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Mr. Chairman and members of the Committeé}' Thank you for giving ' -

me the opportunity to tastify teday on the progfdsa'gf dhild

;"support information syetema development and the Admlnlstratlon'

“recommsndations for revamplng tho inocntive oyctem for state
child support enfcrcement programs.. Systems deve;opment and
rgntruetufing af~the;dié§ribution of incentives are twec key

| algmentﬁ‘in:stréngtﬁeningAthezéhild éuppori gnﬁciéeﬁént program

as eh?isioneﬁ‘ﬁnder last year's welfare reform hill.

ThéuAdminiatration aﬁd-nhﬁa'ﬁnmmﬂttea are in full agreameﬁt that

ﬁchild support is an. essential part of wnlfaxe ze[ozm 1O aehdé a -

massaga of raapnnmibility to both parents and is a vital ;arc of
nov;ng ‘amiliee tcward work and self suﬁf;ulency Chlld eupport
also can act.as a eafoty nec to help ensure that sinqlo parent '
ramiﬂies dou L nced ass;scaace . Once !amil;es have atta;ncd
independence. child support can keep them from fallzng back onto
'publiu uuslstanoe rolls ﬂ We are proud o! this Admlniatratzon's
R :eoord ou child aupport enforcemant and anxiously await the |
'positive results :hat tho provjoicns of welfare reform will br;ng

'to further maat theae critical goaxa.‘

President Ciinton hag made improving child wupporl enforcement
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#nd increasing childssuppoft‘collections a top pridtit}."since
'taking_otficd,‘?:enidant Clinton}has crackeé down on non-paying
parents aﬁ& strengthened ¢chilad sﬁppérc &nforcement,‘resulfing in
record child support coliectiéha; }JnV?Y 1995, slé biliion in
7chlld“uippprt was collected on behalonf the chiléren of America.
This amount faprasented a 50 percent increase in child Iupp6rt ,
',collécticna éinca FY 1892. We estimate that in FY 139? we will
collect over §13 biilion. Since FY 15%2., the numbor 5! paying .
child support éaaes has increased by 36 pgréént. In add;tion,
over’pne million patgrnitiea were egtablisbed in FY 1996,
including IV-D paternitics and in~hoppitai'paternity
Acknawled§amants, almost doubling th§ humber éet#blished in 1592.
| Thege aocompli'a.hmenta are imprebcoive, but ﬁrojeaciona‘on the

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

The prersonal Responsibility and Work oOpportunity Reconciliation
Act (PRWORA)} included the tough chﬂld'nuprrt mgasures'Praéident
Clinton c;lled for ffom the stqrt,’including iicenge rg?ocaticn
and the development of a national new hire reporting sya;am.
) Child support enforcwaent 4l Lhe Federal ahd SLaLe'levals ise
being tranasformed by thesetmeaeures§  Today, I will £OCu; my

testimony on two critical areas: development of a new incentive
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structure and stute automated systems.

Statgyidé automatéd'enfﬁrcémcnt systems are ciitical to the
'succése of the child aubpcrt program, Computerized systema are
thevonly means to provide both prompt and reliable pfocessing of
"information. With a current natidna1~caaeload of 20 million, we
- must move farwaid aggrassively w#th new technologles 1f we are to
keep up with the massive volume of information and transactions

" in every State.

8ince the incopcion‘oi the ohild auppért program, we‘§e all
recognizédk the 1m;‘>j<>'§:tvancve ot gutomation.‘ By the mici-lseo'a all
IV-D agancies had some 1ev§l of automation éervingyfamilios in
their States. Now, newer teéhnplogies allow us to conaider ever-
more ad§an¢ed appliéatidﬁq for qﬁildvsupport information qyatéms.
WiLh‘thg Family support Acﬁ of 1388; Congrees acknowiedgéd‘the
increaéed impertance éf‘autOmat;cn to cﬁildAsupporﬁ‘and required |
statewlide automated systems ;n alliStates Ly Oclober, 1995 and

later extended that deadline ;6 October, 1397.
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Automation of ptate child SUpyOTLt proyrams:

1) allows a worker téiinitiate a case O gutomatically
initiates a case for families receiving public

agglistanca;

-2} begins locating absent parents anthraCka automated
searches of State databases such as the Department of
Motor Vehiales, and refers hard-to-find cmses to tho

Federal Parent Looator Servide}_

3) tracks, monitors and reporte on efforts to establish

paternity and support .ordera; o N :

4) accepts and processes case updates and kaeps the ' |

caseworker informed about due dates and activities;

§) monitoro compliance with suppor: orders and initiates
enforcement actions such as wage withholding or tax

refund offset; . * - - o |

§) bills cases, procemses paymenta and makes disbursements;

4 i
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and

7) -wmaintains information for accounting, repérting and

monitoring.

- With required safeguards, States ensure that all of this

information is secure and held In strictest prlvacy.

Ao of today;.aixteen Scateﬁ have bean certified as having
computerized systems which ;fe ;omprehéhsiVerand atatewide. Many
others are very alose to comgletion. Mecting this.certitication
requirement is érucial.“While many States ara’ueing significént
levels of automation to process ohild suppért ;aaoo a0 they hcve
- towards certirfication, a comprehensive and statewide system is a
neneasary foundation for new éro§ieicns enactgdrlant year to
track pérénts:across state lines,and'ensurevtney pay §na£ they
dwa. Tt ia much more efficiepé and economical to handle child
eupportvcaaea with such a systém, eépaciail? in éﬁ environment
‘where greater than 30‘per¢ent §f the casas'invé;vé more.than’one
state; |

What happens if a Btatc doce not moect the October 1, 1957
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ptatutory deadline for complati;g their systgm? Having a
comprehenmive child gupport sya:o@ opgréting statewide ie a SLate
Plan reguirement. Accordingly. by becemberAal, 1997 a State must
certify to us rthrough its State Plan that ite oystcm meets Pamily
Support Act fequirs@enss‘ _underAcurrent law we will notify anyl
State‘without guch & syastem in place that we intend to disabprovc
its State plan and notify the Staﬁe’of ita appeal rights. The
penalty for failure to meet the staturary dgadling i cessation
of all Faderal child suppusl enforcement funding which proﬁidesl
55 Percﬁnt of program operating costs. I should note that if a
Btate ioc not opérating 2 child support enforceuent program ﬁnder

an approved State plaﬁ, ite TANF funds will also be lost.

Our goal is to maintain State accountability, while working with

States snd providing the necescary opaistance to ensure thay have

certified automated gystems thai,will enable them to operate an
effectivé'éhiidiaupport anforoemént{program. All of us involved
in developing these systems -- the Office of Child Bupport
Enforcement, Rt%te child support agencies,‘the corporate
comhuﬁity -~ realize that completing these tomplei systemg is not

an eagy task.
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However, despite this complaxily, many States have succeeded in
..designing and implementing these critical computer oystems.
Together we muwst- continue our efforts to make automation a

. reality in éll,Statae.
Child Suppart Enforcemapt’ Tncenrive Funding

ihe ?araénaivne§§ongibiliﬁy and ﬁprk Oppc:tunity kéconciliatibnv
Act re§uired us,“in c&nsﬁit;tion with.State dlrectors of IV-D
programs, to recohhend’to Congress a new incentive fgnding aystem
for the #tate cﬁild eupport cnforcemga; pxegrqme‘based on pfﬁéram
per:armancé.irfhése recOmmeﬁdatidns?were contained in our Childj
Bupport Enforcément iﬁdentive;éuhdingkkcport to Congreué which’
Qéé submi£ted to thia Committee on March 15, 1897. In mf last
Sp#caranéévbefore gdu cn7Mar§h 50, 1997, I gave testimony on the o .
- cuntent of thislkeporc and our éoilabprative effort with the # . _‘ ;
siatés~tc AaveIOp %'nqw incmn;iya funding gytépm for theﬂéh;ld |

support eufurcement program.

The jointly-daveiaped,Arév&nuu’usutral incentive funding praﬁosal
{8 tough and would push States to improve performance. This

formula will ensure good cutcomes for families and has.a broad
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consensus among the States and other child support enforcement
etakeholderas. Since the completion of the incentives report we
have moved forward with the 8tates oun developing standard data

de:initionsvto_improve child support performance reporting.

Thevcurrent incénﬁive fﬁnding system is based on maximizing child
auppgrt, 'colleétions relative to adminiatrativebosts. A minimum
incentivé'paymeht ip made to all States regardless of whether
perfofmgnce is gécd'or pgqf. Curfént;y, states can run
inefficiant programs and still receive large amounﬁs in
incentives. We all fecognizo tﬁgt.this doed not crcate a

significaut incentive for the achievement of program goals.

