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Questions and Answers on Welfare Caseloads 
October lOt 19971 

1 
. I

Why do you say that welfare refonn has been a su~cess? 
i 
i 

As I announced on Thursday, welfare caseloads have fallen more than 3.6 million since I 
became President, a drop of26 percent. They've drbpped 1.7 mllion in the 10 months 
since I signed welfare refonn into law (June 1997 are the latest numbers available.) This is 

the largest caseload decline in history. I.'. . 

The bipartisan welfare plan that I signed into law la~t year requires work and personal 
responsibility and has the toughest child support la}vs on record. In exchange, it provides 
child care and medical care -- and opportunity for ~ better future. I began refonning 
welfare even before signing this national legislation: by granting waivers to 43 states to 
begin to reforrtJ. their systems. I 

Isn't the declirte in caseloads due mainly to the godd economy? 
. . . I . 

Welfare caseloads ate the best measure we have right now ofthe success ofwelfare 
. refomi. According to a May report by the Councill ofEconomic Advisors (CEA), over 40 
percent ofthe reduction in the welfare rolls can be attributed to the strong economic 

I 

growth during the Clinton Administration, nearly one-third can be attributed to waivers 
granted to states to test innovative strategies to more people from welfare to work, and 
the rest is attributed to other factors -- such as the Clinton Administration's decisions to 
increase the Earned Income Tax Credit, strengtheri child support enforcement, and 
increase funding for child care. . I 

I 
How can you use the decline in the welfare caseloads as a measure ofsuccess when we 
don't know what's happening to these fohner recipients? . 

: . 

Not enough time has passed for full-scale researcJ studies to be completed, but we do 
know that almost all these people have left the roll~ voluntarily, since very few time limits 
ofany kind have gone into effect y~t: The natural1inference ~s th~t the people l~a~g 
welfare have found better opporturulles and more self-sufficIent lives. The prelimmary 
studies we have support this conclusion. An analYsis ofthe Massachusetts caseload found 
that about half those who left the rolls found jobs) nearly a third had other means of 
support or had left the state, 9 percent had childreft who had grown too old to quality, and 

I 

6 percent were in the process ofreapplying for welfare. A new Maryland study found 
that more than halfwere working and four-fifths were still offthe rolls six months after 
they left. Also, a study by the San Francisco FedJral Reserve found that since August, the 
labor force participation rate has increased among, female heads ofhousehold, which 
suggests that the women coming offthe welfare rolls are entering the labor market. 

. I . 



Work Participation Rates 

Q: 	 Why are so many states not meeting the work rates? Does that mean welfare reform is a 
failure? i 

A: 	 Almost all the states are meeting the work rates for ~ne-parent families, which make up a 
full 93 percent of the caseload. The only work rates! states are having trouble meeting are 
the much higher ones that apply to two-parent families, which account for only 7 percent 

I 
ofthe caseload. [The law requires 2S percent of the total welfare caseload to work in 
1997 and 75 percent ofthe two parent families to W~)fk.] 

. . I
Q: 	 How many states do you expect to fail the work rates? 

A: 	 We are not sure. States have until mid-November tb report data. Informally, most states 
have told us they will meet the overall 25 percent w~rk rate, but many have reported 

. 	 I 
concerns about meeting the 75 percent two-parent rate. As you may know, the 
Associated Press surveyed states and found that 19 states expect to fail the two-parent 
work rates and seven states do not know. 

I
Q: 	 Will the Administration penalize states that fail the rrork rates? 

i
A: 	 We expect to impose penalties on states that do not meet work rates. We believe it is 

I 

critical that states place a priority on putting welfare families to work. The law does give· 
states a c~edit toward the work rates for success in feducing the caseload; because ofthat , 
credit, some states that don'texpect to meet the w0rk rates may in fact do so. The law 
also allows HHS to accept a corrective action plan $ubmitted by the state in lieu of 
imposing a penalty. We will evaluate these corrective action plans on a case by case basis. 

I 
I 

Fair Labor Standards Act and Worker Protections 

Q: Why are you undermining welfare reform by insisting that participants in workfare 
programs get the protections ofthe Fair Labor Star'tdards Act (FLSA) and other 
employment laws? I 

I 

A: 	 I believe that worker protection laws, such as the Bair Labor Standards Act, should apply 
. to workfare participants in the same way they apply to other workers. If a workfare 

participant counts as an "employee" under these laws, then she should get protection. No 
I 

one doing real work should be paid a subminimun'l wage. 
I 

And I believe that paying working welfare recipierlts the minimum wage and giving them 
other worker protections will promote, not undermine, the goals ofwelfare reform,

I 

because it will give them the ability to support their families and break the cycle of 
dependency. . r . 

I 

I 




.} . 

We will wor~ with states to ensure that they can c0tFPly with this policy. witho~t undue 
financial burden, while still meeting the welfare law's work requirernents. Ofcourse, if 

. 	 I 

states place welfare recipients in private jobs. then the minimum wage already applies. 
And we are working to minimize costs associated ~th the application of employment laws 

. to workfare participants in other ways. I 
Child Support Computer Systems 	 I 

Q: 	 ,Haven't a lot ofstates failed to meet the October lsi deadline for putting state-wide child 
. I 

support computer systems in place? What is the Adminstration planning to do about this? 

I 
A: 	 Stales have had nin:e years to develop these computer systems. and we don't intend to 

extend the deadline any fiuther. We do, however, 1;>elieve that the current law -:- which 
requires us to withhold all federal child support funas when a state misses the deadline -­

I 

will undermine efforts to collect child support for needy families, Thus. we intend to work 
with members ofCongress to devise an improved penalty structure that will ensure that 

I 

states work hard to get their computer systems in p~ace while not hurting overall child 
support collection efforts. [Note: 17 states and the District of Columbia did not meet the 
deadline.] . I 



i 

- .. ''''~''-, 
.,,9 

./:... ~: J, . ." • • 

I 
1 

.. I 
'\ /-:-', ,'- ./ Edwin lau ',' 09/05/9710:04:06AM 

,":"···';mgg'·;;tf;;:.:.,.;.,.,....',·x.........·M,,"",.......................................,.,.........,.....,.......,." ...,............,...••••,......................,." ....,.•........j...,•...,................. . 

i;:::1i:i1~i:~n;!;ij!!i;!;iim:;:;::::··:···· , 

I 
Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP 
cc: 
bee: . 


Subject: Be: Child Sup:ort Q~estion WfJ, .' , . . . '. ,r ,.' '. . ' . " 

the federal match for administrative child support costs is 66%; the enhanced AD? match is 90% until the 

'"- I ­

end of FY97 to meet State plans filed prior to 09/30/95; AD? costs for State, plans filed after this date are 
. matched at 80%, with total federal spending capped ~t $400 M. I .' ' ' 
. Let me know if you need anything .else. ,.' .•., '. . " I 

(I'll get back to you this afternoon on the implementation strat~gy) 

,I.Cynthia A. l7lice 

I 

I 
I 

,Cynthia A. Rice 09/05/9709:07:13 AM 
I 

Record Type: Record 

To: ,Edwin Lau/OMB/EOP 

cc: . 
. Subject: chlid Support Question . , . I 

Could you remind me -..:. what is the federal match ,now for child support enforcement costs? What is the 
standard rate and what is the enhanced computer systems rate (if that is ~till in effect)? ' . , . . 'I .. 



'/ 


AM 

ReCord Type: Record 

To: ' 'Cynthia A. Rice/OPDIEOP 
, ee: 
bee: 
Subiect: Re: ,Child Sup'port Question lt~~ ,

J .' ~ 

State costs incurred in FY 1997that are consistent with the Statel Pian are eligible .for a federal 
reimbursement at the 90% rate for up to twO, yearsafter ~Y 1997 I " " , 

Cynthia A. Rice ' 

, " 

'Cynthia A. Rice, 09/05/97 10:3~~:36 AM 

Record Type: 'Record 
I' 

To: Edwin Lau/OMBIEOP I .~ , , ee: 
i

bee: 'I,
"Subject: Re: Child Support Question2Q 

Does this mea!l90% for costs incurred before the'end of FY 19~7 -- i.e;,the federal reinibursementmay 

happenafter FY 19971 ", ",' ' ,,' ,'I',': " ',' ,,' , 
, 'J' ' 

Edwin Lau 

" i'
I 

09/05/97 ~0:04:06 AM' 

... "".... "''''''.''''/ 
R.ecord Type:

, ~ , . 'Record 

! 
To: 
cc: 
bee: 
Subject: 

Cynthia A. Rice/oPD/EOP 

Re: Child Support Question @E) 

I
" " I 

, '" '. . , I ' " .,' , " 
the federal match for administrative child sLipport costs is 66%; the enhanced ADP' ~atch is 90% until the 
end of FY97 to meet State plans filed prior to 09/30/95; ADP C9sts for State plans filed after this date are : 
matched at 80%, with total federal spending capped at $400 ~. ' 

iLet me know if you' need anything else. 

I 
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. ii,'!d·; .', ' .. I ' . , . A. 
Draft Qt1t"s and Answers on GAO Child s~pport i mputer Systems Report \.. 

Q 0i\)Th.e G4.9.Ur.:eport pl<ic.e.s some 'of .t.·h~ blame~or. ~e state .bh.i1~ s.upport co~pute.t syste~. ~~,
on a la~~ Rf strong federalleader:shlp and dIrectIOn. Wpat IS your reactIOn? .. ~;"~ 

/'A \ We dis!iiU~lrt general that ther~ has beeti a lack of federal leadership . Child support .' 
fi ~ f..j)~ .~~) is a top' ;PflOrity of the Clinton administration,' Child s~pport is critical to provide basic ~. , 

~\j}Y.~" o.\J nec~sst:~'i.f:¥Of fo,?d.. c1o.thing .and. Shelter ..for children.· .. ft is also crucial to helP. families ~ 
, v\\.._ achIev~: s~lf-sufficiency. L \ \ .1 + I! ~hl\ •. Ie t <v-rt(L.L. . ~ .. 

\\00- . "r'':::> \...O\-u...LLI,I~h,o...f~~O.~ O~\~ ~..,. l

J'-v ...\, ," ~J:~' i~ii~l\he states' :es~0~ibiiit'y,to~pI7ment. these ~portant comput~r systems,. The 
\ \ t;-r.t-. \\ \L­

c'.r'.' /..
;v( /'. 

