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COMPREHENSIVE AUTOMATED ELIGIBILITY
AND CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT SYSTEM

Summary of Legislative Post Audit's Findings

The Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and Child Support Enforcement
System (CAECSES) is a new computer system designed to automate the Department
of Social and Rehabilitation Services' eligibility determinations for public assistance
programs, and its case processing and tracking for child support enforcement
services. The project was funded jointly by the State and two agencies of the federal
government. The System cost more than twice as much as initially estimated, and
took one year longer to complete than planned. This audit addresses concerns about
why this happened, and about the current status of the System.

Why has the Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and Child
Support Enforcement System cost more and taken longer to implement
than initially planned? Early estimates presented to the Legislature indicated that
the System would cost $11 - $13 million to develop and would take two years to
complete. We estimate that it cost nearly $30 million to develop the System over a
three-year period. Early estimates did not include all the costs of developing a major
system (such as the cost of operating the computer during testing and implementation,
staff training, and upgrading electrical wiring in offices Statewide to handle computer
terminals), and underestimated both the hardware requirements of the System and the
number of State staff that would be involved with its development.

. The State's share of the System's cost rose from approximately $3.4 million to
- $8.5 million, not only because the total cost of the System increased, but also because
- much of the hardware had to be financed rather than purchased outright. Interest
charges had to be paid entirely from State funds. In addition, the lack of a federally
approved link with the judicial branch caused the federal government's participation
in the child support enforcement portion of the System to decline from a 90 percent
match to a 68 percent match. '

The System took longer to complete than planned because the Department
underestimated the amount of time required to add the medical benefits program to the
System, as well as the amount of time needed for testing. It appears that Kansas'
situation is not unique - a sample of other states we contacted reported significant cost
increases and delays in developing automated child support enforcement systems.

Do the Department's current cost and implementation projections
appear to be reasonable? The System was fully implemented as of June 30,
1989, prior to the start of the audit, so there were no current projections to assess.
We found that the ongoing cost of operating the System in fiscal year 1990 will be
about $3.4 million. According to Department officials, if any major changes to the
System's software are required as a result of changes in federal or State law or
regulation, the Department will have to seek additional funding to contract with an
outside firm to make the necessary changes, or will have to hire additional
programming staff.

The Department has a list of software enhancements or "fixes" that it will make
with existing staff as time allows. The primary concern is to reduce response time on
the System; this has been a serious problem for field staff, who report that the slow




response time negates any time savings the System was supposed to achieve through
automating certain functions. The Department and the Division of Information
Systems and Communications agree that slow response time is the result of inefficient
programming by the software developer, and does not represent the need for a
hardware upgrade. In fact, the System's Central Processing Unit (CPU) is generally
operating at only 25-50 percent of capacity.

This report includes recommendations for follow-up work to determine whether
the Department has been able to achieve the cost-savings it associated with the
System's operation, and for a method that would help executive and legislative
decisionmakers monitor the progress of systems under development. We would be
happy to discuss these recommendations or any other items in the report with
legislative committees, individual legislators, or other State officials.

ANQH D
Meredith Williams
Legislative Post Auditor




Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and Child
Support Enforcement System (CAECSES)

The Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and Child Support Enforcement Sys-
tem is a new computer system designed to automate the Department of Social and
Rehabilitation Services’ eligibility determinations for public assistance programs such
as food stamps, cash assistance, and medical assistance, and to automate child support
enforcement case processing and tracking, which involves both the Department and
the courts. Originally, the System was to be operating by July 1988.

The System’s implementation did not proceed as smoothly as initially planned.
The Department informed the 1988 Legislature that the System would cost $22 mil-
lion, as compared to earlier estimates of $11 to $13 million, and that it would take an
additional year to complete. In 1989, the Department informed the Legislature that
the costs would be nearly $4 million more than estimated in 1988. Concerns have
been expressed about the increased costs to the State for this System, the delays that
have occurred, and the reasonableness of the Department’s projections. The Legisla-
tive Post Audit Committee directed the Legislative Division of Post Audit to conduct
an audit to answer the following questions:

1. Why has the Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and Child Support En-
forcement System cost more and taken longer to implement than initially
planned?