To meét the~congressionai charge té the Sécretary of HHS to
change thé inceﬁ;ive fﬁnding»system, we convened a workgroup of
Stgtg‘and raddral‘partneré.' The workgroup devéloped a fofhula
that rewards sﬁates-for their‘pe?foimancg in fi;e criticaliareas:
patefnity‘eSCablishment, support order establighment, éollgctibne_ » ;
oﬁ,currént suppoft; cdllections«qﬁ aﬁpport past due karreafaqes);» |
and cost éffootivenaee. Thore is full comsensus from State |
partners'ghat these measures représeht th§ gépxép&iaﬁe focus for o ?

the program. . S S S o o !
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The workgroup also established performance standards for each of

the measures. These atandétdﬁ would datermine the amount of
inceﬁtiveVa s;aLa wQuld redei#e for a certain level of
‘pe#formance §nd reward Statas for maintaining high perfprﬁ;nco or
'mqking substantial gains iﬁ in@rqving their perzo;mhnca._ The

. standarde ére~designed to provide #cﬁﬁh but reachahle targets for
porfo?manaciby‘fewarding sﬁétes_with'highér incentives asg chey,v

| iﬁpfové.: The atandirda :of the first four ﬁeasufes include a
éerforh&nce bhréehold. Uﬁdor this picn, and unlike Lhe current
~éyénerﬂ, no 1n¢6ntivé would be paiéfunlesé'a~Std£e a;hieves‘a

‘significant improvement in psrformance. For the final measure on

‘cost effactiveness, if a State collects less than-two dollars for:

every one dollar expended, no incentive would be paid,

Each State would marn five tcofos banaé on p;rformanoe on éach of
thg five measures. Norkgroﬁp mambara‘believea~all'the measures |
- were important, buf the first threé measures v4~§aterq;tyv a

: establiéhment, suppért ordeilestabiiaﬁment and collechiénu on
current support -- were criticgl. Pﬁterﬂic& eatdbi%nhmant‘and
suppqr;,ogdor eatabliphman; are prereqﬁiéites of éollectlng ‘
current support, which is asgential for family self-sufficiency.

Performance on the firet three meacureas could earn a slightly
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N

higher incentive thas the lapt two measures -- collections on.

arrearages and cost effactiveness.

}The amoﬁnt of‘potentigl incantive paymanté for each meagure
available to each State would be'baaed‘upon a percentage of its

‘ Qén State chilé suﬁport cdllegticna -- its "collections base."
The'colle§£ionrbase includeacccileétions iﬁ,both Temporary
Aﬁiistance‘to Needy Families (TANF%'daaes and former assiBCanéa
cases. Thé collectione base algc includes collqctioné madé {or
families who were never on assistancé. Howevef, wé recOﬁmend
that coli;c;icnc.in TANF casea and‘fcrmer TANF cases be weighted
double, e.g., every‘déllﬁr collacted counts as $2. Ccunting~j |
céllectionm for iﬁcenﬁives purpos§a~in thie way accompliehes

three objectives:

Q s;@tes‘wi:h largeft§rmer TANF cageloads would n¢ 1onge;
be ﬁen;lizad'by a4 cap aa ﬂh.thekdurzent fé:mula. ‘Many‘
.1étatéa axe moving families off welfare and chei;
success is not being régognized bscause of thi§ gAp .

uynder currvent law.

®  States would have a strong incentive to pursue action

10
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on TANP cases and [ormer TANF cases. For these
families, child support is"éritiaal-po.nchiaving
_ independencs and not returning to public assistance

folls.i 

N N Direct éaéiﬁgavtb Staﬁe and ?édéf&lugovefnﬁénts renu1t 
froh,déll#éﬁ#ng‘chiIQ>eqp§ortvih TANF Cases. Costs of .
.othar;publiqibenefit»prbgrame such asn Foéd Stamps and
Madi§£i§}qou;d ilagvbe,afoidcd by,makiﬁgucoliections in

" these cases.

‘Beqause thie sys:am.woulaiior ﬁhe tirst cimé be pa:roimAncé--
" based, scﬁaiétatas!wpﬂWd nﬁtﬁrai;yilggeincentivci‘by moving to
the new s;éﬁém; To he1§ é;acas‘pfépa:é :dr the;hew eystéﬁ,"we
recommand‘that tﬁe fprﬁulgﬂba.phaasd in over twohyéaféf_'Fo; FY
2000, a Stale wduld‘é;rn hal:‘df'whAt 1;,wou1d'have aarn&d‘undei
the old formula and:hait of Vha; itfﬁarnslﬁnder.thg ﬁéw
ééicﬁlauicn. viﬁ FY 26@1;'=he‘now,torm§1a woglq;b;ifully
implementéd.' Thié'wbﬁldfgiQe Stéteslmére:time to adjust their
'_progréms{ budget for ahy financigl impaot and iﬁprov§ thir.
perfbrménce. Of coursé;;the Office ofVChild Bﬁﬁporﬁ Enforcementi
woul& continuo.tc’wo:k with Btates to ;;B;st them during this

11
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transition.

The workgéouﬁ wa;vcéncernQd that Qiﬁh Che enactheﬁf ot weifare
'”reform, the Child support nfo*cemenr prmgram is likely to change .
»‘ﬂdramatlcally in the next few Years. rhere:ora, tne report
.recommends that the child support program ) resu1rn and affects'
of thi naa inccgtive system should be rgviewed periodically.
pimited'diQCrétion shoﬁldAba g:antad’to'the Sec:etﬁ:y*of Hnaf;h
and #uman”Sarﬁicdé to make appropriate chaﬁgéq,viﬂ';onuditation
witn the S;atgé} based on'ﬁhe_ﬁrééram‘s;actual résulta-and

effects'uvery three\ﬁo five years.

The wofkgroué;s report includes rbdemméqdq;iopnigith reopaéc to
.cthef aspécts-ér»pragram funding beyond inceﬁtivee‘ Ve have“
endcrsed the wnrkgroup'a racommondationa with raapect co{tha

- incentive formula icselr, but nave reserved judgmant on other

aspecta of the recommendationa hpcause further work may be V

neaded.

¥e név.havt the gxquﬁdwotk in pl&ue for a more results-orienced
management of the Nationai'child'Bupport'enforcament program. We
strongly urge Congreoes to pase legiolatien on the_zeccmmendcd

12
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incentive fgn&ing system Lo allow the child support eniorcement
program to truly,be_dtiven b? achiev{hg results for families and

children in neced d£<qupport.'
Tn conclusien, Mr. Chairman, let me restate;

¢  Much progress has been madec in developing statewide
~automated child support systems. Continuing automation
efforte are critical to future ouoccss in providing

gupport to America's children.

® The recommended incentive funding fofmula, developed in
consultation with the States, weuld reward performance
and remain revenue neutral. It ie tough but fair and

will lead to positive results for families. ' L

1 want to thank the Committea for your work on behalf of
America's children, Their future will be wsignificantly improved
pecause of the new collection tools and other reforms required of g

Rtatea by welfare reform.

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

Record Typei: Record - -

To: " Bruce N. Reed!OPD/EOP Elena Kagan/OPDfEOP

ce: ‘Diana Fortuna/OPDfEOP
Subject: Child Support Enforcement Position

Bruce and Elena — you both said this morning you would be wallmg to have us take up Hask:ns invitation
to discuss a new, more effective penalty structure for states that don't meet the computer systems
deadline. OMB agrees, but they want to s;gnal thls in the teshmony Judge Ross wnll gwe on Wednesday,

by addung a paragraph —- o

“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 States 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 -
.“lo 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 be wx lling to dxscuss such an approach with the

Committes."

What do you think? -
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C).a
..:-L;s-a—qaamr‘cr 1'2"%998 3 stace must certity to us chrougn ite

-

Otate Plan that its systcm meeLs Fam;ly Eupport Act rcqu;rements.
Under cufrent law we will notify any State‘éithout ;uéh a system
in place that wt intend to diadppro?c its statc éién and‘notify'u
the State of its appeal rights. The penalty for failure to meet
the B\.at.ztory deadlxne ig ceeeation of all Federal child support
tnforcement‘gunding:ﬁ‘l should~note thatvif a State. is not

operating a ohilé 9upport enforcement program under an approved

State plar, 1ta TANF funds

S : ) B §
. Y. will ofse b e d.
'uj((/ /] ‘

..... 3 puuﬁ;m stole Keovaifer)s '(';""f T \:(

Our goal ‘is to&@ovk‘§éth States and prov;degthe 1eceasary

nooiatan:& e cnox;rF 'zr}; h*vo corrified sutomated syatems {{ ‘){ ay /]
enabl&ag/then TO oparate an e;reczzve child supﬁort enforcement
progxam. All of us invelved in devnlop;ng thesn sys*ems -- the
Otfice ot Child buppor' bﬁfOrCEﬁEWL, ‘state child support

fColize it
amencies, thp esrporate sommunity -- bave beer. frigtated. hy._rha P

-a&-z—'s;{:u.l.ty_.&nrcomplecing these congplex sysieus {s Het Qe {~.x-‘-<‘~/ 'f;w;f\‘,

par-ies.

i

Crild Eﬁppor; enforcement is a multi-tag rSéfém which involves

locating mimring Bﬁrents, eg afiigzzng paternity and support

orders, enforcing Lhdse u;Je;p aud ge:t:t;:;a payments to the rigat

tiple‘partlcipan E &are ipvolved in accomplishing
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thege tasks: State and lbcalilv-z agencies, SLaLe and locel

information <yatem offices, judges. clorko of court, shaeriffs,

.,
.

and pafentqngnd childreﬁ. We must also remember that Staﬁes
develup ch;lékbugpoft systems within a broader'Stgte‘informition
system contegt. SEEQQ; child'supportagencies mua; éompete for
resources, Yboth dpliar;\and manpower, with ;ther'Qccto;s of State
government cbaréod withlmakgghmfhangeﬂ rasuiting‘froﬁ welfare
reform or modificationnv:o prepa;; qu the year 20C0. Limitec
vendor resources are taxed by :the numbéf“oé;StateS'moving at the

same time to develop eyetems.

