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Questions and Answers on Welfare Caseloads
October 10, 1997 |

Why do you say that welfare reform has been a suclcess?
. l

As I announced on Thursday, welfare caséloads have fallen more than 3.6 million since I

became President, a drop of 26 percent. They've dropped 1.7 mllion in the 10 months

since I signed welfare reform into law (June 1997 are the latest numbers available.) This is

the largest caseload decline in history. ‘

The bipartisan welfare plan that I signed into law last year requires work and personal
responsibility and has the toughest child support laws on record. In exchange, it provides
child care and medical care -- and opportunity for a better future. I began reforming
welfare even before signing this national legslahon by granting waivers to 43 states to
begin to reform their systems. | .

Isn't the decline in caseloads due mainly to the goo};d economy?

Welfare caseloads are the best measure we have ﬁéht now of the success of welfare

‘reform. According to a May report by the Council of Economic Advisors (CEA), over 40

percent of the reduction in the welfare rolls can be ‘atttibuted to the strong economic
growth during the Clinton Administration, nearly one -third can be attnbuted to waivers
granted to states to test innovative strategies to move people from welfare to work, and
the rest is attributed to other factors -- such as the Clmton Admuinistration's decisions to
increase the Earned Income Tax Credit, strengthen child support enforcement, and
increase funding for child care. ;

How can you use the decline in the welfare caseloads as a measure of success when we
don’t know what’s happening to these former remplents‘?

Not enough time has passed for full-scale research* studies to be completed but we do
know that almost all these people have left the ro]ls voluntarily, since very few time limits
of any kind have gone into effect yet. The naturallmference is that the people leaving
welfare have found better opportunities and more self sufficient lives. The preliminary
studies we have support this conclusion. An analys1s of the Massachusetts caseload found
that about half those who left the rolls found jobs, nea:rly a third had other means of
support or had left the state, 9 percent had chﬂdren who had grown too old to qualify, and
6 percent were in the process of reapplying for welfare. A new Maryland study found
that more than half were working and four-fifths were still off the rolls six months after
they left. Also, a study by the San Francisco Federal Reserve found that since August, the
labor force participation rate has increased among, female heads of household, which
suggests that the women coming off the welfare rolls are entering the labor market.



Work Participation Rates’

Q:

A:

Q:

Why are so many states not meeting the work rates?lf’ Does that mean welfare reform is a
failure? }

Almost all the states are meeting the work rates for one-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 fam1hes which account for only 7 percent
of the caseload. [The law requires 25 percent of the total welfare caseload to work in
1997 and 75 percent of the two parent families to WOI'k ]

How many states do you expect to fail the work ratcles‘?

We are not sure. States have until mid-November tgo report data. Informally, most states
have told us they will meet the overall 25 percent work rate, but many have reported
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.

Will the Administration penalize states that fail the ‘work rates?

We expect to impose penalties on states that do not meet work rates. We believe it is
critical that states place a priority on putting Welfare families to work. The law does give
states a credit toward the work rates for success in ;educmg the caseload; because of that®
credit, some states that don’t expect to meet the work rates may in fact do so. The law
also allows HHS to accept a corrective action plan submitted by the state in lieu of

imposing a penalty. We will evaluate these corrective action plans on a case by case basis.

|

Fair Labor Standards Act and Worker Protections l

|

Why are you undemnmng welfare reform by m51stmg that participants in workfare
programs get the protections of the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) and other
employment laws? i »

, : |
I believe that worker protection laws, such as the Fair 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 Ia:WS,‘ then she should get protection. No
one doing real work should bé paid a subminimmr"] wage.

And1 beheve that paying working welfare re01p1ents the minimum wage and giving them
other worker protections will promote, not undermme the goals of welfare reform,
because it will give them the ability to support thelr farmlies and break the cycle of
dependency. '




A

!
. l
We will work with states to ensure that they can comply with this policy, Wlthout undue
financial burden, while still meeting the welfare law's work requirements. Of course, if

states place welfare re01plents in private jobs, then the minimum wage already applies.
And we are working to minimize costs associated Wlth the application of employment laws

“to workfare participants in other ways. V J

'Chﬂd Support Computer S}fstems : }
Q:

§
Haven't a lot of states failed to meet the October lst deadline for putting state-wide child
support computer systems in place? What is the Adminstration planning to do about this?

States have had nine years to develop these computer systems, and we don't intend to
extend the deadline any further. We do, however, beheve that the current law -- which
requires us to withhold all federal child support funds whien a state misses the deadline --
will undermine efforts to collect child support for npedy families. Thus, we intend to work
with members of Congress to devise an improved ;}enalty structure that will ensure that
states work hard to get their computer systems in place while not hurting overall child
support collection efforts. [Note 17 states and the District of Columbia did not meet the
deadline.] :
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091‘05/97 10 04 06 AM

Record Type: Record |
To: Cynthia A. RicefQPD/EOP ‘ » , R
: . > ., . N N . l
|

" bee:
‘Subject: Re: Child Support Quest;on i

the federal match for admnmstrahve Chl|d support costs is 66% the enhanced ADP match is 90% until the
end of FY97 to meet State plans filed prior to 09/30/95; ADP costs for State. plans filed after this date are

" matched at 80%. with total federal spendmg capped at $400 M. /

Letme o know if you need anythmg else.

: (l Il get back to you this aﬂemoon on the implementation stratggy)

@’ | CynthiaA.Rice .. 00/05/97 09:07:43AM
Record Type:  Record o e
. fo L ’

To: - Edwin Law/OMB/EOP : o i}

cc. |
. Subject: Child Support Quest;on

Cynthia A. Rice

Could you remmd me -- what is the federa! match now for chnld support enforcement costs?- What is the
standard rate and what i is the enhanced computer systems rate (it that is still in effect)?
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+~ Edwin Lau

Record Type: Record

To: ' Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP
bee: o : <"
Subject: Re: Child Support Question iy -

i

State costs incurred in FY 1907 ihat are cons;stent with the State} PIan are ehgzble for a federal
reimbursement at the 90% rate for up to two. years after FY 1997.

Cynthia A. Rice 4 ’ j

‘Cynthia A. Rice_ 09/05/97 10:33; 36 AM
Record Type:  Record | . : ’

To:  Edwin Lau/OMB/EOP .- e ‘
*" Subject: Re: Child Support Question®hy . - v ! B

Does this mean 90% for costs mcurred before the'end of FY 1997 - i, the federal reambursement may
happen after FY 19977 - . ; : ,

Edwin Lau

i
o e Edwin Lal’ ‘ - 09/05;‘97 10 04 106 AM

Record Type: -~ Record

" To:  Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP -
cc: : ' '

bee: : '

Subject Re: Child Support Quiestion i

the federal match for admumstratwe child support costs is 66%, the enhanced ADP match is 90% untll the
- ond of FY97 1o meet State plans filed prior to 09/30/95; ADP costs for State plans fnled after this date are ;
- matched at 80%, with total federal spending capped at $400 M. .

