to provl.de state l.nput lnto " 
U.S. fed~ral declarations 'of UIFSA reciprodity status, for 
t9reign'countries~ , 

Coordinators: ' 
" I " ",' 'I: 

stephen Grant, O,CSE , Gary, Caswell, T~ ~Region 6) 
.f " .' I, 

I, 

Feder~l Representatives: 

,.
Craig Hathaway, OCSE , I i'Anne Benson,' OCSE 

Paul Legler,ASPE 

Jens Feck,RO 2 


, I,JP Soden ,RO 9 , 

Gloria DeHart, Department of State 

Lexa Eds'all, ,Department of Justice 


state Representatives: 

'~obert Ortiz, NH (Region 1) 

Tom Horan, CT (Region, 1)' 

Grace Emley, NJ (Region 2), ' 

Aurjul Wilson, VI (Region,2) 

Sharon Beard, DE (Region 3) 


, Patterson Miller , 'FL (Region 4)' 
I 

I 'Patricia Brooks, AL (Region 4), 

Dianna Durham-McLoud', ,IL (Region 5) 

Sally Mc~enzie;IL (Region ~) 

Georgette Cr6sa, AR (Region 6) 

Linda Martell, HI (Region'9) 

Margot Bean, GU(~~gion 9) , 


,~Mary Jane Hamilton, CA (Region 9), ". 1 
, , 

Local Repres'entatiye: i , ,I 

I
Judy Nighting~le, CO (Jefferson County) I, ':' 

Ii 

, I 

II 
i' 

,I ' 


http:provl.de


';,1 
"', 

14. PATERNITY' ESTABLISHMENT WORK, GROU,P , 

Purpose: ',\ 	 i' 
! ' 

T;o ,provide a national network, focal, point land a, catalyst 
for state, lopal and ~ational eff6~~~ to, increase the ' 
numbers of legal paternities',established for bhilden bo~n to 
unmarried':parents. 	 ',I, ",: ' 

Coordinators: 

, Ann Slayton, OCSE ,'., . , , Debra pdntis~O" OCSE 

Federal Repre~'~ntativ~s: 

Aime Don'ovan, OCSE, David Arriaudd, OCSE, 
Andrew'Hagan, OCSE Jeff Ball, OCSE, 
'Susan Notar, ,OCSE Susan Ber:mington I OCS'E 

,Joyce Pitts, OCSE , Mae Rowlett, !OCSE 

Rob Coh~n, ", OCSE !Myles' sch~an~,OCSE, 

Dail Moore', OFA' , John Perez, RO 1 

.:fens Feck, RO,2 Valerie Kelly, RO 3 


" '.' , , .Janet' Shore, ,RO 4 ,Gale Quinri, E.O 5 ' ': ' 

. Carl Rich, RO 6 Patr~cia Cullen, R07 

, Karen Young, RO 8 " Debrai3aumert, RO 9 


:Ylnda Gillett, RO 10 
i.' ,J 	 '. 

,',; 
State 'Representatives: 

,J 

IAtheline Nixqn, MA (Region, n 
,Brian ,Belanger,CT '(Region 1), I 


Stephen Hussey, ME (Region 1) I' 


, Francine Vitagliano, NJ (Region 2 ) 

i'"Lee sa~ien~~, NY (Region: 2) 


Aurjul Wilson, PR (Region 2):' 

Cindy Clayton', VA (Region 3': " 

I' 


Leslie Woods, DE (~egion 3) 
H 


Harold ,schfei~er, PA' (R~gion 3) h 


Donna Sims; MD (Region 3) : 

. 	Amy Rothschild, SC (R~gi~n 4j. 


Ernie Durtee, FL (Region 4) 

~onni Harper, WI (Region 5) , '" , r " 

Lois Rakov, IL (Region'S.) 