. Many States have succeeded in dcéfgﬁing‘and iﬁplomenting‘thepe
complex aystemg.: Others are still struggling with this effort
adeface_a mgjor‘challengqxin successfrlly QOfing'the statutory
requireméhts. Together we must continue our»er#orts to make

automation a reality =n all States.
fnild Support.Enfercement Inmantive Funding
As reguired under PRWORA, we submitted our Child Susport

gntorcement Incentive Funding‘Répcrt to Congress on March 15,

1997. In my last appearance before LLis Committee on March 20,
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insert A
Given the enommity of the penalty under currem kzw -- the loss’ of all chlld support enforcerment
funding -- we belicve that it may be worthwhile (o consider an alternative penalty structure that
would provide the proper incentives to help States be accountable. Penalties should be tough,
automatic, and rapid when a State fails to meet the deadline for certification of their automatcd
systcm. And peaaliies should continue to increase as long as a Statc remains oﬁ& of compliance.
Exccptions should be extremely limited (e.g. natural disasters), and-Statcs-shoutd-have o right-to-
appeal.. Only,this way can we create a rcal incentive 101 States 1o comply while maintaining the
operation of the program. ke Ad i ret i o oWl b wsillie e disrmce
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.LRM ID: MNB37 SUBJECT: HHS Report on Chiid‘ Support Enforcement lnpekntive"Fuhdén‘g

 RESPONSE TO
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL
MEMORANDUM

i your rasponse 1o this request for views is’ short (e, g., concurlno commem) we prefer that you raspond by.
e-mail or by fexing us thls response shast. If the response s short and you prefer 1o ¢all, please call the
branch-wide nne ‘shown below {NOT the analyst’s line) to leave a message with a legislative assistant..

E Ycu may also respond by:
(1) calll ng: the analystlattomey 8 dlrect Ilne {you will be connected to voice mail if the analyst does not‘

answer),or . o L A S

{2} sending us 8 memo or Iener '
. Please include-the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown below. -

S . B

TO:© . Melissa N. Benton Phone:'sss'?aw Fax: 305-6148 . :
. Office of Management and Budget ‘ . ’
- Branch-Wide }ine (1o reach- leglslatlva agslstant): 39.) 7362 _

'FROM: o 9 X @?’ - (Dat'el"
| C\fn’ﬁmﬁ\ Qt(& _ (Name)-
_'Domeg\\c, Pz)[ %Cwnqm{my,

_YSE - 2870

‘Concur R

No Objsection

.. No COmmant'
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recora chnld support collectlons., In FV 1996 '512%billj6n*in

“
'

child cupport was collectcdeon behal bf the’ ghildren of America.

.

coliectlons s;nce FY 1992 We estlma:e that 1n FY 1997 we Wlll

t

",fq'gliq‘ct ovef':sn‘bini‘on. s ce Y. '992

i

thc number uf paying

'f Chlld support cases haa increased by 36 percent

I

- In addltlon,«.

‘OWQ@:uun ma‘lion

patcrnitxcs were eetablzahed in FY 1996

o
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'eucceea.othhe_child sﬁpport ﬁroéi&mfﬂ c6mpu;grized59ystéWR*sréf

th: only means co pxoVidc bvth pzumpL und reliable processxqg of

informa:icqg W;th a current national caseload cf 20 mllanon ‘wa

R “

’ .
i

S maot movc forvnra agcrcsa vexy wzth ncw teuhnulugges if we are T

keep up w;ch the masaive volume of infarmatzon and traneactzons o
in‘cvcryﬂstgtc.‘;g o 7f;x3 L »*,f;' t:”;ffﬁ;,‘«f.: ’

\v’ w . LA o~

thelr States.

NQW, newer technologles allow usAto cons;der ever-
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Auzcmation of state child supporl prograins:

1) allows a worker to initiate a case or automatically
initiates a casc for familiee receiving public

.

assistance; e '

) -

2) . begins chating absent péréntg andftraéks éuﬁdmated ;i‘

ocarchec of Stace databanes cuch ae th0 D»partmpnr oP f 1; o .

Motor Vehzcles ana: rexezs hard -to- rlnd cases to the ‘
Federal Pérenc‘Locatoriﬁervice; ' S ‘f w.‘fb ' -_.~f: o

'3) tracks, monitora-ahdfrqporrn‘nr”affétte.:o,eagabligh:" L

paternity and suppbr€ orderg;.ﬂ{f1 y ,;“f;afﬁ.ﬂ_~;;‘,_Uuhbi‘u”w
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7) maintaine information for accounting, reporting and

monitorincj .

Wwith required eafeguards, States ensure that all of this-
informatioh'isisecure and hald 4n ntfiétest pri#acy:f .
o | I T €\U.6.’,

' The Pederal Parent Locator Service and the rederal Tax Reftnd : ,@Lp)a ty

0£f:et'programuére qxampioe of national antomated programs which

| - e e . S S o
yieid high returns for states. and families as well. RN W d%)

As o: today. snxteen btates have been certified as hav ng

computenzed systpma whw‘n ara mmprenanmve and statemde "_Fiar“ly“

others are very close o complet:ion R&ﬁe,_eeting thie

e gt e e e

any Stutey are’ uaing s gﬁifiéaﬁtfiévelewdf'éﬁéémabiéﬂ Lo

A . L
_process child supnor pes as. they cve towarda cert;fication o
a c,omp(cff\f ns» ve 0‘*’* wuﬁe S\/ a thc&s‘a ’E un
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'Gt&:e Fi;n igét.ite aysﬁcm mcg;é:faﬁil?}&uppor; §¢§2éeq§i?em¢nts._
:UnderAcurf;ﬁt‘Iéﬁ Qe Qii&”h&ﬁif?}pny $té£e ;ifhéthsﬁch a systgmi
in place that we intcnd to d;aapprovc ita statchplan and notify “
the State of its appeal rights The pehalty for'failuze'to maet
the statutory deadline ig, cesgation ot all Federal Chlld suppo*t

tnforcnment funding hoyld nete that 1if a S*ato is not
I\__LJL 0l\¥%zj?g gﬁL, FHW» 56 ,{&3Yﬂ?ﬁ 0{&%15h E

operat;ng & ohzld support anforcement program under ) approved

State‘plan, its TANP funds are aaac inijegpardy. ‘

'

our goal is t%%work with States and provide the necessary

a..iptva’ndc' to;cnourc "-thr:y h;:w.qf“ccrtificd’automatcé‘ byotcmm?—

enablzng them to operace an ef:eczzve chzld aupport anforcement T

N

program;' All of ue involven in devaloping theso systems glﬂthej
Offlce or thld bupport znforcement, state- child support

agencies, th» orpnratp rnmmnﬂity havn baan 9rnata¥ad hy rha

cix:icul;y’ihvcpmpleting,tneae'conplex 8Y§LemsL o

prégram wich -involves
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theae taska~ Sta e and lo**a- I\f— aganc A s," SLale and";o;;u

o

1n£0rmatirm Hyﬂfem ghcca, judgea. -~ kof:;éf.»court‘, chori

S 0 ¢

and - parents and chlldr We myst. also remeer that Stdtes - ‘O‘;\

develUy thld aupport 5yst 4 wzthln a broader State 1nforﬂut10n {}1ﬂ6¢3
system context. Often, 2 .‘11‘3 qupport- agenmes .must Oy ‘ece_tor oy, VQM

B , [ '2‘\‘1(1
resoyrces, both dollafo and manpowqr, with Other cectorq = v.rar ol

: ovcrnmant charga with . mak:_rg '-hangn raamring €rom welr&re "6/ &M"‘

v

reformior modi catione to prepare for the\year 2000. Ln_ma resd M\Sh‘ﬂ

vendor resoyfces are taxed by the number. or States mov:tng at the

K

same time/to dcvclop eyatems,, , T

any States have

CVI’T)&JC,UW\M./S

W Togetner ve must conum.e our ertorts to make

automation a real;ty n all Statea.
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LRM ID; MNB37

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT _
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET Y N e —
Washington, D.C. 20503-0001 U E‘\ () {- F\; 3 '
Friday, September 5, 1997 ‘

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Legislative Llalson Off er See Distribution below

)9 P 4 LA
FROM: ansat R. Forsgren {for) Ass; ant Director for Legislative Referenca
OMB CONTACT: Malissa N. Benton

PHONE: (202)395-7887 FAX: {202)3956-6148
V SUBJECT: HHS Rapdrt on Child Support Enforcement Incentive Funding

DEADLINE: 3:00 Monday, September 8, 1997
{ . p— )

in sccordance with OMB Circular A-19, OMB requests the viaws of your agency on the above
subject before advising on its relationship 1o the program of the President. Please advise us if this
itoam will affect diract spending or receipts for purposes of the "Pay- As-You Go" provisions of Title
X! of the Omnlbus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1880.