2. Do the Department’s current cost and implementation projections appear to
be reasonable?

To answer these questions, we interviewed officials from the Department of So-
cial and Rehabilitation Services and the Office of Judicial Administration to deter-
mine how the early cost estimates were developed and to identify the court’s role in
the implementation of the System. We analyzed existing cost estimates, prepared our
own cost estimates, and reviewed the Department's management procedures that were
in place during the System’s development. We also surveyed a sample of local office
staff to see whether they thought the System was providing its intended benefits. Fi-
nally, we developed estimates of the ongoing costs to operate the System.

We found that the System cost more than initially planned because the early esti-
mates did not include all the costs of developing a system, and underestimated both
the hardware requirements and the number of State staff who would be involved in
the System’s development. The State’s share of the System’s cost increased not only
because total costs increased, but also because the lack of an approved link with the
judicial branch caused the federal government's share of the System's cost to decline,
and because System hardware had to be financed rather than purchased outright. The
System took 11 months longer to complete than planned, primarily because the De-
partment underestimated the amount of time needed to add the medical benefits pro-




gram to the System. Federal and State officials consider the System to be fully imple-
mented, so there are no current projections to be assessed. However, ongoing costs
for the System will be substantial, and some problems remain with its operation.
These findings are discussed in more detail following a background section that de-
scribes why the new System was developed and how it works.



General Background On the Purpose and Use
Of the Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and
Child Support Enforcement System

The Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and Child Support Enforcement Sys-
tem has two components — automated eligibility and child support enforcement.
These components are described below, followed by an explanation of how they are
integrated in the System.

Automated Eligibility (Public Assistance)

The Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services provides public assistance
to needy individuals through a variety of programs, such as Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children, Medicare, Food Stamps, and General Assistance. Other than Gen-
eral Assistance, these programs are jointly funded by the State and the federal govern-
ment.

The Department’s staff determine whether people who apply for public assis-
tance are eligible to receive benefits. When people apply for public assistance, staff
conduct interviews to collect information on the applicant’s sources of income, living
expenses, number of dependents, and a variety of other factors. They then select the
appropriate assistance programs and begin the process of determining eligibility, cal-
culating the level of benefits to be provided, and verifying information. Single par-
ents are also referred to the Child Support Enforcement Program for services. Once a
public assistance case is established, staff must continue to monitor the client’s
sources of income, expenses, and number of dependents. Changes in these areas re-
quire benefit amounts to be recalculated.

Child Support Enforcement

The Department assists single parents in obtaining child support through a num-
ber of services. These include, as necessary, locating the absent parent, establishing
paternity, entering a court order for child support, enforcing payment of support or-
ders through garnishment if payment is not timely, and monitoring cases and modifi-
cations of support orders in accordance with Kansas support guidelines. Initially,
these services were provided mainly to public assistance recipients. In these cases,
child support payments are assigned to the Department to offset the cost of public as-
sistance that has been provided, however the first $50 collected per month must be
paid to the client. More recently, the federal government has required states to pro-
vide active child support enforcement services to members of the general public who
request such services. The State is not entitled to any of the funds collected for this
group. However, the State does receive an incentive payment of 6-10 percent of the
amount collected.

The judicial branch is also involved in child support enforcement services. For
all child support cases in which the Department is involved, payment from an absent




parent must be made to a district court. Court officials process the payments and no-
tify the Department when payment is received. This is done manually, with notifica-
tions sent in the mail. If the child support recipient is on public assistance, the pay-
ment is also sent to the Department; if not, payment is made directly to the parent.
Eleven district courts provide additional child support enforcement services through
their own court trustees. The court trustees enforce and, if necessary, modify court
orders. If the services are provided by the court trustee, the judicial branch charges
the general public a fee of no more than five percent of the amount collected each
month. The judicial branch receives administrative reimbursement from the Depart-
ment for services provided to public assistance recipients by court trustees.