~arkJories, ~X (Region. 6) 


, <,",Joan Hutchinson, TX (Region '6), 

Mary P~~ Kelly, NE (Region 7)

Pam Ric,h,MO ,(Region 7) , : ' ' 

Donna Crow, CO', (Region 8) , 

'/t" . Ii

Patricia Shuman, NV (Region ,;9) " 


Susan' Tunl.<s, AZ (Region 9) 

Jim 'Mul·lany, CA' (Region ',Q) , 

Bob David, OR (Region ioj 


I, 
: 
I 

I 
"j' " 



:,­
I' 

I, . a 
'1' 

15. NATIVE AMERICAN WORK GROUP 

Purpose: 

To develop st'rategies 'to-improve OCSE servr1ces to our Native' 
American, customers. :.To identify sta:tus of :~urrEmt Native 
American. 'operations in .each sta:te and provilde suggestions, to 
• ' '."."'., ',.' 1/. •lmprove Natlve Amerlcan serViLce l~vels~ To ldentlfy current 
barriers to services for Nat!ve, Americans. To compile allr 

~xisting' child support cooperative, agreements, compacts, 
Gontract's ~ etc. ,between states. and Native ;Americans and 
share witho other. s:tates . \: 

Coqrdinator: 

Lucille· Dawson,: OCSE 

Federal Representatives: 	 .! 
'. 

I 

, i 

. '~raig Hathaway, OCSE Lod~cles I~enry, OCS~ 
Linda Lawrenc'e, RO 5 Joanne I(.acey~ward, RO 5 
'Carl Rich, RO· 6 . Jo Shan.n,on, RO ~ 
Susan Honciano, RO 9 Vince Herberholt, RO 10 
Judy Ogliore,'RO 10 

1 

I, 
;1 

State ,Representatives; 
., 

1 I'

Barry Miller,NC (Region. 4) Jim Olsen, :.MN (Region ?) 
Helen Nelson"NM (Regi9n, 6), Ruth Wilke;. NE (Region 7) 
Bill Strate, ND (Region 8) James'M6hl~r, WY·.(Region 8) 
Nancy Mendoza, AZ (Region 9) 
.John E~ 'Chapman, AK (Region 10) 

Sara Colleen Sotomish, WA (Region 10) 

April :Moore, 'AK(Regi~n 10) ; 


Native American Representatives: 
. ; 

Vivian Moore, Navajo 

Philip S. Deloria,Rose Bud ,sioux, 

Ron Allen, Port Gamble 'S'Klaliam 

Betty Rushing, Creek , 

±allis Woodward, Port Gambie Jamestown S'K~allam 

Debora O'Gara, Tlinglit 

Marla~igBoy, Colville . I' . 


'",'T.C Bear, Quapaw ; , 


Dawna Hare, .Pawnee 'I' . '.! " 


" 	Frances',M. Wise, Wichita, anq. Affiliated, Tribes, ' .', 

Genonune Riggs-Farrell,Pueblo of Jamez 
, 

j' . 
I 

Association Representative 	 II 
1 

" Norm DeWeaver, Economic and Rural beve10pmemt Spe'cialist, 
center for Community' Change 

,< , 

,I . 

I 

I' 

'I 

. i 
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16. TEC~NIC~L ASSISTANCE WORKGROUP 
,i ' 

Purpose: , 

p.rovides advice, fe~dback anh ,suggestions', ~o the' Technical 
" ..... f 	 J. 

Assistance Branch (TAB) on the overall IV-O pr6gram's 
technical assistanc~ needs and provisions to m~et those, 
needs. Serves as a facilitator between Re~ional Office~, 
Central Office, State~ ahdlpdal pa~tnersto ensure ' 
effective working relationships. 'Per,forms iworkthrough its 
membership or throughappoin'ted subcommittees to fulf,ill, the 
~Outcomes" spe6ified in the Branch's' ch~ri~r. Acts.as i" 
6atalyst for continuous imp~ovement' ~h pro~iding tebhnical 
assistance. ' 	 , I" 

Coordinators:' 	
, I 

Jet'f Ball, OCSE , "I ' 


Regional and State co-lead~, on ,rotating b~sis 


Facilitator: ' 
I 

Nancy Iris, Office of Refugee ' Resettlement: (,ACF) 

OCSE Representatives: 
, , 

,Terr~n~e Justin, OCSE Mae Rowlett,'OCSE 

Linda Dei~eke, OCS~ , Robert .Dutt , I OCSE' 


\ 	 Phil Sh~rman, OCSE Myles Schlank, ,OCSE 

Ron, Logan, ACF Systems 'Carol ,Monteiro, R01 

Dennis Minkler, RO 2 ' Robert Cllffprd, RO' 3 

Hazel Walton, RO 4 Gaie Quinn,' RO' 5:, ' 


'Armand ,Graves, RO 6 ,Nancy, L. Lonfl' RO '7 

,Roseann Robinson, RO 8, John Kersey,'l RO ,9 

Linda Gillett, RO 10 


Ex Officio 
,David Gray Ross, OCSE Bob Harri~, OCSE" 