I" 

I.;\1..Y,,,-u 
JY
, -. 
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A 


Q 

A 

Q 


A 


Q 


A 


Q 

law cl~a.rly places this sIgmficant project m theIr hands. HHS has pushed the states to 
meet ~~a~;lines, provide~Chni~.· . assistance and wh9re nece~sary suspended funding to 
states ,w.ijlch were not makmg progress. ·,And there's accomplIshments to note. Over 
80% ~fi~e states and territories will meet theOctob~r 1, 1997 deadline. We're. not . 
compl~(e;Jy satisfied~ But, we have learned valuable lessons on the complexity of these 
systert,ls}the time needed to ensure quality, the relatibnships with contractors and the 
valuel;~fl:(ederal technical assistance that will better iprorm the new requirements for· " 
statesen~er welfare reform. . .' . i ...... 1S A::J '\ 

We d~M~ believe in federal ~odkie cutter, one size fttsall, computer systems for the ~ " 6- . 
stat~~I. !When Congress requm!d the states to develop these systems, the statute sought· 't ~ 
specifiej,0uteomes, such as improved. collection andidisbursement of funds and more ~ 
efficierlt !accounting of dollars, but it did not prescribe the equipment to meet those '. . 
expe&t.b.iions: ,We believe in a stfong federal/state partnership. One, for examPI.e, that .. 
has Bz:?~pced a 50 percent in.crease in Chil.d suppor;t collections from 1992 to 1996 .. We . ') ./ 
do bf(h€?ve also thatthe states have to be held accollntable, but should have the . ~ ". ~ 
f1exipi;l!t~y to develop the systems that will best me,et their unique circumstances: ~ . 

:!; 11/ . ; . I' . . . . . 

Do y,!0\1 agree' with any of the recoinmendations id the report? . . 
.\" 1,1 . " 1-, 

. ir,:~: j , ;". 
Yes rv./e agree that we should 'increase the resources and. expertise in HHS to provide an 
incr~aWd level oftechnical assistance to the state~. We also agree that the new . 
reqti'ir~rhents for states:in the new welfare reforni law' should be prepared and 
diss.~·rt#hated as q:uickly~s possible. f ' 

. "I "," , , 

Wil~i~tlj the states meet the O~tober 1, 1997 deadli~e? 
·'It.' . , .c', ; I ' ;.; I 

Stafd;~ave made substantial progress in implen1enting their systems. 
. thej;niajority of states will me!:!t the deadline~ I

,i;d1 . . . 
11,.q . -, . 

HoW; tnany states are now certified? I 

~ i/d. ,!'. . i 


We expect that 

TvJ{ei~b states have been cert~fied (Arizona, Cdnnecticut, ndlaware,Georgia, 
Ldiii,s!ikna, Mississippi, Montana, Utah, Virgirlia, Washington, West Virgiriia and 
WY0rPing), while 5 states are very close to cehification. Though a state may not yet be 

.ceidt;i~d does not mean that it has a computer Isystem that i~ working. Over 40 states 
ha:y¢ is'tatewide operational computer systems. I The remaining states have pilot systems 
thatlare being tested. .' , ,!... '. . 

.: .,I' . I -" 

H~'~libany stat~s will be ce~tified by the deadline? 
," I ' ',' I 

;: , . '. " J ' 

W;el~~timate tha.t approximately 40 s~ates will either be certified or have their. systems 
r1;~drl to be certIfied by Oct,ober 1. . ! ' 

t; • i I ";'. I 
, , ~hip.h states 'wiU not meet the deadline and;why? 

1 ' ~'1 } 1 
\, ~ 1 1 

. ~ ) i 1j';, r.·' 
~f , .:. I 
, ,t 1 
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As many; ~s19 states say they are conc~~ned that they wi~'l not meet the deadline. There 

are sev¢'r<,ll !main reasons why states have had difficulties. States have experienced 

contract0I-tproblems. States with county-J?ased child supp6rtprograms, like these, 

states, ha\i'eencountered jurisdictional problems betwee,i1 the'counties and the states. 

These ;ii~ tl~rge states' andinstaHing new" big and coIp'pIicated syst~ms',have simply 

taken loiig~r for the states to set up. It is important to note that though these states may 

not me~(ttiecertificationdeadline, they are makirig progress in implementing the 

computetNystems. with the support of the Clinton administration. For example, 

MarYI~~4 ras ,enrolled all but one its counties into the;statewide system. , 


h : .It' 
According to the report, over $2.7 billion federal dollars hliS been spent on' these ' 

, comput~Ji:systems and yet still soine states won't mak~ the.deadline.'Criticsclaim that' 

this mqrt~y lias made contractors rich while families fail to get the support they need. 

Some :~,~~Imoney has been:wasted and that HHS has ~ot bee~ doing enough oversight. 

How 9q ¥j0U respond?, ..,,' " ': " 


'1: ;1" ' , " " '," " 

We a~~ !rl~ncerned about the cost of these systems. And we are disappointed that some 

statesJ~~Ne had p~0t:l.ems and will;,still fail to make t~e deadline." Congress gave t~e 

states;ith~j responslbIhty for these Important computer systems and the funds to buIld 


'them,il ,\Me believe it is the federal governinent's responsibility to push states to meet 

tbed#aq,l;ine~l...£E?vide te.chnical assistance ~nd 1 , accountab~e for when stat~s 

are n91 rnakmg progress." at's wh we dId not su e tensIOn of the'deadlIne 

ill ] 9,~!it That's why V{e',veworked with state .' th technical support. n 

that"s,w,ny we approved funding only when'the state dem trated the cost effectiveness 


of thr: :sl~ste~, , " ' " i ~k~~ ~, 
Yet,;i""Mdon't beIievethat money has been wasted,: During the same time period that ~.7 

overn$2 Ibillion was invested in computer' systems .. :the program collected over $88 ,". 

billiG,Ii lin chi1d s~pport. ' The GAO and HHS agree that automation efforts to date have ' 

imp;oi~dd tQ.e effectiveness of ,the program, worker productivity and monitoring , 

progt~~ activities. We've seen increased collection, such as Comiecticut's 18 percent 

inc~f~f~. Checks are getting to families faster, as' in West Virginia cut the tline,checks 

are sent from 10, days to 24 hours. Los A"ilgeleS County now ruRis 522 pef€Sat Illor?\, 


~eHJ1qk,~Ul parents than before me~rfieW comptl~r.syst~m. Also! the com~uter system . 

represrpt on average only 6 percent of ~otal adm1p1stratlve spendmg for child support ' , 

pro;~~;'fs and 2percent of recent child support·cpllections., .: IS ~ 


IJ"Pj -! . "'. " . " Q"I" 

.Th~r¢port and critics say th~t one of these reasqns why the states will fail to meenhe <le.s, 

deadline is because HHS was slow to get guidance and regulations to the states? Do ,,« /:) 

yo~. agrree? , ','.' . ,f(c/


!,dl ' l.,'""\t' ,
W~ ~~ree that they were' late. The,regulations ~ere issued in 1992, two years from ;> . 
w~ep'; they were supposed in be issued under ,the previous administration. But the state$ , 

