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INTRODUCTION 

My name is Robert Doar. Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. lam the Director of 
the New York State Office of Child Support Enforcement. I am here to testify on behalf of both 
the Pataki administration and the American Public Welfare Association-a bipartisan 
organization that represents the human service ~gencies of the 54 states and jurisdictions on 
policy issues. 

The purpose of my testimony isto say that fea~ral~Y;,§3ms:pIOcedures:n~e-~Q:to:be.:changedo 
both:in:the:=sn0Ft-term-to-aBew-=-states-tnat=-are:not:expectecE"to:meet':-e"\If-l%nt.::certi-fication:;:) 

_req'uirel]1ents-te-GQntinue:to:deli¥~r-€-ffective-cfiil(I-supporrpro-gram-s-;-and-in-tfie-10ng---;term~ 
Lbe.tter.:me_eJ:the-systems:an~:pIOgram::-d~rf:famls-0f.:the:post=-welfare:refo_rm-w0r-Id.~ 

But first, a little backgr.ound: As you know, the Family Support Act of 1988 required states to 
implement statewide automated child support systems by 1995. Congress extended this deadline 
by two years because the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) was two years late in 
issuing regulations, impeding state start-up. Thank you for that extension. It has allowed the 
majority of states the time necessary to complete their systems. In fact, New York-while 
having faced many challenges-expects to meet the 1997 deadline. While only a handful of 
states are expected to_ miss the deadline, they are large states, cQmprising perhaps 45 percent of 
the nation's child support caseload. '}C:ne-[:ar-gest.:state:s:hav~faeea=fn:e-greatest challenges-because 
rf€defal-r-ul~s-faiLte-aHo.w.:the:tle*i-5ilily-neeaea=to-meet-the-certifi-cati-on requiremen'ts. 2 

During this period, while states struggled with the system certification requirements, we also. 

made significant progress in helping the people weserve~ And the numbers show that: 


• 	 In 1992, annual collections totaled $6 billion. In f996, annual collections exceeded $12 

billion-'a 100% increase. 


• 	 In 1992, paternity establishments totaled 512,000. By 1996, paternity establishments had 

doubled to just over 1 million. 


• 	 In 1992, 2.8 million families received child support collections through this program. In 

1996, 4 million families received child support-a 43% increase. 


-In order for this improvement to continue, we need changes to the federal-state systems 
procedures. 

These changes will benefit all states. First, an estimated one-third of the child support caseload 
is interstate. All states depend on each other for effective interstate enforcement, If one state 
suffers, we are all impacted-as are the nation's families. Second, all states must implement the 
new program and systems requirements enacted by Congress in July 1996. Unless we change the 
way we do business, we will perpetuate the very problems 'we face today. 

I Congress passed the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA) (P.L. 

104-193), enacted into'law on August n, 1996. 


2 See Appendix A for details about the federal approval process and inherent barriers. 
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I'd liketo emphasize this last point. Next year is going to be a pivotal year for the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act-the most important piece of social 
legislation passed since the Voting Rights Act. In order for states to meet the needs of those who 
are on welfare, or are recently off welfare, or are trying to avoid welfare, we must have effective 
child support programs. ~i1tl::untess-we·make-changes-to-dle:systems~c~rttfi~a.tion_Qf.O_c.ess-an;¢ 
the-metifo-d=bY::"W'mcft we-=aeai-witfi-states-that-faiFfo-meet-certific-aJion~we';'wi+Fnot-be-able-toY 
fulf~ital::-mtssion-you:ga:v.e:us:last:..y-ear-to:help:families-rea"Gh-:se:l:f:;su.ffI-ci-ency-.:by 

del,iy.ering-effeeti-ve-ehi-ld-sup-p-ort-s.ery.ic.es:-:::::::J 

I. 	 SOLUTIONS TO ENSURE IMPLEMENTATION OF 1997 CHILD SUPPORT 
SYSTEMS 

In July 1997, APWA asked the Administration and Congress to allow states that have been 
unable to meet the 1997 deadline the flexibility they need to comply. Our recommendations, 
which have also been adopted by the National Child Support Enforcement Association (NCSEA) 
and the National Council of State Child Support Enforcement Administrators (NCSCSEA), call 
for the following: 

1. 	 Amend federal policy to ~llow-states_thaLare_!1Ql::federaIJy=GeI4j:fiea::l5y-8ctol5er-1 , t=99-=J'to 
hay.e-federal-funding:available.:to:oper.ate.:lheir.::ehi-Id.::s.upp_0Et-::and=l~ANF-=pmgfams-Dy=­
c-­
r~p-la:cl:l1g-tf.le-Gni:ld:s-upp()r:t::information=sy.stems$tateJ~lan-aisaliowanee-pr0cess-wt:tft::a::::7 

correctLv_e.:ac.tiQn:perio.d:teA"::ej-that-p-erm its-conti-nued-federaHunding:=-ot':pwgrams. This 
solution is critical because the immediate penalties and federal funding reductions will 
crip:pte:-p-t()gwm.:-s_~t.~ices]to the point that affected'states will not be able. to help the child 
support clients they serve today; 3 • 

2. 	 Change the state system certification requirements to f~s~~<ipr:ogra~Jc_omes-. 
Fatl'i:ef-="t-nan-sf)eei:f.Ying-sf)eci:tic-:-ar.chitectural-design-reguiremenrs-to assure the best results 
from state and federal investments in technology; and 

3. 	 Allow a stat(}-te-HnR=-T-ille:I:Y.::B:LchHd-sugg0ft-autemated-s)l'stern.s if the linkage results in a; 
seamless uniform system that meets the current program requirements and the·state child ' 
support agency determines, after considering cost-effectiveness, caseload size and customer 
orientation, that linking systems is the best way to meet requirements. 5 

Many Causes Contributed to Systems Delays 
Causes of states' inability to meet the statutory deadline are numerous and federal, state, county 
and private sector partners share the blanie. 

:; Strict interpretation of existing law and regulation could result in a loss of federal funds for states' child 
support programs of both a state's TANF block grant funds, as well as all bfits child support 
ad 111 in istrative funds. 
-I Title IV-D orthe Social Security Act authorizes the federal and state child support programs. 
5 See Appendix B for an explanation of the difference between statewideness and single statewide system. 
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F"irsi;::no::models::e>eist::f(')r::implementing::such::lar:ge:co mplex::automation=to=ser-ve=the=multttuoe-of 
II ~ies=and::m~tet-the-P-QJitiGaLaFld:::r.egulatory-neeos-oFfne-n umerous j urisUkrion-s-j-nvo"1vecfih 

~dminister:jng_the_child_sJ!Bgort=l2r.Qgl'am1 States must partner with counties, courts, district 
II attorneys and prosecutorial offices, employers, financi?l' institutions, and other state agencies 

such as vital statistics, employment security, welfare, Medicaid, food stamps, and revenue. They 
must track current information for both custodial p~rents, noncustodial parents, and their children 
and respond immediately to their customer service needs. Even private sector experts have said 

. that never before has a~tomation been implemented to manage such complex relationships. 

To further complicate child support systems development,HHS=-pfesGr-ibe6:fthrough=its' 
cer-tiJicat i on:requiremcnts=and=ether-"fegulatof-y=and=PQI,icy.:::mater:ials;::speci:fic=systems, 
~r:.chite.cturaLand_software_conf.igul'ati0F1s;::.which::.wefe:de:veIoped=based::(')n=technol(')g:ydrnoWFI:::l 

'<:duriFlg::the:::i:..980s::but::whiGh=are=F1et=neGessarci:I.y=appr.epr:iatc,::in::f.ignt-:.ofGul'rent::technology. These 
requirements put states in the position of developing systems to meet certification requirements 
rather than to accomplish the mission of the child support program. 