Integration of the Two Components by the Comprehensive Automated Eligibility
and Child Support Enforcement System

The Department began planning for a new computer system for public assistance
in 1984. According to Department officials, its existing systems, Central Payments
(CENPAY) and Food Stamps, were obsolete and inefficient. The Central Payments
system processed cash payments for foster care and all public assistance programs
other than Food Stamps. It did not assist in determining eligibility for any type of
public assistance. The Food Stamps system processed only food stamps.

Initial funding for development was approved by the 1986 Legislature. At that
time, the Department was also planning to develop a separate computer system to
automate the Child Support Enforcement Program.

Because the two systems needed to share some of the same information about
clients, the Department subsequently decided to integrate the two components into
one comprehensive computerized system. Development of this system began in
1986, and was completed in July 1989.

The Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and Child Support Enforcement Sys-
tem contains a single database of client information that is used by both public assis-
tance and child support enforcement staff. On the public assistance side, the System
has automated all calculations for eligibility determinations and benefit amounts. It
.also automatically generates notices to clients about approval, denial, and reinstate-
ment of benefits, and automatically generates payment of benefits if the proper docu-
mentation has been submitted by the client. It provides automatic alerts for events
that could affect eligibility, such as age of children. Public assistance staff electroni-
cally refer single parents for child support enforcement services. This electronic re-
ferral allows staff to meet a federal requirement: when an Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children case is opened, a referral for child support enforcement services
must be made within two days.

On the child support enforcement side, the System is used to manage cases. It
contains information about the location and employment status of the absent parent,
paternity data, information about the court orders involved in the case, and basic iden-
tifying information about all adults and children involved. The System automatically



generates notices to employers to verify employment and earning status, generates
lists of support payments that are past due, generates bills to absent parents who do
not have support payment withheld from paychecks, and allocates any payments re-
ceived between current responsibilities and arrearages. When child support is col-
lected, public assistance staff is alerted by the System because they must consider the
$50 paid to the client out of each child support payment as additional income in deter-
mining eligibility for food stamps. The rest of any child support payments are depos-
ited in the Department’s fee fund, after the share that is reimbursed to federal agen-
cies has been removed.

The graphic on the following page illustrates the State’s system for processing
public assistance and child support enforcement cases, and describes some of the dif-
ferences from before and after the System was put into place.




The State's System for Processing Child Support Enforcement and Public Assistance Cases

The following boxes illustrate the State's system for processing child support enforcement and public assistance cases. The top set of boxes shows the activities of the
judicial branch and the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services in providing assistance to those who request it. The bottom two sets of boxes show how the
Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and Child Support Enforcement System (CAECSES) has changed the way the information is handled, stored, and maintained.

Child Support Enforcement
Assistance

« issue and modify child support
orders

* accept support payments

» court trustees enforce court orders

* provide applicable information to
the Child Support Enforcement
Program

Child Support Enforcement
Assistance

» get information from the client
locate the absent parent

Public Assistance
» get information from client
* determine which types of assistance programs the client is

determine paternity if necessary cligible for

establish the obligation to pay child support
» enforce court order for payment of support

initiate modification of support orders

» determine the level of benefits to be provided

» verify client-reported information

» refer applicable cases to the Child Support Enforcement
Program

« distribute cash payments and medical and food stamp benefits

BEFORE CAECSES

- information on court orders,
payments, and enforcement actions
was provided to the Child Support
Enforcement Program, primarily
by paper transfer

BEFORE CAECSES

+ all information about a case was recorded, processed, and calculated manually and maintained in paper files (this included

- determinations of eligibility and the level of benefit to be provided)

+ staff handling Child Support Enforcement and Public Assistance programs created and maintained separate files, sometimes
recording the same information

+ all payment information had to be entered into the Central Payment system to print benefit checks

» all communications with clients were handled by the staff

AFTER CAECSES

« the transfer of information remains
unchanged

« the judicial branch declined to use
CAECSES terminals to record and
transfer information. It began
developing a separate system,
which has never been completed.

