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REPORT SUMMARY



INTRODUCTION

This report details the findings, conclusions and recommendations
of the Governor’s Child Support Enforcement Program Technical
Assistance Review Task Force. Over the past six weeks the Task Force
has worked throughout +the program including the administration,
operations, automation and fiscal activities in an effort to
understand the reasons for Arizona’'s poor performance in the
administration and management of the Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) portion of the program.

During this period visits and revievs of selected counties by
Task Force members were provided as well as on-site facility
management of the Child Support Enforcement Administration (CSEA)
operations activities. Extensive effort was devoted to a review and
research of federal laws and regulations, promulgated under SECTION
IV-D of the Social Security Act, as well as prior federal audits and
reviews of the program. Efforts were alsc devoted to the role of the
Office of the Attorney General in carrying out certain legzal
responsibilities ir conjunction with the program. Federal Office of
Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) officials, from the San Francisco
regional office and the national headquarters office in Rockville,
Maryland, were consulted and their advice sought.

Depariment o©f Economic Security (DES) executive management was

apprised of the Task Force’s effortis in weekly status reports (see
EXHIBIT 4A) and through a number of progress and action formulation
meetings. The Tagk Force in conjunction with DES officials have taken

several policy and management actions during the course of this past
six veeks intended tc ameliorate a number of serious backlog and

administrative issues prevalent in the program. These measures along




with further recommendations to the DES are included in this report.
One key objective of this review was to more clearly understand
and discern why Arizona’s administration of the AFDC portion of this
program, which is administered at the State level, ranks 49th in the
country while the non - AFDC portion, wvhich is administered by the

counties, ranks 14th. Not surprisingly, Arizona counties have been

cf

far more aggressive in pursuing absent parents and ensuring payment of
child support than has been the DES.

The most recent federal evaluation (October, 1985 was severely
critical of State level operations and detailed a myrisd of
deficiencies and also proposed z number of corrective measures. Our
efforts serve to validate those findings and unfortunately, for the
program, to identify even mcore problems not enumerated in the federszsl
report.

This report then represents a synthesis of the federal findings,
those of +the Task Force, actiong taken and recommendations for the

future. Cur recommendations are predicated on a state administered

county operated model, which paralleles the federal recommendationes.

PROGRAM STRUCTURE

The CSEA is an entity within DES’s Division of Aging Family &nd

Children Services and is reportable to the Assistant Director of DEE
for the Division, For fisczl yesr 1985-86 there are 121 full taime
10

positions budgeted with a total estimated budget of & 2,747, 400.
tdministrative funds are ezarned from federal incentive psyments &and

administrative costs matched by federal funds. No direct State

See Exhibit K.
FY 1385-86 Estimated Budget based on actual expenditures July 1983

through April 1986 with projections for May through June 1986.
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appropriation is made for program operations. Next year, however, +the
Legislature has appropriated €350, 000.

The operations of county programs are also eligible for federal
financial matching funds and the CSEA serves to report and secure
matching federzsl dollars and to rebate the county share to +the
counties. Under the program’s policies counties must contract with
the CSEA in order to receive this funding (which is currently two
thirds on the dollar) and meet reporting and administrative mandates.
Currently seven Arizona counties (Apache, Cochise, Gila, Maricopa,
Pinal, Pima, and Santa Cruz) contract and the remaining eight non-
contracting counties (Coconino, Graham, Greenlee, LaPaz, Mohave,

Navajo, Yavapai, and Yuma) are administered by the CSEA in

conjunction with the Attorney General for legal follow through when

necessary.

This arrangement essentially leaves the seven contracting
counties with: 1) the establishment of paternity, 2) case intake, 3)
case management, 4) collection, S) disbursement and 6) enforcement

activities for custodial parents not included in the State’s AFDC
program. Reciprocity agreements, administered wunder the Uniform
Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act (URESA), with other states to
both initiate payments (for absent parents residing in Arizona) and
receive payments (from absent parents residing in other states) are
also administered by these counties.

For AFDC recipients and for all other eligible applicants in the
eight counties not under contract with the CSEA, the state assumes
both administration and management. According to the October, 18985

OCSE Management Study Report, in FY 84 Arizona had 32,542 AFDC 1IV-D

cases and 19,402 non-AFDC IV-D cases, for a total IV-D caseload of



2)
351, 944.

Like wmost federal - state programs the IV-D program imposes
rather stringent requirements of efficiency and performance and
reporting for the receipt of matching federal funds. Since the 1IV-D
program is among the newer social programss) the "growth pains”™ at all
levéls of government are probably more pronounced than the more mature
programs (e.g., AFDC, DMedicaid). Nonetheless, the ultimate goal cf
the program -- "To hold responsible absent parents liable for court
ordered child payments while reducing the dependency of custodial
parents and their children on welfare (AFDC) benefits" -- is +the
cornerstone of the Child Support Enforcement program. One very basic
measurement by the federal government of a state’s ability to meet
this goal is to measure the efficiency of collections against
administrative costs. In FY 84, the ratio of dollars collected for
each administrative dollar spent for AFDC cases was 1.38 nationally

and .23 for Arizons. Iin FY 84, the ratioc for non-AFDC cases was 1.91
4)
nationally and 1.84 for Arizons.

It is clear thst the AFDC portion of Arizona’s program is in need
of improvement. Once monies are collected the next important
objective is to disburse these funds timely. A number of mechanisms

including wage assignments and tax» refund intercepts (both federal and

2)
Management Study Report, Arizona State Child Support Enforcement
Program, October 1985, conducted by Office of Child Support
Enforcement, Rockville, Maryland, p. 16.

20
President Ford signed H.R. 17045 on January 4, 1975 establishing
the Child Support Enforcement Program.

4)

Manaspement Study Repcr*t, Arizona State Child Support Enforcement
Program, Cctober 198S%, conducted by OQOffice of Child Support
Enforcement, Kockville, Maryland, pp. 4-6.
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siate) are available for delinquent payors. For non - AFDC cases
disbursements are made to families by the counties and are almost
always made within hours or just a few days from receipt (e.g., Pinal
county disburses within four hours, Pima within twenty-four to
seventy-two hours) so that families are placed at a minimal hardship.
For AFDC cases disbursements are made by the CSEA with a portion going
to reimburse the federal and state governments for past AFDC pesyments.
A specified portion of funds, under federél formula, goes to the
family as would any remainder after past AFDC payments have been made
io the government. The accounting procedures for the calculation of
arrearages, vage assignments, tax intercepts and normal timely
payments by the CSEA are in such disarray that timely disbursemwment has
been virtually impossible. Undoubtedly families have been placed irn
hardships, and the federal government, expecting timely reimbursement

of iit’s share of past AFDC payments, hag initiated withholding cZ

federsl funds on zan estimated basie in lieu of actual timely
reimbursement.
Ironically, one key objective of the DES -- to protect against

the disunity and hardship of families dependent upon the government
for ascsistance -- has been placed in jeopardy by the problems Iin

Arizona’'s progream. 7+ may be debateble as to the degree of Jeoperd:y

b b -
4&-1:5»

but there is no disagreement in the mindes of Task Force members
the fzilure of the CSEA to satisfactorily meet objective tests cI
efficiency and effectiveness has placed wunintended hardship on

recipients and has severely tarnished the image of this dimportant

program.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONSS
Our detail findings asre included later in this report and are

ndexed by program activity. During our review it was possible to



detect =anc immediately correc  mz-y problems. One such example was
the limitstion cof submitting no more than twenty-five queries per day
te +the Fedecral Parent Locator Service (FPLS) in an attempt to use
federsl rezsources f(e.g., armed services, civil service) to locate
absent parents. In this case the restriction, self-imposed ag it wes
for years by CSEA operational staff, resulted in more than a month in
backlogs. Within a3 day this issues was resolved, proper instructions
were given to staff (vhich proviced for twenty-five queries per batch
and as many batches a day as desired) and within a week the bzchkleg

was lotally eradicated.

This one example ig illustrative of a larger symptom which we
found to exist virtivally throughout the program - BENIGN NEGLECT.
Our major findings are listed below:
B Lack of an administrative str'cture and inability of that which 1=
TRITIC:. THINKING" process and toc prov:ds

in place to perform "C
direction to CSEL crerstic .z ;=rsonnel.
] Leck of = srystematic means to discern processzing  esiivity,

backlogs and to provide msnagement reporiing.

¥ L loze ovf credibility betwesn countiss and Eisle
Fvern coniracting couniiez whiczch we reviewed fell thei the progrs-
hez beer & shamblez and thai Stztsz zdministretorz have besen less
than diligent.

o organizational capacity at the Siate level to provide for
proper overcsight and technical assistance tc counties.

K Lack ol cohesive auitomated systems severely limits the
gffzctiveness of the ZSEA 2= well zs 1het of counties.

B Backlogs exist in virtuslly every processing ares within the T5ES4,
particularly acute irn the dizhursemeri arss vhers rors than 24




million in collections, approximately 60% of which goes back at

least two years, remains to be distributed.
Lack o©of =& systematic means to prioritize case work for active

cases and to ensure that inactive cases are promptly closed and

archived as applicable.

Failure of the CSEA to meet requisite federal requirements ranging

from accuracy and promptness in reporting to a failure in meeting

timeliness in program activities (e.g., disbursements).
A lack of development of impact to DES executive management by

CSEA administrators depicting the critical position of the

program, and a lack on the part of DES executive management to act
timely on past poor performance indicators, in spite of the

omission by CSEA administrators, and to hold CSEA managers

accountable.

Unacceptable fiscal practices including the use of the Public
3

Assistance and Administrative Revolving fund (PAAR) for
disbursements and unacceptable control procedures in the receipt

and accounting of IV-D monies.

Ar. unacceptable level of specification and performance by CEEL and

ODA personnesl {c bring needed levels of automation to the prograr.

The totzl absence oi & systems approach (i.e., prohlen
definition, statement of goals and objectives, identification cf

cptions, choice selecilicn, design, development, implementaztion and
post hoc fellow-up measurement) embracing definitive and
measurable performance standards. In virtually every area ve

reviewed the actual operational policy was performed without any

Thie practice was discontinued June 1, 198€.
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recognition &a&s to the 1impact on process functiions or the
importance of standards.

] A protective arnd defensive attitude on the part of many CSEZX
sdministrators and CSEA supervisory personnel to preserve the
status quo.

E Ar. abse2nce of quslity control in CSEA operations activities. With
more than forty seasonal personnel on site it is even more crucial

to ensure the accuracy of operations.

8 Identified systemic weaknesses in the Payments and Distributicn
Information System (PADIS) used to establish sutomated paymsnts

and disbursement records including the inability to aggregste
payments for a single payment period, inability to wvalidate
arrearages, and unacceptable data security including bvl not

limited to the changing of payment records by anyone with access

1o the system (includes clerks, temporaries and anyone else with

0]

ign-on identifier).

MATOR ACTIONS TAKEN
I addition +o a number of actions taken on & daily bas:cs
designed 12 improve program operaticon, +the Task Force has taken the

E Reviewed +he DES CSEA plans for automation and found them to be
inzdegueate. Advised DES executive management (see EXHIBIT B> <Z
thie conclusion znd subsequently DES executive managemen®

suspensed any further efforts.
4 Implemented & formal case closure policy on AFDC appliceations,
consistent with federal policies, resulting in one out of three

cases being formally closed (e.g., due to death of absent parent,

[
=)
a
L]
H
a
D
-
m
o+
'J

ion in prison, father not known by mother).

E Tritiated audits of fund balance in receipts against disbursemenis

8
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allowing DES budget officials to reconcile accounts for the first
time ever.

Developed policy strategies, subsequently approved by DES
executive management, in recognition of untenable disbursement
backlog =and designed to eliminate an estimated half of that

backlog within thirty days (see EXHIBIT 0).

Developed &a new thrust for next year’s contract with counties and
invelved knowledgeable county personnel in the formulation of

contract provisions.
Developed plans and procedures to review existing case files ain
CSEA (approximately 83,000) designed to apply formal closure

policy against these cases. Estimated 47,000 or 357% of existing
&)
case files will be formally closed.

0
t
)]
v
1

Developed entity diagrams and narratives depicting present

operations &and preferred state model for an effective Chilc

SU,,JPOI"'L, Enforcemenrti Program.
7 )

h

Increased disbursements by 72% between March and May 1986, Ces

Closure Policy implemented May 21, 1986, decreased incoming case
&)
% and initiated action to shif+

’

J'|

25

aprlicetions by 30-
rescurces tc needed backlocg areazs 1in locating services,

calculstion cf arrearages and accounts posting.

Percentages compuied based on seven-month averages (October 19EZ
thrcugh April 1S986) tsbulated from Intake Unit Monthly AY-021
Daily Caseload Worksheets and Monthly Case Prioritization

Stztistics Sheels.

June 4, 1¢8¢, memorandum from Acting PADS Supervisor JocAnn Orant
to David Lowenberg.

L)

th first days in which the case closure policy
.C

was
incoming case applications vere closed.
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Initiated acqguisition of four IBM-AT micrc - carnputers &ad

il
[t}
it}

arrearag

developed requisite software to support central

H
-

)
1

.
E2s

computationg, eliminating +two other cslculation points in

°

operations and provided for entry into the PADIS.

In cooperation with the Office of the Attorney General reduvuced

legal stipulations from nine pages to three pages which resulted

in a significant reduction of clerical and administrative
efforts.
In cooperation with the Office of the Attorney General

implemented administrative wage assignment forms thereby obviating
the need to go through the courts or submit such forms to the AC.

Resulted in expediting wage assignments on delinquent payments for

non-custodisl parents.

RECOMMENDATIONS

- COUNTY OPERATED SYSTEM -

WITHIN 30 - 45 DAYS

Tnitiate actions to begin implementing the state administesred

county operated model by implementing direct referral of new IV-¢
cases to the counties including disbursements for those casess &t
the county level. Files for these newv cases would be maintazin=d

).
™
+

at the county level with only a copy ©of the case relers
meintzined at the state level.

Review with individual counties their willingness and capability

to receive direct referrals, disburse payments and provide Zor
reporting. Allow only those counties with the capabilities and
that express an intent +to implement these provisions to
participate in this extension of county functions. Develogp

financial plans to ensure appropriate levels of remuneration fcr

administrative expenses to counties.

10




Develop policies and procedures to support direct referrals,

disbursements and reporting by counties. Amend state IV-D plan as
applicable.
Training and orientation program(s) for counties.

- AUTOMATION -

WITHIN £0 DAYS

Hire a senior systems analyst to head up a departmental Child

B
Support Enforcement Systems Development Task Force to build wupon
the efforts of the Governor’'s Task Force. This group is to b=
responsible for the development of IV-D requirements in & stzie
administered - county operated model and the development of =&
comprehensive IV-D Advanced Planning Document (APD) for submission
to the federal OCSE, including budget projections.

] Continue efforts to "bring incremental levels of automation to
e»isting CSEA operations including case tracking on an interim
basis and expanded word processing capabilities congistent wilh
the findings and recommendaticons in this report.

WITHEIK 4 MONTHE

E Review +the feasibility and desirgbility, consistent with the
conclucicns and documentation in this report, of importing anctihe
state 's sysiem “o meet CSEA requirements.

| Develop & DBeneralized System Document (GSD) especifying CZL¢
requirements and defining how those requirements will he satigfiec
using & systems approach methodology.

E Ascertain the feasibility, both programmatically and technically,

of supporting multifarious automated systems vs. & single mocdel in

corsunciion with countiee (e.g., evaluate the applicability of the

Mid American system).

11



WITHIN & MONTHS

Order additionsl automated equipment and supply county needs vis

B
State acquisition.

| ] Develop policies/procedures for new system including consideration
of phase-in, pilot testing and conversion-implementation phases.

B Refine as applicable budgetary needs for State and county
components.

WITHIN 8-12 MONTHS

B Install initizl additional equipment and certify performance.

| Implemert system in a pilol test wmode for one or more counties
emphasizing State role of data acquisition, monitoring and centrail
reporting and county role of case management and reporting.
Monitor resvltis.

E Training and orientation program(s) for county and State
employees.

WITHIN 12-15 MONTHS

Implement additional equipment as needed and implement systerw
statewide.

ults ard sysilems performarnce.

if}

Monitor re

- ORGANIZATION -

WITHIN 50 DAYE

~eT
sy

m
(23]

Designate a CSEA Operations Manager reporting directly teo th
Administrator with responsibilities for all CSEA operations.
Implement & skeletal reporting system for CSEA operations and

administration for weekly activities to the C3SEA Administrator.

At @ minimum the CSEA Administirater should receive reports on:

caseload activity and movement, status of receipts and
disbursements, backlogs in processing, status oz

fars
[N ]




policy/regulatory/statutery changes and the status of State -
county relatione related to specific administrative items (e.g.,
technical assistance, auditis).

B CSFA staff should be advised of the re-direction of the CSEA
program and given an idea of the time lines under considerstion.

] Effect any needed organizational personnel changes pursuant to the
findings of the Governor'’s Task Force and consistent with the gozl
of =8 state administered - county operated system. Particulsr
consideration should be given teo beginning the creation of =

tance component to render consultation and

0]

technical assi
itechnical assistance to counties.

B Training and corientation program(s) for employees.

WITHIN 90 DAYS

B Develop organizational and budgetary impacts of direct referrals
and disbursements by the counties including the impact on CSEA
resources (e.g., attrition plan?.

WITHIN & MONTHS AND ONGOING

] Develop and dimplement, in phases as appropriate, a new CEEA
organization structure designed to effect the transition 1c =&
fully state sdministered - counity cperated system.

E Training and orientation program(s) for employees.

- PROGRAMMATIC -

WITHIN 30-45 DAYES

| Apply for a SECTION 1115 waiver under the Social Security Act tc
allow Arizona to experiment and demonstrate the visbility, on =&
statewide basis, cof +the application of =a «capitation based

incentive and remuneration system in lieu of the existing tims

ing system used +to qgualify for federal financial

o+

g

epor

tion.
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B Reccind the outstanding audit findings on counties in avor of a
system which emphasizes corrective action plans and increased
levels of technical assistance by CSEA to counties. Develop =
formal audit plan within 90 days and review the plan vith counties

prior to conclusion. Refrain from further county audits,

notwithstanding apparent improprieties, for at least six to nine

months to measure the success of the new State - county
relationship.
] Continue meeting with county representatives to ensure increased

county pasrticipation in the CSEA program for next fiscal year.

B Farmark +he bulk of the $350,000 (if not all) of the Legislative
appropriation (to be matched with federal funds) to effect the
implementation of the state administered - county operated system.
Propose budget schedules of proposed expenditures with maximum
federsl financial participation (e.g., 307 for approved automated
systems). Refine these schedules, as may be necessary, during the
life of the transition.

E Fully implement znd monitor the five point plan of recommendations

by the Governor'’'s Task Force to deal with expediting backlogged

K Conlinue work to eliminate closed case filez in CSEA and =archive

furnictions.

- FISCAL -

WITHIN 30 DAYS

B Modify PADIS +to provide that designated control supervisors
initiate changes to child support amounts and that activity
bzlanzing be accomplished with daily receipts posted to PADIS Dby

workers.




Establish a separate account for CSEA funds for FY 86-87 and

ensure that quarterly fund balancing and reporting to the CSEA
AZrministrator is facilitated.

Review detail recommendaticons in this report designed to improve
develop an

CSEA fiscal processes and accountability and

implementation schedule and task assignments.
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ADMINISTRATIVE, CONTRACTING,
COUNTY RELATIONS, OPERATIONS,
AUTOMATION, AND FISCAILL. DESCRIPTION

Thie report section describes the findings, goals, and
recommendations for the following organizational/functional entities
applicable to CSEA:

- ADMINISTRATIVE

~ CONTRACTING

- COUNTY RELATIONS
- DPERATIONS

- AUTOMATION

- FISCAL

In each case the findings serve to confirm many of the same
conclusions reached in the federal OCSE review of last October. In
—ontrast to +that review we concentrated more specifically on
cdentifying issues relevant to the transition of a state administered
- county operated model. Focus was also given te short term remedies
to alleviate the many backlogs in CSEA which in turn should enhance
the migration to the state administered - county operated model. More
long term recommendstions and the requisite need to examine the impact
on the CSEA organization are also provided.

The essence of our findings reinforce the benign neglect that heas
occurred, particularly in the administration of AFDC cases, in the
Arizona Child Support Enforcement Administration. Dur recommendations
are intended, through their ratification by DES top management, to

reverse the past poor performance of CSEA in favor of a more rational

approach wvhich appropriately recognizes the important role of

Arizona’s counties in this program.

The dismal performance of this program cdid not occur overnight

16



and certainly cannot be corrected overnight. It is possible,

nonetheless, to steer the ship in the right direction from this point

on.
ADMINISTRATION

FINDINGS
B CSEA operations units lack administrative leadership and management

oversight. Program administrators and their policy development

< L PN

U Ry YR I N

staffs are housed in a Capitol complex building approximately five
miles from the building that houses the operation unit supervisors and
itheir estaffs. CSEA administrators have not known the extent of the
cazse backlog problems because management statistical reporting has
been virtually non-existent. Unit supervisors have not been required
to produce weekly or monthly statistical reports on their process or
production output work performance.

B CSFA has failed to develop policies and procedures to implement
major federasl legislative mandates. The State has not implemented,
for exanple, two program requirements that became effective in
October, 1985: estzblish and enferce medical support obligations, and
charge an application fee to each non-public assistance individual who
applies for service. The tate is also required to idimplewmznt &
payment cf support clearinghcuse on July 1, 1986 but has nct vyet
developed & plan of action.

® CSEA has not developed some critical administrative functions. It
does not have a comprehensive and systematic technical assistance and
training function for its contracting counties or its operations
staff. It does not have a systems development or automation
erhancement function for a slatevide automation system or for internal

operations. And, it does not have an internal program compliance

review function to evaluate CSEA’'s performance.

17



B CSEA has not developed adeguate support systems to facilitate
efficient operations. Welfare payment history information must be
researched manually using several separate data files because nc
sutomated file structure exists that provides all the financial data.
Clerk typists wuse typewriters to prepare standard correspondence

instead of using word processors because no terminals have been

purchased.
GCooALLS
] To increase operational efficiency and accountability by
reorganizing the administrative structure and clarifying the division

of responsibilities.
] To comply with federal government mandated requirements by

immediately preparing an executive action plan to satisfy all federal

regulations.

B To develop critical administrative functions by providing the

necessary direction and resources to support program administration

and the contracting counties.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Ly
(3}
o
)]
]
o
A
L%

1. Reorgsnize the adminisirative structure to provide n
management oversight and to support program functions.
E Divide the management structure into two divisions:
Administrative and Cperations.
B Estiablish a chief of operations position. The operations manager

should be staticned at the program operations building and be

responsible for all of its current functions. This
organizational change should become effective immediately.

B Festablish a coniracts and program compliance office aside from

the two divisions reporting directly to the program

18
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administrator. This office shall conduct internsl rprogram

compliance reviews in addition to contracting county reviews.

House &all CSEA staff in one building. The werking environment
facilities must facilitate continuous communications between
administrative and operations personnel to increase progranm

viability and accountability.

-
Q.
(4]
.—‘
0

0
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administrative siaff from policy development an

cssicon
sSign min siail

compliance to begin immediately to resolve all non-compliance issues.

. D

Identify the non-compliance issues and ascertain how other siaztie:
have met these mandates.

Consult with the counties and the Attorney General’'s Offices askout
an organizaticr development and implementation plarn. Pricriticze
the compliance functicons and provide necessary IeSCUTCEeE.
Begin complying with all major regquirements that are not
challenged befcre the start of the next federal fiscel vy
ie critical that top management be involved in overseeing

efforts.

41
-
)

gvelcp administrative functions under the proposed organits

i{ure +fto increase progranm effectiveness &and improve county

[
o
'

i)

Establish +two new functional units within the Administr

Divisicrn: Systems Development and Technicel Assistance.

I

Hir a swall data automation staff within CSEA tc sei-up
stalewide computer system, It is essential that CSEA employ its
owrn sycstems staff because of the major projects inveclved and
need tc accelerate ite implementaticn. County officials musti
play & key role in helping to desgign and develop the system.

istance stafi {1c work with +the countisz &nd

mn

Fire & technical as

[
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internal operations ctaff to meet 1 .2ir 7 gram related needs.
The technical assistance staff should also s=zume a liaison role

with other State agencies that provide case information.

COMTRACTING
FINDINGS
B The program contract between CSEA and the counties makes unrealistic
and superfluous demands upon the counties. It is unrealistic, for

example, in that the counties are required to report the total support

obligations for AFDC arrearage only cases and yet, CSEA does not
provide the counties welfare payment history information so that +they
can compute the total arrears. It is superfluous, for example, in

that the counties are required to seek a temporary order for =support
within three months after the absent parent payor is unemployed.
B The program contract between CSEA and the courties is difficult tc

comprehend. For example, one section states: "I1f the county is .rn
substantial default in the performance oi ery cbligation under ihis
contract, or if audit exceptions are identified, the Department may,

at its option and in additiorn tc the available remedies, withhold

-

L

payment of menies that are equal Lo the share of non-compliance until
satisfactory resolution of the default or exception. Furthermore, 1%
the county ig in substantial default in the performance of any

gation under this contract, or if audit exceptions are identified,

[¥H

obl
the Department shall only keep those monies that are equal to the

n

share of non-compliance.

B The program contract between CSEA and the counties is complicated

and voluminous. The coniract is a 25 page, single spaced document.
It 4ie vague in some sections, such as requiring the counties to give
rrotice of any non-material alterations that effects either




programmatic or financial provisions without ever defining what is
meant by non-material alteration. It is fragmernted in terms of
presenting some service requirements by delineating the requirements
for the same service in more than one section, such as preparing a
delinguent support case for tax offset. It is inconsistent in its
presentation by citing federal regulations in some gections but
explaining in detail the requirements of other federal regulations in
other sections.

B The Department cof Economic Security pays the Attorney General’'s
Office for child support enforcement and legal services out of CSEA
funds but there is no current written agreement between the agencies
defining the scope of work and performance responsibilities of the
Attorney General’s Office. & general memorandum of understanding was
signed by both parties in early 1984, but never updated thereafter to
encompass program mandated changes.

CoALS

B To boil down the contract tc include only essential case procesesing

reguirements and management reporting requirements.

th

i

E To develop a performance based contract in cenjunction  with

’

counties =and the Ltitorney Generzl’'s Dffice thzt clearly defires the

s

divigion of labor and that presents feasible standards of werk outpu

o~
-

B To develop an interagency agreement between the Departmeni <

i

Sty

(9]

Fconomic Security and +the Atlorney Benersl’s Office regardin
scope of work and responsibilities of the Attorney General’s Oifice in
the delivery of child support enforcement cases and program lega:

services.

RECOMMENDATIONS

i. Redc the 1986-87 State fiscal year contract in conjunction with

both contracting =nd norn-contracting county officials.

21



Extend the existing contract for 20 deys with addendum for

]
federal mandated requirement changes.

® Regquest the Arizona Prosecuting Attorney’s Advisory Council to
recruit two or three County Attorney officials and invite two or
three Clerk of the Court officials to serve on an
intergovernmental contract development committee. These
committee membere should represent both rural and urban counties,
and should represent both contracting and non-contracting
counties.

B 4ppoint two or three top administrative officials from DES/CSEA
to represent the State on the intergovernmental contract
development committee.

B Hire a management-contract consultant to chsir the committee.

® Charge the committee with developing a simple, performance based
contract proposal that contains only essential reguirements. The
contract proposal should be completed within sixty days.

2. Challenge federal regulations that are either impracticable cr
onerous, especially those that impede county inveolvement and ssrvice
delivery,

8 Survey both the contracting and ncn-contracting counties =c
asceriair vwhich case management and reporting requirements msst
thisg criterisz.

E Prepare a federal waiver request to seek relief and if necesssar)
initiste legesl action.

B Provide techniczal assistance and resource support to the counties
regarding program requirement problems that can be alleviated
through these approaches,.

B Keep the county officiale zpprised of the actions taken and seeX

tJ
]



tifice

3. Develop an interagency agreement with the Attorney General’'s C
delineating Lhe <scope of work and performance requirements for the
next State fiscal yeezr.

B Discuss the interagency agreement format and approach with ths
Attorney General’s Office.

B Prepare a cimple, performance based agreement that contains only
the essential requirements. Elicit input 1in developing the
agreement from CSEA coperations staff.

B Elicit input from the Attorney General’s Office to critically

ryeview 2 draft agreement before concluding it.

CNTY FELRTIONS

t

B From Sisie fiscal year 1982 to State fiscal year 1986, the number

counties conirzciing with CSEA dropped from thirteen tc seven -- a 46

decrease in participstion. Onerous reporting requiremenitis ig a3 majcr
reason cited by counity cocfficials for pulling out. For example, the
counties must keep detailed recordes of time spent, on & period:c
basis, of staff involvement in IV-D versug non-IV-D cases and on the
typs et IV-D case funclions (i.e., paternity, locate end

\
:

enforcenent

[\l
T

t five counties ithat

in

E CZZ4t haz assessed fZinancial penalties again

I

11

> contiracting with the State and four counties that are sti

it

no  long

contracting. The counties complain that CSEA does not provide
adeguste support and guidance through technical assistance znd
treining bui does =zllocate personnel resources to audit them. Theres

f£f who do provide some technical assistance

tion toc performing other duties but no individual



.5 acseigned this respongibility full time.

0O
=
C
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o
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B The counties complain that CSEA management 1is autocratic ard
domineering. County officials point to the contracting process as 3
prime example to support their allegation. CSEA prepares the contract
without county input in the development phase and then sends it to the
counties instructing them that they have about six weeks to review it

and return it before the start of the new fiscal year. The counties

view CSEA’s acticns as an attempt to push them out so that the State

Ex R H

can operate the program.

B The counties believe that both the federal and State governments
reguire them to meet task requirements under contract that cannol &=
satisfied witih existing resources. For example, the counties a&are
required 1o take action in at least 73% of their caseload within =3
year and take enforcemenit action or establish & court order on S0¥ cof

the new cases within 90 days. County officials believe, however, thsat

r
Ior

these task requirements could be met if the State provided monies

additional personnel, statewide automation support, and technical

assistance.

GCoAlLS

8 To adopt the U.S. Dffice of Child Support Enforcement’s mansgemsnt
recommendation of a state administered - county operated progranmn.

B To increase the number of counties contracting with the State by

trezting them zs partners in the preparstion of the contiract and rile

B To assicst the counties in meeting federal program requirements LV
increasing the State’'s share of funds +to the county programs,
developing =& statewide case processing automation system, and

providing sysiematic training and technical assistance.



RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

Initiate a phase-in plan in collasboration with the counties to

deceniralize program operations under local jurisdiction.

2.

the

~
O

Clarify current county operation responsibilities in terms of
case management and performance requirements.

Allocate the new State appropriations to the counties to support
existing operational responsibilities and to use as an incentive
for satisfying performance objectives.

Identify State operation tasks and new federal operaticn
requirements that the counties can perform,

Allocate an eguitable amount of the State AFDC reimbursement &and

incentive funds to the counties to perform these duties.

Develop operation systems and automation support collaboration with

counties to facilitate this transition.

Establish the case management and communication protocols for

direct AFDC applicetion referrals from the IV-A offices to the
County 4Attorney’'s offices.
Provide the counties with complete and updated AFDC case

expendizure dsta so thst the counties can distribute collections
to the program rvecipients snd the State.
Tnstall =z statewide automation system sc that the counties can

anagement information to the State and soc that

3

communicate case

to case locate information sources.

Q

ces

m

have a

fn

the countie
Assign State sdministrative personnel full-time to work with the
counties as a liaison with the IV-A eligibility offices and 1o
provide techriical assistance and training.

Place a moratorium on increacing State permanent posgitions 1in

program operzstions.

Hire temporazry staff to help work case backlogs for s specified

)
(&)
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pgrade = few critical positions in operations, especially st the
supervisory level in the Fayments and Distributions Unit.

B Develop a long term plan for program operation staff to

systematically provide career opportunties and job placement

opportunities for these employees.

E Move program coperation staff {o administrative support positiong,

when =kill requirements permit.

FINDINGS

[
[
[

= Fond
= -

m

B The case intake screening and evaluation function has been ba

Fh
-
<
M

t one in

m

a clericsl papesr shuffling process. Although at les

¥,
it
n

AFDC aprlication referrals lack major case information, no one

"

il
1]
€

returning these spplicatione to AFDC eligibility workers fcr Lhe p

'ix

twe months. Prior to that, no one was keeping track of L

in

epplications that wsre returned to make sure that they eventuslly cam

bazi. Until last weel, CSEA accepted IV-A applications to be worked
whern, for ewxzmwple, ‘the application form indicated that +the absent
parent i1s decsased, :n prison for many years, deported or unkrnower
because nc last nzme or otherﬂidentifier (e.g., S5.5. no.’ is given.

E The «case pricritizstion gvetem in effect is not  bassd on cost -
effective case mansgement principles. Mary of the most promising
cases lay in abeyance for months before being worked. At least Llvo
separzte case pricritization coding systems exist for the same cass
Iiles=. Unce someone does s=comething with az case regerdless of <the
acLicn, the pricrity code is sutomatically removed and re-filed irn +1he
low praioriiy section Until recently, Arizons AFDC cases were trestiesd



as low priority, other than for tasx intercept action.
B The case arrearage calculation function is being done manually by

four different organization units. They often duplicate each other’s

work. Additionally, the contracting counties also calculate case

arrears, often for the same AFDC cases. Consequently, there are

discrepancies among the organization units regarding the correct case

arrearage total.

