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Mr. Chairrnanand members of the Commit.tee;Thank YOU for giving 


me the opportunity to teulllt1fy te>c:ia.y on ~hc pro9'X"CI30 pf ohild 

, ' 

BUPP9rt information systems development and the Adrninistration'l!I 

, I recommend.ations forrevaTr,pingtho' inoontiveoyotem for ,State' 

child lupport en'forcement programs" syste~ development and 

r,e!ltrl.lehu:1ftg of the c:iiotribution of ino.ntiv•• are ,two key 

elements '1nstrengthening the' chl1dsupport en:orcemem: program 
, ' , 

ae envisioned .under last' year '" w.lfaro .reform bill', 

The Admillist.ra1: ion andt.h; ~ C':nmm1 t.t.•• are in full agreement that,­
ch11dsupport ,is an ,essElnt1al part"of, ~.lfa.re J::'t;:!u.r;C!l'. 'It. sends a 

mes88g8 of 'TARpnl'llllibilH.y to both paren~sand is a, vital part of 

moving fam~llee toward. ,work and self-/iiu££.Lclen.cy. Child support 

al.o can act,_ as a safety net ," to help 'ensure t.hat sin~l. parent 

La.m.1lJ.,,1f Qc.,m f I.. need assistaace. ' Onee families have o1ltto1lincd. 

r·ind.ep~ndence, child support can keep them from falling bal::k onto 
,.' , , '. 

>; ~ 
We are proud o!' chi. Administrs'tion'. 

record on" child,support enforcement and anxiou!lly await ,the 
, " ' 

, " 

'pe>a1t1ve ree'ulte tha.t'tho provtc1ona of welfare reform \01111' brins 

to !urtherm••t theee critical 90a~a. 

President Clinton haa mad.e 1mproving child itU.iJ~OL·l;. 811torcernent 

, i 
I 

I 
I, 
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and 1ncraal1ng child,support collections III top priority. 'Since 

taking off ice', 'P~e8.idlint r.l:i nton has oracked dow~ on non-~ayin9 

parents e111d IiJtrengthened cnlld. lupport: anforcement l , resul.ting in 

record child support. col1BctionJL l'n FY 1996, $12 billion in 

f.::hlllJ,tHl.yport. WIlI!'I collected on behal! of the children of America. 

This amount represented & 50 percent increase in child .UI'Il"lt"'lTt 

collections since 'F"f 1'92. We eestimate that in FY 19'7 we will 

collect over $13 bHlion. Since Fi" 1992. the number. of paying 

child .upport ClllleB has increased by 36 percent. In addition, 

over one million paternities were established in FY 1996, 

including IV-C p,,-tern:i.ticrI1and. inh,=.plto.l p~ternity 

acknowledgements, almost doubling t.he number established in 1992. 

These. aocomplishmentD 8.ra impreaoive, i)ut; prcjeQtionG· on the 

impact of the new provisions tell UI they are only the beginning. 

The personal Responsibility and Work opportUnity Reconciliation 

Act (PR~ORA) inc:luded th~ tough ehi.ld 8upport measure~ President 

Clinton calle" tor from the start, including l:l.,cenae revocation 

and the d~veloprnBnt of a na.tional new hire reporting system. 

beinQ transformed by these measures: , Today,· I will foculil my 

testimony on two critical areas: development of A now incontivc 

" 

I 
I 
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atr\.OcturB dud ~t;f;1te automated eYl!ltema. 

~Hru~ . SUPPQRT INr~ION AX5T:e::MS 

Statewide /lutoml:l.ted enfo:r:c;emeuL liyilt8ms are critical to the 

success of the child support program. ' Computerized systeml! ~re 

the only mesne to provide both prompt and relidbh: processing of . . . 
. information. With a current national c8aeload of 20 million, we 

keep up ~ith the massive volume of information and transactions 

Sia~. the in~8p;1on of. the ohild 8upport program, we've all 

reeognized. the importance ot automation. By the mid-1980's all 

IV-D a~An~i~~ had some lev@l of automation &erving families in 

their States. NOW, newer technologies allow us to consider ever­

more adva.nced appl i t'lat::i.one fo·r child support informat ion systems. 

Wil.h the Family Support Act of l~aa, Congress acknowladgat1 the 

increaged importance of automation to child support and required 

statewide automated I:;yatems in all States by OcI..Qbt:.t", 1993 4ud 

later extended that deadline to October, 1997. 

3 

,~. 



I D : SEP 09'97 10:28 No.004 P.06 

Automat1on of Bta.te child flUp~O.tpl.'O~Hj,m8: 

1) allowa a wo:rl~e,r ~O initiate a case 0.' e&1Jtom&t1ca11y' 

initiates a case fer families receiving public 

assistanoe; 

. 2) be~ins loeating abl.nt parento and tracks o1Jtomated . 

searches of State datahases such as the Department of 

Motor. Vahi('!'f.lS, and r@lera hard~to~find c •••• to tho 

Federal Parent ~oc4tor Service; 

3) I...tCickli:l, monitors and·re·porCIt on efforts to establ1sh 

paternity and support.order.; 

4) accepts and proce.Je8 case updates and keeps the 

ctlseworker informed a.bout dUEl: datE!8 :liml sctivit.iesj 

5) rnonitoro complio.nce withcsuppor': orders snd ~n1ti&.tee 

enforcement actions such al wage withholding or tax 

refund. offset: 

!. 

I 
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<ind 

7) ma.inL4J.u~ information for accounting, reporting and 

monitoring. 

With required safeguards, States ensure that all Qf this 

information is secure and held in 8tricteflt pL"J,VCit.:y. 

Aa of tod<:l.Y, sixteen St.ates hb.vet' been certified al hav.1ng 

computerized aystemQ which are comprehensive and statewide. Many 

oth.rs are very alaa., to completion. Meoting this. certification 

requirement is crucial.' While many States are using s;i.gnificant. ' 

levels of automation t.o prooess ohild support oaceo ~Q ~hey move 

towarda certitic&tion, a comprehensive a,nd statewide syatem is a 

nRrlPR".!''r.'y foundation for n6H" provisioma enacted last yeAr to 

track parents across state l1nesand ensure they pay what they 

otJlI=!. n. 1 8 mu~h more efficient and eco.nomicel to handle child 

~upport cases with such a system, especially In an environment 

where greater than 30 percent of .the cases involve more than one 

etste. 

\ 

What happeno if a State d6cB not meet the October 1, 19~7 
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otatut.ory d.eadline tor complettng their system? Having a. 

compreher.~iv~ child support ay8~.m operatin9 atatewi~o ~e a 5~ate 

Plan requlrement. Accore1ni~Y, by December 31, 199' a State must 

ct!rtify to us; t.hrough its State Plan that its "yet-em meets !'&mUy 

SUppUI't Act requirements. ,Under. current law we will noti!y any 

State without. /iuoh 4 system tn place that'we intend -to disapprove 

ita State plAll ~uul uotify the State of 1;/i appeal r1ghta. The 

penalty ,for failure to meet the sts.tutt"lry r.1ead11na 1&1 cessa.tion 

of all Fede.ral \;:h1113 sUP,lfu"1. t:nforcement !und1ng which provides 

66 peroent of pro~ra:m operating costs. I ahould note thRt, if it 

State ia not operat1ns e child euppol"'t enfo:cccmtmt, program under 

an approved State plant ite 'I'ANF funds will also be lost. 

Our goal i. to m.~nta~n State accountability, while working with 

Stat.a and providing the neoeooary ~aaietance to ensure they have 

certified Automated systems that will enable them to operate an 

effeetivo child .upport enforoement pr09~am. All ~f us involved 

in developing theee systems - the Office of Child Support 

Enforcement:, ~tat,e child support agencies, the corporate 

I,~Qrillnuri1ty -~' realize ,that oomplet1ng these complex systems is not 

I'an easy task. 

6 
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M<JwtJvt:r~· despite this complex:tty,.rnany States have 8ucceedec1 in 

.deeignirlg and implement:f"g t.heiJe eritical aomp\.l.t'er oyl.ilte~6. 

Toget.he;r.- we iuu,lIIt· continue our ettort8 to make automation a 

reality in all. States. 

ChUa S~PQrt ,·Enfcrcemept Irlcentive Fund:1n~ 

. " 

The Personal Responsibl1ity ./lnd Work Opportunity R~c()nc:nia.ti~n 

Act;. required ueJ,· in con5ultAt1on with· Statts uJ.:.t'~ot.orB' ot IV-I) 

programs, to recommend to Congress a new incent1va funding system 

for the Stlltfll child eupport cnforcemen; p:¢grama baaed on VI.'C'>9rarn 

pertorrnance.· Th@B~ recommendation. wire !~ontained in ow: Child· 

Rllpport EnfO~C."lent Incentive Funding RCPQrt to Congrclt. which·. 

wal suhmitted. to this Committee on Mareh 15, 1997. In my last 

appearance bp..fo"'e you on Ma.rch ~o r lP97, X gave testimony on the· 

oout.nt o:e this RepOrt and our colla.borl.t.1ve effort with th.e 

States to d.evelop a nAW ine-..-nt.ivliI funding lIy.~.m for the .ch11d 

OUppOJ."t f)ur~.t·cement program. 

The :!ointly-de,veloped l .-ev*n'.l.nnl.t •.sl incentive :uncUng proposal 


1i1 tough and would push states to imp:roveI.performance. This 

., 

. j . . formula will ens1.1.1·. good outcomo., for families ond hall.& l:>t'Qad 

. ' " 
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consensus among the St.at.a and. otber child support enforcement 

atakeholdera. Since the completion of the incentiveQ r.port WQ 

ha..... moved torwlird with the Stat,ea' un developlng stahdard d.ata 

definitions to improve child support performance reporting. 

The current incentive funding system is based. on i'tIaximizini chiid 

QU[lr)(~rt,oollect.ionll relative to ;:l.~rn:l.niDt:r:ative coste. A minimum 

incentive' payment is made to all States regardless of whether 

performance is good or poor. Currently, States can run 

inefficient programs and still receive large amounts in 

inoentives. We all r.ecogniz. that this d088 not crc~te a 

sign1f1c«llt inc~n~1ve for the achievement ot program goale. 

To meat thecongreseional charge to the secretary of HHS to 

change the incentive fundir.g syst.em, Wft ~nnvened ~, workgroup of 

Stato and I",=00r_1' partnilrili. nle wo.rkgro'Up c1eveloped a formula 

that rewards State. for thtdrperformance in five critical areas, 

paternity establishment, support 'order establishment, collections 

on current support,' collections, o,n support palt due (arrearage8),' 

and cost effeot.iveness. ThoX'o if! full C;Qnllanaus f:t'om Bt.ttl 

partners that these meaaurel represent the appropriate focus for 

the program. 

e 
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The workgl:OUP tlll!lo estaol fshec1 performance standards for each of 

the measures. These standard. w~uld d.t.~mine the amount of 

incentive'b StilLa would receive for a certain l.evel, of 

'performance and rewa.rd Statee for inl1int.aining high performanoe or 

making substantial gains in improving the1r performanoe .. The 

standards are designed to provid.e tou;h but reachahlA t.~rget8 for 

pezo£orrMnOQ by rewarding Stateswlthhlgher incem:.1ves, as they, 

improve., The standards for the first four measures includp. a 

performance thr."hold. Unc5..r thi" plAn, and \,l,nl..ike tht:! current 

system, no 1ncentive would be paid',unless a· State .achieves a 

significant improvemene ,in pertor!tIQnce.r:'or the final measure on 

'cost effectlvene•• , St a State c~llects less than-two dollars for 

every ,onll dollar expended. no incentive \oJould DC paid. 

Each State woulti 'II.r-n five .corea ".uuad on performanoe on ea.ch of 

the five measures. worKgroup tnambars believed all·the meas,ures 

were important, but the first three meaQureti ._. patern.ity 

e.tablH,hment I suppo.t'l ot'der,estab11shtnent and collection. on 

current support ~ - were critical. Paterni t:¥ e.~'!hl ;'lhm~'1'\t'. ~Tlti 

esu.pport or:del." eat.cablillhment !lL'e prerequisites ot collecting 

current support I whioh ie es.eentialfor family self-suff1ciency. 

~~rformanc. on the firQt three meaouree could earn a Bli9h~ly 

9 
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, , 

htghe,r ineentiVii thtui the lil~t two measures - - cO.1.1ectionB on, 

arrearages and cost effect1v6nes8. 

The amount of potential incentive paymenta for each measure 

available to each State would blit basli:e,d upon a percentage of it. 

own State child 8Upport collections -- ita "oollectiol'lF: baee. II 

The coll.eotion bAee includes, c::oll,ect1ons in, both !eIl'porary 

Alliltanee to Needy Familiee (TANF) , casel and former assistanoe 

CllS~.,' The cQllect.:Lone bae:e aleo include. colle~tior.e; madt: for­

familie! WhO were never on dSEistance. However, we recommend 

that ooll.ctiona in T~~F cases ana former T~ caees be weighted 

double, e.g., every dollar colla6tedcounts as '$2. Counting 

col1ection~ "or inoantiveQ purpos.& !n this way accompliehe3 

thr~e objective.1 

• 	 S,tates with large tormer 'l'ANf' caseloac::t. woul(1 no longer 

be penallzadby It cap aA ~ r"I th~ current fQrm1.l1.. Mlmy 

Sttltca o:re moving ttlmilies off welfare and. their 

aUCC8SB fa not baing recognized becAuse of this ~AP 

un~e:c\.lr~ent lQw. 