COMMENTS: To follow is HHS testiimony (David Gray Ross, Deputy Direclor of the Office of Child
Support Enforcement) to be dslivered on Wednesday September 10 before the Human Resources

' Subcommittee of House Ways and Maans.

DISTRIBUTION LIST

AGENC!ES

6-AGRICULTURE/CONG AFFAIRS - Vince Ancell {all testimony) - (202) 720-7095
61-JUSTICE - Andraw Fois - (202) 514-2141 ‘

118-TREASURY - Richard S. Carro - {202) 622-0650 .
110-Social Security Administration - Judy Chesser - {202) 358-6030

EOP:

Barry White ‘ -
Keith J. Fontenot : i ScaS D
Edwin Lau '

Wendy A. Taylor

Maya A, Bernstein

OMB LA

Cynthia A. Rice : : K/G\)
Diana Fortuna
Bruce W. McConnali .

Janet R. Forsgren
James C. Murr
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LRM 1D: MNB37 SUBJECT: HHS Report on Child Support Enforcement Incentive Funding
I , : e 3
- RESPONSETO
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL
MEMORANDUM

if your responso to this request for views is short {e.g.. concur/no comment), we prefer that you respond by ,
e-mail or by faxing us this recponse sheat. If the responss l¢ short and you prefer 1o call, please call the -
branch-wide line shown below (NOT the analyst's line) to leave 8 message with a legislative assistant. :

You may also respond by:’

{1) celling the analyst!attomey 8 dlrect hne {you will be connected to volce mail if the analyst does not
answer); or- :

{2} sending us a memo or lotter
Ploase lnclude the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown below.

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

FROM: . ) : T {Dats}

{Name)

(Agency)

(Telephbne)

The following Is the reponse of our agency to your request for views on the above-captioned subject:
Concur .
No Objection
.. No Comment
Seoe proposed edite on pagas

Other:

FAX RETURN of _ pages, attached to this reponse sheet
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STATEMENT EBY.
DAVID GRAY ROSS
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
OFFICE OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

ADMINISTRATION TFOR Ciil LURLN AND FAMILIES
U.8. DEPARTMENT Of HEALIH AND HUMAN SBERVICES

BEFORE THE

COMMTTTRR ON WAYR ANT) MRANS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN REOOURCES
'U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENIALIVES

'SEPTEMBER 10, 1997

2. 3/17
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My . hairman and cenbess of the Committcc: ULhank fou‘fg& giving
me the(opportunity to testify today on the progresslof child
support informétiOn sysfemé dgv#lupment and thé Administration's
récgmmenda;ions for revamping_the.incentive gystem for State
child éﬁpport epforgement pﬁograms. Systens dévelopmeﬁ: and
zcéﬁruécufiﬁg-of the distributien'of.incenlees are two key
elemeﬁtb.iﬂ e:rengthehing the chiid Qupporf enforcément‘prog;am

as énvisioned-under last year's welfare reform bill.

The Administration and thié Committee are in full agreementithat
child ouppor? ia on essential part of welfare retorm. IL seuds a
méssage of:responaibility to bb:h pareﬁts and iR = vifai part of
_mé&ihg familico towaré work and'qelf-sufficiency. éh;ld_supyu;L.
#lso can act  as a'aafety net to help ensure that single paregt'
familiee don':Aneed aoui_atanccT Once families have attained
indepéndence, child support can keep them fromvfalling back'onto
publin aeeiétané& rvol_l‘op Wc are prc.ud of thie Adminiostration's
reécrd on child ﬁupport enforcement and anxiouély await the
positive results that the provigione  of welfare reform will bring

to furthar meet these critical goals.

Fresident clinton hae made improving child oupport cnforcement
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and in;reaaing,nbfld suppoLl ;ull,cticne 8 tOp priority. Since
taking’officer,éresidedt Clinten has cracked down on non-paying.
pa?eﬁ:ovand atréngfhéned child‘guéport.enfofCément, ragulting ﬁn

:vreccrd child support collections. In FY 19§ﬁ, $12 billien in
child eupport Qas collected on behaif of the chlldren of America.
Thie aﬁouﬁt pxcéédcd tﬁc‘Presidcn;'s Bu&get p#ojecLlun of $11.5%
billibn and repfeaented a 50 peﬁcént‘incteaae in child suppbrg
collecﬁions a;nce FY 199?. We,estimazé that in FY_1997<we’will
cdllect'over‘$13 billion. Sinc; FY~1992f the number ©f paying
éhild support cases has jncreased by 35’per¢ent. In addition,
UVl 996 milliog pa:erﬂitibg'were eBtabliShéﬂ in FYHISSG,
'includinq Iv-D patefnities and in-nespital paternity
aqknowiedgémente, almeoot doubling the number established in 1992;
Thege apcompliahmehts~ar= impreésive; but’projectioné on;the

impact of the new provieiono tcll us they are only the beginning.

ATH# Personal Reeponcibility and W§;k30pportunity Racogcilidtion
Act (PRWORA) included the tough child support‘meaaures Pregident
'Clinton called for {rom the et#r;{«&nd child auéport enforccement
&t the Bederal’and state {gvele ie being trdﬁsfdfmed,by these
measures. Today, T will focus my téstimony on two critical

areas: development of & nev incentive structurc ana state
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autnmataé systems .

CILILD. BUBRORT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

 gratewide automated énforccment aysLema‘arevcrit;cal o ﬁhe
succeas ¢f the child support program".Cvuputer;zéd gYSLems are
the OnlyAmeans to pr§Vid¢ b§th Q:umpL.undAreliable-prOCEGSing of
informaticn.. 3;th a ‘curreat nétional»caséload'cf420 millién;'we
maoct move forward aggressively with new technoloyies if we are tc
keep up with‘the méseive volume of informatibn ané transactions

in cvcry State,

Since the inocpﬁion of the child Bupp6f£ pfbgram} we’va_ail_
recognized the importénée of_automaﬁion. By'the.ﬁid-1986's all
1V-D agencico had some level oé‘éutométiap-qerviﬂg.fdmilieafiu
their Staces. :Now, newer technolcgies‘alio§k§s t§ac0nsider-ever-
mofé gdvmpccé gpplicationb for ogiid e;ppartvinférmat;on~$yatem§.
With the F;mily Support Act cf‘1988, bbngr$as a;ﬁnowledqedgthe
increaced iﬁéoztancerf attomation §§ ohild aﬁpﬁorﬁ ané‘igquired
statewice ;utomated systems in all S:gtesiby OCFQber. 1995 gﬁd

later extended that deadline to October, 1@97.;
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Automation of state child suppoil prugrams:

1) allows a worker to initiate a case or automatically
initiates a coec for familiee receiving public

asgiastance;

2) Dbegins locating absent parents and tracks automated
scarcher of State databases such &e the Department of
Motor Vehicles, ana reters hard-to-find cases tc the .

Federal Parent Locator Serviece;

3) tracks, woniters and reportn ar afforta to establigh

patern.ty and support orders;

4) accepts and processes case ipdates and keeps the

catewcrker informed about dus dares and activities:

§) monitors compliance with support orders and- initiates
enforcement actions such as wage willtiolding or tax

refurd offaet,

BT

6) bills cases, processes paymenls aud makes disbursements;

4
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fqnd

7) maintaing information for accounting, reporting and

monitoring.

With required gafeguards, States ensure that all of this

information is secure and hald in strictest privacy.

The Pederal Parent Locator Service and the kederal Tax Refund
Offcet program are examples of national automated programe which

yieid high returns for states and families as well.