AFTER CAECSES

« staff enter client information directly into the computer System, and only once

» case information is stored in a centralized data base, so it is available to both staffs instantaneously, without paper flow
or need for referral

» the System automatically performs calculations, determines eligibility, and generates and distributes benefits

« the System automatically generates notices and bills to clients (for such things as overpayments)

* the System helps ensure that eligibility determinations are handled consistently

« the System automatically crossmatches and verifies data, and searches for employment and location information




Why Has the Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and
Child Support Enforcement System Cost More and
Taken Longer to Implement Than Initially Planned?

The System cost more than planned for several reasons. First, the early estimates
the Legislature received did not include many costs that would be expected in the de-
velopment and implementation of a major computerized system, including computer
services, electrical wiring upgrades, and training costs. Second, those early estimates
also did not reflect the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services' plans for in-
volving a large number of State employees in the development of the System’s soft-
-ware, and did not reflect those employees' full costs. Third, the Department underes-

- timated the staff resources required to design the medical benefits component of the
System. Changes made because of this decision also appear to explain why the Sys-
tem took 11 months longer to complete than initially planned. Finally, the computer
hardware was upgraded earlier than planned; that upgrade and its associated cost oc-
curred before the System was fully implemented. We estimated that the final cost for
developing and implementing the System was about $30 million.

The State’s share of the System’s costs is about 29 percent of the total, a figure
that is consistent with earlier percentage projections. But because the total cost of the
System is so much higher than originally expected, the dollar amount the State will
have to pay is also much higher than projected. We also identified several factors that
acted to increase the State’s costs by several million dollars, including unanticipated
financing charges and the judicial branch’s decision not to participate directly in the
System. These and other findings are discussed in the sections that follow.

The Projected Total Cost of the System Rose
From $13 Million In 1987 to $26 Million in 1989,
According to Estimates Presented to the Legislature

{

In its fiscal year 1987 budget request to the 1986 Legislature, the Department of
Social and Rehabilitation Services noted that it expected to spend $2.4 million for
software to computerize its system for handling public assistance cases. The budget
document indicated that significant hardware costs also would be incurred, but that
the amount was uncertain. '

At the time, the federal government also was encouraging states to develop an
automated system for handling child support enforcement cases. (It later required
that all states put such a system in place by 1995.) While the 1987 budget was being
prepared, the Department began to explore the possibility of developing a computer-
ized system that could handle not only public assistance cases but also child support
enforcement cases. In early 1986, Department officials received notification from the
relevant federal agencies that a combined system would be acceptable. The Legisla-
tive Research Department estimated in its Fiscal Year 1987 Budget Analysis that
hardware costs for such an integrated computer system would be about $9 million.
We could find no written documentation to suggest that the 1986 Legislature received
estimates of the total cost of the System.



The first written estimates we could find of the total cost of developing and
implementing the System were made available to the 1987 Legislature. As the
table on the facing page shows, the Legislature received two estimates that year. One
written estimate, for $13 million, was presented to a legislative subcommittee by Sys-
temhouse, Inc., the contractor the Department had hired to develop the software for
the System. = That contract was for $3.8 million. The Department’s budget request
for that year did not contain an estimate of the total cost of the System, and did not
mention the total software contract amount. In its analysis of this budget, the Legisla-
tive Research Department estimated the total cost of the System to be $11.6 million,
but no detail was available on how this estimate was derived.

The Department did not provide the Legislature jwith a written estimate of
the total cost of the System until February 1988. At that time, the Department pro-
jected the System would cost slightly more than $22 million to develop and imple-
ment. This estimate apparently was the Department’s first formal attempt to present
the Legislature with all the costs associated with bringing the System on line. The
Department’s total figure was approximately $9 million more than the highest written
estimate the Legislature had received to date.

In 1989, the Department revised its estimate upwards by about $4 million to
nearly $26 million. That figure was made available to the 1989 Legislature, and is
the last estimate the Department has prepared.

We estimate that the total cost of the System will be nearly $30 million. We
reviewed the estimates the Department presented to the 1989 Legislature to determine
how accurately they represented the final cost of the System, but found that there was
insufficient documentation to determine how those figures were reached. In many in-
stances they were estimates of costs based on telephone conversations with staff
throughout the agency, and for the most part documentation no longer exists to show
how the final figures were produced. As a result, we concluded that we could not rely
on the accuracy of the Department’s estimates.