Let me know if you'need anything else. B ;
|
|
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Draft Quest;r;ons and Answers on GAO Chl]d Support Computer Systems Report
: F* S : ,
1 : A R J

Q The GAO ireport places some of the blame.for. the state ehrld support computer system,
ona !ack ‘of strong federal leadershlp and direction. What is your reaetron"'

RE]
%r“s

o “A < We drsagree\m-geneml that there has been a lack of federal leadershtp Chﬂd support .
M‘g” \\J\\Q isa t0p prlortty of the Clinton administration.” Child support is critical to provide basic q‘{v)'

i
|
fs
i
1
]

}

5 necesstttesf of food, clothing and shelter for chlldren It is also crucial to help families

e | Ai;hleve_ sfelf—suf{:ffﬁcy bad | L+ u,»_ Gt a ,S{_%QJ_ y

S Yet, it; 1s,the statés’ responsrblhty to nnplement these unportant computer systems The /&

law clearlly places this significant prolect in their hanqs HHS has pushed the states to |

meet deadhnes provided Yechmies! assistance and where necessary suspended funding to (Qq\
s

states whrch were not making progress. -And there's ’accomphshments to note. Over

80% of t}}e states and territories will meet the October 1, 1997 deadline. We're. not

completeLy satisfied. But, we have learned valuable lessons on the complexity of these
systems,/ the time needed to ensure quality, the relattonshtps with contractors and the

6 value 6f federal technical assistance that will better mform the new requirements for AN
states;; under welfare reform. . - t S . . '7 : 6&

M o y ) s

We don;t believe in federal cookie cutter one size ﬁts all, computer systems for the

states. : When Congress reqmred the states to develop these systems, the statute sought ' 4:“

spemﬁcgoutcomes such as improved. collection and/disbursement of funds and more

efﬁc1ent aecountmg of dollars, but it did not prescnbe the equipment to meet those

expeetattons ‘We believe in a strong federal/state partnership. One, for example, that .

has produced a 50 percent increase in child support collections from 1992 to 1996. We

do beheve also that the states have to be held accountable, but should have the - 72 P

‘flex1b1hty to develop the systems that will best meet the:r umque circumstances. \
. -hf} o : ‘
Q Do you(’ fagree with any of the recommendattons m the report‘?
gL ‘:é
A Yes; we agree that we should increase the resources and expertise in HHS to provide an

mcreased level of technical assistance to the states We also agree that the new
reqmrements for states in the new welfare reforrn law should be prepared and
dxssemmated as qtuckly as possﬂ)le : i

H

i ' !
Q 'Wll‘l Ealli the states rneet the October 1, 1997 deadhne’? -
I | l

A States fhave made substanttal progress in implementing then' systems. We expect that
the; majortty of states wrll meet the deadline:. ! .
"s { i .
Q How@; ;any states are riow certlﬁed" |
ko }, . 3 ,
A Twelve states have been certtﬁed (A_rrzona Connectxcut Delaware, ‘Georgia,

Lomsrana Mississippi, Montana, Utah, Vtrglma Washington, West Virginia and
Wyortpng) while 5 states are very close to certification. Though a state may not yet be
_certified does not mean that it has a computer ’systern that is working. Over 40 states
. have ;sitatemde operational computer systems The remalmng states have pilot systems
that dre being tested. . , : .
; ,
l

Q- pr; many states will be certlﬁed by the deadlme?

A We esttmate that approxunately 40 states w111 either be eertrﬁed or have thelr systems
' ready to be certified by Oetober 1. { ,

17“

Q thch states will not meet the deadline and why'?
! : .

S B : Co : i

e : o
E ) .- N Lo
1

!
|
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As many as{ 9 states say they are concemed that they wrll not meet the deadline. There
are several main reasons why states have had difficulties. States have experienced
contractor;problems States with county-based child support programs, like these
states, have encountered jurisdictional problems between the counties and the states.
These are; l'arge states and installing new, big and complicated systems’have simply
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 making progress in implementing the
computer systems with the support of the Clinton administration. For example,
Maryland fhas enrolled all but one its counties’ mto the statewrde system.

‘4

Aecordmgs to the report, over $2 7 bllhon federal dollars has been spent on these -

. computeru systems and yet still some states won't make the. deadline. ‘Critics claim that

this money has made contractors rich while families' fatl to get the support they need.
Some say grnoney has been wasted and that HHS has not been domg enough oversight.
How do y}ou respond? - SR ) ‘ f

f?' ‘;

. We are ¢oncerned about the cost of these systems And we are dxsappomted that some

statesrhave had problems and will still fail to make the deadline. Congress gave the

’ stateSr the responsrblhty for these important computer systems and the funds to build

'them ( We believe it is the federal government'’s responsibility to push states to meet
rovide technical assistance and Id—-t-hettgtgcountable for when states
are not makmg progress. That's why we did(not support Yhe extension of the deadline
in 1995} ! That's why we've worked with state th technical support. And
that's Why we approved fundmg only when the state dem trated the cost effectiveness

of the sylstem 2 % 7 W

" Yet, rwefdon t believe that money has been wasted. During the same time period that -%0-& 7

over $2 jbillion was invested in computer systems; the program collected over $88

- bllhen arh child support. . The GAO and HHS agree that automation efforts to date have

1mproved the effectiveness of the program, worker productivity and monitoring

program activities. We've seen increased collection, such as Connecticut's 18 percent
metease Checks are getting to families faster, as in West Virginia cut the time checks
are sent from 10 days to 24 hours. Los

or
em. Also, the computer system ‘
represent on average only 6 percent of total admtmstratxve spendmg for child support o
programs and 2 percent of recent chlld support collectrons ' . s %;-
:} ' . '

B -'The report and critics say that one of these reasons why the states wrlt fail to meet the Qe,

deadhne is because HHS was slow to get gurdance and regulatrons to the states? Do ’b

_ you agree’) ‘ i . _ ' q/
We agree that they were late "The. regulatxons were lssued in 1992 two years from

when' they were supposed to. be issued under the previous administration. But the states

did have the statute which described the requirements for the systems. Amcg St Cns

‘ "R’L’,W e v 1403, W—&WQCL

eSeaqt M
Cahforrna seems to bea parttcular problem. The state has spent jundreds of- millions

‘ \of dellars and audits of its system show that it's not working. The state may have to

start‘ {from scratch. Are you concerned about California and what do you think shouid
‘be;done‘? Ny . P :

ig : I

We are deeply troubled by what is happening in Cahforma Cahforma is now testing

l«rts system in several counties. The state will ihave to make a difficult decision on how

to proceed. We are ready to work with the state. Yet, for the sake of California
chttdren who need their child support, we believe the state must act quickly and be held

: accountable t‘or 1mp1ementmg a quahty and effecttve computer system

5
quld you support another extensron of the ?deadhne? .
A ; { . . R ] ‘ K B .

; ; . .
i

+

i
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No. We \ifould be concerned that snnply extending the deadlme would undermme
efforts l,—.—sours and States - to implement fully functional systems quickly and would

send the »'v’rong message regarding the importance of future systems-related deadlmes

unposef:i by last year ] welfare reform iegislatlon P

e

i ippen to states if: they fall to meet the dcadlme"

- What \?/,oﬁld ha

(e e

M
) ld jeopardize federal funding for thelr chﬂd support programs. But, even
with that ;potenuai penalty, we beheve it is crlttcal for chlldren to get the support they
deserv? | , .