" As of today, sixteen States have been certifieé as having
comput§ri:ed gystems whish are romprenensive and statewide. Many
others afe very close toO cam?la:ion. While meeﬁing thie>
cartification reqnifémnntiié crucial, it ié ;mportant to note
tné:kmany Scateu ale using~szgn1£ican: levels. of au;omébion Lo
procesgs chi1d RUPPOrt cases as.they move towards cgrtification.
what happéns‘if a State does nol ﬁeeL the October 1, 1997
aratutary deadline for completing their gystem? Hévinq a
compr&p:nui?« uﬂild supporc'systcm.ope:acing statcwiéc io a Btate

Plan requirement. Accordingly, #awo lales than the end of the

()

s

—3



09:14 T:CRICE . . FROW:DMDE 4 2.9/1]

[irst qua:ter of rrklséa a s;ate‘must cgrti:yf;o us through its
State Plan that its sygtém‘mccts FamilQ Eupport Aet requgrements.
Un&ef current law,weAwill notify any State without such’a.system
in placé thﬁc we intend to diaapproycrits BEtate plan énd hotify
the Stgté of its ap§§a1 rights. The penalty'for failuie to meﬁt
the statutory deadliﬁe‘ie'ceasatipn of ailiFodoraJ child support
enforcement funding. I should note t£$t if a 8tate is n&t
ope;ating & child support.anfﬁ#cemené program Qndér an'a§prowea.

State plan, its TANF funds are also in jeopardy.

~ Our goal is to work with States sﬁdjpfévidé the necesséry
apli;tancc'to cneure they I';gvé' cerzified :\utoinatcé systomn
fenabling them to épérate an errééﬁivé éhild support anforcement
program.  All of Qc ihvo1védiq developing these systems -- the
Oii;cé of Child support pnforcement, State child support
lagenciaﬂ, the cd:pbraté ¢ommuhity.—- kave Beén fruétatéd hy tha

aliZiculiy in completing"theacuconplex SySLems.

Child support enforcement 1s'a multi-task program which involves -
lo:atihg_miﬁeing parenta, establighing paternity and support
orderes, enforcing thuvse vrders and getting payments to the right

parties. ‘Multiple parcicipante are involved in accomplishing



SEP-08-19%7 09:14 T0:C RICE © FROM:DADE, 1. - . 10/17

these taSka:‘Stéte and local IV-D agencies, SLaLe‘and local
‘dnformation Nyﬂt&m o‘ﬂzces. judgset clerko of court, sherifis,

and parents and chlldren° We must ‘also remember that States
develop child euﬁport‘syaﬁema within a broader State information
system context. Often, child support égépcies must compete for
reaéurcei, both éollaxc and manpowar; vith other sectors af srare
government chargad with ma?xrg ~hangaa rasuiring Erom Qel:are
reform or mcd;fzcat;onc to prepare for the year 2000 Limitead
vendor resources are taxed by .he number oI States moving at the B

same time to dcvclop ayatemc

Many States have succocded in dPo1gﬂ1ﬂg and imp+emant1ng thenc.
compléx systems. Otherg are still struggling with this effort
‘and face a major challenge in successfully meating the statutory
requireménts. Together we mugc continue'cur efforts to make

sutomation a reality :n all Stater.
fhild Support.Enfarcement Insenfive Funding
As required under PRWORA, we submitted our Child Support

Enforcement Incentive Funding Repbrt to Congress on March 15,

1997. In my last appearance before LlLiis Cummittee cn Maxch 20,
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199?,.I'gavé testiﬁony on the content ot this Report and our
collaborative effert with the States to develop a new incentive

funding eystem for the child suppoft'anfcrcemeht program.

The joincly-developed,‘révenue neﬁﬁral incencive‘funding proposal
is reough a&nd would push States to ;mp:oye performaqce. Thir
formula will ensure good puccomes‘tor families and has a broad

. consensus among the States and other :hild support enforcement
gtakeholders. Since the completion éf tﬁe incentives IEpoft we
Have moved forward with the States on'developing etandard data

definitions Lo improve child support performance regurting.

The current incentive funding sys:ém is based on maaimiaiug»chilc
support cellectione relative to adﬁinistrativa cosﬁs. A minimum
incentive payment is made to all States regardless of whether
performance is dood or poor. Currehtlv; States can run
incfficient programo and §t.i1k71v reccivc.large amount;:c in
incenti#es.‘ We ali recognize tha; thié‘does_n6t~creape a

significant incentive for the achicvement of program goals.

Tec meet the Congrassional charge to the Secretary of HHS to

change the incentive funding system, we convened a workgroup of
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State éndifédéralrpartﬂaré; fhe'wérkgrdup developéd a tormu.a
that quarda Gta£ea for thair bé:formahce»in‘fivo‘ctitical ATead:
, pa;ernity estébliahment, EUppOTt o#&er aétﬁni;snmenf,‘collecticns
on,;urrent auppor:,vcollactions on guppctt p#nt due (arrearagas);;
and cost effectiveness. ‘fheré is full coﬁéenaus':r¢m state
partncre‘thét thece msaauzeslrapfésent fha appfopriate :ocue for

the program.

The wbrkgroﬁp 8180 eetablishe§}§erfcrmance standarde for gach of
the meaBUres . Thease stahdardn wonld determine the am;unt'of |
ineentive & State would receive fof a certaip lével ol .
pc;formancc nrd ?award States for maintsining high p?:forhAhcé or
‘making substantial gains in improving Lheiz pe:formﬁﬁce.v The

) scanda:g; are degigaéd to prQVide tough but reachab;e targetg for
performance by rewaréing Statea‘with thhe: idcéntive§ as they
improve. The standards for the first four measufes include a

perlormance threshold. Vades Lhie~pl$n, and unlikevthe:p;zzent
system, no incentive would be baid unlgss,a étate‘achieves a
gigniticant improvemeu; in‘perfotmance:> For tﬁe final mcaoure on
nost effectiveness, if & State collects less than two dollare for

every vie dollar expended, no incentive would be paia,
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Each SLaLe,;ouid earn five scorgb'based on performance on eaéh of
the f{ye measures. Wéfkgroup'meﬁbers beliaeved all'the ﬁeasgres
were important, but the tirst three meésurésAfr paternity

- establichmant, supporelordei establishment and célloctidnn en

 current supperz -- were criticéi.' yate;nity establ;shmentand
suppert ordar nnﬁab11ghment are ﬁrerequisites of collecting
current éﬁpport._uhich islessential rér family s@lrisurtic1ehcy.
Parformance on the first three mazeuras conld earn a Rlightly
‘nigher incentive thqn'the iast.two measures,»—vcolleétidngjon

arreavages and cost effectiveness.

‘The amount of potential incentive paymeﬁts‘for eacﬁ measure
available to:each Stale would be bdsed.ﬁyU“’d percentayge of its
own State child eupport collections -- its "collections basé;”
The collectloil Dage iuciudes collections in Loth Temporary
Assiétapée tofNeedy Families. (TANF) cases and £ormef assistanée‘
cases. ﬁz:' volleclions bo;sc alqo i;xcludca cvolloctiono made fo;'
families‘who were never on asstst@nce. However, we recommend
thai collections in TANT cases and former TANF caa;a pc wéightcd
double, e.qg., every dollar collected counts as $2. Counting
collections for.iﬁOQntivec purpoéee in thie way acoomplishes
three Objeclives: |

10
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C o SLales wilh large fusmer TANEAQaeelqadé‘would no lunye:

 be penalized by a cap as-in the cgrreﬁt'formula.k Many

 States are moving families off welfare and their

- pucoese ie not being recognized because of this cap

 -under current law,

States would have a stropg incentive to' pursue action

on TANF cases and former TANF cases. For theae

.iamiiiésg-chiia support is critical to achieving

independence &nd notffgturningvto public esgistance

rolls.

Direct savings to State and Federal goverumnelils result

f:bm'céllepting child support in TANF cases. Costs of

nother public‘benéﬁit,pregrams,su¢h,és Food Stamps and

Mediraid could also be avoided by making cpllections in

these Cases.

Because this system wéuld,ﬁor the tirstftihe be performance-

based, some states would naturally lose incentives by moving to

the ﬁaw sysiew. To help States prepdrc for the new system, we

FROM:DADE, J. | R
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‘Tecommend that the formule be phased in over two years.. For ¥y . -



SEP

(o]

-08- 1997 09:14 T3:C RICE E © PROM:DADE, . TR

2000. a.etate'would earn h&1f~of wHaE'it,would havé earned under

‘the old formula aﬁc half of what 1t earns undar the new

calculation. In Ky 2001, the new !ormula wculd be fully

;méleﬁhnted- :fhiz would give Statpg‘mgrc time to adjuct their

programs, budget .£or any financial impact and .improve their

parformanca. éf»cdurse.fché‘éff¢ce of Child Support Enforcement

would contiriue to aérkuwinh states to assist them during this

transition.