To develop our estimates, we began with the Department’s records on costs sub-
mitted to federal agencies for matching funds through June 30, 1989, the date the Sys-
tem was considered to be fully implemented. These figures-are audited quarterly by

~federal officials and should fairly reflect reimbursable costs incurred by the Depart-
ment. We then added in the following:

* expenses that have not yet been paid by the Department, which cannot be
claimed for reimbursement until they are paid. This includes payments to the
software contractor for work ordered in contract amendments that has not been
completed or billed, the final payment on the software contract, and payments on
the certificates of participation issued for hardware, which will be made over the
next several years.

* expenses incurred by the Department that are not eligible for federal reimburse-
ment. This includes the cost of hardware and software the Department purchased
for the judicial branch, and interest on the certificates of participation.




Our estimate is included in the last column of the table.

Estimates of the Total Costs for Developing and Implementing
The System, as Presented to Annual Sessions of the Legislature

1987 1988 1989 1990
Session Session Session Session

Legislative

Research System- Department Department Legislative

Department (a) house, Inc. of SRS of SRS Post Audit
Software $3,847,931 - $4,033,497  $4,939,762  $5,148,832
Hardware 8,855,693 9,433,898 13,137,676 12,889,196
Personnel 284,867 2,463,541 2,332,898 3,898,042
Travel 967,669 956,247 799,828
DISC Charges 3,885,271 3,449,825 2,020,858
Electrical Work 938,867 877,367

in Offices '

Overhead 629,031
Other 315,562 293,269 4,314,473 (b)
Total $11,600,000  $12,988,271 $22,038,305 $25,987,044 $29,700,260

(a) This estimate, presented in the Fiscal Year 1988 Budget Analysis prepared by the Leg-
islative Research Department, did not break the costs down by category.

(b) . This amount includes some costs for living expenses incurred by project staff temporar-
ily: reassigned to Topeka (all shown under Travel in the Department’s.estimates), the
cost of the electrical work performed in the field offices to handle new computer equip -
ment (shown under Electrical Work in Offices in the Department’s estimates), and other
costs that were incurred and reported to the federal government, but that we could not
sufficiently identify to break down into the categories listed.

We Identified Several Reasons Why the System
Eventually Cost So Much More Than Was Initially Planned or
Reported to the Legislature

The System's final costs are higher than early estimates primarily for three rea-
sons. First, the early estimates apparently did not include costs in many cost catego-
ries. Also, the early estimates did not envision the full extent of the Department’s
staff involvement. And finally, certain parts of the System proved to be more costly
than was originally estimated.

The 1987 estimates apparently did not include some costs that could rea-
sonably be expected to be incurred in implementing a major computer system.
The $13 million estimate presented to the 1987 Legislature by Systemhouse, Inc., in-
cluded costs only for the System’s computer hardware and software, and for the in-
volvement of a few State staff. Although the contractor reported these figures as “to-
tal” costs, it is not clear whether the firm intended to capture costs outside its purview
that could be considered a normal part of a computer system’s development. These



included personnel and travel costs for training State staff to use System terminals,
computer service charges during the training and implementation period, and electri-
cal wiring upgrades so that the local offices could handle the new computer terminals,
printers, and modems.

The Department’s 1988 estimate of the total computer charges for the Division
of Information Systems and Communications alone was expected to be nearly $4 mil-
lion. This includes charges to the Department for operation of the System’s main-
frame computer from January 1988 through June 1989, System software, and tele-
communications charges for lines connecting local offices to the mainframe com-
puter. Figures we obtained from Division billing statements show that the actual
amount spent on computer charges during the System’s development and implemen-
tation totaled about $2 million. Department officials indicated that one reason for
their high estimate of these costs was that the Division’s charges for some services—
such as telecommunications line charges—have actually decreased since the project
began.