é c ‘ :
Some states are fow working w1th Congress on.ideas besuie extendmg the deadhne to
“help states such as changes in penaltles Also, a proposal is that states could meet the

statewxde requxrements by usmg exxstmg county systcms wm you support such
1 ‘

3 i
i

AN

proposals‘? ‘ o
e Co I . t

H iR
" The admmlstratxon s ﬁrst priority i$ for children to get the child support they need and
their farmhes are helped to self-sufficiency. We believe that firm deadlines and..
mechamsms to ensure accountability are necessary to focus efforts and help overcome
the obstacles inherent in implementing any major computer system. Congress would
have to éct to change the law’s current requirements. We will consider proposals, as,

long as» they ensure that states make timely progress ; and are held accountable
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- Talking Pmnts on GAO State Chlld Sujpport Computer
Systems Report | .

e

Chiid support is.a top priority .of the Clmton admmtstratlon We believe ina strong

federal/state partnership that has produced posmve‘results 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 rneetmg the

‘October 1, 1997 deadline for their child support computer systems
I

~Congress prov1ded the funding. HHS prov1ded the techmcal assrstance But it the

states that are respons1b1e to deliver the systems
r

Flfteen states are now. eertxﬁed We are not sattsfled that some states say-they w111 not
meet-the deadhne This effort has not been easy. §States encountered problems with
contractors, difficult negotiations with counties and the sheer complex1ty of these .

- automated systems -Yet, we have. proof that computers 1mprove the rate of collecnon

and get checks to children faster. N t f

Nevertheless we beheve in holdmg states accountable for completmg these systems
- A deadline and p0351b111ty of loss of federal fundmg give a strong message that we're
serious. We are prepared to work with the states and Congress to meet the test of =

- accountability while aehlevmi7 quality computer systems to help chrldren get the support

they deserve and need. A

t

e SRR S
L, A,
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Questmns and Answers on GAO Chlld Support Computer Systems Report

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! Whét is your reaction?

We disagree that there has been- a lack of federal leadershrp Child support is a top
priority of the Clinton admlmstrauon Child support is. critical to provide basic. )
necessities of food, clothing and shelter for children. 1Itis also crucial to help farrnhes

. achieve. self—sufﬁcrency . IR

S : ,
We beheve ina strong federal/state partnership. One, for example that has produced a

~. 50 percent incredse in child support. collections from 1992 to 1996. Wrthm this
: partnershlp, it is thie states’ responsibility to 1mplement these important computer

systems. The law clearly places this s1gn1ﬁeant pro_]ect in their hands. HHS has

_pushed the states to meét deadlines, prov1ded teehmcal assistance and where necessary
‘suspended fundmg to states whreh were not maklng proeress

‘Thts partnershlp has produced lmportant aecomphshments in chrld support systems.

Over 80% of the states and territories will meet the October 1, 1997 deadline. We're -
not completely satisfied. But, we have learned vatluable lessons on the complexity of
these systems the time needed to-ensure qualnty, the relationships with contractors and
the value of federal technical assistance that w111 better inform the new requirements for
states under welfare reform : ‘

We don't believe in federal cookie. cutter one srze ﬁts all, computer systems for the
states. When Congress required the states to develop these systems, the statute sought
specific outcomes, such as improved collection and disbursement of funds and more

~ efficient dccounting of dollars, but it did riot preserrbe the equipment to meet those -
.expectattons We do believe also that the states have to be held accountable, but should
have the ﬂexrbrhty to develop the systems that w111 best meet therr unrque

crreumstances . | S ; ‘L
R4 4: '
What is the October 1 1997 deadhne" o f

Under the Famrly Support Act of 1988, states are requned to 1nstalt state- w1de

- computer systems that will improve the dehvery of child support services and enhance
" the aceountabrhty of federal and state funds. States were to build these ‘automated

systems and have them certified by HHS by October i, 1995 In 1995 Congress

extended the deadline to Octoberl 1997. ]I .

i
i

Do you agree with any of the recommendationsf in the report?

Yes, we agree that we should increase the resources and expertise in- HHS to provide an
increased level of technical assistance to the states. We also agree that the new

~ requirements for states in the new welfare reform law should be prepared and
,drssemmated as qulckly as possrbte :



e

the majortty of states will meet the deadline.

‘ AWhICh states w1ll not meet the deadlme and why‘?’

|
!
|
Will all the states meet the OCtober 1, 1997 deadlme{'?

' .
States have made substantlal progress in 1mplement1ng [hCll‘ systems We expect that

_ l
How 'm'an'y 'states are now certified?” I

Fifteen states have been certified (Arlzona Colorado Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia,
Idaho, Louisiana, MlSSlSSIppl Montana, New Hampshtre Utah, Virginia, Washington,
West Vrrglma and Wyoming), while § states are very close to certification. Almost all

the states have a state-wide computer system workmg even though they may not yet be :

‘certtfted The remaining states have ptlot systems Ithat are bemo tested
, How 'many states will be ce'rtified by the deadline‘?] )

| We estrmate that approximately 40 states wrll exther be ceruﬁed or have therr systerns
,ready to be eertrfied by October 1. ; o

!
i

l

As many as 9 states say they are concerned that they will Aot meet the deadlme There
are several main reasons why states have had dlfﬂculttes States have -experienced

- contractor problems. States with county-based Chlld support programs, like these

states, have encountered ~1urtsd1c:ttonal problems between the counties and the states.
These are large states and mstallmg new, big and complicated systems have simply
taken lenger for the states to set up. It is rmportant to note that though these states may
riot meet the certification deadline, they are making progress in implementing the

computer systems with the support of the Clmton administration. For example,

Maryland has enrolled all but orie its countxes mto the statewide system.

‘ .

) Accordmg to the repert over $2.7 bzllren federal dollars has been spent on these

computer systems and yet still some states won t make the deadlme Crmcs claim that
this money has made contractors rich while famlltes fail to get the support they need:-

_ Some say money has been- wasted and ‘that HHS has not been doing enough oversight.

How do yeu respond’f L . t

'

|

We are coricerned about the cost of these Systet:ns. ~And we are disappointed that some
. states have had problems and will still fail to make the deadline. Congress gave the

states the responsibility for these important corltputer systems and the funds to build

" them. We believe it is the federal government;s responsibility to push states to meet
the deadlines, provide technical assistance and hold them accountable for when states

are not making progress. That's why we've worked with states to help with technical
support.. And that's why we approved fundmg only when the state demonstrated the
cost effectweness of the system |

Yet, we don't believe that money has been wasted During the same- trme period that
over $2 billion was invested in computer systems, the program collected over $88 N
billion in child support. The GAO and HHS| agree that automation efforts to date have
improved the effectiveness of the program ‘Worker productwtty and momtormg ‘

~ program actrvrttes

|
a

i

0
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; We ve seen increased collectton such as Conriecticut's 18 percent 1ncrease Checks are

getting to families faster, as in West Virginia cut the time checks are sent from 10 days
to 24 hours. Also, the computer systems represent on average only 6 percent of total
administrative spendmg for chrld support programs ¢ and 2. percent of recent chrld
support collectrons ' . ) ]r_ ~
The report and critics say that one of these reasons why the states wrll faxl to meet the :

deadline is because HHS was slow fo get gu1dance and regulattons to the states" Do
'jyou agree" , ,l : »
We agree that they were late The regulatrons were 1ssued in 1992 two years from
when they were supposed to be issued: urder the prpvrous administration. . But we
believe that this was pot a major factor in the delay,s expertenced by some states.  And -
since taking office in 1993 we've made child support enforcement a top prlorlty

: ; 2 .