The workgronp wa's (j:,oncer.nedft'hat‘ with the enactment of welfare

reform, the child'suppo:L eilolcenent program is likely to change

dramatlcally in tha nnxt few y»ars Theréfore, tha report
recommenas that the ch;ld suyyu;L pzugLam 5 1esults and effecté
nf the naw incentlve systen shoald be rev;emed period;callv

Limited,discret;uu ahouldecggrqpt:d to the Becretary of lealth

‘and Human Services to make appropriste changes, in consultaticn
'~ with the States, based wii t;lfz;', program'e actu@l resultm and

~ effecte every three to five yextéﬂ

The workgroup's report includée racommendations with respect to

other aspecta of program funding beyond incentives. We have

endorsed the workysoup's reconmendations with reopect to the

12 -
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'1n¢encive.fofmu1u.lLuelf, Lut have reserved judgment on other -
‘aspects of the rosommendations because further work may be

needed.

We now have the gfaundworx in piéce for a more resulta-o;ientéd
‘managam;nt ot the Natisnal child aﬁppnrt\enfbrcement program. = We
‘etrongly nrge Cnng?ansftalpgss legislatign;on‘che.récommendedh
inoentivs funding a?htgm to alloQ the éhild RUPPATrE. enf@rtemeng
program to tfuly be driven 5§ achieving results for famiiiés and

children in need of suppart.
Concluaian
In conciuAaion, Mr. Chairman, let me restate:

a Much progress has been made in developing statewide
automated chlld support systoms. Cantinding automation
efforts are critical to future success in providing

supporl Lu America‘'s children.

d The reccmmended incpntivc'fuhding formula,  developed in
consultatioi with the States, would reward porformance

13
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and remain revenue neutrul. It is tough but fair and

‘will lead to poeitive resulte for families.

-1 want to thank the Committee for your work on hehalf of

america's children. Their tuture will bé gignificantly dmprouved

. because of the new collection tonls and other relurms required of

Statee by welfare reform.

14



MEMORANDUM

To: Cydthia Rice

From: - Inimai Chettiar

Date: September 11, 1997

Re: A summary of witnesses' testimonies on Automated 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 Information Management Division

II. Robert G. Williams, P}esident,,Policy Studies~1nd;

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

IV. Robert Doar, Director of the New York State Office of Child
Support Enforcement for the American Public Welfare
Associationdohn E. Mahoney, Director, Oakland County Department

of Information Technology, Pontiac, MI

ng Jim Zingale, Deputy Executive Dlrector Florida Department

Revenue
*****************************************************************
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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 time, a great deal
of money has been spent. They each 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 in state development programs, providing
states with technical requirements necessary for meeting the
deadlines, 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

. ) _l_ . )



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 technolgies to child support. Federal requirements must
also be more flexible and simple.

Turetsky of the Center for Law and 8001a1 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 also 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 that 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 s1mply
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
Accountlng and Informatlon Management Division:

In order to strengthen federal leadershlp the Secretary
of HHS should direct that the Assistant Secretary, Administratlon
for Children and Families, take the following actions:

1. Develop and implement a structureé approach) to
rev1ew1ng automatlon projects;

‘2. Develop a mechanism for verifying that states
follow generally accepted systems development practlces to
minimize project risks and costly errors; .

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-implementation reviews on
certified child support systems to determine whether they are

e



providing expected beneflts, and

5. Provide the states with technical requlrements 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 requ1rements in to
their current systems. :
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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 deadline. While
" the majority of uncertified 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 federal 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 deadllne should not be extended agaln. Instéad, HHS
should begin the formal sanctioning process for. every $ dhat
misses the deadline. Congress should consider clarlfylng 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 systems development
approach that assesses progress—at—ez Ccritical milestone.

V 3. The plan should be tailored to each state, but must not

. circumvent federal requirements. In particular, Congress should

hold states to the requ1rements that the system must be
statewide.

4, HHS should evaluate 1ts current capa01ty 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~ sufflclency by delivering child support
services. ‘

A. Our recommendatlons in July 1997 called for the

-5~



following:
‘ 1. Allow states that will have missed the deadline to

have federal funding available to them by replacing the child

" support information systems State Plan disallowance process with

a corrective action period because federal fundlng reductions

will cripple program services.

2. Focus on expected program outcomes rather than
spe01fy1ng sp901flc 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 regulatory needs of the numerous jurisdictions
1nvolved in administering the child support program.

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

: 3. There were numerous federal barriers.

4. " There were many changes in midstream. :

5.. ‘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 Support Program is continuing to ‘
1mprove 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. Mahoney of the Oakland County Department of Information -
Technology: . :

The' current regulations place state and local agencies in
conflicting positions while attempting to provide quality
services to their constituents in a cost effective manner.

-6-



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 Systems should be flex1ble to allow for
local needs, complexities, and caseloads.

2. The statewide computer system has proven to be o
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 of
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 QOakland
County a few hours. If a statewide system denigrates the cash ;
payment processing in QOakland County, who will be held ;
accountable? The imposition of a federal mandate for a state- |
wide system has required the replacement of hardware, software,;
and requisite training of local personnel that is costly to
manage and terribly inefficient.

3. We once again encourage the following County request for
the following to be included in the "Balanced Budget Act of 199?"‘
legislation: !

"States with local or court- based collection systems
may met regulatory compliance establishing a state«
wide central repository fo(e.g. data
warehou31ng), provided such™data is accessible to all
parties involved in child support enforcement efforts.”

VI. Jim Zingale of the Florida Department of Revenue:

‘Many cases are either duplicates or invalids that
created erroneously. Others are unable to be pursued ase
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 on
all cases.

Florida then formed an automated method to identify ad close
cases in accordance with federal case closure criteria. The first
task in producing this system is determining whether a court |
ordered child support obligation exists on a case. The second
task consists of identifying the unobligated cases which are able
t0 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 task !
consists of entering the names and addresses pertaining\ tot E§i>,
cases requiring a notification letter into an electronic ~files
The total personnel related costs of such a venture totaled
$4.713m. :

%WMK% %MW@W

|
Florida's automated case system needed to be cleaned- up '!
|



- Additional details of (I) Willemssen's'testimony:

" noncustodial parents through the ability of automated systems to

‘establlshment and enforcement actlons

Aefflclency and product1v1ty

‘Thus, .as costs are mounting, progress is slowing..

‘deadline.

- thus, transferred incomplete and/or otherwise 1ncompat1ble

A. The study found .that while automation can be quite
beneficial in locating more noncustodial parents and increasing
collections, -the progress of many states in implementing
automated systemsvhas been slow; at the same time, a great deal |
of money has been spent... B iy

B. Benefits:

‘ 1.Total collections jumped 80% from 1990 to 1995;
however, the total number of cases also increased.:. Consequently,
the number of cases 'in which collections were being made, has~
remalned between 18 and 29 percent.

‘2. There is now an improved ablllty to locate

1nterface with other state and federal databases.
3., There is also. an improved tracklng of paternlty

4. There is an increase in dollars collected.

‘ : 5. There is also a decrease in the amount of time
needed to process payments achieved through(?f?ffijorker

C.  Costs: , ‘ ‘ ‘ m//
1. The federal contrlbutlon totals s2. bllllon of the \h

total $2.6 billion spent
2. Many states serlously underestlmated the costs.

3. 14 states will be unable to make the October 1

D. Problems which impeded the early development process:

1. OCSE did not perform technical reviews commensurate -

with the size and the complex1ty of thlalnatlonw1de undertakin
2. .OCSE decided that’ states transfer, for their own'!
use, systems that were already in operatlon in other states.
OCSE, however, issued ‘this decision before it had assessed
whether a sufficient number of systems were available to be
transferred, In fact, only 8 system were in use, none of which
had been certified by the new 1988 requirements. Many states,

systems causing additional expense and delay.

3. OCSE has not implemented a recommendation made in
out 1992 report--to suspend federal fundlng when major problems
are - 1dent1f1ed,

‘o

- Ineffective federal leadershlp inhibits states' progress:‘:

l. OCSE's overszght has been narrowly focused and has
consequently been ineffective in assessing the states' systems
development approaches and progress. OCSE does not use state
advance planning.and their updates to oversee major investments
in systems development projects; but rather operates through

' paperwork review tied to fundlng authorlzatlon and monltorlng of

self-assessed programs. » ;

2. OCSE does not requlre states ‘to follow a (tructure,
d1$01p11ned approach.to systems development because it YacKks the
necessary technical expertise and resources to evaluate progress

~at critical points in the development process Instead OCSE has

%
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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 fundlng
would not be jeopardized.