Other causes include: 

• 	 <Fecl:eral=bar:r-iers:>such as the transfer requirement6 and prescriptive process-oriented 
certification criteria (see Appendix A for a more detailed discussion); 

• 	 @hanges=mid=stre-allf'in technologies, management, and federal regulations and requirements 
(examples include that HHS made the transfer requirement optional too ,late and failed to 
make certification standards available in final form until June 1993); 

• 	 Leng:th:y=pr.ocesses::::f0r::state::p[oJ~_ur.ement-af.ld::federal=approval=of.:pr-i.vate",seetor::.GJ,;>nt.r.actsi.:l 
• 	 A<sh0,1;tage.:.of=talented:arrd:experieFlee.d:te.chnieal:staff.::;and project and executive managers 

among states, the federal government, and the private sector; 
• 	 . "Fhe::f>.r:i-vate::seGter~s=inabi1itx_to c.Ql)Jp-1.~Je c.ontract!Ld work to specifications or within time 

frames; and 
• 	 T:he..;:signi:fteaFlhltmgth-:of-::time::F1eeded::t0:cof.l:v~r:t.::large=casel(')ads::fmm:.theiFo:ld:.fQf.rrra:t=t0-tn~':> 

rrew=foFmarilsed by the statewide automated system. 

Lar:ge.:S.}':s.tems::Bev.elopment=is::l:nher:ently..::Risky~in Both Public and Private Sector 
Systems development in both the private and public sectors is a complex, lengthy process. 
Failures are public and painfuL such as the recently revealed difficulties the Internal Revenue 
Service has had in updating its antiquated system, The following data on private computer 
development and implementationprojects illustrate the risk: 

• 	 many large projects requiring extensive software design and development, system 
integration, and large outsourcing tend to fail, 

• 30%-50% of large computer implementations (over $1 million) fail in some manner, 
• only 10%-16% of large. projects meet deadlines and budget, 

() The transfer requirement directed states implementing an automated system to acquire it by locating 
and using an federally-approved information system already operating in ~nolher state. 
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• 	 almost 30% are canceled before completed, and 
• 	 over 50% of software projects overran estimates by 189%, costing U.S. companies $59 


billion a year in 1994)~ -,," 


Despite Systems Challenges, Child Support Program Continues Improving 
Alth0ugh=some=states::have::yet:t0":aehieve~fuH=systefQ~cer:1ifieatiofl-;::the.child.sURR-.ORRrogram 
~!!!iID.tes.::to=make=signi·ficant=impI'0vefi1ent~Governorsacross the nation lauithe reconfstate =, 
collections of $12 billion in 1996, an increase of 50% since 1992. Paternity establishment almost 
doubled to nearly I million cases in FY 1996, from 516,000 in 1992. And the number of 
families actually receiving child support rose to 4 million cases with collections, an increase of 
43 percent, over 2.8 million in 1992. 

Despite these programmatic improvements, a stricFinterpretafi0h::-of=ex.isting.::law,::rkg!!!ation_~d 
PSllic¥.-co_uld"result=in=a=loss=of=federakfunds=for.:state:pf0gFam-s:-b-oth=a::state~s-rANE blQck grant 
=--~ 
funds=as=well=as:=all=op.jts~child=suppo"t--administr.ative:funds::ar.e:::subject::to:penalty. These 
,~ 	 , 

penalties would pose significant fiscal difficulties for states and ensure a reversal of the program 
improvements realized to date. Currently, there is no corrective action process by which HHS 
can pursue alternate methods of achieving state compliance with these requirements, other than 
withholding significant amounts of federal funds. A c0Ffecti·:v.e.:a~JiolbR.eri01:.must be 
established. 

II. SOLUTIONS TO ENSURE AN EFFICIENT, EFFECTIVE FEDERAL-STATE 

SYSTEMS RELATIONSHIP OVER THE LONG-TERM 


" 
States strongly support efforts to ensure effective stewardship of public funds. We want a 
process that meets this goal while ensuring, rather than inhibiting, program performance. 
Information technology can and should improve the business of the program it supports, and the 
federal-state relationship should guarantee it does. Instead, the current child support systems 
development effort has driven states to focus on meeting prescriptive certification requirements~ 
not necessarily to focus on improving program efficiency and effectiveness. APW A calls on, the 
federal government to address this and other problems that will continue to plague human service 
systems unless they are fixed.s ' 

To do so, APWA recommends"'that the federal govemmene: 

I. 	 It\:lndamentaf.ly=atteH!~::I~hilosoph~ toward human service information: systems development, 
financing, procurement, regulation, and systems approval with a.part·i·calar..:.foGus=0fi-:::'

"' ,integr~ffing::aut0math:m=into"the=0veralhstrategiG::plan-oLthe_human-ser.vjGe.:program~;' and 

7 Source: David Wright Tremaine LLP, compiled from original sources. 

8 As mentioned in footnote 2 above, see Appendix A for details about the federal approval process and 

inherent barriers. 

9 See Appendix C for copy of APWA letter to Assistant Secretary Olivia Golden urging establishment of 

such a process. 
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2. 	 Establish-ln cooperation with APWA, states and other appropriate groups aC state::feaeral7 

infornrati0fl-t<fC'hrf(:}li.;rg·Y':p·ar-tA8Fsl'iip-wilfi:"strong:inY..olY..ement:of:state:program:arrd'" 
il1formatioA-systems-=:sJaff:to:submitrecommerrdations:to:the::-Administration:and:...Gongress;::as· 

. pecessar.y. The recommendations should address:current:harriers-and-soluti0A~ to 

information systems development with a focus on reengineering the systems approval 

process. 


Overhaul of the Federal Systems Approval Process 
Even prior to the debate over welfare and child support reform, states and APWA called for 
substantive overhaul to the federal APD and certification processes, warning about the problems. 
In response, HHS established a State-Federal Information Technology Partnershiplo in 1993 to 
develop consensus on a number of policy items-both short-term and long-term-to begin 
reforming the manner that federal and state governments acquire, apply, and implement human 
service information systems. 

Fortunately, the Partnership's work led to positive administrative changes such as making the 
transfer requirement an option (as discussed earlier) and rewriting regulations to raise the 
equipment and service threshold amounts above which APDs and related procurement 
documents must be submitted for prior federal approvaL I I Removing these and other barriers has 
incrementally contributed to improving the federal financial oversight process and serves as a 
promising sign that a continued state-federal partnership could lead to additional progress. 

Prior Federal-State Focus on Change Needs Follow-Through 
. As part. of this same change in policy, HHS and FNS stated that they "intend to revise their APD 
regulations to provide additional relief and flexibility to States" and that they were'committed to 
"investigating new ways to further modify or replace the existing APD process." They listed the 
following areas to be further investigated and initiatives to be undertaken with State 
representati ves: 

1. 	 alternative funding of state systems~ 
2. 	 performance and accountability standards~ 
3. application software ownership rightsI2~. 


. 4. APD review and operating standards; 

5. 	 Regional Office consistency; 
6. 	 technical assistance and model systems; 
7. 	 cooperative purchasing; 

10 ,The IT partnership inc luded representatives from the APW A-Information Systems Management 
Ami iate, APW A, the National Association of State Information Resource Executives, and federal 
agencies including HHS Office of Systems, the HHS Health Care Financing Administration, and the 
USDA Food and Consllmer Service (the federal agency that funds the state-administered Food Stamp 
Program). 	 . 
11 See Appendix D for a copy of the Administration's policy statement. HHS/FNS Action Transmittal 
94-5. 
I~ See Appendix E for APWA Resolution from March L 1995 calling to make proprietary rights an option. 
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8. allocation of common costs; 
9. , the role of State Chieflnformation Technology officials. 

,'-, , ..\,' 

While APWA and New York commend the agencies for this foresight, we are now urging them 
to study and implement the technology reforms we desperately need. Since the above ideas were 
generated over three years ago, additional concepts have been discussed. 13 For example, current 
federal provisions require that state human service programs develop and submit state plans to 
receive federal program funding; state directors must also conduct internal strategic planning to 
operate sound programs. Ifffo:rmati0n:technology~&lBf'm€nt,;colIltl-b:ej:rite-gratea=into-t11is-stat~ 

f'lanning=pf.0eess=to:ensur€~pfogram-gmfls are met in a cost-effective way. 