'di411~ve,the statute which described the requir~ments for the systems. '~d s..vna.......:.. 

~~~ftA,.'vn\ q q~ ~~'""'lrQ.d... cst q, 1-!Cf ~. , ' 

C#lifdrnia seems to bea particular problem. The state has spent)mndreds ofmillions 

, .o(;~9~lars and audits· of its system show that it",s ~ot wprking. The state may have to 
start; from scratch. ' Are you concerned about Cahforrua and what do you thmk should 
b ;)'d' I ? ' ,el one. I 

~~: Ure deeply troub~ed' by ~hat is happening!inCalifornia.. California is now testing 
.' iik :sYstem in several counties. The state will/have to make a difficult decision on how 

t9' p'fpceed. We are ready to work with the state. Yet, for the sake, of California 
spil4ren whO need their child support, we be~ieve the state must act quickly and be held 
a~cf?}mtable for implementing a quality and~ffective computer system. , 
'!; ; il " . i.,
WQuid you support another extenSIOn of the 'deadlIne? 
:;. : 

: 
i, . i ' , , '. .' I, 

:: "1/ ,,~ ,;' I 
".j if., 

, 
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No~ J~WOUld be concer~ed that simply extending th~[deadline would undermine 
efforts ~:.; bhrs and States'-- to implement fully functioml1 systems quickly and would 
~end tJi~ ,trong 'message regarding the im~ort~nce of future systems,.related deadlil!es 
lInpOS~?;,r last year'$ welfare rt:form legIslatIOn. /'. . ' , ' 

A 

Q 	 WhatJ,r:q+Jd happen to states if they fail to meet the de~dline? 
A 	 States ~J~id jeopardize federal f\1nding for their child ~upport programs. But, ~ven' , 

with ~at ipotential penalty, we b¢lieve it is critical for :children to get the'support they 
deservf III 'I ','.. • ; , , , 

~f :'. j. . , ' ,! 	 ' . .: 

,( Q 	 Some ~t~tes are now working with Congress on. ideas beside extending the deadline to 
help s~a~~~, such as changes in penaltie's. Also, a proposal is that states could meet the 
state"'1~~4' irequirements by using existing county systepIs. Will you support such 
propo~!i,ls7 ,. ;, , I'·, . 
";i:dl '. .,: 	 ! . ' . 

A The a~'~ipistration' s first priority is for children to g~t the' child support they, need and 
their families are helped to self~sufficiency. We beli~ve that firm deadlines and" 

, niech~nikins to ensure accountability are necessary to; focus efforts and help overcome· 
the o~sd'~les inherent in implementing any major computer system. Congress would 

,I \ ,J. ! ' 	 • , ' • ~ ,

have ~o; att to change the law's current reqUIrements.: We wIll conSIder proposals, as 
lon~ ~s; ~ey ensure that states make ti.ri1ely progress~nd are held accountable. 
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, Talking Points on GAO State child sJpp~rt Comp~ter" 

. 	 . Systems .Report I . '. 
I . 4, 

j 
. 	 I 

. , 	 '., I· 

Chiid support is a top priority .of the Clinton adminIstration. We belieye ina strong 
federal/state partnership that,has produced positive1results for·children .. For example, 
we have increased child support collections by 50 percent from 1992 to 1996. This. 
partnership' will result in over 80 percent of the states and territories meeting the 
October 1, 1997 deadline for their child supportc~m:piitet systeins. 

, I 

o 	 Congress provided the funding. HHS provided th~ tecmli~al assistance. But, it the 

states that are responsible to deliver the systems. ,j. . . . . 


.' 	 ., . 
. I 

. 	 . I ' 

o 	 Fifteen states are now certified. 'We are not'satisfied that .$ome states say they will n<;>t 
meetthe deadline. This effort has not been easy. 1States encountered problems with . 
cohtractors, difficult negotiations with counties aQd the sheer complexity of these , 
automated systems .. Yet, we have proof that computers improve the rate of collection 
and'get checks to children faster. '; 

, 
o Nevertheless, we believe inholding states' accourltable for completing these systems. , 

- I ; '., 

A deadline' and possibility of loss cif federal funding give . a strong message that we're 
. '..... ."'. I . '.' .. 
serious. We are prepared to work with the.state~ and Congress tb meet the test of 

. accountability While achieving quality computer syst~ms to help children get the support 
they deserve and need. . ':·1 .... : . ' 
. I. 

, I 
7/2/97 11:40 am 	 j 
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Questions and Answers'on GAO Child Support Computer ~ystems Report
" ", i ' ',', ' 

i . , I ' 
. ' ,. , ~; . , . .' " " 

The GAO report places some of the blame 'for the state child support computer systems 
on a lack of strong federal leadership and direction.! What is YQu~ reaction? ' 

I ' 
I 

, , I, ' , ' 

We disagree that there has been alack of federalle~dership. Child support is atop 
priority of the Clinton administration., Child sUPP9rt is critical to provide basic , 
necessities of food, clothing and shelter for childrefi. It is also crucial- to help families 
achieve ,self-sufficiency. ' : i' " , ' 

. I ,
We believe in a strong federal/state partnership. qne" for example, that has produced a 
50 percent' increase in child support collections frdm 1992 to 1996. Within this ' 
partnership, it is tHe states' responsibility to impleinent these important computer 
systems,' .The law <.:learly places this signtficantPr.oject in their hands. 'HHS has 

, pushed the states·to meet deadlines, providedJechhicalas~istance and where necessary 
'suspended fundihg to states whiCh were not making- progress. ' ' 

.' '/ 

This partnership has produced'important acco~pli~hIrient~ in child support systems. 
Over 80% of the states arid territories will meet the October 1, 19'97 de'adlirie. We're, 
not completely satisfied. But, we, have learned, valuable lessons on the complexity of 
these systems, the time needed to ·ensure qualitY, ~he relationships' with :contractors and 
the value of fed~ral te,clIDical assistance that will, better inform the new reqUirements for 
states under welfare refo~m. ' . ,i,'" , . . 

We don't believe in federal cookie. cutter, one sii;~ ,fits all, computer systems for the 
states. When Congress required the states to deVelop these systems, the statute sought 
specific olitcomes; such ~simproved c?l1ection apd disbu'rsementoffund's and more 
efficie'nt accounting of dollars, but itdid not prescribe the equipment to meet those ' 

'. .,' , I·" ' ' 

expectations. We do believe also thanhestates have to be held accountable, but shoUld 
. '. ' '. ' ,1' " , ... 
have the flexibility to deVelop the systems thatw;ill best meet their unique' ' 
Circmnstances. ' I , 

, . ,:' , . .' i 
What is the OCtober 1 , '1997 ,deadline? I·

f' , 

Under the Fainily Support Att of 1988, states a~e required'to install state-wide 
computer systems that will improVe the delivery: of child support services and enhance 

" I ' ,
the accountability of federal and state funds. States were to build these automated 

systems and have them certified by HHS by Odober 1, 1995, In 1995, Congress 

extended the deadline to October~" 1997, I ' 


i 
, ' I 

, Do you agree with any of the recommendations; in the report? 

, " . i, ' , , 
Yes, we agree that we should increase the resources and expertise in HHS'to provide an 
increased ,level of technical assistance to the st~tes. We'also agree tQat the new ' 
requirements fcir states in the new welfare reform law should be prepared ,and' 

, ,disseminated as quickly as possible. ", :-" I ~. " " . 
'I' rll 

I, 
1 

I 
J' 

"1, 
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I 
I 
I 

. I 

Q 	 Will all the states meet the October 1, 1997 deadline? . 	 I. 
. 	 ,. 

A 	 States have made substantial progress in implementirtg their systems. We expect that 
the majority of states will meet the deadline. I . . 

I 

Q 	 How many states are now certified?· . ) 

. ;. 	 1 '. . 
A Fifteen states have been certified (Arizona, Colorado, Connectic'!lt, Delaware, Georgia. 

Idaho, Louisiana, Mississippi, Montana~ New Hampshire, Utah, Virginia, Washington, 
West Virginia and Wyoming), while 5 'states are v~ry close to certification. Almost all 
the· states have a state-wide computer system worki:ng even though .they may not yet be '. 

. certified. The remaining stat~s have pilot systems jthatare being tested. .' '. 

Q · How many states will be ~ertified by the deadline?I... 	 . 

A 	 . Weestim~te that approximately 40states will eith~r be ~eri'ified or havetheir systems 
ready to be cettifiedby October!. . i. 

, 	 ';', .: 
Q · Which states will not meet the deadline and why?! . . . .,.. 	 I 
A As many as 9;tates say they' are concerned that ~eywill notrr.ieet. the deadline .. There 

are se.veral main reasons why states have had diffiCulties. 'Stilteshaveexperienced . 
· contractor problems. States with county-based c~ild support programs, like these 

states, have encountered jurisdictional problems' between the counties and the states. ' 
, 	 . . ' I . . . 