Calrforma seems to be-a partrcular problem The state has spent hundreds of millions
of dollars and audits of its system show that it's not working. The state may haveto .
 start. from scratch. Are you concerned about Cahforma and- what do you thmk should ,

. be done‘»’

- We are deeply troubled by what 1is happenmg in Callforma Cahfornra is now- testmg ‘

- its systém in.several counties. The state will have to make a drffrcult decision on how -
to proceed. We are ready to work with the state. | For the sake of California children
. WhO need their ehrld support we beheve the state must act to better 1mplement a quahty

' and effective computer system S f

N Would you suppOrt another extension ‘of the deadline? .

No We would be concerned that simply’ extendrng the deadllne would underrnme
efforts -- . OUTS, and’ States - to implement fully. functronal Systems: quickly and would
send the wrong message regarding the tmportanee of future systems-related deadhnes
frrnposed by Tlast. year 8 Welfare reform: legrslattonj :

What wotuld happen to: states 1f they farl to’ meet lthe deadlme”
L l

States eould jeopardrze federal fundrng for their | chrld support programs By the end of

B 'the year states will have to amend-their state plans to include the certification of the

computer systems. - If the state has not yet been Jeertrfted ‘then it's state plan will not be
_in compliance. HHS will then notify the state of its non-compliance and, after an =
appeal period, féderal funds for the child support enforcement program may be -
" terminated.. But, even with that potentral penalty, we belleve it 1s crltrcal for children -
to. get. the support they deserve. . ,l o
~ Some states are now workmg wrth Congress onj ideas besrde extendmo the deadltne to
help states such as changes in penalties. Alsol a proposal is that states could meet the
statewide requrrements by usrng exrstmg eounty systems. Will you support such
. proposals" TR : _ . ~,
S o
~ The admmtstratlon s first prtortty is for. chtldren to get the chrld support they need and
their families are helped to self-sufficiency. \Ye beheve that firm deadlinés and-
vrnechantsms to ensure accountabrlrty are necessary to focus. efforts and help overcome ‘

l
{
f
i



o
_ ) s o . | . DL R ‘
the obstacles inherent in implementing any major computer system, We wil] discuss
‘proposals, as long as they ensure that states make timely progress and are held
accountable.. .~ ' I : o

7/2/97 11:40 am
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Q. A number of States are very concerned about the consequences

of failing to meet the child support sﬁstems deadline of October

1, 1997. Do you really intend to cut o%f all title IV-D fuﬁding

should a State fail to have a certlfled automated system by that

date? ‘ ) Lo ;
, L |

A. Obv1ously, no one wants chlldren to be hurt by jeopardizing

State ¢hild support program funding, _gowever, the Federal law is
very clear on the conditions for receiﬁt of Federal funding'for
the costs of operating State chlld support enforcement programs
States must.have an approved State chlld supporxt plan. Any State
that does not .submit a State plan amendment by December 31, 1997,

attestlng that the State has a automated aystem meetlng Federal

requlrements would be subject to State plan disapproval, and loss

of all Federal tltle IV-D funding. i
. : : L j

'
H
.

" Follow up Q. Do you have any ideas we icould consider to avoid

i

P C s s Y o
-this undesirable impact on families? |

g
|
! ,
A. Should the Congress want to COnsidér alternatives to the
current Condltlé in federal law, the?Administration would be

happy to workﬁghe Committee in dlSCUSSlng p0881ble optlons

i
i
i

|
E
I
j
N
|
|
{
|

]
|
{
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© WHAT'S WRONG WITH MULTIPLE COUNTY BASED SYSTEMS?

. : e
o oﬁ N
"
B

Are there good reasons why _‘multlp]e county ‘¢hild su‘%‘part enforcement systemshnked toget.her L

Quiestion. .
~ are not as good as a single statewide system? |

Answer
"There are numerous reasons why«a smgle statewxde chtld support system 1s more functronally
B '_robust and capable than multtplq, lmked county based systems can be The followrng
‘ examples ma) shed some hght on the consrderable dtfferences between usmg dtsparate hnked
'systems and havmg a single statew1de system It should be noted that these examples can be ‘
,apphed T all of the States currently expenenctng s1gn1f'1cant system tnsté'llatron problems such
| as Caltfornta and Mtchtgean P N L e

L. Ftrst and foremost is the tlme and effort requrred to modlfy .or enhance multiple :
' svs‘lems. versus a slngle statewtde system In the Chlld .support enforcement envrronment one"‘j' S
- 1S constantly challenged by new changmg, end 1ncreasmg1y complex statute and regulatton, : ) .
and the need to raptdly modtfy our extsung systems as; a consequence Whether we are - ‘
- -re!cm-ng“ toa smole statewgle system or’ muluple llnked systems they a.ll share orie stmxlanty

' they are extremely complex largc scale apphcattons that requtre substanttal resources to o

- ,ope‘rate and mamtam., ‘much less e'hhance.to m"eet new re’quirem’ent‘s., -


http:county~.ba
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¥
S )
» For example those Srates that have begun to emmate the level of effort to accomphsh

: cbangmg f.hcn systems to meet ?RWORA [\Nelfa}e Reform] havc all stated that they fully

‘ expecz to use Lhe full threc yea.rs allot\:ed to acépmphsh thxs m1551on [Scptcmber 1997 fo

| September 2000 ] Now consmer that the averagc ‘number of prOJect staff dcd1cated to 2 State s T

‘ apphcahon developmam effort 1s upwards of 80 membcrs nct mcludmg the many more: j
trainers, and field ofﬁce suppo‘rt staff, etc needed to support the State s system Now .
<1r’nagine that a St'ate has a netwbrk of ceun‘ty.based electroméally hnke”d ‘s"ys‘te‘ms‘ that hav'e't'é”‘ 1" "
be modlﬁcd to meet PRWORA Qa‘n a. State truly afford to have each of its counucs |

'compermg for the sam: avarlable resources to needed 10 complete the pIanmng, desxgn

' ‘hear uma and agam from Smte $ and the pr‘vatc sector ahke how thmly spread cenr.ractor N o

 resources, skilled in the developmcm of child suppon spcclﬁc systems has beerr nauonmdc

’

To keep mump e county based systems up to—speed can only exaccrbate the resource

prob!ems? : ‘ RELTER

.‘“

2 Another rea;c,on is the symb:otic relationshlps each of a State s multiple‘county-based B
s»s1ems must malntain wzth one: another for all ot‘ them to work. ' A real- lee examplc of
this dx emma is in the Szate of Kentucky A ful B two years ago ACF granted Jefferson S
“Coumy, Kemucky the authomy to pursue the enhancement of thcxr county*based systcm to

' meet thc rcquar:mems of 1he Famlly Suppon Act, and with the State H blessmg and support toV

then mterracc that coumy system wuh the State’s own statewxde ch1ld Suppcrt sysgcm Though:'- .