] The two collections units spend very little iime enforcing
delinquent cases. They spend most of their time responding to other
Stste enforcement requests, resgponding to individuzl case inquires,
and evaluating tax intercept problem cases.

GoAL S

E To implement & cosgt-effective case management system.

B Tc manage the utilization of program resources efficiently.

B To previde prograwm recipients quality child support enforcement

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Continve develcping internal automaition systems to
efficiency &nd program responsiveness.

ntraliced arrearage celculstions Funciil

T The

i
[

§ Implewenl Yhe o
sofiware hzs bzen developed and the hardware installed. On

unit shcould be respongible for «cslculsting &ll

orgsnizationsl
casse grrearage amounts.

1.

E Develcp =a2nd implement the case file automation system to track
and prioritize cases.

B Desigr a welfare payment history system that updates case
and provides detailed expenditure data per case. This is a mejor

under taking essential to the program regarding the disbursement

of funds.




8 Purchase word processing equipment for clerical staff.

2. Develop critical operational functions to increase cost-effective
case management and management controls.

B Develop a comprehensive case intake and screening function to
prioritize cases and close unworkable cases. Additionally,
monitor AFDC applications returned to eligibility workers for
additional information to ensure follow-through.

B Create a centralized information and referral service unit. All
custodial and absent parent inquiries should be referred to this
unit for a case status response or for referral to one of the
county entities.

B Develop a financial accounting function to record and monitor
payment and distribution activities. This function should be
part of the Administration Division.

B Develop one case prioritization system for case management. The
case prioritization system should be updated when additional
information is received. Both policies and procedures need to be
developed to maintain the system,

2. Reorganize the operation functions along case processing logic <c
increase efficiency and accountability.

E Group like activities and skill requirements into organizational

units.

B Establish five sections: Document Support, Case Intake and
Referral, Field Offices, Enforcement and Collections, and
Payments and Distribution. This reorganization is & short-term,
interim proposal which would be disregarded when program

operations become a county based responsibility.

B Place =2 moratorium on adding new permanent positions for

28



operations Empley tzmporary staff tc help reducs 5
processing bactlhlogs. Prepare an atirition and placemeni Lumar

res-urces plan thsi includes a commitmenit by top management 1o
telp place employees elsewhere.

BE Insiitule operations performance and management analysis resports

tc monitor operztions and evaluate output. Mznagement a* &gll
levels must determine what data is critical to receive and i

FINDINGS

B trrearage compuisticn is a time-consuming manual process requiriig

research to validate obligestion history, payment history, and AFDT
grant  hislory, and manual celculstion uszing all of these figures 2
arrive zt =2 bazse arresrsge amount. Three different unite withi- TFE/
czlculzte thesze arresarage figures independentily, gometimes vtilioiig
different information sourc

F There L g ot s centrzlized, svtomsted Case record file Tirz
zutomei=zd system contains some data on court order cases, but iz szed
primsrily zs 2 vehicle %o submil cases for tax intercept. By no meand
doesz .U approsacth certrazlized case trazclhing databacse. FLDIE zooeinsk

il

the pevment and distribution history, but only on cases for which

payrnent has ever been received. The lack of a ceniralized, automated
caze receord file prohibits caseload manzgement and accurais maselcad
reporting.

£ Trere ic = iremendouos reliance on the Typing Unit for the generaiicn
cf many types of form correspondence. This Unit is composed of ten
FTE <clerk t1ypistes. This represents an excellent opportunity <o

tJ
)



streamline CSEA operations through the introduction of word

processing.

GOoOALS

B To implement an Arrearage Computation Unit to enhance productivity
and to establish a control point for this function.

B To implement an interim case tracking automated system to enhance
case management and caseload reporting, and to begin automation of
case records into a form for conversion to a permanent automated
system.

B To implement a word processing function as a part of +the interim
case tracking system to greatly enhance productivity in this heavy-
demand activity.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Ensure the Arrearage Computation Unit, initiated during the Review
Team’s tenure, continues to function as designed.

B Once fully operational, hold the two managers who participated in
the design and development accountable for +the appropriate
functioning and production of this unit.

B Further enhance the productivity eof this Unit by authorizing
direct access to the PADIS system for input of the calculated
arrearage figures.

B Monitor the system equipment to ensure it is utilized fully and
solely for the purpose it was intended to serve.

2. Assign appropriate staff to a Bystems Development Unit whose
initial purpose will be the development and implementation of an
interim case tracking automated system.

B Have unit staff continue with the system design effort begun

during the Review Team’s tenure and prepare a systems design

30



doc .ment.

B Depencdent o»n the decision time frame for identification of a
permanent system transfer, purchase recommended equipment (see
Interim Case Tracking Automation recommendations) and begin
system aevelopment in consultation with appropriate DOA Data
Center staff.

8 iHave unit staff prepare an Automation Plan which documents the
conversion and training requirements, and organizational impacts
of this inrterim systemn.

E Implement an automated case tracking system which includes word

processing capability.

DEVELOPMENT OF LONG TERM COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

FINDINGS

B CSEA has suff:red from the lack of a systems approach in development
of its a&avtonited support. Development and implementation of
automatior. iz been piecemeal resulting in reliance on seversal
disjunctive, non-interacting "systems".

B The same approach has fostered a planned CSEA automated system that
is undocumented, ard is based con a state-operated rather than county-
operated model, on the current rather than the preferred work Zflow,
and with minimal input from users. Although the lack of documentation
on the system makes evaluation difficult, all the evidence indicates
that design, development, and implementation of the system has been
poorly planned at best. None of the critical issues surrounding
implementation -- conversion, training, and organizational impacts --
has ever been addressed systematically.

B The centerpiece of the planned automated system, PADIS, performs its

required functions inefficiently, ineffectively, or not a2t all (see

31




EYHIBIT J). Although the system has been operational for approximstely

]

eighteen months, one critical function, disbursement of IRS intercept

payments, had not been tested until lasit month. Because there were
"bugs" in the system, these payments could not be disbursed
automatically as {hey should have been. As another example of its

ineffectiveness, IRS intercepts where the payment exceeds arrears can
not be automatically disbursed because the system design did not take
into account the procesgsging requirements for such cases.

B The federal OC3E recently pronounced ; new policy on funding for
systems develcpment. The Office will only accept APD’s for +the
transfer of other cstatewide systems.

GoAL S

B To implement a comprehensive statewide child support eniorcement
system thet supports administrative and operational requirementics
through 2 system transfer.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Child Suppert Enforcemsni Systems Development Task Feorce

[y
1
o]
1
2
)

-
-

rnicr systems analyst with considerable expertiise

iv-o, =n  additicnal eupsrienced zystems snalyst, State-level siszif
from various ©prograrm funcltions, and county-level staff Zrorm both
contracting gnd non-contracting counties  and various Frogrer
funclicne. This Tash Torce would have the following responsibilities
B Develcopment and dJdocumenilatlion cf the detlailed functionzl
requirementes.
B Fvalustion of transferable systems per Arizona’s reguiremenis.
B Formulstion cf svziesr transfer recommendations.
B Documsntation of system design especifications necessary 1o
implement sysism transfer in Arizone.
§ Production of zn Aulomation Plan which documents conversion &nd

)
)




training requirements, and organizational impacts.
B Development, testing, and implementation of system transfer.
2. Form a Systems Develcpment Unit within CSEA to ensiure support of
administrative and programmatic requirements remains the driving force

hehind continuing system development and enhancement.

3. Maintain some form of the Systems Development Task Force to ensure

ystem

0]
]

the counties’ requirements continue to be represented 1in

development and enhancement.

FIiscaL

FINDINGS

B Fiscal Year 1986-87 estimated total revenue is $€,35357,400 and
estimated total expenditures are $6, 678, 000, allowing for & potential

deficit of $120, 00Q. This deficit, however, should be manageable as

s 2 key ependiiure

'.l

100% staffing of the 146 FTE for the entire year

assumption (see EXHIBIT K).

B Irnternzl =zccounting contrcl procedures in the Payments ‘cach
receipts) and Disbursementis (cash disbursements) Section of CSEA  e&re
eiither non-existenl or inadequats. Froblemg uncovered includs =
lack of segregation of duitiesz among payments personnel, a backlog oI

tz to be processed, casgh receipte not deposited in & timel,

MBI, end no recconcilistion of deposit

[}

performed. tlsz, <
Paymentz Unit ie unsecured with few access restrictions, and under-

gualified percsonnel are in supervisory positions in the PADS Section

(see E¥HIEIT F).

| { Diesbursement processing procedures are Iragmented and lebor
intencsive, =rrd diz*ribution stza2ff worlk only current suppori cases.
Ths luck cf =& gysiemstic distribution system which includes




cases has cazused a growing, large undistributed balance of revenus

190¢

collected. The undistributed collection balance as of May 30,
s $3,478, 408, with approximately $304,000 of this total for mornies
collected prior to October 1, 1984, Further, this total undistributed
balance involves 12, 806 cases averaging $271.64 per case.

B CSEA utilized the Public Assistance and Administration Revolvirng
Fund (PAAR) for all distributions to CSEA applicants/recipientis.
A.R.S. 46-138.01, Subsection A clearly specifies only three authorized
uses o0f this FAAR Fund, and 1he disbursing of child support monies s

not one of these three uses. An audit of the PAAR Fund was conducled

by +Lhe DES Office of Internal Audit in December 1985 (Report #11-

"

a85/86). This asudit report recommernded that all child support payment

issued by CSEA through the PAAR Fund checking account be discontinued.

it

{The wuse of the PAAR Fund was discontinued on June 1, 1986, se

HHIBITE E and F.)

B CSTA currently usez twe separate funds (DES Client Trust Fund, pES
CSEa tdminigtrative Fund) to record operating expenditures =0l
pavmsnte and PAAR fund reimbursements. The DES Client Trust Fund 1:
jointly used by twe divisions <f DS - Division of Aging, Fanlly and
Crildren Services and Divisgion of Developmental Disabilities. Tne
CSF4  Adminictraztive Fund generztes all cf its financing sources I::

cperating transfers. These separate funds are unnecessary and =33 I
the difficulty in accounting for the assets cf the program (==

B Implemen* & cchesive accounting system with appropriate checks an

lected in =& imsln

[

B Fsducs ihe undisiributed bazlance cf revenue co

[
1%




manner by instituting formal case pricrity processing policies and

procedures.
RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Recalculate the Fiscal Year 1986-87 budget estimates as soon as

the optimal organization structure has been determined.

B In conjunction with the above, <closely monitor the revenue

estimate.
2. Develop fiscal/accodnting poclicy and procedures for CSEA.
B One fund should be created for all CSEA monies. The Derartment

of Administration, under A.R.S. 35-142, paragraph ’ mey

establish funds to provide for sound accounting practices.

(1

B Qualified DES professional accounting staff are needed t

4 2

implement internal control procedures, reconcile accountin

(L]

records, and supervise clerical staff.

-
Q

B Implement &a "Segregation of Duties" policy in the Pzyme ts &

L
[
[

Distribution Sectien o that no one person has access Lo

phases of a transacliion.

Implement the "Action Plan for Special Distribution Froject

)

4w

presertsd to DES management on June 2, 1986, and approved by Asciziaznt

ncda Moore, ornn June E, i8¢ (see EYHIBIT G, i

}-te

Director, L
gignificantly reduce the undistributed cocllection balance within 9C 1o

. This action plarn includes priocritizing cases bLasel O

[

-

Q

dz=y

(]

dollary smount collected.

@)
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ORGANIZATION

« PRESENT
« PROPOSED



ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
PRESENT

In the current structure of the DES, CSEA is one program within
the Division of Aging, Family and Children Services. The Program
Administrator reports directly to the Division Assistant Director. As
depicted in Figure 1, there are three sections -- Program Support,
Program Development, and Program Monitoring -- and three field offices
--Tucson, Yuma, and BSafford -- all of whose managers report to the
Program Administrator.

The Program Support Section is composed of two units, Fayments
and Distributions (PADS) and Research and Statistics. PADS functions
as an operational unit in the Phoenix field office and is responsible
for <collections posting and distribution of all support monies
received in the Phoenix Office. The Research and Statistics unit
compiles statistical, financial, and programmatic reports, prepares
Program plans, assists in develcopment of legislation, assists in
administration of county-related operations, performs cost <studies
related to progran and county operations, and develops and administers
training.

Three opsrations units comprise the Program Development Section
te

-- Intake, Locstiorn, and Establishment/Enforcement -- in addition
an administirative wunit within the Section. The administrative
function is charged with policy and procedures development anc
documentsation, preparation of the State Plan, preparation of technicsal
and administrative reports, and inter-governmental and intra-agency
coordination. The Intake Unit receives and screens =211 AFDC and NPA
{for non-contracting counties) IV-D eapplications, establishes and
closes case files, files assignments o©f 1right with appropriate

Jjurisdictions, prcecvides clerical support, and tracke caseload status.

>
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The Location Unit uses a variety of sources (e.g., NVD, FFLS, vIc,

etc.) toc establish, re-estzblish, and verify absent parents’
leocations. The Estzablishment/Enforcement Unit obtains stipulations

regarding paternity, support, reimbursements, refers for legal action

{o the Attorney General and County Attorneys, and monitors support

delinguency.
P

The rogram Monitoring Section is charged with monitering the

State Plan to assure compliance with federal and State laws and

regulations, monitors operations in CSEA and in ccunties to evaluszte

m
o]
L

effectiveness and timeliness, performs program cecmpliance

financial auditis in counties, provides technicel assistance, prepares

m

techknical and administrative reports, and interprets legislativ

impacts on the program.

The Tucson, Yuma, and Safford offices perform the Intaks,

rt

n

q
n

Lecation, and Establishment/Enforcement functions in the zouth o

of i{he Stsile in the non-contracting counties.

A number of deficiencies have been identified in 1he present
organizational structure. One primary problem is the consicde
redundancy and overlap in functions acrose organizational enlitie:z.
There are several points of contact with the counties with little
coordination among them. tlsc, =ll1 three Sections are responesibie
preparing technical reports, for interpreting the law, for provicing
training, and for developing policy and procedure. The other mejcr

etructural deficiency is the split in operational responsibility

across Secticns. The PADS unit supervisor reports to the Frograrw
Suppoi i Manager wvhile the Intaks, Locstion, arn?
Estsblishment/Enforcement SUpervisors report te the Prcocgren

)
~]




Development Manager, yet all of these units share operational
responsibilities in the Fhoenix field office. As a result of this
structure, coordinztion and communication among the operaticnal

functions is virtually non-existent.
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PROPOSED

4 new organizational structure has been developed which provides
a logicsl approsch and more supportive foundation for the
accomplishment of program goals and objectives. The corganizaeticon
depicted in Figures 2 - 5 reflects the desired interim structure,
for the next 12 - 15 months, +to support program administration and
operation as CSEA transitions to a fully county operated structure.
Once the counties are fully operational, the State need only retsin
skeletal operations capability ( two - three stafi). Or, if =
decisicn is made +c coniract with an operational county fcr the
provision of services in any non-operational county, the State need
not retain sny operations staff. The remaining CSEA organization,
including Administration, Technical Assistance and Evaluasticn, end

Corrective Action Monitoring would perform all functions necessary at

+he State level.

FER

he remainder of this section is comprised of descriptions of ths=e

-3

proposed permenent CEEA administrative functions, the functions of the

"

interim program operations siructure, and the issues and sitrategie

for tranciticn to =z fully county cperated progranm.

TEES EDMINIETROTION

There are three primary functicnal sections within the proposed
sdministiret_.ve structure. The Progrem Administration Zfunction It
composed  of  Adwministrsiive Services, Program Planning, Systems
Development, arnd Clearinghouse responeibilities. The Technical
Ascistance and Evaluatiorn function is responsible for Contract
Management, Program Liaison, and Audit/Evalustion. The finszl
functiorn, whose ctaff wculd report to +L1hes CSEA Adminigtrator’s

+

[y
m

executive asgistant, respensible for Corrective Action Monitoring.

~hecs functicnal activities and the requisite staff are ali the-

)
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1 = € - _ level once cperaticnel responszibilidy

o o= 2
smented in the counties, Following descripticon of +the
interim Stste level copzrations structure, scme of the important issues

surrounding transition to the counties are enumerated as vwell zs

implementstion straetegies,
INTERIM PROGRAM OPERATIONS
The functior, purpcse, activities, and products of each
activity reguire-d in the interim program operaticons

functional

structure zre deliunsated bel:w.

I INTAKE - Process Incoming Cases

A. FUKRCTION: Receive cases into system,establish initial contircl.
B. FURPOSE: "Log in" and review activity. Initial screening.

C. ACTIVITIES: 1-Receive new cases from IV-A 3nd responding UREEA

activity.
2-Receive relurne from A/G cor non-contract counily

attorney.
3-Review caze Ior completeness.
[~

4-Decide if <#ze is complete or incomplete.

5-Forward .urplete cases to Assignment and Monitering
sctivity.

&-Forward incomplete cases to Pending eacticon or
closure.

7-l.og in &nd assign case numbers into Data System.

i

. OUTRUT: 1-Cag=zs entered iunutc systerm wiih contrcl numbers.
Z-Cases forwarded by fastest +track *to compleis
action.
ITI CUSTOMER SERVICE (INTARKE!
A. FURCTTION: Provide central clesringhouse for externsl inguiries.
B. PURPOSE: From centralized peint  in the system, answer

guestions, help solve problems.

C. ACTIVITIES: 1-Receive telephone or mail inquiries from Recipients,
Absent Parents, interested parties regarding case
status or action.

Z-Evaluate response.

3-Assign to work wunit for answer and
suspense.

4-Receive ansver form work vnit.

S-Respond to inquiries.

ecstablish

40



D.

OUTPUT :

&6-Document response (source, question, problem,
responder, answver., )

l-Ansvers to inguiries.
2-Identification of problems.

ITIT CASE MANAGEMENT (CONTROL) - ASSIGN ARD MONITOR CASES

FUNCTION:

ACTIVITIES:

OUTPUT

Control flow and progress of cases throughout process

system.
Close cases, enter and track case progress data.

oo s se o a—
Provide central flow econtrocl and case closure
decisions.

1-Receive T"complete" «cases from Intake and Pending
activities.

2-Forward to appropriate work unit or legal process.

3-Enter and track datz on system.

4-Receive cases recommended for closure from Pending
activity.

S5-Decide on case closure.

1-Control of flow and location of cases.
2-Control of unit workload.

3-Status tracking.

4-Quality assurance review.

S-Data input for reporting.

IV PENDING CASE ACTION OR CLOSURE (CONTROL)

FUNCTION:

PURPOSE:

ACTIVITIES:

CUTPUT :

Held cases in abeyance while awaiting needed

information or determining requirement for closure.

Provide activity to process incomplete cases Ifor
closure or further work. Process "good cause action”
+o Office of Special Investigation and 1V -A.

-~

1-Receive incomplete cases form Intake Processing - Log

into functional activity.
2-Request additional documentation from applicant or
other agencies, establish and moniter return suspense

date.
3-Return incorrectly prepared AYO9! applications toc 1V

- A function for reaccomplishment. Establish and

monitor return suspense date.
4-Evaluate and recommend closure action for cases

meeting such criteria.
5-Report Status to Contreol function, and "dun" for

overdue returns.

1-Controlled process for obtaining missing information

or documentation.
2-Single point location for incomplete cases.
3-Controlled process for re-entering cases into normal

flovw.
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4-Data entry point for case status reporting.
S-"Good cause" processing and liaison with external
unite (IV-A and 0OSI).

Vv CASE FPROCESSING - LOCATE

A. FUNCTION: Determine or verify Absent Parent location. Employer
locate on request of Wage Assignment Unit.

B. PURPOSE: Central point to locate absent parent, and/or to
initiate URESA process. Initiate action +to close

"unlocatakble”" cases.

C. ACTIVITIES: l-Using Data Systems (FPLS, Ul, MVD, etc.) and

telephone processes locate or verify A/P location.

ISR g SRR R & WA

Utilize Skip-Trace techniques.
2-Document findings on Data System.
3-Recommend closure on unlocatable cases.
4-Initiate URESA process.

S5-Forward URESA to A/G for action.
€-Rework stale cases.

D. OUTPUT 1-Current location information.
2-Initiate closure action.
3-Initiate URESA action.

V1 CONTRACTING COUNTY (PROCESS)

A. FUNCTION: To work all types of cases in accordance with contract.
B. PURPOSE: Provide services in close proximity +to applicanti’'s
residence.

C. ACTIVITIES: 1-411 intake, collection, processing documentation, and
legal activities.

2-Intakesg directly <£from service ares, or receives
referrals form CSEA operations, and responding URES#
cases.

2-With IV-D plan change disbursement on new AFDC cases.

4-Receives OGrant Award certification from IV-A along
with IV-D Referral Package.

5-Receives and acts upon receipt of notification of any

changes in grant award eilc. directly from IV-2
activity.
D. OUTPUT 1-Complete Child Support Enforcement Process.

2-Reports te CCSE on productivity through State CSEA.
2-Forwarde or passes through collected funds.
4-Case statistical processing.

VII ATTORNEY GENERAL (PROCESS)
A. FUNCTICN Take &all necessary legal actions required for

collection of support payments-Forwards initistion
URESA’s to responding Jurisdictions for action.

]
u)

BE. FURFOSE: Necessary Legal Services in support of CSEA.



ACTIVITIES: 1-File necessary legal actions.
2-Appear in court.
3-Provide legal advice and determinations.
4-Process initiating URESA documentation and legsl
requirements.
5~Enter data into system.
6-Establish and track internal suspense.
7-Provide staff training in legal subjects.

OUTPUT: 1-Complete legal actions.
2-Provide legal advice.
3-Provide training for CSEA staff.
4-Represent CSEA in litigation.
5-Complete and satisfy legal requirements and
documentation.
6~Case statistical processing and reporting.

VIII ENFORCE CCURT ORDER (PROCESS)

FUNCTICN: Take all necessary action to enforce court order.
PURPOSE: Collect current support payments and arrears, if
applicable.

ACTIVITIES: 1-Using current information, apply telephone and other
collection techniques to collect payments due.
Rework delingquent collections.
2-Where required, request initiation of legal action to.
ensure collection.
3-Return cases to Locate activity in event A/P cannot

be found.
4-Enter status and other data into System - Extract

data from System.

CUTFUT: 1-Successful collection.
2-Return cases for information update.

Z-Data entered on System.
4-Track and monitor and repoart collection perfcrmance.

IX PREPARE FOR TAX INTERCEPT (PROCESS)

FUNCTION: Central Unit to develop, initiate and process all tax
intercepts for all non-contracting counties.

PURPQOSE: Provide specialized resources and accountability for
all intercept activity.

ACTIVITIES: 1-Initiates all requests for IRS/DOR Intercepts.
Z-Enters data into system.

3-Tracks intercept process.
4-Backs up other collection functions when needed.

SUTPUT: l1-Properly entered and tracked intercept process.
2-Data entry and tracking.
3-0verload backup.
4-Provide information on status.

1>
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¥ INITIATE COLLECTION ACTION

FUNCTION:

PURFOSE:

ACTIVITIES:

QUTPUT:

FUNCTION:

PURPOSE:

ACTIVITIES:

(PROCESS)

Central Point to initiate collection activity.

To provide a function to initiate collections including

legal actions, closure recommendations,
octher contacts with A/P.

1-Regquest
2-Take stipulations.
3-Conduct collection activities.

4-Enter data into system.

5-Track collection and establishment p

&-Provide case status information.

1-Initiated collection processes.

2-Recommendations for closure for uncollectable

3-Initiated legal actions and stipulations.
4-Successful collections.
5-Statistical reporting.

court orders and filing with courts.

rocesses.

telephone and

cases.

XTI EXECUTE WAGE ASSIGNMENT (PROCESS)

Central Point for all Wage Assignment Processes and

arrearage calculation.

To execute all wage assignment procedures, to

accomplish employer locates, calculate arrearages.

1-Calculate arrears for all functions according to
established priority classifications.

2-Accomplish employer locates.

3-Refer complex locates to "lLocate” Unit for
Processing.

QUTPUT:

XII COLLECT PAYMENTS

FUNCTION:

FURPOSE:

4-Determine
packet for AG or County.

S5-Frepare ex-parte wvage
contracting county.

£-tnter dsta and track payments

assignment
(FDSD System).
mely execution of wage assignments.

-Ti
-Cu
-Appropriate locate referrals and returns.
-Siatistical reporting.

»bb)l)p

(OUTPUT)

Receive, post, and deposit cash receipts.

and deposit
for

to record
receipts

Accounting function

monies-To report

Distribution of funds.

1-Open envelopes and post incoming checks to
case accounts.

2-Enter data into system.

type of action and prepare appropriate W/4

paclet

purposes

»

for

rrent arrearage calculations for &ll functicns.

incoming
of

specific



D. OUTPUT:

3-Make up daily deposits to State Treasurer’s Office.
4-0Obtain and file deposit receipts.
S-Report receipts to distribution function for action.

1-Effective cash accounting and control.
2-Accurate entry of receipt data to accounts.
3-Information referred to collection for delinquent

accounts.
4-Information referred +to collection for delinquent

accounts.
S-Accurate information for distribution of funds.

XIITXI DISTRIBUTE FUNDS (OUTPUT)

A. FUNCTION
B. PURPOSE:

C. ACTIVITIES:

Distribute funds +to appropriate categories. Write
Disbursement checks.

Central activity to distribute monies to the
appropriate functional accounts in accordance with
existing laws and regulations.

1-Based on information received forwm +the function
receiving cash, distribute money to the proper
account, or pass funds through to the client (NPA).

2-Report toc Program on Funds Distributed.

3-Issue checks to various accounts and/or individuals.

4-Enter Data into system.

S-Respond to Customer Service Inquiries.

XIV MAINTAIN FILE SYSTEM (DUTPUT)

A. FUNCTION:

C. ACTIVITIEEZ
D. OUTPUT:

Centralized storage and management of "hard copy” case
files. Provides mail & Distribution Services.
Mzintains supply room, orders supplies & equipment.
Provides central typing service.

FPigce 1libreary, storage, typing, supply and rececrds
managemsnt function 2t central point.

1 -Receive, Distribute, § deliver incoming applicaticns,
caseg and correspondence.

Z-Research and locate files.

3-Maintain & store supplies and equipment.

4-Stamp and deliver outgoing mail tc Post Office.

5-Check records in and out.

6-Maintain records management system.

7-Provide central typing services.

8-Enter and track action suspense items.

9-Establish and track action suspense items.

1-Central case file storage & locater.,
2-Fulfilled typing/documentation requirement.
3-Records disposal.

4-Central supply point.

5-Mazil & Distribution control.

£-3tatistical reporting.

N2S
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TRANMSITION TO COUNTY OPERATED STRUCTURE

ASSUMPTIONS

will be made to:

A. Management decisions regarding policy and resources

1) Decrease existing 33rd Ave. backlog.
2) Provide State funds for positions required to enhance
management within contracted counties and state operations in

the interim.
3) Develop =a technical assistance staff to assist counties 1
diing all types of CSEA ceses.

program

becoming self-reliant in han
49 . dzveloped staiesvide and Lo meel counly needs.
i cases to meet Federal standards such s
<
4

a2
of AFDC/NPA cases and enforcement o
interstate court orders.

B. IL will be accepted that 100% county participation is a goal which

may take two years to accomplish because of implementation of nev

contract, changes in State lav, funding, negotiations, State

provided technical support and sutomation.

C. State will continue to provide services for non-contracting
counties until such time as they execute contracts with the State.
In conjunction with the assumptions, there are contrelled
variables to be considered. These include:

1) How many couniies will sign contracts and when?
2) Pudgei aveilable %to fund increased manpower requirements for:

z) reducing backlog
b)) ecreening files for potential "case closures”
¢} automation development
Z) Computer development for county support and statewide irterfacs.
4) Organize the clearinghouse operation. There has been nc

assigumeni mades to complete this action.

SHORT TERM STRATEGCY

)

B Appoint a single manager over the entire work force a&at ©C Ave.

operating location.

1) Combine TE currently managed by Program Development 2and

aress
Program Suppcrt.

ot

=) Allows for single opersticn manual and procedure.

)
-

T - - - - PR S
iaces mansger on-sivE.



4)

Eliminates exnisting we/they problems.

REQUIREMENTS

Evaluate existing Program Manager Fosition.

~-- Develop Position Description Questionnaire.
-- Recruit.
-- Hire.

B Establish a Customer Service Department at 33rd Ave.

location

1) Expedite and control customer service.
2) Minimize staff phone interruptions.
3) Central correspondence reply group.
- REQUIREMENTS-
-~ Two staff positicens at a minimum,
-- Transfer of 3485 line tc the "Ho*t Line" desk.
-- Publicity of ithe Hotline concept.
-- Space/equipment allocalion.
This wunit will start as a manuval operation and case research
requirements will be enormous. A lot of dinguiries will be
answered ty conirclled assignment to others who have hes
previougly involved in the case. Tracking and suspenss will Lbe
critical.
B Fecrgeznize znd Increase Collections Staff
1) Fres up collectors  to perfcrm collecticr furnctiiclz
pziticularly cn in-Statle AFDC cases.
) Irphenoe Yinslinses
4
g -
r
- REQUIREMENTE -
-~ tdd & third cocllector group with existing budgeted but vacent
positicns.
-- lrilize colilectors I,1I and III in each group tc provids
progressicon of work difficulty and career ladder.
-- Implement phone collections procedure.
-~ Cresle Chief of Ccllectionz position.
-- T:ansfer Wage Assignment Unit under new Chiel of C
------ Institutls rrocedures +to &ssign  collection  wc
cocllectors.

159
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B Develop an Arrearage Computation Croup

13

2)

3)

The Chief of Operations will be responsible to assure succéss -

Centralize fragmented arrearage computation precess  that
exists within CBSEA.

Assure utilization of new automation process.
Share process with contracted counties.

- REQUIREMENTS -

Develop & software package.
Train staff and organize the work group.
Establish policy to assure this new group will be arre

computation focal point.

mn

il

rag

L€

this concept.

8 Ernhance Wage Assignment Unit

1)

Determine best method of identifying potential wage
assignments cases.

2) Develop policy for identification and referral of cases.
-REQUIREMENTS -

-- Meetings on identification and referral process.

-- Writing of policy.

The Chief of operations will be responsible to implement this

program.

in sufficien ersonnel r+ the proposed reorganizatior,
B Obtai fficient nnel toc support th d g t

increased county technical support reguirements, work the Dpackicg &n

convert

2

2

3)

4)

.

from manual to automaited system.

Lllew managemernt staff flexibility in dealing with daily
cperation. problems.

Increased technicsl support to the counties will require
nev staff (explore viability of cross iraining present s

ct

o+
(U]

-
[

Treat backlog as essentially a compliance issue, and ins
additional controls.

Effecting conversion from manual to avtomated system will

require extensive case gcreening to prevent entering of

invalid data.
- REQUIREMENTS -

Mzrnagement decision on desired capabilities and work flow.

48




-- Determine costi of "optimum staff".
-- Evaluate affordability.
-- Identify and develop new positions.

-- Recruit and Hire.
-~ Develop management controls and reporting.

1987-88 Budget projections fund 145 positions. One hundred
percent staffing will provide capability to accomplish stated
goals. New program administrator should oversee this objective,

B Reorganize Intake Prccess -- Variables
1) Optimum schedule for state administered, county and state

cperated mode (How many counties will contract for FY 877 FY
- &g When will 100% counties be contracted?)

2) Handling of backlog.

23) Availability of automation.
CSEA will have to maintain a case intake/processing capability
until there is 100% county participation. Counties must be

able to track and report on their cases.

4) Implementaticn of Five Track Distribution System.

-REQUIREMENTS -

-- Sufficient personnel to expedite front end screening
processing control. The six currently assigned should be
raised to thirteen.

-- Plan fo: current state of organization. (The consultant tean

will conclude proposed organization.)
-- Plan for trensition to 100% county participation.
-~ Plan for case control to include transition from manual tc

automated.

B Jdentify Fiscal Services Job classification of personnel reguired tco

)

«

successfully manage Paymenis and Distributions Unit to include postin
of &ll accounts.
i) Payments are 2 fiscal function.
2) Digtributions are a fiscal function.
3) Accounts Receivable are a fiscal function.
-REQUIREMENTS -

-- Grade 1€ Fiscal Control Officer responsible for totel unit

-- Brade 15 Fiscal Control Officer responzible for paymenis anc
accounts receivable.

~-- Brade 15 Fiscal Control 0Officer responcsible for distribuilio
~f funds.

-=- ftcrourate and timely preoduction reports.

o>
4



-- Accurate and timely distribution reports.

Counties handling NFA workload will help reduce CSEA workload,
implementation of clearinghouse could reduce workload if handled

properly. Automation of accounts receivable and billing will

greatly reduce workload.
B Split the Delinquent Centributions Unit into two functions.

1) Personnel who are responsible for posting of collections
should bLbe re-located as Accounts Receivable in Payments and

Distribution.

Z) Personnel who support collection efforts should be re-located
under Chief of Collections.