• 	 . Statellil would have II. strong inoentive to pursue action 

10 
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on TAN'CIl.~6 and rorm@r'l'ANF cases .r'or these 

fa!TIilles I 'child support ie" crit ,i r.~l to ll~h:l..vin9 

independence 'lind uut; returning t.o pi.ll:;)l1c aseifltanee 

rolls. 

" 	 Direct etaving; to StAte and Federal government.s rP-Rult' 

from ,oollcot'ing child,euPpo1:t in l'ANF Ci:iI:::H~!:!i. COStS of ' 

other, publio' benefit programs suoh 8.9 Food Stamps and 

Med1caiq.o,oould also be avoided by making collections in 

" ,these eases. 

Bee,au.e thiS ayQ~sm would ,for the first t.ime bs performance-

baBec:L lome Stat,•• "',t'>11' d :na.turally lose ir.centiv•• by mov1ns to 

t:.he new ::l,YI:!L;.em. '1;'0 help St.,atss' prepare eor the new eyetern, 'we 

recorrrnend that the formula'b~ [')h,i),;Ied in over two ,years, ,For. F'i 

2000, 4 St..d.l..tI would earn half of what it. would have earned under 

the old formula and: half of what it earns under the. nR"" 

calculation. In F'i 2001 1' t.hc new tonnula wou.l<.l, be fully 

implement.ed. This ~fould 'give Stateii more time to adjust their 

programs, tu,aQgc.t for a.ny financial impact and 1mp:r:ove. LhtsLc: 

performance. Of course" the Office of Child Support Enforcement' 

wo\\ld conti7.'l.\,le to work. with States to aeeiet. them durins this 

11 
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traneition. 

ThQ wer~~roup W&I c~ng~rned that with the enactrneni of w~ifare 

"reform, the chj ld. eupport enforcement ~"Cl9ram i& likQly to change 

dr.!ii.matically in the nCJli.t fitW Y'''''''' Theretorei, tht! report 

, recommends that the ohild support pr:ogrsm' s rf!AtD till ,And .ffects 
. '.' .' . 

of the new incontive syst.em should be .r.'l;.'!view@d periodically. 

Limited discretion should b,e granted to the Secretary 'of H .. .III ~ r.h 

and Human iDarvices to make' appropriate change'lilt in contllultCition 

with. the States, ba.liled ont.he, progra'm'B. actual reeultsand 

effe~tl.very threo to five ye~rB. 

" '" 
, , 

,other aspects of program funding oeyond. incl,nt1vea . W. ha,ve 
, - , '. 

endorsed the wot'kgrotlI?'1it recomm.ndar.:!.on. with respect to the 
, , . ',' 

incent'l,ve formula 1tselr, l:)ut have reiJervad. judgment en other 


aspects of the recommendations'because further work 'may be 
, ~ 


noeded. 


We flOW hew. the g;r;Q1JndwQ.k in pltloe fOl: a. more results-oriented. 


management of 
.'
tho National chilaaupportenforcement program. We 


,', 

strongly urge'Congrolls to p.8e l.egiolat,1on on the :t:ecommended 

" 

" \ 
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incentive funoing erst.am to c.llow the child support enforcement 

progr•.m to truly be drivenl:,iy Achieving TE'!f.iult. fo~ familietl and 

ch.D,Q.%'.n in need of .•upport • 

:Tn con~l\..lsiQn, Mr. Cha.irman, let me rll"ta.te: 

• Much prog~e81i1 has bilsn made in develop.i.ng etal:.ewic.e 

. automated 	ch1ld, support systems. Continuinq automation 

p.ff"Tt.e are critical to fl.l.t\.l.ro DUOOOSS in provid.ing 

support .to Amer:i.ea I S children. 

e 	 Th. recommended incentive funding formulA, developed in 

consultation with th~ St.at.es, would :roward performanee 

and remAin .rtlvanl.l.tl neutral. It is tough but. fair and 

will lead to positive results for families. 

!.war.t to thank the Commit~e8 for your work on behalf ~f 

hm.rioa'ochildr~n, Their future will be ~1911ificantly improved 

hecau8e of the new collection tools and other reforms requ1redof 

Rt.ll!It.es by welf..r. reform. 

13 
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Cynthia A. Rice 09/08/97 07:59:07 PM . 

Record Type: RecOrd· 

To: " Bruce N. ReedlOPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP 
;... . . 

cc: Diana Fortuna/OP'o/EOP 
Subject: Child Support Enforcement Position 

Bruce and Elena -- you both said this'morning you would be willing to have us take up Haskins' invitation 
to discuss a new, more effective penalty structure for states that don't meet the compt.Jter systems 
deadline. OMB agrees, but 'they wanfto signal this in the testimony Judge, Ross will give on Wednesday, 
by adding a paragraph ~- "" 

"Given the enormity of the penalty under current law -- the loss of all child support enforcement funding 
. -- we believe that it may be worthwhile to consider an alternative penalty structure that would provide the 
proper incentives to help $tates be accountable. Penalties should be tough; automatic, and rapid when a 
State fails to meet the deadline for certification of their automated system. And penalties should continue " 

.:"to increase as long as a State remains out of compliance. Exceptions should be extremely limited (e.g. 
natural disasters). Only in this way can we create a real incentive for States to comply while maintaining 
the operation of the program. The Administration would bewilling to discuss such an approach with the 
Committee." '.' . 

What do you think? 
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.-tirs" .qwa~t"-"t"F'Y"'1-'!te a State must ce:-ti!y to us through lt~ 

---''':''.~...7 .....~~.: -:':--. '., :.- ."", ..-.':",.~' "l':",' .......... :':".... . 


Otata r:~ that its eystcm mcet3 PQm~ly Support Act requirements. 

Under current 1a\o: we will notify any State without such a system' 

in place tho.t vc intend. to dj".J.pprovc .:its StQtc pltln Qed notify. 

the State of its appeal rigr.tE. The pena+ty for failure t~ meet 

enforcement func;iing.·· I should not~ that if a State i.lil not 
.. " 

operating a ohild Dupport Qr.forc~m.nt program under an approved 
. I 

State plar~/' its 'I'ANF funds ~...::Sl=get:::b~6sp:ar~ •.. l.....)ift (':".)/St....l I~ '\;(:\4.{(('(~· 
.t.... ~.'~.;c.l"r··;r·J -_...... '. '. 

e~~' .;)'"~~.i''' 5\:>I~ 'Y((lH:(<:II..J;(/·!-"1 {i.. (,: ~<:. 


_.-.;.,..._ .•._.. .... flo I I . 

--out goa! ls tOYWO:K'~ith States a~d provid~1the necessary
II) r. 

~••i.ton=e '!e ¢:'l(J'u;:-e thr.y h,:-.vc <:'crr.:i£i-:d ;lutc>rn:\tC'ri.ay!llt-:rn~ 1(.(.. / (·VI fl' 
'.' \.::.-""" . 

enabl~therr; to opera::.e !!1neUe=:ive child support. enforcement· 

pro-zrarr.. All of us involv~c, in developin~ these systems -- the. 

Office Of Child ~uppor: ~~rorcement, ~tate child support 
(e ",' ( ; ~,: . f("i:·f 

a':!en::i.IiO, the e-:>rpo.rCilt~ t;'~nim\.lnity -- h.;tV'l' hl?f;'p.~n.)F.lt.~t.~~ ..hY...._T:•.h;:, __ ".,SI. 

~~""u..Lq.~-in1cOmplet.:i.n9" thes~ cUlIltilc:.x. 1:1>:,1:I1.";!\l~ I!. 11e.{ CJe., (;\(y 1.)1;1\,\....•.~!r 
' ...... -...~- ..­
t:l"~ild suppo.rt entorcemer.t is a mUlt~~~ogr~~ which involves 

lOC'Cilt ins Tt'I.i ~j::li"9 p·.!r~!'tf.ll ~ng pater~ity and support 
. ,"",' 

par:.ies. . t1ple patdcipan:E are involved. in accompli~bifl8 

http:p�.!r~!'tf.ll
http:suppo.rt
http:Qr.forc~m.nt
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these ta6ks: State and loca:,IV-~ agenci~~t S~a~e and local 

aDd parent~ and children, We must also reme1't\l';ler that States 
"i, 

devt=lvp l.':h.ilc:l8~ppott eY!lt,f;1TI3 wichin a broadQr State informat icm 
, '..~. '. 

system context. ~'f't'~n~ child support ~geneies must compete for 
"'-, 

reaourcea l Dotr. doll~ro and manpower, With otnQr sectors of ~~~~p. 

government charged with ,makiitr·~han9~F' -rfulI·.11t,1ng from w~ltare 
- . .~ 

reform or modifiQo.tionc to prep.rliil f<;>r the )'Qar 20CO. Litt.'it.~ 

vendor resources are tax.ed by :he !'lu!'I\Oer'ot States moving at the 

same ~ime to develop eyste~. 

complex systems. Others. are stlll struggling w!:h thls' effort 

requiremer.ts. Together we must conti~~e our ef:orts to make 

As re~ir.d under ~RWORA, we s~mitted our Child Su~ort 

~ntorcement lncentivtI Fu.nding Report to Congrelle on M.:lrch 15, 

'997. In my 11lst appearance before 1.1•.i.~ C:vnudtt.ee on March 20, 

., 

http:C:vnudtt.ee
http:requiremer.ts
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insert A 
Given the enonnity of the penalty under current law -- the 10ssof311 child support enforcement 
funding -- we believe that it may be worthwhile to consider an alternative penalty structure that 
would provide the proper incentives to help States be accountable; Pcnalties should be tough, 
automatic, and rapi~ when a State ~ails to r~1ccl the deadline for ~erljficati~n of t\leil: autom~ted 
system. And pCilallleS should contmue to 1I1cre!.\se flS long as a State remams oUf of comphance. 
Exceptions should be extremely limited (e.g. natural disastcrs)lfand·Statcs·-shoulrl·have'Tro·right-t-G­

.a~:...only.1·this way can we create a r~al.illecnt~v~ f~,r sta,tes to comply ;ih~ Ie m~lltaln~ng th~. ' 
operat1on oft Ie program. '-'Iv"c f\d(Y,··,,"~·\r(,~\·"""" \.I\J(V\M?{.~~ ..J ,.",1.11 1 (;.. •. (0 ,j,lj('(A({ .J 
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Branch·Wlde Ine ( 0 re8chh~gls16tlve assistant): 395,-7362 

q ' '1­
T (Datilf

---------+.~-+--~~~----~---

C «,'U (Name)' 

FROM: 

j)p1l\~C ,~D 1:91 C~n~ncy) 
·lfS~ ~~g,'iG . 

The following Is the i'eponse of our ,agency t~your request f W8.0n the above.:captioned subject: 

,., Concur - ­
No Objection 
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RESPONSE TO 
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL' 

MEMORANDUM 

If yo'ur' responsoto this request for views Isstiort(e.g .. concur/nocomment), we prefer that 'you ~e8Pond by 

e-mail or by faxing us this re&ponse sheet. If ,the respons8 Is short and you prefer to call, please call the . 

branch-wide line shown below (NOT the analyst's line) to leave a message with a legislative assistant.,
. ,,' , 

, , You may also respond by: '., . 

(') calUng:thEtanalyst"atto'rney'.sdirect line (you will be connect~d to voice mail it the analyst does not 


answ8r): or . ,;' 

(2) sending us 8 memo or letter, .' 0 t 

,Ple8se,lncludethe LRM number shown above, and the subject shown below. ' ,.,' ~..... Sen.: 
TO: ' 'Melissa N. Banton Phone: 396-7887 Fax: 396-6148 " ( , 


Office of Management and Budget , : ., .' ' . 
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aucceee ¢f, the. child ~UPPOl:t: progilinl: 'CIJ;i;~uterized' sY~T'~p.mR·· '!l. r.e. 
r' ~,... " . . ' 
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1) allows a worker to 1n~t1ate a cas~ or ,automa~ical1y 

1n1 ti~~ee tI CO.SO fo~ f~:ni1 iee recei:vin9 public 

assistance; 
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2) begin; loc~t.ing ~b.l;Il='ntpAn~nt.~ and'track! automated 
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and .. 