These.are' large states and' installing new, big and complicated systems have simply 
. 	 .. I .,

taken longer for the states to set up. It is important to note that though these states may 
not meet the certification deadline, they are mak~ngprogress in implementing the 
,coinputer systems with the support of the Clinton administration. For example, 
Maryland has enrolled aU but one its counties in,to the statewide system. 

" 	 ' t <

'. I' 	.. 
Q According to the report, over $2. 7 billion federal dollars has been spent on these' 

, computer systems imd yet still some states' word make the deadline. Critics claim that . '.. 	 . r . .'.. • 
this money has made contractors ,rich While fa'Diilies fail to get the support they need: . 
Some say money has been wasted and that HHS has:not been doing enough oversight. 

. '. , . ," 	 I
How do you respond? . .,,I'. ' . 

, 

i 	 . 
A · We are concerned about the costofthese systefns. And we ~re disappointed that some 

· states 'have had problems arid will still fail to clake the deadline. Congress gave the 
states the res'jJonsibility for these important corpputer systems' and the funds to build 

, them, We believe it is the federalgovernment{ s responsibility to push states to meet 
the deadlines, provide technical assistance andlhold them accountable for when states 
are not making progress. That's why we've ~orked with states tohelp with technical 
support. And that's why we approved funding only when the state demonstrated [he 
cost effectiveness of the system. " • ./ ' .', . . 

1 

I . . 
Yet, we don I t believe that money has been w~sted. During the same .time period [hat 
over $2 billion was invested in computer systFms; the program collected over $88 
billion in child support. The GAO and HHS lagree that automation efforts to date. have 
improved the effectiveness ofthe program,'Workerproductivity and monitoring 
program activities. J . 

. 1 

I, 
I. 

'1 
t' 

I 



j 

· We've seen increased collection, s~chas Conrtecticu,t's 18 percent increase. Che.cks are 
getting "to families faster, as in West Virginia cut the: time checks are sent from 10 days 
to 24 hours . AlsQ, the computer systems represent 6n average only 6, percent of total 
administrative spending for child sUPl'0rt 'programs ~nd 2. percent of recent child 
support collections.- 'J:,,' 

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

Q 	 Ther~p'o~t and critics say that o~e oftheser.easons rhy the st~tes wiP fail to meet the 
deadlIne IS because HHS was slow ,to get guIdance and regulations to the states? Do 

,you agree? . '. " ". : I' " . '.' ". . ', . 

A 	 We agree tliat they were late. The regUlatio~s werJ is'sued in ~992,' t~o years from 
when they were supposed to be fssued, under the previous _admi~istration, ,But we 
believe'that this was not if major factor in the delay;s expe'tienced by some states. ' And . 
sirice taking office in 1993, we've made child s!lppprt-enforcemerll a toppfiority.

, -	 " .-I 

Q 	 California se~ms to bea particular problem. The state has spent hundt~ds df millions 
of dollars arid audits of its system show. that it'sndt working. The state may have to 

" 	 .'. ' . I '.' , 

, start from scratch. Are you concerried about Ca1.i(orriia and· what do you think should 
be done? " 1, ' 

A 	 Weare deeply troubled by what is happening in Oaliforma. California is riowtesting , 
its system in ,several counties. The state will hav¢ to make a difficult decision on how 
to. proceed. We are ready to work with the state. i For the sake of California children 
who need their child support; we pelieve the state! must act to better implement a quality 

, , ." ,- ' " '.,' I .. ,... . ' 
and effective computer'sYstem: " , " .' I 


, 

. , " .. " "., . I 


Q ,Would you support anotherext~nsion of the dead,line? 
, , 	 " " 

',.' 
! 

. '. '. t . '. • • . • 

A 	 No .Wewould be c;oncerned thai sirhplY exteridirtg the deadline -would uitdermine 
" ...., 	 . " I . ' 

efforts --, ouis, and' States' -- to implemeht fully fuhctionalsystems quickly and would 
,.' 	 " . . I . ". . 

send the wrong message regarding the importance of future systems;.reHlted deadlines 
.' .' . - . " ..., I '.

imposed by last year,' s . welfare reform legislation. .'. , " .' .' . 
. ",. ...' 	 .. './ ..' .' 

Q 	 What ,would happen to::state~ if they fail to meet !the deadlin~?' 
, ,,' 	 f 

. .. '. c." .. " ., '" .... '.. . ." . • ,. .. 

Statescmild jeopardize federal funding for their Ichild support programs. By the end of 
,the year states wiUhave to amend:their state plahs to include the certification of the 
computer systems .. lethe 'state has not yet been ;certified, then it's state pl~n will not be 
in.ccimpJiance. HHS will then notify the state of its Iioh ..compliance and, after an 

. appeal period, 'federal funds for the chUg suppoftenforcement program may be' ". . 
ter"minated ,i But, even with that potential penalty, we believe it is critical for' children 
to. get the .support they deserve." .'. ! ". . '., . . 
, ." . '. "', ,.. I·.. 	 " ' 

Q 	 Some states are nQW ~Or~ing with Congress o~ ideas beside extending the deadline to 

help states, such as changes in penalties. Alsol a proposal'is that'states could meet the 
statewide requirementsbyusirig existing county systems. Will you support such 
proposals?/ 

I 
. 	 I '. ' 

A The administration's first pricirity is for· children to get the child support they need :and 
their families are .. helped to self-,sufficien9 .-We believe that firm deadlines and' . , . 

.. mechanisms to ensure accountability ateneces1sary, to "fo-cus.efforts and help overcome' . 	 ,. 



I
, I . ~ 

. I' . ' 
j the ob~tacles inherent in implementing any major cqmputer system., . We will discuss 

. proposals, .as long' as they ensure that states make tipiely progress and are held 
accountable. . ' ' . . 
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i 
Q. A number of States are very conc~rn~d about the consequences 

, 
of failing to meet the child support sy:stems deadline of October 

I, 1997. 'Do you really intend to cut oiff all title rV-D fUflciing 
. I 

should a Btate fail to have a certified automated system by that 
! 


date? 


i 
i 

A. 	 Obviously, no one wants children t~ I be hurt by jeopardizing 

I 


State child support program funding.~owever, the Federal law is 
I 

very clear on the conditions for recei~tof Federal funding for 
. I 

I 

the costs of operating State child support enforcement programs:
I 

States must:have an approved State child support plan. Any State
I . 

, I ' 

that does not submit a State plan amendment by December 31, 1997, 
, I 

attesting that the State has a automate1dsystem meeting Federal 
! ' 
i 

requirements would be subject to' State ~lan disapproval, and loss 
, 

~f all Federal title IV-D f~nding. 

Follow up Q. Do you have any ideas we 	 :could consider to avoid 
j 
!,this undesirable impact on families?, 

A. Should the Congress want·to consid~r alternatives to the 
r 	 ! 

1 

current condit~in federal law, the !Administration would be 

~ :, 


happy to workZ'the Committee in discuss~ng possible options.'

I 
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: . . . ,~ . . . ... '. .... 

WHAt'S WRONG WrrH'~VL;rIPLE COOOYBASEDS'YSTE:MS'?' 
. ." '. '. .,·il . \ .' .'.. '. "'. '.. .' .' .. 

..' ... 

Question. ',0 
... ::. .. ... 

. . '. . ~ .' .' 

Are there good reasons wh'ymultiple county"chiid su!port enforcement s)'s:tem~iin1Cea togefuei . 

are not'as gOOd asa single statCwide.sYste!u? 

AnsWer . . . ...:" . '. '. . . .. ,. . .. _. .'. . .... '. " ...' .' 

There are num'ero~s r64sons ·~h§.ir: sin~le' sta.~ewid~ 'chi'ld supportsy~t~m is''moi~i~rtctibnhll~ . 
.' . 

. 'rbbu5t andcap'able than ·multipl~.Jinked county~.ba~ .systems .can· be,~.. ti1:e fofi6wihg :.' . '. 

examples'may shed sort1e light on 'the considerable differen~es·betW~riti·~irigdi~phlatbiIh~····
.' .' " 

s'ystems ~d having a single statewide system''-:' It 'shbuld be notcti that th'esee~ampl~s'cah he·:···· : 
~ . ..... . .. 

. . '.' . .' . .... ' . ...... . ~;" . '" : ..... , ... .-: .. '.' ".' 

appl ie.::l to all of the State.scurfently experienclng-significantSystem iil'staTlatlon 'problem's,slich . 

as 'Califortl'ia and Michiga;n':'. " 'j".. . . II ! 

. . " .ff . , 


.., .' '.' '........ .!".' .'~".' ';' '" :'..,' .:,' ........ ,,' '.; .,c·,' '.: "::""', ...:, ' ....,.. ':'::':' ,: ' .. 

sj'SletriS ~"ersus a slnglestatewlde system, IIi the childfsuppon,etifotcenient environment; (,ne···. . .. . 

is c'(j'h~tantly challe'ng~ by new';ch~ging·..andincr~singiy c6ri1pie'x-scltdteandi~gur~ti6n~:; '. 

and the need t~ rapidly mOcUfy ourexis'ting systems asj acon~eQU~ilce.' \Vh:~ther'we aie' 
.reieITing" to a si'ngle Slatew'£e system ormultiph~ iinked·sy~tems .the~· all Sh~e6hesi;.riilarity: ... 

'. '." -.' 