3) Automation will dimpact timing of this movement because
payments and disitributions have neither staff nor system +to

post 2ll accounts.

- REQUIREMENTS

-- MNanagement decision on vwhen to implement.
-- Establish positione and hire.

B Improve Physical Plant

1) Determine best floor plan for whatever organization is
approved.

2Y Delermine securilty requirements for total building and
specifically for Fayments and Distributions.

3) Evaluzte use of partitions to reduce noise and control
pathways.

4) Impreove employees lounge facilities.
5% Delermine besst mix of reproduction machines,
6) Re-evzluszte telephone structure.

73 Ident esclve air conditioning problems.

g

fy and

b

8) Assese impact of energy conserving, glare-procf windows across
south side of building.

S) Assess and resolve reoccurring toilet overflow problems.
- REQUIREMENTS -

-- DES Busines: and Finance Properiy Management should review
above problems and provide recommendations, These rescurces
inciuds industrisl engineer types and can contract for
assistance if needed.

-- Recommendations should be negotiated with owner.



B Enhance Typing Cepsbilities

<

1) Vast amounts of correspondence are generated in a typewr:i

snvirecnment.

2) Many letiers are repetitive in nature and are candidates
office avtomation. (Word Processing)

- REQUIREMENTS -

-- Procurement of FC’s or include word processing capability in
sutomated system because of the volume of form and originsl
ietters generasted by the program.

-- Staff training.

B Establish JMedical Support Enforcement Unit in accordance with

1} No such activity hag been established by CSEr.

2) Currently C€SEA is in violation cf cited CFR, and subject Lc

sanction.
- REQUIREMENTS -

-~ Structure such unit internally, or enter inte Purchase cf

Service Agreement.
-~ Enter inlo required cooperative agreement with AHCCCS.
-- Increase €taff in bouilh agencies tc handle this functicn.

LONGS TERM

B Training

-

1} SBhoricomings in mwansgement and career development itrsining
v

have been identified.

Z) Prcgrammalic and corientetion training is insdequeti=.

-- Develop a training plan.
-~ Staff training section.
-- Coordinate with O0ffice cof Staff Development and Training.

tomation

C

B Implemsnt A

1Y tvtometion for Case Management is non-existent.

(%)
n
“+
Q
ot
m
[
[

Z) Automstiorn fcr Pavments and Distributions

s
P

inadequate.

1)

; County reguiremenis have not been identified.



-REQUIRENMENTS -

-- Consideration of importing one of 16 existing CSEA systems.
-~ Consideration of immediate interim efforts +to relieve

workload.

Fill systems development unit position and put together a team to
identify functional and system requirements as basis for
evaluating existing systems.

B Tax Intercept Staffing

1) It is known Payments and Distributions are subject to huge
increase in receipts form IRS/DOR Tax Intercept during the

period March to July.

2) Previous methods of shifting resources within CSEA to handle
increase workload have failed.

- REQUIREMENTS -

Q)

-- Assure contracting counties IRS Intercept tapes and ar
equipped to handle distribution of NPA funds.

-- Budget adequate temporary help for every March to July 1o
handle increased workload with minimum system interruption.

B Improve Performance by Attorney General in Support of Program

1) Influx of Maricopa county cases has caused backleg.

Z2) Attorney OGeneral will not alwayese travel to outlying counilies

in timely fashion causing timeliness non-compliance probles

2) Due Lo CSEA inadeqguacies the Attorney General has difficulty

-

iracking workload.

I

) Backlog can cause ¢
re-work. Some ca
1o progream,

ses to go stale, thus requiring additicnzl
es are retired by the A/G with no feecdbharch

2
15

- RECOMMENDATIONS -

-~ Recently instituted meetings on cooperstion between g[prograr

and A/G continues on frequent basis.

-- Criteria be developed to measure A/0G productivity. Th
be accomplished by an existing CSEA administrative task £
in conjunction with A/G staff.

- Other methods of Legal Assistance be considered if support of
program in determined to be inadequate.

-- Enter intoc an Interagency Agreement delineating periormancs

requirements for FY 86/87.

is

v s
WL
cree

=vezlop Clearinghouse

1o
W
(23}

1Y Clearinghouse {for collections is required as of July 1,
Fy State Elatute.

w
t)




2) FPlans are lacking for implementation of concept.

3) Other states have developed Clearinghouse wvia local beank
contracts.

- REQUIREMENTS -

~- Managemeni decision on who is responsible fer Clearinghouse.
-- Bank negotiations to develop pilot project (Maricopa Countly

has volunteered.)
-~ Development of policy to preclude non-compliance for FY 87.

B Use cof BENDEX (Benefit Data Exchange) for Social Security
Verification
1) A current DES system known as BENDEX is available for FAx
vorkers to verify SSN and Social Security benefiis.

t

3]

2) BENDEYX is not 2 utopis, but it is ancther tool that can assi
in verification of SSH.

- REQUIREMENTS -
-~ Management decision to pursue availsbility of BENDEX.

-- Security "turning on " the system for CSEA.
-- CSEA staif training.

SUMMARY

o}

o+
o
m

1
n
(4]
xs-

Because of the current relstionships that exist beiwee

and the counties and the extent cf backlog at C5EA, there i1is no
chcice Ltui to provide an interim structure that will (1) bs 1he
efifective vehicle to provide the immediate operationsl anc
organizational Improvemenis that are necessary, (2) reduce the
undisirikbuvied balance and case processing backlogs as reguired, suc

(2 provide ithe necessary climate and relalionships that will phase i:
the <state administered -~ county operated program philosophy 3in &
minimum amount of time.

In the cese of contracting countieg, all existing werkload should

it

be iransferred from CSEA to the county. However, CSEA should prcovids

o assure success with minimum upheaval =1

ot

the techriczl assistance

w
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The process that permits the greatest possible gzin in the future

is one that is essentially evolutionary rather than revelutionary.

Prudent planning and installation is clearly the way tc avoid

confugiosn and coniroversy. Precipitate action during any phase will

only prolong the process required to integrate the functione. We do

not have the luxury of time to permit any prolongation of time and

process between the present and future roles of CSEA and the counties.

There is simply no "quick-fix" of the current climate.

The proposed case flow process contains an element (the "Referral

Unit") that has as part of its task the liaison role belwes:

Operations and the counties. Thie will provide the vehicle *ic

facilitate this transition.
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AUTOMATION

This Task Force focused on two levels of automation in CSEA, that
which should be implemented on an interim basis at the State level,
and more critical, the long term automated system which will support
child support enforcement statewide. The first part of this section
presents the justification for and alternative implementation
an interim case tracking system at the Giate level.
Subsequently, the summary requirements and some logical alternatives
available to Arizone for development and implementation ol a statewide

automated support system are presented.

CSEA CASE TRACKING AUTOMATION

PURPOSE

] To provide case tracking information and related word processing
for CSEA operations and program administration.

G0RLE

K To provide accurate data for federal reports.

K To enhance management control of program operations.

] To enhanne individual case management and accountability.

0}

ORJECTIVEES

{

] Collect and report dats required for the DCSE-S6 report.

R Collect and report case dete for significant sub-sets of the
caselcad for management contrel purposes, e.g.,
--Plannring
--Productivity assessment
--Prchlem~area identification

Support case status update and inquiry.
B Generate freguently-used documents and correspondence using
database - resident information.
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FUNCTICNAL REGQUIREMENTS

INTAKE/SCREENTING

| ] Verify and input newv case records, assign case identification
number

] Inquiry

| Update

B File Maintenance -- systematically close cases and archive
records

" File lists

B Management reports

WORD PROCESSING

| Print case file labels

| Generate letters to Clerks of the Court re: assignment of rights

8 Generate letters to custodial parents re: file closure

] Generate referral notices to County Attorneys, Attorney General

B Generate URESA referral letters

B Generate wage assignment notices to employers

E Generate out-ocf-state inquiry letters

E Generate other iypes of inquiry letters (e.g., verify address,
employer, etc.)

LOCATE

| Inguiry

B Update

g File lists

| Management reporis

ESTABLISHMENT/ENFORCEMENT (WAGE ASSIGNMENT, TAX INTERCEPT, LOCAL

AND URESA UNITS)

B Inguiry

| Update

File lists

B Mariagement reportis
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PAYMENTS AND DISTRIBUTION

B Inquiry
B Update
N File lists

CUSTOMER SERVICE

| ] Ingquiry

| Update

E File lists

u Management reportis

PROGRAM ADMINISTEATION

] Inquiry

] Update

E Management reports

| ] General word processing

DATA ELEMENT REGQUIREMENTS

AR LAST NANME
AR OTHER LAST NAME
AR FIRST NAME
AR SEX
AP LAST KAME
AP FIRET NANE
AP SSN
STATE/COUNTY CODE
CASE TYPE
DATE CASE RECEIVED
LEGAL TYFE - INITIAL
LEGAL TYPE - CURRENT
JURISDICTION - INITIATING
JURISDICTION - RESPONDING
AP LOCATION (IN/OUT OF STATE)
COURT ORDER STATUS (PAID THROUGH WHOM?)
DATE FIRST ACTION
DATE LAST ACTION
LAST ACTION TYPE CODE
LAST WORKER ASSIGNED
CASE STATUS
CLOSURE REASON CODE
KEY DATA ITEM ESTATUS

SSN STATUS

AP DOBR
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AP ADDRESS

AP EMPLOYER

Ul CHECK

MVD CHECK
WAGE ASSIGNMENT STATUS
REFERRAL STATUS
REFERRAL DATE
GOOD CAUSE STATUS
ASSIGNMENT FILED TO FIPS
SCREENED/RETURNED TO SITE CODE
SCREENED/RETURNED TO SITE DATE

SCRATCH PAD

STORAGE REQUIREMENTS

Givern the data element reguirements, each record in the base Case
Tracking File will consist of approximately 300 bytes. 1f a databazse
structure is utilized, this base File could require considerably fewer
bytes, approximately 120. For cases that are closed almost
immediately, such as when the absent parent is unknown or dead, this
database structure would permit the use of considerably less space.

CSEAL receives approximately 28,800 AFDC case referrals from the
Family Assistance Administration each year. It is generally estimated
that about 50% of these referrals have an existing case record in
CSE4. About 65% of new case referrzls are classified as "NL", i.e.,
the case is essentially unworkabie. The remaining 35% are clessified
as "L7, i.e., have potential to be located and collected on. These
same percentages can be applied to the approximately 100, 000
established case files. It is estimated that approximately 400 new
NPA applications are received by CSEA each year. The number of NPA
case record currently on file with CSEA is unknown, although it is
probably no greater than 1, 000. It can be assumed that most of these
cases would have information available +to enable location and
collection.

Using these estimates, and assuming that workable cases would
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require the full 300 bytes and unworkable cases would only require the
120 bytes, some storage requirements can be estimated.
14, 400 NEW AFDC REFERRALS / YEAR

9,360 "NL" CASES (65%) x 120 BYTES
5,040 "L" CASES (35%) x 300 BYTES

1, 123, 200 BYTES
1,512,000 BYTES

(LI ]

ASSUMING TWO YEARS NEW AFDC CASE REQUIREMENTS:
18,720 "NL" CASES x 120 = 2,246,400 BYTES
10,080 "L" CASES x 300 = 3,024,000 BYTES

100, 000 EXISTING CASE FILES
£5, 000 "NL" CASES (65%) x 120
35,000 "L" CASES (35%) x 300

e W e g Y= p o

7, 800, 000 BYTES
10, 500, 000 BYTES

‘2,000 EXISTING AND NEW NPA CASES FOR TWO YEARS
2,000 x 300 = 600,000 BYTES

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS: 24, 170, 400 BYTES

It must be emphasized that these <figures are very loose
estimates. The figures could be reduced by the use of off-line
archival of closed cases, which would have a significant impact given
the number of unworkable cases currently received. It is alsc
possible if FAA makes more of an effort to get good and complete

information from AFDC recipients that more of the applications
submitted would be categorized as "L" cases. At this point however,
we can only accept these as best estimates of database storage

requirements.

These storage requirement estimates do not include additional

space necessary for word processing (e.g., forms, AP address file, AR
address file, other jurisdiction address files) or for the
applications software programs. These would necessarily add tc the

storage requirements of the system.

TRANSACTION VOLUME ESTIMATES

It has been estimated that approximately 2400 AFDC applications

are received each menth in CSEA, equating to about 600 each veek.
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Since all of these cases must at least be checked against the file for

a previous record, we can estimate approximately 125 transactions per

day on new applications.
It has been estimated there are approximately 15 transacticns per
each "L" case in the year of the first referral. Virtually all cf

these transactions occur within one month following the first case

action. Approximately three transactions occur for each "NL" case in
that year. Just using these figures as a transaction volume on a Case
Tracking File we can estimate it to be 144,000 over a year. That

would egquate +to 12,000 per month and 571.42 for each of 21 working
days a month. These figures are even more guecstionable estimates a=s

they are based on guick assessment by CSEA staff.

PERIFHERAL EGQUIPMENT REQUIREMENTS

At a minimum, two printers would be required for this operaticn

given the volume of word processing and report generation planned. In
additicrn, communications capability to enable initial downlcocad frcm
the CSEA FDSD eystewm to a central unit would be required.
CONVEREION REQUIREMENTE

I+ should take approximately three minutes for an operator L=
complete an entire 300 byte record. Assuming that about 35% of the

100, 002 current case records have been workable cases &and therefore

contain fairly complete information, it would require 291.66 percscor
houre -- 9.73 staff with six productive hours daily -- in order to
accomplish conversion of these cases in 30 working days. Assuming it

would take about 1.5 minutes toc compleie entry of arn unworkable case

(i.e., lesz data available conversion of the remaining 65% would

0

require 270.82 person days -- 9.03 staff with six productive hour

MER

daily -- tc accomplish in 30 working daye. These are likb

1t}
', )

e
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estimates of the resources required to data enter these 100,0
because some unknown percentage of them are so dated (e.g.,

1975) that we would not want to bother maintaining electronic

7

nry

1t

records

cf +them. These conversion estimates reflect only initial data entry

and do not address preparation of

manual records

researching data not contained on Mother Card File).

CONFIGURARTIGCH ALTERNATIVES

1) Independent PC-Based

FURCTION HARDWARE
INTAKE/SCREENING 2 IBM/PC-AT
1 PRINTER
1 1200 BAUD
MODEMN

1 3-1 PRINTER
SWITCH BOX

WORD PROCESSING 1 IBM/FC-AT
1 PRINTEF

LOCATE 1 IBM/PC-AT
1 PRINTER
(SHARED WITH
E/E)
1 2-1 PRINTER
SWITCH BOX

ESTABLISHMENT/ 1 IBM/PC-AT

ENFORCEMENT

PLYMENTE/ 1 IBM/PC-AT

DISTRIBUTICN

CUSTOMER SERVICE 2 IBNMN/PC-AT
1 PRINTER

(SHARE WITH
PROG. ADN.)
1 3-1 PRINTER
SWITCH BOX

PROCGREAM ADMIN. 1 IBM/PC-AT

&1

DBASE III PLUS
DOS

DBASE III PLUS
DOS
WORDSTAR

DBASE III FLUS
bos
WORDSTAR

DBASE III PLUS
DOS
WORDSTAR

DBASE III PLUS
DOS

DBASE III PLUS
DOs
WORDSTAR

DBASE III PLUS

DOS
WORDSTAR

(e.g.,



B £11 IBM/PC-AT's

coprocessor, color monitor, and

| An

are equipped with 640K RAMN,
a no-glare screen.

to the wmainframe were available.

z) Modification of FPC-Based

40 MEBE disk, math

ITT 75 75 Board could be used instead of the modem if a port

THIS MODIFICATION WOULD LINK THE FOUR PRIMARY TERMINALS (TwWO -
INTAKE/SCREENING AND TWO - CUSTOMER SERVICE) THROUGH A PORT-TO-
PORT LAN. ONE AT WOULD SERVE AS THE FILE SERVER AND THE OTHER

THREE AS SATELLITES WITH TWO-WAY COMMUNICATIOR.

3 System/36-Based

HARDWARE

IBM SYSTEM/36 5362
WITH 1 MEG MEMORY,
120 MB DISK,
COMMUNICATIONS,

SOFTWARE

SYSTEM/36 0S5,
RPGII,UTILITIES
QUERY, DISPLAYWRITE
LANG. DICTIONARY

COMMUNICATIONS AKND
TAPE SUPPORT

AND TAPE DRIVE
4 PRINTERS

S DISPLAY STATIONS

ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES
PC-BASED
o INDEPENDENCE OF UNITS o REQUIRES CONSIDERAEBLE

PROGRAMMING AND STRICT
PROTODCOLS FOR FILE TRANSFER
AND UPDATES THROUGH
DISKETTES TO ENSURE ALL
TERMINALS HAVE CURRENT FILEE

o USER-FRIENDLY
o EXPANDABLE

o GO0OD RESPONSE TIME
o THE ABOVE PROBLEM WOULD BE

o CPU UPTINME EXACERBATED WITH EXPANSION
WOULD o WILL REQUIRE CONSIDERABLE
AND CONTINUED SUPERVISION TO
ENSURE SYSTEM FUNCTIORS

o EQUIPMENT
PROBABLY BE
TRANSFERABLE TO THE

PERMANENT SYSTEMN PROPERLY
PC-BASED WITH LAN
o INDEPENDENCE OF UNITS o STILL REGUIRES PROGRAMMING

AND STRICT PROTOCOLS FOR



SYSTEN/36

AT LEAST FOUR TERMINALS
WILL BE GUARANTEED TO
OPERATE ON THE SAMNE
DATA FILES

USER-FRIENDLY
EXPANDABLE

LAN EQUIPMENT WOULD
PROBABLY NOT BE USEFUL
IN PERMANENT SYSTEMNM

ALL TERMINALS CAN HAVE
ACCESS TO ALL FILES
AND NO RELIANCE ON
DISKETTES FOR FILE
TRANSFER, UPDATE OR
BACKUP

USER-FRIENDLY

EXPANDABLE

GOOD RESPONSE TIME
SUFFICIENT STORAGE SFACE
TO ENABLE ADDITIONAL
CENTRALIZED FILES AND
PERMIT MORE THOROUGH
CONVERSION TO BEGIN

COMMUNICATION CAPABILITY

WITH OTHER MAINFRAMES AND

MICROS

FILE TRANSFER AND UPDATE
THROUGH DISKETTES

RESPONSE TIME DOWNGRADED ON
LAN TERMINALS

EXPANSION OF LAN WOULD
FURTHER DOWNGRADE SYSTEM

GREATER EXPERTISE REQUIRED
TO INSTALL AND MAINTAIN
SYSTEM

IF FILE SERVER DOWN, OTHER

p e, L, o) FAML T AT AT O LIMEIY ™

NETWORKED TERMINALS WOULD

NOT HAVE ACCESS TO FILES

LAN TECHNOLOGY IS STILL IN
EARLY STAGES OF DEVELOFMENT
-- ARE STILL CONSIDERABLE
"BUGS"

GREATER HARDWARE
MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENT --
MAY NECESSITATE MONTHLY
CONTRACT FOR SERVICES

CPU DOWNTIME EFFECTS ALL
TERMINALS

MAY BE MORE STORAGE SFACE
THAN NECESSARY

o MAY OR MAY NOT BE
TRANSFERABLE TO PERMANENT
SYSTEM BUT DATABASE COULD
SERVE AS NUCLEUS FOR
DATA CONVERSION



ESTIMRTED COBTS 0OF THREER

OBTIONS

HARDWARE SOFTWARE
PC-BASED
S IBM/PC-AT s 47,205 g DBASE III PLUS & 3,120
1 HAYES SMART- 5 WORDSTAR 850
MODEM 1200 719 9 DOS 3.2 £25
4 PRINTERS 16, 800
3 PRINTER
SWITCH BOXES 440
SUBTOTAL 65, 164 4, 695
TOTAL & 69,859
PC-BASED WITH LAN
S IBEM/PC-AT s 47, 205 9 DBASE III PLUS = 3,120
LANLink(2-way) 5 WORDSTAR 950
WITH 4 NODES 1,437 9 DpOS 3.2 £25
1 HAYES SMART-
MODEM 1200 719
4 PRINTERS 16,800
3 PRINTER
SWITCH BOXES 440
SUBTOTAL 66, 601 4,695
TOTAL s 71,296
SYSTEM/ 36
IBM SYSTENM/36 % 26,560 SYSTEN/36 SOFTWARE S, 0%t
STREAMING TAPE
DRIVE 1,436
9 DISPLAY STATIONS 11,853
4 PRINTERS 16, 800
SUBTOTAL 56, 649 S, 0%C
TOTAL $ €5, 745
B 411 cost estimates are based on approximate State contractor
prices except the LANLink hardware and software. State
contractor price would likely be lower as this price was quoted
in a trade journal.
-] The same estimate was used for the printers in each alternative,

sc this factor remains a constant.
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B The evact hardware specifications are indicated above.

i.ir “enance charges have not been included in these estimates.

In any case they could be provided under contract with a vendor
onr a monthly or as needed basis.

RECOMMERNDOT ION

Clesarly, the most logical approach to implementing an interim
automated system is through the purchase of and development of the

appropriate applications on a System/36. It allows for fully

distribu.zd data and word processing supported by a dedicated and

ssentially the ssme price as a aon-

1]

centralized processing gystem at

inter-aciive set of micro-computers.

The major drawback concerns the possible incompatibility of the

System/3€ with a long-term automated system in IV-D. If DES executive

management believes a decision can be made in the next two months,

there i¢ =& short-term action (as opposed to interim) action which

should bLe pursued. This action would reduce the scope of this
automaiicna to simply begin the data conversion process which will be

required regardless of the interim or long-term choices made. This

chort-term action could utilize 4 - S micro-computers toc convert the

case records and maintain their status in elecironic file

0

manual
The ouvtput of this process would be the input to any interim or long-
term gcystem. The functional scope would be reduced to case record

entry, update, and inguiry, with some rudimentary management reporiing

(e.g., for federal reporting requirements, caseload statistics).

1f =& Jdecision can not be reached within two months regarding the

direction <c¢f the long-term system, the recommended action is the

developwent and implementation of an interim automated case tracking
system on a System/36.

One final point should be mentioned regarding the acquisition of
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=2n IBM Syster/26. The State’s contract for System/36 mini-computers
with IBM is due io expire on June 30ih. Haturally, there is always

the possibility that this contract will not be renewed and that a

10}

different vendor will be selected. In addition, even if IBM 1
awarded the contract again, it is possible that the discounts
currently offered (reflected in the quoted prices) would be reduced.

Both of {ihese concerns further support the need for guick, decisive

action on this recommendation by DES executive management.
STATEWIDE SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

OVERVIEW

The federal Office of Child Support Enforcement recently
anncunced & change in policy regarding acceptable AFD’s. According tc
Ms. Kathy Troglir, the OCSE systems representative for Arizons, crly
LPD’s  for ithe iransfer of other state systems will be considered for
federsl financisl participation. The OCSE will no longer contemplzte
nev system development nor eingle county systems. This development
effectively limits and clearly defines the viable glternatives which
+t,e DES czan entertzin for CSEL =ystems development. This paper will
delineate the alternatives available to Arizona for a comprehenzive
statewide child support enforcement system.

For cla:ificaticon purposes it seems appropriate (o delineats
the OCSE definee z comprehensive statewide system. A comprehengive

siatewide system is one which provides for the receipt and processing

of informstion in all the key activities of child support enforcemer:

for the entire State IV-D caseload. Specifically, the key functional
activities required of a system are case initiation, case managewent,
financizl management, enforcement, security/privacy, and reporting.
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These capabilities need not exisi in one central location, but each
operational location must have the ability to interface with other
related systems =5 that the State can accurately report on program
activity throughout the State.

The specific design of a statewide system varies from state +to
state depending on the organizational structure chosen to support IV-D

responsibilities. The decision to adopt a state administered - county

operated structure for Arizona necessarily carries considerabls
ramifications for the designr of a statewide automated system. The
long-range goal will be to provide all child support enforcement

services at the local level with the necessary automated resources to
support local programmatic requirements and the transfer of data ic a
centralized database for federal and inter-county interface
reguirements. Arizona must plan and strive for this type of structure
with the appropriate statewide system to support it.

In +the eghort-term, Arizonea must consider the realities of the
curreni sgituation including, 1) CS5E& wust work through their current
backlogs, 2) several ccunties have systems or scon will which mest
looel programmatic and State reporting requirements, 2) legally,

Stste ig £till responsible for providing these services silatewids

b
[
[,
c+

.
C
o
[

[y
1

(i.e., the Stizte must retain programmatic/operational capebk
guch time as &ll ccounties agree tc, or are mwandated to g
services . The alternatives developed necessarily take intioc =ac

these limitstions, and so must the ultimate decision.

FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTES
There are essentially three categories of functional requirements
which muet be clearly defined as the first step in the systemsz dezign

procsss, 1) State-adwministrative requirements, ZY county-opsraiicnzd

£7
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requirements, and 3) State-county interface regquirementis. These
requirements, which are specific to the structure of Arizona’s chil
support enforcement organization must be viewed as complementary Lo
the comprehensive statewide system requirements as defined by the OCEE

and summarized above.

STATE / ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

At an administrative level, the functional requirements of a
system are fev and straightforward.
B A centralized database of all child support enforcement cases in

the State. Such a database need only contain basic identifying

data and summary collection and disbursement data on each case tc

allow for necessary reporting without having to access

the

decentralized data files. In addition, it need not contain

detail necessary for case management nor detailed case history.

This database would provide a statewide source of data for use by
all operational entities as well as enable basic caselcad
reporting tc the federal government.

The State would also require the interface capability with cther
S+zie ard Federal databases (e.g., IV-4, FPLS, UIC, IRS) which
would +*hen bLe electironically accessible by =all operaticonel
entities either directly or indirectly for enforcement actions.

4 Dus +to the clearinghouse legislation recently passed, whic
becomss effective July 1, 1986, the State would require Lue
capability to process child support payments ordered by a court
to be paid through the State.

COUNTY / OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS

It is at the operational level that the detziled data necessary
for case initistion, case management, financial management,

ernforcement, and management reporting is required.
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how

The principal requirement at the operational leve. = for access

to the statewide database for unique identification, update, and

inquiry regarding basic case status data and summary financial

information.

The data necessary at the operational level (e.g., case action
history, payment history) would require a detailed database
structure that supports cacse initiation, case tracking,
enforcement, collection, and disbursement. This :'atabase would
provide for entry, update, inquiry, arnd reporting regarding the

local caseload and its status.

Another component of automated system support at the operational

level requires word processing capability. In particular, there
are a number of documents (e.g., delinquency notices, referral
notices, vage assignment notices) which should »oe generated

sutomatically, and thereby enhance the productiv:ity of local
operations.

A final requirement, emphasized here because it has recently
become clear that all case responsibilities will return to the
county level, is the ability to completely service AFDC cases.

INTERFACE REQUIREMENTS

Possibly the most critical requirements are those associated with

the adminicstrative and operational functions interfzce. The two

levels have different yet equally important interface needs which must

be met by an automated system.

First and foremost, there must be a bi-directional electronic
link between the State and counties which supports entry, update,
and inquiry from the counties to a centralized database and
generation of required federal reports and inter-

supports the
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county data acguisition at the State level.

] in electronic link between the State and the counties must also
support county inquiry to other State location and enforcement
sources (e.g., UIC, MVD, SPLS) as well as provide for centralized
submission of cases to FPLS, IRS, and DOR.

B A final interface required between the State and county levels,

AFDC case referrals, would ideally involve an electronic link.

[

That ig, the basic case data necessary to initiate an AFDC IV-D
case could be inputted to the centralized State database at the
time of application and be electronically tranesmitted tu the

responsible local office on a daily basis.

A= a last point regarding requirements, even if all counties
agree to contract to provide services locally, a statevide system must
enable the State to ensure that services are provided in the event
that a county is unable to fulfill its obligation. One alternative 1ig
tc enable the State to operate like a county if necessary. Another
alternative would be to contract with one of the operational counties
to provide those services in a non-operational county. In either
case, these posesibilities must be determined prior to systems design

as they will have an impact on the full set of requirementis.

TRANSFERABLE IV-D SYSTEMS
The exploration of other states’ IV-D systems was one of the
Review Team’s primary goals even before the OCSE’'s edict on transfer-
only APD’s. Given Arizona’s situation (i.e., massive operational
problems, highly questionable system development to date), there is s
need to concentrate on a solution whose results are unquestionable and
can be implemented in minimal time. These requirements led us to

explore several other states’ systems (Vermont, Oklahoma, Colorado! as
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well as the county-based system (Mid-American) being implemented by
four Arizona counties. While one of these solutions or a combination
of them would have likely been our recommendation anyway, the federal
decision further supports transfer over new development from an
economic standpoint. In the remainder of this section, each system is
discussed to the extent of our knowledge of each with particular
attention to the pros and cons per Arizona’s reguirements.
MID-AMERICAN

The Mid-American system was designed primarily to meet the needs
of the Clerk of the Court office in processing child support cases.
The system is operational or nearly so in Mohave, Pima, Pinal and
Yavapai counties. In detailed discussions with representatives in
Pima and Pinal counties they indicated satisfaction with the system to
this point. It should be noted that the system will be used somewhat
differently in at least Pima and Pinal counties. In Pima County, both
the Clerk’s office and the County Attorney’s Family Support Unit will
have direct access to the system. In Pinal County, the Child Support
Unit will only have inquiry access to the case record files. The Unit
plans to implement an independent PC-based case tracking system. Tt

ie not known how Mechave or Yavapai counties have structured their use

of the system.

PROS

B The system is or is soon to be operational in 4 of 15 Arizons
counties and has received favorable reviews so far.

] The system has been designed to meet the requirements at the
county / operational level (at least the Clerk’s ocffice).

u The hardware and software (IBM Series 1 and Prompt) can be
configured for wuse in various sized offices, from =a single
vorkstation to more than 30 workstations.

| The system is capable of communications with remote workstations

as well as with a mainframe.
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| The system provides for necessary federal reporting at the county
level.

CONS

| Implementation statewide would require design and development to
support the State-administrative component and the State-county

interface requirements.

B Implementation would require further development to support the
county-operational AFDC distribution requirement. It may require
other enhancements to fully support all aspects of AFDC case
management.

] There does not appear to be a systematic approach to case status
tracking. This may be due to the system’s primary design as

support for the Clerk’s functions.

] Changes or enhancements to the system, including report
generation, would require programmer support familiar with the
system (i.e., reliance on Mid-American for software

enhancements).

CKLAHOMA

Oklahoma is at the mid-point of a three year development effort.
The geoal of this effort was the enhancement of a ten-year-old system,

designed originally to meet federal reporting and administrative
requirements, into a system that also meets local office needs.
Oklahoma has essentially a state-administered / locally-operated IV-D
structure. There are four regional centers that are State-~operated
and contract with local district attorney offices for the provision oz
legal and related services. Their approach to this development effort
was to begin by pilot testing a distributed processing configuration
in one regional center utilizing IBM System/36 hardware and software.
Apparently, this initial phase has been completed and they are at a
point to begin defining the requirements of the host-based system
which will ultimately interface with the locally distributed
processing system. In addition, they are currently vworking on

correcting deficiencies in the distributed part of the system which

vere revealed through the pilot project. They have postponed planned
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expansion of the System/36 into other regions until these problems

have been resoclved.

PROS

B The final system will be designed to support locally distributed
gervice provision with a core database resident on a centralized
host and based on statevide system requirements. As such it will
meet local office case tracking, collection, and distribution
needs as well as administrative control and reporting needs.

| Caseworker-level staff in the pilot office project were able to
use System/36 software to generate ad hoc reports without

requiring programmer support.

] Similar to the Mid-American system, IBM System/36 software and
hardware can be configured to support various sized local offices
and has excellent communication capabilities with remote

workstatione or a mainframe.

CONS

| The primary strike against importation of the Oklahoma system is
its not being even close to full implementation. Eighteen months
still remain of the +time originally scheduled for system
development and implementation.

| ] The other major deficiency, particularly as the OCSE views it, is
that the system does not represent 1IV-D state-of-the-art
automation because it simply involves enhancements to a ten-year-

old system.

COLORADO
The Colorado IV-D organization has a state-administered / county-
operated structure and they have recentiy begun implementation of =a
statevide auvtomated system. Although the Review Team has not had the
comes

opportunity to review documentation of the Colorado system, it

highly recommended by the OCSE and an independent consultant.

Colorado is in the preliminary stages of implementation. They are
currently pilot +testing the system in one esmall rural county.
Expansion into other counties is planned for August - September and
will continue throughout the Fall. The system is mainframe-based with
3270 terminzals in the county offices. The IV-D data files are a sub-
component of a larger client database which includes IV-A files. In
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this way, IV-D and IV-A are able to share files. A State-level

Alimony Support System downloads data on collections through banks and

lockboxes to the IV-D system. Additional research into the

capabilities and structure of the Colorado system is clearly

warranted. Some general pros and cone are presented belovw.

PROS

B A wajor factor vhich favors the Colorado system is its design to
support a state-administered / county-operated IV-D structure.

[ ] The system represents the state-of-the-art through automated
links to the 1IV-A data files and a centralized collections
clearinghouse.

] The system is capable of distribution on a daily, weekly, or

monthly basis.