7) maintainsirif.ormation for acoount'ir:g ,reporting and 

monitoring. 

inform.tion iro: securli:'anohlili I ti 1 n Rtt"i6teetpriVacy.· 

. . 
The federal Parent !:J0C8'tbr Serviee anO the l'"ec1eral Tax Rertind 

yi~1d.h1gh· returns tor ~tates, ar.d families a~we'll ... 

e\~' 

. -ei-e)a iYJ 

m(P.ll 

oJV6f 


.As of tod~YI e1xteen" States have been certified. as having 

computeri2.d ayatp.Tne.li1hien· ,,,,,P.. ~·nmp"ehansi.ve and' statewide :: '····Many 

. . '. '.. . " 

otheraare very'cloBe,t,?"eompletl~n. K;Wle ~etlngth1e' .• ' 
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of' automo.t;..ioIl 
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must ce::-t'ity to us, chrough 1ts 

'Ot:ate r::. a.n that ite eY3tom moot-a Fo.mi ly ',eupport.Act", reQ".Jirernent 5 .. ' 

Under current lawwE7 will notify',any Sta.te ~rthout ,such a e;ystem 

in ploc::ethllt. ....0 intend,to diGl.:lpprovo its6tiltC plo.n and notify 

the State of its 3.ppeal rights., The penalty for'failureto meet 

State. plan, .its l'ANl" funds are aleo in 'jeopa.rdy. 

Our goaJ.,1a tOf/}Wo.rk w1 th St~teB and provide the neceesa,ry 

~•• i,.tt:lnc:i';' to,t.:':'1GJ\.\r~ t'ht:y h.:'\vC',:·/!:'crtifi-:d',:,utolT\ntC'd' oyotC'IT\I'J'­

enabl:i.n9 'them .,to oper:?ite .ri er!ee~iye ~hHdQUppO:7;e,t!!ln.forcem~nt , ' 
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Off.i.ce of, Child ::iupport :tinforcementj State ch11d support 

all : lC\.ll ty 1ncompleting ,thea9~ ,cC)nll>l~x 
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LRM ID: MNB37 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

Washington. D.C. 20503·0001 


Friday, September 5, 1997 

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM' 

TO: Legislative. Li~ison ~!!ter . G,ee Distribution below 

J.n..LLA- f . . rtf 1.1\ >.+.£1- I-... ­
FROM: Iranet R. Forsgren (for) AssiSfant Director for Legislative Reference 
OMB CONTACT: Melissa N. Benton 

PHONE: (202)395-7887 FAX: (202)395·6148 

SUBJECT: HHS Report on Child Support Enforcement Incentive Funding 

DEADLINE: 3:00 Monday, September 8. 1997 
r;. ;;.. :.. . ..~ --'--"'" _._.........._... ==::=;e: 

In accordance with OMB Circular A-19, OMS requests the views. ot your agency on the above 
subject before advising on its relationship to the program of the President. PloSge advise us if this 
Item will affect direct spending or receipts for purposes of the "Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title 
XIII of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of ,1990. 

COMMENTS; To follow is HHS testimony (David Gray Ross, Deputy Director of the Office of Child 
Support Enforcement) to be delivered on Wednesday, September 10 before the Human Resources 
Subcommittee of House Ways and Means. 

DISTRIBUTION LIST 

AGENCIES: 

6-AGRICUL TlIRE/CONG AFFAIRS - Vince Ancell (all testimony) -(2021 720-7095 

61-JUSTICE· Andrew Fois· (202) 514·2141 

118-TREASURY - Richard S. Carro - (202) 622·0650 

110-Social Security Administration - Judy Chesser - (202) 358-6030 


EOP: 

Barry White 


.JiKeith J. Fontenot 
Edwin Lau 
Wendy A.' Taylor 
Maya A. Bernstein 
OMBLA 
Cynthia A. Rice 
Diana Fortuna 
Bruce W. McConnell 
Janet R. Forsgren 
James C. Murr 
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LRM 10: MNB37 SUBJECT: HHS Report on Child Support Enforcement Incentive Funding 

·-;;3: 
RESPONSE TO 

lEGISLATIVE REFERRAL 
MEMORANDUM 

; ,", .:;-; '. Pi" 14 : i " ;;;4;; 

If your responso to this request for views Is short le.g:. concurlno comment), we prefer that you respond by 
e-inell or by faxing u& thl' re&ponse she8t. If the response Is short and you prefer to call, please call the 
br8nch~wlde line ·shown below INOT the analY8t'e line) to leave a message with a legislative assistant. 

You may al80 respond by: 
(1) calling the analyst/attorney's direct line (you will be connected to voice mail if the analyst does not 

answer); or 
12) sending us a memo or letter 

Plesse Include the LRM number shown above, and the subject lihown below. 

TO: 	 Melissa N. Benton Phone: 396-7887 Fax: 396·6148 
Office of Management and Budget 
Branch-Wide Line (to reach legisiatlY8 assistant): 395-7362 

_____-'-_____ ID8t8)FROM: 

____-=__________ (Namel 

____-'-_____ (Agency) 

______'--________ (Telephone) 

The following 1& the repons8 of our agency to your request for views on the above-captioned subject: 

Concur 

No Objection 

No Comment 

__ See proposed edits on pages ____ 

Other: _____---.,._____ 

__ FAX RETURN of __ pages, attached to this reponse sheet 
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STATEMEN,T BY. 

DAVID GRAY ROSS. 

PEI?UTY DIRECTOR. 

OFFICE OF CHILD SUPPORT'ENFORCEMINT 


ADMINISTAA'!lON For< C:UJ.J..IJ.)l".t::.N MJ) FAMII"lSS 

TJ. S •. DEPl:\RTMENTOf H.t:.iAUl'H ANJ) HUMAN SERVICES 


BEFORE THB 

~OMMTTTF.F. n~ W~y~ ~wn M~nM~ 

SUBCO"!M!1'l'EE ON HUMAN REElOunCI3S 
'u. S. HOUSE OF, REPlmSEN'l'A'l'lVt:S 

SEPTEMBER 10, 1991 
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me the, opportunity to testify today on th~ progreQQ of child 

support information !Systems dl!:l'V~lv~mt:nt and the Administration's 

recommendations for revampir.g the incentive system fC':lr ~~"'t,~ 

child support enforcement pl:ogl."'ai.ls. S'y~Lt=m:::f uevelopmeno: and 

~;otructurin9 of the di~tribution of lnceaLlv~~ are two k~y 

elemento 1n etrengthenins tbe ch.ilJ tlu.lJ~ort entorcement: program 

as envisioned under last year's welfare ,reform bill. 

The A.dministration and this ComiTIit'tee are in full agreement tl":at 

c.:hild cupport 113 en essential par{: or welfare ret6rm. II. ~~w.l~ a 

message ofresponeibility to both pare:lts ami';A ,JI vital pArt of 

moving f~TI'\ilico towQrd work and ~elf-:sufficiency. child S~tJtJl.ii.L 

also can act as a safety net to help ensure th~t single parent 

familiee don': need aogi~tQncc. Once fam11iee have attained 

independence, child support can keep them from falling back onto 

record on ch;i.ld support enfor"cement and anxiously await ,the 

poaitive result. that thQ p~oviaione"of welf~rc rcfo~m will bring 

tot"urthermeet these critical. goals . 

.,rQgid~nc <..:lincon bas made :mproving child oupport enforcement 

1 

http:pl:ogl."'ai.ls
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anci inereaal!\9 t":h; hi Sl.lpp.:.>.tL .l,;ulleQt.1one S. t:op prior.tty. Since. 

taking offic.,President Clinton has cracked do~ on non-paying. 

parento c:and strengthened child 8uppOl':L, tm.Iorcement / result1ng in 

record child support collections. In FY 1996, 512 billin'n in 

child eupport WQ.3 collected on behalf of the ch.Lldren at America. 

This amount excoeded the .Preeidcnt'$ Budget projcc~!Ul~ of $11.5 

billion a.nd repreoented 6. :;0 perc~nt im:.!l:e~a~ 1n chila support 

collections since FY 1992. We estima.:.e that in FY. 1997 we will 
" 

eollect .over $11 billion. tJi.nce f"Y :..~n, the nutnbe:r ot pCi:l.ying 

chl.ld support cases haa increased by 36 percent. In addition, 

includinq IV·O paternities and in-hospital paternStv 

These aceompliahmentsare i~re9sivet but projections on the 

impact of thQ nCiW provieiono tell U3 they are only thebesinn.1ng. 

"Y';'1jlo Pcr-rsonSl.l R,9£1FoneieiU.ty :lnd W.ork opportunity Re~",n~iliQtiol1 

Act (PRWORA) included the tough child ~upport measures President 

Clinton eall.d for trom ~he ;;tart t ·and child eupport enforcement 

at. the J.-'ederal an<.1 l:itate 1~ve18 is oeing transtoCrmed by these 

areas, d.velopmene ct a new incentive otruoture ~nd state 

2 
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CI.tlLD..Sl1.eRQRTtNrO~QN SYStEMS 

Stctewide autoTMted ent'o:::cement. ayI'jL~llI1i.1 i:l.re critical to the 

GUCCEU!'l8 of the child ~UPPOl;"t pI'ogram. CV1H1,.Iuterfzed &I:ylu.p.m~ ~r.e 

the only mean~ to pl;"Qviae ooth ~.LvmIJL. tlnd re11able·processi!12 ot 

information. With a 'curre=-.!t nationalcaseloaaof 20 million, W~ 

m',lQt move forward agg.clJ"ively with new teclulolv~l.t:if if we ate ~c 

keep up with the massive volume of information and transaotions 

in cvc:ry s't.Q't.e, 

Sinoe> tho inocption of the child. eupport program', we'vl!J 411 

recognized the importance of automation. By the mid-1980's all 

IV-D "gon(:ico hw'd soma level of o:u.tomation "ervi~9fa'n:i!iel:ll.H 

their States .. ·. Now, newer technologies allow us to consider· ever-

Wi th the Family Support Act of. 1965, Congress a.c}mowled~ed the 

incr.aged import~nc~ of a1.:.tomation to oh.i.ld. ouppore' and required 

et.atewide automated sy,stems in all St~tesby Oetober l 1995 and 

l~tp.~ p.xtended that d.&dlin~ to October, lPP7 .. 

J 
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1) allows a worker to 1n:'tiate a case or autom&tica.l.ly 

in1ti~tee a CQBO fQ. f~~iliee receiv~n9 p~lie 

aeeiatancej 

2} begin; lClcating abl3.F?nt pATP-nts and tracks aucomate(1 

Motor Vehicles, anCl retel."S harc:l-to-ttnd cases to the 

FederalPar$nt Lecate. Serviee~ 

patern~ty and support orders; 

4) accepts and processes case updates and Keeps th~ 

cae.worker informed about dllj:! ti.llt.P.F: And activities; 

5) mQni tors com~1 ; .. nr:~ wi th suppor.t orciers and·' .ioi tiates 

enforcement actions such as wage· w.l LlJllvl~l119 or tAX 

ref1..U"ld "ffl:l~t: ~ 

Ei} .bills cases, processee pa.ymt'.:Hlllf cr..ull make. Qiebureemen~e; 

4 
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and. 

7) maintains information for aeeount1r.glreporting ana 

monitoring. 

wi t.h required 8~feguards I St..t4il1i 4iln~urli·· that Allor t''hi!!t 

inform.tioni;; securl? and h~lrj in Rt.-ric:test privacy. 

The Federal Parent ~o~ator Service anO the r'eC1eral Tax Rerun'" 

yield. high returns for States ar.d faTniliee as well, 

As of tod~y, sixteen States have been certi!1e~ as having 

others are very close to completion. while meeting this 

eartificAti"n rfilql,li'l"fII1T'IAnt. h crucial, it is important to note 

pro("I?ss cn,1n Rupport cases as.they move towards certification. 

What happens if a St.ate doetlur.;L IIJ;~L the Octol;;lcz: 1, 3.'9' 

~r:~tl,1l"~ry dp.sdlinefor completing their system? Havinq a 

compn!hents.i. \I'~ I,.:l.l1d 5Upp01."C. eyet.em operoting etatc'W'idc io ~ State 

Plan requ1remenc. Accordi.ngly, no 11SLe£ than the end of the 

5 
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rlrSt quar~er oC FY 1"8 a St.ac:e must certi!y to us t;hrough its 

Gtete Plan that' its flY3tom meets FQmily euppor,t Act requirement~. 

Under current law we will notify any State without such a eystem 

in place th~t we intend to di~~pprovc its StQte plnn Qud notify 

the State of its Appea+ rights. The penalty for failure to meet 

tns statutory ci&..d.lin~ iG' oe",ultion of all I='eaer.l ohi'ld &rupport 

enforcement fundinu. I should notp. that. if El StAte if; nr,t 

operating Q ohild support ,Wlforeemqnt program l.lnder an approved 

State plan~ its TANr funds are aleo in jeopardy. 

Our goaJ. 1i to work with States and -provide the necessary 

enabling them to opera:te a.n effective child support enforcement 

program. All ~f U£ inv~lv~d in developina the&e systemg - the 

Office of Child ~upport ~nforcementi 8~ate child support 
. 