. SENT BY:Xerox Telecopier 7021 ';ts"-'—w'-'slviaf DTIRO0RM i s o e T GUBRTAITNR 4

- 'systems that addresses the 1ani'nauon shanng and data’ mtegnty needs of both Junsdrcnons
Wrthout the mterface workers across the State and in Jefferson County w111 have to rely én -
i .

usmg a smorgasbord of tempora.ry, labor mtenswe mformauon shanng solutlons to get thé. data'

‘resrdmg in one another $ Juﬁsdrctrons needed to work therr own'cases. A problem that does

ll
not exist with a single, statewrde system

. ) ) o [ o o . . . .‘ . ‘5‘,-' ‘_. . 1_ T ‘1 "‘.:yt:n‘/.‘.. e ‘.'i\»"‘.f - ‘..‘n" .
3. Another issue is the n’"e‘e’d t0 maintain ide"ntical upg'ra‘d‘e/e'nhan‘c'em‘eht p‘aths fo‘r 'ea“ch L

.....

- will happen to the mterface between the two systems when each Junsdrctwn begms to make the; S

fie .

Pt ]

necessary changes to meet the %RWORA? Not only do both systems have to be enhanced but s
“ an mterface that essenually mrgmtes data between the two systems must also be upgraded If S

¢ither project suffers delay both system upgrades must be delayed for fear of negattvely

-"

_impicting the interface betwéen the two system_s Both systems must remam in

synchronization or data integrity becomes a seriobs issue. -
VL N

4 Multiple, county-based §ystem's'also.entail substantial eornputer liar%"cl:"{v"\drfef"arid B

software considerations. For example, in the early 1990's, the State of Wisconsin'was -

. bui]ding a s'tateWid'e systemé.paséd'on cI'ie'nt‘sei'v_er and PC?based techn‘oloﬁfes'; Thesystem’s = ‘
| desngn mcluded a complrcated conﬁgurahon of numerous hardware and software “ ponents B

which all had to 1nteroperate Unfonunately, the State leamed that as one of the. software o
hardware components was upgraded the. mteroperabxhty between the components fmled thus‘_ L
requrnng all of the other system components-_to be upgrade‘d, even rf they were relatlvely new. h

41_'
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‘Now magme such comphcanons én 3 broader scale, such asa statewrde network hnkmg

:szunframe based chent scrver-based and PC based county systems tOgether A ha.rdw o a

_software component in one county s system becornes obsolcte and must be mrgrated toa newcr'k‘ SRR

technology that i is unsupported by the State Further. the ‘new and 1mproved” county system
How cannot commumcate wtth some of the oldet county systems m the electromcally lmked

network of coumy based sysrems

S And of c‘o'u‘r‘Sé' ‘we have the cb*st ft'a‘ét”o’r. Do, we suppon th‘é operattonal andmamt
costs assocrated thh )USI one system m each State or mulnple county-based systerns 1n each

'VStaft'e. For example in Maryl d the operatronal costs assoctated thh the smgle statewrde

child support S\tstem are. anuctpated 10 b upwa.rds of 59 mi 11on annually Maryland has 23

counties. A conservatwc esumate of one quarter of that total w?uld be more than five umes
L4

[$51. 75 mi Ixon] tne current prmectqj COSI of $9 rmllton annually ﬁemember each of these S

\

. S)Stems would essemtally be as equally large and complex as any other An‘ thlS csumate .

: doesn { even account for the softu.%are enhanccmcnt and mamtenanco costs that would

i . ‘3

o accumulate annually frcm 33 scparate syStcms
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AT ARE WE GETTING OUR MONEY’S wom*m *
' Quesnan

p

‘ Is the Federal Govemmekt gemng us money s worth for CSE automauon?

| .AAn's"iv er
Yes. Alth@gh £o dace we have apProvcd aPPronmately $2 65 bzlhon m’ toél autoﬁaﬁon s
. (
N costs since 1981 of wmch approxmately $2 02 b1lhon represents the Pederal share of those
_Costs, 1t still represems only about 12% of total chxld support admlmstratwe cxpendltures In .
g additio‘m these ﬁgui‘es' are ac'tuélly‘ c‘dnsi‘derably' lc'j'wcr*Wh‘en frefe‘r'ring to‘only,aut‘o‘x‘ﬁanon c6§‘t”s‘;v's~'f’ »':1"3
fiassocxated with'the Farmly Suppon Act. Almost 3250 mllhon was‘Spent by States pnor to the
| ‘enactment of the Famxly Suppon Act in 1988 In addmon roughly &40& mxlhon of the 52 66 |

bl”lOﬂ teLaJ has been spem since 1988 for the ongomg operauonal costs of tly' older systems

" being rep]acsd or enhanced

, Man) States that have finishied their automated systems have foiind that they have reached thexr' )

© breaks seven pomt yea.rs before the ongmal fcrecasts made i m thexr cost: beneﬁt analyses :

Some examples:

© 1. Washington State - Automation has increased their ratio of clerical to professicnal staff
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. mereby ehmmaung the’ need for éf‘)()iclencal staff The SEMS systcm has contnbuted to o
increas“ed producuvuy‘, ch‘: thc la‘st‘ 8 yedrs, 5cpnecqgns p’¢_r qmployee has mc’;‘eas"ed ff°.m IR
! ‘ i g o ' .
- 8162, 135 o $371, OOO pqyear o

. ’.;3,,,. ‘ .
v

e e

.53’ -‘.

S22 Momana They are stamng ) see mcreasmg rate of collecnons Thelr break-even pomt 1s -

now thrcc ycars eatlier than antzcxpated

- 3 Georgia | Re;ﬁdried?éé‘c’fd ;éoi'lecﬁéhfs for e St ﬁscalyear é3'637 mllhon iﬁ*i?i‘i‘:“é’é ) S
' 547 m1 hon mcrease over FY 1995 STARS has enabled the State chlld support program to | V_ .
. Issue checks. ona deuly bas:s mstcad of weekly Appr0x1mately 10 000 checks totalmg $1 |
mﬂhon ev er) mght ﬁve days a Wﬁek Over $1.8 rmlhon d1stnbutcd to farmhes through

STA RS. $TARS has reduced the avcrage tumaround of Chlld suppon m Georgxa fmm the

«.
"f‘ N

pay ment parem 10 the farmly by an average of seven days
4 Anzona CosnfBeneﬁt - Brcak cven was mxd year 1994 Twelvc ye%r schedule that mcludes'-j&“
' operanonal Atlas I pro;ecr wuh cumu atxvc prOJect costs of- $60 987 961 and bcneﬁts of

‘s 065 072 000. Or 5407 391 264 in beneﬁts atmburzble to ]Ust ATLAS n over the status quo o

‘f;orATLASI . ., ‘ 'v o ATy‘,q-’@j.
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| {WHAT DO THESE SYSTEMS DO?