B The system utilizes ADABAS as the database management system and
Natural as the programming language to interface IV-D files with
the centralized client database.

CONS

| Although significantly closer to full implementation than is
Oklahoma, Colorado still has considerable pilot testing yet to
conduct.

B Some modifications would be required to support the current
nature of collections in Arizona, i.e., at the local rather than

centralized level.
VERMONT

The Vermont system supports a statewide IV-D operation with
locally based offices under the purvievw of the State agency. The
system resides on an IBMN 3081 and ie accessed by 13 district offices
through terminals and IBM/PC’s. Hardware enhancements are planned as
program growth warrants expansion including the addition of an IBN
System/36 at the State office and additional IBM/PC’s in the field.
It is important to note that all IV-D data files are available for use

by the IV-A system and vice verss, although they are not inextricably

linked.
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The original version of this system was brought on-line in 1981,

but has undergone continuing revisions to enhance processing and to

meet additional federal requirements. A considerably enhanced system

is scheduled for implementation on July 1, 1986.

PROS

| As with Colorado, the Vermont system represents the state-of-the-
art IV-D automated support system. It has been designed and
developed with =2all operational as well as administrative
requirements in mind.

] The system uses ADABAS and Natural, and while approximately ten

percent of the system still utilizes modules written in COBOL,
these are gradually being converted to Natural.

B Although currently distributed through terminals and PC’s there
is clearly the capability to distribute some processing to a

System/36 if the need arises.

] The system is much closer to the point of +transferability than
either the Oklahoma or the Colorado systems.

u An initial review of this system by DES personnel more than a
year ago indicated a number of deficiencies. Virtually all of

these have been resnlved in this latest development effort.

CONS

] The system will require some modification to de-interface it with
the IV-A system as Vermont has structured the database.
Information from responsible staff in Vermont indicates this
would not be & major task however.

The system will probably require some modification to meet

county-operational requirements.

SUMMARY
There is no child support enforcement automated system that could

by transferred intoc Arizona without some modification. The types and

degree of modification necessary to bring any of these four systems to

Arizona on a statewide basis varies considerably. Certainly, the

modification requirements must be one of the factors which drives =2

decision on system transfer. Equally important is how good the

ultimate system can be once all modifications have been made. Also
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important, for a system wherein the requirements seem 1o change

frequently, is the flexibility and the level of expertise required to

make necessary changes. Finally, the importance of federal financial
support can not be discounted. The OCSE has definite opinions on what
systems it will and will not support. A decision to implement a

system transfer which they would not support, but which might best
meet Arizona’s needs, must be weighed against the absence of federal
financial support.

The OCSE seems to moving in the direction of formally

recommending & selected set of other state systems for transfer which

could receive federal financial support. At this point, their
representative, MNMs. Troglin, has indicated their recommendations to
Arizona will include the Vermont and Colorado systems. She further

indicated the Office will probably decide not to consider the Mid-
American cystem as a fundable transfer system because considerable
development would be required to bring it on-line as a statewvide
system. Fach one of these systems has merits, but closer examination
will be required once & IV-D Systems Development Task Force has more
clearly defined Arizona’'s functional requirements. Given these

issues, the alternatives and the ramifications are summarized below.

1. Vermont System

Remifications -- &) would probably receive federsl financial
participation
b) would probably require modification in locezl

operational components
c) would probably meet the vast majority of &ll

requirements
d) a method to deal with counties that have

systems in place would need to be developed

2. Cclorado System
Ramifications -- 2) would probably receive federal financial

participation
b) would probably require some modification to
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delete automated interfaces with other

databases

c) would probably meet the vast majority of all
reguirements

d) will probably not be ready for complete system

transfer for six months
e) a method to deal with counties that have
systems in place would need to be developed

3. Oklahoma System

Ramifications -- a) might receive federal financial participation
b) would probably meet the majority of all
requirements

c) will not be ready for complete system transfer
for probably twe years
d) a wmethod to deal with counties that have

systems in place would need to be developed

4. Mid-American System

Ramifications -- &) little chance to receive <federal financial
participation
b) would require considerable development to meet
State-administrative requirements
c) county-operational requirements would be met
with little modification
d) the base system would need to be installed in
only eleven counties and at the State level
e) could begin to install the operational systien
on a statewide basis immediately
Development of an in-house system has not been considered as &
viable alternative because the Arizona IV-D system can not afford +to
wvzit the length of time such an effort would require. In addition, it

is clear that it would have to be undertaken without federal financial

support.

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY CONSIDERARTIONS
In the short run, we must provide for an operational structure at
the State level at least until 2ll counties have been accommodated and
are operational. A plan and potential structure must remain in place
to operate program functions in the event a county does not perform
adequately. As suggested previously, the State need not provide

services itself in this case -- another county could contract to
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provide services in the non-contracting county.

In the long run, a county-directed plan will need to be developed
which outlines the requirements for county participation in this
statevide system. The ultimate objective of this plan should be the
full implementation of a comprehensive statewvide system, A number of
phases will be required to reach this goal of full implementation
however, regardless of the transfer alternative chosen.

The following represents an example of a phased-in approach which
Arizona counties and the State would have to develop and follow in
order to bring a statewide system to full implementation:

Phase 1I: CSEA in consultation with the counties decide on
statewide system strategy and begin necessary
transfer/modification.

Phase Ia: CSEA clear-out backlogs and re-direct new AFDC cases
in contracting counties to those counties.

Phase II: CSEA distribute active caseload to the appropriate
contracting counties.

Phase Ila: Implement statewide system at state-level and in
counties that opt to participate (in all if legally mandated tc

provide services).

Phase IIb: Provide schedule vwhich defines when counties musti
provide reporting data and in what form. This would apply to
counties that already have some kind of automated system in placs
which has the potential to communicate necessary dete
electronically. For example:

By January 1, 1987 -- Submit necessary skeletal record data on
entire caseload, necessary date for tax intercept and FPLE
submittal, and federal reporting requirement data in haerd copV
format.

By July 1, 1987 -- Submit same data in electronic format (e.g.,
magnetic tape, direct communication link) compatible with

statevide system.

Based on these hypothetical dates, by July 1, 1987, Arizona would
have s comprehensive statewide system that relies solely on electronic
transmiseion of data. Counties would have to be able to communicate

211 necessary data electronically by that date either through their

-~
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own system or by use of the statewide system. Ideally, each county
would utilize a fully compatible IV-D automated system so that inter-
county electronic communication and data sharing could occur as well

as county - State electronic communication and data sharing.

SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY

eps necessary to develop and implement a statewide child

support enforcement automated system are quite clear:

1. Form a Child Support Enforcement Systems Development Task Force
composed of a senicr systems analyst with considerable expertise
in IV-D, an additional, experienced systems analyst, State-level
staff from various program functions, and county-level staff
from both contracting and non-contracting counties and various

program functions.

2. Task Force develop and document the detailed functional
requirements based on the organizational structure, workflow,
policy and procedures, preferred practices, State laws and
regulations, and federal laws and regulations.

3. Task Force critically examine other systems per Arizona
requirements and make recommendations to DES executive
management.

4. Determine the system design specifications necessary to bring the
recommended statewide system on-line in Arizona.

3. Begin the process to implement the recommended system transfer,
i.e., make necessary system modifications.

6. Complete the necessary development process, conduct system
testing and conversion, and implement.

Dependent on some decisions made at the outset, in particular

whether or not federal financial participation is imperative, a

revised APD can be submitted in support of the detailed functional

requirements and can include a request for financial assistance to

explore certain other state systems.

There are a number of critical decisions which must be made by

DES executive management regarding this issue of a statewide IV-D
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system within the next several months. These managers must place, in
a few skilled hands, the primary responsibility for the formation of
strong recommendations and then act swiftly and decisively to
implement those recommendations. Obviously, this will require that
those few skilled persons possess the intellectual honesty necessary
to ensure a thorough and objective approach as well as a strong

technical and programmatic background to ensure the implementation of

an effective statewide system.
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ENTITY DIAGRAMS

« PRESENT STATE

- DESIRED STATE




ENTITY DIAGRAMS

PRESENT ETARTE

The following is a description of CSEA operations that are
currently used in the processing of child support collections and
enforcement. Each entity diagram briefly describes the present state
procedures and identifies the external entities with which CSEA
interacts. For =a more detailed description of each entity refer to

the preferred stale entity diagrams.
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ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS
LEGISLATIVE POLICY AND PROCEDUREE ISSUES
Summary
Figure 6 depicts the various types of +transactions and ‘the

ties +that CSEA might be involved with to obtain the necessary

wais e il

et
S a

information or documentation to process a referral or inquiry, provide
technical assistance or trasining. The time involved in processing a
particular transaction varies depending on the complexity cf +the
transaction. Currently there is nc systematic means for case trachking
and ensuring that external entities (e.g., AHCCCS, State Lottery, and

ACYF) important to the program operations are utilized. Statistics do

not exist on the number of transactions affecting legislative, policy

and procedures issues.
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ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS/AUDIT ACTIVITIES/BUDGET REVENUE ISSUES

Summary

Figures 7 and 8 depicts the entities involved in federal audits

of 1IV-D activities and the interactions that occur during the

s

Federal audi

resolution process after the federal audit.

on ©ne or more gpecific areas (program compliance, program results,

administrative costs). Federal regulations specify deadlines for

resolving areas that are below compliance standards.
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ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS-FRCILITIES /EQUIPMENT/SERVICE ISSUES

Summary

Figure 9 depicts the external entities with which CSEA interacts on a

daily basis to procure equipment, services and other needed support to

maintain daily operations.
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ADMINISTRATION FUNCTIONS/AUTOMATION ISSUES

Summary

Figure 10 depicts the external entities with which CSEA
interfaces with via computer database systems. Computer caseload
submission and "local address" tapes are sent to the federal O0OCSE
Special Collections center once a year for IRS federal tax refund
intercepts. Computer tapes are also sent to Department of Revenue
twice a year for tax refund intercepts. Automation interfacing with
AHCCCS, Lottery Commission, Foster Care Tracking Systenm, ADOT, and

U.I. is not operative.

85




BURPURINR MU B PUWRL 0) PEIN VOO PUN BN WOM VIED Ueemieq
WoPESUNIL 4l wels] WUl W PAPMIU) JON SNV 0T W emg

‘WEpe] G0 iR SEIBpmlu) MNMBLOD) o) PR 08 WHIN O YIED Wik
Iedg O o) pempey 0@ Iubin suciesusly (310N

‘I

ey mation & Probisw ASONIIA

- SRBUSYIMIN) SN IANWILPY
nas Slusweanboy Weleis spoui wer o Aousmy
fyuno
1 (308
ou0iIeg0)
maecy
00

sanss| uoljewoiny - SNOILONNA JAILLVHISININGY

10

figure



ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTION-HUMAN RESOURCE. ISSUES

Summary

Figure 11 depicts the type of transactions related to employment
thiring, promotion, discipline), payroll, staff training, and employee

grievances/complaints.
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SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT
SUMMARY
A substantial enhancement of CSEA’'s systems development management
is vital to the success of any action plan to turn this program
around. While there have been systems development activities in the

there has never been a statewide advance planning document (ADP)

ia s =Y

past,

for the IV-D program which was made available to all DES and county
staff connected with the program. Whether a document of that nature
has been developed or not is a matter of relative indifference without
this availability.

Figure 23 presents the interactions necessary to implement an
ongoing process to develop and maintain a statewide automated IV-D
system or (network of systems). To support such a system, it will
also be necessary to develop and maintain an extensive body of
documentation, including:

1. 2 statewide advanced planning document (APD).

2. APD's, systems designs, detail designs, implementation
documentation such as user training packages, etc. on all CSEA
systems.

3. APD’s, systems designs, detail designs, implementation
documentation such as user training packages, etc. on &ll child

support related automated systems in contracted counties approved

for federal or State funding.

Capability/configuration information on systems external to the

o3

corntracted IV-D program such as those in the clerk’s office in

non-contracted counties, other DES and State agencies outside

CSEa, etc.
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incidences in which consensus is not reached.

BENEFI TS

vorking relationships with externél entities,

1. Improved

particularly counties, through their participation in the

process.

2. Issues and perspectives of all affected entities considered in

implementation.
3. Potential for increased compliance through better understanding
policies and procedures by all entities.

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

The desired state would necessitate establishment of a2 specific

group within CSEA to work full time on these activities. This would
require identifying administrative position(s) staff prior to
implementation:

1. Determine appropriate staffing for the function <(number and

classification of positions), identify funding for any newv
positions, establish/fill new positions.
training.

2. Identify any additional training needs and arrange for

This might include negotiation skills and consensus-building

skills.

T+ would alsoc be advisable to provide advance information on the

new approach to counties and other entities prior to implementation.

)
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IMPLEMENTATION OF NEW LAW OR REGULATIONS
SIUIIIMMARY
Figure 22 depicts the transactions necessary for implementing
new/revised statutes and reguvlations. The diagram assumes that all
counties are performing IV-D functions under contractual agreement.

If, howvever, there are some counties not under contract, there would

be additional transactions r County and IV-A entities)

with the Attorney General. County, IV-a4, and Attorney General
entities are displayed in the diagram as it is expected that the
highest volume of transactions will occur with +these entities in
implementing statutory and regulatory changes. However, similar
transactions should occur if the statute or regulation in questiocn
involves other entities such as IV-D, Lottery Commission, and AHCCCS.

Between Step 3 and Step 4, CSEA would conduct a critical review of
the new/revised statute or regulation. This review would include
idenlification or external entities affected, action steps necessary
for implementation and any major barriers/problems affecting
implementation. Step 6 is displeyed ir recognition that there may b=
instances in which implemerniation of the new/revised statute is eiithsr
not administratively feasible at all or cannot be implemented within
the +time frames specified by the federzl entity. There instances
would be identified by the CSEA review process and/or ma&jcr praoblems
identified by County or IV-A entities.

POTENTIAL DRAWBACKS

1. Counties and other entities will need sufficient time for

arnalysis and comments. This could lengther time frames for

implementation.

2. Larger number of involved entities may result in increased




responsive to these needs, it may be necessary for CSEA to
initially have a slightly larger technical assistance staff than
will eventually be needed once county entities gain experience in
their new operational responsibilities.

2. Develop initial training packages for county staff on their new
areas of operational responsibility.

3. Assemble sets of appropriate reference material (statutes,
regulations, procedures, etc.) for county entities.

4, Develop training schedule for initial training sessions.

S. Conduct initial training sessions feor county entities on newv

operational responsibilities.
To promote maximum efficiency in training activities, the emphasis

should be on conducting group or regional sessions rather than cone-on-

one sescsions with a single county entity.
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various entities together with information on how the problems should
be resolved. This assumes there will be a certain amount of
similarity in the types of technical/operational problems experienced.

POTENTIAL DRAWBACKS

None identified.

BENEFITS

1. Improves working relationships with county entities by ensuring:

a. responsive technical and cocordination assistance
b. sharing of information among entities on problems experienced

and sclutions identified
c. availability of training

Utilizes CSEA’s program knowledge and expertise gained from past

(N

experiences with the technical and coordination problems
encountered in handling the full spectrum of AFDC cases.

3. Retains CSEA capability to initiate technical assistance and
training transactions vhen potential problems are identified by
CSEA.

4. Increases potential for compliance, reduces potential for audit

exceptions when formal federal and/or DES audits are conducted.

TMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

The +transfer +to county entities of wmost or all operationzi
responsibilities for bcth AFDC and NPA cases will require a detailed
implementaticon plan and schedule. In the area of technicsl
assistance, coordination and training, the following actions will be
rrecessary for implementation:

1. Determine appropriate staffing level for function (number and

classification of positions), identify funding <for any newv

positions, establish and fill any new positions. NOTE: It is
expected tha%t the number of technical assistance, coordination
and training programs will initially be quite high. To ke




TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, COORDINATION AND TRAINING
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TECHNICRL ASSISTANCE, COORDINAT ON AND TRAINING

SUMMARY

Figure 21 depicts the transactions with external - entities in
providing technical assistance, coordination in operatiocnzl areas, and
training. The diagram assumes that all counties are performing IV-D
functions under contractual agreements and that AFDC cases are
referred directly to the counties by the
and Attorney General entities are displayed in the diagram as it
appears that the highest volume of transactions will o.cur with these
entities in technical assistance, coordination and training
activities. Similar types cof transactions would also occur in lesser
volume with other entities such as IV-E, AHCCCS, etc.

The diagram reflects that technical assistance, cococrdination or
training +transactions may be initiated either by the externzl entity
or by CSEA. This is in recognition that CSEA anz ysis of audit
findings, reports from external entities, acso patterns of
complaints/inguiries received by CSEA may identify potential problems
not yet identified or addressed by the external entity. Resolution of
operational proklems, including those related to case referral or case
information flow between counties and IV-A, may entail coordinaticn oI
meetings among the entities as part of the problem resolution process.

Transactions with the Attorney General would, for the most part,
involve requests from CSEA for interpretation on statutes and

regulations in order to respond to county entity needs for technical

assistance.
The diagram reflects periodic distribution by CSEA of an
information bulletin or publication. These bulletins would centeain

informastion on technical or operstional problems surfaced by the




PROPOEED &7TATE

This report details the recommendations for a state administered,
county operated child support enforcement program. Included within
this report are entity diagrams that explain: the essence of the
approcach, the drawbacks, and benefits, and the implementation
regquirements. A proposed table of organization at the functionsl

level for the Administrative Division of CSEA.
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DISTRIBUTIONS SECTION

Summary

Figure 20 depicts the various external entities that Distribution

Section interfaces in order to ensure that monies are collected/

credited and disbursed to the proper custodial parents and to

reimburse prior AFDC payments to the federal and State governments.

This section is responsible for completing the following functions:

a. Identify and post the monies to the proper case number.

b. Determine the monies to be paid to the custodial parent.

c. Determine the payment of any incentive to all
appropriate jurisdictions

d. Determine the amount of reimbursement to the Federal

and State governments.
e. Determine the CSEA’s "earned income.
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PAYMENTS SECTION

Summary
Figure 19 depicts the external entities that CSEA would be interface
with in processing, posting and depositing of payments. CSEA

currently receives approximately 2100 payments per month. The

majority of payments are received from other URESA jurisdictions

(i.e.,out of state absent parents).
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WAGE ASSIGNMENT/DELINQUENCY CONTROL UNIT/LOCATION/ENFORCEMENT

Summary

Figures 135, 16, 17, and 18 depict the various external entities with

vhich each of these sections inter-face with on a daily basis.
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FILE ROOM

Summary
Figure 14 depicts the various external entities that reguest
information from the file room. The file room houses all referral

applications, prioritizes applications, maintains applicant/receipt
and absent parent records, and serves as the liaison to county

attorneys requesting case file information.
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INTAKE FUNCTION
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INTAKE FUNCTION

Summary

Figure 13 depicts various external entities that request services
from CSEA. This diagram describes the types of requests that would be

most common for a given entity.
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ADMINISTRATION-COMPLAINTS/REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION

Summary

Figure 12 depicts the various external entities that submit complaints
or inquiries to CSEA. No statistics are available specifying the

number of complaints that are submitted or their disposition.
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David Lowenberg
June 3, 1986
Page 2

Reporting Requirements

At the present time, most counties are unable to meet the reporting
requirements of the 1984 Child Support Amendments. Therefore, before
signing a contract to provide child support services, they would

need assurance that an automated system was being developed and

that technical assistance on how to meet reporting requirements

would be provided to them for the interim period.

Recommendation

State CSEA take major responsibility with input from the counties
for an automated system which would enable the counties and state
to meet federal reporting requirements.

State provide technical assistance on how to meet reporting requirementsi

Funding

At the present time it is impossible for most of the counties to

get additional money from their Boards of Supervisors to provide

the level of service required under the 1984 Amendments. Since

all counties are currently providing money for child support en-
forcement, it is recommended that the CSEA allocate money to counties

to provide total services.

Recommendation

State provide funds to counties from state allocation and/o; from
their AFDC reimbursement. (See attachment for possible options.)

Audits and Audit Penalties

This area is a major barrier in recontracting for a number of counties.
They are currently facing audit penalties which they believe are

based on inadequate information being provided to them by CSEA.

Their concern is both with the audit penalties and with the quality

of information that is provided by CSEA.

Recommendations

CSEA provide training and technical assistance which would be ;oncrete
and specific about requirements so that counties can meet reguirements.

If possible at state level, pardon existing audit penalties.

I1f pardon not possible at state jevel, have the state CSEA and county

split the penalty.
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FOR APPOINTMENTS CALL: 781-3561

MEMORANDUM
TO: David Lowenberg
FROM: Sharon Hekman <
RE: Barriers to Contracting
DATE: June 3, 1986

In addition to the "Key Issues for County Attorneys" which you have
already received, there appears to be some specific barriers to
recontracting for a number of the counties. I will identify these
barriers and make some recommendations from a county perspective.

Contract

The contract itself continues to be a barrier for many of the County
Attorneys. In addition to the fact that historically there has

been a lack of negotiation in this process, there is also a wide-
spread belief that this contract is much more detailed than is
necessary. It has been recommended that this contract could be
simplified by identifying basic federal and state reguirements in
the contract and then developing with the counties a manual of
specific instructions.

Recommendations

Create a committee of County Attorney representatives and relevant
state people to develop an intergovernmental agreement.

Use a zero based budgeting approach to development of this inter-
governmental agreement.

Do not use traditional DES contract. Approach this as an inter-
governmental agreement and include relevant information.

Develop a standard intergovernmental agreement whic@ can be used
on an ongoing basis and will not have to be renegotiated every year.
(Budgets and forms may change but not the body of the agreement.)
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Centralized Arrears - g. 3

4. If the new unit can successfully cover all the responsibilities
formerly assigned to the staff allocated to it, and still have
labor time to spare for handling re-computations for the Establisluent/
Enforcement staff on problem cases, therc will be a positive impact
on these units as well. If, however, the new arrears computation
unit either just holds its own against the current workflow, or 1is
directed toward maximization of new cases for tax offset, for example,
the Establishment/Enforcement staff will need to bear the additional
labor demands of manual computations in the new format in order to
produce new arrcears computations on problem cases which arc compatible
with the rest of CSEA's work-flow.

5. The anticipated increase in work flowing through a arrearage-coumputatlion
unit will result in an increased volume of calls for cases from the
File Room and returns of those files upon completion of the computation
and placement of a hard-copy of the computation in the case file.

6. If time in the new unit is allocated to Establishment/Enforcement
recomputations, the Establishment/Enforcement staff will be freed to
that extent to pursue additional cases, which may result in an increase
in referrals to the Attorney Genera]'é Office and the County Attorney.
There may alos be more wage assignment orders which must be mailed out
to the employer, impacting the Typing Unit.

7. Additional case submissions to IRS/DOR and additional wage assignments
resulting from the increased efficiency of arrearage computations will
cause an increase in the number of payments received, impacting the PADS
Function.

8. The increase in collections resulting from this entire flow should pay
back the cost of the hardware/software required and positively impact

Program funding levels.
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5. Transfer the arrearage balance to the appropriate system and/or staf:i,

and document in the case file.

STAFFING:

Currently available staff include:

1. Distributions Function Court Order Unit.....c....... 14 FTE (incl. supv.)
Contract staff.eecicesasscecssnsesscnns 11
State employeeS.cscscccconcnns cesaraens 3
(Some staff allocated to tasks indirectly associated with computation.)
2. Wage Assignment Unit ............ cesesscecesenccnces 3 FTE.
3. Delinquency Control Unit..... teerecsnsssecanan cecenn as freed by new system.

Max. 6 FTE + supervisor

IMPACTS:

1. Distributions staff: provided the new unit successfully calculated
arrears on all cases which these individuals now handle, the impact
would be at least neutral, and possibly positive by reducing labor.

2. Wage Assignment staff: - same as #1.

3. Delinquency Control staff: provided the new technology actually frees
jabor time in this unit, the impact is very positive, by increasing
the value of the products coming from these staff and increasing the
level of responsibility and expertise for these postions,
improving their general career-advancement potential.

NOTE: All these positive impacts are based on the premise that the workflow

into this unit will be successfully managed to TOTALLY provide for the

former activity of these staff, which should be a given on the assumption
that the automated cap;;lities of the new hardware/software will permit
computation in the new format in less time than manual computation in the

old format.
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Centralized Arrears Computation

Arrearage computations are needed for the following case-groups, in

approximately the indicated volumes:

Backlog Incoming Total
1. NOW COSESeeeeceaccossssanasncannonneas 879 135/mo. 979
2. Existing cases with collection
problems (e.g,obligor protest)........ 20 44 /mo. 20
3. Distribution cases lacking either an
initial computation, or a computation rzai
%3
in the necessary format. Tax offset: 3,300 1,000/mo. 3,300 ’%%?
Other ($ backlog) 60 123 183
4. Existing FDSD cases with old ) )
method_computations _ feshad 12,000 (overlaps 3,300 vffsels)
celSlshem 13029 302 13,152

COMPUTATION-RELATED FUNCTIONS :

1.

Document acquisition: current procedures are in place to acquire

the necessary court orders and payment records.

Analysis: staff must analyse the documents to identify the data

elements required for the computation and any facts barring or

influencing the computation, e.g. lack of provision for payment

through the court, joint custody and periodic relief from the payment

obligation, e.t.c.

Recording (inputting) data:

a. IGentify the case (payee, payor, children).

b. Identify the order for support used for the camputation (state and
county of jurisdiction, order number).

c. Identify the terms of the order (payment amount and frequency).

d. Identify individual payments which have been made.

Calculate the arrearage (if any):

a. Compute the total amount of the obligation which should have been paid.

b. Compute the total amount actually paid.

c. Compute the remaining amount past-due - the arrearage.
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We
the

1.5 hours per), would

the new arrears computation method (at
to 120, a 334 re-

have reduced production from 180 attempts
duction in numbers of cases actually computed.
15 days X & hours/day X 2 staff = 180 hours @ 1 hr/attempt
180 attempts.

@ 1.5/hrs./attempt

15 days X 6 hours/day X 2 gtaff = 180 hours
= 120 attempts.

With added experience and use of the screen on FDSD, this cut
in production should reach a higher level. {t productivity on

ihe screen reached even 150%Z of the paper method, or 270 cases.

A drop from 270 to 120 would equal a production loss of 44%.

context with Program pro-

These figures have to he seen in

duction goals for wage assignaments and [RS/DOR  case sub-
missions. OQOur projection for the wage assignment wunit was 66
successful wage assiqnments per month, each one also submitbted

{o IRS/DOR, with an additional 46 cases per month suitable for

IRS/DVUR, but not for wage assignmenks. FEstimated collactions
at this ltevel, and at ihe 1wo reduced levels projecied above,

are:

Presenti level 33% reduction 447 reduclion
RS $166,320 $109,771 $ 93,139
W.A, $514,800 $339,768 $288,288
Total se81,120 $445,539° 77T $381,427

options at this point include:

Accepling a limitation on collections in return for a cleaner
work process.

Delaying implementation of 1lhe new form unti! CSI'A can afford
Lhe impact on collections,

Adding more siaff (which we haven't qot) 1o the Wage Assignment

Unit in very short order. This remedy may be diminished in ef -
fectiveness since we don't know what the capabitlities and re-
quirements of the automated system selected for CSEA will be.

need your gquidance in this matier, since so many forces ahove
Program Management Veam are involved,.

Mark Kessler: MIT

c.

Carolyn Schooler derry Ruiherford Hob Hydrick
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DISADVANTAGES:

While implementation of a single Program-wide arrears computation
there 15 @are associated

sheet has the advantages listed above,

cos ts

1.

Withouti an suiomated arrears computation screen in the new for-
mat, implementation of the ncw form means (hour~for-hour) foawer
computations than using the current

end-product arrears . .
manual ly-computed form in the old, simpler, format, and tewar
gtill than couid be produced using the currently available au-

tomated computation screen on FOsSD, which also uses the old
formatl. The new form has heen estimated to require 0% more
time to compute arrears on than the old paper form used by the
Program Development Section units (1.5 hours ingstead of one
hour), and perhaps 200% more time than the automated compuba-
tion screen which has been avaitabhle on the FDSD sysiem since
July 1984 (1.5 hours instead of one half hour). The vrelative
times—of~complelion are estimates by Mark Thomas, Pat tlolloway
and Mary Anderson, three of our most experienced staff in work-

ing with arrears computations.,

Yo support these estimates, we used as base data the production
of arrears computations by the Wage Assignmenti Unit staff. Two
FTE's{with one additional FIE conducting training) attempted
180 computations in the +three weeks from 3/31/86 throaugh
4/18/86, and accomplished 90 successful compukations. The re-
maining 90 altempts failed through deficiencies in the terms of
the court orders, lack of adequate records and other external

factors.

180 attempts /7 15 workdays = 12 atiempis per workday / 2 staff
/ & working hours (1.5 devoted to filing, meetings, consulta-
tions, etc.) = 1 hour, on the average, per attempt. We are as-
suming that each successful attempt takes one hour, and that
time devoted to unsuccessful altempts does not relate to this
present calculation.

Thece computations are performed both on paper and on the com-
putation screen on FDSD, each worker choosing one medium or khe
other hased on their sense of confidence and experience level.
lhe average times above represent primarily the paper medium,
Mary Anderson of PCU, with hundreds of hours experience with
the screen computation melbhod, estimates that the auntomated
version requires one half the time of a paper computation,
since the computer adds the columns of fiqures, multiplies Lthe
months times the obligation amount, etc, and subtracts the
sub-total for payments from the sub--total for obligations.
This eliminates all the time devoted to simple math required on
paper. A screen computation would thus average half an hour.

Fven working exclusively witih the data from the buse period un-
der consideration, which relates to the one hour paper method,
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full appropriation for in-house expenditure, {a fund the pro-

gram,

Now, however, tihe application of thouse appropriatled fundu i s
being reconsidered, as well as 2 wide range of potentially ex-
pensive changes to the Program. It may mno longer be scceptable
to aim for a bare minimum achievement of our submission qoal to
1RS. Demonstrating this new situation is the support for the

Wage Assignment Uni t.
Presented below are figures suggesting that implementation of thise

new form will, as we have always known, involve 3 significant labor
cost. SHA needs your quidance in the present circumstances as to

whether that cost is affordabie.
ADVANTAGES TO IMPLEMENTING THE NEW FORM:

The advantagqes of using a common computation format from the  wvery

start of the process in USEA lie in the following nreas:
1, Many laler asclions now call for iransfer of the arrecars data to

other paper forms, such as the C8-020C, or recomputation of the
figqures under different rules for distribution of a collection.
A common format eliminates the labor requirement and error po-
{ential involved in tlhese transfers of information between
forms and recomputations. large quantikties of Lime in Distrib-
utions would be saved by removing the need to re-work the
arrearage computation form in a more dektailaed tormat than it
was f{and currently is) computed in at the "front end"” of the
CSFA process.

On the assumption that SIMUN would include this form in an au-
tomated environment and use the data generated by ik, the new
worksheet would vastly simplify conversion to SIMON,

N

3. The new format, with its greater detail, is more helpful when
we have 1o discuss our computations with AP's, their counsel or
the courts. The quick(er) method P.D. units now use is less
detailed, and harder to defend as & result. The amount of time
spent now on defending these computations would be greatiy re-
duced with a more detailed computatlion. :

4. Implementation of the form is included in our workplans cur-
rently published to the Governor's lTechnical Review Committee

in an effort to demonstrate that CSEA is “cleaning up” its
over-all process for qreater efficiency in distributing funds.
Inclusion of +this item addresses one of the more significant

points raised in the OCSE Management Analyst's vreport, which
the Technical Review Committee will bhe aware of.
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T0: Linda Moore DATE: April 28th, 1986

Assistani Director
DAFCS - 923%2A

\ fr#
FROM: Mark Kessler
Acting Program Dev. Sec. Mgr.
CSEA - 71748A

SUBJECT: Impact of New Arrears Compuiation Sheets

workplan for the distribution of tihe backlagged

Program Suppoart's
arrears

AFDC collections in CSEA involves implementalkion of a new
workshecet. Program Development has been involved in the develop-
ment of this sheet since last October, and supported ils implemen-
tation al the earliest possible date, for the reasons listed below
as "Advantages”. 1 have some concarns, howaver, which must be
raised in light of all that has happened sinca we made the decision

to implement this form.

ASSUMPTIONS:
We daveloped this form with several hasic assumplions in mind:

{. SIMON would be CSFA's automated system, and the design of S TMON
in-house guarantead that the principles involved in the new ar-
rears computaton process would bhe reflected in SIMUON's
data-record structure for storage and retrieval of the detailed
data for the whole work-up, and that SIMON would have input
screens akin to the one now availahlie on TDSH 1o automatically

perform all the simple math involved as a time-saver and error
reducer. The assumption ithat SIMON will even he the system we
implement now seems Lo be up in the air, let alone the

delivery-date of specific SIMON applicatlions auvtomating this
function. '

2. MWhile Program funding was tight even hack in Ociober, 1he po-
tential for a State appropriation was still there, and we had
no intention of aiming any of those funds outl to the counties.
As a result, we in Program Development determined that the
added time-cost to complete each of these forms {(discussed un-
der "Disadvantages" Dbelow) would in fact decrease our produc-
tivity for new JRS cases and possibly our submission caseload,
but not so much as to seriously undercut Lhe submission goal we
had set for planning purposes of 8,000 AFDC cases. That sub-
mission goal scamed sufficient at the time, counpled with ‘bhe



Automated Arrearages

greater productivity in those areas, generating more collections income.
The design of this spreadsheet and the interfaces with FDSD and PADIS
will advance the progress of our over-all automation process by giving
the design staff an operational model to replicate rather than a theoretical
design concept.