SUMMARY 

Child support agencies are implementing the major new program and systems requirements the 
new welfare reform law mandates-and that states support. Even under such pressure, states 
continue to increase their .p~rformance i~~p-p-ort p-rogra~. In=N.€w-ygrk,-we-will:::o . 
c.ollect::mor€~than-$800::mrl:l:ron::-0n::benalf-oftl1ejJeople we serve thIs year. That represents ? 
$220-mi.\.l.i0n=iner.e.as.e:.o..:.'Ler-1-994-(a-2·g.~/O-inerease-fOr1hi-:'e-=c==a::;:l==en==a:;=ar:=::::y==e:::a~ Still, many barriers 
impede state agencies from applying good business practices to program operation and the 
automated systems development and implementation that support programs. Now is the time to 
follow through with analyzing and implementing options for change. APWA looks forward to 
continued work with Congress and the federal agencies to modernize federa~ information systems 
approval processes to ensure both state financial accountability and program performance. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. 

13 See Appendix F for a list of options and ideas states have generated as discussion items for developing 
solutions to address systems problems. 
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APPENDIX A 

Current Systems Approval Processes 

The current APD and certification processes are cumbersome and time-consuming. They slow states' 
implementation of critical information systems projects and they do not logically relate to or ensure state 
systems or program performance. . 

Explanation of APD and Certification Processes 

The federal government has established two principal processes for systems approval-Advance 
Planning Documents (APD) and certification. 14 

Al/Vlmce Pltmning Document Process 
The APD process applies to systems expenditures for the child support, child welfare, Medicaid and 
Food Stamp programs. (Until PRWORA's enactment, the APD process also applied to AFDC, JOBS, 
and child care systems.) The federal agencies with responsibility for human service information systems 
approval-the HHS Administration for Children and Families, the H1-IS Health Care Financing 
Administration, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture Food and Consumer Service-have designed the 
APD process to: 

• 	 broadly describe the state's plan for managing the design, development, implementation, and 
operation of a system that meets federal, state, and user needs in an efficient, comprehensive, and 
cost-effective manner; 

• 	 establish systems and program performance goals in terms of projected costs'<1nd benefits; and, 
• 	 secure federal financial participation (FFP) for the state. ' 

The APD process requires states to submit to federal agencies of one or a series of documents-a 
Planning APD (PAPD), an Implementation APD (lAPD), an Annual APD Update (APD-U), and as­
needed, other APD Updates, solicitation documents, contracts, and contract amendments'. 

Planning APD--a written plan of action to determine the need for, feasibility of, and projected costs and 
benefits of an automated data processing equipment or services acquisition. Includes statement of need, 
project management plan' for planning, planning project budget, and estimate of total project cost. 

I 

Implementation APD--a written plan of action to request federal financial participation in the costs of 
designing, developing, and implementing the system. Includes statement of needs and objectives; 
summary of results'of requirements analysis, feasibility study, and alternative analysis (multiple 
alternatives), cost-benefit analysis (for each alternative), project management plan, proposed budget, and 
prospective cost allocation. 

Annual APD Update-an annual written report on the status of systems projects, requests for additional 
funding, and reporting of post-implementation costs and benefits. Includes references to the approved 
APD and all approved changes, project status report, revised project management plan, revised project 

I. This summary of APDs and certification is based on information in the HHS September 1996 State Systems APD 
Guide and the June 1993 HHS document. ;'Automated Systems for Child Support Enforcement: A Guide for 
Slates," 
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budget, cost allocation/distribution chailges, and actual costs and benefits (once the system is 
operationa I.). 

As-Needed APD Updates-a written report for requesting additional funding, clarifying project 
information requirements, and requesting HHS approval for significant project changes. 
Contracting Documents-states mu~t submit for prior approval sole sOUrce justifications, solicitation 
documents, contracts, and contract amendments. 	 . 

CerlijiClllion Process 
For child support information systems, HHS added by regulation to the APD procedure a certification 
process for verifying thata state's automated child support information system is comprehensive, 
statewide. operational, efficient and effective. and integrated In making the certification, HHS assesses 
'the system in eight functional areas that are meticulously detailed in a certification guide: . case initiation, 
locate, establishment, enforcement, case management, financial management, reporting, and security and 
privacy. States have encountered significant barriers to successful systems development inherent in 
these procedures and call for their reform. 

Transfer Requirement 
One regulatory barrier, the "transfer requirement," has caused numerous problems and inefficiencies for 
states and private sector companies over the years in all human service programs. In July 1994 APWA 
and states succeeded in convincing HHS and the USDA Food and Consumer Service to make the transfer 
requirement an option rather than a mandate, but the problems states faced continue to plague systems in 
place today. . 

The transfer requirement directed states implementing an automated system to aC<'juire it by locating and 
using a federally-approved information system already operating in another state.' This requirementwas 
based on a false presumption that states had identical systems and program needs .., In addition, the 

. transfer requirement locked states into replication of old technologies. In order to innovate, states had to 
entirely tear down and rebuild the transferred system rather than i.mproving architectural models and 
adopting contemporary technologies. 	 . 

One example is California's child support information system. California's information systems vendor 
decided to transfer the New England Child Support Enforcement System (NECSES). NECSES was 
designed lIsing early systems technology, to serve Maine and New Hampshire, each with case loads of 
approximately 45,000-52 times less than the child support caseload of California. The system has been 
unable to handle these larger case loads, and California counties are seeking alternate systems strategies, 
especially those ~hat use more modern client-server technology. ' 

Examples of Drawbacks of the Current APD and Certification Processes: 
• 	 The exacting APD documentation process requires extensive time for state staff to complete and 


federal staff to review ,1I1d approve. 

• 	 Federal staff time spent conducting complex document reviews diminishes their role in evaluating 


alternative systems and disseminating best practice information. This same dynamic is true at the 

state level. 


• 	 The prescriptive, lengthy bureaucratic APD process hinders state flexibility and contributes to delays 
in state systems development and implementation-to the point that by the time the system is 
implemented, innovation is squelched or the technology is outmoded. 
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• 	 The federal foclls on process compliance rather than project and program outcomes forces states to 
invest resources in point-by-point responses to regulatory specifications rather than improving 
program performance through strategic use of automation. 

• 	 These systems processes are not integrated into program planning even though the purpose of 
automation is to enhance program outcomes. 

Examples of Specific APD Requirements that States Find Problematic: 
• 	 Even though system upgrades have become a routine process in states, the federal process requires 

prior federal approval of routine system modifications and enhancements--diverting resources to 
bureaucratic processes rather than allowing a focus on program outcomes. For example, routine 
technological upgrades, replacement of obsolete or depreciated equipment, and normal system 
growth are not considered operational expenses and are thus subject to APD prior approval. 

• 	 Redundant processes require not only federal agency approval of the overall APD, but also a second 
separate review of the specific contracts and Requests for Proposals already included in the APD 
review. 

Examples of Specific Certification Requirements that States Find Problematic: 
• 	 The interpretation of the term "statewide" forces states to use a single software, !lardware and 

architectural configuration rather than allowing a programmatic and functional definition that 
requires uniform outcomes across local jurisdictions using automation to produce a seamless single 
state system (see Appendix B for a more detailed discussion of this problem). 

• 	 The criteria for determining whether a system has met a certifiable level of automation is so detailed 
that it compels states to automate operations to unnecessary degrees with no evidence of cost­
benefits. 

• 	 The requirement that all system functions be fully coordinated and integrated c;:an require 
unnecessary programming when the need for such integration may not expand. beyond limited 
functional areas or may only reach a minute population. 

• 	 Some certification requirements unnecessarily involve the child support progr~m as a middle broker 
in transactions that could be more efficiently and effectively performed between primary parties. 
One example is the area of IV-E foster care distribution. 

Neither the APD nor certification processes provide a corrective action process for states not meeting 
system certification deadlines. Such a process would allow these states to demonstrate the steps they are 
taking to meet certification requirements. 
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APPENDIXB 

Statewide Systems vs. Single State Systems 

The Family Support Act of 1988 required that state child support programs implement 
automation to achieve specific program outcomes. Federal system regulations for these child 
support automated systems interpret the statutory requirement for a "single statewide system" to 
mean that every child support worker/organization use a single software, hardware and 
architectural configuration to meet the goal of "statewideness." The current certification process 
has focused on each state having only one automated system and with all the users in the state 
required to use that single system. This requirement has caused major problems for many states, 
particularly large, county-based states. 