_gQn<:<i.lii, the corporate-community ~ - n;jlVf? bl?'~1"'! f,..nat.I!tt.~d hy t."'11 

Child support entor-cement is a mult1-taskprosrarn which involves 

locating miR~ing p~rp.ntAt establishing paternity and support 

ord.er's I enforcing 1:.11.~I:i!::l v:,u~l.~ ClW.l get;t;;'l'lepaym~ntl5 to the right 

parties.M'Jlt1ple parc1cipantE are involved in accompli!5h111~ 
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these taaks : State and loca: I\r.:I a,gemcit:-., SL:.a~e and local 

~nformatic_'lJ f(YRf.e:m o!tice., j~dil~U'~' olorkoof court. J aheriffliJi 

and parente ana children. We must'also remember that States 

ut:v~lQP chi14 e~pportey5tem3 within abroadQr State informAtion 

system context. Often, cr.ild support agencies must compete tor 

reeoureee, both doll~ro and manpower, with othQr aectors ~f ~~~~R 

govornment charged with m<6kir.~ .~hang.~ ,.••ui t.ing from weltare 

reform or modifiQQt~ono to prQP.rQ· for the yQar 2000. Lim; t.M 

vendor re.6ourees, are taxed bit :h.e number ot States moving at the 

same time to dc:vc:lop eyetem.~. 

complex systems. Others are.still struggling Wlth this effort 


. and f".oe .. major ohalleng8 in !;uC'ceSl9fully m ••1",'''9 t.he statutory 


requirements. Together we must contin~e our e!torts co make 

..utom&ti~m a relil;i.ty !on all Stlilt,?liI. 

r:hi 1 d Support .. Ie fc:u::.c.p.Jlll?nt-IDr..f':nt.,iva Funding 

AID requb':ltd undP'.T ~l(WORA, we submit ted our Child SUDl'Ort 

r.;ntorcement Incent1vt: P\.uldins Report to Congreae on M~reh 15 I 

1997. In my last. appearance before 1...1.:.J.w Cvmmittee on March. 20, 

7 
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1997,1 gave teet1mony on the content ot this R~?Ort en~ ou~ 

funding .yst@m ror the child support enforcement program. 

'rhe jo,1ntlj'-~eveloped,revenlJe neutral incentive tWld1ng proposal 

1R cough and would pUSh St.ates to improve pertonMTlcP1. Th1F: 
. . 7 

'ormula Will ensure gOOd outcomes +or !am1l1es and has a broad 

oonsensus among the States and other child support enforcemp.nt 

stakeholders. Since the completion or the incem::1ves report ..,/e 

have moved ~orvard with the States on developing etandard dsta 

Clet .i.ni Lior.~ to improve c11ild 6upport pel:tol:maI1Ce ,n::f/OL'U,rl9. , 

The cu.n:eu;t incfsntive fundi119 s;ys'_elll is b4.Bed on mAAlml e...i..t'L9 ~bih! 

support collections relative to administrative coets. A rnininrum 

incentivepayrncn.t i~ made to all Statee ;-~9a.d.leo~ of wheth~r 

performance is CJood or poor. CUrrently, States can run 

incentives, We all recognize that this does not crea.te Il 

significant incerltivc for the Qchicvcmcnt of program goalo. 

To meGt the CongrQsgional charge to th.e Sec:ret.ary of Hl1S to 

change the incentive funding ~yetem( wcc::mvcned 3 workgroup 0: 

s 
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Stat.e and. Federal partn~l,'t:I. The wOl."kg:z:·oup d.eveloped a. tonu.:.a 

. " ," .. 
that reW6raeOtatea for their ~erformance i~ fiv. critical ar.ac: 

, . 
paternity establishment, support ox-cler eetab11sl'l.ment, collectlOng 

on ,current G~pport, collQ~tionG on Qupport p~ct du~ (arrp.~~~g~~). 

And cOit effectiveness. There ie full consensus trom State 

the program. 

The workgroup e..!. so eat&bl i she~ perte,rmance standards for eCl.l.:h ur 

the mea~urGa. The.a stfu'1d(ln-d~ wmll!i determine the amount· of 

~ncent1ve a Btate would receive tor a c~rt~iu l~v~l u! . 

perforn\t\ncc ";1"I1i "'~ward Stat9J; for maintli:"nin!J high pl?rf~r!Tul'l'lt:f'! or 

rna.xing IUbstam:.ial gains in. improvill~ l.hJ;:.i..L. pel:fonna-:oc;e. The 

st.anda~dG are d,:,!':.:dgrl.rl t-.n provide tough but reachab:'@! targets foz: 

performance by rewar61ng states with 1!J.~hJ;:.L· J.ncentives IU they 

iTTiprr..wl;' . ~he 9tandards for the first four measures include a· 

ay~t'...rn, no inoant!ve would be paid unless. a State ach.1eves a 

signifiCant irnpr(Jv~wt:~~1.:- inpel."fo."...nce.. l70r the fin.Ql mc.;)oure on 

c(')~t. p.ffectiveness, if 'a State collects leae than t'tiO dollars fer 

eve::}' I.m~ dollal." expended., no incentive would bQ paid. 

http:d,:,!':.:dgrl.rl
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Ed.l:.:h $ 1...s t..1!l ,would earn five so;o.:e's ba:tec on perfo l.-ma nee on each of 

the fivQ ~Qa~uro~. Workgroup members believed all the meaaure8 

were important, but the ±l~st three measures -:- paternity 

'Q~tabliehm.ne, support order G8tablianmCint and collectiong on 
, ' , 

current support ~~ were Critical. ~atern1ty eetaclishment and 

Mupport OTr.'F,lr 1I\~I": ... hl1F:h"~I")r. .qT'p. prerequiait:ea ot collecting 

current support. which is eise;ltial tor !am.11y eel!~eU!tic1ency. 

nigher incenc1ve th~n the last two measures~- collect16nson 

own State child 2upport collections .. ita "collections bas@l." 

Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) C.5.ses and forme!' essistance 

families' ....ho were never on al!lsistance. However/ we recommend 

that collectione in TANf cal:Jel:l and ,former TANF coae~ be wcightco 

double I e.q., every dollar collected, counts as $2. Counting 

collectione for 1nocntiveo purposes in thig way aooompli.hes 

10 
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'. '.• 	 SLI:I.I.t:n:j wJ.l..h lcH~~ tl.l.t.UI~L' TANF '~.sst!!loadd ",~u.l<l nQ 11..>!i~!:H 

be penal i zed by a ca'P, as· in the current' formula., Many 

States are moving families off welfare and their 

under eurrent 'law. , .. 

• St.ttF.'!P. wnnl ci haVf~ a strong incentive to' pursue action 

families" ~hiJ.C1 suppo:::-t is critical to achieving 

indep'endence a.nd not, returning to public assistance 

rolls. 

• 	 '. Direct savings t.o St.at:e and. !i'ederal gov~"UHU:U~I..~ L-~8ul t 

from colle,cting child support in TANF cases. Costs of 

,other publ ic benef,'l tprograme such. as Food StilmpS and 

M~d'iC":"~nr:<"uld also be avoided by making collections in 

Because this system would.for. the f1rsttime:,~ performa.nee 

bReed, Bnmf:! l=ltates would naturally lose incentives by moving to 

the hew l5y~I.\;Hu. To help St~te. prepClrc: for the new lliygtftl'n, we 

r~COmfT'leno. that' t:he formultl. 1,.11;1 ph4~ed in over two yea.r" , For jo':t 
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2000. a.State would earn naltot wi'i:at':i,.t would hav~ ea.rned w'lder 

the old formula a.~d half'of 'wh5.t it Qarnli unQlir the new 

calculation. In 1"): ~OOl ,.thenew formula WOUld. be fully 

programs, budget., tor any financia.l .irr.paot. and.. improve cheir 

()f.·.r:ou=-se •. t.he· Offioe of Child ~1,l~port Enforcement. ..' ".,. , 

would contir~ueto work: w1th states 1:0 &SSllll;:. 'Chern (juring this 

'!he- wor.kgr("mp ,WIl:!:; concerned that with the enactment9f welfare! 

tererro, the chil9- ~u.J?J?v ... 1.. e • .l.t~.I.<:':l!sint!u'lt pl'ogram is .l.ikely to change 

dramatically in th~ next few y~ars'. 'l'h~T.F.:>fo'r~ t t.hfllT.'"ftport 

recommends that the chillltluJ?tJVLL ,tILuliJL:om'srestilt5 anQ effects' . .. . . , 

oft"h" l"lp.w incentive.system sho':lld be reviewed periodically. 

l.I1m1teddls<":!'e:!L~UU li:Ihvuld be .91.~~nted to the SecretAry of tlealt.h 

'and Human Servic.es to ma.keap'O:ropriate cha;nges, in consultation 

'The 'workgroup's report includes recommendations w1tb respect to 

, . 

endorsed t.he wc.'klj.L·oup' 5 recommend.ationt'l with reapee.t to the 

12 . 
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lnCent 1ve toJ;tnulCi. ,lI.•.w~l r, Dill:. have l:"cliel:-ved judgment on (!)ther . 

o~pect~ of the rooommendatione bec.u~. further work may bQ 

needed. 

We now have the groundwork in place tor a more results-oriented 

. t1\<tnJ.semen.c ot th9 N~tionE\l child 1;!'.'r'l!'lC'>r.r: .p.nforcf!ment program. We 

Gtrongly urgf? ~(",)T"ig"P.R~ .to· pass le;181a:i~n on- che. recommended 

inocmciva. funding ;yst"m to allow thp. chi 1 d RUI"~nrt ~nfQrcement 

program to truly be driven iJy achieving results· tor families and 

children in need of F.!Il.IpprrY'r.. 

In conc:l.l~ihT"l, Mr. Chairman. let me restate: 

• Muoh progress has been made in developing statewide 

efforts are er~tical to fut:Jre. succeii in providing 

8UPtJ0::1. t.\.J America'. children. 

• Th~ recommended incent1v~ funding formula, developed in 

consultat..1ou 	w.i.Lh the States, would rewa.rd. po%'form~nce 

13 
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and remain revenue neut..t:til. It i. tough but fa.ir tlnd 

will lead to poeitivc reculte for families. 

·1 want to thank the CcmrnittQQ for your work on bf1oh,,'f nf 

America I s children. Their tuture will be sign1ficantly iU!lJ! v",.,cl 

becau"e of the ne~' colJ.ection tool F.I Anl1 other rerULma requireci of 

Statee by welfare reform. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Cynthia Rice 

From: Inimai Chettiar 

Date: September 11, 1997 

Re: A summary of witnesses' testimonies on Alltomated Child Support 
Enforcement Systems before the Subcommittee on Human Resources, Committee 
on Ways and Means, House of Representatives: Wednesday September 10, 1997. 

I. Joel C. Willemssen, Director, Information Resources 
Management, Accounting and In.formation Management Division 

I I. Robert G. Williams, p'resident" Policy Studies Inc" 

III. Vicki Turetsky, Senior Staff Attorney, Center for Law and 
Social Policy, Denver, CO 

IV. Robert Doar, Director of the New York State Office of Child 
Support Enforcement for the American Public Welfare 
Associatio~ohn E. Mahoney, Director, Oakland County Department 
of Information Technology, Pontiac, MIQ)r 

1 

fvJl Jim Zingale', Deputy Executive Director, Florida Department
\.~¥ Revenue . ' 

*******'********************************************************** 
***************************************************************** 
BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE HEARING IN GENERAL: 

All six witnesses agree that while automation can be quite 
beneficial in locating noncustodial parents and increasing 
collections, the progress of, many states in implementing 
automated systems has been slow; at the same tim'e, a great deal 
of money has been spent. They eaoh make their own, 
recommendations on how to rethink a national technology strategy. 
They also note that many states will not be able to make the 
October 1 extended deadline. Most agree that the causes of the 
delay reside in the federal government's actions. 

Willemssen of the Information Resource Management, 
Accounting and Information Division sights ineffective federal 
leadership as, the main cause of this problem. He asserts the' 
need for stronger federal leadership over the state programs by 
increasing structure instate development programs, providing 
states with technical requirements necessary for meeting the 
deadline~, and devising a mechanism to verify states follow the 
appropriate course of development. . . 

Williams of Policy Studies, Inc. contends that to solve the 
problem the federal government should provide each state with 
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fixed allocation, which can then be used by the state to meet the 
statutory mandates as it sees fit. Federal technology staff 
should no longer function as certification cops, but ,'rather 
assume a leadership position in guiding the application of 
emerging techno1gies to child support. Federal requirements must 
also be more flexible and'simple. . 

Turetsky of the Center for Law and Social Policy believes 
that we should not extend the deadline again, but rather develop 
a corrective action for the states that did not meet the 
deadline. There is·a1so a great need for reassessing and 
restructuring the current computer certification process. 

Doar 'of the New' York State Office of Child Support 
Enforcement for the American Public Welfare Association also 
stresses the need for flexibility in federal regulations and 
corrective action periods. The focus of the federal government 
should be on extended program'outcomes as opposed to specifying 
specific architectural design requirements., The delay in the' 
development of these programs can be attributed to federal' 
barriers and changes in midstream, among other factors. A state­
federal technology partnership should be formulate 
recommendations to address current barriers and solutions. 