4. OCSE missed the opportunity to change directions 1n
development early, when problem were first noted. V _

5. It monitors systems development strictly on a state
by state basis. It would be more helpful to use a nationwide |
perspective. ‘ , : ‘ -

i
|
i
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stem listed about 2.6 million CSE cases - including 1.1
illion Locate Only cases (cases referred from another

and 1.4 million cases demanding either

erduplicates.orinvalids.that-were-created-erronecusty=

~'-éufed based on either insufficient:-ingccurateor—

undertying status of the individuals associaled

analysts may be aware of these cases and can ditact
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‘alerts;-and-produce-reports-based-on-ali-cases-in-the,
sggﬁot only places an increased strain on the system |

%Consequentiy, the clean-up, of the FLORIDA

) was-devised. This method consists of an off-line -

. some of these cases may be closed immediately
n to the custodial parent sixty calendar days prior

ﬁgaded into FLORIDA to effect the ciosure of these

from the mailing date of the last notification .
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Conseguently, unobi o)
of AFDC need to béf%‘“‘

received from the cﬁi

Floside Dépar{ment of Rave
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eicase. Therefore, Pre-Establishment cases associated
tediin accordance with 45 CFR 303.11(b)12)} if the

custodial parent fails .tagg
RS ER B
- provided the cus}f{aq il -

parentias)
noncooperation andewiliiieaditorcic 0
f i

{case type 13) are assox
who have decling
assumption of a p §§I
However, an interveni
be pursued furthe
requirement of a clas

Based on the clas%
with custodial pare
However, system @b}l@@s

" include current recipigats
. P

custodial parents asso
linked to current AEDEIreci
custodial parents oeia

é!l CSE case types 11 and 13 should be associated
‘receive public assistance but have in‘the past.
rrfongous case type assignments and mistakenly
nce within these case types. Similarly, not all the
ypes 01 and 02, which'should include only cases -
Mct presently receive AFDC. By matching all )
LY, %é 01, 02, 11 and 13 to the 1896 public assistance
tireceive public assistance benefits may be identified.
al's public assistance status, only those individuals
ng the past 90 days are considered “former” AFDC
%’ pes 01, 02, and 11 and all unobligated cases of
fcustodial parents may then be selected for closure:

on County Pre-Establishment cases fulfilling the
‘with a custodial parent who formerly received
seven were able to be closed. The three
"'sigg&dia! parents who received AFDC benefits after the
X g)A. By introducing a routine in the program ‘
ing.the cases to be closed which verifies the PA status
55es associated with custodial parents who currently
 can be eliminated.. Consequently, an automated
expacted to generate no error, which was '
0 cases identified statewide as fulfilling this

criterion of being &3

. - AR
public assistance ;%%
rermaining cases wets

receive public assi}s
closure of cases sfg
confirmed by the ma

criterion.

uncbligated casel
¢as8s.

4. Case Inactivitys:
Establishment casé‘f%
e

%

show no record offany
¢losead according tg 4
is essential for CSE
to contact CSE andisup

Provided the cust§§x3

todial parents who currently do not receive AFDC and
‘5%§;§odial parent within the past 24 months may be .

Florida Depsriment of Reves B isindn il & < o . 13




9=11-1897 1@:14AM

ad:
that do not responditosthe
5 s

s fitting this profile may be identified by
'st recant comment available. All cases of the type
fied against the public assistance database as not

01, 02, 06, 07, and

e i

being associated W')e i e:em%ié?ﬁublic assistance (defined as individuals that have
received AFDC bené p?gﬁg ays) and that show no record of a comment within

FRE

the past 24 monthsima ysure ynder this criterion. To avoid any errors, 3

..é;

) %fggéon county cases fulfilling this criterion resulted in
the closure of 139/ca : v:g?;iof the remaining 48 cases (26%]) revealed case
type errors and inage

the case, errors thatiw,
Based.on a manualif
fulfifling this criteri

oA

Ceiinformation as the main reasons for failing to close
aiintroduction of the program routine discussed above.
es identified during the statewide analysis as

e’“d{éin error.

£

Application of this | tional 119,476 cases, 10.2% of FLORIDA's

eceived no AFDC benefits during the past 90 days)
may be closed based on 45 CFR 303.11{b}{12)
arent is essential in order for CSE to further

510

e
izl

and list the non-cus!
since the name of tg*
pursue the case. CSE Ahottythere
the name of the nen:custadialiparentiiiBrovided the notification advised that a failure to
respond will be interp ODErE

cases may then beise
cases identified dufir

errof.

are. Based on the manual review of the first 50
sis as fulfilling this criterion, none would be closed in

Application of this cn

caseload, for closurgiand;

T

dditional 6,553 cases, 6% of FLORIDA’s unobligated
ﬁ%{l‘ét;t’ets to be generated for all cases.

far back as May 199

180 days in order ‘%3

identified for closure?

Constituting referral;
Pending cases (case;
upon the final decisic
FLORIDA programmi
resulting in 159,325;§ .

14

. Florida Depgrirment of Reven
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dditional 131,234 cases, 11.2% of FLORKDA s
which required s notification letter t¢ be mailed.

_ i gwthe CSE data w;zh the public assistance database
and determining whic ?\y, currently receives AFDC benefits on behalf of
the dependent(s) l:g;g diod, he Y
unobligated cases ?z%tgsoc‘gi Jol
be closed. To el lmmate fa@?

during September 159;3?830 :
N w‘

considered as having

ve an AFDC check during a future month were
chx dren covered in the AFDC grant.

Appl:cahon of this € ‘, 0 ﬂﬂguonal 1,541 cases, .1% of FLORI DA’s unobhgated
"caseload, for cIosur{ £ : ;

istates’ |V-D agencies rather than the custodial
terstate cases will raduce the error rate associated

conjunction with a.
the duplicate case'
case requared to fe

R
‘mlsmterpret the closura latter as pertammg 10 the

18
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lidates was uploaded to FLORIDA on November
i | to the ramoval of 46,469 cases from the closure
Isﬁ%e‘&n”i’ of & support order {3,633} or the approval for

YAt ﬁe September 15, 1996 data download. Of the

24, 19386. Venflcatlo. o

candidates based on: ‘e;{?gg et
AFDC benefits or Medn@aa%

On November 30, 1§
remaining. 381,671;

benefits (4,269 casg,g)is;
responses received:fromic

1es , 359,865 required a notification letter to be sent
%‘the Department’s intent to close the case and
arents wishing to continue their case within 30 days
mailing amountéd to 333,447 letters and was
tative closure date of December 31, 1996. The
1418 letters was completed November 21, 1996 -
ry 21,1997 for these cases.

Department by cus ipar )
supplied by the cust, parer indito be sufficient to allow the Department to- continue
its pursuit of the ¢ : ; '

;15!31!’19 solety of expenses related to the mailing
: etters - a cost of $.024 per case.

Based on expenence
with the Model Ofﬁ

nuat caseload review conducted in conjunct»on
, @ manual effort to review all open cases in

ed in accordance with federal guidelines, perform
«*he files reQulred to produce the custodial parent
notification letters ‘ I Ye
analysts, 9 WPSOs f3ndaT675Upenvise gafo?a*penod of 12 months.

16
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i

& .
_cer}s¥stsnof.ltﬁ"ae!ermanatta‘n'a‘snthe.whetheraa'court'-"
Yalcaser¥requining an average review time of 1
M

! c%%fummg, task consists of identifyingstiBSE of the
: g@d-:n-accordance?'!wathefedaral-case.closure criteria -
er.case. SThexthirdytaskyconsisTYSHIBEH OTmIngRne

jo’séure candidates on FLORIPA - taking an average
viand final, task REoGT entermggheﬂm~
qumng.alnottf:ca,t:,mllezner mte!ant"lectrom%e

n average time of 2.5 minutes per letter. With the
; be accomp lished by WPSQ positions {PG10)

total of 16 Superwso%r»g%ﬁ‘{g
1, 1997 the total sa!a

" Florids Department of Revenues: 17
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25,717 18.5
- 195,653 117.6

25,445 183
- 148.4

14,994 —20

9.0
Suparvisory Positions 16.0
Total Salaries 1734

Total Benefits

$20.224

$14,744
$21,437

NA

HRS ANNUAL FTE  MinSalary Selury Expensc

§ 3.000m

$ 0.9133m
§ 0.343m

$ 3.476m
£1.23m

18
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ctor, Florida Department of Revenue,

PHOTOCOPY
PRESERVATION

k¥

RHEERE

v 9 s e % AT e gy



i9-11-1997 9:41aM - FR@

AUTOMATEL

DETTE 96905750

] ted Statcs COHOICSS
g"%
A




e rhez 90 percent enhanced funding for automadon,
"‘PR\Y/ORA is capped at $400 million. Since all of

ng then: full allotmcnt could re- d.lrcct the
ild support technology applications.

the opportunity to re

rt:qn.urcd to funcuon Bic ®p> , these staff could assume a le’id(.IShlp posiuon

.'\

”technologcs to child support.