What is needed today is a redefinition of single state system to mean a system that is operational 
statewide and meets all programmatic requirements. This system could be comprised of more 
than one linked automated system. The key to this concept is that, to the external world (the 
other states, federal datab~ses, and the recipients of service), the child support system would. 
function as a single system. Access would be through a single point of entry for other states and 
the federal linked databases. 

The technology to effectively and efficiently link various systems and produce a single database 
has only recently become fe~sible. Today's technology not only allows for linking different 
automated systems but allows states to do so with lower development costs than building and 
deploying a single new system. 

Comparison of the characteristics of a Single System and a Statewide System: 

Single State System:,A Current Problem' Statewide System: A Needed Solution 

Definition - This is a technical definition of a Definition - This is a programmatic and 
system requiring a single software, hardware and functional definition which requires uni~orrn 
architectural configuration. It is one way to outcomes across local jurisdictions using 
automate an entire state. automation. 
E{ficiency & effectiveness - The common belief Efficiency & effectiveness - Linking various 
is that a single software, hardware and systems may be more efficient and effective 
architectural configuration is the least expensive because decision making is based on 
model. New technology has undercut the need programmatic functionality and available 
for uniformity of structure. Having a single technology, not on the technical aspects of the 
hardware platform and operating system for the architecture. 
entire state does not assure efficient and effective 
development or operation of the system. 

APWA Testimony on Child Support Systems) September 10, 1997 



Design Philosophy - One size fits all. Requires 
sacrifice$ in many ar~~s in order to find an 
agreed upon approach for handling'caseloads of 
150 to 2,000,000. 
Potential for Successful Implementation ­
Although feasible in smaller state administered 
programs, this concept has proven to be 
unsuccessful for many large, county based 
systems. 
Data element structure - All data elements on the 
system are identical from site to site. Allows 
data matches with other states, federal data bases 
and allows for standard federal reporting. 

Functionality - Performs all federally required 
activity in the FSA 88 system regulations, in the 
manner prescribed by the federal certification 
requirements. 
Development time frames - Long for nearly all 
states. Particularly lengthy for large, county 
based states as business process compromises 
must be made. . 
Training Requirements - Usually lengthy due to 
the need to train all the state cpild support staff 
on a new system. 

. Design Philosophy - Focus is on local needs' 
, .·'~and differences. E.g. allows for specialization 

of functions in one site and generalization of 
functions in another. 
Potential (or Successful Implementation ­
This concept may be the only way large, 
county based states can implement all the 
requirements of the FSA 88 system. 

Data element structure - All elements have 
the same definition in all sites. The local data 
elements may have a slightly different 
structure from one site to another other, but 
exist in a standard form in a central location 
so they appear to the external world as if they 
are identical. Allows data matches with other 
states, federal data bases and allows for 
standard federal reporting. 
Functionality - Performs all required 
functions to produce results required by 
federal regulations. 

Development time frames - Potentially 
shorter due to the flexibility to modify already 
existing systems. 

Training Requirements - Potentially shorter 
because only missing functionality from 
currently used local systems must be added. 

Conclusion 

"Statewideness" is a programmatic concept of ensuring that services are provided uniformly 
across a state, and that states can interact with on another using a common "language." 
Achieving statewideness is not dependent on a particular software, hardware or architectural 
configuration.. New technology can enable states to achieve "statewideness" through standard 
requirements for data and communication protocols, withoutthe need to abandon local 
automation initiatives. The focus should be on the desired outcome-"statewideness"-not on 
the process of a "single statewide system." 

APWA Testimony on Child Support Systems, September 10, 1997 
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APW A Letter to HHS Calling for Systems Rdorm Pannenbip 
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APWA 
A .11 I' RIC A \' P \" II Lie "'" ELF A R !::' ,~, s () C I A rio !'J 

(um~:liu'l [).II\~Jn, Prc'\itknt 

.\. Siun(:'J\}hn~m 111. E.\:l'l·utlH,.· Difl't..wr 
August I L 1997 

Olivia Golden 

Principal Deputy ASSIStant Secretary 

Admini,tration for Children and Families 

Department of Health and Human S"rvices 

"crospa"" Building. Suite 600 

370 LEnfant Prom"nadc. SW 

Washington. DC 204·17 


Dear Olivia. 

I am writing to ask for your assistance in an area that is a major concern to states-infonnation 
systems. At the recent APW A meeting of the National Council of State Human Service 
AdminiSlr3l0rs, APWA adopted two policy agreements geared to resolving both the short-tenn 
challenges some large states are facing with their child support infonnation systems and the long­
tenn problems that are embedded in the current federal-state infonnation systems process, 

Information Systems Challenges and Solutions 

As lOU know, AI'\liA is very interested in workin~:'io address and avoid in the future the 
problems states currently face wilh: 

the OClOber 1997 "hild support infonnation syst~ms deadline. and 

the rcderal·st~te relationship regarding human service infomlation systems development, 

r.mUlcing. procurement, regulation. and approval-including the advance planning 

document (APD) and certification process. 


APWA on bch"lf or ,tate humln ser.'Ice commissioners urges ybu to continue building on the 
federal-state pannership in child support by using your administrative authority to work with 
statc, til address the I '¥I 7 sy,tcm, crisis, APW.\ recommends that HilS adopt following 
solution, t,) thi, prohlem: ( I) change the child support infonnation systems state plan 
disalh'\\ ,mce pn)(c% h) allow lor a correct" c action plan (eA !'l that pem1its for continued 
leJcr311\lnJi,)~ durinllthe CAr period: tel allo\\' a state to link a limited number orlneal system, 
It this link:.lgc IS r~qu~sl1?d by the state agency. is w~rral1teJ by th!.?" s,atc's casdoad size. and 
r(":,ulls in:\ x\Hnlt,'~;;. uniform s.::slt:nnh~H nl~~lS Ih.: cUrTclH rrvgram rcquircmcnts~ and, (3) adapt 
llll.' .:urr~nt ~Ul": s:- stem (cniti~ati~'n n..~quir::il'tcntS h) t~)...:us: ilhl!.:~\J ,)n I.."Xpt:Ch:J pro~ram results 
Stll.:h .1:-; !ll{\\'( )\C-\'s .:h~Hl~~~ t,~ "~ht.· ~hild $uppt)n :i~~Ht.'tn. 

I· unl!\.'j' /\P~\'A helll.:\ cs Ill;ll lh~,: t.:llalkngc~ "fola!t.'S ,tnt! Illt.' 1't.'tk'r:11 ~n\ ~rnllh..'t)l :l1"t.' no\\ fa(lnc 
!:":t~IIt.'~! !Il dH:d ~UPPtH,t, ~h.:~ll:-' ~ll'l' ,I S;'Tnph'm \11' hnl:h.kr rl\\hk,tlb th;tt t.':-.i:;l In tltt.' li:d\..'ra!.~tatC; 
":;-,:~'nl~ [\,.'1'1l1~lIlshq', I ht.'ll'l,IJL'. I :-.11(lHbl: urg..' :tll,r ;lSt.:lh':: Id tlltd\..'n,t!...\.' ,\ ,\\Ik'cn~'ll d'f"n ill ,; 

1":11':111.:1'..,1\1\1 with sta,tL's tI" C\.;lJr~lh.' Ihis I'n!t.:~s~. d.:-!inc tlk' pfl'hknl>. and Llpidk addn.!ss tht:m !l" 
~1l~l!1\: Ihl..':>' ;Ire ;,\ liltkd in lh~ !'ulurt:, ' 

;\U,ldh:d ~u ..• (\\',) A [1\\':\ Rt.':,::nlutinns O!1 these hlpi..·s; ,lIlt.' 1't.',l",·ct:-; S\ Sh..'m~ S()tlltl'tlnS rd~lb:J to 

Ih ..: I 'N7 (hil~~ SUpptlrt dl..';l~ilin",' ~Uld thl..'" .Hht.'r j(\":"UStS 1111 tht.: nCt.'d f\)~ bro:!tkr S) Sk"nt." ~'1ppro\'al 
rt.'hlrm 1,) a\'old Sth..'h pft,bkl1li: in th... fUBIlt.'. 