Mahoney of the Oakland County Department of Information 
Technology also agrees that federal regulations must be more 
flexible. He, however, suggests tha:t if local automated, systems 
are properly functioning, they should not be required to join the 
statewide system because local automated systems are' more 
efficient and accurate. 

Jim Zingale of the Florida Department of Revenue simply 
discusses the financial burden of "cleaning ,up~' data--that is, 
identifying and closing duplicate and invalid cases--in the 
Florida automated case programs. 

ELONGATED SUMMARY OF EACH WITNESSES'S TESTIMONY: 

I. Willemssen of the Information Resources'Management, 
Accounting'and Information Management Division: 

In order to strengthen federal leadership the Secretary 
of HHS should direct,. that the Assist'ant Secretary 1 Administration 
for Children and Families, take the following actions: ' 

?1. Develop and implement a structureJ approach to 
reviewing automation projects; 

, '2. 'Develop a mechanism for verifying that states 
follow generally accepted systems development pract;ces to 
minimize project risks and costly errors; L 

3. Use an evaluative approach for planned and ongoing 
state information technology projects, one that focuses on 
expected actual costs, benefits, and risks; 

4. Conduct timely post-imp~ementationreviews on 
certified child support systems, to determine whether they are 
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providing expected benefits; and· 
5. Provide the states with technical requirements for 

implementing welfare reform ,systems with sufficient time to allow 
the states to meet new legislatively mandated deadlines. 

--OCSE also needs to rapidly release guidelines to 
states so that they can incorporate the new requirements in to 
their current systems. 
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(5) f(,ogratf"Ji;jp!ijicatio,/·)~c;)A.¥i:~i~':~ho~d ch(ect DHHS. to u~aertak~ a' major ~ssessment.:' ' 

?£. iy7D :st~~toI-y,ari9:~i~'.g~~1~tbJ}Cr~q~remerits, V;·ith the goal of r~f9I12m~ndirig measures' , 
t6,s,implifythe'progt~(rri(.,~rh,)$;\~:t)iUlpgreatly,reduce development and operatior:l,COStS', and :" 

. reduce the ri;;ksof df:;:\/~'19Pii'f;,~ltd: fajltmt" This' assessment should be undertaken' in, '. 
1 ' .' t .' . 0 " " '" • • • ' ~" , , ,. 

:conjunction '..vithoiliertstak.eh(ilci.er:s,suchas $[tttcs, private contractors, and ad\'ocates, 
, - ..; .. ,. " '. 
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III. Turetsky of'the Center for Law and Social Policy: 
. 

To Date only 16 states have certified child support computer 
systems as required by the Family Support Act of 1988. Most 
states will miss the extended October 1,1 997 dead~ine. While 
the majority of uncertifie.d states are in the final stages of 
implementing certifiable systems, some of the largest states with 
locally -administered programs are lagging far behind. Because 
they do not meet feqeral state plan requirements, these states 
are at risk of losing all of their child support and TANF 
funding. CLASP recommends the following course of action: 

1. The deadline should not be extended again. Instead, HHS 
should begin the formal sanctioning process for'~Very~ta~that 
misses the deadline. Congress should consider clarifY1ng the 
authority of HHS to use a range of more limited and graduated 
sanctions. 

2. All states that miss the deadline should be required to 
develop a serious corrective, action plan. The plan should be 
developed through a rigorous' problem ing process led by HHS 
in each state and modeled on a structures systems development 
approach that assesses progress critical milestone. 

3. The plan should be tailored to each state, but must not 
circumvent ,federal requirements. In particular, Congress should 
hold states to the requirements that the system must be 
statewide. '" 

4. HHS should evaluate its current capacity to implement a ~~ 
rigorous collective action process, and should be encouraged to 
hire impartial outside experts to help HHS structure and guide a 
corrective planing process that can really work. 

5. HHS should report quarterly to Congress, and make any 
recommendations it has for improving the computer problem-solving 
process. 

6. HHS, with the help of states, advocates, and experts, 
should reassess and restructure the current computer 
certification process. 

IV. Doar of the New York State Office of Child Support 
Enforcement and the American Public Welfare Association: 

Federal-state systems procedures need to be changed both in 
the short-term to allow states that are not expected to meet 
current certification requirements to continue to deliver 
effective child support programs, and in the long term to better 
meet the systems and program demands of the post-welfare reform 
world. The largest states have faced the greatest challenges 
because the federal rules fail to allow the flexibility needed to 
meet the certification requirements. Unless we make the changes 
to the process, we will not be able to reach our goal of helping 
families reach self~sufficien6y by delivering child support 
services. 

A. Our recommendations in July 1997 called for the 
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following: 
1. Allow states that will have missed the deadline to 

have federal funding available to them by replacing the child 
support in'formation systems State Plan disallowance process with 
a corrective action period because federal funding reductions 
will cripple program services. 

2. Focus on expected program outcomes rather than 
specifying specific architectural design requirements. 

3. Allow a state to link ,Title IV-D child support 
automated 	systems if it is effective to do so. 

B.Many Causes 'contributed to Systems Delay , 
1. No models existed for implementing such a large 

complex automation to serve the multitude or parties and'meet the 
political and regulatoFY needs of the numerous jurisdictions 
involved in administering the child support program. 

2. HHS prescribes certification requirements which 
were developed based on technology'known during the 1980's. 

3. There were numerous federal barriers. 
4.' There were many changes in mids,ti:'eam. 
S.The process for state procurement and federal 

approval of private-sector contracts were lengthy. 
6. There was a shortage of talented and experienced 

staff. 
7. The private sector was unable to complete 

contracted work. 
8., There was a significant length of time needed to 

convert large caseloads form their old format to the new format 
used by the statewide automated system. 

,9. Large systems development is inherently risky. 
C. The Child Su~port Program is continuing to 

improve, however. 'In New York, were will collect more than $800 
million on behalf,of the 'people we serve this year. That 
represents a $220 million increase over 1994 ( a 28% increase for 
the calendar year). 

D. 'Our new recommendations to the federal government 'are as 
follows: 

1. The federal government must fundamentally alter its 
philosophy by focusing on integrating automation into the overall 
strategic plan of the human service program; and 

2. The .federal government must establish a state­
federal information technology partnership with strong 
involvement of state program ,and information systems 'staff to' 
submit recommendations to the Administration and Congress, as 
necessary. These recommendations should address current barriers 
and solutions. . 

V. Mahon~y of the Oakland County Department of Information 
Technology: 

The,~urrent regulations place state and local agencies in 
conflicting positions while attempting to provide quality 
services to their constituents in a cost effective manner. 
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'1. Changes to the'existing federal legislation should be 
flexible, allow for the use of locally-based computer systems, " 
and create incentives targeted at improving collections. 
Child Support Enforcement Sy~t~ms should be flexible to allow f?r 
local needs, complexities" and caseloads. . 

2. The statewide computer system has proven to be 
ineffective, does not work for larger counties, and has been 
costly to create and operate. Local systems can be implemented: 
in a more timely manner than a state wide system that includes 83 
independent counties. The Oakland County system has several' key 
features in its system that are not begin considered as apart ot 
the state-wide system, including: imaging, voice mail, and ! 

electronic funds transfer. It takes a state-wide system 2 days 
to mail a check to recipients, whereas, it only takes Oakland ! 
County a few hours. If a statewide system denigrates the cash : 
payment processing in Oakland County, who will be held ': 
accountable? The imposition of a federal mandate for a state- i 
wide system has required the replacement of hardware, software,' 
and requisite training of local personnel that is costly to I 
manage and' terribly inefficient.' I 

3. We once, again encourage the following County request for 
the following to be included in the "Balanced Budget Act of 1997", 
legislation: 

"States with local or court-based collection systems I 

may met regulatory complia~ne establishing a state~ 
wide central repository fo da e (e.g. data , 7 
warehousing), provided such a is accessible to all: 
parties involved in child 

, 
support enforcement efforts.i ".,, 

VI. Jim Zingale of the Florida Department of Revenue: 

Florida's automated case system needed to be cleaned-up. 
Many cases are either duplicates or invalids thateef~~F\ 

created erroneously. Others are unable to be pursued ased~n 
either insufficient, inaccurate, or outdated case infor ·on. 
The Florida computer system, however, is unable to distinguish 
between these "bad" cases and the "good" cases. Thus, the system 
will conduct activities, generate alerts, and produce reports ort 
all cases.'. " I 

Florida then formed an automated method to identify ad close 
cases in accordance with federal case ciosure criteria. The firs1t 
task in producing this system is determining whether a court ' 
ordered child support obligation exists on a case. The second I 

task consists of identifying t~e unobligated cases which are abl~ 
to be closed in accordance with federal closure criteria. The 
third ,task consists of performing the actual closure of the. . 
identified closure candidates on the system. The final ta.sk i 
consists of entering the names and addresses pertaining~ot ~, 
cases requiring a notification letter into an electronic f~-L~~l 
The total personnel related costs of such a venture totaled 
$4.713m. 
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Additional details of (I) Willemssen's testimony: 

A. The .study found ,that while automati.on can' be quite 

beneficial in locating more noncustodial pa:rents and increasing 

collections, ,the progress ,of many states in implementing 

automated sys'tems. has been slow; at the same time, a great deal. 

of money has been spent.,. 


B. Benefits: 
1.Tota~ collections jumped 80%,from 1990 to 1995; I 


however, the total number of cases also ~ncreased~" Consequently, 

the number, of cases 'in which collections were being made~ has I 

remained between 18 and 29 percent. I 


2. There is now an improved ability to locate ! 


noncustodial parents through the ability of automated systems to 

interf~ce with other stat~ and federaldatabas~s. 


3. There is also an improved ,tracking of paternity, 

establishment and enforcement actions ' 


4. There is an increase in'dollars collected. 
5. There is also a decrease in the a cunt of time 


needed to process payments achieved through gra er orker 

efficiency and productivity. . 


C. Costs: ~~'i.· /,'1. The federal contribution totals. $2, billion of the r/ 
total $2.6 billiori spent 

2. Many states seriously underestimated the costs • 
.Thus, ,as costs are m~)Unting, progress' is slowing. I 

3. 14 states will be unable .to' maj{e the October 1 .1 

deadline. I 


D. Problems which impeded the early development process: 'I 
1. OCSE did, not perform technical review's commensu~a1te . 


with, the size and the c.om.p1exity of thi~.~nationwide un.dertak1~.] .. /)

2. ,OCSE decidedthatstates~tf~nsfer, for their OW~I i ( 


use, systems that were already in operation in other states. • 6 


OCSE, however" issued 'this decision before it had assessed '. 

whether a sufficient number of systems were available to be I 

transferred, In fact, only 8 system were in. use,none of which I 

had been certified by the new 1988 requirements. Many states, I 

thus, transferred incomplete and/or otherwise incompatible I 

systems. causing additional expense· and delay. • 


3. OCSE has not' implemented a recommendation made .in' 

out 1992 report--to suspend federal funding, when major problems 

are·identified. 


E. Ineffective,federal leadership irthibits states' progress: 
1. OCSE's oversight has beart narrowly focused and has I 


consequently been ineffective in, assessing the states' systems 
 1 

development approaches and pr,ogress. OCSE does; not use state . 

advance planning. 'and their updates to oversee major investments 
1 

in systems development projects; but rather operates through ' 

paperwork review tied to fuhding authorization and monitoring o~ 

self-assessed programs. . . ' .' .',,' ~ 


" 2. OCSE does not require sta'tes'to follow a ~:_~~:~ 

discipli'ned, approach: to systems developm~nt becausei t ::tacKs tn~ 

necessary technical expertise and resources to evaluate progress 


. at critical·points in the development process. Instead, OCSE h~s
:,' . , I 

<. I. 

i' 

http:automati.on


i 

. ,. 


focused mainly on whether states are meeting or expect to meet 
system requirements according tot he states; own evaluations~ 

3. States were sometimes put in a position of having: 
to present inaccurate, impossible schedules showing that 'they 
could indeed meet the October deadline so that there funding 
would not be' jeopardized. " 

4., OCSE missed the opportunity to change directions in 
development early, when problem were first noted. 

, 5. It monitors systems development strictly on'a state 
by state basis. It would be more helpful to use a nationwide !I 

perspective. 

, 
. I 
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I. ents for the FLORIDA System 

1985·87 

1985-87 

1.987 

1988 

1989·91 

1991 

1992 

1994 

1996 

1996·97 

developed for State of Ohio. 

for new pul:llic assistance (FAMIS) and eSE. 

, for both public assistance and CSE functions, . 