B
e

T

. f' . R . . . K ;35: K

Whiat is it that these systems do that, apparently, makes them so difficult to build? Do -

~ you thifik the requirements are too rigid and striét?

. Aﬁsw‘“er

'capabxlmes (. workers in the ﬁeld

"2, Peridically verify information on'individuals reférred fo Federal, Staié and local

"!'r .
G S E

Q

There are many Lhmgs that these sysr_ems are desxgned to do Fxrst lct me- say that xt s not

B! I\elgv (haz th@ Feceral govemmem nor Statc govemménts can continue’ to l'nrc more and

- more caseworkers in order to kecp up wuh the constan; growth of then' chlld supp“:‘rt o
Acaseloads much less wxfh the addmonal program requxrements that Federal and State laws are" R
) prov dmg (6 help Amenca s famili 1es become and rernam self—sufﬁcxcnt «Automauon i vxtal to‘

'the success of tms program For example our iystems aré expectcd to’ prowdc the followmg

ey

T a iy ’(.4

B

El

I. Mainwining information such as social-security numbers; names, dates of birth, home .~ =

. aadresses'and mailing addresses (i'nciuding' p'cism zip codés) on individuals; including data

both intrastate and 1ntersta3e, through electronic interfaces.

RS

S 8

PR

ey

g wlare T
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s ‘,“. .

| - f* in fact meet all of thc ccmﬁcauon reqmremcnts thcn we would »havc only 10 Stat ystéms

. _{ not completed in calendar year 1997

i
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| ‘B’Ackﬁbuﬁm ’f}iéfe‘ are piiaﬁasiy‘ﬁs’es;fﬁeéé that wont be readyevenincalendaryear o

" 1998. ’I'hese five appea: to be Californi a, M.lchigan, Ohlo, Indmna, and Il]lnois The ‘
e T€asons for LhCll' not gezung thexr systems buﬂt and mstalled nmely appear to BE o
orgamzanonai Each of these St.ates has a countyabased proxram in whlch thc State has had

Lremendous dxfﬁculues in persuadmg thelr counues Chlld support agenc1es [Clerks of Court or

»Fnends of thc Court or Dlstnct Attorneys etc ] to movc te the State s new automatcd system

There are many other reasons th?t these systems are not completed These reasons run the

Q

: gamut from severe contractual dlsagreements betiveen the States and theu contractors to
. conatam}y cha.ngmg leadershxp m the management of system projccts and State agencxes. to a o
severe lxrmzauon of State resources. to, at times, meffectual project managcmcnt We have

been wor}ono cxtenswely thh eag:h of. these States as we have w1th all of the States not yct

S -
-
.

-eerified.

gt

11
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R S ACFROVIDESASSISTANCE
Question |

-----

10 hclp the States meel the O&tcber } 1997 deadhnc?

Answer
We have provided, and ‘ccminue‘ éb'brovidc short-notice on-site assistance ta s’tﬁ:és,tksi*réqﬁést :
our advice and consuimu%n on any numbcr of prOJect managcmem and- system demgn and

. } <

development issues. In Fiscal Year 1997 alone, our staff conducted over 45 VlSltS to

States’ system pro,;ect sites to proude techmcal asslstance and gundance to their project

W

teanis, Or 10 ‘condu‘ct system reviews.

In adden we’ continue to bnng Logéther the States p@:ct teams ai thce yearly confcrencesf‘

wherc they can formally and mformally share thexr qxpeneﬁces and exper‘use thh one another  ‘ “
| in getting these systems buut We also provzde techmcal resources through our nauonal chxld |

Suppon enforcement network {CSENet] contractor for assistanice in the buxldlng thclr mtefstate

\

communication network;

We continue to work through a number of other vehicles to rdach olit to-States. These inclide -

numerous public, private and rot-for-profit sponsored conferences around the country, — - *-
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- including:

ez

-Amenca.n Pubhc Welfarc Assocrauon [APWA]
Nauonal Chlld Sup;)ort Enforccment Assoaauon {NCSBA],
'EAStem Regtonal Interstate Chrld Support Enforcement Assomauon [ERICSA], .
Westem Interstag Chlld %upport Enforcement Assocmtlon [WICSEA], 3 o

: _One -State Intcrstate Confcrence

Bankers Electromc Data Interchange Cqunell [BEDIC]

Bt S

National Aiitomated ClearingHéuse Association [NACHA]

OCSE provrdes other rncans of techmca.l assxs@ce mcludmg an Internet web site,
resource library, a quameriy newsleiter, and periodlc announcements and regulatoxy, |
polxcy. rxnd inf ormatnonal mailmgs to States ptcueet dlrectors and managers, and o
programfagencv heads Fma]ly, OCSE has mmated a number of contracted teehmcal
mpl ememauen of welfare reform These contract resources w111 'be addressmg areas for
SLaleS ' ~c‘h:ld sup’pon p‘rojec:t feams, fr"om zmpro‘v'e‘d dbc’ume‘nt gen‘e‘r'andri c’a"p’a‘blﬂlrnes’for
s>s ems o provxdmg hxgh y techmcal quahty assurance resources for spec1ﬁc ane—nme

1 .reJlews ef Slate pFOJcCI aetwmes, ig areas such- ;s software desxgn to pro;ect manahgef’_f'ent a.nd

v‘ergamzanon to, say, software and hardware tesung Many of OCSE‘s techmcal assxstanee

N ef forts, and the contractcd techmca! resources in panrcular, are bemg purposely dxrected

towards the largest caseload States [the Big Eight States]. o B , . .' e

A

13
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Question i F

What 15 are the scope for systems n the Welfare Refozm 1eglslatxon [PRWGRA]? Do you

_ b he\‘?e they are too much o ask to have cornpleted befare Ianuary 1 2001"

-,

~ The Personal Responsibility and WbrkO;Spqrtunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 [ngfafé. R

" Reféfm] contains many néw provisions for automatéd systems. They inclide: -

' L stmbuuon of suppon payments mcludmg changes 1n the treatment of payments on

-~

I ‘yjrrears and treatmenl of Siate tax offset col ecuons

b

.V v ‘ "~ . ' ‘
2. Eszab lishment of a SLate Case Reglstry, mcludmc' 1nformauon on non- IV D cases thh

AR orders and the transfcr of mformauon 10 the Natlonal Casc chxstry
i
3. Ghanges that réflect new interstate forris résultirig from the PRWORA Tequiréiment to

) -

implemertt the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act

4. Enforcement of orders received from othér States When the othiér State retiins the case;
including the maintenance of records on such activity.

14
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£ »5. Systcm must be uscd towmplcment new expedued.admmmtranvc procedures lneludmg,» -
v,g . " Ca

mcreasmg thc amount of the momhly suppon payment to mclude an amount for arrears,

mtarcepung or sexzmg beneﬁts through Statc or Iocal govemments mtercepung or. scxzmg

‘ ‘ju_dg'ments, settlemems lotLery wmmngs and assets of the obhgor held m ﬁnanc1al

insttotions.

v New repomng rcqmrements mcludmg the numbcr of farmhes that go off assxstancc due to

child suppon and comphance w1th t!espondmg to request for assxstance from other States and

L _ d
In Interstate acnvmes, etc.,;ﬂ g'}‘

%

8. New more flexible review and adjustmenit requireénients of support orders,

o . . syt cor . . . . ( g . AL RN Lo
9. Stuates must, to the maximum extent possible, usé automation to do matches with financial
-§ _ansttutions to identify the accounts 'of non-custodial parents Who owe support.