:\,Jdilitl'lally, :\P\\::\ is inl~n:sh:d itl w(lrkillg \\"i~h C"-'!l~rt.'~'" .l:' 11t.'(I.:':''''d[\ II' f.it.'ilil:U(' quick 
Impk'I1ll-'nt:llion ~)r ~ui.'h Stl!utl\.llb. and has 1o.'\'mml1n~\..~~H ..:d lht:\ ttl till-' Ilill'. 

I"han;~ ~qu vcry much t'Of Ii."l(uslng !t:{k~ral ~lllt.·n;illn fhHH :'tHJr t,IT;(c nn ih::, ,1rl.';1 (II' utntt)S{ 

Inq~nrt~II."(C, "It Wi:! hi.",lp statt:=,;is wdl as the t:mlili~~ that belll-'lit fn\nl hultur, st.'ri.·!t-'t.' prngrams 
n:1tII\T)\\,d(', .-\P\\:\ ~Hh':L'rd: ,lrrrt.'cl;}i('S the work \)(:- Illll' 11I"1",..:c and ItJnk~ {,l!'\\ard lI) a srronc. 

;.... Inlll'l ..:hip 1\1 f"I'::-;<.lI\\.'" !ht..' m(lit!;ldll(ln s: ,;1l'l1;$ dulkns..':-: ':k'lllS :-;Ullo.' ;lntll~',-kr:d t;\~\ L'rlllw.:nt,' ­

:\ SitlnL'Y Jll!m;;.nn 111 
F' ...·\.·till\( t)lrt.'([()r 

·\It,lt.:h:nl...'nt:-. 

http:Jll!m;;.nn
http:f"I'::-;<.lI
http:hnl:h.kr


APPENDIXD 

Joint Policy Statement of HIlS and FNS 

• Calling for Further Study ofSystems Problems, AT f#94..S 

AdmiDistradoD tor CbildreD Food and NutritioD Semce 
ad Families (ACF) (FNS) 

U,s. 01 ...... _ _ ......~ 	

V.J~oI~ 
• ' ' • for ~ .. FoaIiIioo ~- ............
'70 L' EdioI "'-do JlOI I'IIIt c-Dri'too 
w........ OCllM41 A.IiJuMIio. V" 2DI2 

ActiOD Transmittal 

TraDIIIIiIaI No, "T-94-S 

TO 	 STATt PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AGENCIES, STATt 

INFORMATION txEC'UTIVES. ANI) OTHER INTERESTED 

PARTI£S 

SUBJECT 	 FEDERAL/STATt INFORMATION TECHHOLOGY POLICY 

RELAT&D 
REFERENCES: 	 45 CB PART 95, SUBPART F 


7 CB Part 277 


P\Jl\POS£: 	 This Action Tranamittal (ATI 1mpleaents short tera 
cllanqes in policy, wlUcb can be IIL&de witllin 
current law and requlations, to the Advance 
Plannlnq Document (APD) requirement. of the' 
Department of Health and Human Service. (lOIS), in 
particular the Administration for Children and 
Families IACF) and the Health Care Financing
Administration (HCFA). and the Department of 
Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service (FNS),
These policy changes will provide greater
flexibility within the existinq APD process, wllile 
Federal and State representatives investigate more 
far reaching alternatives for changing or 
replacing the APD proces., The policies detailed 
in this document will enhance State systems
development and eliminate excessive paper wOrk. 

BACKGROUND: 	 Fundinq for State autOlliatic data proceasin!,' (ADP)

systems wllich support Federally funded public

assistance, child welfare, and child support

enforcement proqrams, are Subject to the 
provisions of 45 CB Part 95, Subpart F and 7 CB 
Part·27,. These are generally known as the 
advance plannlnq document (APD) requirements or 
process. The APD process: ensures that Federal 
tunds tor capital investments in automation and 
technology projects are spent appropriately and 
wisely; and provides a source of information about 
State systems projects which is shared with other 
States. 

As part of the Federal government's initiative toDISCUSSION: 
reinvent processes and improve service to the 
States, Federal and State representatlves worked 
together, through an Informatlon Technology Work 
Group, to identify action ltems WhiCh would make 
the existing APD process more flexlble and 
effective. 

HHS and fNS anticipate that the policies , • 
lnstltuted in thlS AT will result In: a reductlon 
ln State systems project delays; .states developlng 
personal computer (PC) based {cllent server). 
systems; States purchasinq rather than leaslnq
PCs; an increased emphasls on new ldeas and new 
technology; reduced paperwork and recordkeepinq; 
and assoclated cost saVings. 

~n addltlon to the actions .being taken within ·thi.s 
~ AT HHS and FNS intend to reVise thelr APD 
, requlatlOns to provlde additional relief and 

flexlbll~ty to States. 	 . 

j( for the longer term. the two Depar~ents will be 
lnvestlgatlng ways to further modify, or replace 
~he eXlsting APD process, AIeas to be further. 
lnvestlgated and lnitiatives to be undertaken wlth 
State representatlVes lnclude: 1) alternatlve 
funding of State systems; 2) performance and 
accountability standards; 3)applicatlon software 
ownership rights; ~1 APD reView and operating 
scandards: 51 Regional Off~ce conslStency; 61 
teChnlcal asslstance and model systems; ,7)
cooperatiVe purchaslng; 8) allocation o. ,common 
cos:s; and 91 :he role of State Chief In.ormatlon 
;ecnnoloqy officlals. 

I 



APPENDIX E 


APWA Resolution Urging 

Revision of Regulations Restricting Software Ownership Rights 


WHEREAS, Inrormation systems play an essential, rundamental role in ,supporting both the administrative and program 
capacity ror delivering social services in an erticient and effective manner, and 

WHEREAS, Many social service systems are mandated by rederal statutory and regulatory requirements and the costs ror 
software development, operations, maintenance, and enhancements orthese systems are a significant burden 
on state budgets; and 

WHEREAS, Federal regulations at 45 CFR 95,617 and 7 CFR 277.18( I) (Software and Ownership Rights ror HHS and 
FCS, respectively) require that a "state and local government will have all ownership rights in software or 
modifications thereor and associated documentation designed, developed or installed with rederal financial 
participation [FFPj," and that "the rederal government reserves a royalty·rree, non-exclusive, and irrevocable 
license to reproduce, publish, or otherwise use" such material, and that "FFP is not available ror proprietary 
applications software developed specifically for the public assistance programs" covered by these regulations, 
and thaI these regulations are not based in statutory language; and 

WHEREAS, States are allowed to lease general-purpose, commercially available soliware packages with FFP (such as 
Windows and word processing packages) and are allowed to lease commercially-available systems that 
require customization (such as financial systems), but are not allowed to lease systems covered under the 
Social Security Act as cited above, even though similar restrictions do not exist ror other state systems 
supporting programs not funded under the Social Security Act but that are leased with FFP; and 

WHEREAS, Such restrictive regulations have the effect of increasing software costs by (a) preventing states from leasing 
software from vendors who would incur all development costs, and who would then spread their development 
costs over sales to multiple states, and who would retain the rights to the software that they paid to develop; 
and (b) rorcing each state to develop its own separate soflware ror welrare, child welrare, child support 
enrorcement, Medicaid;etc.; and 

WHEREAS, The Federal-State Inrormation Technology Partnership-made up of representatives from the American 
Association or Public Welfare Inrormation Systems Managers Artiliatc (AAPW-ISM), the National 
Association or Slate Inrormation Resource Executives (NASIRE), and systems experts from HHS, USDA, 
and OMB-in May 1994 recommendcd examining "changing application software ownership rights policy" 
to "consider allowing vendors to retain ownership or application software and allow them to offer it to 
individual states ror a ree;" and 

WHEREAS, Removing software ownership restrictions would increase the options available 10 states tpr acquisition of 
necessary software without increasing states' paperwork or starting levels and without restricting states' 
options to pursue the current method of independent software development and state ownership or software 
rights; and 

WHEREAS, Trends in technology have resulted in decreased costs ror hardware and proprietary software, but increased 
costs ror custom soflware, 'so that software restricted from proprietary owner;hip can be an expensive path ror 
states; and 