EDS bid the CRIS·E system from Ohio for the 
and the Prince George County !V-D system 

FLORIDA using the CRIS-E design. The Prince' 
to be inadequate for CSE and instead CSE 
RIS-E based design. 

decides t6 implement FLORIDA without full CSE 
between FLORiDA and CSEMUS (CSE legacy system) 
management functionality. 

still missing CSE financial management 

HRS to the Department of Revenue (DOR). CSE 

maintained by DHRS under interagency agreement 


nality added to FLORIDA. 

needed to meet 1988 Family Support Act 

. {Rehabilitative Services, Florida's social 
services agency_ changed to the Department of Child ren 
and Families in Jan 
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Si nificant Dates 

1988· 

1992 

June 1992 

1993 


January 1994 

March 1995 

June 1995 

December 1995 

January 1996 

March 1996 

April 1996 

June. 1996 

July 1996 

November 1996 

December 1996 

Act passed by Congress requiring 
of all state CSE systems by 10'1/95. 

""",1"","1"1 implemented statewide 

as FLORIDA contractor; Deloitte Touche 

tion guide with FSA requirements issued 

support. contnict turned over from Deloine 
Unisys 

technical assistance review in Florida to assist 

port with technical assistance findings.. , 

to DOR and HRS executive management to 
contracting resources to accomplish federal 

ted, using existing resources 

definition phase started 

assigned to project (19 contractor 
n;:'"'''''''T''' 4 contractor testers; 5 state) 

and .subsequently approved for additional 

"'Tt"I"I~"'( testers) 

Fkuiall CqplJrtmenr of 3 
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ES9021 
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• Program 
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• 

• 
5,200+ 

• 

• 

1980's 

ter cooled computer) 

Sysplex in order to share resources. 
ped to 85% with the new hardware and 

en vilonmen tJ 
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, On September 15, 
million closed and 
state for the 

writing sixty 
.	and further states 
in response to the 
enforcement of an 

.	custodial parents 
closure leners do 
identified as ruu 
closed not only if 
closure letter is 
reference. 

listed about 2.6 million CSE cases - including 1.1 
ion Locate Only cases (cases referred from another 
and 1.4 million cases demanding either . 
existing cnild support obligation. About 370,000 

1~1 million cases for which a support order 

t only places an increased strain on the system 

onsequently, the ,cleao::up, of the FLO RIDA 

goal of significantly improving the delivery of its 


bllgated case would require an inordinate amo~nt 

:de.v:is'~fd. This method consists of an off·line . 
to all CSE cases listed in FLORIDA and 'the 


cases able to be closed based on predetermined' 

some of these cases may be closed immediately 

to the custodial parent sixty calendar days prior 


into FlOAIDA to effect the closure of these 

from the mailing date of the last notifiea'tion ' 


this I,ener indicate an interest in continuing use 

input into FLORIDA will manually be inactivated 


.in 45 'CFR 303.11 (el which states that: 'in 
. ancipation (45 CFR 303.11Ib)(1)) or tack of 

·the State must notify the custodial parent in . 
the case of the State's intent toclos8the case" 

" open if the custodial parent supplies information 
the establishment of paternity or support order or 

. pertain only to cases associated with 
with the IV·D agency, indicating that such 

that are associated with custodial parents 
rding to federal interpretation, a case may be' 

respond to the closure letter but ~Iso if the. 
that the letter is retained for futvre 

ad as of September 15, '1996,61 0,686 
- were targeted forclosure, 359,865 of which ' .. 

custodial parent. Responses received from 
nces subsequent to September 15,1996 led to 



P.12 9-11-199710:12AM 

.The method of id 
federal guidelines 
off·line database, i 
unobligated cases 
resulting list of 
pa re ntnotification 
system to effect 
discussion of.this 

On September 15, 
activities, addresse 
listed in FLORIDA 
computer within 
records then were 
bytes of storage 
1,173,916u 

case as a merger 

cases, cases 
uniQue code for id 
manually into the 
that are uasa 
that match another. 
based on all of the 
able to be identifi 
require a manual ( 
Since the custodial 

custodial parents, 
arranges the cases 
an obligation by 
establishment ca 
parent associated 

idates and established the final nUl1"\ber of cases 
these cases was closed on January 20. 1997. 

be closed systematically in accordance with 
of downloading FLORIDA case data into an 
and invalid cases, subjecting the remaining 

ed closure ~filters", removing any cases from the
to be handled manually, mailing the custodial 
the final closure candidates into the FLORIDA 

er of this document provides a detailed 

s including data On all individuals, accounts. 
ning to the 2,585,692 child support cases 

100 data tapes for transfer to a separate 

Using SAS (Statistical Analysis Software), these 


ted databases requiring a total of 6.8 giga 

led analysis necessary to identify those of the 

. inaccordance with federal guidelines. 

'i'i"ili·...·,..t·.:..·..,__..I!!·••f.,~..ri as two Of more cases listing 
Others may be considered iIiiWa'li'O·since they 

al and non-custodial parent, Of fall to identify 
Of dependent(sL Whereas duplicate cases 

case(s) into the case identified as the 
either identifying a possible duplicate dominant 

urrent data deficiencies. . 

",,'on,,:>,,", that automatically merges duplicate 

lIy are targeted for closure. By chOOSing a 

these cases, they may later be merged 


of the ~w(ong" case, only those cases 
Iy, limiting this effort to those duplicates 

custodial and non-custodial parent but also 
invalid cases for, which a dominant case was 

.Iy. All other duplicate and invalid .cases will 
dominant case or correct any data deficiencies. 

I not be affected by the closure of subordinate 
be mailed; 

set of duplicate cases, a program was designed 
sorting routine. The initial sort pertains to the 
the cases by dependents, custodial parents, 

ing references to the same dependents, 
re grouped together. The second level sort . 

ing to their stage in the process of establishing 

establishment cases and the latter before pre­


public assistance status of the custodial 
associated with current PA reCipients first. The 

10 
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fourth level perta 
recent comment. 
public assistance 
the Social Securi 
such that real 

In compliance 
·upon acceptance 
Florida requires 
CSE services via 
fee. Consequently 
unless such an a 

Pre-eS'tablishment 
received AFDC 
whethe.rCSE 
custodial parents 
during which to 
between them 
receiv!ng CSE se 

Based on the cl 

However, syS'tem 
inClude former 
associated with 
individuals that 

Manual review of 
Office project whi 
custodial parent 
were able to be cl 
analysis as fulfill' 
closure of cases s 

lists the cases according to the age of the most 
case wpeand lists responding cases before 
non-assistance cases. The sixth level looks at 
al and custodial parent and arranges the cases 
before pseudo Social Security numbers, A 
subordinate duplicate cases able to be closed 

sas indicated that the program correctly 
S. 

cases; or 3.6% of FLORIDA's unobligated 

a notification letter to be mailed. 


FLORIDA unobligated cases were subjected 
a or "filters", leading to the identification of 

be closed. 

hiCh states that CSE is to provide its services 
proper application filed with the department", 


ve never received AFDC benefits formally request 

tion (the NA Contract) and a $25 application' 


between CSE an,d those custodial parents' 

ese, 

I parents residing in Florida who have never 

~n affirmative answer to the question as to 

of an approval for AFDC. Since none of these 


ired,personal interview with a CSE case analyst 
and the appropriate fee, no contract exi~ts 

ntly, these cases cannot be considered as 
prior notification to the custodial parent.: 

",rr,nru'nlJ$ case type'assignments and mistakenly 
'types. By matching all custodial parents 

'996 public assistance database, those 
..n,,, .. ,,,., during 'this .time period and, therefor1'!i have 

. Theca,s8s associ,ated with these custodial 
06 and 07 selected for closure. 

cases obtained during the Leon County Model 
a case type 06 or 07 ~ssociated with a 

ring the 1996 calendar year indicated that all 
the first 50 cases identified during the statewide 

med this result. Consequently, an automated, 

to generate no error, 


cases, or 4.2% of FLORIDA's unobligated 

a notification letter to be mailed. 


Florida OflPl1rtment of ". 



9;-1 1 -1 997 10: 1 3AM 96905750 	 P.l.:1 

2. fmancjpatlQQ ' 
According to 45 
of majority and 
CSE to pursue an' 
the child haying 
related to the, 
child reaches maj 
reached majority 
child reaches 
the preceding 
notified in writing 

Within Leon 
dependents only 
dependents havi 
and not having 
Establishment ca 

to an existing 
parent (2 cases). 
of the analysis 

Application of 
obligated C.U'IEUQlaa 

cases. 

Rodas DepsrtmeM of 

may be closed if the child has reached, the age 
order. However, common practice has been for. 
if the case has been filed with the court prior to 

Section 95.1 ~ (3)(bL F:5., allows an action 
commenced up to four years from the date the 
bligated case in which all of the dependents have 

with the courts prior to the date the youngest 
. 	 Should the youngest child reach majority within 

an issue, the custodial parent may need to be 

can be determined accurately (provided the date 
information regarding the date on which the case 

r paternity.is at issue is, i,f available at all, 
s that may have been filed with the court from 
that show any indication of legal action within 

within the prior 12 months are determined as ' 
indicator consists of the extremely 

made to ensure that letters reQuesting the 
in eSE's services are mail,ed only on cases in 

case were associated with emancipated 
ishment cases fulfilled the criteria of all 

been established within the past 12 months, 
pa'st 36 months. Manual review of the1 ,015 

nable to be closed either due to the existence of a 
on some reference within the case comments 

(33 casesl or an incarcerated non-custodial 
cases are able to be identified via a modification 

35 cases can be identified automatically. 

via a modified emancipation criterion would 


ver, the review of the first 50 cases identified 

criterion .indicated that all could be closed without 

99,244 caseS. 8.2% of FLORIDA's un­

closure letter for all but 24,357 PA Pending 


ie assistance, section 409.2569, F,S., states 
e services after the recipient ceases to receive' 


in person not to do so by the former recipient". 

CFR 303.11 (bj{12); which allows for the closure 

,rO"IOF!O CSE "docu'ments the circumstances of. the 
by the custodial parent is essential for the next 

h custodial pa'rants who are former reCipients 
ither specific instru~tions to the contrary are 
eration of the custodial parent can be 

12 
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'documented. 
for the required 
information nec 
with former AF 
custodial parent 
_ provided the 
noncooperation 
(case type 13) a 
who have deer 
assumption of a 
However, an 
be pursued 
requirement of a 

However, system 
include current 
custodial parents 
linked to current 

To prevent any 
that have not 

,recipients. Pre­, 
the type 1 3 that 

Manual review of 
criterion of being 
public assistance 
remaining cases 
download of the 
responsible for u 
of custodial 
receive public 
closure of cases 
confirmed ,by the 
criterion. 

Application of thi 
unobligated casel ' 
cases. 

show no record 
clo~ed according 
is essential for 
to contact CSE a 
Provided the cu 

. , 

ith Pre-Establishment cases have 'never appeared 
case analyst which is essential for obtaining, the 

Therefore, Pre~Establishment cases associated 
. in accordance with 45 CFR 303.11 (b)12) if the 

requ'est to contact CSE and schedule an interview 
that failure to respond is interpreted as 

case. Cases classified as "PA Arrears Only" 
r Foster Care cases or with former PA recipients 
cases originally were established based on the 

assistance benefits by the State of Florida. 
y has since established that these case may not 
s for these cases to be closed without ,the , 
the custodial ,parent. 

CSE case types 11 and 13 should be associated 

receive public assistance but have in the past. 


s case type assignments and mistakenly 
within these case types. Similarly, not all the 
01 and 02, which should include only cases' 
presently receive AFDC. By matching aU 

01, 02, ,11 and 13 to the 1996 public assistance 
public assistance benefits may be identified~ 

s public assistance status, only those individuals' 
the past 90 days are considered "former" AFDC 

s 01, 02, and 11 and aU unobligated cases of 
parents may then be selected for closure. 

County Pre-Establishment cases fulfilling the 
with a custodial parent who formerly received 

\f-s:p-ven were able to be closed. The three 
lal parents who received AFDC benefits after the 

. By introducing a routine in the program 
cases to be closed which verifies the PA status 

associated with custodial parents who currently 
can be eliminated. Consequently. an automated 
expected to generate no error, which was ' 

,cases identified statewide as fulfilling this 

tional 189:209 cases, 16.2Q/o of FLORIDA's 
closure letters to be generated for all but 20,652 

I parents who currently do not receive AFOC and 
parent within the past 24 months may be, ' 

s'ed on the presumption that updated information 
CSE may notify the custodial parent in writing 

to update the case information on flia. 
that failure to respond will be jnt~rp(eted as 

Plon'daDepSrlmflnt of 13 
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Since a case an 
case commenta 
determining the 
01,02,06,07, 
being associated 
received AFDC 
the past 24 ml".nfin· 

routine identical 
entering the closu 

type errors and 
the case, errors 
Based on a manua 
fulfilling this c' 

pursue the case. 
the name of the 
respond will be 
cases may then 
cases identified 
error. 