15

ey
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*-Question.

What is CSENer?

—

g

.‘Answer .
. CSENet i3 the led Support }gnforcement Network It isa nanonmde telecommumcaﬂons :" ’v '

| ne:work lmkmg State child suppon enforcement systems together It is nQ.t a data base no

L 3
mformatzon zs retmned at: the CSENet host

CSENet was conceéived as a means of overcoming some of the barriers to intefstate case =
e

-

processing:

|, time spent waiting for iffterstate child ~sbppon infdfihati‘ow

~E o

redundam gase emry (wnh CSENet Stztes systems comrnumcate wnh each other), L o o
3 adm:mstrauve costs (e g., reduced manua.l processmg of paperwork by caseworkers)

4. data quality (e g edits ensure completeness consxstency, vahdxty) o -

-~ Ovcr the nemork States use standard tranisactions to electromcally request or repon absent

-

) parent }ocmon chxld suppon estabhshment enfarcement and collectxon as well as transfer

mtersta;e case mformauon betwe’e’n States;

16
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. ' CSENet conszsts of 3 major componems workstauon host network Workstatxons'are:

already locatcd in cach 846: The host is at a PC Iocatcd at our contractor s ofﬁce m

'Manassas ergmla The network uses FI‘SZOOO lmes

CSENet wis developed and currcntly opcrates under a 10 yea: contmct w}nch is not o |

~exceed 515 5 rmlhon If the contra&t reaches that hrmt before the 10 years 1s concluded we |

 would fmmp.cfc- 1#was awarded in 1991,{, ia

ShwE

P

-« =
- b (-
q
"%}z ,
i .
K

.
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 VALUE OF CSENET -
(;j)u:eS'tio‘n o "
t'%a_; value. does CSENet add tochtld sup’po& é‘ﬁfdr‘é‘e‘r_i’iéﬁt? : |
Ans_wet'
SENet s mét its onginal objective of ceating  tleéommunicitions nétwork which allows
’St;a'te IV,—D.a'gencies_tQ.. eo’m'municate with each‘oth‘e“r’.abbut’inte"f"s‘tj'at’e cases |
o '-Intersmte cases account for about 30% of the chtld support caseload nauona]l& These are R
: some of thie most comphcated and dtfﬁcult cases we handle CSENet allows automated |
. ‘sy'st“em-to-vsystem tnte’ra'cuon ab’ojutthes‘e cases. : S - | L
CSE';‘et is aJso a cnucal support for the Federal Case Regtstry, as’ mandated under the
| requtrements of the PRWORA of 1996. The FC}‘I is a statutonly mandated Federa.lly
?malntamed data base of tndx:nduals assoc1ated with Chl]d support cases. It is a potnter system
' ."whtch informs one State that \a.nother State(s) may have an 1nterest in the same 1nd1v1dua1
C:SENe‘t_ is a natio':nvbide eo'mmunication network -linkin‘g State CSE sy’ste‘m"s. _On'ce the FC—R
-in‘f"o'rfms' a 'State that anoth'e"t State has an in.terest'in the same case o“r{has lddatéd anabsent '.
" parent in ancther State CSENet proutdes the telecommumcﬁtton network to follow up for .
B

. action. ‘The F CR and cxpanded Federal Pa:ent Locator Serv1ce locate 1nd1v1duals a.nd assets

CSENeta’lloW_s- a IV-D agency to work[‘the case.

18,
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CHILD $UPPORT ENFO CEMENT
AUTOMATION COSTS F( R STATES

1981 - 1996 e

R
. i
&

. Total All Autom%lon Costs Apprmed S $2,661,941,715

| Totl Federa] Share-‘ | R o 52 015 364 197 o

o To;a‘l State _Sharc: £ $654 577 513

PR . 5 o FRE L T I A W A
3 . G, e e e s s T e R PR LT
2 g e R TR v I CE) o, e S B N LT U

. ] K

. Total Enhanced [90%] Federal Fundmg Share 1981 To 1996 ‘-‘?svﬁi,‘c‘)*ﬁv-é",g‘ié,fs"éi‘éi'

- Total Regu ar [66%] Federal Pundmg Share 1981 Ta 1996 S92

ik

'Tola| AII Automanon Costs Pnor To 1988 “ - -V $250 .

-.i,

:Tota! AH Operauonal Costs ;'rom 1988 To 1996 i ) .‘.‘: 5400 000’? C

~ Total Automauon cgms slace FSA 53 [1988 To. 1996] s 011 000 ou-p

’ /:\f’o:e These are all @hanced and gular FFP elngle costs]

P L TRt ST L 2 .
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Question; - Why must States have a statéwide child support system?

i .3;

£y

i S

" Answer; Theé re'qt_jiréﬁieﬁt for a "'smgle‘srtgtewidé"‘sy‘s'téiﬁ is s‘ti‘iitu’téi-y.~»

| Mﬂ

T’he 2 sxgnlﬂcant advantages of a smgle statewide system are 1) efﬁdency,f -
and 2) } .‘?CODOUJYo ,

Eff’ c:ency With 2 statewxde system child support cases can be processed L
A smgle statew;de system means v:tal ca.se mfarmatlon and &sentla] actlon R
is r'ea‘dily trammit'ted bet'v’v‘een ldc‘gl ofﬁces‘ aﬁd‘bétﬁ&n lota‘lvdfﬁ'éés-‘a’ﬁd ‘
i 3 L . [ . - o . " 2 ‘ . ! '.‘ ‘
the stat'é sys’fem. In addition, 'state systems ¢an commmunicate about =

interstate ca.ses o
h '

. (‘“

| For e\fample the syste}n wﬂl search the state 5 caseload data base to

records, etc tc obtain the most current address for the absant parent

'I‘hxs mformatlon Ls retumed for the worker to mitiate the next

. -t,:‘.'_‘ :

-approprxate action, such as enforcement estaﬁhshment or long-arm

....

s

.»i N

e
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opportuhities.
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' commusiicate With the other office.

q

" order was issued by another court, the worker can immediately -

‘dollars and costly in lost information and missed ehfofééﬁiéﬁtw \

TRV

945874311421

4

5
T
|

[ . .

Economy. - A S’ih‘g‘le. statewlde system should be'a savmgsfortaxpayers It o :

: s more toéily'to' fund a niimBEr of dﬁb‘&fafe_’ information systemscostly in B

i

-
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Qiiestion: a Whlle the statute requu'es a smgle statewxde system, whit will you do if a

county behevas it.s system ls better and wants to use it?