WHEREAS, With purchase or non-restricted software a state can know exactly what it is buying and can calculate the life­
cycle costs; and 

WHEREAS, An expected erfect of eliminating the restriction on software ownership rights is that software costs would 
decrease, software quality would improve, and systems would be available sooner to support social service 
administration and service delivery; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED thalthe National Council of State 1·luman SCf\'ic~ Administrators urges the U.S. 
Department oll'kalth and 1·lurnan Services and the U.S. Departmelll of Ag.riculwre to revise their regulations 
governing software and ownership rights: 

To cOlllinue to provide FFP for software development for public assistance programs, and to 
require that state and local governments ha\'c all ownership rights to sotiware and 
documentation thatthc), pay to develop with FFI', 
To expand 1'1'1' regulations to include purchase and \casing of propridary so!lware developed 
specilically for public assistance programs, and 

3. 	 To eliminate the regu!Jtory requiremem that Slates h,l\'e ownership rights to all soliware 
installed with 1'1'1'. 

:\JclpleJ by the National Council of Stale Human SCr\"ice AJm inislralors 
MardI I. 1995 
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APPENDIX F 

Options and Ideas for Discussion to Reform Systems Approval Processes 

The following items are options APW A reco'mmends for consideration to replace the current 
APD and certification processes: 

• 	 Allow a corrective action period for systems implementation. Current federal compliance 
requirements related to system development are very specific; consequences of non­
compliance are vague. Policies, where existent, appear to require HHS to impose severe 
penalties on states in the event of non-compliance-a consequence that would insure that 
struggling states could not meet such requirements. 

• 	 Integrate the information systems approval process into the overall state plan approval 
process required in each federal human service programarea, rather than continuing it as a 
stand-alone approval disconnected from the program that the system is intended to serve. 

• 	 Implement an information systems approval process that relies on the assessment of 
outcomes based upon functional performance standards tied to program goals and . 
demonstrated returns on investment, rather than based on line-by-line review of planning and 
implementation documents at the front-end that are de-linked from program objectives; 

• 	 Implement a routine auditing process contingent upon relief from burdensome APD and 
certification requirements and targeted investigations if the federal government suspects that 
laws have been violated; and, 

•. 	 Redirect federal activities to oversight of new systems development and implementation 
rather than modifications or replacement of components to already-approved systems. 

APWA Testimony on Child Support Systems, September 10, 1997 
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R.E: Child Support ~nlrorc:em.el 

Oakland COunty appreciates the 
Michigan's implementation of 
with the Family Support Act of 1 
existing federal legislation .. 
systems, and create incentives 
has not been successful in 

. the need for a State-wide . 
work for larger counties, and has' 

Over the past 90 days, Oakland, 
common problems wi~h the 
approximately 55% of the entire. 
Each CountybeHeves tnat their 

These local systems provide 
eliminated through j'r nnlll"lTll"ntari 

system could result in the 
can be spared through the 
their regional specialization. 
minimwn cost and in a more 
independent counties. 

. Oakland County has several key 
base State-wide system,· 
transfers), The County 
installed imaging. Presently, 
wide system that fails to address 
involves thousands of dUlllUII4\\;:U 

avoiding the need for attended' 
effective uses. The State-wide: 
consideration is to ensure that 
funds - Oakland turns around 
State-wide system denigrates 
accountable for this reduction 

These are but small examples 0 


State continues to pursue a path 

enforcement systems, but does 

The Stat~ has interpreted the 

serving each of the State's 83 

to almost 300,OOOcases in 


Iv.I~l!."~xi computer 
date, the State of Michigan 

couJd otherwise mitigate 
to be ineffective, does not 

mel to discuss their 

At times, a common 
tty. Locally-based systems 

~""""IJ"""" and yet, maintain 
be implemented at a 

system used by 83 

considered as part of the 
funds transfer (EFT: wire 

to case files when it 
images under a State· 

impo$sible. Voice mail 
account balances 

processing under 

days of the receipt of 

EFTs) ill hours. If a 


County, who wili;be held 

would be eliminated if the 
county child support 

currently available. 
be a single State system 

from hundreds of cases 
mandate has required 

http:nlrorc:em.el
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the replacement of hardware, 
manage and terribly inefficient 

Alternatively. the County would 
required to improve child 
Warehouse" concept. Once 
data to the central repository 
tool as needed. This proposal is 
in each county and the State 
consider this option as the 

Federal legislation should set the . 
concerns of \Vashington D.C. It 
dictate how the goals shall be 
combined with a properly' 
the ensuring compliance with 
aggregate collections through its 
in 13 of the past 15 years· we 

An article entitlc:d "The Child 
clearly indicates that the entire 
federal government must be chal 
Shattuck, Chief Information 
that child support enforcement 
aDd caselQads, This article 
Oakland in particular over the 

Recently, the County requested 
Act of 1997" legislatio~: 

Stat~s with local or cou 
compliance by establis 
warehousiog). provided 
support enforcement 

The County strongly 
addressC's the CSES effort? for 
memorandum briefly outlines the 

Robert J. Daddow, Director 
Department of Management and 
Oakland County, Michigan 

P.,a, 

to the proposed "Data 
systems can pass the 
a low-cost browsing 

be able to be installed 
State is unwilling to 
this option. 

to accomplish the policy 
only 'set policy goaJs, but [0 

as rapidly as it is. Goals, 
the mechanism behind 
lead the nation in' 

enforcement systems 

September 1997 issu¢) 
. mandatedby the 

anticipated. Ms. Dawn 
Agency, has indIcated , 

in rhe "Balanced Budget 

regulatOr)' ; 

or data (e.g. data 

involved in child 


Director 
fonriation Technology 
Michigan ' 
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To date, only 16 states have a ccrti 
Support Act or 1988. Most states 
majority of uncertified Slates are in 
the largest states with ' 
meet federal state ptan 
T ANF rederal funding, 

2. All states that miss the 
action plan. The plan shoY 
led by HHS in each state 
'assesses progress at each 

3, The plan should be 
'requirements, In mUllCl"'" 

the system must be 

4. HHS should evaluate 
process. and should be 
and guide a corrective 

6, HHS, ",,;rh the help of 
the current computer 

as required by the Family 
deadline, While the 

systems. some of 
Because they do not 

of their child support and 

. Department ofHealth and 
for e:very state that 

the authority of 

a serious corrective 
ttm-solving process 

development approach that 

corrective action 
to help HHS structure 

, ns it has for 

reassess and restructure 
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Members of the Subcommittee: 

I am a Senior St3.fr Attorney at 
organization engaged in .Pc<."".\1'"," 

low income families. We do not 
testify about the October 1997 
support computer developments 
solving steps that Congress and 
states to hav~ a certified system 

It is dear that w-ithout 4Yl,l.Illl"UIUIl 

performance is going nowhere 
performance indicators between 
incentive report) indicates that 
pan. child support performance 
c.aseload growth, a drop·in 
of the period. Expenditures 
cost-efficiency barely improved. 
collections increasing at a faster 
may be starting to show some 

How far behind are state 
states are dose to cenification 
put the problem squart:ly and 
assess the magnitude of the 
of states that will miss the 
while they will miss the deadline, 
majority of states.. Then there 
states include California and 
disproportionate share of the 
nationwide caseload: 

With the deadline three weeks 
than 20 percent of the mH,nn·,",,,, 

pipeline. that is, they have 
the states in the pipeline meet the 
less than half{43 percent) of the 
course, may submit review 
after the deadline to complete 

Some states are not even close to 
states may not have certifiable 
nationw-ide caseload. 2 Results 

I 1995 is the las[ available 
Department ofHealth and 
Report /0 Congress Far {he 

lIlliS. Office of ",,,,,,,.p"'n, 
Data Systems, OEI·04·96·000 10 

CLASP is a non-profit 
""vnr:~<~v on issues affecting 

this opportunity to 
has tracked child 

. I will focus on the problem· 
paled failure of most 

Responsibility and 
support program to help 
.'\.ct were designed to help 

of child suppOrt 
and. assumes thilt 

nationwide child support 
child support 

recommended in the 
indicators. For the most 
period. 'despite slowed. 

during the last two years 
I..UrnLJl1tC' costs are excluded. 
est encouragement, with 

that partial automation 

altogether clear which· 
and the states need to 

the public can accurately 
really two different groups 

ofautomation and. 
there. This is probably the 

are floundering. These. 
states responsible for a 

'''n'·''~''I'\T<: 12 percent of the 

This represents less 
are in the review 

Ifyou assume that all of 
is a generous assumption •• 

states. Olhers, of 
HHS several months 

the GAO. as many as 14 

44 percent of the 

Inspector General for. 