. '. .' .~ ;., . . ..........,"-;. . ,.' .~ ..... '. '. . 

. t~ey are extremely complex.l.atg~ scale applications ~hat require substahtialresbufces to 

,ope~te and rhaint.ain,niuch less ~hanceto nieet new re4tiir~rii;~rit'S.. 
", , 

2 

http:county~.ba


'" 

, '" 

t:' 

, .• , For ~riiple: tho~e States that have be'gun to estimate' th'c levclof~ff6it to ~dori1piis,h ' 
",' . .'.,. . .': ",,', '" ... .,;..... . :.' . .'" 

. :changing their: syslemsto mee~ fR\\~ORA AvelfJ~ Reform] hav~.ailstafed tl1attheY.f~IlY, 


expec't to US'e the full. thre:e years' allotted 'to a2#;>mplish this n1issi()lf [sept~hlt;er 1991 u; . 

, '. , ' " 

, '~,'" '. ,.', ", .'." '.. " .,'. " '" .' - .. '. " •. ",' .... ;, .;',"" ·t'· ':.:-:, ' ..;~. :,','!->,-,...': .. " '.',:~:·,'I';'~.:
September 2000.] Now consider that the average 'Ilumoerofprojeet staff dedicate-tnt> a~Sfaie's 

. , 

'.' , 

. " 
. , , '. - ,~ . 

i~agine thilt a State ;ha's~ a netwbrk of county·bas~, electroniC9.1iy Ib\keo sySt~~s thai hi~e'ti> ~ , 
, .' . - . 

be modi'tied to meetPRWORA, G~ a State truly afford to have each of its c6uY;iies ';', , 
. . . '.' 't ~) , ' '. I . . .' : . , ' 

.competing fotth~ same ~vaiiable resources to needed toco'mplete'the' planning:~ d~'s¥g~.: . 
" . " . , . .' . . , 

'- ' ...... , '. ," - ""',,, . ',' ,':-:~ '.~ ""'~:,,~ . ,,:~, :'.. ,;;, .. "':;.::', .' 

. development, testing and insta11atidri of softwareenh~cements to their ccirnputer'systems? "We' . 
, ' . . 

heir 'ti~~' and' ag.un fro~S~te',s ,andthe,p1~ate.~FtotaJike how thinly sPr~d~6~'tra.ctor ., 

r~soUrces. skilled in the d~velopin'eill of child sUPpOrt-'speCific ~yiiteins. hasb'~tt"'nat.idt1Wi~e~ , 
. , ~ ~ 

'To keep' mulliple county-based $ystems up-to-sp~cii can Ofllyexacerbai~the resourbe ' 

;, 4. ' ..plbblems? 
, ',; 

". ",.' ',-,' 

, ',f 

2, Another' fhison 15 the sYmbi()Ucrehithl'nShlps each of aState'smuliipie 'to1i'~tj~~~~'ea
. . , . '.'. . 

SYS1eInsJ11Us(mafnt~in with on~;anotherfo~ all or them to work';, A reaJ-iife"~xa'Jtiple cif 

this dilemma i'sin theState of Kentucky. A full twoyears ago, A'CF gfiri'~jeff~r~oh ' 

. County. Kenti.l~ky'the authority to p4r~ue the enhancement' Of their'cbutity~l:j:~~ed~ysi~ffi' tel,' 

l'hen interface that count)' ~ysie~ with the State's own statewide 'child s'upport, sy~ieln. 'ttfough' . 
. , f.'" .,.., ' 

much' has beenaccomplishe(l, the Stat~ still doeS riot have 'a wotking i~mJfac~ b'~[Wedh :thet~o ,.; " 
> ' , , 

; 
, , I . ": ~ '. ,

-1 ' 
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. "~:"" . 

, .. systeJTis that 'ddiesse;~e infoinau6fi sharingalld data integritY needs of iioth jiJnsdi~tiC;hs.. 
, ~ , 

Without the irit~rface, workets~cioss the state and in Jeff6rson CountY will have to: rely on 
~, .' . 

using a smorgasbord of temporary I labor Intensi,ve information shanng ,sblutions to g~t' 'the'~ta 
, ',: A. .;' ' , 

, residing' in 6he another' s j1jl~~dictiO,ns rieedeb to work their own ,ca'ses. A pr6b~~rn that ddel 
•... l 


, , ~. 


not exist with a single, statewide sY·stem. 

,.J; . J", . , .' .' , I '.:. ".., , 

3. Another issue is the need to m'aintain identica~ u'pgrade/enh~ln'cement paths for each ,, 
and every couritj'·baSed system. Fofinstanc'e,. ih,thtIefferson Co'un'tYe)(afuple ab:ov~, wnaI· 

, •. will ~a~pen tbthe interface b~tw'een the 'two sY,steTfls ~hen,.,ea~hjuris~icii6n b'egi'ri~r'tb'~ak~,th'e
J'1i' 

\'1 ' necessary changes to meet the;$RWORA'?:' No~:only do bbth systems n~~c to bc;enh~rl'ced, 'but 

'an i~letface that essentially migtat,es data betw~n the two systemsmu:st also),e' u'piraa~~ i'f' 
..,'.,' 

either project suffers delay, bo~h system ,upg'iade~' must be delayed' for fear of ~;eg'ativcly , 
, ~., 

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

, im-pacting the in"terface between the two systems. Both syst~ms must remain in 

s),n·;;hfoniz.a(ion or data integrity becomes a serious issue, 
, l t~:' " 

1; 
.Tt... 


, 4. Multiple; county-based ~yStem:s also entail substanti~] ~omput;er hard~~re:arid ' 

~. • • < • • '.' '. 

software considerations. For example, in the early 199'O's, the StitedfWi~c6t,~iA,w~s ,,', 
..:' . . . . ,. ~ . .~. 

. ' bui) ding a statewid esYSlem;p.Sed on cIiont·s~~er and PC·~ased technola-gi.s. Th~ '~yste~'S.' . 
:. ,.' . " " , ..... . ',', >-,,:.,' ".......':.....: \:~r" •••••.. :',- :/,.;-.. ~,~.~'L:':'-".('::·:'''''··~'':'':':;'
."I.. . 

deSign included a complicated configuratio~ of numeroushaidwate'and sOftwarecomp'orients 

v;'hich all had to interoperate:. Unfonuna~tely I theState learned that is one of the'soft~are6t ' 
'. . . " 

. '. ',:',. ,-, ' ',; ,',,:. ....~,',',"' ',' 

hardware components was upgraded, treinteiopera~ility between the compOrierits failed, thus 
. . . . : , . 



, ".~H:.~ 

. .'. ,~ , 1".1.. " ,~ ". " \ " 


'Now imagine such complicitidns tna br6ad¢r s~e,' such asa st.at~"vide ri~t~grk'liriklrig " 

. .: . 

'rn~nfratneloba'SCQ I Client s~rVer~based' and P'tt~based dd'Urtty sy~te~'s t()g~theLA h~a~ife';dt 

~,sbft~arec()rnpo'nent in one couhty'S ~ystern~ecomesobsolete ahd mtst b~ migrated to'aribw~f 

technoibgy that is uns'uppbried by the Sta:te. Further. thctlnew and impt6Vea" cOllrttysystem 

no~' carih'ot communicalewiths6m'e of the oldercquilty sistems iXHhe e1ecti~ni~a11y'nri'ke(j 

network of couhty""based sYStems. 

., ~ ~4 • 

5. An'd df cour-s,e;'we' have the coist factor. "Db we support th~operati6ricil an'((rTiiint~h'~~" 


costsaS'sociated with just Oh~ s~.siemin each state, ormulti'ple ~ounty~bas~ syst~ins iir~h". ': ' 

, ~\ , " ,,',:, "" 

Stat~: For e~a;nple, inMaryl~d. the oPeiationiu~bsts associated :~iihllie sirigii:state~ide. ' 
, ..... '; . , ~. . . ~; 

, child sup~n'systerrt'~e:an'ticiRated"to be upwards ofS9 tniilioo'tilu1i.i811Y. ~arylandha's'23' . 
. .,:." " , . .. . 


co~hties. A conservadve estrinate~f one quarter ,of that iotal,W~tJldbe'moreth~ five tfriie~' . 

, '," , f' ' 

[$51.75 million] the currem proje:c~'co~tof~9 million annually. iem~ml)'er. ~ch~oithese'.· 
\ 

.s)/sterhs w'ould essentially be as' equ~IY.1aige and complex as any other. 'A:~;,ihis"esijmate: " " 
!', ' 

. doe:sn't even accolmrf6r th'e S'o~t.~aie eilhancemerlt and niain¥nahce ~dsts.th~t'·wbtiid, 
i' , r!· 

accumulate ann~allY,'ftb.r'n 23 sep~te systerns. 
". ,'", ' 

. .. ' 

': ,: 

5 
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." 	 ".;,' 
. 't ~ 

" , 

, Question 
~,,' .. 

'! " '.~:. ;' . III ; A • 

, Is Lhe Fedeial" Go~emmelt getting its motley's worth f~r C~E ;~utoril'ati6h? '" " ' 

'~ 	 . 

Answer 


Yes. Although. to~d~Lt~ we have approved appr6xiritately 52.65 blliibiHn totii'aJt6rh~tiOri ' 

" " ' , , ~' , ',,,, " . " ,,' ': .;', ", ", ' 

costs since 1981. of whi'ch:apprt>x'ifuiltely' $2.02 billion re~reseiltsthlF:ederhlsh~{oftl{cjS~' "" " 

costs, it still represeritsoi11y about 12'%' of total chiid .. suPPortadfuinisthitiv~tx1>iii~ittii~s.,'I~, 

~ddition, these figures are actually considerably lo~erwHenrcferring to ()nlfaiJtt,fB~tioricB~ts:' ' 
, " 	 ' " , ~ , '...." " '.,", :;,' :-".' '" '," " ' 

,'associated with'the Family SuPp0rt.Act. Almost 5250 million waS!~pent byStatespribrtothe 
, \ ' ~, ". 

enactm'ent of the Family Support Act in 1988, In addition, roughly '$.400 million of tHe 52.66 , 1 ' .­

bi Ilion totiJ has b~n spent since 19,88 ,for t~e ongoing operauonhl co~ts' ofthe older systefns ' 
, . ,".; 	 . 

being replaced or enhanced.' 

, 	 . ' ..' .. ' ..' .... .... "". . ',. '" '., '~"';''':('''.'''''':';'i'''.',,~,
Many Slate's that have finished their automated systems haye found tnat they have reachedtlleir 

,'break~e"ven point yearsbefor~ the original forecasts made in thdr'c6~iLbeIlefifianaiY~~'s. , . i: . . 	 r .... , ..' .• . . 

:.J: 

Sdm~ ~xarriple's: 

L Washington state· Automation has increasedthcir ratio of clericaJ tbpiofessidrihlstafr 

}6, 




,,"" ,,,, ," 
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ili~teby' ~liminatlng the'need for ~lcleriCa1,stafr: The' 'S'EMS system' h'~s Cbritii8utfa tb 
'11', , ,,' "{ , " ," 

in~teas~ proouctilf'ity, elVcr the last 8. years ,iC1:>llec~ons p~r employee ruis Ih2reas~Cd' from 
.~ II. I. : ,~ '. ' , ~ 

$162.135 tb 5371 ,adO p~;'year. "" ; .,' ' , ,'. ,,I', , ' ~," 
'1",':+ '.>' 

f • ~ i 

, ,2. Montana: They ~e'stai-u~g to see increasiri~ rate of cOlie8tioris.T'liefr ~t~k~e~~h'p6intis ' 

": ,-.: . 

3 Geo~~gia:, Repdnedrec6ra 'collectiO'n's 'for their' State fistal y~. '$3'03 mIllion' in:199'6, a, 
$47 J!lilli:dh increase 'over FY '1995. $TARS has enabledthe S,tatechiid'sJPpOhptd~'t~m':tb ' 
-'. . .' , 

issue ch~ks on a daily b~sis, instead of wci:kly~ Approximately 10,060' ch'eCks'tc:,OOing $1 , 

million every night nv"day, atk" OverS1.8 ';'ilIion distribu!cilto familie, iiirough ". 
. . ,,', '. ; ,',: ,'" .. -'" -.. , . '.: .:", ..:' '/ ,.", '.-. . 