The 1987 estimates did not reflect the Department’s plans for involving a
large number of State employees in the System’s development. The Systemhouse,
Inc. estimate included only $285,000 for salaries for State staff. This amount would
fund no more than four full-time staff for the duration of the project. However, the
System’s project manager told us that, during 1986, she and her staff surveyed a num-
ber of states that were implementing new computer systems. They found that states
that involved their field staff extensively in the contractor’s development of the com-
puter software had the greatest success in creating workable systems.. The Depart-
ment decided to temporarily relocate numerous field staff to Topeka for the duration
of the project. These individuals defined how all aspects of the System needed to
work to be most useful to field staff, and the contractor wrote the programs to reflect
their direction. Based on the staffing plan adopted by the Department, 54 State staff
were working on the System by the end of 1987, and six more were added in 1988.

The Department had information in January 1987 about the estimated cost of
State personnel who would be assigned to the System’s development and implemen-
tation, but that information was not provided to the Legislature. In a January 1987
document submitted to the federal government, the Department estimated that total
State staff costs for the project would be about $1.6 million. The estimate the Depart-
ment presented to the 1989 Legislature projected total staffing costs for the System at
about $2.3 million.

The Department’s cost estimates for 1988 and 1989 also did not reflect the
full cost of the staff assigned to the project or overhead costs that were allocated
to the project. The Department’s final estimated staff cost was about $2.3 million.
We estimate that the actual total staffing cost is nearly $3.9 million.

In developing their figure, Department officials told us that they generally in-
cluded only the costs to the Department of hiring additional employees or upgrading
certain employees’ salaries because of the project, not the cost of the existing person-
nel reassigned within the Department to work on the project. The “additional” em-

10.




ployees included data entry staff to type case information into the new System and
temporary field staff hired to replace the field employees that the Department had re-
located to Topeka to work on the System.

We concluded that, in providing an estimate of the total cost of developing and
implementing the System, it was more accurate to include the salaries and benefits of
the employees assigned to the project. These are the staff costs that the Department
submitted for federal matching fund purposes. The Department also submitted over-
head costs of nearly $630,000 for federal matching fund purposes. Similarly, we in-
cluded that figure in our estimate of the System’s total cost.

The 1987 figure for software costs reflects only the amount of the original
Systemhouse, Inc. contract and does not include costs for change orders nor any
judicial branch software costs. As the table on page nine shows, software costs rose
from about $3.8 million to more than $5.1 million. Most of this increase—about $1.2
million—was the result of change orders to the original software contract. These
changes were required because of changes to federal or State laws and regulations,
and because of staff refinements of what the System, ought to do as the project went
along.

State law requires the Department to contract with the judicial branch for the de-
velopment and maintenance of an automated child support enforcement system. As
originally planned, district court offices were to have terminals so that child support

~payment.information .could be .entered. directly into the System. When the judicial
branch rejected this plan, the Department agreed to pay about $180,000 in software
development costs for a system that court personnel could use to record child support
payment information. This system was never completed, but the Department incurred
software costs of more than $53,000 in the attempt. This topic is addressed more
fully on pages 12 and 13.

Pre-1989 hardware costs do not reflect an upgrade that had to be made be-
fore the System was fully implemented. The Department had planned to upgrade
the System’s central processing unit (CPU)—in fact, the upgrade was included in the
initial hardware contract—but did not anticipate it would have to do so until some
time in 1990. The System reached its capacity during implementation in early 1989,
before all of the field offices were on line. The need to have the upgrade by early
1989 caused hardware costs to increase from an estimated $9.4 million in 1988 to
about $12.9 million by the project’s completion. Additional hardware costs were also
incurred for terminals, printers, modems, and related equipment. Department offi-
cials told us that, because the upgrade was expected to occur after implementation,
they had not included its cost in the totals presented to the 1988 Legislature for the
System’s development.

We were unable to categorize about $4.3 million in costs that we included in
our “other’ category. To calculate our estimate of total System costs, we began
with the lump sum total of costs the Department had submitted to federal funding
agencies. This number was not divided into categories. In order to provide informa-

11.



tion comparable to what has already been provided to the Legislature, we used a vari-
ety of sources to assign costs to categories previously used in reporting costs. The
$4.3 million shown as “other” in the table on page nine is the amount which we were
not able to break down into those specific categories. This amount includes such
things as costs for some electrical work done in field offices, apartment rent for De-
partment field staff assigned to work on the project, printing, postage, and freight.