The over-all productivity of the program should increase because the
speed with which the arrearage information will be updated by the
interconnection of PADIS, the P.C.'s and FDSD will remove timeliness
barriers at many points in the workflow, and eliminate errors caused

by out-dated information.

In the wident sense, this new technology, for that is what the proposal
amounts to, will result in a significant imprbvement of the services
provided by CSEA to both the public directly (the custodial parents)

and indirectly (by increasing AFDC recovery).

|



Automated Arrearages

transfer of payment data onto paper ledgers, and the manual computation of the
impact on the arrearage. If a similar electronic transfer of the resulting
arrearage data to the FDSD system can be achieved, the remaining time-consumer
in the Delinquency Control Unit will be gone, the transfer of the data from the
paper ledger into the FDSD system. Automation of these two tasks would thus

free six F.T.E.'s for re-assignment (or actually a return to) the task of

calculating arrearages.

COST/BENEFIT:

Mr. McLaughlin of the Governor's team estimated that for seven PC's and three

printers (paralleled between P.C.'s) of about $20,000 under existing state

contracts are needed.

At $20,000, and using the time-tested factor of $210 collected per AFDC case
submitted to IRS/DOR, we would only need to process 95 more cases between

now and submission in September, over and above the number we could submit
without this automated support, to pay for the hardware. That would give us

all the other benefits, in terms of ongoing efficiencies, "for free." A summary
of the ongoing benefits would include:

1. Elimination of manual payment posting and arrearage maintenance in

DCU, with attendant reducitons in human error.

2. Next-day interchange of payment information with PADIS, providing
Distributions with up-to-date arrearage data in-theformat they need,
greatly reducing labor costs and errors in that functiom.

3. Increased efficiency in staff allocation--"finding" six FTE, for

an ongoing arrearage calculation function. Availability of this

service to other units such as Wage Assignment and E/E will have

unknown but major time-savings benefits, and provide clear, detailed,

and mathematically accurate data in support of their casework assignments.

4. The time saved in the Wage Assignment and E/E units will translate into

1+




Automated Arrearages

requires much more detail than the current "quick" method. The attached
position paper explains why this new format must be adopted, and provides an
estimation of the additional processing time which will be required for the
Delinquency Control, Wage Assignment and Establishment /Enforcement staff to do
these computations on paper. In return for the inc4eased detail, there will

be a significant cost in added preparation time.

If the staff available for arrearage computations is already insufficient, and
the computation takes even more time to do, case by case, than at present, then
the gap between the number of cases computed and the number requiring computation

can only increase unless a) more staff are added, or b) some other solution is

found to the problem.

SOLUTION:

A logical option to investigate is the automation of the new computation method.
Discussions with the Governor's team indicate that indeed there are viable optioms
for automating this task in very short order and for a modest expenditure on
hardware, using inexpensive IBM-compatible personal computers and commercially-

available spread-sheet software such as LOTUS 1-2-3,

Even if this task can be automated so easily, who will run the P.C."'s? The
Governor's team dealing with the over-all CSEA automation project indicate

that it is also quite feasible to down-load payment information from PADIS
(where the Delinquency Control Unit currently gets its payment data on paper)
onto discettes, and load that data electronically into the arrearage worksheet,
automatically updating the arrearage balance. This capability would completely

eliminate the most time-consuming task in the Delinquency Control Unit, the manual

‘(;)




Automated Arrearages

To address this problem and a labor shortage in the area of wage assignment
preparation, a new Wage Assignment Unit was established March 31, 1986, to
compute arrearages on potential wage assignment cases and then process the cases
through the wage assignment routine. This unit, however, quickly determined
that many of the cases backlogged for arrearage computation either did not fit
the criteria for wage assignment or would require additional processing by

some other unit before that fact could be determined. This left the great bulk

AAAAAAAA ) iy

of the arrearage backlog untouched.

Additionally, the Distributions unit and the Establishment/Enforcement units
compute arrearages. The Distributions unit is working off several million
dollars in undistributed funds. The collectors in the Establishment/Enforcement
units are fully occupied in working out the problems in cases which are being
protested by obligor/taxpayers. The collectors recompute the arrearages On

cases already past the stage where the 979 cases are backlogged.

PROBLEM 2:

In addition to this labor shortage which prevents the computation of arrears on
numerous cases, to the general detriment of the child support program, those
computations which are currently being done by the Delinquency Control, Wage
Assignment and Establishment/Enforcement staff are done in a "quick" format
which is not usable by the Distributions staff, who must completely re-calculate

the figures in finer detail in order to distribute the collected funds.

As part of the work-plan for distributing the backlogged collections, a new
arrearage computation format was developed for implementation at the "front end"
of the CSEA workflow to eliminate this duplication of effort and facilitate the

distribution of the backlogged funds. The new computation format, however,

|ro
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Automated Arrearage Computation

In a child support case, a critical piece of information is the amount of past=-due

’

support which must be collected in addition to the "current support"” due each
month or each pay-day. Without this information, several enforc;ment remedies
mandated by the federal government and part of any effective child support program
cannot be implemented at all, or cannot be implemented effectively. The IRS/DOR
tax refund intercept process, for example, is tied exclusively to arrearages.

Wage assignments cannot include more than the current support amount without

this information, and periodic notices to the obligee are limited to a statement
of the current amount due and without this information. Furthermore, agencies
cannot be informed of the debt, to hinder the obligors borrowing power, and

judgments cannot be obtained with which to file liens, attach property or

garnish assets.

PROBLEM 1:

CSEA currently does not have sufficient staff to compute the arrearage on 979
cases backlogged with a status code which says, "Court documents in file, needs

arrears computation.”" An estimated 135 new cases are added to this group monthly.

The Delinquency Control Unit (DCU) was originally assigned responsibility for
computing arrearages on all new cases, and maintaining those balances on an
ongoing basis to insure their accuracy. They performed these tasks on so many
cases, however, that the currently-manual task of posting payments and updating
arrearage balances on existing cases swamped the unit. The can no longer

compute arrearages On nhew cases.



By these same individuals and actual trairing will be conducted by the
appropriate staff ( e.g., CSEA managers, DOA Data Center staff).

SOFTWARE /HARDWARE REGUIREMENTS

Software: DBASE III PLUS
DOSs Z. 1@

Hardware: &4 IBM/PC-AT's with €42k RAM, 2@ ME hard disk,
math coprocessor, color monitor,
no-glare screen, ITT 75 75 Board
for communication with the host.

1 OKIDATA 241@ printer
1 switch box for printer hooked to 4 terminals

4 fifteen foot coaxial cables

[ary

Furniture: printer stand and cover

4 micro—computer tables

(]



AUTOMATION OF ARREARAGE CALCULATION IN PHOENIX OFFICE

APPROACH

An operatonal manager withinm the CSEAR structure approached the
project leaders of the Management and Automation groups of the
Goverrnior's Technical Review Team with a proposal to centralize and
antomate the computation of arrearage figures. (See attached papers
regarding gustificatior for the proposal.)

Given the duplicatiom of this activity throughaout the
coganization, this is a perfect opportunity to have a considerable
impact utilizing a micro-computer application. It is recommended
that these efforts be centralized in one unit composed of DCU, wage
assignment, and cowt order unit persormel. Everi with automation,
much of the preparatory work would still be manual (e.g., reading
court orders, establishing payment history, etc.). As such, persornel
irn this view unit would be split betweer preparing documents and the
actual input of the data to the computer. It has been estimated that
there is an initial backlog of approximately 13,002 cases in need of
arrvears calculation, On a contirnuing basis, maintenance of this
activity will reqguire probably one-third of the resources required
initially.

INBUTS = PROCESSES guUTPUTS

Irnputs to this system will come from two sources: 1) case record
initialization (of the backlog) through an extract of the FDSD
database downloaded through & communications link to the a personal
computer, 2) manuwal input of remaining data to these records, and 3)
input of the entire case record for riew (including some backlogged)

cacses.

Processing of the data, i.e., computation of arrearages and
associated balances, will be handled through a PC-based applicatiom
developed by a DOAR Data Center arnalyst utilizing DERSE IITI PLUS
software. Orce the critical data elements have been entered the
program will calculate the arrears automatically.

As documented in the attached papers, a number of units within
the organization will utilize the cutput of this process. In the
Enforcement, DCU and Distribution units these figures will provide the
basis for much of their activity (which currently requires manual
calculation perhaps several times for the same case). Once the
arrearage figure is established by this system, it will be input to
PADIS which is capable of maintaining the correct balance once it has
been initialized. Once a case is initialized on PARDIS, it ecan be
purged from the PC system and archived to a dated diskette. As soon
as +the backlag is reduced the monthly input to this system will
reguire few rescurces to continue operation.

PROCEDURES/TRARINING

Operaticornal procedures and corresponding documentatiom will ©be
developed by CSER middle manmagement in consultation with the Technical
Feview Team staff. The recessary training materials will be compiled




BETSEY BAYLESS

BRUCE BABBITT
DIRECTOR

GOVERNOR

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

800 WEST WASHINGTON, ROOM 201
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007

May 13, 1986

Ms. Linda Moore
Assistant Director
DES/ACYF

1400 W. Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Ms. Moore:

Please find attached a brief description of a proposal to
automate calculation of arrears on 1IV-D cases in the Phoenix office of
CSEA. As the documentation indicates, this manual activity is very
time-consuming and functions throughout the organization are dependent
on the information. We feel that a micro-computer based application
can be brought up very quickly with significant results. We will be
moving quickly to bring this activity on-line but believe it important
to keep you briefed regarding the direction of our effort. We plan to
initiate purchasing of the softvare and hardvare tomorrow morning.
Please contact me if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

Sheila Ainlay, Ph.D.
Management Consultant

SA:tn



CREL PLANMED SYSTEM

The dearth of detailed documertation on the system design
prevents a clear and objective evaluation of it vis-a-vis thece
reguiremnents. It is simply impossible to determine in any systematic

marmer what reporting requirements will be satisfied.

Evernn though we are unable to assess the detail of the plarmmed
system, wone finding is urnmistakable -- the system was designed to
sustain a state-administered and operated program structure.
Interface between the counties and the state would rnot be supported by
the plarrned system.

ALTERNETIVE ACTIONS AND CONSEQUENCES

< Implement system as designed -- Due to lack of documentation, the
primary consequernce of this action is unknown, i.e., there is nc
wsy to predict with any certainty whether or not  federal and

state requirements would be supported by the system. More
importantly, the inattentiorn to county interface requirements
precludes implementation of the desigred system as a viable

alternative.

Implement system ac desigrned with county interface retrofitting
-~ This alternative is as dangeraous as the previous one because
it assumes the system as desigred will meet all federal and state
requirements, and that developmernt of necessary interfaces with
the counties will be feasible.

o] Clearly define ard document systemic reguirements vis-a-vis
federal-state—-county interfaces, examine other state systems in
terns of  importation. If necessary, develop system design
gocumentation and proceed with development. The negative
monsequence  of this action is that previous development efforts
snd expenditures may have been in vain. However, this aptiaon
dogs ensure that the system developed will meet all  interface
reguiremnents.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Proceed with the last alternative delirneated abave.

X



SYSTEM DESIGN VIS—A—-VIS
FEDERAL-STATE—COUNTY
INTERFACE REQUIREMENTS
ISSUE = DOES THE CSEA PLANNED AUTOMATED SYSTEM MEET FEDERAL -
STATE~COUNTY INTERFACE REQUIREMENTS ACCORDING TO THE
DESIGN DOCUMENTATION?

FEDERML REGHIREMENMTS

The DOCSE requires states, and through them their local entities,

ts report  program expenditures as well as caseloads, location and
e=tablishment/ernforcement efforts, and collection and distribution
dollars on a quarterly basis. This information is wutilized to

determine the federal reimbursement to each state for administrative
costs and the incerntive amount based on the ratic of collections to
expernditures. While some of these data would rnot be stored as a part
of a programmatic  automated system  (e.g., equipment prchases),
certainly all programmatic activity reporting could be automated.

1r addition to weporting, there are several more dirvect ways that
states and local entities interface with federal entities. In
attempting t= locate absent parents, the Federal Parent Locator
Service (FPLS) is contacted for any such information available through
federal databases (e.g.; IRS, VA). The cother primary contact is with
tti  IRS to intercept tax refunds foom parents delinguent in support
payment. Both of these can arnd should utilize automated interfaces.

STATE-COUNTY REQUIREMENTS

The reporting required by the state from counties 1is driven
primarily by those federal reguirements. The state is ultimately
responsible  for  providing information to the OCSE regarding child
support enforcement whether the state or the counties work a given
casea.

The decisian has besn made to move toward a state-
administered/county—operated program structure. This will require a
cerntralized database which contains information necessary for federal
reporting as well as for interfacing with the FPLS and the IRS.
fdditionally, the centralized database should ernable inter—county
interfacing and provide for a central processing point for intra-state
enforcemert such as DOR and UIC intercept.

Arn optimal county-operated structure would require that case-
tracking, monitoring, collection, and disbursement be marnaged by the
counties. A=  such, the database structure of each county’s system
woid require the detail ard ccmplexity necessary for thesa
responsibilities. The database maintained by the state, through
transmission  from the counties to the state, wonld  reguire  only
skeletal case records with gross collection, arrearage, arid
disbhursement data for each case.




RECOMMENDED ACTION

Upon adoption of a formal development strategy (i.e., importation
or new gystem development), the same key player(s) should be made
responsible and held accountable for producing a comprehensive
automation plan that includes these critical elements as well as the
host of others such as programming requirements and testing schedules.

]



EVALUATION OF PRESENT AUTOMATION PLAN
RE = CONVERSION, TRAINING, ORGANIZATIONAL

NEEDS AND IMPLICATIONS

CSEA AUTOMATION PLAN

The only documentation in existence which in any way approaches
a "CSEA Automation Plan" is a DES action plan. This "plan" specifies
action steps, timetables, responsibilities and completion dates.
There is not any backup documentation which specifies the detail of
each action step, however. Of +the three issues «-- conversion,
training, and organizational needs -- only conversion is addressed in
any way by these action steps. The absence of any detailed,
narrative, plan precludes an objective evaluation of the adequacy of
these action steps for accomplishing conversion. Although conversion
is addressed, albeit sketchily, neither +training of operational
personnel nor the organizational implications of the planned
automation have been considered at all.

AN AUTOMATION PLAN

Once a comprehensive definition of requirements and the
appropriate system design document have been produced, and a decision
has been made regarding importation vs. a new system development
effort, the next step should be the development of a detailed
automation plan. Obviously, this plan should include detailed
requirements in the areas of necessary reorganization, data conversion
processes, and operational training.

The organizational needs and implications would be derived
through a thorough systems design effort and be documented in a GSD.
The automation plan would delineate the tasks, timeframes, and
responsible parties involved in implementing the necessary
organizational changes. The data conversion part of the automation
plan should specify the contents of each type of manual record to be
converted, the corresponding volumes, and the actual human and/or

electronic processes required for each type of record conversion. In
addition, this part of the plan should identify the resources
necessary to accomplish conversion in the required timeframe.

Finally, +the automation plan should delineate the training which will
be required for program personnel to operate and manage the gystem.
Training plans should provide for the development of training
materials (e.g., operational manuals), identification of training
requirements at the different levels throughout the organization, and
actual training schedules. The schedules should be determined
according to the amount of training needed at each level, the
personnel required to conduct the training, and the numbers of
employees who will require training.




ALTERNATIVES

(=]

Continue with planned development given federal approval of the
revised APD. |
Develop a s8ystem design document which encompasses county
requirements, addresses a preferred operational system and
includes significant input from all user groups. Proceed
with devélopment based on this system documentation.

Prepare a comprehensive list of requirements, examine other
recommended state systems per these requirements, and import

another state’s system with necessary customization.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

1.

Assign to appropriate DES personnel the regpongibility for
developing a comprehensive list of requirements within the next
3 - 4 weeks. These requirements should include specific federal,
state, and county programmatic, legal and interface requirements.
Once these requirements have been documented, re-evaluate the
efficacy of importing some other state’s system.

If no other state system can be found to meet Arizona’'s
requirements sufficiently, proceed with the development of a GSD
for a comprehensive statewide system which encompasses all

entities’ requirements.

n




ISSUE: PLANNED CSEA AUTOMATED SYSTEM

FINDINGS

(=]

The system, as developed, assumes a state-administered and state-
operated configuration. As such, county needs and requirements
wvere not addressed during system development.

The system was developed based on the current manual operations

and workflow. Necessarily, the operatics v in CSEA will
change dramatically with automation. There was no attempt made
to develop a preferred operational system and then to develop an
automated system that would support it.

The lack of documentation preéludes a clear and objective
evaluation of the system design vs. requirements.

The system was developed with minimal input from the entire range
of users. The absence of documentation prohibits a thorough
review by users to determine whether the system meets all
programmatic needs.

PADIS, the payments and distribution prototype, has received poor
reviews from both internal and external systems experts, yet this
is to be the centerpiece of the new system.

The federal OCSE representative suggested a major redirection of
effort and reduction in scope for the state’s CSEA automated
system.

The federal representative and an external expert suggested

several other state systems which may wvell meet Arizona’s needs

without a great deal of additional development.




ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC SECURITY

Bruce Babbitt 1717 WEST JEFFERSON + PHOENIX, ARIZONA s P.O. BOX 6123 88008 Douglas X. Patifio

GOVERNOR DIRECTOR

MAY 3 0 iC36

Mr. Sam Thurmond

Department of Administration
800 W. Washington, Room 201
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Mr. Thu :
/

We have received your letter of May 15, 1986, regarding

the development of an 1115 waiver request to demonstrate
the viability of implementing a captitation based "bounty"
for IV-D case collections. DES is interested in pursuing
such a request and has identified resources to assist in
the development of the request. We are in the process of
completing the waiver materials you shared with Linda Moore.

We will appreciate whatever assistance you can provide to
us.

Sincerely,

b o8 Phoes

Bette DeGraw
Deputy Director

BD:mgr



If on the other hand you all conclude that this route is not
viable please feel free toc make that call. As soon as I receive the
1115 waiver kit I will transmit it to Ms. Moore.

;; nc:erelyS ! :

Sam Thurmond

Attachments

ST:tn



BRUCE BABBITT BETSEY BAYLESS
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
800 WEST WASHINGTON, ROOM 201
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007

May 15, 1986
Ms. Bette DeGraw, Ms. Linda Moore,
Deputy Director Assistant Director
Arizona Department of Aging, Family & Children
Economic Security Services Division
1717 West Jefferson Arizona Department of
Phoenix, AZ 85007 Economic Security

1400 West Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Ms. DeGraw and Ms. Moore:

Please find attached a paper by Dr. Ainlay *Evaluation of Present
Automation Plan" pertaining to IV-D automation issues. This paper
guccinctly frames the elements of a preferred automation plan and
provides a summary of the current automation plans.

Alsc attached is a paper, also authored by Dr. Ainlay,
»Automation of Arrearage Calculation in Phoenix Office" sets forth a
strategy for using micro-computers (have been ordered and will be
installed today) in the establishment of a "bible point® for arrearage
administration.

One additional matter that I want to bring to your attention
pertains to the possibility of securing an 1115 waiver (SECTION 111535
of the Social Security Act) to demonstrate the wviability of
implementing a capitation based "bounty" for IV-D case collections in
lieu of the current administrative matching and incentive system, both
encumbered with rather onerous record keeping and reporting
requirements. I have requested an 1115 waiver kit from the HHS Office
of Research and Demonstrations and should receive it by the end of
next week.

I am recommending that you all identify resources within DES that

can develop this waiver request. I have shared this concept with the
Governor as vwell as some county representatives and I believe 1it’'s
fair to say that a most favorable attitude exists. I will be

available to an extent to have initial dialogue with wvhatever
regource(s) you identify, but don’t plan on developing the waiver
request myself.



ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC SECURITY

Bruce Babbitt 1717 WEST JEFPERSON ¢+ PHOENIX, ARIZONA + P.C. BOX 6123 85008 Douglas X. Patifio

GOVERNOR ' DIRECTOR

MAY 2 O 3036

Mr. Sam Thurmond

Department of Administration
800 West Washington, Room 201
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Dear Mr. Thu :

In response to your letter of May 12, 1986, we concur with your
finding that DES could greatly profit from the services of an
expert IV-D systems analyst. We have contacted Mr. Bob Williams,
IBM, and other states to assist us in locating a suitable
individual. We plan to establish a task force, as you suggest,
with the identified person as lead.

We will inform you as soon as an individual can be jdentified and
arrangements made for a briefing.

Sincerely,

focec®

Bette DeGraw
Deputy Director

BD:LM:vg



BETSEY BAYLESS

BRUCE BABBITT
DIRECTOR

GOVERNOR

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

800 WEST WASHINGTON, ROOM 201
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007

May 12, 1986

Ms. Bette DeGraw, Deputy Director
Arizona Department of Economic Security
1717 W. Jefferson

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Ms. DeGraw:

This will follow-up on ocur meeting of May 6, 1986 wherein Dr.
Ainlay and Mr. Froelich provided a briefing on their findings relating
to the planned CSEA automation system. Please find attached a follow-
up paper by Dr. Ainlay pertaining to this subject.

In our earlier meeting we made some specific recommendations and
one in particular I would reiterate at this time is for DES to employ
the services of an expert systems analyst that could plot the future
course of IV-D automation. Qur view is rather straight forward - you
don’t have such an individual in DES. This individual should possess
a strong background as a systems analyst, a thorough knowledge of IV-
D, and be able to interface and project manage tasks with federal,
state and county interests and above all be intellectually honest. We
recommend that this person lead a DES task force to get this effort on
the right track and that the emphasis be on the systemic framework of
the 1IV-D program and not exclusively on the technical automated

components.

Identifying such an individual admittedly, is difficult. We
suggest contacting the regional office and MNr. Bob Williams (303-863-
0S00) for potential leads. Whether you hire someone on your staff or
choose to contract we believe will be conditioned on the individual.
We strongly recommend, under any circumstance, that the person operate
as a special project directly out of the Director’s office and not out
of ODA or the IV-D program.

We have approximately one month left on our agenda and it would

be to the Department’s advantage to have such an individual and a
designated DES task force in place to build upon our efforts.

. ncerﬂm

Sam T. Thurmond

Attachment

ST:tn
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INFORMATION SOURCES: LOCATICN/ENFORCEMENT

SUMMARY

The decision to decentralize casework to county offices will
necessitate the enhancement of information sources avail;ble to county
staff for Location, Establishment and Enforcement activities. Figure
31 depicts the type information sources, supporting a County operated
IV-D program and calls for direct data access wherever possible
between the county and the information sources required to locate
absent parents - and enforce court orders. Another option is for =&
small rural county subcontracting with a larger county for computer
locate services.

For some information sources, (e.g., FPLS), where regulatory or
procedural requirements of the information provider require & single
access point, CSEA should act as =2 conduit for access, receiving
inquiries from the counties, merge %them for batch transmission toc the

information providers, and distribute the responses to the counties.

Depencing on the strategic decisions by management, CSEA may have
to maintain the same access, for operational purposes, as the
contracting counties for coverage of non-contracting counties. Thisg
entity diagram illustrates the contrast in the State vs. count:

options for handling Casework.

POTENTIAL DRAWBACKS

If CSEA does indeed play a central role in facilitating access o
information not currently available to the counties (or not available
in as convenient a medium as it is to CSEA) then face a major demand

for administrative resources could be placed on CSEA to serve in this

lisison role. Su=h reszources are not currently available.




EENEFITS

1. Contributes substantially to the decired state of a county-
operated program.

2. Consolidates case work at the local (county) level.

3. Consolidates case responsibility at the local (county) level.

4. Reduces case handling time by eliminating the step of first
referring the IV-A cases to CSEA.

S. Increases county participation in overall program operations with
potential for increasing AFDC collecti&ns.

TMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

Implementation cf direct referrals on IV-A cases wvill regquire
coordination between CSEA, county entities and the 1IV-A program.
Steps required for implementation are:

1. Provide to individual counties information on projected IV-A referral

workloads for that jurisdiction.

Coordinate between CSEA, IV-A and counties to develop the direct

[\

referral procedure.

4t the county level, identify staff needs for cease intake and

[N

screening unit, hire additional staff, and arrange for space and

equipment for additional staff.
4. Concurrent with #3 above, develop and implement county interface
vith statewide case-tracking system.

Identify training needed by county, IV-A and CSEA staff on the

o

nev referral system.
6. Conduct necessary training sessions.

7. Develop cost reimbursement protocol for reimbursing county
expenses and provide necessary budget schedules.

8. Moniicr and evaluaie new system.
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B Assist the county with other IV-A interface areas of concern
(e.g., IV-A/IV-D policy clarifications, IV-4A informaticn
inquiries, etc., by being an intermediary with CSEA; and

B Be = CSEA resource person to a county.

As previously mentioned, the statevide automated case-tracking system
would be a key factor in the desired state. The statewide csystem
would provide for the following:

1. Cross-indexing of applicant/recipient to identify mwulti-county
referrals as applicant/recipients move between county
jurisdictions within the State. This is needed to avoi
duplicate and possibly conflicting case actions among counties.

2. Cross-indexing of absent parents to assist counties in
cocordinating case actions against various absent parents on
behalf of a single applicant recipient.

In the absence of a statewide automated system, a county would
need +to have & manual centralized "intake" arez to perferm the
activities currently performed by the CSEA Intake File Room. In such
casese the county wculd alsc have telephone contact with other Arizocna
jurisdictions to identify rexisting"” cases S0 that they could
appropriately transier cases and/or disseminate information.

POTENTIAL DRAWBACKS

1. Integration of the statewide system into county operations will
involve considerable effort, including modifications o existing
systems, development of procedures and training. These factcors
will require 1lead time prior to implementation of the direct
referral process.

2. Diminishes State role of AFDC case operations and relies soclely
on strength of contractual agreements to ensure that counties

carry out responsibilities in an effective manner.
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identify, scort and process all incoming IV-A referrals and
subsequent case correspondence and/or inguires. This central
intake approach not only helps to minimize duplicate case
activities but also expedites IV-D services to be provided. In
the present state, the CSEA Intake/File Room Unit is the central
intake point Zfor the IV-A referrals. This unit performs the
following tasks:

B Screen all referrals for consistency of information, returning
those with major omissions to IV-A.

B Identify r"existing"” cases and merge alli into one.

B Assess the referrals for court order information, filing the
Assignment of Rights to Support with the appropriate court,
regardless of its nationwide geographic location.

B Provide +the case records, and later all subsequent case
related correspondence and/or inguiries, to all concerned IV-D

components.

nsfer cases between jurisdictions whenever an AR’s plzce c
residence changes.

Quality assurance/quality control process are a means of ensu
that "quality" referral are received from the IV-A entity.
desired gquality assurance mechanism would allow for an immedizle

ideriificaticn cof referrals received with insufficient recipien’

or absent psrent data to begin case vork. CSEA currently hss
ctzff cut-stationed in certain IV-A4 offices +o enhance the
guality of informetion contained on IV-A referral forms. This

.

desired state diagram identifies another option for gualit
assurance on referrals - the out-stationing of CSEA liaison staff
in the county entity. CSEA liaison staff would:

B Qr the IV-A referrels and identify the "trouble spote”

g Identify and/or arrange for training or other technical
assistance that mzy be needed;
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COUNTY Iv-A& REFERRARL PROCESS/COUNTY PROCEES3INME OF REFCRERA

SUMMARY

Figure 29 depicts the desired state for the IV-4& referral

function. In the desired state, the system would be decentralized

with referrals flowing from the IV-A entity directly to the countiy

entity. Also Figure 30 depicts the desired state by vutilizing =a
statevide automated case tracking system centralized in CSEA with

counties accessing the statewide system in order to perform their

operational responsibilities. The diagrams assume that all

operaticrzal

K

counties are under contract, that most if not aill

responsibilities have been transferred to the counties, and that CZEA

remains responsible for overall program administrative functions. It
should be emphasized that the statewvide automated case-tracking systenm

is & key factor in the overall desired state of an effective state

a

administer=sd - county operated program.
For the purpose of these diagrams, "County" relates to a eingle
Arizona jurisdiction, not =all Arizona counties collectively.

Additionally, "County” relates to no cne specific entity within the
County, ( i.e., County Attorney or Clerk of the Court). Therefore,
once 211 duties are identified and assigned tc a2 County, it ig ail ‘1he
discreticn of the county as to where and to whom the responsibilities
vill be allocated within thast entity. The State will obviously assist
the counties in understanding the scope of work and communication
processes.

The direct referral system should provide for a centralized case

intake pecint within each county entity and for a quélity assurance

process on referral received. Rationale for these recommendations is

as follows:

1. 4 central intake point in each couniy is needed tc receive,

11e




CSEA, identify funding for any new positions, ectablieh and
any new peceiticons.

Develop reference materials for use in providing information
in referring inguires/complaints to county entities.

Conduct training for CSEA information and referral staff.

t-o
[y
@]

and



as the Governor’s Office, elected officials, the media or Legal Aid.
In these special handling situations, CSEA obtains the necessary
information from the county and provides the response rather +than
referring the inquiry/complaint to the county for response.
POTENTIAIL DRAWBACKS

1. Significant staff time may have to be spent in screening
inquiries/complaints to determine appropriate handling-direct
response or referral to another entity - depending on the nature
of the complaint.

5. External entities may feel that CSEA is not being responsive when
they are referred to the county entity rather than being given =&
direct response to their inguiry/complaint.

BENEFITS
1. Provides for CSEA as the source for general program information.

Provides for responses to inquires or complaints on specific

8

cases directly by the entity responsible for the aspect of cacse
processing that is in question.

2. Provides for follow-up as needed on inquires/complaints referred
to county entities.

4. Recognizes that special handling may be needed for inguiries anc
complainte received from certain sources.

ITMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

CSEA will continue to receive some volume of requests for program
information and inquires/complaints on specific cases. Implementation
of =z county operated program requires the following actions:

Reach agreement with each county entity on how the

[

inquiry/complaint referral process should be handled.

Determine appropriate staffing level (number and classification

r)

of positions) for the information and referral function within
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Governor's office, Legal Aid,
state or federsl elected repre-

special handling inquiries/
complaints received by CSEA from
sentativas or the media.

* This set of transactions reflects
certain entities such as the

INTERESTED PARTY

TION (M REFERRA FUNCTIO

(X 8]

(NN
0 S Wy
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é Information Provided
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| 1) Case Inguirv or >.
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|2) Request for Case \“s\
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INT RMATICYN AND REFERRAL

SUMMARY

Figure Z& depicts the transactions in responding to requests for
program information and to inquiries or complaints on specific cases.
The diagram assumes that all counties are under contract and are
handling NPA cases and all AFDC cases. It alsoc assumes that county
entities have wmost if not all cperational responsibility for case
handling.

The entity identiified as "Interested Party" represents the variety
of sources from which inquiries may be received dincluding: absent
parent or legal counsel, applicant/recipient or legal counsel, private
citizens, employers, the Governor's 0ffice, elected officials, the
media, DES Client Advocate, advocacy groups and Legal Aid.

The diagram reflecis that CSEA will respond directly to requests

for general program information. This will include information on hLow
child support enforcement se:r:ices can be accessed in specific local
areas. For inquiries or complaints on specific cases, CSEA will

respond directly if the matter relates to designated areas of CSE-
responsibility and will refer to county entities those matter which
relate to county operational responsibilities. The set of
trznsactions identified include optional transactions in which CSEA
does follow up with the county entiity on ingquires/complaints referred
to the county for response. These transactions may be required when
CSEA receives a follow-up contact from a party initially referred to
the county indicating that the county did not respond or that the
county’s response was inadequate or otherwise unsatisfactory.

4 final =set of transactions reflects the special handling cf

inquiries or complaints received from certain interested parties such



IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGITIES

The number of counties to be audited will be almost doubled when
all counties are under contract. The scope of county audits will alsc
be expanded to encompass nev operational responsibilities. Internal
CSEA compliance reviews have not in the past been conducted on a
regular basis. The following action steps are necessary for
implementation:

i. Determine appropriate staffing level for function (number and
classification o©f positions), identity funding for any newv
positions, establish and £ill new positions, and provide
appropriate training for any new staff,

2. Coordinate with DMR Internal Audit entity to develop schedule for
conducting county financial and program compliance audits.

3. Conduct training and orientation sessions with counties not
previously under contract to provide information on
financial/compliance audit requirements and the established audit
resolution process.

4. Develop appropriate review formats and procedures to be used in
conducting CSEA internal compliance reviews and in the
formulztion of corrective action plans.

Coordinate with DMR Internal Audit entity to begin internal

18

audits of CSEA administrative and operational activities.
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distributionsrfunction. These sudits would be an additional tool for
identifying and correcting problems that could lead to federal audit
exceptions. .

Since the diagram displays only external transactions, it does not
reflect audit/compliance transactions taking place within CSEA. In
the desired state, the CSEA audit and compliance group would alsc be
responsible for conducting compliance reviews of CSEA activities to
identify potential problems and to recommend corrective action.