$TARS. $TARS 'has reduced the avetage,'tumaround of. child suppon in Georgia'from the 
, ' i:' ' 

pa yment parent to, the family by an average of seven days. 

\.. '." 

4. ~nzoha'iCo~a/Benefit - Break e~en:wa,s ~i~.year 1994~t~~lV~ ~~' SCh~UI~'~ha'f:i~eitides',:, '" 

operational A~tas I projee'[ 'with c'um~~ati\"e project costs 0[.$60;987.9'61 :and ti~~efits:6'{' ' , ' 
.' '.' '" 

S 1,065.072 ~obO, Or $407 .3~h264 iii b'en'efits attrybutablete just 'ATLAS 'II over the ~tatOs quo 
q '. • • • . ' .' ",' , , 

of ATLAS J. 

t, 

7 ., 

" .. 
'/",'r . ;' .. 
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?WHAt no THESE S\'.STt'MS DO?.r:. .' "" . 
.':r, 
.,: :~ 

i ,Q'(festJon f' n 
I 

" 

~ 

\ 

\Vh~l is it that' these systems do that, aJ~atentJy, maKes tlieID so difn~illt tb'b~U(t1; :Do 

you think the t'eqtiiremenLs 'afe. too rigid and stritt? 

••\ 

, 
The're are many things that ihe'se systems are desighei:i t6 do. Firs't, iet mc':say that, it's not 

likely ;h'a'[ the Federal' government, nor 'State g'ovetnm~hts,can c6'ntinlJ'e'tohire,ffi'oreiilici' 

. , m:ore ca'sewotke:rs in' order to keep up wit~ the cohstanJgrowth of th~ir chiidsuppdft :' 
, . 

',' ,," '. ; _ ,,':", , ,. . _,,""~, "''''. ' .. "">: _"':' .-', "" <',:,'" ':j';' ".. :::- -.;, ~._".:-::;: .:',:~;d-·.:,... ",;,~:.:·/::,~,.
caseloads. much less with the additional pi'og'r~m requirements, that' Feaetai and Sta~e laws are 

. .... .' . . . - ';" . ",' '. -r' . .. ",.:'" . "".' ", "" ..; .. 
prdvidin'glo' help America's families beCome and remainself~sufflcient.~utOmatiorl'.isvitaJ. to 

'the succes's Of this prograt. Forexa'rriple~ ollri~stems ar~ex~tedto·:proYfde the'~6i16";';i'rtg 
. " . ,'...' 

" ",'"~ ." ' 

;,4 " 

1,f 
, " /I 

1. Mainta:ihing'information'such as ~ocials'ecuritY.hu~bersj.narrt:~sl· dat~s.bf birth~ fi~()m~e 

addresses and mailing addresses (including p~stal z'ip codes)on iridividuals; ir;cludirig~datA 

, ncC'csSary to meet FederaJ Repotti~g .. Re·quirements.
• • .'< " ,.' , . . , ' 

.. ~ . 
. i '·,,·, . . . 

bothintiastate and i~lersta~. through clectioni~ interfaces . 

. . 

" 

• ,I· 

8 

.", . 
. ! 

i 

http:dat~s.bf


. ~: 

,,'~. 
, \."~ 

.. 

"' , 

" ';' 

" :~' ~" . 
.~ , 

.... " 
,-. ". l' Lciilecti.~g .and ~d is·tHb(ui.ng,'~9th'in tra$t.ate an;ciin tetsiat~:sti~Pbri' paY~·~~'t~.. " . ,'" .' . 

... , . '. . . ,'. ::. . .. " . .. '. . '.' "."" 
~~; ',I;" ~ .i':' 

' 

;'1---" "w.' , " , , ' .~'.<.. 
I,' ,.." ~ 

"',' . 

" :" "" , 

,~ ACC~Pring·CletttOl1iCCase. feferr~~ '~d;updat~Sfrom '~g&ie;~"+~~,)~~i'c:~H:'~~d "'. 
, ' , _, "', ~ , . '. . , ' ' ~-lS " . ,>" ,. '. • .' • •.' , . '. " ,,: 

,'Fo'sterG:aj'e ptdgtams; ~s'oilell~s seh'dirig c;iseandflriaric"Hll datistC;t;he:~y's:tdffi~;: . 
" .' .,":, '" ". .' " ,..... :J ,::,,' .' .·;S···· 

'. r ; "." '.' ..... 
, '8, Pr()vi·ding.s~urii)Y to p'reverH un'~liUidnze~(acce.~~ to, .':iru~e6fd~th in't~'~s;ys~g)'" ,,"" '. 

'\, 

.;~ '.' 
. i\ 

,.. " ' ~ 

". 9. :Provldi'i1g' rt,anagefu'eht iqf6tmatiori cip,allIV'~ 'D' cases. 
',' ' ';. , 

",' ,.A 

, 

1 ' 

" .;- " ," '. ' /,', 't ":,! .,"'. ,:.,' ... ~. ",," ,,.:.:::-~', ;t:' :'.':'~}',', ~:.,'/"";"'("';. ~'::"<"':' /<''''~ c' '" 

10. Havll1g effective el~ttonic inter'fac'es with variou's State ,agenCies [fuoto{vehicle~ revenue; :: 

. 'labor ,vital: SLat;stics;etj-; ,}, to gatherartd 'fi1(~:r d~u~n:ab~ent'pili~hkf6~_Jo~aii6b:-~U:~se{': ." . 
, ' . ,. '. t', .,. .,'! ." , " ,.' -. ' .. ,'. . "," 

r. 
:~. '> 

f
J ' 

J. : :.' 

.- ~" 

,', '," 

," ; ~:' :',,; " 

'.;; .,', 

http:is�tHb(ui.ng


'", , 

~ 1" 	 : .
! 

, .' { , ,.,'I, 	 ,f' . ',' " 

." ' 

'.' ~ 
. ',' ~- '. 

r :' 
", .," .... ~ " 

; . 

, " 

" tlowrnoch ,1,b,rIger will~J~eltq:gei~:h~m. all'fertifled.?, 
, ~ .. . , 	 " " , , ' 

'.' , " , ,', 

'" 
....", ' 

, ",,' , " " . 1 I:' 	 "\ . ", ",' v " 

~t tninin1'e ~e MaCe 16:StattS,'c'ertifi~d,as m~tingthi~ F~ilYS~P~6rtA:£t'~f19:88,an:dt1i~y:
I ' , , ' .' 1, ' • " , .• ~ , i', ' , 

> ' <' : •• ', " 

.. "',, '. ,', .',~\' ' .. ', ,'",_,,\.' ',,:', ":" ,',":, ::~ ::_.,.~.,~<:.'.:.. '~"';;~:" ~>"-j'<.<>.,':·:":~J,.:,::,:!::'A';~~"'.:-":,~:",,,:_:.~: ..:,:",.~. f 

, ~e ~M<?lit:aria,Delliware,Ge~rllai' Virginia; WesfViiginia,Washirigton;',A:rl%onatrtab;," 
J 

,'" . ," 	 . " , 

. " . ." 

'; .'~ , 

·r',_ 

Inaddi'i~n. we haven.e Stt tIiat are in'there'lew pi~and.lio~d be:ce.itlntd.~~, •... 
, ',.' :, ". i, " "'.'. ".'" ,r.., ',,:' . . ..... 	 , " ­

,Thefare:, "Guatn, \VlsconSln,: New York'; Nek'Je~ey,i~'.Rnddeisiartd."
• • ; I" . . 	 '; • 

- 'j' " 

, ." 

'. "f" , '. ,::.~, :.: 
".' ',;", .. i,·

hot cOmplete'd in calendar year 1997;"-.. ' , 	 ~, ' 
.'" ,.-, . .­

• .~' ,1 .' ~ " 	 :,:." 

. .' ,.,' ',\:.-" , :' ,I,:, t~..
',. , . . 

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

, '{ ,', .:~.:." ( 

t, '-, ..,'"" .. ." . 
, ,". .... ~ ".' :", , ;'. 

i . ,-.:.' 	 , .';­
, .I .';' 

' 

" 
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Bl\CKRbtTND: there ate pfobat)Jyfi~estates that w'~b't )).{ rea:dyev~iihl;~cli.~Ii;dily~~ . , .. 

'. i"998. r Thes'efive appear fo ~'e C~Ufbrhla, Michigan, OhIo, indiana, :a:~dllil.ti'otS~'The" . 

reasons JOt their not getUng their systems built ~d installed tirrielyappeir,t6 BE 
~. .'
ii' ' 

drg;ani~tional. Each of these State~ has 'a:'county.l{)ased prog'hl.m i'ri which tH~ S~te 'his HaH. 


tremendous diffIculties in persuadins th:ir:counti~s' chiid support ag~h6'ie~ [Ci~tksaf c~'iittot 

. . 

Fnends of the Co~rt 6r DiStrictAttorneys, etc.',] 'to' r11o~e to the' S'tate's ne~ aJtdrti~tcBsysillri1. 
, ' . " .. .' 

, .,i.}., 

There are tn~y other rJsohs tht th'ese systems :re not completed. ,Tfuiset~son.s~runihe ' 

gamUt from s~vere contractual' disagteem'ents betk;;,eeh theStat~s ahdtci'eir contddors'; to 
. . . 

COhstantlych~ging leadership in the mariagerri~nt ofsys~~ pr6je~lsari,d state ~gen'~i~s;· to'a 

se-.'eie 'limH.ation of. state resources; io. ~t limes, f~effect~al ptojecunlUi'ag~rrierif.'Wehavt 
". ",' . :': .' - . '. '; 

. \ '::' .' .. '. . .. ,.' '. 

been w'ofKJng e'xtensivel;y with e4h of[hese States, as we have with all of ihe~Statesnbtyet,
1. , .' . /" .'. . 

,.. 
. , 
,; ~ 

, l\' . . 
. I 

11 


., 




i 

r! . 

, l.' 

.. 

f" 
f . 

Question 

. .~ " , .' . "­

to help the States meenhe,*tbber 1, 1~i97 deadline? 
. . . f. I' . ' 

'Ari'swer 

~e have provided,andcontinue t'provide short·noticeon-site assistahce td'StatestHit~r~~est . 
. out acvite and consultatit.,OIi any tl~moer of project management aildsystelTl'desigri arid . 

de"'e!opment iss~es. In Fiscal Y~at 1997 alo'ne, out staff corid6cted over' 4S ~iSi~to . 

States' system projett slt'eS to provide technical asslStartce and gu'idanc~ t~;ttiejr'pt(U~d 

t'e'atTls, cit to conduct syStem teviews. 

. .... ...• . ...... '. .....,' '; .. ,~(.'" .. :~,.'";:,,,,,.,... ,',' ... 
In addition~ we continue to bring ti:>,g'eiher theStates'prOj~t teams att"'ice~y~ady;corrfe'fent~s . 

where they can formally and informally share their ~xperience~ arid expeftlse wi~(jn~ andthet 

in getting these systems built. We also provide technical ies~urcesthiough.ouinatibt1alchiid
.'. , ' 

.' 

su'pponenforcement network [CSENet]conti'aCtbr f6r assistaricein the building t~eir inteJstB.i~ 
, 
communication network; 

. '. ' . , 

We continue to work throlrgh a number .ofother ~ehicles to ri/achour to·-sta:te's.1ii~s~1ri:dtide 

numerous public, ,p'rivate and 'riot.for-profitsponsore# conferences~urld the 'c6ti~{tij. 
". . '.. . .:{ .'." 

,', 
i12~ 

.:., , 
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mcludlng: 

'.
", 

American Public Welfare AssoCiation [A:PWA] 
~' 

• 	
National Child s'u~tort Enforcement Asso'ci~tioir {NeSSA]; • 


F..astem Regio'nal IntersLlte Child Suppori Enforc~ment Assbciiltlon [i~kids:.\:l: ' 


west~"lnters~j,ChildjtiPpoAEnfOice;nent A;sliciati-6riIWiC:'SE<.~: ".. 
,.1, 


. One~State Interstate Conference, 
, , 

Bank~rs Electronic Da'ta Ihterchange C~n'cil(BEt>I(h
.' 	 J~' . 

~ • 1 • 	
, 

National Aiito!TIated 	CleanngH(juse'~ssbCiation [NACHA].' , 

policy;snd' informational m'anings' to S~tes~pioj~t diredors'ahd rilanig~{ ah~a""; 
. , 	 ~: ~ 

, , . prbgram/agencyheads,. FinaJly, OCSE h'as initiated a ntitnb'erof c'brit~;Cteatecb:hlcil, .' " 
. . 	 .. ' 

's'S:Sistnnce efforts to suppo'nthe States ,both nOw 'and in the fufure a~ the Sta!f;~ ;~ork tbv.Jirds . , . 	 ',' 

I riiplemen'tarion of ~elfare reform~ These contract iesou~ces win' be addf~ssin'g'atea~ f~f' 


States'chi'ld suppo'n prdject teariis, ffom improved doc~ment geiletationc~pibHities'fot

" 	 • • .< , .'.'" ' , 

.sy~r~~s,io pr6\:idin'~highlytechnicaJ quality a~s~ta:hce res6Jtcesfors~e~ific,'dn~ftiiri~ ..... 
~ ~ ", . , . .:::' . . , i " 	 " . . , 

, . 
r .~ feJiews of State projectactivitiest~~ areas such'as software design, to prbjecr~anag~rn~rit arid . 