‘ {:ch deviations are based on sound plans for
sthe sheer volume of PRWORA requirements will
’5&%& A
clop tmely autornated support. The Secrctary

(5) Program :émp@‘éeaz‘éf “Concres Giild direct DHHS to undertake a major assessment
of IV-D statutory andr: : ements, with the goal of recommending measures
to simplify the progr: eatly reduce development and. operadon costs, and
reduce the risks of dé i ‘

PHOTOCOPY
PRESERVATION
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Introduction

wﬁ} &

t/of many different stare systems because our

Hobse
< ﬁ:n?f

realized from these aut@m em f;alono with our own views of some of the

x:zzzg
problems that have ar:? ’fz%
dramatic break from p@; ST

automation. Under arw
federal role of “ccrtjf

5

%&?a twould transform the federal rol(, in chuld support
H;ld support technology allouncnts to states, the

%f
on assuming a techno
benefits from technol@‘

Mr: Chairman, I would like to extend our
the Subcommittee, and the staff for your

- the child support provisions of PRWORA. This:
of states has been exceptonally rapid and

‘_;tes will have operational systems by the October 1st
Bwards. These systems will be able to meet federal

guess is that somewh
deadline, or within a*
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g
#

«ii?m ,
certification standards
remaining states will hav

thll be derived from these systems. To C\plmn
In that State, whcze we operate the child support
program in 4 out of Lh‘&
lackmg unui the rccen

j{f:rauons' For the first time, other than h;mud
natc tracking of all case acuons. Searches of
'onusly had to be laboriously checked one at a ume
(if they were accessxbk%a 2 ecked automauca.lly This enablc:s us to take

more umely establishrm

and issue wage assxonm 5 03 @mng child support

& q~‘,,§i ' ’ y g | j )
' %@e system is that Clerks of Court have access to
nBefore TCSES, the function was actually

process. Because of the
implementatons have
. ’,ﬂl}



5-11-1997 9:434M FROMEMASNREIEPET TE 96005750

& %I :%
% ‘

wirtually all technically demanding 1mplemcntanons

sefforts and start over. The worst problem is that
st behind tend to be in the largest states. This.

affected.

Some of the causes offt hw
Officc and DHHS Ofiet o7
The wansfer methodgi%%

resulted in added tmeiant
L
excessively rigid and g

lemsihave been well documented by General Accounting

: W?;Gcncml reports, as well as other commentators.

isotuded; rather than speeding dev clopment, it genemllv
égggkal “one-size- ﬁts-all certification requirements were

‘f' states, contmctors under-csumated the complexity

o ove;ly opurmistc 3 %
d their own capablhtzes In some states, contractors

of the development
have tailed to dehver :

modular orne. \Vhilc
sys}tems one piece at
federally-mandated d
efforts into a single, |
requirement, this sys
already had 2 Systcm

G cess forcad STRTES 1O funnel all of thexr technology
. ide system. Worse, because of the transfer
iported from elsewhere. A state like Orcgon, which
?&ctionality but am'ng tcchniC’{I infrasr.rucwre was
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‘@%‘Q

%go back to the soundez strategy of rcbmlchng
. . 73
around a computer syst ing well '

In the meantime, during i statewide systems were under developrnent

other expenditures on: Yok were frozen While Corporatc America was busily
replacing 1980's mainf : "
computers linked intof
technology for child s

nerworks, states remained locked into the old
. The transfer requirement and the single
.dictate mainframe applications, while the freezing

"‘\'9
13y ‘have been as good as any oth{.r way to meter
m?{a heavy bureaucranc procedure on an 1lready:v

nt changes in this type of development are .

sulc from more sophzsuca:ed undgrsmnchnos of
requirements as the d
schedule planning. W
updates. The resourc

f’?%;

there were [wo senous‘iapmb 15w ;ezr apphcauon First, they werc 1ntcrprc1:ed \vxth a
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was no concept of pro"

development. This iné:
g‘?

benefits from automad

“gencral agreement that the development efforts
cted. There have also been a series of notable
‘number of larger states without systems ready for
y bereft of uscﬁzl auromadon). Nine years after

What Went ll?mng A v
went on longer and ¢35t
faxlures that have left 2

hmcal challcnges that needed to be overcome fo;
ﬁI";%hlgh failure rates for large -scale bYStemS

mplex user interfaces, lack of developmental -
flexibility, and high o those systems that have been successfully
implemented. The go’
hnologically sophisticated because of their hard-

' ded, however, to support the conunued rapid

Effectve use of qdv ‘ 1 \
improvement of the ehildisipEH Plogram. With the cerdfication dchhne almost upon
us, and the cballengc ' :
underway, now is the.

3 3 A
creatve break thh t pastiglh kfi% carher 90 percent cnhanccd fundmg, the 80
percent enhanced fun
is parceled out to tbe?s,_ ST %itgébe enough to pay for all the changes required in
i s o 30}' .
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‘reqmrcments as it secs
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porant, however, is that the funding limit obviates

ﬁ p§§. e . .
3P }“oval process. There is no longer a need to control

g{gey will need to be spent, why not just prowde
nilet the state use it to meet the statutorily mandated:
7 requirements are clear enough, and states would

communicating data to the federal government,

each state with a fixe

have to meet certain 0
or between states. M
requirements, for exa

- ready implemented the new hire reporung
Jt the benefit of a certification guide. PRWORA
. ata elements and the processing deadlines. DHHS

Aot S

ripassing new hire data to the federal new hire registry.

specifies the rmmmurp S
has p:omulgatcd a data%f;a

adding funcnons or é
view). Such opportu

meet PRWORA req ‘ \“

spend regular admini he 66 percent rnatchmg rate.
Elimination of APD ang Yoses. This approach would eliminate the need for
the APD process and rificaton criteria. With closed end funding,

there would be no ju reaucratic oversight process. If states made poor
on, they would have to finish the job with larger

decisions about spengdir _
e
far s of required federal momtormg, the only 1ssues

increments of their oW
should be: (1) Are thgg
support automagon?
a separate issue of w
broader issues of prog

, P
As I noted carlier, on
direct relationship to
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performance smndardsg e £
innovations that improye Gute Y y shcmld any addmonal fedcml momtormg be

le of federal ch11d support technolo 7 staff.
g their defined roles of “certification cops’ tbat
lead in the identification, testing, and propaggmon
ced i into a reactive rathcr than proacave role..

o hnolog;. staff could assume a leadcrsmp pouuon

technologies, encomag,m g
the resuh:s of the testsifan

Lc.« \Y}"uhm the past few yc’zts imaging has bccome

precipitously, and bec
hardware and Windo
increase staff efficien

i
for example, our comp

voluntary paternity ac ogmm As soon 2s a voluntazy patermtv

3

any child support office in the State. This
'gm process and minimizes the expense of paper
handling. '

Apparently the fcdcr':

should allow states 10 maging technology. Rather than serving as a.

y trying to determine under what circumstances it
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| government by improving the technological
licaton of effective technology would improve
. By producing better information, enhanced
(as well as privatc) managers devise better

p opomon of orders paying, and improve other kcy

‘ORA child support requirements. However,
cqmrements must be met well before that date

it should be considered only as a
] automation development paths.

limired power

ngmm Simplifecation,
This complexity scarts'

each state.

¢
Some of this complexity: the program, but some is not. Yet, the complexiry
drives hundreds of millio in additional costs for computer development

2
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" been readily apparent

- marred by problems t
‘that have been achiev
Most of thls automati

limited the success of

Moreover, itis clear t

These factors point ©
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computer operation, andista
back from the e‘dsdng%%

added through the yeats: e
is our belief that such 2 el d ma or beneﬁts
For autornadon alone,;
operating costs, It wo
many of the missteps t
Suppér; systems stem

At the heart of any 2s
stringent benefit/cost:z
requirements (and the

Conclusion

The Family Support A
St:g,tés either have, or
support cnforccrncnt
form of easier locatio
enforcement rerneche ff producuvxty That this success has been

d not cause us to minimize the accomphshmcnrs
fforts by federal, state, and contractor staff.’
come about w1thout the mandate of. the Family

Support Act.

ht allows us o idenufy, flawed policies that have
ort. Rapid, flexible, and continual application of
sential to improving the efféctiveness, of.the child

At the §2£mé tdme, thc
appropriate informad
support enforcement p
deadline before being
exemplified by the new

policy. Rather than di
perceived “need”, and
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~ based on a formula di

- This is the kind of fle: |

wraditional APD and ¢
» all enable the federal technological staff to re-
direct their efforts int ology leadership role. More importandy, it will

reduce states’ develop)

improvements in pro
could be obuined fro

10-

.14