POTENTIAL DRAWBACKS

1. The desired state does not remove the present audit requirements
placed on county entities. If the counties’ dissatisfaction is
with the audit requirements themselves, the desired state would
not serve to improve State / county relationships in this case.

BENEFITS

1. Provides for continuing CSEA involvement in federal audit
activities which is in <concert with the State’s program

administration responsibility.

()

Recognizes continuing CSEA involvement in federal audit
activities which is in concert with the State’s program
administration responsibility.

Reduces potential for federal audit exceptions and/or compliance

)

issues by providing for internal audits of CSEA operations by the
DES Internal Audit as well as for compliance reviews of CSEA
operations by CSEA audit and compliance staff.

4., Improves county perceptions of State administration’s credibility
by dimposing audit requirements on the CSEA entity similar to

those imposed on county entities.
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IT & COMPLIANCE ARCTIVITIES

SUMMARY

Figure 27 depicts displays transactions in the desired state for
the audit and compliance function. The diagram assumes that =zall
counties are operating under contractual agreement with CSEA and that
county entities are handling NPA cases and AFDC cases. It is alsc
assumed that most if not a1l operational responsibilities have been
transferred to the county entities.

The +transactions displayed for the desired state are essentially
the =csame as the present state. Assuming that no changes occur in
mandated audit requirements, it is expected that audit transactions
with external entities will be basically the same regardless of
wvhether operational responsibilities are carried out by county
entities or by CSEA.

Transactions numbered 1 through 16 reflect federal avdit
activities. The next set of transactions numbered 1 through 1
reflect tate financial and program compliance audits of county
operationes. The frequency of audit transactions with county entitiesz
will increase proportionally when all counties are operating under
contractual agreementis. In addition, the scope of county audits will
have to be expanded to encompass the additional operationel
responsibilities Lhat have been transferred to the county.

The desired state diagram reflects an additional series of
transactions, numbered 1 through 4, wvith the Division 0Of Management
Reviev Internal Audit entity related to that entity conducting audites
cf CSEA cperations. Such audits by DES staff would be particularly

important if CSEAa is to retain part of all of the payments and

110




The Lenefits of having contracted counties either act as
clearing houses for non-contracting county orders or in some
cther manner handle the reporting responsibilities related to
those cecunties lies in maintaining as "clean" a division of
responsibility between State and counties as possible, to avoid

the problems irherent in duplication of structures at both

levels.

TMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

1.

)

Meetings between CSEA and the counties must continue, addressing
the needs for reporting and building consensus on a statewide
policy in this ares, covering not only federal reports but the
internal reports which ensure that casework is under control.
There is alsc a need for on-going refinement of the procedures
for gathering and ‘analyzing data for federal and internal
reporis, tr maximize the benefit derived from the effort put
into this process. Where possible, enhancements tc automated
systems ghould maintain a high priority on producing data to
meet thie gosl.

Countinuation of research into the cpticons svailsble for dsts
collectior from non-contracting ccunties needs to continue, witlh
the added invclvement of the contracting counties needs 1c
continue, with 1he added invelvement of the contracting counties

most likely to act for the State in that ares if they so decide.

Exploration of the viability of federal waivers (e.g.,  Section

1115) +to pursue azlternative systems to eliminate as much
adminictrative detail as possible (e.g., reporting!) in favor of
& capitated case reimbursement csystem.

[
(@)
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POTENTIAIL DRAWBACKS

1.

tJ

For federal reports, there should be relatively few problems for
the currently contracting counties to absorb the additional
reportiing requiremenis related to direct referral of AFDC cases,
though some enhancement of their procedures will be necessary.
The position of a federal-regquirements-only position by these
counties advocating this view is not tenable. Repcocrting
philosophies and control .of their in-operaticons by maintaining
internal managewent reports which are not part of +the federal
mandate is an important commitment.
Counties may have enough to do implementing the changes necessary
to coperate the child support program for their own constituentis
without attempting to handle business from neighbeoring counties.
Consolidation of data collection for federal reports at the
county level may be "cleaner”™ from the State’s perspective, but
may prove impractical from the county’s unless CSEA succeeds in

its avtomation efforts.

BENEFITS

1.

bl

Transfer of operastionzl responsibility to the countiez will
achieve & consolidation of casework which enhances the accuracy
and timeliness of data reported to OCSE.

Front-line responsibility for the success or failure of the
program, including the level of funding to sustain staffing in
both the State and county programs, wvill encourage the counties
Lo view necessary statistical reporting as an important tool in
their own management interest, rather than an oneroug burden

imposed by the State and federzsl governments.
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FEDERSL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

SUMMARY

Figure 26 depicts the reporting procedures necessary to obtain
reimbursement from the Federal Government. As a requirement for
claiming federal reimbursement of costs, IV-D agencies must providce
reporting data specified by the OCSE. A transfer of operational
responsibility to the counties, especially the direct referral of AFDC
cases from the AFDC program in DES to the counties wvould increase the
accountability reguired of the counties.

Currently, many counties take the position that no datz shsll bs
required of them other than explicitly wmandated by federsl
regulations. The basic reporting requirements will be determined irn
the contrazct development phase between the parties.

This omits the issue of internal management information. CSEA
will shortly begin the development of currently implementing a major
automation project to enhance iis ability to track snd report or the

£ )k
[

caselosd. With the success of the entire program in the hands of

1

counties, CSEA will need to ensure the implementation of effective

cace tracking procedures tc augment the "bare bones” data collected

kh

or federzl reporte.

The absence of IV-D contracts with many Arizona counties presents
o
i

zl=

an additicnal problem for CSES4, that of gathering this minimum
for the federzl reporis, relative tc those non-coniracting counties.
Among the options available are the establishment of a State-operated
"clearing house" for child support payments made on court orders irn
those counties, or some alternative arrangement operated by
nearhby, larger contracting counties. The possibilities of realizing

+the most ideal ogtion, contracts with all counties, will depend on

CSEA's performance, couniy reimbursement and system acce tance.
I3 4

-
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

In the desired state, the same group within CSEA would be
responsible for both development and implementation of federal / State
legislation and regulations. The strategies for this developmental
function would be similar to those identified for implementation of
new/revised legislation regulation with the following additions:

1. CSEA staff assigned this Responsibility may also need training on
the Arizona legislative process and on the State Administrative

Procedures Act requirements.

[\

Identify national interest/advocacy groups and develop or

stirengthen CSEA relationships with these entities.
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DEVELOPMENT OF FEDERAL/STATE LEGISLATION AND REGULATIONS
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DEVELOPMENT OF FEDERAL/STATE L_FEISLATION AND 7 SULSRTITNS

SUMMARY

Figure 25 depicts the type of trancsactions necessary for
development of State and federal legislation and regulations. The
diagram involves county entities in the development of State / local

positions relative to proposed federal legislation and regulations and

commenting directly to the federal entity on proposed federel
regulations. The diagram alsc reflects CSEA transactions w.th
Congressional representatives and various national inilerest groups (o
request support for State / local positions on proposed federal

legislation/regulations and to focus attenticn of these entities on
DCSE issues and concerns.

Also reflected in the diagram is involvement of county entities irn
developing State OCSE legislation and regulation with recognition ttrat
proposed Stiate regulation or legislation may be initiated by CSCA or

by an external entity.

POTENTIAIL DRAWBACKS

1. Potential for lack of consensus with county entities on ©State
local positions on proposed federal legislation/regulations.

Improves relationships with County entities by increassd

N

involvement in federal legislative and regulatory issues.

Utilizes avenueg of seeking support from congresciconal

1.)

representatives and national interest/advocacy groups to

influence the direction of national OCSE pclicy, legislation, and

regulation.

4. Provides for cooperation between CSEA and county entities in

developing State OCSE legislation and regulation.
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erode an already fragile relationship.
BENEFITS

1. The majority of the conflicts between the counties, the State,
and the Attorney General’s Office would be ameliorated.

2. Concerted group action would channel available energies and
resources toward accomplishment of the program’s goals.

3. Increased coordination between the parties would produce more
from those concerted efforts than is presently realized from
individual efforts and often conflicting efforts of the precsent
parties.

IMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

Clearly, the benefits to be gained by the successful
implementation of a State - county - AG consensus-building process
outweigh hypothetical drawbacks of increased friction with OCSE. This
potential for conflict with OCSE cannot be discounted, however, and if
it worsened as a result of CSEA functions not improving, could resuvlt
in serious financial penalties which would weaken the entire siatewide
program. It is therefore recommended that OCSE be requested toc take
an active part in the consensus-building process in order toc present
their positions as clearly as possible, and allow the consensus
building process to address potential problem areas before there are
problems are exacerbated.

Secondly, training should be provided not only for the CSEA
representatives working in this area, but for the county and AG staff
as well, in the area of consensus-building. A considerable body of

academic expertise exists, and consideration to the use of consultants

specializing in this skill should be part of the early development in

this aresa.
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NEGOTIARTION/ADMINISTRATION OF INTERGOVERNMENTRL CONTRACTS
AND INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS

SUMMARY

The child Support Enforcement Administration includes various
county agencies, as well as the Attorney General’'s Dffice in the State
IV-D Child Support Enforcement program via inter-governmental contract
(IGC) with counties and intergovernmental agreement (IGA) with the
Attorney General’'s Office. Through these contracts and agreements,
CSEA acts as an agent of the federal government, procuring services
for the IV-D program and funding the agencies, vwholly or in part, in
compensation for those services.

Figure 24 depicts the desired state, vhere by any conflicting
views concerning the purpose of the IGC’s and IGA’'s would be replaced
by a consensus ©of opinion zmong all the parties as to what the
statewide child support enforcement program needs to accomplish, what
the requirements cf the IV-D program are, and vwhat the roles are of
each of the parties. Both contracts and agreements shall contain only
they essential reguirements for operations and reporting. The
divisicn of labor and responsibilities will be clearly delineated in &
performance based format.

POTENTIALIL DRAWBACKS

i. There is a long history of conflict to be overcome, which will

not be easy.

2. Many county representatives appear more ready to challenge OCSE
on its reporting requirements and other operaticnal mandates than
CSEA had been. CSEA has had its own share of problems with OCSE,
and +his potential pressure for additional friction between the

tate IV-D program and the federal child support agency can only

)]
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restrici e wuse limitation, primarily in the areas of physical
location of Y. 2 equipment and time~-sharing issues, the
hardware/software support must provide for, at a minimum, the
administrative work related to developing the APD, design
documents, etc. Developmental/enhancement programming of micro

computer based applications, and access to both DES systems and

other systems accessible by modem, etc.

102



2. Development at the county level has been conducted with no
effective coordination by DES. Consequently, any potential for
the interface of State county systems may well be fortuitous.
This situation will place added burdens on the State - county
work groups attempting to achieve desired levels of interface.

3. The confidence of CSEA staff in the delivery of any automation
has been discredited by the history of automation project
failures in the program. Their cooperation in previous efforts
has Dbeen wasted, disinclining them to any further cooperation.
Their willingness to invest their imaginative efforts is a

precious resource which will be difficult to obtain.

BENEFITS

1. Improved working relationships between CSEA and all externsl
entities, not only in the systems area, but the whole 1IV-D
progranm.

2. More expeditious and cost beneficial automation development

and enhancement, leading to improved delivery of automated

services to the program.

A. Better accountability.
B. Cost/efficient development and cperation of dates processing

services.
C. Better access to more data, vith effective quality contrcl,
at all levels of administration and operation.

IMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

<+
o

1. CSEA’s administrative structure and staffing configuration mus
be decided wupon, at least as it will relate tc systems
development, and the selected structure implementation.

The staff assigned to systems development must be educated in the

)

mission at hand, given training support, and make z commitment
to this objective.

3. Adegquate hardware and software must be made available to without
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MISSION STATEMENT

T0O IMPLEMENT A STATEWIDE IV-D AUTOMATED SYSTEN, OR INTERFACED
SYSTEMS, PROVIDING TIMELY AND ACCURATE DATA TO SUPPORT THE ARIZONA
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM AT THE STATE AND COUNTY LEVELS.
ADMINISTRATIVE GCOALS

The goals of the proposed administrative configuration for systems

development in CSEA include:

1. A statewide 1IV-D APD approved by the Federal Office of Child
Support Enforcement for 90/10 federally-matched funding.

2. Detailed and accurate supportive documentation on all systems
covered by the statewide APD developed in concert with county
representatives.

3. Consensus among all management entities involved in the 1IV-D
program on the approach to automation specified in the State APD.

4, Effective management of development/enhancement projects, aimed
at the achieving uniformity and compatibility of systems, vhere
separate systems are needed, and consolidation of separate

systems where feasible in a cost/beneficial manner.

OPERATION GCOALS

Implementation of new/enhanced system to facilitate field-level
casework and +thus improve the child support enforcement programs

services.

POTENTIAIL DRAWBACKS

1. In pursuit of federal funding, CSEA will have serious credibility
barriers to overcome in view of the repeated automation project
failures. In a period when a federal villingness to participate
in new systems development is at a low ebb, CSEA’'s performance

thig area can be a liability.
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STATE OF ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

MEMORANDUM:

10 . Ms. Bette DeGraw and DATE: May 29, 1986
Ms. Linda Moore

THRU

FROM : Sam Thurmond

SUBJECT: TAX REFUND INTERCEPTS - IV-D

We have discovered what we believe to be a violation of federal
regulations governing disbursements of tax refund intercept monies
received from the federal and state (DOR) tax agencies. In addition
there appears to be little defensible in the structure of rates
charged by the DOR on state intercepts and a lack of formal billing
practices for the administrative fee imposed by both governmental

entities.

Federal regulations 45 CFR 303.72 and 45 CFR 303.102 govern the
initiation, receipt and disbursement of tax intercept monies. These
regulations provide for the imposition of an administrative fee which
is currently $3.50 by the federal government and $18.00 by the DOR.
The disparity in the unit cost coupled with weakness in the billing
for these fees raises concern. The $18.00 fee is being reduced by DOR
prior to the remittance of the intercept monies to IV-D.

We recommend that these issues be revieved by the DES and that a
formal agreement be reached pursuant to that review, with the DOR to
set the fee based on defensible criteria and that such fees be
assessed only when there is an actual intercept and not for each

gubmittal.

The igssue, however, vhere e have a more sSerious concern
involves the propriety of deducting these assessed administrative fees
from the intercept monies. Our close reading of federal regulations

governing these intercepts and of 45 CFR 302.51(b)(4) and (5) and 45
CFR 302.52(b)(3) and (4) ve believe precludes authority for this
deduction prior to disbursement. while 45 CFR 303.72(h)(6)(i)(2)
provides for the charging of up to 625.00 for certain individuals
applying under the provision of 45 CFR 302.33 (even so prior notice is

required) there 1is no regulatory authority ve find to deduct any
amount, wvhether federal or state intercept receipts, prior to
disbursement.

In short we believe past disbursements have been made in error
with respect to intercept monies and we recommend that you igssue a
directive to discontinue this practice in lieu of establishing
adequate accounting records to recognize such charges as an
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restricted to a date specific and certainly not prior to the date of
the court order. Statistics are hard to come by but we believe a line
(e.g., not past 1984) must be drawn that properly recognizes the point
of diminishing return (costs exceeds benefits). Because this research
is not payment driven essentially a $10 payment can take as long as a
$900 payment.

We recognize the pressures you are under but I urge you in the
strongest way possible to personally focus on this and bring the
necessary executive pressures to bear to ameliorate this activity.

Elsewise timely and accurate disbursements will remain a
fable irrespective of any other improvements.

Thank you.
ST:tn
Attachments:

1) May 23, 1986 memo Sherly Robb to David Lowenberg
2) May 23, 1386 memo Risa Ross to Sam Thurmond



STATE OF ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

MEMORANDUM:

T0 : Ms. Bette DeGraw and DATE: May 29, 1986
Ms. Linda Moore

THRU

FROM Sam Thurmond

SUBJECT: IV-D Procedures - New Case Monies Received

I want to bring to your attention an almost indescribable set of
circumstances involving the establishment of case records in IVv-D for
new AFDC cases where payments have been received for the first time.
I had an opportunity to review this operation firsthand this week and
can tell you it is a virtually impossible procedure to be carried out
and little doubt exists in my mind that any reasonable person would be
left astonished by this process.

At +the heart of this effort is an attempt to reconstruct payment
history on recipients (AFDC payments, PAAR payments and supplemental

payments) where monies have been received for the first time. The
young woman in charge of this unit has a staff of twelve including the
supervisor. Three of these positions are permanent positions with the

remainder staffed by temporaries since April 7, 1986.

I cannot over emphasize the dilemma +these people find themselves
in and conseguently the dilemma posed to the IV-D program for both
ACCURATE and TIMELY disbursement of collected monies. In the hierarchy
of disbursement federal regulations require that a portion of
collections against prior AFDC payments be offset; hence the reason to
reconstruct such case payment history.

While the two memos attached explain the details and difficulties
in this process the real problem is that this process unnecessarily
takes to long and the gquality control is virtually non-existent. I
don’t want to re-iterate all the points raised in the attached memos.
particularly the cumbersome researching that takes place (I am told,
up to three hours per single case and in some situations can take
days}. Rather I recommend that you give priority attention to seeing
that needed research lists and microfiche are consolidated into 2
single cumulative list, properly sorted (e.g., surnamé, first name)
and provided on a systematic basis. Sorted indexes (e.g., social
security number of custodial parent and social security number of non-
custodial parent) should also be provided these workers on 38
systematic basis.

Both David Lowenberg and I feel strongly that the amount and date
of payment should be provided this unit and that prior research be
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TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

J-203 (3-76]

B.J. Tatro oaTE: June 5, 1986

Acting Program Administrator
Child Support Enforcement Administration
A

Linda Moore ’Y} ./ Eri ‘6@(&.

REFERENCE

Assistant Director
Division of Aging, Family
and Children Services

Policy Issues Regarding Distributions

As we discussed on June 5, 1986, the following decisions have been
regarding the Distribution Policy Issues:

made

Approved.
Approved - Edwina Peters, OCSE Region IV will provide a "mean"

by June 6, 1986.
Approved. The limit (i.e., 1,001 or something else) will be

determined when the fregquency data is available. John Hamp

has prepared preliminary data which will be refined by June 6,1986.

Approved, for amounts in excess of the limit established in

Nurber 5.
Approved, pending the finalization of frequency data.

Approved and completed.
Approved. Estimates for the next 30 days need to be developed

by June 13, 1986.
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6. CSEA management should instruct the 30 temporaries in the Distribu-
tions Unit that they will remain employed to at least August 1, 1986
instead of until July 1, 1986.

The most skilled temporary staff are leaving because they have been
informed that their current employment ends June 30, 1986. Last week,
two of the most skilled temporaries in welfare payment history calcula-
tions resigned. The temporaries are aggressively seeking employment
elsewhere. It is essential that CSEA keep the temporary help until the
case backlog problem is resolved. If this policy is adopted, the
temporary staff should be notified immediately so that CSEA does not
lose more of them this week.

7. CSEA should grant overtime to the Distributions Unit staff and
temporaries to work through the backlog. CSEA management could
schedule overtime during weekdays and/or on Saturday. These personnel
are already trained on how to process cases and therefore, it is a
more cost efficient approach than hiring new temporaries who will
require training from existing staff.

These seven policy directives should only be in effect during the Special
Distribution Project. The Region IX officials suggest that each case
processed as part of the Special Project receive a notation in the file
indicating this fact. The DES administration should thereafter evaluate
each policy to determine which policies, if any, should be continued

as part of the standard case processing protocol.

One side issue that the DES administration may want to review for

possible action pertains to old arrearage cases of over $1,000 collections.
Once these cases are worked, AFDC recipients will probably lose their
eligibility and medicaid benefits. If the collections, however, were
distributed when received, the AFDC recipient would not be in this
predicament now. The question is should DES distribute the arrearage
collections to the recipients in installments so that they can still
receive welfare benefits. Under what circumstances might this approach
make sense from a social welfare policy perspective?



Benefits

®This policy directive will help alleviate the backlog because the
processing time will decrease substantially. .

®It presents the best opportunity to turnaround and comply with federal
regulations.

®Tt is cost efficient in that CSEA staff will not expend a lot of time
documenting the obvious - arrearage collections in an AFDC case belongs

to the state.

In itself, this policy directive will not save CSEA as much processing
time as it could because staff will still research the payment history
for grant expenditures to jdentify the percentage distribution of
collections between the state and federal government. Therefore, the
following policy recommendation is also critical for attacking the

backlog:

4. CSEA staff will identify one month of AFDC grant payments and then
apply the arrearage collection total (under $1,001) to that federal
medical assistance percentage period for distribution of the funds.

The one drawback with this policy is the potential for an audit excep-
tion by the federal government. Although, there would not be many
cases identified for an exception and CSEA could make a financial

ad justment for each case jdentified in an audit. This audit exception
would not involve that many dollars being redistributed.

1f these two policy directives are adopted, it is in the best interest
of CSEA to identify case welfare payments prior to July 1982 because
the state receives a higher percentage of the funds.

5. If DES wants to categorically apply the total collections to the
FMAP period after July I, 1982, then there will be no federal excep-
tion audit because the federal government receives a higher percentage
of the disbursement. Moreover, the CSEA staff will not even have to
identify one month of AFDC payment because all of the collected
monies will be applied to the post July 1982 FMAP period for distri-
bution. This policy directive will decrease the state's share of

collections, but it will also maximize case processing time savings
resulting in an "overnight" drop in the backlog.

CSEA management should be instructed that if an AFDC recipient chal-

lenges the disbursement of the collection the welfare payment history
will then be researched and validated. This is an exception process

that is unlikely to occur in more than a few cases.



Benefits

®This approach will save CSEA staff substantial time in processing these
cases. This approach will help CSEA accelerate the reduction of the
backlog without losing much, if any, state collection reimbursements.

®CSEA will avoid additional personnel costs by reducing the case back-
log sooner and therefore not having to keep temporary employees on
longer. .

The Region IX representative to Arizona did not oppose this approach as
long as it is only used until the backlog is eliminated. He requested
that the methodology used to determine the two federal medical assis-
tance percentage (FMAP) means be presented to his office to make sure
that it is fair and reasonable. The reason for two FMAP means is that
the federal share was a lot less before the federal government began to
help finance the state medicaid program in July of 1982. 1If this policy
is adopted, Steve Zoudlik of CSEA should began immediately to calculate
the FMAP means. Two officials from Region IX will be visiting CSEA on
Thursday and Friday (Jume 5th and 6th) and it would present an excellent
opportunity to explain the methodology at that time.

3. Instead of researching the welfare payment history to capture the
total AFDC expenditures to validate the state's share of the collec-
tion for every case, CSEA will not validate AFDC expenditures for
any AFDC tax offset that is less than $1,000 but will assume that
the $1,000 or less offset is all welfare funds.

CSEA staff attempt to identify every welfare payment with the intent of
of fsetting the arrearage collection for the state regardless of the
amount collected. As mentioned previously, researching the welfare
payment history per case is difficult because the information comes from
several sources and it is not easily retrievable from any of the sources.
Most of the arrearage collections are under $1,000 (many being between
$25 and $250) and the lowest AFDC payment is $180 per month for one

child with a six month eligibility period totaling $1,080. This is a
conservative figure of AFDC expenditures because AFDC recipients often
remain eligible for more than six months and often receive more than

$180 per month.

Drawbacks

eThere may be a few exceptions in which an AFDC recipient should receive
a portion of the $1,000 or less collection - though the amount would
be small.

eCommunity Legal Aid may challenge DES for taking this approach.



Benefits

e The NPA recipients are more aware of what is transpiring than the AFDC
recipients pertaining to collections because the monies go directly to
them. They will receive their tax intercept monies a lot sooner if it's
distributed by the counties. CSEA will receive fewer complaints from
the NPA recipients under this arrangement and correspondingly, the NPA
recipients will be better served.

®The counties will also receive few complaints and know immediately if
monies were collected. Otherwise, the counties will criticize CSEA for
not distributing the monies promptly as they advocate for their clients

®CSEA will not have as large of a backlog to deal with if the counties
assume responsibility for NPA cases. Furthermore, CSEA will not have
to spend time researching each case to determine if a welfare payment
history exists which is a laborious process resulting in a small return
of dollars for a substantial investment of staff time.

CSEA can identify tax intercept cases by NPA and by county. If this
policy is adopted, a case printout will be sent to the counties with a
check for the total amount collected. CSEA will need to keep track of
the cases and dollar amount distributed to the counties to determine
incentive payments owed to the counties, and to keep account of the
transactions for financial controls. Additionally, CSEA will provide
technical assistance to the counties in terms of understanding how to
read the tax intercept case printout.

2. Instead of determining which quarter each welfare payment was made for
an AFDC case to ascertain the dollar percentage breakdown between the
federal government and the state, compute the mean of federal finan-
cial participation from the first arrearage collection case still
undistributed to June 30, 1982 and compute a second mean from
July 1, 1982 to the present as a determining factor of how the
collections should be distributed between the two governments.

CSEA staff must reconstruct the welfare payment history for each case
by quarter, which is very time consuming, to determine how much of the
arrearage collection for that quarter belongs to the federal government.
The welfare payment history records are fragmented and incomplete. A
CSEA clerk must not only attempt to develop the history but must also
keep a record of the collections and the federal medical assistance
percentage by quarter. The welfare payment history unit supervisor
reviews each case prepared by her temporary staff to make sure that the
complicated computation process is done correctly.

Drawback

®Either the state or the federal government will be shortchanged by this
approach but not by an appreciable amount.



| NT E RO F FI C E M EMO | ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC SECURITY

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

4-203 (3-76}

Administration of the Department oate: June 2, 1986
of Economic Security

Governor's Technical Assistance Team REFERENCE:

Action Plan for Special Distribution Project

Problem

The undistributed amount of child support collections is increasing for
two main reasons: collections are increasing because of tax intercept
refunds and disbursements are mired in a time consuming maze of manual
processes. As of May 26, 1986, the total undistributed dollar amount is
about $3,478,671 involving 12,806 cases. Approximately $304,000 of this
total represents monies collected prior to October 1, 1984. The Child
Support Enforcement Administration is, therefore, presenting a financial
hardship to many program recipient families and violating the code of
Federal Regulations pursuant to distributing collections in a reasonable
time period.

Issue

What administrative policies and program actions can be implemented
immediately to liquidate the undistributed collection backlog? The
current approach will not bring the undistributed collection backlog

down.

Policies

1. Instead of distributing the non-public assistance (NPA) case collec-
tions in CSEA, forward the cases to the counties for distribution.

The NPA Tax Intercept Program started with the 1985 calendar year.

CSEA has just begun receiving tax intercept collections for these cases.
Presently, CSEA has received 239 such cases with a dollar total of
$173,000. Most, if not all, of these cases were initiated by the
counties for tax intercept. CSEA can anticipate receiving many more of
these cases in the next few months.

Drawback

®The counties will not possess a complete welfare history payment record
for those NPA cases that were AFDC recipients previously. Therefore,
the counties would be distributing monies to the families that should,
in part, be distributed to the state. Though, there are probably not
many NPA cases that were previously AFDC recipients, and the monies going
to the families that should have gone to the state are probably a
minimal amount.
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Jim McLaughlin
5/21/86
Page 6

10. The Payments Unit of the PADS section is ucsecured.
Recommendation:

I recommend that CSEA-Payments be secured from the rest of
CSEA through the use of 8 door which car only be opened from
the outside by either a "key-card", combination lock system,
or other method.

h



Jim McLaughlin

5/21/86
Page 5

Payments and PAAR Fund reimbursements are recorded in Fund
315200.

Recommendation:

9.

At the present time the cash receipts collected by CSEA are
deposited in the DES Client Trust Fund (Fund 315200). This
fund is used jointly by two divisions of DES: 1) Div

of Aging, Family and Children Services (A,F&CS); and 2)
Division of Developmental Disabilities. The revenues and
expenditures of these two divisions are separated through the
use of AFIS Org codes. The Org code for A,F&CS is 7125.
There are two sections within A,F&CS that utilize this fund:
1) Foster Care; and, 2) Child Support Enforcement. The
revenues and expenditures for these two sections are
separated, by fiscal year, through the use of AFIS activity
codes. The activity codes that Child Support Enforceczent
have utilized are: 1) FY 83-84 = EM47467; 2) FY 84-85 =
EMS746; 3) FY 85-86 = EM6746. There is no AFIS report that
breaks down the unreserved fund balance of fund 315200, and
identifies it as belonging to Child Support Enforcecent,
Foster Care, etc. In additiom, the Child Support Enforcecment
Agencies operating expenditures are accounted for in the DES
Child Support Enforcement Administrative Fund (Fund 120510) .
This fund collects no revenues. All of its financing sources
are from operating transfers. I recommend that funds 120910
and 315200 be combined into one expendable trust fund. DOA
under A.R.S. 35-142, paragraph E may establish funds to
provide for sound accounting. (See exhibit A for block
diagram of fund hierarchy).

. s
15100

There are under—qualified perscnnel in supervisory positions
in the PADS section of CSEA.

Recommendation:

The Payments and Distributions Sections Supervisor position
is under-classified and the person filling that position does
not appear to have the education or experience to perforz the
job. In additiom, the two other supervisor positions (i.e.
Payments Supervisor and Distributions Supervisor) are
currently classified as clerical positions. These two
positions are also under—classified. The Payment Supervisor
is authorized a grade 12. A grade 10 is currently performing
as an Acting Supervisor. Exhibit B contains recommendations
for supervision of PADS. The Fiscal Services Unit Supervisor

should bhave, at & minipum, & degree in accounting and
five years of experience. Likewise, the FFS IIl's sbould

have accounting degrees.



Jim McLaughlin

5/21/86
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I concur with a portion of the internal auditor’'s
recommendation that all child support payments issued by CSEA
through the PAAR fund checking account be discontinued.

All distributions would be made through AFIS. If an
emergency payment is required, & $5,000 checking account may
be established. CSEA should contact the GAO for specific
procedures on "RUSH" claims.

Section 610 of the PADS Manual appears to be out of date.
Section 910 of the PADS Manual appears to violate A.R.S.
46-138.01.

Recommendation:

Section 600 of the Pads Manual appears to be outdated.
Specifically sub-sections 602 and 604. I recommend that
these two sub-sections be re-written to allow cash receipts
to be deposited before the receipts are identified by case,
etc. This would allow the receipts to be deposited on a

daily basis.

A.R.S. 46-138.01 does mnot allow the disbursing of Child
Support monies. Subsection A of A.R.S. 46-128.01 states:

na. There is created the permanent public assistance and
administration revolving fund in the amount of two hundred
thousand dollars for use of the state department for the
purpose of disbursing:

i. The £first month's public assistance payments to those
individuals and families newly certified as eligible for
one or more public assistance PpTOgrams contained in this
title.

2. Refunds for federal food stamp coupons.

3, Immediate outlays for postage, C.0.D. packages, supplies,
travel or other miscellaneous and mipnor items.

No check shall be drawn against the fund unless state or
federal funds are available at the time for reimbursing the
fund as provided for in subsection C."

Subsection 910 of the PADS Manual should be rewritten so that
there is no reference to the PAAR Fund.

CSEA operating expenditures are recorded in Fund 120910C.



Jim McLaughlin

5/21/86
Page 3

3. No reconciliations of Treasurer's Deposits (TC5) with the
Revenue reports (CS406-06) are being performed.

Recommendation:
The pink copy of the TC55 should be sent to DES-Cerntral
Accounting. DES-Central Accounting would then be able to
reconcile the TCS5's with report CS 4050-06.

4. There is no bonding of employees who handle cash, money
orders, or checks.

Recommendation:
All employees who handle cash, money orders, and checks
should be bonded. This would help ensure protection against
loss from theft.

5. When the Payments Supervisor's Office was vacant, the safe
was left unsecured.

Recommendation:
Whenever the Supervisor's Office is vacant, the safe should
be secured. This would prevent unauthorized personnel access
to the cash items that are stored in the safe.

6. All distributions to the applicants/receipts of CSEA are from

the PAAR Fund.

Recommendation:

CSEA utilizes the Public Assistance and Administration
Revolving (PAAR) Fund. This fund is authorized by A.R.S.
46-138.01. Paragraph B of this statute states that "the fund
is to be deposited in a bank checking account ....". Per
discussion with Mary Jordan, Accountant for the PAAR Fund,
there is no method to determine what portion of the PAAR Fund
unreserved balances is earmarked for Child Suppert
Enforcement. The DES Office of Internal Audit conducted an
audit of the PAAR fund in December of 1985. In their report
(Report #11-85/86), FINDING #1 stated that child support
payments Treceived from the courts are being issued through
the PAAR fund checking account. This finding went on further
to state "At the time of the audit, there were no written
official statement or memo within DES authorizing c¢hild
support payments through the PAAR fund checking account.”
While I have not reviewed the internal auditor's workpapers,



Jim McLaughlin

5/21/86
Page 2

FINDING 6: All distributions to the applicants/recipients of CSEA

are from the PAAR Fund.

FINDING 7: Section 600 of the PADS manual appears to be out of

date. Section 910 of the PADS manual appears to violate
A.R.S. 46-138.01.

FINDING 8: CSEA operating expenditures are recorded in Fund 120910.

Payments and PAAR Fund reimbursements are recorded in
Fund 315200.

FINDING 9: There are under-qualified personnel in supervisory

positions in the PADS section of CSEA.