"Michelle J~ffetson, OCSE 	 I 

state Representativ~s , 
, ' 

Diane Fray, CT(Region 1) Darl's sims,' NJ ,(Region 2) 
:Pat Addison i VA (Region 3) Peggy ~riqges, MS 

, (Regi9n 4) , 
Mary An'n Nore, OH (Regi0n 5) Charla Long, TX 

, (Regidn 6) " " 
Leroy Gilliam, MO ,(Region 7) And~eaJBaugher, ,CO 

(Regiqn 8) 
r:1ark Blu~mke, AZ (Region' 9), " David Stillman, WA " ~. 

(Region 10) 
,Jim Henness~y, President, NCSCSEA, , i 

" , 
,', : I 
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'~p17. Definitions Work Group' '. " 

t, 

Purpose: TED 
i 

coorindator~ :, 

OcS~,Representatives: 

State Representatives: 
. !. 
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REGION 1 

REGION 2 

REGION 3 

REGION 4' 

" 

REGION 5 

, ,'- REGION 6 

REGION 7 

REGION' 8 

REGION 9 

REGION 10 

, , 

t',' , 

.'J ' 

.j :"", 
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I, , 
\', " .," 
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I, APPENP+X·A;',' f., 

" I 

j , 
STATE" REGIONAL REPRESENTATIVES:. 

i 
",' "" ,'i', 

, 1 

,IJ~ff, co.hen,' ME 

'lDor i's ' SIms, ,NJ 
1, " " 

IRotates am~ng states
I' , 

'. I 


iJoyce MCCla!~n! TN ! ' 


I ' 

IWally Dutkow$ki, MI 

J' " 

lGordon Hood'; LA 

I' 

I 


!
Daryl Wusk,NE 

Mary Ann' wellban~,~ 'MT, 

I ' ' " 
!L,eland Sullivan," NV, .'. , I, , 
I' 

IGlenda: Straube, "AK, .. 
!, 

j 
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APPENDIX B 

i 'STATES (BY FEDERAL REGION), 
J 

i
REGION 1 REGION 6 , 
Boston, MA I Dallas, TX 


Connect:icut (CT) Arkansas (AR) I 

Maine' (IME) Louisiana (LA;)
, , ' 

Massachusetts,(MA) New'Mexico (NM) 
New Hampshire (NH) Ok'l'ahoma (OK) J . 

, ' I 

Rhode lis l,and 'CRI) , Texas, (TX):. " l:i. ' 
.' 'i"Vermont '(VT)', ' 

I '",
I' ,

REGION, 2 REGION 7 
New 'York City, NY Kansas City, MOl 


New' Jerisey, (NJ) " Iowa (tA),' ' 

New York (NY)' Kansas (KS) 

Puerto :Rico (PR) Missouri (MO)' 

Virgin ~slands (VI) Nebraska O~E); 


REGION 3 I ' REGION 8 

Philad,elphiai, PA Denver, co ,,' .: 


'D,elawar,e (DE) , Colorado, (~O); 
D,istric't: of9olumbia (DC), ,Montana (M'!') , I 
Marylan:d(MD) , North Dakota !(ND) 
P,ennsylivania:",(PA) , South Dak'obi I(SD) 
Vi):"g irli!a (VA)' 

, "t, 'Utah (UT) I 
W,est Vi[rg'inia (WV), 

, 

wyoming' (WY) 
.,,', 

I " , 


REGION, 4 ' REGION 9' 

,Atlanta, GA San Francisco, CA
1 ,,: 

'Alabamai(AL) , American S~moa (AS) 
Florida! (FL) Arizona (AZ) • 
Georgia '(GA) California, (CA)

' Kentuck;y' (KY) Guam (GU)', 

Mississ!ippi(MS) Hawaii, (HI), 

North C!:lrolina (NC) Nevada '(NV) 

South C~rolina (SC) Northern M~rhina Islands (NM), 

Tenness:ee (TN) 


I r 
I, 
IREGION 5 i REGION 10 

, I,
Chicago, IL! Seattle, WA 

Illinoi's (IL) "Alaska (AK) ':" 
i 

",
I'I1dianai( IN) Idaho (ID)'i I " 

Michiga:ri, ~(MI) ", Oregon "( OR,) 1" 

Minneso1ta (MN) ,. Washington (WA) 
Ohio (o'H) , , . 