The State’s Share of the System’s Costs is Approximately
$8.5 Million, or 29 Percent of Total Costs

Up to this point, we have discussed the total cost of System development, how-
ever a large portion of System costs were reimbursed by two federal agencies. The
U.S. Department of Agriculture reimbursed the State for 75 percent of the hardware
and development costs that were related to the Food Stamps Program. The Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services reimbursed the State for 100 percent of hardware
and development costs related to the Refugee Program, 90 percent of costs related to
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children and Medicaid programs, and 68 percent
of costs related to the Child Support Enforcement Program.

We estimate the State’s share of the nearly $30 million total cost to be $8.5 mil-
lion, or about 29 percent of the total. The percent of the State share is consistent with
earlier estimates, but because System costs were higher than projected, the amount of
State money involved is substantially higher than projected. In analyzing the Depart-
ment’s fiscal year 1987 budget, the Legislative Research Department estimated that
that year’s request, which was $9 million of the total estimated $11.6 million System
cost, would be eligible for a 71 percent federal match. If this percentage is applied to
total estimated system costs, the State share of total System costs would have been
$3.4 million.

In cost estimates provided to the 1988 Legislature, the Department estimated the
State share to be approximately 30 percent of total System costs, or $6.7 million. In
its 1989 estimates, the Department indicated that the State’s share of total costs would
be at least $7.8 million. Based on final implementation costs, we estimated the State
share to be $8.5 million. The State’s share would have been lower than 29 percent if
there had not been problems in developmg a link with the judicial branch and in pay-
ing for the System’s hardware,

The lack of a federally approved link with the judicial branch led to an in-
crease in the State’s share of the System’s cost. The Department’s budget requests
for the child support enforcement portion of the System from 1987 to 1988 stated
that that portion of the System was eligible for 90 percent federal funding. To receive
this match rate, however, the proposed system had to meet certain criteria, including
the requirement that the system use a single set of software Statewide. Systems that
did not meet the criteria would receive only 68 percent federal funding, rather than 90
percent funding.

The Department initially proposed to meet this requirement by placing System
terminals in each district court. Information about child support payments made to
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CAECSES Terminals Personal Computers

Wouid Be Purchased and Software Were

For District Court Offices Purchased for
District Court Offices

Total Costs for Total Costs for
the Child Support the Child Support
Enforcement Portion Enforcement Portion

of CAECSES of CAECSES

As the System was originally conceived, terminals were to be placed in all district court offices.
This would have allowed court personnel to enter child support payment information directly into the
System. Instead, the Department purchased personal computers for the courts to use in recording child
support payment information. If the original plan had been carried out, federal matching funds would
have covered 90 percent of the costs of the terminals and 90 percent of the costs. related to the child
support enforcement portion of the System. As the System was actually implemented, no federal funds
were available to cover the costs of the personal computers and the software to run them because of the

.‘lack‘of a uniform Statewide system. In addition; because the link with the courts was never made, the
federal share of costs relating to the child support enforcement portion of the System dropped from 90
percent to only 68 percent.

the courts would be entered into the System’s database by court staff. In 1985, offi-
cials in the Office of Judicial Administration declined to accept this arrangement,
stating that those payment records were official judicial branch records and that it was
not appropriate to store them solely in the Department’s computerized system. Offi-
cials of the judicial branch indicated that this arrangement would have been ineffi-
cient. They said it would have required court personnel to enter payment information
in both internal court records and the System.

As an alternative, the Department agreed to purchase 100 personal computers for
the judicial branch and to pay a software contractor to develop a case management
system for it. The judicial branch was to be responsible for managing the develop-
ment of this system. Total estimated costs were about $496,000. The case manage-
ment system would contain the courts' child support payment information, and the
Department would be responsible for writing a computer program that would elec-
tronically transfer information from the judicial branch to the System each night.
That information would be available on the System the next day.