FINDING 10: The Payments Unit of the PADS section is unsecured.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

There is a lack of gsegregation of duties among Payments
personnel.

Recommendation:

There should be a complete segregation of duties so that no
one person has a&ccess to all phases of & transaction.
Payments personnel should only process the checks.
Specifically, the receptionist should open the mail and run
the first tape. Payments personnel should run the second
tape and process the checks. DES-Accounting should prepare
the TC55. Recommendation 9 and Exhibit B show a
reorganization on how this would be accomplished.

2. There is a backlog of cash receipts to be processed; and cash
receipts are not deposited in & timely manner.
Recommendation:

Employee's who are absent due to vacations, illness, etc.,
should have their regular duties temporarily assigned to
others. Also, CSEA should have all manual files automated.
Both of these recommendations would speed up check processing
and allow the cash receipts to be deposited in & timely
manner (daily). In the interim, deposits should be made
daily. Copies of the checks may be made to jdentify the
payments. 1f a payment is unidentified, a TC50 would be
prepared to reimburse the unidentified payment.



ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

MEMORANDUM:

Jim McLaughlin DATE: May 21, 1986

Operations, Administrator

FROM . Charles N. Voss, Jr. [
Fiscal Service Systems Analyst

TO

SUBJECT: REPORT OF INTERNAL CONTROL REVIEW OF THE PADS SECTION OF CSEA

INTRODUCTION

On May 13 and 16, 1986, I conducted an internal control review of
the Payments and Distribution section of the Child Support
Enforcement Administration, Department of Economic Security. The
scope of my review was the payments (cash receipts) and distribution
(cash disbursements). I did not conduct any tests of transactions to
determine if the procedures were being followed. The purpose of my
review was to determine if the procedures are adequate. The source
of the information was a discussion with Paula Quinn, Supervisor,
PADS, and Diana Satchell, Acting Payments Supervisor.

FINDINGS

In my opinion, based on the findings listed below, the internal
accounting control procedures for the Payments and Distribution
Section, Child Support Enforcement Administration, Department of
Economic Security are not adequate. I do not express an opinion as
to whether the procedures are being followed as of May 19, 1986.

FINDING 1: There is a lack of segregation of duties among payments
personnel.

FINDING 2: There is a backlog of cash receipts to be processed; and,
cash receipts are not deposited in a timely manner.

FINDING 3: No reconciliations of Treasurer's Deposits (T(55) with
the Revenue Reports (CS 4030-06) are being performed.

FINDING 4: There is no bonding of employees who handle cash, money
orders, or checks.

FINDING 5: When the Payments Supervisor's office was vacant, the
safe was left unsecured.
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BRUCE BABBITT

GOVERNOR OIRECTOR

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

800 WEST WASHINGTON, ROOM 201
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007

May 23, 1986

Ms. Bette DeCraw Ms. Linda Moore

Deputy Director Assistant Director
Arizona Department of Aging, Family & Children
Economic Security Services Division

1717 West Jefferson Arizona Department of
Phoenix, AZ 85007 Economic Security

1400 West Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Ms. DeGraw and Ms. Moore:

While +the subject of the PAAR fund usage is by no means the most
prevailing issue in the IV-D program, it nonetheless should be
concluded. Specifically, the use of the PAAR fund to distribute Iv-D
funds is, as I indicated to you some two wveeks ago, inappropriate
pursuant to ARS 46-138.01.

To rationalize a continuance of this practice under the provision
of ARS 46-138.01(A)(3) on the basis of miscellaneous items is absurd.
Clearly the fund was never intended to be used for this purpose and
moreover the attached report from Mr. Charles Voss of our review team
indicates serious accounting/reconciliation problems.

I urge you to discontinue the use of the PAAR fund and to utilize

the TC-50 process that is used for other DES functions. A close out
reconciliation of the PAAR fund should concurrently be initiated.

?;;cerelyq g

Sam Thurmond
Management Consultant

Attachments:

1. Report on Internal Control Review of the PADS gsection of CSEA
2. Cite ARS 46-138.01

cc: Mr. Jim Mclaughlin

ST:tn

BETSEY BAYLESS
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GOVERNOR’S CHILD SUPPORT ENFDRCEMENT TASK FORCE MEMBERS

Tom Lescault, Governor’s Dffice
Sam Thurmond, DOA

David Lowenberg, AHCCCS

Linda Moore, DES

Sheila Ainlay, DOA

Ben Froehlich, DOA

Jim McLaughlin, DOA

Sharon Hekman, Pima County

TASK FORCE TECHNICAL AND SUPPORT STAFF

Jacque Schubert, DOA
Risa Ross, DOA

Paul Ong, DOA

Keith Orr, DOA

James Scherb, DOA
Charlie Voss, DOA
Paul Donovan, DES
Andy Genualdi, DES
Polly Green, DES

Ron Perry, DES

Nancy Walton, DES
Jackie McWhorter, DES
Michael Nickson, DES
Joann Grant, DES
Margie Cook, CSEA
Pete LaSota, CSEA
Mark Thomas, CSEA

Hut Hudson, ARCOR



EXHIBIT D



ADVANTAGES

Could staff up rural counties so they would be able to provide
mandated services. .

DISADVANTAGES

Less monies go to urban counties where more population exists.

ALTERNATIVE III - AFDC reimbursement ‘?C;’

in percentage of Federal reimbursement to the counties

ta
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passes through Federal incentives.
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g c
the Stat
ALTERNATIVE IV - AFDC reimbursement

Develop a plan for State monies to go to counties on an incentive basis;
elg':

¢ Colorado fargets 15 percent of their AFDC reimbursements to pass
through to the counties. They are developing a plan to base
this on performance measures in 1988.

e California allocates 7% percent AFDC collections through to
counties. Developing an additional percentage for performance.

SBH:rs



INTE

FROM:

SUBJECT:

1203 (3-76)

RO F Fl C E M EMO ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC SECURITY

Linda Moore oares  April 25, 1986
Assistant Director
Division Aging, Family &

Children Services
Sharon B. Hekman

REFERENCE:

Preliminary Recommendations On Funding Structure

I have interviewed four (4) state CSEA administrators or their staff
about funding structures in their states. A1l of them in addition to the
federal incentives also either pay a portion of the match, all of the
match, and/or pay state incentives. In most states this match or
incentive comes either from AFDC reimbursement and/or from a legislative
allocation. I, therefore, believe there is plenty of precedent for

what we are attempting to accomplish. Based on that assumption, my

recommendations are as follows:

ALTERNATIVE 1 - Target state allocation and percentage of AFDC reimbursement

Federal incentives continue to go to the counties who are contracting.

If you wish to have a true cooperative spirit between the state and counties,
an equal split on the match for federal monies would be the best solution.
This could be builk into the contract and the counties could get the

state reimbursement at the same time they bill for federal reimbursement.
Federal incentives go to the contracting entity.

ADVANTAGES

e State would not have to up front money.

e Counties would know level of reimbursement and, therefore,
could request monies from the Board of Supervisors,
based on this commitment.

DISADVANTAGES

e Would be tremendously costly to the state the first year
and might be difficult to scale down CSEA that quickly.

ALTERNATIVE II - Target $350,000 State Jegislative allocation

Federal incentives continue to go to the counties who are contracting.

Establish a base amount of monies (maybe $10,000) for each county and
then allocate rest of $350,000, based on projected number of IV-A
referrals and projected Non-AFDC cases, based on_estimate from state

percentage breakdown. This also would be built into the contract and
reimbursable at the same time as the federal reimbursement.




David Lowenberg
June 3, 1986
Page 4

Attitude of CSEA toward Counties

The attitude of the CSEA staff toward the counties continues to

be a barrier to recontracting. The counties believe that the only
way this program can be successful is if the state and counties

work together to achieve the goal of collecting child support for
all clients. Their perception in the past has been that CSEA has
been very unsupportive and they are very skeptical about the ability
of the current staff to change their attitude and approach.

Recommendations

A thorough assessment be done of each of the key staff to ascertain
whether they are willing and/or able to work with the counties in
a different way. It is crucial that the staff who interface with

the counties understand how critical mutual support and respect
is to the achievement of our goals.

A joint state and county "pep rally" to attempt to develop a team
spirit among all of the players.

Information Sharing

Although a great deal of paperwork goes to the counties, there seems
to be a consensus on the lack of specificity in the instructions.

Remarks such as:

"Poor interpretation of laws and regulations.”

"Inconsistent information.”

"CSEA needs to be more clear and concise in their instructions.”

"They give one set of instructions and when auditors arrive,
announce it has changed."

"Unable to explain how certain policies and procedures trans-
late into action.”

"Sometimes seems that no one is clear about expectations.”

Recommendations

Executive Summaries be prepared on information mailed out soO don't
need full time staff to review entire manual for key points.

Instructions be as clear and specific as possible. .If they are .
unclear from the regional office, then request clarity before sending

to counties.

Coordinate information and instructions from state to counties so
counties do not feel so overwhelmed with all the paper.



David Lowenberg
June 3, 1986
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Technical Assistance and Training

As identified in the "Key Issues" memo, technical assistance and
training were seen as critical to the recontracting process.

Recommendations

State provide:

Training
Formalized training on various new technigues and methods
in the field of Child Support Enforcement.

°

Training on new reporting reguirements and how it affects
them. (Don't just send out instructions)

Training by audit staff or someone knowledgeable about
audits in the area of necessary documentation.

Technical Assistance
., Assistance in translating new reporting regquirements

into day to day operations at county level.

Share contracts and forms from other counties so that

counties with limited staff and resources can benefit

from experience of others.

Explain explicitly how to meet federal requirements and
prepare them for audits, e.g. audits on time slips. Most
counties did not understand how detailed this documentation
needed to be--situation with audits could have been avoided
with good technical assistance from state to counties.

o Provide technical assistance in person, not on paper.

Support
Have CSEA perform periodic informal reviews for the purpose

of helping counties meet federal audit requirements. In
the past, County Attorneys felt emphasis was more on
finding them wrong than on helping them.

-]

Be available to them in person when they are hav%ng
difficulties and provide necessary technical assistance

where appropriate.

Recognize that if CSEA is able to support counties, the
clients and CSEA will benefit.




MAY 16, 1886

DRAMATIC REDUCTION OF DISBURSEMENT BACKLOG

ACTIONS

Started internal audit to determine account balance of undisbursed
funds. Initial findings reveal that a portion of disbursement
backlog has existed since 1975. At least one more week of
analysis scheduled with report of account balances following.

Continuing flow charting and definition of work flow. No estimates
of disbursement progress.

Defined micro computer system requirements to centralize arrearage
calculations in one operations unit (DCU) rather than three units.
Arrearages are critical to the integrity of receipting and

disbursing IV-D collections.

Ordered and installed four micro computers for DCU to begin case

conversion and automatic calculation of arrearages. DCU will
serve as the "bible point" for arrearages and will feed arrearage
data +to disbursements, tax intercept and wage agsignments

operations. Estimated time for total operational status May 27th.

Backlog for disbursing current support to recipients resulting in
complaints because of financial hardship. Due to the increase of
temporary personnel and the priority of disbursing current support
payments first, the Collections Disbursement Unit will eliminate
the backlog of current support in two weeks, except for a small
number of special problem cases.

The Collection Disbursement Unit ig unable to input arrearage
disbursement in the computer to release funds because of program
software problems. This problem was identified seven months ago.

Currently, there are 160 cases totaling $118,000 that are ready
for disbursement of mid-1985 collections waiting to be entered
into the computer. The software program (PADIS) problem is
seemingly corrected via processing test files. The Collections
Disbursement Unit will enter ten cases to make sure the program is
fixed. If the cases are adjudicated correctly, the remaining
cases will begin to be processed immediately.

ADAPTATION OF LIMITED AUTOMATED PROCESSES
AND DEVELOPMENT OF LONG TERM COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

ACTIONS::

Installed terminal in CSEA operations building for direct queries
to MVD files to facilitate 1locator functions. Terminal was
previously at 1400 W. Washington and necessitated many wasted
hours of effort between CSEA operations staff to secure timely MVD

responses.

Continuing efforts to define current state IV-D systems flow and
to develop options for preferred state in order to delineate
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worse with new federal reguirements) and a total lack of systematic
coordinaticn by the State IV-D program (e.g., counties work up
paternity, court docket only to find state working on same case).
ACTIONS TAKEN:

8 DES has hosted the first formal State/County Task Force On Child
Support Enforcement meeting May 1, 1986. This should result in
stronger cooperation and the sharing of solutions to joint problems.
Groups will meet once a month.

B Meetings with Pima officials (county attorney, clerk and 1IV-D
program) this week to elicit their ideas and support. Will meet nexut
week with Pinal and Coconino officials and will also perform one -
three day financial reviews in Pima and Pinal for the purpose of
gaining a keener insight into fiscal operations.

assistance strategy, an 1115 waiver to relieve complexz federal
requirements in favor of a capitation "bounty” for IV-D collections

8 Starting to develop the framework of a revised technical

and to discern functions that can move back to the county (e.g.,
disbursements). Working with county input for these strategies 1in
these areas. Scheduled time frame early - mid June.

INCREASE AFDC COLLECTIONS

MAJOR FINDINGS:
B Due to the chaos and backlogs that exist at IV-D the integrity of
tax refund intercepts, wage assignments and case referrals is severely

weakened. Collection (i.e., delinquent) can increase only when
referrals are made (either to county or AG) and prompt follow-up is
made. Far more resource attentieon has been devoted to out of state

cases (URESA) and Maricopa county problems than prudent.

ACTIONS TAKEN:
B Initiated actions to break out high potential cases from backlog

and will pursus those within two - three weeks.

8 Initiated steps to synchronize payments made with case record toc
assist in purging from inactive file to active file. Attempting Lo
develop dollar estimates of such payments.

B Review the feasibility of direct county referrals on AFDC new
cases {(e.g., starting July 1) to county for case follow-up, paternity
establishment, clerk collections, etc. This strategy migrates toward
an orderly phase-in of functions to the counties. State role will
diminish ac fiscal resources are re-allocated from state to county.

RESOLVE MAJOR CONTRACT ISSUES
MAJOR FINDINGS

8@ Existing contract has two basic problems. First, the provisions
that could have been negotiated with counties weren’t and as a result
have left counties feeling they had no options. Second, the contract

itgself does not impose on the Boardz of Supervisors 2 provision to
perpetrate funding back to county IV-D operation which has resulted in
weakened county resource levels (except Pima).



8 Contact made with Vermont and Oklahoma IV-D programs to secure
systems specifications, documentation and to discuss prospects of
systems importation.

B Identification of communication interface needs for Pima and
Maricopa to provide access to DES wage earner, UC, and AFDC files in
direct support of IV-D locator activities at county level. Will
result in added efficiencies and workload reductions.

REORGANIZATION OF 1IV-D PRDGRAM
MAJOR FINDINGS:
Major case backlogs exist in every organizational unit (estimated
total 13, 000-15, 000. Case intake and disposition priorities are non-
existent. Case processing i1is antiquated, labor intensive and

virtually impossible to measure. Operations staff (approximately S0

FTE’s and 40 temporary) have received no day-to-day leadership,
direction and management from program administrators.
ACTIONS TAKEN:

B Efforts underway to flow chart existing work flow operations and
the relationship of those operations to county entities (attorney,
clerk, adminigtration), state entities (treasures, DOA, DES) and

federal requirements. Objective is to develop improved work flow
processes that reflect incremental automation and procedural
improvements.

8 Beginning May 12th priority Arizona AFDC cases will be vworked.
Protocols defined to increase accountability, control and collections
efficiency.

B Re-assignment of certain temporary staff to perform clerical
aligned +tasks (e.g., file room, locators) thus freeing up skilled
enforcement personnel to process cases.

B Implemented new cagse procedures to increase output and wage
assignment orders. Changed processing seqguence activity and internal
organizational processes.

8 Eliminated an estimated 30-45 day backlog of federal parent
locator queries in less then one week by accelerating gqueries via TTX
to the FPLS (federal parent locator service).

B Initiated Wells Fargo daily pick-up of deposits to Treasurer
relieving risk and liability of state employees transporting bags of
cash and deposits on three day cycles for deposit with Treasurer.

ENHANCE COUNTY-STATE RELATIONS WITH FORMAL
MECHANISM TO CONTINUE POSITIVE DIALOGUE
MAJOR FINDINGS:
B Outstanding county audit findings by DES totaling almost $900, 000
appear to be factually based but a high level of resentment by most
counties toward DES for not providing adequate technical assistance,

firm procedures, etc. DES IV-D has assumed a more of a condemn and
adversarial role than one of oversight and assistance. Counties
{except Pima), however, have been negatively impacted by county pass

through IV-D funds, cnerous reporting requirements (which will get

o




DRAMATIC REDUCTION OF DISBURSEMENT BACKLOG
MAJOR FINDINGS:

No firm fix on the backlog dollars exist. Best estimates place
it at $2.4 - $3.0 million. Audit/control procedures are virtually
non-existent in reconciling arrearages, payments and disbursements
into a cohesive accounting system with audit trails. Negligible
digbursement, due to backlogs and current automated system (PADIS)
deficiences, of +tax intercept monies has been made sgince January,
1985. DES’s practice of payments from the PARR fund and holding
accounts are at best gquesticonable and at worst not in compliance with
relevant ARS fiscal statutes.

ACTIONS TAKEN-:

® Have prompted full audit, to begin May 1l2th from DES Division of
Management Review to ascertain exact accounting status of
disbursements. Estimated time for completion: two weeks.

B Continuing efforts to refine work flow (including micro computer
arrearage computation) and to implement required checks and balances.
Plans call for reporting weekly backlog activity and inputting net
change starting within ten days. No estimates at this point as to
distribution progress since the majority of activity to date has been
devoted to bringing cases up to current status (e.g., manually
inputting past AFDC payments - some for up to a year).

B Analysis reveals that procedures can be modified to expedite
disbursements by using micro computers to synchronize delinquent
collection amounts with collection amounts. Installation of micro
computers scheduled for week of May 12th.

ADAPTATION OF LIMITED AUTOMATED PROCESSES
AND DEVELOPMENT OF LONG TERM COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
MAJOR FINDINGS:

B DES efforts over the past fifteen months have suffered from not
properly defining systems requirements, securing county and program
input and a totally unacceptable level of documentation. No systems
documentation exists, no conversion plans exist and the organizational
impact of automation at state and county levels has not been defined.
Federal representatives have disapproved any future funding and have
recommended the system be scaled back to more appropriately reflect a
state-administered county - operated structure. The decision by DES
to *"build"™ rather than to import an operational IV-D system was a
mistake and federal representatives recommend a serious re-look at
importing.

ACTIONS TAKEN:

B Identification concluded and implementation by next week of micro
computers to augment and expedite delinquent collections,
disbursements and to begin systematic case logging and tracking of new
IV-D cases.

B Strategy discussed with DES officials for revising the current APD
(advanced planning document) which calls for scaling back the state
IV-D operational role and relegating certain activities in full (e.g.,
collections, disbursements) to the counties. Revised approach calls
for the potential of importing an operational state system (e.g.,
Vermont, Oklahoma) to satisfy requirements of an integrated state-
county system. Continuing analysis of requirements and functionality
of systemic environment.
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ENEFITS

——

1.

e

Effective access to information will greatly improve the
feasibility of case control by to the counties. Whenever
feasible, direct access to data by the counties reduces the
transmission time which would be built into any process for CSE&A
to funnel the information.

A centralized access-negotiation role for CSEA, as presented in
the diagram for systems development, wvould facilitate access for
the counties vwhich might otherwise be implemented by separate
efforts on the part of the individual counties themselves. From
the standpoints of experience and contacts, CSEA can offer
lisison resources in this role which the counties would othervise

need to develop for themselves otherwise.

ITMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

1.

3}

1 have to put in place an administrative structure and

| =)

C5EA  wi
staff tc provide resources for CSEA’s part in this process.
A detziled work plan will be needed, providing fcr the

{a access agreements between CSEA and olther

m

modification of d
progrems/agencies &llowing county access in the desired mediz,
and covering the process for identifying the meihods cocf &cces
and hardware requirements for those information sources which are

zutomated.

fnhancements to existing systems are needed in the short term

facilitate operational casework:

Tnterface belween Simte / county systems and between systems in
various counties.

Access for both State and county systems to the mEjor
sources of data for lccation of absent parents and enforcement of
suppert orders, namely the Unemployment Insurance Ease Wage and
Benefit files, and the Department of Transportation’s Driver’s
License and Mctor Vehicle Files.



Development of an effective statevide case tracking systen
covering all 1IV-D cases, to facilitate the coordination of
effort on cases directly referred to the counties by the DES AFDC
agency, particularly in instances where the custodial parent
moves beiween counties, or has prior contact with Arizona in =2
reciprocal case from another state. Such a system, if inter-
active with county systenms, would relieve a significant amount

of federal reporting responsibility.



DEL INGUENCY CONTROL

SUMMARY

=

Figure 22 depicts the information sources relied wupon for
obtaining the necessary information to calculate arrearages.
Delinquency control is one of the largest and most challenging aspects
of +the child support program. The federal government mandsated the
implementation of wage assignments on all cases thirty days pasi due.

In order to meet this mandate, and to conduct meaningful child support

-4
L

o

enforcement activity, it is necessary to know at all times the ex

’

amount of child support for any case which is past due {the arreara

IO
7

(e}
M

and how long it has been past due.

CSEA has been been somewhat successful in accomplishing this debti-
tracking on AFDC cases which it has submitted, or potentially will
submit for tax refund intercept. There are unresolved problems,
however, in tracking non-AFDC arrears on cases handled by CSE..
Finally, the counties each address this issue in their own fashion for
cases they handle, including those submitted to CSEA for tax refund
intercept. Pinal County is the only entity with an operative
sutometed arrears tracking syslem, though Maricopa asnd Fima county
systems have that capability. Those countiesg have not fully
operaticnalized their systems, however, due to the sheer number ol
ths

case which would require background computations tco initisliz=e

)]

values in the automated system for subsequent tracking.
In a2 county-operated program, it will be crucial that the counties
have effective arrearage tracking systems in place, handling all Iv-D

cases processed by the county. Suchk systems will have to bs

automated, particularly in larger counties, unless unless sgigrnificant

[
t3
Q)
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numbers cof slaff are =zllocated to the process full time 1o do the work

annually.

POTENTIALIL DRAWBACKDS

1. Transfer of this responsibility to the counties will plsce an
immediate burden on existing procedures for this process by
adding o©of cases to the workload. This strain will demand an

action plan, almosi certainly dealing with automation. Given any

3}

amount o0f success with CSEA’'s micro based computes arreazar
computation systenm, however, DES may be in a position to offer =
model =ystem for relatively low hardware cost, allowin the
for

counties to make more use of their mainframe capabilities

tracking arrearages after the initial computation.

2. The major problem is the limitations faced by DES in providing
AFDC expenditure datsa. I1f DES cannot provide updated AFDC

expenditure data to the counties, then the counties cannot b=
expecled to reimburse the State when arrears are collectec.
transfer of responsibility to the counties would simply place

ihese issues 2t the top of the roster for resolution, however,

1)

and they dewand resoclution in zny event to facilitete coperastior

f!

¢d the program at either level, State or county.

EENEFT TS

1. County-based arrearage tracking keeps the tracking meschanisz:
closest to the source of the necessary data, the Clerk cf the
Courte OQOffice. CSEA’es current process depends on physicsal

transmission o©f funds from the Clerk’s DOffice to CSEA, based cn

the Assignment of Rights to Support. This mechanism feails,
however, if +the Assignment has not been correctly filed, cr is
misinterpreted. The system does not work at &ll in the absence

'..¢
[ ]
159



r

of an Assignment, as in non-AFDC cases. The county, on the oihsr

hand, has possession of all the datz, as well {(under the county
operated IV-D etructure) responsibility for acting on it.

A countiy based arrearage tracking system would speed up response
to an absent parent’s failure to make a payment. This not only

speeds up collections to the benefit of both the custodial parent

v

the

-

and the 1IV-D program, but enables the county to address

problem before lsrge arrearages build up which are much harder

for the absent parent to pay oif.

TMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

1.

&)

)

Meet with the county staff who will have to deal with the

with the transfer of responsibility, to review their current

m
b

systems and procedures and share information on CSEA’'s practic

and =ysliems.

4
8}
o
£
1
o

Develop & payment history gystem that ensbles CgEs to

total AFDC experditures to the counties on a periodic basis.
Develop procedures for direci referral from the IV A caseworks:
of +he AFDC award for new case referrals and any award change ©-

syl

[

syre unti

[(d
6]

serminetions theresfter (ehould be an interim me

+ime +thai inter-active access of DFES files is available ‘.z

automated systems?.

.-_-
)
wu



SUMMARY

Figure 33 depicts the desired state for proc

monies. In = desired state, the State-level tax re

essing the offset

fund offset process

would entail the counties preparing the cases and CSEA submitting themn

ic  IRS and DOR. Upon receipt, CSEA will forward
the counties for disbursement.

The process would basically remain the same in
would submit the cases to CSEA for tax refund inter
change is that the counties would disburse the
instead of CSEA.

To implemenit a state administered - county oper
changes needed to the coniracts between CSEA a
related to the tax refund intercept process may inc

£

1. The addition of casonal staff toc handle th

1]

occasioned by the influx of case submission d
the counties, and the surges in contacts from
have been effected by tax offsets, from Octobe
arnd from March through August. (Thig could

counties have automation’

2. CSimplificztion of the State level tzx offsetl
Depsriment of Revenues 1is needed if CSEA
additional work implicit din growing tax

caseloads, which will be experienced vhether
hancdles the caseload.
The current process, developed by DOR is
invclving numercus transmissions of hard copy not
process would bLe less cumbersome if management ne

Deparitment of Revenue achieved by redirecting the

126

the collections to

*hat the counties

cept. What would

o
c

i

monieg collect

m

ated IV-D progr
nd other entiliec
lude:

e surges in  worw
ata each July fraow
absent pearenis whc
r through December,

s £

be mitigated iZ

process lhrough Lnh=
i to a&abscrbh  the
refund intercept

the State or county

guite burdensome,
ices. The entire
gotiation with the

DOR notice process
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to Lhe counties, reducing CSEA’s role. The counties would not only be
called upon to absorb more work than they handle at present bul they
would have greater need of data now held solely by CSEA on the latest
arrears balances communicated to DOR and the IRS.
POTENTIAL DRAWBACKS
1. Without =a DOR-level simplification of procedures, increased
county participation, even with seasonal help for CSEA, will
present s real control problem in itracking cases. This task must
be addressed by automation plans.
2. The tremendous increase in work resulting from preotested ‘tax
refund intercepts impacts CSEA. As the counties absocorb the
challenge in handling this aspect of the tax refund intercept

process, which they will be similarly impacted.

The counties’ handling of these protests will be a matter of

D)

great federal interest. OCSE is deeply concerned about
minimizing the number of successful court actions challenging
this profitable collection remedy. The counties would therefore

audite in this ares, in addition to the =areacs

+
[ ]

be subgect

[

already zudited.

BEENEFITS

1. A county operated system, in genersal, would eliminate the
coordination problem inherent in the current system, where CZEA
and +the county may both work a case, unaware of the other
agency’'s activity (or lack of it). The tax refund intercept
process has worked relatively smoothly with CSEA in a "middle-
man

" role, aside from some resource limitations in CSEA which

would be addressecd by the seasonal stafd suggestion above.




This seascnsl stz=ff suggestion, in addition tc mitigsiing sowe oI
the impact of an increased county participation inherent 3in =&
shift tc county operated program, reduces CSEL staffing costis by

limiting the expenditures for tsx refund intercept work to those

Q.

periods when the vork is heavy, and removing the overhead relate

m

to maintaining a permanent staiff of sufficient scale %o handl
these peak periods.

In light of the potential for changing CSEA workloads, seasonel
help is even more degirable, allowing CSEA to meet its staeffing

- 4

neede in the short term, without making a long-term commitment.

MPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

1.

>
i

rJ

el

Plan and budget for seasonal staffing in CSEA.

45

Negotiste with DOR for simpler procedures to streamline ine
flow.

Provide technical assistance to the counties to buffer the impact
of the protest increase.

Provide AFDC expenditure totals to the counties for disbursement

of collections to the State.

128



DISTRIBUTION/DISBURSEMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS

UMMARY

———

Figure 34 depicts the desired state for processing disbursing

support collections.

processing cycle for these tasks than is experienced at present.

acceleration should be accomplished by:

1.

child

This new structure would feature a much faster

This

Implementing a estatewide automated system to handle the

processing tasks depicted in the diagram.
Providing access to this system to the counties (or interfacing

it with existing county systems) to eliminate the need to

transfer work to the staff for handling.

Providing counties with AFDC expenditures per case on 2an

(periodic), updated béses.

POTENTIAL DRAWBACKS

1.

Automated development is expensive while funding approval will be

sought from OCSE as a high priority, development of a

Distributions state-wide system may go slowly.

Integration of such a system into county operations will involve

considerable effort because AFDC payment history totals are not

readily available or transmitted to counties.

BENEFITS

l.

2.

3.

4.

Faster, more systematic processing.
Quicker pass-through of money to AR’s.

Virtual elimination of backlogs.

Centralized reporting, eliminating labor intensive operations,

money

as the system produces statistics on the distribution of

passing through it.
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DISBURSETENT OF MONIES
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IMPILEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

1.

(%))

High priority and management support for development and OCSE
approval of State-wide Advanced Planning Document, to obtaiﬁ
federal 90/10 funding for automated development.

Combined State - county task force to develop the detailed design
of such a system based on the APD.

Review of counly staffing, and enhancement if needed.

Siate-level techniczl assistance to implement the systen and

provide {raining.

Develop a payment history system of AFDC expenditures per case to

transmit to the counties showing total amounts owed to the State.
Intensive testing and follow-up auditing to insure accurate

processing and efficient system usage.
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION
ESTIMATE BUDGET

TOTAL OPERATING
Y 1986 - 1987
July 1' 1686 - June 30' 1987

Experditure
Classification State Federal local Total
Projected FTEs 97.0 49.0 146.0
Personal Svcs.

CSEA , $1,738,400 $ 869,900 $2,608,300
Admin. Support 00 272,600 817.400

Total $2,283,200 $1,142,500 $3,425,700
Employee Related
Expenditures

CSEA $ 453,000 $ 226,700 $ 679,700

Admin. Support —197,700

Total $ 584,800 $ 292,600 $ 877,400
Professional &
utside Sves, .

CSEA $ 350,000 $ 815,900 $ 58,000 $1,223,900

Admin. Support 00

Total $ 350,000 $ 917,700 $ 109,000 $1,376,700
In-State Travel

CSEA $ 8,800 $ 4,400 $ 13,200

admin. Support — 6.700 — 3,400 10,00

Total $ 15,500 $ 7,800 $ 23,300
Qther Operating
Expenditures

CSEA $ 129,200 $ 64,600 $ 193,800
Admin. Support 473,700 —237,100

Total $ 602,900 $ 301,700 S 904,600
Qut-of-State Trvl

CSEA

Admin. Support S 6,300 S 3,200 S 9,500
CSEA

aAdmin. Support S 40,3500 S 20,300 S 60,800
Total $ 40,500 $ 20,300 $ 60,800
Grand Totals $ 350,000 $4,450,900 $1,877,100 $6,678,000
Revenues $ 350,000 $4,370,500 $1,836,900 $6,557,400
Percentage 100.0 101.8 102.2 101.8




3
. Estimated expenditures for SFY 1986-1987 are $6,678,000:
- § 350,000 State
- $4,450,900 Federal 3
- §1,877,100 Local 3/

3/ Does not include county participation pass throughs or
incentive pass throughs.

. Estimated over camitted funds for SFY 1986-1987 are $120,600:

- 8 -0- State
- § 80,400 Federal Matching at .6665%
- § 40,200 Local Matching at  .3335%

Please contact me at 255-3786 if you have any questions or need addi-
tional information.

Sincerely,

W Y/ 4

Andrew J. Genualdi,

Administrator
Office of Planning &
Budget Development

AJG: JRM: 1lc

Enclosure



in and trained in early April. To date there are some /6O
cases on which AFDC and court order data has been gathered
and arrearage calculations have been completed. These cases
are awaiting the next steps in the process - distribution,
payment release, and check issuance. These cases awaiting
distribution represent an estimated $//9,000 . The largest
proportion of these monies are state and federal reimburse-
ments and the remainder represents monies due to families or
absent parents. Additional arrearage cases are being readied
for distribution at the rate of 20+ cases per day.

Since it has been identified that

bution capability is a critical factor in reducing the undis-
tributed balance, CSEA staff and the DAFCS systems Develop-
ment Unit have been working on isolating and correcting the
problem. Through today, attempts to correct the problem have

not been successful.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Continue current level of effort on preparing cases for
distribution through PADIS and accumulate these cases on the
assumption that the PADIS problem will be corrected in the

next few days.

PRO:
A. Contract staff are already trained on case pre-

paration and arrearage calculations.
B. When PADIS is operational, a larger number of
cases will be ready for distribution.

CON:
A. PADIS problem may not be resolved in the next

few days. No immediate results will be seen in
reducing the large arrearage portion of the
undistributed balance.

2. Continue to prepare cases for distribution. Request that
DAFCS and ODA management make resolving the PADIS problem a
top priority.