Constituting reque 
Florida, Locate 
included in the sy 
period of 90 days. 
ever been closed • 
far back as May 1 
'80 days in order 
identified for 

Constituting referra 
Pending cases lea 
upon the final dec 
FLORIDA progra 
resulting in 159, 

case, all cases associated with custodial parents 
closed. 

contact with the custodial parent within the 
fitting this profile may be identified by 
,recent comment available. Ail cases of the type 
against the public assistance database as not 

assistance (defined as individuals that have 
and that show no record of a comment \!Vithin 

under this criterion. To avoid any errors, a 
·j;,.,r ...... ''''r AFDC Cases~ will be employed when 

county cases fulfilling this criterion resulted in 
the remaining 48 cases (26%) revealed case 

,t'\,..I'>rrn",·tinn as the main'reasons for failing to close 
of the program routine discussed above. 

identified during the statewide analysis as 

I 119,476 cases, 10.2% of FLORIDA's 

closure letters to be generated for aU cases. 


~"'r.pnl·'" who currently do not receive public 
no AFDC benefits during the past 90 days) 

may be closed based on 45 CFR 303.11(bH 12) 
parent is essential in order for CSE to further 

parent in writing to contact CSE and disclose 
ed the notification advised that a failure to 
and lead to the closure of the case, all of these 
Based on the manual review of the first 50 

as fulfilling this criterion, none would be closed in 

6.553 casas, .6% of FLORIDA's unobligated 
to be generated for aU cases. 

[or:lfinn of individuals presumed to reside in 
automatically entered into FLORIDA so as to be 
een FLORIDA and other state agencies for a 

errors, however, none of these cases have 
live Locate Only cases on FLORIDA dating as 

of an establishment date within the past 
flORIDA, 95,649 Locate Only cases may be 

to ,the approval or denial of AFDC benefits, PA 
,CIl'Hn",.. into the appropriate PA or NA case type 

parent's qualification for AFDC benefits. Due to 
of these cases have never changed type ­

on ~LORIDA dating as far back as March 

, Florid. Oepl!Jl'lment 01' 14 
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than twO months, 
to remain open on 
with a custodial 
criterion, 35,585 

current support, 
has physical 
the custodial 

The~e cases may 
and determining 
the dependem(s) I 
unobligated cases 
be closed. To e, 
during September 
considered as 

8QJUSTMENTS 
Having identified 

, types of 
manual ,n,.",nJA,..,.,,"l, 

parents. As a side' 
with the closure 
County cases that 

to a custodial pa 
parent - i.e. a du 
systematically as 
case into which to 
conjunction with a 
the duplicate case 
case required to 
to eliminate these 

eased on these 

'assistance is generally made within no more 
that.a PA Pending case, in order to be able 

ed within the past' 80 days or.be associated 
996 public assistance database. Based on this 
can be identified for closure. 

onal 131.234 cases, 11.2% of FLORIDA's 

h required a notification letter to be mailed. 


program, establish judgments for reimbursement 
of the IV~Dagency is to establish ongoing 

indicates that an order for retroactive 
with an order for current support. Orders for 
on behalf of the custodial parent that actually 
thus is unable to proceed with a ease in which 

not having custody of the child(ren) and, 

cse data with the public assistance database 
currently receives AFDC benefits on behalf of 

such a custodial parent be identified, all 
ependent(s) but a different custodial parent can 
custodial parel'lts in receipt of an AFDC check 

an AFDC check during a future month 'were 
children covered in the AFDC grant. 

a[ ',541 cases, .10/0 of FLORIDA's unobligated 
to be generated for all cases. 

5% of FLORIDA's unobligated caseload, two 
temOIl;;l1 of a total of 28,589 cases requiting 

of 8,583 interstate cases due to a need to 
IV-O agencies rather than the custodial' 

rstate cases will reduce the error rate associated 
on the emancipation criterion: of the 35 Leon 

error, all but 1 1 were interstate cases. 

of 20,006 cases requiring a notification letter 
another case listil'lg the same non-custodial 

Unable to close these cases' 
will· be required to determine the dominant' 

Although these cases could be closed in 
[etter, the custodial parent may not be aware of 

the closure letter as pertaining to the 
confusion, manual intervention will be required 

cases were targeted for systematic closure. 

Florida Depsrrm,fif)( of 8<1 
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On November 30, 
remaining 381,67 .. 
December 29. 1 

responses received 
remaining 377,339 
January 21, 1997 
automatically as a .. 

contact and, c 
these cases .to be 
Department by 
supplied by the 
its pursuit of the 

Based on ~""'.....r,.,n,,",, 

with the Model 
FLORIDA. identify ~ 
the actual closure 

RIDA, a two-step process consisting of the 
cation of basic case data was employed. A tape 
targeted closure date associated with each of 

was uploaded to FLORIDA on November 
to the removal of 46,469 eases from the closure 
of a support order (3,633) or the approval for 
September 15, 1996 data download. Of the 


were found to already have been closed or 

leaving 553,557 to receive a pending 


date. 


automatically closed on FLORIDA. The 
a second caseload verification program run on 
ing history transaction on 4.332 cases based on 
ases) or the approval for AFDC or MediCaid 
verification program. Excluding the effect of the 

to continue their case with CSE, the 
.on December 31, 1996 (351,592 cases) and 


the number of cases able to be closed 

ed at 559,885. 


359,865 required a notification letter to be sent 
Department's intent to close the case and 

wishing to continue their case within 30 days 
mailing amouoted to 333,447 letters and was 

tive closure date of December 31, , 996. The 
418 letters was completed November 21 # 1996 ­

21, , 997 for these cases. 

as undeliverable, establishing eSE's inability to 

servic.es to the custodial parent - and allowing 

9 letters. (4.0%) were returned to the, 


their case. Only if the information newly 
be sufficient to allow the Department to continue 
from being closed. 

tools to conduct a review of FLORIDA'schild 
these 559,885 cases was able to be completed 
nC"·~T.n,,, solely of expenses related to the mailing 

- a cost of $.024 per case. 

caseload review conducted in conjunctioo 
a manual effort to review all opeo cases in 

in accordance with federal guidelines. perform 
files required to produce the custodial parent 

tional $4.1 million· occupying 148 case 
period of 12 months. 

16 
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time of 2.S minutes' 
~~d~d.!l.esseSIItI&.1~ajr.litill 
so as to be able to 
exception of the 
these tasks reQuire 
of case analysts 
these tasks thus 
supervisory n"'CO'T"n" 

total of 1 6 supe 
" 1997, the total 
Estimated at 35.6 

. "ngthe names and Social Security numbers of 
with each of the 1,543,008 open child . 

had to conduct four individual tasks to effect 

average tIme of 2.5 minutes per lener.. With the 
accomplished by WPSO pOSitions (PG10), 

program and FLORIDA, thus demanding theuse 
n FTE utilization rate ·of 80%, completion of 

FTE and 9 WPSO FTI:. In addition, one 
group of 10 case ana!ystsand WPSOs - for a 

minimum salary requirement effective January 
ith these positions amounts to $3,476m. 
add an additional S, .241 m, establishingPaYt0't11 

" 
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-
, 

ANNUc\LUF, Min Sabry S .. IIIO EXPI':RSI': 

Task': Obligation S 
Tesk 2: Closl,lte ...",noIO" 

TeSK 3: Cilse CloSl,lre 

2S.7li 
, 95',653 

2SA4S 

, 5.5 
"7.6 
..J.U' 
148.4 $20.224 $ 3.000m 

14,994 ~ 
9.0 $ 14.744­ S O.133m 

16.0 $21,437 & O.343m 

Total Sal4riel! 
Total Benefits 

173.4 NA $ 3.476m 
i J.237m 

Total Salaria!! &'8a08 ~Yl~Q;l 
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TIVE 
,...,.loJ'......... TO APPEAR BEFORE 

ON HUMAN RESOURCES 
ON WAYS AND MEANS 

SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 

PANEL: Incentive 

PANEL: Automated 

Bob Williams. 

PHOTOCOPY 

PRESERVATION 


• Office ofChild Support Enforcement, ' 

Services 


*** 

Children's Defense Fund, Washington, D.C. 

Division ofChild Support· Enforcement, 
, Phoenix, Arizona· , 

Child Support Enforcement, Department of SoCial 

-.:::..=.::.--------..- -------_.-----,... ........... . 


Resource Management, U.S. General 
D.C. 

Inc:. Denver, Colorado 


, Center for Law and Social Policy. 


Office of Child Support Enforcement, on behalf 
Association. Washington, D.C.. 

County Department of Infonnation Technology, 

, Florida Department of Revenue, 

*'** 
*** •• 
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PORT ENFORCEMENT SYSTEMS 

Stre~t, Suite 900 

Colorado 80202 
863-09,00 
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on Human Resources 
on Ways and Means 
States Congress 
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II. Williams of Policy Studies Inc: 

Effective use of 
of the child suppOtt 
challenge of' 

(1) Fixed allotment 
the 80 percent "'U'L14~1" 
this money will 
state with a fixed 

automation. and 
data comlLlU'U~"_'" 
automation requi 
remaining funds to 0 

(2) Elimination of 
eliminate the need 
closed end funding, 
There would be a 
that is tied in 'With 

(3) A leadership role 
the opportunity to 
required to function 
in guiding the a 

(4) Flexiblestat{J­
have the limited 

repornng, Celrltra.u;zec 

(5) Prograd' ';~""""'H'''''''''·. 
of IV-D starutory 
to simplify the pro 
reduce the risks of 
conjunction with 0 

~HOTOCOPY 
PRf;SERVATION 

critical element in the continued improvement 

. fication deadline almost upon us, and the 


PR\'V'ORA requirements already underway, this is 

technology strategy for child SUPP0It. 

90 percent enhanced funding for automation, 
Ri\' is capped at $400 million. Since all of 

the federal government should provide each 
be used by the state to meet the statutory 

are clear enough to guide State 
a limited number of other standards involving 
states that could meet the PRWORA . 

their full allotment could re-direct the 
support technology applications. 

The fixed allotment approach would 
and separate federal certification criteria. With 

. ficacon for a bureaucratic oversight process­
er tht: state has met PRWORl\ deadlines, but 

compliance. 

Adopting a fixed allotment approach will create 
eral child support technology staff. No longer 
", these staff could assume a leadership position 

logies CO child support. 

requirements. The Secretary of DHHS should 
ons from PRWORA implementation 

deviations are based on sound plans for 
sheer volume of PRWORA requirements \lI-ill 

timely automated support. The Secretary 
s for certain core functions such as new hire 

direct DHHS to undertake a major assessment 
with the goal of recommending measures 

reduce development and. operation costs. and 
This assessment should be undertaken in • 
as states, private contractors, and advocates. 
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Introduction 

:Mr. Chairman and 
testify concerning au 
issue is somewhat. 
of supporting roles in 
On the other hand, 

In this testimony, I 
realized from these a 
problems that have 
dramatic break from 
automation. Under a 
federal role of "cert,i 

on assunung a ''-'-LH''''''' 

benefits from .....\,..u.....VJ 

I would also lik.e to 
then on the. subject 
enactment of the full 
our operations .[han 
heartfelt thanks [0 

outstanding 
is truly a remarkable 
compliant. The posi 
doubt that this law 
children across the 
enforcement of chi! 

Many positive 
statewide computer 
guess is that 
deadline, or '-Vithin a 

P.S 

nee, thank you for this opportunity to 
rt enforcement systems. My perspective 00 this 

Policy Studies Inc. (PSI) perfo~ed ~ range 
statewide automated systems in a dozen states. 
many different state systems because our 

on these systems in seven states. 

ations about the many benefits already being 
with our own views of some of the 

these successes and failures, we propose a . 

Id transform the 6:derai role in child support 
support technology allotments to states, the 

be put to rest, along with the ponderous c).'de of 
and APD updates. The federal staff could focus 
. and the states could focus on maximizing . 

ff productivity and child support collections. 

beJore this subcommittee on February 1995, 
tization. At that time, I sugges~ed that 

child SUppOIT reforms would do more to improve 
Mr: Chairman, I would like to extend our 

the Subcomtnirree, and (he staff for your 
the child support provisions of PRWORA. This 
of states has been exceptionally rapid and 

'slation are already being felt. There can be no 
rhe well-being of custodial parents an~ their 

re timely and consistent establishment and 

from the 1988 mandate mat all states develop 
Although no one knows for sure, our best 

will have operational systems by the October 1st 
rds. These systems will be able to meet federal 

1 
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remaining states will 

It is difficult to I"\U;="'''.~~ 

let me offer the 
program in 4 out of 
lacking until the 
without its difficul 

more timely eSLa.U'U,;)lU 
worked in several 
laid the groundwork 
and issue wage a 

One of the most 

counts the 

These kinds of 

But we all know 
process..Because 
implementations 
frustration is very 

some adjustments. Even many of the 
automation relative to their earlier q.pabilities. 

will be.derived from these systems. To explain. 
that S'tate, where we operate the child support 
, automation has been almost completely: 
the ne:\V statewide system. TCSES. Wb.ile not- . . . 

bornerlt effort went well and the system is within 

clons? For the first time, other than limitt:d 
tracking of all case actions. Searches of 

had to be laboriously checked one at a time 
ked automatically. This enables US to take 

t actions. Cases that: were unknowingly being 
. titied and worked in 0x:Uyone. The system has 

Reporting) to automatically identify employers 
child support. 

system is that Clerks of Court have access to 
. TCSES, the function was actually 
crus means is that some Clerks of Court were 

over::;ize ledger books by hand. In some of our 

into the Clerk's offices for MO or three days 

child support payments. Green eyeshades and 

in these environmems. Now Clerks enter 
system maintains the payment histories and 

ted cveI)"I.Vhere that new computer systems are 
will be established, collections urill increase, and 
our expensive staff resources. 

romatcd child support systems has been a painful 
complex.ityof these systems. even successful 

success is not yet within n::ach, the 

2 
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these systems have 
even be within 
scrap their 
the development 
means that a dispro 
affected. 