. brganization" to, say, software and hardware testing .. Many of OCSE's·techniC3.1aislstanbe 


~ffons, and the cbntracted technical resources in 'particular,'are bein2 purpos~ly' di'teci~ 


towards lire largest caseload States [the Big Eight States]. 	 .. 
, , . !•~: 

13, . 




, . 


Question' 


\\!hat is' are the scope for' systems in lheWelfare ,Reform :legls1atiotl [pR:W0R:A:]7 'Do y()~' 

, .' - '. ' .~: ~ . " ".' , ., " ' 

b'elie,:t they are too much to ask to havecbmpleted before'JanuarY 1, 200l'? 
'. • J 

.: :~; 
, ' 

Ari'swe't'l , ' 
". " 

,<" '. ',:" t; ., , '..,' ,: '¥,;", "",,'. ,,,:,,:,:-,,,' 
The Persohal Re'spo'nsibility and WorkQpportunity R~on~iliadon A:ct of 1996' [W~lfa:re 

,Reform] contains many new provisions for ,autoriiatCd systems. The/iridil,de:' 

l;"Distrib\Jl.ion 6f supPbnpaymetHs, including Change:s in the 'ireairrlent 6fpayrtiititsdn" 
(1rrears.I and treatment of Stale tax Offset col1ectf6n.s.~' 

lj. 

. .. . . 

2. Establishmerit of a State Case Registty;includin:~;information' (in n6n.f~~bc~s~s '~'i~ 
, " 

; ~ 

. " ' 

,,3, Cha:nl\"es that retlect ne~ interstate' fordisresultihg frortt the PR\YORA'rdj~ii,irri'~rit to 
. ' -' ., . 

im'plemerit'the 'tJniform' Interstate ,Family Support Act 

4, EnforCiement of drders received from other S~tes wh'en.the'otncr'State'ietains:'fKe ca:se; , ' ' ;" '" ,',," , '1' . ' ,', ", :" ..' " , 
inCluding the maintenance of records oil such activity~ 

, ,. 
14 '., 

. :, 
" .' 
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~, . t' S. , System m,ust he used 'tb,im:plemerit new e·xp~ittdad·tnini~:ra,.:rive proded~res ini!tidiri~, 


. f . . 


ihcreasi'ng the. amou'nt of the monthly' supportpayrilent to in~ltid~ BnsltnbJrit for ·aiteais. 
'. ' . . ' 

intercepting 6f seizing be,Qefits through 'State odocaIgovernrnents. interceptingbr,sfitmg 
'. 
" 

,)udg'men ts, seitlemen IS t~ lou';ry winnings. arid assets o(ihe obl;gor 'hela in' fin'aiJcltI ' 

in'stitutions. 

7. New repon!ng' rti:luir~meilts,' incluciiflg· the mir'nher of fa~illesth~ng6, offas~i~f.ari6edue to 
. . . '. {.. '" ." , ...... , .. ,..... ,;' "'. " .... 

child support, arid compliance with '~sponding to ieque'st for' assistance' fro'm other States;an'd ,
t . . . ..~\; '. '.' ".' . . " .' .. ' " " 

in interstate activities, etc.. , . ,'I
;i ,;'\. 

~" 
.,. 

", . . '", . . ~ '-'~" ,,' ,". <-' " \.. " ~-<, '~"" ,." ••• ' .:.'.;..... > •• '. " .:"~.: • ,:' :••••• '. 

9: Sta·t'es must, to the maxim'urn extent possible. useii'utOrmition to do matcnes:with financiaJ' 
" ". . . '.. ". ....' .. " .·'·T, ,. 

j'",T ,in's'titutions to j:dentify theaccouhtS':pf non-custddial'paietitswho Owe supp01f.' 
.' '.. " .,"~' .. 

, " :~' . ' , " . '" . ~,: " '--. 

:'.' 


',., 

1'-' 

,.. 
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.. CSENET 
I 

i .. 

'Question, .. 
What is CSENdt? 

t, 
 . ," . 


. Answer· 
( 

f 

CSENet is the Child Su~port inf~rc'ernenl Network... Ids aniti6nwide'~i~on1mtiriiC:a:tioris " . 
, .' I I 

.', ' 

. , 

.:,. ' ,,). ... ,' .'. 
info'tthation is retained at the CSENet host. 

.' i . . . 

C'SENet was conceived as a means of overcbming some"of the bafflers to ifit~rstate' tas'e . . 

' 

p'rocessing: 
,, .. 

­
i 

I, time spent waiting for i~erstate child support information; 
,.' . ' 1 

2. r~undaiit case entry (With CSENe[ St3.~ssystems commlJ'niCate with '&chothe~); , 

, . 3. a~mi nistratiyecQ~ts (e.g.• reelY'oed manual processing of paperworkby ~ase~&rkers) 
4. data qUality (e:g., edits ensure com'pleten'ess, cO'ri'sistcincy, valiOlty): 

Ov'er the nel~'o-rkStates usc s'ta.ildard transactions to electrorii~ally request or rep6n absent 

parent J'ocation. child support establishment; enfo~~ement ~d coll~ti6h is'w~u ~,sttart~fer 
. . .' , ' . ~ . "" 

inters'tate case informatioh between States. 

16 ,.' ' , 
i 
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tt,. , 
, '::1 

. ~. :. 

", ' "'" • • • , ' ,_ • .• .,1'( • - .) .::.,. ~ : ',~ ',: " ,: ." , '; .', , 

CSENet con'sis[sof 3 . major c~m~onerits':' workstation, host~ ~etwo~k. W6rkStafions;arc' 
.~', , ' 

alteadyioeatedin each s4e. The, hO'st is at .~ PC 166ate(i at our cdritr~t~or'soffic~ ih' '. ' 
. .'" ,.,' r', ,r 

Manassas, virginia. The network uses FTS200'O lines. 

CSENet wa.s developed and currently 6jietates urider.a 10 'yc8.t conthlctWhich i's not to 
,­

exceed $15.5 .million· If the contra~trea:ches that Ji;ni~ befOrt~ the 10 y~n is"corftlJdea; we 
':N.Quld recompete~ 'I4~s awarded in 1~91. q ..' 

,,- . ' 

',,' 

..... ' ",. ~ 

,: . 
! 

, ~ . .-' 

. ." 

, 
;. 
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i "" 
; \ " 

VAUlJE OFCSENET 

Questib'n 

, " ' ;: ' , ­. 

\Vhat ~alu~, does GSENet add t6~hild supporienfotcerrtent? ' .... ' ' 

Answer 

'C SENet, has me..t its on'iinal obj ective ofcjeatl~gateleCorrimunidatiOnsriet;,V~tk which'allows " 

',' s tate IV-D agencies t9 co'rritrlunicate with each other about'irttei~tate c~·ses. 
, , ' 

,,..',,'.tt 
,Imerst2t"e cases accourlt fbr about 30 %ofthe chlld 'supportcaseload n.~tiOj{ailY..the~~ ate 

, , some of tfie mo'sl complicated and difficult cases~ wehand.le. CSENetallo~saJtbiil~ted 

sY,srert1-to-SYSlem ihteraction abqutthesecases. , 

. . . .' ' . ' . 

CSENe[ is ~so a critical suppon for the Federal Case Registry, as' mandat&iUhde~'the 
, '.' , '.,,', :.. :,'" '" .. , 

" '", ' "" ,', ' "" ",:.. , :7' "', ,', ',',',,' "', .. ' .. ,,', :"':, ."",.'::,",.' '" , ' 
re:qui"tements oi the PRWORA of. 1996. The FeR is~'tatuto'rilY mandated, Fe:detally' ' ' 

" , , , '\, 
miiniained data base of ind'iv,idJals associated 'wi~h child support cases.ltis'apoIrite;'sY~tim ..... . 

. I ,'" ' .' 

. which informs one State tha~ kother State'(s) may heave an interest in the same individuaL' 

CSENe! is a nationwide communication netw~rklinki~g state CSE systems. dn~eth~ j=CR··' 

irir'orms a State that ahother State has~ interest in (he same case oi:;Has located ~ab:sent 
. .'.' . ., 

. .' .. . . ... ,'. ~ 

parent in another state, ,CS'ENet prov.ides the teleeorhm'unicttionnetw6ikto foi16\~i~upJ()r ' 

~ .. , '" " , ,""', ..:"',, ", ' '"'c''' ",: .. " ' 


, action. Th'e FeR arid eX'pandci:l FederaJ Patent LoCatOr Service locate individurus aridassefs; " 

CSENet allows a IV~bag'ency to work-the case. 
. .' " [ 
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..... 


.' ,'t . ~"i.· . :,:" 
'. . CHI~D $tJP~bRT ENFORCEMENT u, 

.'AUTOMATION COSTS FdR. stATES 

1981'·' 1996: 


'" , ' .;., 

'\• 
b 

. " .. ' 

$:2,66t~941~7i5' . 

~$2,016~j64, 197 

Total State Share: ·$654}S1t ..sif 
i , , 

": ' 

1 , ., ..,- . .' . ~ 
.. w" 

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

Tota'\ Enhanced [90%J Federal Funding Share 1981 'To 199'6: 'sid#3 916894, , ,." 

1 • • '.:;~ ," , • 

. Total Regular [66%] Federal Funding ShareT9S1 To 1996: 
'.' . . " 

';.' 

.. 
. ' t' :" . "'z, - ".:.:~~'.,•• ;, ••.";.',,1;,,:, ::.),,/,.~·:.? ..;;.t~;·,... .~:j 

',', . 11· 

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

, TOlal All Al.notnario·n Cbsts Prior To 198.8: .. 
, ',' ~; 

Total Ali Opetati(m~l Coslslrotn 1988,~o 1996: r . 
. Total'AuL9mation ~'§;s Sil~e. FSA:~ti8' [1988 To.:1996]: ., ',' $2';O,11,O~,060' 
·,NOle,' 7frese Qre all ¥hanced andflgular FFP elfg~le costS] , 

, .' ·"t,· .': >. ,.. .,:.:", ...'\:~.' ~ ", .~_: ",.1,' .• 

\ , 

"; . 

,.J 
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:ADVANIAGEs,OF stATEwIDE>SYs1$M 

oUe:sUQii: 	
..,',' 

and 2) ~nomy. 

, :- . 

EffiCien'cy - With a st~tE;wide sySt~ chUil:su:ppbrt cilS~cati 'b'e'~t6c~~ed 

re.adfly by tlie system; with caseworker futervention ()ruy:at'~riti~l poiDt.ii~ , 
. . ". . 

.' . '. " ",' , ," ,,' .f' ,,',' ,·;,:i·,·,,·. :.', 
A single statewide system 'means vital caSe itJ.format~(in .atidesseilthil action 

'. . . .' 	 . 

" " . . .' It . . .: ," . . , . ',,:, .... ". ,:,", ."....:... ":.:',' 
is readily trailSniltted betweE!n 1041 offices and· between loeal,offices" ahd 

'4 ' . 
the state sysi"em. In additidn,State' systems canc~inmumcllt·eab()1it 

' 

interstate cases. '. 
" 	 ' 

, 	 \~: 
" 

~1'1 

, 	 . . 

'For example, tbe systeim will sea~ch the state's cAselo~ddibab~kt~ 

detehniDe.the elise i§ pre~oti'ly }"'bWfi•. It ~W"IsJSEiafchD¢iv·. .•. 
retords. etc to ol)taLD ttie moslcuriefit add.r~s-for' ;th~e' ~bsenfp:~rJit~: 

. , . 	 ,.' ':..,' 

This ihfonilstion 1sr~turned for the wotktfr toWtllite the ii~ ... 

,. 'ap'pt'opri:~te '~·ctirin, such as e~ort:ementl.~tatu.Jbl~lit or long~ami: ' ,'. 
,I 

. j 

,'i\, " 

http:poiDt.ii


, " 

f 

.' , '. 

comm\.Iiikate·wtththe otb'eroCfite. 

,is more costly to fund!! niunber or dJsparate iIlformation sYStems: c05tly iD 

dollars and costly in Jost, i.iJ.fomuition and misSed emorcement', 
. 

"f;
". 

opp6rfunities. 
!... r , I 
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94567431;#22 

, . 
.' . . ~. . . 