,I' 

Wiscons!in (WI)
! ' 

I 

. ! 

J 
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,"::~ tOday'S~debat~:.DUCKUNG 
" 

~Hldl SUPPORT' ,'. 

,\ : . ·,'$2bil1iol1sear~1ttaiIs 
" . ~," ...'.' toc~tch deadbeatparent~ 

:.t . ," , 	 . o". 

., ,i ! ' i _. :1 \ : . \ ':, ' ~., ':, ' I , 1 	 ' ':' 1 , 

II. 	 Stor•.,s onmprove~,' , • ' . 
'. r, OUR VIEW 	 ." 

.:,. . ., Illent pro.ve ill~ory , Chll~ ',SUppO,rt I.. , . 

.as states bungle; 17.ye~r, hlg~~. . .'i;:/;:::-~~~.chiId support 
" !teqh plan t,0.coIla,ct,chlld supp~rt~~ ':':$16"" f~ 

" , ' .. ..' 

. " " • • •• ' 

/"\ 

" Disru.rbed~y news ~at Stares bad failCet 'l,,$8 ,
" 	 .' '$6 ,

to, collect more than, 800/0 of delinquent .:;,$4' : 

cbild~suppori paylnentsin,1980; the feder~:;:,::.$2Collections, in billions . ,,' l '. 


\ " ' , 'algov.em.me.ntseto,uttoh.el,·p'.Itl-n~.." .pay_ ":,0 .." ,., .... '.'" '.. i' 

" \ 	 ""'0"'+' : ',: ,~), :,'91" """" '92 '~93;,!94' '95' 

, ing s~tes to developcomptiter systems that '::~~.bUt:onlybEiCauSethere fft'n1ore .' , 
, ,Would trabk deadbeat parents. . . " ' " :de8dbe8ts toC8tChand mOre .......a..t..' , ' 

, Seventeen years~later,with,an,bct J 'pBYtl'19chlldsuppoi:t. .... ' " ,,~~'.'~ '. 
\" . I '~.'., 	 ,completi~ndc$dlirielooriling, theprojeCtis '20,~' 

' 

'-.-,,-:":'.,..1.91..;....,....;,,;',""",..J.";"',"""'.....J....,..-..;..L..........,..;J
92

. 

~"~~.~'~.'.~.';'~'f'~'~"'r~~ " 

/.' a $2billion fiaScO. ' : . '. "'. (1~~' 

' 

. ThirtY-five states,and 60% ofthe nation's' " .·12 
, cbild-supporti:aSes are not fully computer- '. "" ,8·. \ "'. ized~: And states still Jail to collect more',' ". ' :,4.\. \ .~. . ' 

~ . -J ,'._ : than,80% of overdue 'child support; with, .:: i,:9
90

:' past:Que,accotints nowtoppi~g$32:billion.' .H~Mtawilableflgums.. ..,," 

,j ' .. ' The riews comes 'amid a druinbeat. of .~~:DepanmenlOIH8althanclHumanS.Moes" 
, sio~es,triuD.pepng rising child"s~~portcol-,:, '''''''' BY~Y~Lynn. uSA TOOAV :: 

lectlortsthankstone\\:'lawsrequmngstates.' . "" .' " ..... ' ,'~ " "',' 'j. ' 

toprnish .'wageS, seize, assets' and revoke' t weU:~ l~ October 1998, mcludirigaId to', , 
, .' ,1be diiver'slicenses'pf delinquent parents~' J~ilies ~n n~ of money to tnake)lp fof . "'" :,,' 

" I. 

Butthat, too, is an illusion;: '. .' . , outstanding child support. ' , '. . 
\, " " Child.:,suppohpayments ,are' indeed up; " ',The CIi~ton .adtnin~s.tration ;insists s~tes 

, ',:: CollectipDS in~es pf deliilquency nearly ,can' fix th~rr failed ~hil4-support, (A)llectio~ , 
., " 'doubled betw~n' 1990 and ,1995: But oruy' systems.WIth mo~~me and:m,on~y ~as If '. 

becaUse the nuinber ofdivorced parents or- .)7 years and $2.b1llion aren t a fautestof a· . 
• I' de,red to" help' support their. children. failed idea. .' ....;,.' ... ::.'. . 'I' 

.'. ,jumped60% d)1ring the same ~ric5d::' A~~rs~I!lak~,more ~I)se. ", " 
;., ,Adv~cygroups say much ofthe blame· " One'solutlon IS touted by Congress lat... ".; " CO 

belongs right where it qid two decades ago: . est odd. c,oupl~~ Conserv~tiye.lIenty Hyde, . •.. N 
.on computers inadequate' to1:['ack the 36% .'. ~-m., has parred ,up WIth. former 'w.elfare . . >-: ."'. 
. ofdeadbeat parents whO move'out ofstate. mom LYnri Woolsey, o.:Calif.; to 'push for. . . ::..J .