Some of the causes 
Office: and DHHS 
The transfer 

excessively ngid and 
without protecting 

Some states '-U\.v ....'u 

successful 
agencies, prosecu 

. needed technical , 
private contractOrs 
to overly optirrustic 
of the development . 
have failed to 

other issues that 
instructive in consi 
technology eXUr..."n.LI.L' 

Allor l'Vothing iVlega 
modular one. \'Vhile 
systems one piece at 

federally-mandated 
efforts into a single, 
requirement, this 
already had a sys 
required to ignore 

all technically demanding implementations, 
too much. Some small group of States will not 
by October 1st. A handful may even have. to 

and start over. The \l.rorst problem is that 
t behind tend to be in the largest states. This. 

national IV-D caseload has been adversely 

been well documented by General Accounting 
reports, as well as other commentators. 

. rather than speeding development, it generally 
"one-size-fits-all" certification requirements were. 

ed. The APD process slowed development 
rnments from failures. 

in forging the political consensus needed· for 

ps such as county-operated child support 


of court. Some states failed to deploy the: 

management expertise. Last, but not least, 


rec6i:d. In most states, contractOrs \V'illingly bid 
states, contractors under-estimated the complexity 
their own capabilities. In soml;; states, contractOrs 

I would like to focus our attention on several 
in developing these systems. These are 

reliable benefits from our child support . 

development path lsa step-by-step 

, a progressive development strategy would build 

tarting with an existing 'structure. In contrast, the 


forced states to funnel all of their technology 
system. Worse, because of the transfer 

from dSc\'vhc~e. A state like Oregon, which 
but aging technicalmfrastructure, was 

resource and try importing something else. 
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Only after that effort 
around a computer 

innovative states 

be devised to regulate 
and APD Updates. ' 
our the money. 
challenging dey 
jnevitable, and even 
requiremepts as the d , 
schedule pbnrung. 
updates. The resourc 
to the higher than 
development times. 

The Certification 5 
certification 
there v,rere two s 
'mirumum of flexibili 
system incorporate 
programs. TIlls is 
the other programs 
been to waive the 
those interfaces later.· 
requirements of 
California and 

back to the sounder strategy of rebuilding 
well. 

statc'lNide systems were under development,: 
frozen. ,Xlhile Corporate America was busily 
gtaphi.cally-based, powerful personal . 

networks. states remained locked into the old 

, The trans,fer requirement and the. single 


dictate mainframe applications, while: the freezing 
on smaller-scale, interim systems' prevented 

technologies. Only a few of the most 
modern, graphically.based (\X'indows) 


in other than a token way. ' 


.L.........,''''.... '''' 
funding was uncapped, a process had to 
of Advanced Planning Documents; APOs, 

been as good as any other way to merer 
heavy bu'reaucraric procedure on an already. 
changes in this type of development are . 
from more sophisticated understandings ~f 
changes in technology; and more detailed 
d thel! plans, they had to submit APO 

entailed by this process undoubtedly contributed 
t COSts and, especially, to the longer than expected 

build the~r systems to a one-size·fits-aH set of 
the requirements seem quite reasonable, but 
. application. First, they'\vere interpreted with a 
certification standard required that the iv-o 


to connect '\v'ith the IV·A, IV-E, and Medicaid 

.' 

were required to huildthese interfaces even if ' 
A more reasonable approach would have 

nothing to connect to, and let states build 
little or no latitude accorded to the unique 

had to meet the same requirements as 
. has 50 times as many child support 

4' 
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cases. Logic dictates 
automation needs, 

Another problem 
was no concept of 
developme.nt. 'Ibis 
benefits from 

What Went W1vng~' A 
went on .longer and 
failures that have left 

successful' 

developments, these 
any less disturbing. 

Perhaps almost as 
flexibility, and high 
implemented. The 
that states are now a 

earned experience. 
development 

Effective use of 
improvement of the 
us. and the challenge 
underway, now is 

Fixed Allotment F 

percent enhanced 
is parceled out to 

there would have been differences in 
that would have been justified. 

rerne:nts \'I,ras their all or nothing nature. There 
that would have. accommodated modular 

development and delayed the time that any 

agreement that the development efforts 
There have also been a series of notable 

of larger states '\.vithout systems ready for 
bereft of useful automation). Nine years after 

everyone involved has become humble<.1 by 
challenges that needed to be overcome for 
failure rates for large-scale systems 

ng, but that docs not make the consequences 

lex use~ interfaces. lack of developmental 
systems that have been successfully 

of the. systemsp.rovide good functionality and 
sophisticated because of their hard­

however, to support. the continued rapid 
other programmatic changes, to achieve lower 

staff productivity. a~d to further enhance 

,~ . . 

a critical dement in the continued ~peracional 
. With th~' certification deadline almost upon 

stringent PRWORA requirements already 
national technology strategy. 

. RW'ORA has created an opponuniry for a 

earlier 90 percent enhanced funding, the 80 ' 
is capped at $400 million. \Vhen .that money 

enough to pay for all the changes required in 
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.. 

'their automated 
the need for a corltlI1lU 
an open-ended POt 
(if they did not 
longer be justified on 

or between srates. 
requirements, for 
specifies the ....J..L.kUUH.U·. 

has promulgated a 
This should be 

EliminatiO!1 ofAPD 
the APD process 
there would be no ju 
decisions about 

support auroma 
a separate issue of 
broader issues of 

As I noted earlier, 
direct relacionshipto 

96905750 P.10 

however, is that .the funding limit obviates 
process. There is no longer a need to control 


have developed enough technical sophistication 

place) that federal technical oversight can no 


...u .... \..u.cies in capabilities." 

"vill need to be spent, \'''hy not juSt pro,:ide 
the state use it to meet the statutorily mandated 
requirements are clear enough, and states would 

communicating data to the federal government, 
implemented the new hire reporting 

the benefit of a certification guide. PRWORA 
elements and the processing deadlines. DHHS 

new hire data to the federal new hire .registry. 

the PRWORA automation requirements .' 
re-direct the remaining funds to other 

ations. Thus, a stare could spend leftover funds 
'. " rionality, upgrading the system architecture, • 

, reporting and analysis (a critical need, in our 
se only for those states chat have been unusually 

StateS that needed additional money to 

allotment was exhausted would be allowed ,to 


66 percent matching rate. 


. This approach would eliminate the need for 
rion crireria. \V'ith dosed end funding, 
tic oversight process. If states made poor 

they would have to finish the job with larger 

S ofrequired federal monitoring. the only issues , 


on PRWOR..A.. implementation or other child 

its share of matching funds? There "",~ll be 


met PRWORA deadlines. but that iscied in with 


'certification process has been that it has borne no 

nce.improvement plan for a state. For states . 


6 
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spending part of their 

performance stand 
innovations that .. 'J..'-' ... ...., 

necessary when the 

A Leadership Rolefor 
create the opporruni 

These staff have been 
they have not had the 

.of new tech~ology. 

In contrast, if the 
with respect to prr,,,, ...,,., 

federal and state 
technologies, enco 

c; 

the results of the tes 

appropriate. 

Imaging technology . 

especially promismg 
precipitously, and 
hardware and \V 

increase staff 

operation can be 

Then~ are other' 

for example, our 

voluntary paternity 

acknowlede.ment...., 

form into an' 
is available for 
expedites the s 
handling. 

Apparently the fcdc 
should alfOIil states to 

96905750 P.11 

non-PRWORA. work, the advent of new 


motivator to focus automation spending on 


should any additional federal monitoring be 

be pointing states in the right direction? 


Adopting a fixed allotment approach will 

of federal child support technology staff. '. 


their defined roles of "certification cops" that 


in the identification, testing, and propagation 

,dinto a reactive rather than proactiye role. • 


, ". . 

staff could assume a leadership position 

v.rould be valuable benefits for· both the. 

. role, they would be responsible for tracking' new 


. t tests for promising n!':-"W approaches, evaluating 


propagation of technologies found to be 

.., Within the past few years, imaging has become 

, f high~volume data storage has dropped 
systems use standard personal computer 

, offices. imaging systems have the pon:;ncial to 
system can eliminate many hours of filing 
for the correct documents. For office's. 

nerworks, .themarginal cost of installation and 

tions that ~re possi ble as. well In New Jersey, 


'U'~'h''''l''>·systcm as one component of a statewide. 

. As soon as a voluntary paternity 


roved in the program office, our staff scan the 

point forward, an electiorucversion of the form 


child support office in the State. This . 


. process and minimizes the expense of paper 


trying to determine under what circumstances it 

technology. Rather than serving as a., 

7 
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bureaucratic limiter on ", it would be bener if they were encouraging 

tests of imaging under They could then perform careful evaluations 

,of the effects of such support enforcement operations, the benefits 


relative to the costs, can be best used. If use of the technology 


were justified, they ,.";,..._,,,,_,__..' by disseminating information and 


providing technical 


This type of role government by improving the technological 

infrastructure of the cion of effective technology would improve 

the productivity of Ii By producing better information, enhanced 

technology would well as private) managers devise better 

performance automating more functions, it would increase 
<-' ' 

the number of onion of orders paying, and improve other key 
programmatic 

Flexible State ImJh~emlmm States are given until October 1, 

2000 to complete a ORi\' child support ,requirements. However, 
virtually all of the' uirements must be me;;t \vell before chat date. 
The sheer volume of the ability of many states to develop timely 
automated suppOrt. ssional deadlines for the specific requirements 
may not accord with a path for automation. 

, of DHHS limited discretion to approve 
deadlines for individual states, where such 

plans. The Secretary should not be allowed to 
authorize deviations as new hire reporting, centralized case 
registry, and ce..LL,......... Moreover, it is important that such'-.' 

authority be used sp not be construed as an effort to back away 
,from PR\V'ORr\ should be considered only as a limited pov.'er 
that permits states to automaaon development paths. 

Program Simplijication. . mem program is frightfully complicated .. 
TIlls complexity starts wrerrl<:nts of federal statutes and regulations.

'-' 

It is compounded by family law statutes and program structures in 
each State. 

( 

Some of this program, but some is not. Yet, the complexity 
additional costs for computer development, 
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, .. 

computer operatlon, 
back from the exi 
added through the 
is our belief that such 

For automation 

support systems 

At th~ heart of any 

stringent benefit! . 
requirements (and 

. been readily apparent 

ConclZlsion 

The Family Support 
St~~es eitherhave, or 
s':1ppo~ enforcement 
fonn of easier .V' .......... "" 

enforcement 
marred by problems 

. that have been achi 

Most of this automati 
Support Act. 

, 
At the same rime, the·· 

. limited the success' 
appropriate info 
suppOrt enforcement 
deadline before being 
Moreover, it IS clear 

exemplified by ~he n 

.These factors point 
policy. Rather than 
percei ved "need"i 

" 

There has been no serious effort to step 
each one of the requiremen~s [hat has been 

ommendations for streamlining the program. It 
major benefits. 

would gready reduce development and. 
risks of d'eve!opmental failure. Itis dear that 

putting together [he most recent round of child 
'cy of the program that was being auromated. 

·ti31 for program simplification would be a 
There are numerous program 

automation requirements) where it has not 
:the costs. 

has been valuable.· The gre~t majority of 

comprehensive stat'e\.vide automated child 


are 3lready paying large dividends in the 

'll<:'~("'U fathers, more rapid and sure application of 

productivity. That this success has been 
not cause us to minimize the accomplishments 

efforts by federal, state, and contractor staff. . 
come,about without the mandate ofrhe Family 

" " ~ .. 

allows US .to identify, flawed policles that: have 
.. Rapid. flex.iple. and continual applicat;ion 9f 

to improving the effectiveness. of the child 
not even reach the 1997 systems certification 

ne'l.'ii round of requirements under PRWOR..~. 
of the program must be On peiformanc8, as. 
discussed in this hea.ring. 

a clean break \vith paSt federal automation 

OR.-\. automation allocation based on some 

allotments controlled to excess through 
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re~uce states' d 

. .
ImprOyements in 

could be obtained 
implementa rion 
inordinately complex 
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) flat ~mounts should be given to each state 
en~ble the federal technological staff to re­
ogy leadership role. More importantly, it ""ill 

....rrv,..··,., that q.n greatly comribute to 

lower program COSts. Additional benefits 
limited flexibility in their PRWOR..t\ 

ways to simplify what has become an 
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