'IUJ·c."".mt<rlf: 20lh Annual· 
ann\J~1 reports, 
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IlliS) indicated that 16 states 
begun to convert their data or 
process. 

Finally, child support computer 
78 percent in 1995 alone. In I 
expected to hit $3 billion. 

Why have states have such 
reasons. Delayed federal 
certification process, meffCl:h,re 
all of these contributed to 
particular problem here: States 
the most trouble implementing 

Let me be clear. This is not . 
compleldty. Rather, it is 
administered through counties, 
most trouble planning and' 
d¢<:entralized programs with 
Often local players with ties [0 

Sometimes, no one has really 
per-case cost data reflects that 
automate. 

You can not easily automate 
underlying business practic~s. 
appear to be the technology. It 
computer system on top of a 

. made much more complex than 
practices. It is no surprise that 
options simply to open a case 
with assessing California's 
system "made implementing 
system and irs own I~'el of 

There has been considerable 
that states have a state\vide 
current statewide rPtllmr·P'mpnf 

What should be dune? 
either be able to implement a 
Any further use of federal 
justified. The deadline should 
e)."tended. Instead, I recom,men. 

3 U.S. General ."I.(;~;OUlltl 
Required to Marimi:e Rt>J~t>{;,~,; 

• State of California. 
Public Priority (May 1997), 84, 

750 P.5 

process, and had not 

.and len~'1hy stases in the 


child support costS increased 

operational coSts can be 


There are a number 

transfer policy, it. narrow 

3 shortage of expertise -- . 


ld like to focus on one 
environments have had 

. . operate fragmented, 
. locally elected officials. 

resisted state direction. 
CLASP's analysis of 

are also more e)l;pensive to 

standardizing your 

main problem does not 


. You can not overlay a 

well. Systems have been 

divergent county 

a half dozen different 


a state commission charged 

county-driven computer 

has its own existing 


to fit each county ..... 


to modify the requirement 

Subcommittee to retain the 


I. to avoid the tough 
fact, there may be a variety 


the system must operate 

2nd other states. New York 


10 deal with each county . 

confident that all states will 

accountable for failing. 

and rigorously cost· 


should not be 


slate without a certified 

Child Suppurt: Parema/ Duty. 
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computer by October 1. 
attention and resources 
tough enough to mo 
devastating program 

incentive payments. 

2. Next, all states that 
corrective action plan. 
problem-solving process' 
layout a real timetable 
are in more serious 
process led by HHS. 
would tackle not only 
have impeded systems 
development approach 
made a number of 

4. Such a process 
HHS than the current 

. in-depth, hands-on 
be encouraged to 
are proficient not only 
making processes. 
planning process that 

5. HHS should report 
improving the ¥UlllV.JL'" 

important oversight 

6. HHS, with the help 
rhe current certification 

Is there room in the current 
this way: the legal framework 
interpretations. Consn:ss may 
handle the sanctioning process. 
a way that is narrowly tailored 
plan disapproval process, 

Historically, HHS has ·''''''rT\,rp".'; 
track is a "plan disapproval" 
must have an approved state 

. must have Ii computer, In order 
will operate a child suppOrt . 
HHS has interpreted the law t . 

approved and all child support . 
approved. then rANF funds 
system up on time and the state. 

be to focus federal and state 

should be real enough and 


logjams.,.without. . 

T;\'i'fF and child 


to develop a. serious 
a structured federal-state 

to completion would have to 
to certification ..States that 
assessment and planning 

lined. and skilled. It 

.on a structured systems 
milestone.. The GAO has 

circumvent federal 
to the require~ent that the 

building towards changes 

''''~('UTCf<'' and expertise from 
succeed. HHS must. provide 

sanctions. HHS 'should 
. outside experts that 

1I<1!'c:1X'CnT,;nL and decision­
guide a corrective 

recommendations it has for 
should continue to fulfill its 

reassess and restructure 

process? Let .me put it 
be room for alternative 


on how it should 

$ authority. it should do so in 


r",x.e. v •• ~ the overall integrity of the 

The first 

,I"~ 

http:UlllV.JL
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The second track is a ..f't"....,.,.."" .. 

everything it is supposed to 
treattd the problem as a '"'''''''11'''''' 
TANf funds provided for ip sect 
compliance action, the state 
express sanctions against child 
its sfate plan, the state is subject 

Neither process is perfectly 
noncompliance process is the 
cut-offof child. support and 
solving the problem, On the Ot 

the sanctions may not be tough 
process results in a relatively 

Conclusion. We can not 
automation. It is critical that 

. implement competent systems 

. not, then Congress must enl'."" ..,. 

,/'II'l,I"./'I·mt"l,lrlt,n"''' process is that 
The noncompliance 

suppon: funds untouched. 

programs without 
the problems. and. 

in the future, If they can 

S The plan disapproval action transmittal to 
stares, OCSE·AT.97.05 (April 2 

http:OCSE�AT.97.05
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, 
Mr. Chairman and lv'lembers of the Su 

'We appreciate the opportunity t? share 

of automated systems being developed by 

support payments. Our report on this 

recommendations we believe the 

must implement to increase the likelihood 

Collection of child support continues to 

, made in only about 20 percent of cases. 

(\dequately provided for or may need to re 
, 

become even more important to recipients 

welfare legislation. 

Along ","'ith ev~luating the implications of 

focused on the status of state development 

role, of HHS in overseeing state efforts. As 

implementation and federal certification 'of 

paternity and child support 'collections by 

today. 

Autorn,ated Systems (GAOl AIMD·97·i2, 

of our recent review 

enforcement of child 

details a number ot' 

Services (HHS) 

effective systems. 

to HHS, payment is , 

payments will 

under the new 

incurred, and the 

determination of 

t 3 weeks from 



fn briet i'v1L Chairman, our review found; 

. - , : 

'in locating more noncustodial parents and, 

states in implementing automateq systems' 

of' mohey has been spent, with the federa~ , 

..assoCiated with systems developmen~. 

the limited leadership of HHS' Office of 

inadequate systems approaches of some' 

technical reviews commensurate with the " 

. , " .'. 

underta~ing. OCSE did not require states, 

approach, nor did it assess progress at cri , ' 
" 

.' . I 

,opportuni ties to intervene and' successfully 

development in many 'states has . , 

Our feport makes se'i..'eral specific",""",'",,,,,.nrn 

Human Services designed to' help states d , 

systems that perform as required, and to 

costly technology investments. 

My testimony today '~"il1 discuss, the benefl 
'. , 

provide as well as the cost~o date, prob 

" , 

stronger federal leadership, and chape~ges 
Vi; 

be quite beneficial 

'pro~ress of many 

time, a great deal 

percent' of state costs 

partly attributed to 

t(OCSE) and the, 

development 

to be approved; 

of , Health and 

'T"II'"",'''-'' enforcement 

01'"T1,.,..,...·, .... 'I"s return on 

are beginning to 

" legislation. 

N~L~:01 L6~L l[-6 
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'. 

, The genera~ well-being of children. and fa 

goal. The, Child Support Enforcement Pr6 

, title IV-D of the Social Securitv Act: Its 
. J 

support from noncustodfalparents, and to 

expenditures that of~en: fill the gapiwhen 

million children relied on welfare, constitu 
, , . ­

receiving benefits under Aid to Families 

State~administered,' the chHdsupport prog' 
. . . '., 

regional offices nationwide. , Total, 

$6 billion to a1m'ost $11 billion'" Yet the, to . . , . 
.". .,' . ;. 

same period, rising 'from 13· r:nillion to 20 
, , 

which collections are being made has re 

State programs are directly responsible for: 
" . . 

services that families need; the~e sen'ices 

, :to locating the absent parEm~:and obtaining 

collection. These st~te programs' are 

2Effective July I, 1997, AFOC was replaced 
Families··in block· grant form. 