,'.' 	 . >So 'Yllat'ha~~totaXpayers";$2 bii~ ;Jegisla~on ,~~twouldta~e child-support . '.~.' . 
hon? It waS wasted ori ineffective and in- .collection dutIes away from the states and .' . 
compatible crimputersystems;aecordinggive them to.·the tnternaI~evepue Service. '~., 

.. tq.,an investigation by Con~;General.· '·.The idea makes sense! As much as folks. ":.• ' , .......
Accounting·:Q~ce. ', .. ". . .. ' ..... '.' .• ' 'lovlletqhadte·bthe IRS, itdoesa,goOdjobof .,' . '~,': . " 

. I'.' 

"I 

The Study.tells a tale ofexpenSive foot- co ecting.. e ts.. '.' .... '.' " .".' ·'0 
draggingbysta~s and,lackadaisical leader- '. •~e IRS is;uready in the child':support '. .... ':.~. " " 

. ship and overSi8ht by theJeds 7 willi pleri-': .,collect!0n busipess ~dh~sbeeri.si~ce 1981., ,,'
0/, ofprivate-s~r inefficiency thrown in: . when:Itbegailtappmgintp thejn~nle:taX .' " >: 

", , . The federal goveIT\ment was tllree years' , refun~ of parents whpowe baC;~ chdd sup­ '.. ,:<::(',,', ' 
,,', \ , .. late developing'SYs,teiri requirements foro., .J?Ort. Smce then, the IRS h~caught·l0 mil­ "'(.""°0'" ,.'. ing costly moqmca~ons. 'Ignori.Dg ~lier' hondea,d~t parentS ~nd,~cqvered,more' .. ,!'. \-' . 

. ','· .GAO recommendatIons, the' goyemment.' than $pbllhon,for .thelr ~hildren.· WIthout . 
'.' ! . '.'t;e~ to' ~nhlizt:' the. many 'states. that· ·tl.Ie IRS': help in'QockfugttiX refunds, co~~ec- . ",<1::' , 

(/) ," 11l1sseddeadhne$andmlSSpent,funds.. '. tIon ~te~ ~qulQ be e:v~ lo""er., .... . ... '. . 
No one knoWs' how much more time ThIS bAll expands. on that success bvaJ-: ~.' 

. \, ' 

, ),.:....:.. i" . mid' I1loney·Wi.n~ben~ed to nim the );laif_,'Jowing the~RS 'to coilect child~s~pport,~y- . 
, .:. ~~,,5~s:tate patchwork into afully tunC:' ' loll de4u~ons. State courts would contIn~, ' .' 
·. <tIomng natlqnal ,computer network. '. ' '.... 'ueto d~dewho m~t pay and how much. '/ 

" . Unfortimately, n~ther taxPayers nor the ".At a .timeVvhen Washington is focused .' 
. 30 million children who' are,due dlild sUp- .: .', ori'traiisferring qilties to the staies,increas- . 
port ~ ,afford ~ wait . .' , " ' ! ing'. the, IRS:'duties gqes against the gTain~ , 

:,' ,}>reslde~t C1.mton est~mates 700,000 ,;B~tstates pad the .first sho~ atideveloping' 
'" motilers and chjldrenha;e ~,nforced ~n c~d-sQmx>rt collecti9n,~ysleIPstP protect , 

welfare because they don t recelvet,he chdd .•. their most vulnerable,resldl!nts,·.Their sub­ ,. , 

s':1~pprt they shpuld.Thafs a cost of $4.2' ' 20% colle<;tion rates ~howhow miserably 

billiQn ~~h d~de to cover the flouted pa- ,tI;ey hav~ ,fail~. '. ,.' ~ '.' ~' .:.. '. . .. . '. .:'. 