PRO:
X. Trained staff would continue to get cases ready

for PADIS distribution.
B. DES/ODA management may not be aware of the problem
and the need to place a high priority on resolution.
CON:
A. Arrearage cases will still not be distributed
until the PADIS problem is resolved.
B. No immediate reduction in arrearage PpoT
undistributed balance.

tion of

to manual distribution on arrearage cases

3. Divert staff
i st on cases with the

with emphasis on releasing payment fir
largest dollars involved.
PRO:
A. Some immediate reduction in the arrearage
portion of the undistributed balance will occur.



ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC SECURITY
Bruce Babbitt 1717 WEST JEPFERSON ¢ PHOENIX, ARIZONA ¢ P.C. BOX 6123 88008 Douglas X. Patifio
GOVERNOR . DIRECTOR
May 30, 1986

Mr. Jim McLaughlin

Department of Administration

1700 West Washington

State Capitol, West Wing - Room 814
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Dear Mr. McLaughlin:

The results of our analysis of revenue and experditures for the Child
Support Enforcement program for state fiscal year (SFY) 1986-1987 are
enclosed.

A sumary of the information follows:

. Estimated total revenue for SFY 1986-1987 is $6,557,400:

- $ 350,000 State (Appropriation)
- $4,370,500 Federal 1/
- $1,836,900 Local 2/

1/ Federal revenue estimate is composed of:

. § 699,500 match to state appropriation

. §3,373,400 net federal share of collections, estimated
to be earned FY 1986-1987

. $ 297,600 net federal share of collections, estimated
to be earned from carry-forward revenue
FY 1985-1986

2/ Estimated local revenue is equivalent to the estimated
state share of collections which is composed of:

. $1,688,000 FY 1986-1987
. S 148,900 FY 1985-1986 carry-forward
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EXHIBIT K



ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC SECURITY

Bruce Babbitt 1717 WEST JEFPERSON ¢ PHOENIX, ARIZONA + £.0. BOX 8123 885008 Douglas X. Patifio
GOVERNOR . DIRECTOR
MEMORANDUM
T0: Sheila Ainlay DATE: June 3, 1986

FROM: J. B. Hamp 760A REFERENCE:
Senior Systems Development
Analyst

SUBJECT: IRS Collections Distributions

The problem with the IRS payment which was not properly distri-
buted has been identified and fixed. As of this date, I am

not aware of any system problems with the exception of the
problem of identifying the pass-backs in an automated fashion.

I would state, however, that due to the rather open-ended nature
of arrears processing, there are not as many control conditions
to ensure that arrears money is properly distributed as compared
to distributing current support. Additional manual controls
should be in place to ensure the accuracy and integrity of
arrears distribution.
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CON:

A. Contract staff will have to be trained on
manual distributions.

B. Manual distribution is time-consuming. A trained
experienced worker can distribute an estimated
7-10 cases per day.

C. The manual distributions data will still have to
be entered to PADIS to ensure PADIS reports reflect
proper distributions data.

D. Diverting staff to manual distributions will reduce
level of effort in case preparation areas.

T

RECOMMENDATIONS:

The DAFCS Assistant Director and ODA management should be
made aware of the importance of resolving the PADIS problem
with arrearages. Additional SDU and ODA resources and a
higher priority may be needed to correct the problem quickly.

If it is determined that the PADIS problem cannot be resolved
rapidly, consideration should be given to diverting staff to
do manual distribution of arrearages. If the delay is
lengthy, payment of current support monies may have been
caught up and staff assigned to the Payments Release Units
may be available to work on manual distributions.



ISSUE PAPER

PROBLEM

The PADIS system currently reflects an estimated $2.5 million
undistributed balance - child support monies collected but

not yet released. The largest proportion of this balance is
related to past due support monies (arrearages) collected from
various sources including IRS and DOR tax refund intercepts.

A smaller proportion of these monies is related to current
support payments.

While the existing PADIS system handles distribution of current
support, it does not handle arrearage distribution. Distri-
bution of arrearages must take place before payment release
action can be taken and checks accurately issued to the
appropriate payees. It is estimated that arrearage monies
constitute approximately 757 of the current undistributed
balance. This balance will increase dramatically as this
year's IRS/DOR tax refund intercept monies coming in reach
their peak over the next two months.

BACKGROUND

The existing PADIS system became operational in January 1985.
All monies received through October 1984 were manually dis-
tributed and released. All monies received subsequent to
October 1984 have been entered into and processed through

the PADIS system.

Although the PADIS system was desipgned to handle the distri-
bution of both current support and arrears, the arrearage
distribution portion of the system was apparently never fully
tested. Initial implementation of PADIS placed emphasis on
the distribution and payment of current support and the main
priority was being placed on resolving problems with PADIS
and overall operations related to processing current support.
Staff report that some arrearage cases were entered to PADIS
in mid-1985 and that the system did not handle these distri-
butions properly. Although some work was done on the
apparent problem at that time, the problems were not resolved.
Now that the contract workers have been available to work on
backlogged cases, it has become apparent that the problem
with PADIS handling arrearage distributions constitutes a
major barrier to reducing the undistributed balance.

Efforts have been continuing with the help of contract staff
to catch up on the backlog of current support payments. If
there is not a substantial increase in current support monies
being received, staff estimate that the current support
backlog will be caught up in about ten working days.

The major thrust in processing the arrearage portion of the
undistributed balance began when contract staff were brought
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disbursements made to the point of the above referenced policy change
be audited to determine the scope of the fiscal dimpact and that
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EMHANCE COUNTY-STATE RELATIONS WITH FORMAL
MECHANISM TO CONTINUE POSITIVE DIALOGUE

ACTIONS::

Sharon Hekman of the Pima County Attorney’s pDffice presented in
writing the major barriers petween CSEA and the between CSEA and

the counties, and recommendations to address them. The Dbarrier
topics are: contracting, reporting requirements, funding, audit
penalties, technical assistance, management attitude, and
information sharing. The Governor'’s Technical Assistance Team

will address these issues either in its final report.

INCREASE AFDC COLLECTIONS

ACTIONS ::

The Location Unit processed all AFDC priority cases. Many cases
were referred to other organization units to take enforcement
action and many others were referred back to the file room to
either be closed or maintained as inactive.

The Wage Assignment Unit issued 10 wage assignments and calculated
arrears on 50 cases for tax intercept as part of the AFDC priority
case directive. In addition, the Wage Assignment Unit 1is
processing 30 more AFDC cases for possible wage agssignment.

The Collections Unit referred six AFDC cases to the Attorney
General’s Office and the Maricopa County Attorney’s Office for
legal action. " Additionally, a delinquent notice was sent to one

absent parent.
RESOLVE MAJOR CONTRACT ISSUES

ACTIONS::

County Attorney officials believe the existing contract and the
proposed one for next fiscal year are too complicated and
voluminous. They believe it could be made much simpler and still
protect the interests of the state. They suggest establishing a
contract development task force comprised of CSEA top management,
representatives from the Clerk of the Court’s offices, and Arizona
Prosecuting Attorney'’s Advisory Council. The Governor’s Technical
Assistance Team agrees with these critical statements and the
recommendation to completely redo the contract.
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Instead, they would more likely recommend the Coloradc system as a
good transfer alternative bLbecause it is much closer to full
implementation than is the Oklahoma system. An additional
positive factor regarding the Colorado system is that it has been
designed for a county-operated IV-D structure.

The OCSE is committed to a quick turn-around on any updated APD’s
for statewide system transfers including support for exploration
of other specific states’ systems.

The complete Oklahoma software has not yet been received although
Arizona’'s IBM sales representative has indicated he expects it by
June 10th. It is hoped that the software will arrive in time for
the Automation Team staff to critically review the system and make
recommendations regarding its applicability to Arizona’s 1IV-D
requirements.

REORGANIZATICN OF IV-D PROGRAM

ACTIONS::

Starting next week, a centralized arrearage calculation automation
system will be ready to start processing cases. This is critical
for two management control reasons. One, we just found out that
approximately one out of every three arrearage totals inputted
into the PADIS computer program are in error due to the current
fragmented manual processes. Two, PADIS does not have proper
security controls so anyone can access the system and add a
payments on a case without being identified.

During this past week, 232 cases were closed based on the new case
closure palicy (i.e., unworkable). Twenty-four additional cases
are pending closure until follow-up documentation is received.

CSEA supervisors are meeting today to identify the essential data
elements for a case management automation system.

The final drafts of the proposed CSEA operations work flow and the
state administered, county operated structure have been completed.
Additiconally, a proposed table of organization for CSEA 1is

included.

As of May S, 1986 there were 3,540 IV-D applications (AY-0S1)
backlogged from March 9, 1986. As of June 4, 13986 the backlog of
applications is 1,540 - a reduction in less than on month of 130%.

Initiated action to have 15 temporary workers to implement the new
case closure policy on existing files and backlogs. Some 57% of
cases are expected to be formally closed (46,712 cases out of
81,702 cases) within 30-45 days.
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introduction to the =system functions and training regariing
preparation of the input data which will drive the system.

System support personnel and the CSEA PADS supervisor are
continuing to work on methods to identify and process IRS arrears
payments in which the payment exceeds the current arrearage
balance. These cases require a personal contact with the absent
parent to determine the desired distribution protocol (i.e.,
whether to pass-back, apply to future obligation, etc.?}.

Systems support perzonnel produced two reports during the last
week requested by the Operational Team staff. One was a listing
of all undistributed IRS and DOR intercepts which will help guide
the operational strategy to reduce these undistributed monies.
The other report produced a listing of NPA IRS intercept cases and
total dollar amount by county. This report will be used as a
basis for passing these monies back to the counties responsible
for submwmitting these cases. This will enable the counties to
properly record and distribute the monies to the intended
recipients. One other report was requested which will be a
cumulative listing of all '84/’'85 IRS collections by county. This
report should be available by June 9th - 10th and will also be
used to inform counties regarding all IRS collections whether or
not the monies have yet been distributed by CSEA.

In order to improve Distributions Unit staff access to information
stored in the FDSD system which is needed for processing IRS
intercepts, a printed listing will be generated by the responsible
staff in CSEA by the week of June Sth.

The functional requirements of an interim automated case tracking

system, several configuration alternatives to support such a
system, and recommended actions have been defined in a white paper
produced by the Automation Team staff. Essentially, the

recommendation 1is to purchase and install an IBM System/36 as the
most efficient and effective route to an interim automated case
tracking system. The most significant aspect of the
recommendation is that DES executive management must act =wiftly
and decisively on this issue. The design, development, and
implementation of such an interim system must start immediately
if CSEA is ever to begin to manage its responsibilities in thas

area.

DEVELGPMENT OF LONG TERM COMPREHENSIVE FLAN

ACTTIONS =

Recent discussions with the federal OCSE systems representative to
Arizona, Ms. Kathy Troglin, have revealed additional information
regarding the federal position on several issues. First, it was
indicated that the federal position on Mid-American as a
"transferable"” system has not been clearly resolved, although the
OCSE is currently leaning towards not defining it as transferable
because significant modification would be required to develop it
into an appropriate State-level system. Second, Ms. Troglin
indicated that the OCSE would not be in a position to recommend
the Oklahoma system as appropriate for transfer at this time.
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June &, 1986

DRAMATIC REDUCTION OF DISBURSEMENT BACKLOG

ACTIONS

The +total collection receipts for the month of MHNay, 1986
(8621, 680) increased by o5% over the month of April, 1886
(8495, 5989, and April, 1986 collection receipts increased by 167%
over the month of March, 1986 (8185, 530). This two menth increase
of 235% is attributed to tax offset receipts.

The total collection receipts distributed for the month of MNMay,
1986 (5199,502) increased by 32% over the month of April, 1986
(8151, 334), and April, 1986 collection disbursements increased by
230% over the month of March, 1986 ($116,241). This is a 72%
increase_in disbursements within a two month period.

The total undistributed amount as of Friday, May 30, 1986 is

approximately $3, 478, 408. The undistributed total amount will
continue to increase, under existing case processing operations,
for the next two months because of tax intercept collections. IRS

Just informed CSEA that $600,000 additional tax intercept
collections will be sent within a wveek.

The Governor’s Technical Assistance Team presented a five point
policy plan to the DES administration to significantly reduce the
undistributed collection balance within 90 to 120 days. This plan
requires substantial changes in the way that the CSEA
Distributions Unit processes cases. DES Executive Management has
initiated the plan.

Starting June 6th the Distributions Unit will be working 364 tax
offset cases that have been identified as AFDC with collection
amounts over $1, 000. These 364 cases total $546, 143, averaging
about $1,500 per case. This is the first time that the
Distributions Unit is prioritizing cases based on dollar amount
collected.

ADAPTATION OF LIMITED AUTOMATED PROCESSES
AND DEVELOPMENT OF LONG TERM COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

IMMEDIATE AUTOMATION EFFORTS

ACTIONS

Development and testing of the system to automate arrearage
computation 1is continuing with initial input to begin June 9th.
The manual system to support the flovw of input to and output from
the automated function has been clearly defined to ensure the
entire system correctly performs its required functions.
Appropriate operational staff have received preliminary



June 6, 1986

DRAMATIC REDUCTION OF DISBURSEMENT BACKLOG

ACTIONS

The total collection receipts for the month of May, 1386
(621, 680) increased by 234 over the month of April, 198¢&
(8495, 598}, and April, 1986 collection receipts increased by 167%
over the month of March, 1986 (s18%,530). This two month increase
of 235% is attributed to tax offset receipts.

The total collection receipts distributed for the month of May,
1986 (8199, 502) increased by 32% over t+he month of April, 1986
(151, 534, and April, 1986 collection disbursements increased by
30% over the wmonth of March, 1986 (8116, 241). This is a 72%
increase_in disbursements within a two month period.

The total undistributed amount as of Friday, May 30, 1986 1is
approximately $3,478,408. The undistributed total amount will
continue to increase, under existing case processing operations,
for the next two months because of tax intercept collections. IRS
just informed CSEA that $600,000 additional tax intercept
collections will be sent within a week.

The Governor’s Technical Assistance Team presented a five point
policy plan to the DES administration to significantly reduce the
undistributed collection balance within S0 to 120 days. This plan
requires substantial changes in the way that the CSEA
Distributions Unit processes cases. DES Executive Management has

initiated the plan.

Starting June 6th the Distributions Unit will be working 364 tax
offset cases that have been identified as AFDC with collection
amounts over $1, 00C. These 364 cases total $546,143, averaging
about $1,500 per case. This is the first +time that the
Distributions Unit is prioritizing cases based on dollar amount
collected.

ADAPTATION OF LIMITED AUTOMATED PROCESSES
AND DEVELOPMENT OF LONG TERM COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

IMMEDIATE AUTOMATION EFFORTS

ACTIONS

Development and testing of the system to automate arrearage
computation is continuing with initial input to begin June Sth.
The manual system to support the flow of input to and output from
the automated function has been clearly defined to ensure the
entire system correctly performs its required functions.
Appropriate operational staff have received preliminary




enforcement actions on 32 cases.

| Per Pinal County Attorney’s request for additional cases, CSEA is
preparing to send 70 cases identified in the CSEA backlog that
belong to this jurisdiction for legal action.

RESOLVE MAJOR CONTRACT ISSUES

ACTIONS @

a2 A draft copy of an interagency agreement with the Attorney
General’s Office has been prepared. It is a performance based
agreement but requires additional work.
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A survey of Arizona counties’ automated systems in support of
child =support enforcement activities was conducted late last
week. Generally speaking, most non-contracting counties have
little or no automated support for child support enforcement
efforts. By far, Mid-American rules this domain in Arizona
counties (four out of nine counties with any system have or ar=
implementing that system). '

REORGANIZATION OF IV-D PROGRAM

ACTIONS =

Fifteen full-time temporaries will start work on June 7 to screen
54,000 existing low priority cases for possible closure. CSEA
staff estimate that approximately 40,000 of these cases will be
closed.

The draft proposal of the functional work flow for CSEA
operations and the administrative processes between CSEA and
external entities completed. These diagrams are accompanied by a
written narrative explaining the benefits, the implementation
steps, and the resource requirements.

The PADS supervisor has been reassigned to the CSEA
Administrative Offices and an accountant from DES Central
Accounting has been assigned to CSEA Operations. Also, the priocr
payments supervisor has been reassigned from CSEA Administration
back to Operations.

Effective June 2, 1986 CSEA will renew screening of IV-A
applications for completeness. Two clerks will be assigned full
time to review the applications (AY-091A forms) for omission of
critical data and . to return the incomplete forms to the IV-A

eligibility worker to complete and then to resubmit it. For the
past two months, no intake screening occurred regarding these
applications.

During the first four days in which the closure policy was in
effect, 227 (39%) of 576 new AFDC cases were closed.

ENHANCE COUNTY-STATE RELATIONS WITH FORMAL
MECHANISM TO CONTINUEBPOSITIVE DIALOGUE

ACTIONS =

Nothing new to report.

INCREASE AFDC COLLECTIONS

ACTIONS :

Since we started prioritizing AFDC cases to be worked, the Locate
Unit has referred 23 cases to the Wage Assignment Unit to execute

vage assignments. The Wage Assignment Unit issued 9 assignment
orders this week and calculated arrearages on 40 cases for tax
intercept. Additionally the Collection Units are taking




ADAPTATION OF LIMITED AUTOMATED PROCESSES
AND DEVELOPMENT OF LONG TERM COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

ACTIONS:=

The application +to automate the computation of arrears will be
tested June 2, 1986. Training of operational staff wvill occur
concurrent with testing. A June 3rd or 4th implementation date

is planned.

The "bug" found in the PADIS system has been certified by ODA/IV-
D systems support personnel as partially resolved. As certified,
PADIS can properly distribute arrears collections which do not
exceed the arrears amount in the system. CSEA personnel can
proceed with distribution of these type of arrears. The
remaining problem concerns distribution of arrears payments which
are in excess of the arrears amount in the system (e.g., a
custodial parent has made arrears payments since an IRS intercept
was submitted). Systgﬁs support personnel and the CSEA PADS
Supervisor are working on automated and procedural mechanisms to
resolve this distribution problenm.

Consistent with previous status reports, this problem with PADIS
-- a design inadeguacy -- further indicates the lack of a systems
approach and attention to programmatic requirements in the design
of PADIS.

Considerably more effort will be required to produce the
cumulative report on IRS intercepts that will be of use to the
counties. Again, the difficulty in producing this report is due
in large part to the disjunction of the automated systems which
support IV-D. Numerous files must be combined and cross-matched
in order to produce the information which will be useful to CSEA
in answering inquiries and to the counties in reconciling their
records. New target dates being developed.

The development of functional requirements and system design
specifications for an interim case tracking system has indicated
the need to at least examine a PC-based system vs. an IBHN
System/36-based system. The relative benefits of both are under
review and a definitive recommendation will be made by June 2,

1986.

DEVELOPMENT OF LONG TERM COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

ACTIONS =

The Oklahoma demonstration software was received and installed on
an available IBM System/36 on May 27, 1986. Unfortunately, what
was sent was only a demonstration copy, i.e., the full systenm
software will be necessary to critically evaluate the system.
Phoenix IBM representatives will assist our efforts in obtaining
the full system through IBM colleagues in QOklahoma.

The documentation on the Vermont and Mid-American systems were
received this week and are under review.




May 30, 1986

DRAMATIC REDUCTION OF DISBURSEMENT BACKLOG

ACTIONS =

DES internal auditors completes their review of the reporting of
undistributed funds to the federal government. Their findings
indicate that the amended report ($2.478 wmillion) is not
supported; and the original amount of $2.782 million i1is more
likely correct. Their findings will be incorporated intc the 0SI

report.

DES Planning and Budget Development have completed their review
of the cash balance in the trust fund. Their amount at March 31,
1986 ($2.639 million) varies from the amount that should have
been reported +to the federal government by $143,000. This
variance needs to be researched and reconciled by DES.

CSEA is ready to issue a check to an AFDC recipient in the amount
of 59,348 for mwonies collected in August of 1984. This
collection case 1laid dormant for almost two years. The only
reason the case is ready for disbursement now is because a CSEA
unit supervisor brought it to our attention last week.

An action plan is being prepared to prioritize arrearage
collection cases for disbursement processing and to streamline
the case processing activities. This plan will be finalized on

June 2, 1986.

A change in policy is in effect pursuant to disbursing
collections based on the date of receipt of collections. This
policy conforms with federal regulation 45-302.51. A form letter
has been prepared and approved by the Attorney General’s 0Office
to sent to the court or employer who delays sending the child
support payment to CSEA for disbursement.

The undistributed amount of revenue collected is increasing due
largely to tax intercept refunds and staff working only current
support cases - labor intensive and fragmented. A best guess
estimate, for the first time, of the undistributed dollar total
through Friday, May 23 is $3,478,671. Approximately $304, 000 of
this total is for monies collected prior to October 1, 1984.
Additionally, wve determined that the total undistributed amount
involves 12, 806 cases averaging $271.64 per case.

PADS activity for the week ending 053-30-86& is as follows:

TOTAL COLLECTION $444, 821

TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS s 84, 540
A number of potential policy actions (i.e., policy fiats) have
been formulated for discussion June 2, 198e¢, with DES executive

management designed to expedite tax intercept monies is a special
disbursement protocol.




The proposed county contract for next fiscal year is being
modified regarding major issues. A draft of an interagency
agreement between CSEA and the Attorney General’s Office is being
prepared.

The Pima County Attorney’s Office is critically reviewing the
proposed contract and will provide feedback within one to two
weeks.

Completed on-site reviews of receipt processing in Pima and Pinal.
Receipts being distributed within three days (four hours 1in
Pinal). No backlogs of undistributed fund existed. Pinal handles
a caseload of 3,000 cases (receipts/disbursements processing) with
a staff of three.

INCREASE AFDC COLLECTIONS

ACTIONS =

Effective this week, the case management staff started working the

most recent AFDC cases first (i.e., last in, first out - LIFO).
The case management staff have found that many AFDC cases, in the
high priority category, have not been worked for months and

therefore, required a lot of preparation time culminating in no
viable enforcement action.

Starting Monday, CSEA staff will be referring more AFDC cases,
currently in the case backlog, to Pinal County Attorney’s O0Office
per their request. Additionally, CSEA staff will be instructed to
refer more AFDC cases to Pima County and Gila County Attorney’s
Offices per their request.

The Attorney General’s 0ffice has agreed to begin working
initiating URESA cases as the number one priority at the rate of
20 per week. Responding URESA cases will no longer be the
priority cases worked. Furthermore, Arizona local cases will also
receive a higher priority than responding URESA cases.

During this past week, CSEA staff took the following action on
AFDC priority cases:

1. Initiated enforcement action on 40 cases (excluding wage
assignment), such as referring the case to program attorneys,
sending a delingquency letter, or obtaining a voluntary

agreement to start paying.

2. Calculated arrears on 61 cases for Tax Intercept submission.

3. Activated 33 cases for wage assignment action and executed wage
assignments on 13 cases.

RESOLVE MAJOR CONTRACT ISSUES

Nothing new to report.




ACTIONS =

County - state automated system alternatives have been developed.
Each approach will be delineated as additional documentation is
received over the next week from Vermont, Oklahoma, Mid-American,
and Burroughs. We still await delivery of the Oklahoma
demonstration software.

Project staff are continuing to contact all Arizona counties
regarding current and planned automation, particularly as they
impact on the costs/benefits of the statewide system alternatives.

REORGANIZATION OF IV-D PROGRAM

ACTIONS =

Effective +this week, the new case closure policy and procedures
are implemented at intake. No intake closure policy existed in
CSEA previously. A work plan is being developed toc screen
exigting cases for closure.

Developed estimates of case backlog actions including formally
closing of almost three fourths (72.1% of existing case <files

(64,776). Estimated 4impact of closing cases upon receipt of
application at 35.7% due to implementing new case closure policies
and procedures. Working to develop resource need (e.g.

temporaries) to review files for closure action.

By next week, a draft proposal of the functional work flow for
CSEA operations will be completed and a draft proposal of
administrative processes between CSEA and external entities will
be completed.

The Attorney General’s 0Office provided CSEA with establishment and
enforcement stipulation forms to be used on legal cases. These
forms are six pages fewer than what CSEA staff have been using.
Moreover, the Attorney General's 0Office provided CSEA with forms
and instructions for interstate wage withholding actions. This
will expedite case processing and case collections.

A review of internal controls at CSEA was completed and
recommendations for change have been made. A need for greater
accounting expertise was identified, and additional accounting
supervisory staff will begin 05-27-86.

ENHANCE COUNTY-STATE RELATIONS WITH FORMAL
MECHANISM TO CONTINUE POSITIVE DIALOGUE

ACTIONS

Sharon Hekman of the Pima County Attorney’s Office is preparing a
report of the six major barriers stopping the non-contracting
counties from agreeing to participate in the progran. The report
findings stem from a survey of the County Attorney Offices.

Q)




ADAPTATION OF LIMITED AUTOMATED PROCESSES
AND DEVELOPMENT OF LONG TERM COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

ACTIONS::

Completed data sharing agreement by Pima County to locate a
terminal capable of accessing DES UI, wage earner and AFDC files
from the Family Support Unit of the County Attorney’s office.

The computer hardware, software, and furniture to support
automation of arrearage computation was installed at the CSEA
Phoenix office May 15th at a total cost of approximately 825, 000.
Staff from the DOA Data Center are currently programming the
application and a May 30th implewmentation date is anticipated.
Training for operational personnel probably will be scheduled for
May 29th.

IV-D systems support personnel are continuing work to “"debug”
PADIS 8o that arrears payments can be distributed. While the
program has distributed most test data correctly, it has not yet
done so for all cases. Systems support and operations personnel
have been instructed to continue testing until we can be assured
the program distributes all payments correctly. It is very
disturbing that the systems design staff in DES has approached
program testing as something to be done while in a production mode
and with "live” data.

A cumulative report on 1985 IRS intercepts for each case was made
available on May 21st and scheduled for 1984 IRS intercepts on May
28th. These will be distributed to CSEA staff as well as to
county offices as soon as they are available.

Functional requirements and system design specifications for the
PC-based tracking system are being developed and will be complete
by May 27th. Once these are defined, the necessary hardware and
software will be ordered. Equipment should be delivered by May
30th permitting application development to begin. The goals of
this system will be to provide accurate caseload data for federal
reports and for management control. In addition it will greatly
enhance case status accountability.

DEVELOPMENT OF LONG TERM COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

FINDINGS

The federal OCSE announced a moratorium on state APD sgubmittal
this week. Kathy Troglin, the OCSE systems representative for
Arizona, indicated in a telephone conversation that APD’s for new
system development or implementation will no longer be accepted.
The only type to receive federal financial participation will be
APD’'s that involve transfer of another statewide system already
in operation.
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May 23, 1986

DRAMATIC REDUCTION OF DISBURSEMENT BACKLOG

ACTIONS

CSEA management staff have been directed to work with the

Attorney General’s Office to modify an existing collections
disbursement policy to conform with federal regulations (i.e., 45
CFR 302.51). CSEA is not in compliance at this time and moreover,
the existing -policy requires staff to delay disbursement which
adds to the current backlog. The new policy and procedures should
be in effect within one week.

Quality control procedures have been developed for arrearage
payment disbursement cases that are entered into the PADIS
computer system. Another batch of arrearage cases will be entered
into the computer system this week to make sure that the computer
program is disbursing the money correctly.

The collections and disbursement financial information is being
organized so that it can be reported on a weekly basis. Both
computer program enhancements and manual processes mwmust be in
place to report this information and ensure its integrity.

DES Internal Auditors are in the process of finishing their audit.
By 05-27-86, a detailed schedule tracking the undistributed funds
back to 1975 should be available.

The DES budget group is reviewing accounting records to determine
the cash balance in AFIS for CSEA. This should be completed by
05-28-86. The amount determined by this effort should be
reconciled to the amount the internal auditors determine.

Discussions with DES initiated to break down the collections and
disbursements in PADIS in more detail in order to provide a weekly
activity report. Further work and targeted for next week.
The PADIS system is showing $2, 506, 251 as being undistributed as
cf 0S5S-16-86. Amount will rise to over $3, 000,000 next week, as
€600, 000 in IRS intercept was received this week.
PADS activity for the week ending 05-16-86 is as follows:
TQTAL COLLECTIONS $57, 659
TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS 876, 469

Began attempts to provide descending list of disbursements to

agcertain high dollar collection amounts to begin to place
priority processing on those cases.




RESOLVE MAJOR CONTRACT ISSUES

ACTIONS =

The counties are either hesitant or refuse to contract with the
State to provide CSEA services because of program and reporting

requirements. David Lowenberg reviewed the proposed County
contracts for the next fiscal year and identified eight major
issues that either require clarification, revision or deletion.

The CSEA contract administration has been directed to research the
issues in conjunction with the Attorney General’s Office and
provide a written response by next week.

David Lowenberg is meeting with the County Attorney’s
Subcommittee on requirements on Friday to discuss their issues of
concern. Sharon Hekman of the Pima County Attorney’s Office is

contacting the noncontacting counties to ascertain what specific
contract and program changes must occur before they will entertain
gserving CSEA cases again. She will present her findings next
wveek.




2nforcement actions <can be taken. Through the reassignment cf
temporary, personnel, the File Room Unit will eliminate the
backlog within three weeks. This effort started yesterday.

CSEA has no case intake closure policy and an inadequate existing
case closure policy. CSEA is, for example, opening case files
wvhen the absent parent is deceased, no last name or social
security number is given on the absent parent, and when the absent
parent resides in Mexico. Case files are, therefore, prepared and
maintained and yet many of them are unwvorkable. Moreover, CSEA is
ocut of compliance with federal regulation because all active cases
must be worked. A case closure policy and guidelines have been
prepared for both new and existing cases. This policy will take
effect Monday. The policy and guidelines were prepared bases on
Regions IX material including the practice in other states.

ENHANCE COUNTY-~STATE RELATIONS WITH FORMAL
MECHANISM TO CONTINUE POSITIVE DIALGOGUE

ACTIONS ::

Met with representatives (county attorney, clerk) of Coconino and
Pima counties to elicit their input and critique of IV-D program.
Also gathered information on automation plans and current levels
of automation. In addition +to Pima county last -week these
counties believe that IV-D administration has been totally
inadequate and are extremely bitter,.

Requested 1115 waiver kit <from QOffice of Research and
Demonstrations, HHS for development of a IV-D "capitation bounty
collections" system. Initial response of counties is one of
support since, if approved, the administrative time keeping
functions, which represent onerous reporting requirements to
countieg, would be eliminated. Need DES to pursue the development
of 1115 application. )
Coconino County Attorney stated that his office processed 175 AFDC
cases from November of 1985 that require a change form feor legal
counsel by the Attorney General's Office and that CSEA must xerox

the cases to begin working on them. Linda Moore was contacted
about this matter and asked to expedite the transferring of these
cases. She will work with the Attorney General’s to prepare the

change of legal counsel form and CSEA staff are prepared to go to
Coconino County and xerox the cases.

INCREASE AFDC COLLECTIONS

ACTIONS =

This week CSEA is starting to work High Priority AFDC cases. In
the past three days the caseworkers have: referred 50 cases to
the Tucson and Yuma CSEA offices to be worked, identified 28 cases
for locate, initiated investigations on 13 cases for enforcement,
iszued € wage assignments, and calculated the arrears on 49 cases
for tax intercept.
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automated requirements at state vs. county levels. Continuing

analysis of Vermont and Oklahoma automated systems. Systems
documentation received from Oklahoma (requested from Vermont) and
currently being reviewed (looks promising). Telephone contact

with Vermont officials shows that "concerns”" raised previously by
DES reviewers are moot.

Developing automated reporting of detailed IRS intercept reports
generated via magnetic tape exchange for use by CSEA staff and
appropriate county offices. Will save countless hours of clerical
research effort and improve timeliness and accuracy of operation.

Initiated efforts to secure Cklahoma automated system
(demonstration copy) and will install on IBM System 36 for
emulation and test purposes. Will allow technicians to further

evaluate specific technical components for potential adaptation to
Arizona.

Recommended to DES Executive Management that DES retain the
services of a qualified systems analyst to begin IV-D systems
efforts including the revision of the 1IV-D APD, requirements
analysis and options for a state - administered county-operaied
system (e.g., direct referral, disbursement at county level,
reporting).

Developing a micro computer based case tracking system. Will be
used for new cases with skeletal data elements from existing
caseload.

Identified +to DES officials the need and desirability of locating
a DES terminal in Pima and Maricopa Family Support Units with the
capability to access the DES UI, AFDC and wage earner files to

facilitate parent locator functions. Will result in lessened
dependency on state staff and accelerate county efforts in locator
activities. Will require county agreement (discussions underway

with Pima).

REORGANIZATIDN OF IV-D PROGRAM

Completed external entity diagrams (those entities external to IV-
D) which depict input and output relationships, delineate
processing steps and other critical systems data.

Continuing efforts to develop internal entity diagrams for the
purpose of effecting immediate work flow changes and to formulate
desired state systems flow.

The File Room Unit commingles various case prioritization types
which makes it difficult to identify and easily retrieve high
priority cases for <care management action. Through the
reagsignment of temporary personnel, the File Room Unit is
segregating the cases by priority classification and referring the
high priority cases to case managers to initiate actions.

CSEA has a six week backlog of 3,500 AFDC applications that
require file preparation and case prioritization before locate and
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