3' 

national policy 

individuals 

along \vith HHS 

'1990 .to 1995~·from 

eased over the 

number of cases in 

enforcement' 

£: child's p'atemity 

t, along with 

follow different 

istanc~ for Needy 



" 

policies and procedures; some are mana are run locally by 

government entities or private contracto' 

As in many other areas, automation has 1 in addressing the 

rapidly growing caseloads and ir:creasing , seeking to 

promote the use of automated systems to tion, authorized . 

federal payment of 90 percent of states' developing, 

installing, or enhancing such systems. 

OCSE requires that these systems be imp capable of 

performing several specific functions.> 

each state have such a system operational , when only five 

states were able to meet this date, the C 

October 1 of this year. 

Developing these systems requires comple . series of tasks. 

Along \vith funding, law and regulations t··through HHS-­

to provide leadership and technical 

development. The federal government m through state 

visits~ review of planning documents, and once a state 

3Thes'e functions include case initiation, management, 
enforcement, security, privacy, and reporti can help locate 
noncustodial parents and monitor child s 

4 
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requests it. OCSE also has the authority . ing, although--until 

recently·-this was rarely invoked. Once 

funding--66 percent--for operations and 

SOME STATES WILL MISS PEADLIN~ 

Many states have made progress in their a 

tangible. benefits from their systems. 

personnel include an improved ability to· 

of automated systems to interface with 

,tJ:"acking of paternity establishment and en 

collected, and a decrease in the amount of 

through greater \vorker efficiency and p 

Benefits do, however, come at a high price 

indicates, through fiscal year 1996, that p. 

billion of the total $2.6 billion spent: And. 

progress has varied considerably; many sta· 

time required for developing such systems 

5 

"', I, 

additional federal 

'a1s report 

ts through the ability 

my statement today 

ted the cos ts and 

H~8~:0l L661-ll-6 
, L"d 
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Acc~rding to both state and federal of 

next· month's deadline. At the dose of 

director of state child support information 

44 percent of the nation's total case load 

deadline, Irrespective of the specific n 

the c,hallenge of implementing these sys 

Hist~ricalI~>, three major problem areas ha , 

impltfmenting child support systems. The 

requirements. Private industry and all 

importance of defining requirements 

developing systems that are cost-effe~tive, 

Originally expected in 1990, final requ 

. Obvi;usly, states could proceed only so 

funCtions their svstems would need to. ' , . 
.contractors. OCSE explained this delay by 

approach to defining requirements, along 

'n be unable to make 

'I of this year, OC:SE's 

4 states--representing 

great extent, remain. 

ing \'I1hat specific 

H'V'8C: : 0 l L66 l - 11-6 
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'. \ 

The'second area that made the develop 

'OCSE decision that states transfer~·for thei 
1 ' 

operation in other states. The idea 

called, ,can reduce development time and 

reliability of the softv.'are itself. However, 

, I . 

assessed whether a sufficient number of 

fact,:onlv eight certified svstems were in 
I ' , 

CX::S;E's older requirements. No systems 

1988, requirements. Consequently, many 

incomplete and/or otherwise incompatib 

Thin:j, OCSE has been reluctant to imp 
I . 

repott-l--to suspend federal funding when 

belief that the "most constructive 

prov~de technical assistance to the [sJtates . , 

temporarily, however, withheld fun:ding 

other:concems about a system's direction. 

Problems (GAOIIMTEC-92-46, Aug. 13, 1 

7 ,r 

for states was a 1990 

were aheadyin, 

are reuse, as it is 

, and improve the 

before OCSE had 

be transferred. In 

on the basis of . 

more extensive 

systems that were 

and delay. 

e in our 1992 

cost figures or had 

v~'t16G : 0 L L66 L L l-6 ' 



INEfFECTIVE FED.ERAL LEADERSHIP 

INHIBITS 5TArES' PROGRESS 

In aadition to these e'arly problems, 

beeri' narroh'Iy focused throughout and, 

systems development approaches and 

OCSf: obtains information about state p 

plaMing documents and their updates. 
, ' 

proa~tively overs,ee, monitor, or control 

projects, Rath~r! it operates in large part t 

authorization and monitoring of self-CL""'C':'",,, 

OCSE 'also does not require that states foil 

, systefns development becaus~~-accordin:g 

expettise and resources to evaluate prt"\o'TI'><: 

development process, Instead, it has 

expect to meet systems requirements-,·accor 

progr~ss toward meeting this October's 

Another critical factor is whether actions d 
,\ 

are properly carried out and reflect what 

states w~re sometimes put'in a pOSition of 

support, systen:s 'has 

the states' 

ways in which , 

state advance 


tools to 


development 


tied to funding 

approach to 

necessary technk~l 

tes are meeting or , ' 

aluations--and their 

ts provided to OCSE 

. We found that 

,I 

H~6~:01 L66l-l1-6
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imppssible--schedules showing that they 

othen....ise, continued funding was jeopa 

planning documents] are an administrati . 

OCSE's oversight has als,o been constr 

reviev\i's of svstems come onlY at the end 
/ J. 

states that see their systems as .complete, 

when problems are first noted .. ~;s missed, ; 

A final problem .\ve see in OCSE's ~p 

strictly on a state-by-state basis. What 

. those farther behind in the development 

which trends could be assessed and best 

in the hopes that similar problems could 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the welfare 

dramatically altered the nation's welfare 

limited assistance.; Child support is an in 

5The Personal Responsibility and Work 

9. 

ning funding." 

detailed certification 
( 

, when invited in by 

direction early-­

development 


SL~ tes--especia lly 


wide perspective in 


could be shared, 

last year 

in exchange for time-

because for those . . 

of 1996. 

H"I10S : 0 l L66 l- l l-6 
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who find themselves newly ineligible for 

reason, unable to work, child support p 

support. 

Given this new reality, states are required 

programs that meet federal requirements' 

Assistance for Needy Families block-grant 

states incrementally as policy decisions 

incorporate suCh new requirements while 

basic child support enforcement systems. 

Another demand that must be sirri 

reconfigure existing systems that interface 

information info the next centurY and 
"' 

2000 problem.£: 

6The Year 2000 problem arises because rna 
using' "00" to signify the year can be read 

Millennium (GAO/T-AIMD-97-129, July 10, 

ts and, for w.hatever 

enforcement 

Temporary 

release guid.ance to 

I if sta tes are to 

development 'of 

date-sensitive 

H'00E '0l L66l-l l-6 
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The challenges being faced by those 

. they are entitled compel the federal gove 

providing leadership and ensuring that 

noncustodial parents who are not paying· 

developing effective systems, we have 

Human Services direct that the Assistant 

Families, take a number of actions, inclu 

• 	 developing and implementing a 


automation projects; 


• 	 deveJoping a mechanism for 

systems development practices to 

• 	 using an evaluative approach for p 

technology projects, one that 

and risks; 

•• 	 conducting timely post·implementa 

svstems to determine whether the v 
tI 	 •.'._ 

.• 	 providing the states with technical 

reform systems with sufficient time 

legislatively mandated deadlines~ 

support to which 

tive mandate of 

t can help track 

the likelihood of 

of Health and 

for Children and 

costly errors; 

costs, benefits, 

support 

Ht'0E : 0 L L66 l L [-6 
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QuiCk action on these and other 

toward implementing effective systems 

increase collections .. 

. . . 

Mr. "Chairman, this concludes my state 

questions that you or other rv-rembers ot· 

(511234) 

·12 

de can go a long way 

stodialparents and 

respond to any 

at. this time. 

., , 
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GAO 	Cumulative FundsSpenton Child Support 
Enforcement Systems, Fiscal·. Years 1981-1996 

Dollars in millions 
2,500 _.­ _._.. ­ - .---­.. -#----­

2,000 1----· --------_.._-­ -~ -­ --­

~..............~.... Federal share .... ,... 
I·····~· ...0 e"---­o 1 i .. I 1 .1 . I .1 

1981 82 83 84 8586 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 
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