. ~" '. ' ' 
-J. ' :rentalobligatIons:., ,,<'. .: ,.....Now It s tIme, to Jllake child-support· . 

" ..
.' ,Even'more~oubli~!!> under welfare' re~ paymentS as'ordinary";'" and as'inevitable : 

, , 

, fOrm' '. states wi¥'begin to phase out ,cash ,"- as' paying~s; .,'; " . . .' 
, ,,' 'I 	 . " -:. , :- " ',,) F " " 

. " 
\' 	 '~~t' • '. .' t 

, ,-' . ,.. 'j 1 , ." I; . 
,,' i' ., 
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'This is no job for the IRS 

• 1· .

Collecting ~ay and can track w;thholding through a 
. smgle statewide system. ," ' 

'; , , support IS a In addition, unemployed J)fU'ents will be 
,,"state responsibil,tyo Would you subject, to orders to seek jobs.':Self-em­
,,~iltrust kids' we" are to the IRS? , ployed parents who refuse to paY: supP.ort 
" , ! will be subject to loss of professional, driv­
~y. Terry E. Branstad; , \ er's and recreational licenses. Any parent 

<',', There is a proposal in Congress to turn who fa!ls behind in payment Qfsupport Will 
"the well-being of America's children over be subject to seizure of assets identified by 

>,;to the Internal Revenue SerVice.' financial institutions. ' " : 
"::" The plan to assign ;to the Internal Reve- In Iowa,. we have increased child~sup­
,.nu~ Service all responsibility for collecting port colle~i<;>~s frOIp $73 milli9~! in 1 ?90 
,chdd support sound~ exceedingly simple, to $160 milhqn last year - an m~e of 
'put do you really ~ the IRS with such an 119~. ~d we are not alone .. Th~t IS hap­

, , Important responsibility? perung m state after state because the feder­
'>'.:' The IRS already faces some tough chal-' al government is now empowering states, 

: ;lenges, includi~g a mYriad of internal Prob- rather than ~ng our ~an~. :!,,' 
,lems. Recovenng taxes not paid voluntari- . Federal asSIstance IS vltal.IR$ tax~re- , 

ly is not one of its strengths. According to fund.offsets long have been an effective bn­
,the IRS', own data, ~payers vohmtarily forcemept to.ol, th;:t will continu~,' an<;t a 
,pay.about 83% of their ~ncome taxes. Using n~ nattonWlde chlld~support c;:ase registry 
"Its enforcement tools,! the IRS collects only. WIll h~lp states track chlld support across 
'.,another 4%. . :" " state hnesand throughout the' nation, , 
:'. On the other hand, state child-support ,Last year, Congress totally revamped our 
·.enfo~ment agencieS deal, with involun- federal welfare system because w~: learned 
tal')' payers every day;: including many self- that a single national solution does not 
e~ployed people wh~, it's estimated, re- work. Public as~istance an~ child~support 

. port to the IRS only 19% of their income. recovery must work hand m hand to help 
\ ., Still, in 1995 state agencies c:ollected 53% of Americans achieve self-sufficiency\' , 

': ~npaid'child support iThat's not as good as . Child ~u'pP9rt is e~senti~ to ~~Jwell-be'­
~t can or should .be, qut it is continuously mg of millIons of ~ildren m thiS!PJunm. 
ImprovIng and It'S much better than the The best approach IS for states to maintain 

.• I;RS, could do., I . . . primary responsibility for child-suppo~en­'> Last year's welfare !reform was a major .fo~ment . . ;: 
.;.~tep f<;>rward in ~~ptoving child-support I don't think there are m~y A:qIericans . 
!X>llectton. In additton to new tools to col- ~ho would trust the IRS With the :weU-be­

, lect ~hild stip~I:t.across state lines, it gives mg of their children.'! : 
. states the flexlblhty to be innovative. We ... . :1 . ! 

.. ,now.can direct employers to withhold child Terry E, Br'!-1'IS!ad, four-term go~ernor. of
," rt fr th 'fth· , iowa" IS the natIOn s seruor.governor a'nd chair­
~uppo .. om e wag~ 0 ose who fat! to ' man ofthe Republican Governors Association. 
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.' 	 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALm AND HUMAN SERVICES 
Administration for Children and Families 
Office of Child 'Support Enforcement 

II 
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'. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORC[JEMENT 
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Giving HDP~ and Support to America's Children 
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