. C9.UNtY SYS7'EM.QR.STATESYSTEM 
1 . 
'. , 

'Otiestion:l': 'WbiJethe statute requires fl' sinkle statewide.SySt~~ ~hat #ll1.Y61.i:db if~: 
county belieVes i1$ SYstem-Is b'etter .and walitsto Use it?, 

:\ .li'i. 
" I r 

. . , . );.;~ '.". , :',: ',,,, . . ". ": :. 

'iIBeiter" is·l·.,~bjectlve m~sur~, espiclallYl~be.ir cofulfarlli~ sf~:eiiis .. ·A'. 
. , . It1: , " 

" 

Hbetiet"sy~tem iIulYnlean tbatit's more ra~~h·1t iliay Dlean·tllaflt ., 
.' , :r{ . ' , ' . ", ' ,.. ..,.' 

includes rh~ore specialiZed functions; it could mean that a diffie'ult system
. . . ,", '. 

might ~uire·.r~ebll.tleered busmeSs praetlwJ 
" \ 

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

At the Fe~eral level \l~ bave s~me fl~lI:)llity '1:0 ~oriw:ai 'witbStattis~~D 
th'eir pia'oIiing dO~Urnents. States andtbet9r~or~ieco;r;fn:tiiiiiy::aj§b :tia~~ 

flexibility in desi~n1ni and p1ann.iil~ systenii/: By apl)r~cliilii -dina' 
\,'.1" " ' 

support systelIis &Spartners we learn "and ~cliange Id~ aHo'~t ~hai's 
, .. 

working .and 'what is riot. 
'~, 

. . '
./

iI" , . " , , .~' " '" .' 
in drcumstance:s wbere counties believe that their 'curreD'tjiystem'is 

preft?tableto theState'St ·the state has theoptlon t~ iIicrease' the ", 
. ..... .'. 

fu'nctionaUti~f itS system to satlsry cbu'nty ·needs. As Jo~:g as ttle'~~~iihi:g 

systerri :Ineets Federal requiremehts"arid is~st ~ff~v~; Fe:d'~~afiri;~tchffi~ 

. . ~,' 

.\ . 

, ' ,. 

.~". , .. 
! , 

\! 
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Nt BY;k~~6~ T~lec~pier ~C21 9~'7~97 ,,7:~1pM 
, I 

.. . '. . 

. '. .'" 

,OUe;sti(tfii " What will hap~e~ if Ii State does notJ11f£tiheStJitiitory 'deadllii~':6f 

septemb~i' 30.1.' for aj! aui~m~tOd sySt~' "'!lith liiiW the Faiiliit . . 
, , 

, .Support Act tequfiements? '," , 

I 
'" 

, ':, ,;':(: ,'" : ... , .. " ..' , ' 

Ha'ving Ii comJ'reheIisive chJldstippoftSystem op~riliiiifsfat:e;~id~ tsa' 
I . "" • 

" 
.' State p,ajre4uioftt. NoIale!than trtend oflh.lim. q6artit~fff •.•.•.. 

1998 a S~r.iemust certify to us tlir6U&b)tA'~tate Plan that itS "systelrim~ts· 
. ',. 

" " ' , ',', - " ", \", , '." '," ,", ',',,;, .,' ,,:'" " " 

! , 
, Family su:pportA1:requu-ements. tInder, 

' 

currentJa,v:,w~wUfn'ot14'a~,', 

State without S'ucb'a syStem in place that ",e!ititeD:d to d1Sap'prov~' ii$ St'te 

plan and notif1: the State of i'ts app~1 "iightS•. ',The 'penslty" for faUOte t6 
I ' , ' 

, , 

, 'meet the'~ta'tutory October '1 dea~e ,is, ~a~ion cir al~ea'er~fcliilCl " , 
-. . t ! '".',••• ' • 

:.' . ~ __ ~.. __ .: '," ,.:~ ."; ",' ..",', ': . ,,: . ."',' "', , ~'~''',,:-,:> ,f,.'- _.~ ",' ," ,):.'. ', ". . '.: I 

, s(fpport ·etiftcemetltfti~dl..Di. I sb6uldnote th'at if a Sfate..is'riotoperatiilg '. ,. 

, ~ chii(j S1.lPP~rt enf6rtem~ilt pro~r~~ \lnde~ an appi8"edS"bit~:~blnd~' ' 
" " " . '.:',,". ':~:~~~ " . ~, ~, '.. 

, T ANF fu~dsare a~p~in je6pardy. 

'\ 
i " ;, 

. , " ~ 

, 
, . 

. .. ~ '.; 

- .'>' 

. ',' ,'. -',­

http:etiftcemetltfti~dl..Di


• • 

t , 
SENT BY:Xero~ Tel~copier 7021 9~17-97 7:28PM 

." 
.~, '. , 

•. . "'It' 

•(;QNsEotrE~CES.QF pm~:.r. ,' .•; ... 

, 
'Qt\eStiOni' \Vw you penallz~ States that do not meet the deaCtfirle? 

.. 


.,.', 
i 

. , 

, ,;.. '" '.' ' . .". . ~ :, ;, . ,,''. ,"." "'" '" ',' 

Failure to meet tbe statutory d~d.llrie for a chUd support sysfem which is . 

operating statewide and meetS the Famlly Support Actrequlrements beglD.S 

a d.1sapprov~) ·procESS. Wliil~ I certalnlywould not .prejudie theolitrome . 

of th.e aptieal included in tbatprocess, lcandescrlbetheconsee:!,uences"of ~ 

disapproval. 
'0', 

The statute c'omp~i': the OffiCe of Child Sllppdrt Eitforcement to notify any
, v 

" . 

State without a certlfled: system in place that we intend to dis~lpprove itS . 
. 

. , ' " . '. , ~ .... c. . " . .;.. 

State plan and notify tbe State of its appeal rl&hts. Th'e-penalty for faUtire 

to nleet the statutory October 1 dead.lineis ~sation.of all Fedetal'chlld 
.' " '. . {.~ ' •..• ~ . :.tI. . 

support elifo~ement funding. 'i . 11 . 'j., :' 
. [ ~ 

r' " 
"r 
i. 

If a State is not ,operatLOg ach~d ~ppott enforeement pro;ram' ul1der an " 

approved State plan, its Tem'porafyASsiStabCe to Needy FaDiilie~rrurids 

are also in jeopardy . 

I.­
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Question; 

An$~'eri 

.'.h 

The PerSODk\J ReSponsibility aDd Work Opportunities' Act reqbJies the',; 
Secretary to issue regulatio.~fwhich sp9cifY aforinulafo~ aUoc:atme: $400 

millio~ sinon: the States and Territories, a,dnJw, "c~Hsin sht~.il 

The auocatfn formula mUSt 18kelniD lIccOJ~the relative siZe of.St~te IV•. 
D caselo'ads and the level of ~uto:matlon needed fo iIi~ tbetltl~ rV~D '.' • 

automated data ptocessin:. requirements. 
\ .~

! 
..1 nt 'f .. 

. . ' ! \ . . ...• .: .," -, . , .. 

ACF realizes that St~~es need to ~ow their tiu~catib~ 6feiiha:'ile~d 'fu'l1diJig 
,.. I 

as quickJy a$ POSSibJ:~tin order to b~gin planiling·:~St~m enhanc~inehtS.
. '. .1' ... , 

Several months age ACF subDiltted the propos~4 reguhitlout<tb:MB for 

clearance. H()wever, ret'eDt legisJat~D whicli :~tovides a'i{aUocatioll to Los . 

A.n:g'ele:s County a}~ed us to puU the re2'Ulatl~rtback toam~n'd iL -We 
. ~ . . 

hope to publlSb tbe notice of proposed ~Iem~kirig tery So'on.·· .' 

I: , ,
1· , 

, I 
I· 

,I L':" " I. ·l. 
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, Th1::PACT OF FSA DELAY 
;l 

, 
. ; ," .~ . ...;.... . . . ",' " .. 

ON THE FY2000 DEADLINE FOR PRWORA REQUIlJ,EMENTS 
it 

"., . t 

QuestiOnj 'Vill the'~elay in meeting FaiJl.uySupp~rt Act sYstem t~uitemeiits' for a. . 

state\~;ide, operational automatJdsY.steiD:drrect th'e Silites' abillty:td' fue:et .. 
l' 

the October 2000 deadline C()r impleni'enting the PRWORA reqtiiretriei1t~?·· . 
. i. ~. " , , 

'I:'! 
Answer; Many of th'l~,nvb;~ reqJireni;1i1s ariseti'oin existing Stat. initiativeS. 

The inJtiatl~es rMuied,.bv 
, .... '1.. ~..: 

PRWORA already,exist inj' number of States; 
'" 

some of them are Stat",\'+h~ut • cer;itfd sy~em. ' 

l· , , .. 

i Although irripJemeritation of the FSA requirements lhas been'tiin~ 
. :, '.. . . 

cOnSUm1~&,theYlay the &ToundworkSfor th~ PRW()RA'~batigeS.:·~ith· . 
. ;': . I, ' • • I' .!..,. . .,;. , . i., : 

completio~l,of the FSA system requireiriell~' Sta.tes 'will ha~complete'dthe.'. , ' . . 

diffic'ult p~6ce.ss' of stand~rdizin& thrOoghout tb:e :St~te~ ~ild s'upporl' , 
1 . '. 

policie.s"ptocedure.s,der1p.itioIl5, and 'h~g~l forIllS as a~rer"equiSiteto 
automatiot. f" ,.. . " ,I \ ' ' 

, " 

~ ' .. 
i '~ i '~ ,_~1 

" . I, , ' . it , 
The PRWORA requirements buUdon this hifrastructure' J:Dai:id~teo by th'e 

Family Su,port Ad sy'stem requirements.. In it nUDlb~t' of tDstilrices the 
, • t" .' ,I . . . ,t .' : ...,. .,.' .: '.', ' 

PRWORA requirements were such a logica1 extepsion of the thUd support' . . . ~ " 
. f. ' . ' i. 

Structure that the requirements w~i~ iniplemented along :JJth the 
• ' ",. . 

I­
'1 i 

Statewide system. 

.' : " 
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Cynthia A~ Rice 09/09/97 11 :58:45 AM " 
, , 

, ",> 

Record Type:,>' Record 
, " 

To: Keith J. Fontenot/OMB/EOR, Edwin Lau/OMB/EOP','Barry White/OMB/EQP, Meliisa N. Benton/OMB/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: ,Child Support Q&A 


, i 

How about this? Keith ,:...- I'll fax to your number the Q&A HHS justsent rhe on the same 

topic. Very weak! Although I adopted some of there "the law is the law" st\1ff up front. 


. . ,/' ; ." , 

Also, I think ~he new 'version of the testimopy is fine. 

Q: Do you really,intend to disapprove State,plans for those States whose automated systems are 
not in compliance? Wpat other qptions'do you have fO,r responding to such States? 

, , 

A: The federal law is, very clear that States must have a comprehensive state-wide computer 
system in place in order to continue to receive federal child support funds. We intend to enforce 
the law. But obviously, no one'wants to hurt children by jeopardizing State child support , 
systems. Thus, should the Congress be willing to discuss'additional penaltie~ which would allow 
the State child support programs to continue running while, providing strong financial incentives' 
for them to come into compliance, we would be happy to workwlth you. ' 

Withholding all federal funds would still remain a very real possibility~ but n1ew pehalties, which 
were tough, automatic, and rap~d when a State fails to meet the deadline for certification and 
continued to increase as long as' a State remains out of compliance, would cr~ate a real and 
immediate incentive for States to comply while maintainingJhe operation ofthe program. The 

, Administration'would be very, interested in working with the Committ~eto develop additi()nal 
penalties along these lines. " 

I., . , 
'I 

" " 

\ ' 

, i: 