¥ " ‘. e e B o
. ‘«‘ B . -

) '( m | "Better" is g__subjective measure, speclally"iwhep compari.ng syst ms‘. A R
' "better"system may mean that. it S more famﬂiar, it 3 may ‘hean that it
Hmc.ludas r::ore specxahzed functlons, it could maan that 8 dxfficult system
_ miight ’req'uire Zré“‘-en‘gln_e_e‘réd bu'slnas‘practlcés} | |
A the Federal leve e bave some fextbilty in working with States'on
L ‘the:r plannmg documents States and tbe corporate commumty also have
ﬁewbmty in desxgnlna and planning system By approaching child |

suppon systems as partners we learn and exchange ideas about what s

\sorkmg and What 1s not . S /{ .

| 0o | |
In c:rcumstances where countn&s beheve that theLr current system is e

,\, ’

"‘preferab e to the State 5, the State has the option to mcresse the |
funci:onahtf of its system to satbfy county needs As long as tbe r&sulting R
system me:ets Federa] reqmremeuts and is cost effective, Federal matching

' 'fund.s w;ll be avai]able

i
R , s
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Answer:

- Suppon Act requirements" -

| Faxmly Support A;"l

. 1TANF funds aré arso%in Jeopsrdy

. _' ! v

’ Havmg a comprehensive chlld support system operatmg statewxde isa

. State Plan requn' ent. No later than tbe end of the ﬁrst quarter of FY

. h

l 1998 a Sfpte must certify to-us through ,ﬁé State Plan that 1ts system meets

i S
requu-ements Under current law we. wﬂ] notl.fy any

| ‘Smte wnthout suche: system in place that we! intend to dlsapprove its State

plan and notxfy the State of its appeal nghts The penalty for fauure to

) ‘mmeet the statutory October 1 deadlme is cessatton of al Federal child

’ su port ‘eq rcement fundlng I shouid note that n" 2 State is- not nperatmg :
P

L a chxld suppor't enforcement pmgram under an approved State plan, its-+

)
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'Qulestion; - Wl you penalize States that do not meet the deadlinie?

Aliswer; - Faﬂu}e to meet tl;e stét'uto“ry deadllne fér achi]dsupport systemwhlch is
operatmg statemda and meets the Family Suppon Act requi.rements begins .
a dxsapprova] -process; Whﬂal certainly would not prejudge the outcomnie
of the appeal included in that process, I can" dgscribegthe consequences,of a
disapproval. - : _ i . o | |
The statute compalQ the Ofﬁce of Child Suppdrt Enforcement to notlfy any

State without a certlﬂed system in place that we intend to dmapprove 1ts

i P State plan and notlfy the State of iLs appeal rights. The penalty for failure :
T to meet the statutory October 1 deadlme is cessatxon of all Eederal child
it : . 4% RS " -
: support enfomement fundmg o 4 ;
i | ' If a State is not .ope‘rétihg a child gu‘ppori enforcement program under an =
i ‘approved State plan, its Temporary Assistance to Needy Families funds L
Sy are also in jeopardy. | S | “% -
‘ : e B
£ Lo
? g ) ‘
!
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'ALLOCATION OF $400M FOR srsm;s MS FUNDING

oz

¥

e k o
}‘ o . .

, What is ACF’s plan for aﬁocat[ng the S{EO mﬂhon avax]able for systems

V !. ,
enhancemems? . _1'ﬂ ) ;

.'_¢
¥

'o.‘A
3

The Personal ResponSlbﬂ)ty and Work Opportunities Act requh'es the :
o

Secretary to issue regulatmna’ which Spemfy a formula for allocatlng 3400

mlﬂJOD among the States and Territories, 3, _fd ngw, “certam systems 0

The allocat-ton formula must take into accoul “t&the relatlve size of State IV-

‘D caseloads and the level of automation needeti to meet the' tltle IV-D ‘

automated data processing. req;uirements * §
-%

¢
l

!
H

——

ACF realizes that Sta;es need to know thelr iuocatioa of enhanced fundmg

as qmckly as possnble'm order to b&gm plannmg gystem enhancements
I

Several months age ACF submltted ghe proposed regulat-!onto {DMZB for

clearance, However, recent legislatllqn whicli provides an allocation te Los

 Angeles County caused us fo pull the regulation back fo amend it. We

hope to publish the notice of proposed rulemaking %e"fy; soon, -

! ! )
4
[ ] i
o z
4
: o
J !
)
y
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ON THE FY 2000 DEADLINE FOR PRWORA REQUIREMENTS

‘Statewide system.

3 ' o .

L4

£y L

<i,‘" |

wm thefdelay in meetmg Famﬂy Support Act s'ystem requirements t‘or a ',»

statemde Operatmnal automated system éffect the States’ abﬂity to meet

the October 2000 deadlme folj implementmg the PRWORA requu‘ements"

fé ‘

k Many of the %RWY)RA reqmrements arxse from exxstmg State mltlatwes.v .
The hﬁtlatiyes requf!red»by PRWORA already;exist in in number of States, ‘

| some of tbem are States V&thout 8 certlf’ﬂd system.

[

: Although 1mplementatwn of the FSA reqmrements {hias been: tlme ‘

| consuming, they lay the groundwork if’or the P'RWORArchauges. Wlth R .

comp}etlo? of the FSA system requxrements Statei wxll have completed the

' 'd)f ﬁcult process of standardmng thmughout the State, chxld support |

* .
p‘olmes,‘pﬁ'ocedureg_,»def’lpmqus.- and legal forms as a’prgrequmtg to .
automatioé’. Cf ! o V B i
' 1 T ' e .
The PRWOR‘A requtrements build on this mfrastrucfure ihéhd'dié‘d bjr' the

Famxly Suaport Act system requlrement.s In 2 number of instances the -

~ PRWORA requ:rements were such 2 logicai extepsion of the child support

]

,\ ’
structure that the requlrements wgre melemented aiong With the j;
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f 28 Statg have melemented New Hire Projacts E”*

- 18 Statess‘have centx-ahzad chsbursement unlts

34 Stata have enacted UIFSA .

o 41 States have impletnented some t‘orm of State licenslng restriction

- .
-
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To: Ke:th J. FomenothMB}EOP Edwm Lau/OMB/EOP Barry Whne!OMB/EOP Mehssa N. Benton/OMB!EOP
o . : g ‘

Subject Chl|d Support Q&A ;

How about this? Kerth —T ll fax to your number the Q&A HHS ]ust sent me on the same
topic. Very weak!" Although I adoptéd some of there "the law is the law" stuff up front.
Also,  think the new version of the testimony is fine. ;
- Q: Do you really intend to drsapprovc State plans for those States whose automatcd systems are
- notin compliance? What other options do you have for responding to such States?

A: The federal law is very clear that States.must have a comprehenswe statc-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 penalties which would allow

~ the State child support programs to continue running while- providing strong financial incentives
~for them to come into compllance we would be happy to work with you. _‘ ‘

Withholding all fedcral funds would still remain a very real possibility, but n new penaltlcs, which

~ were tough, automatic, and rapid when a State fails to meet the deadline for Certification and
continued to increase as long as a State remains out of compliance, would create a real and

- immediate incentive for States to comply while maintaining the operation of the program. The
Administration' would be very-interested in workmg with the Commlttcc to dcvclop additional
penalties aleng these lines.