In mid-1986, the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement informed the De-

partment that such an arrangement did not meet requirements for certification. As a
result, the hardware and software the Department had purchased for the court was not
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eligible for any federal funding, and the entire child support enforcement portion of
the System was eligible only for 68 percent match funding rather than 90 percent
match funding.

These two factors caused the State’s portion of System costs to rise. Hardware
and software purchased for the court cost $516,600. And according to documents
submitted to federal funding agencies, the Department estimated it lost nearly $1 mil-
lion in federal funding (the difference between reimbursement at 68 percent versus
90 percent) for development and hardware costs for the child support portion of the
System.

In addition, the court’s attempt to develop a case management system was not
successful. The software contractor delivered a product that was not usable, and the
court terminated the contract, paying $24,000 of the $105,000 contract price. Thus,
the Department is still relying on a manual paper transfer to receive child support
payment information from the courts.

The lack of an approved link with the judicial branch not only caused the State to
receive a lower level of federal funding, but it also prevented the child support en-
forcement portion of the System from receiving federal certification. Under federal
law, states are required to have a federally certifiable automation plan by 1991, and a
certified system by 1995.

i

In an attempt to remove the impediment to federal certification, Department offi-
~ cials will present a proposal to the 1990 Legislature. - The:proposal would allow the
State to designate a single financial institution to receive all child support payment.
Such a financial institution would then connect with the System to provide daily up-
dates regarding child support payments received. Federal officials could make no
definite statement about whether this type of arrangement would receive certifica-
tion, but they told us that such a system certainly has the potential for overcoming
their objections to the State’s current arrangements.

Unexpected interest payments also contributed to an increase in the State’s
share of the cost of the System. The Department originally assumed that the federal
share of payment for System hardware would be made when the hardware was pur-
chased. Federal officials subsequently informed the Department that reimbursement
would be made over a five-year depreciation period. Department officials protested
this decision and requested a waiver of federal regulations. The waiver was not
granted. To finance the hardware, the Department was forced to issue certificates of
participation. The interest on the certificates, slightly in excess of $1 million over a
six-year period, is not eligible for federal reimbursement and must be paid entirely
from State funds.

The System Took 11 Months Longer to Complete
Than Originally Planned

Initial estimates contained in the Department’s budget, reports submitted to fed-
eral funding agencies, and early presentations to the Legislature all indicated that de-
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velopment of the System would take 24 months. It was expected to be complete by
August 1988.

In January 1988, the Department notified the Legislature and federal agencies
that the System would not be completed until October 1989. The primary cause of
the delay was that the Department underestimated how long it would take to add the
medical benefits program to the System. The Arizona system, on which Kansas’ sys-
tem was based, did not include medical benefits. Department officials initially
thought this component could be added fairly rapidly, however, substantial staff time
was necessary to define all the required elements and to do the programming for this
component. The Department reported that completion of the medical benefits compo-
nent added 10 months to the initial schedule. The Department also concluded that the
initial schedule had underestimated the time needed for testing of the System by four
months.

It appears that these revised estimates were overstated; the System was com-
pleted in July 1989, about 11 months over the initial estimate. However, the Depart-
ment has a lengthy list of enhancements and “fixes” to the System that it will be
working on for some time.

The Department Had Systematic Procedures In Place
That Would Have Allowed It to Manage the System’s Timeliness
But Not Its Cost

As part of our audit work, we attempted to determine whether the Department
had a number of basic processes and procedures in place that would have allowed it
to manage the System’s development and implementation. Because of legislative
concerns about the System’s timeliness and cost, we focused our review on those two
areas. For the most part, the criteria we used in making this assessment related to
processes and procedures that any agency would be expected to have in place to man-
age a large project. These criteria are summarized below:

Criteria related to a project’s timeliness: Good management practices require
that a timetable should be established for major projects, that a system should be
in place for monitoring the project’s actual and estimated timetable and for mak-
ing adjustments as needed, that staff should be assigned to carry out the project,
and that those staff should be accountable to someone at a higher administrative
level.

Criteria related to a project’s cost: Good management practices require that a
budget should be established for major projects; that a system should be in place
for reviewing the reasonableness of that budget, monitoring the project’s actual
expenditures and budget limits, and making adjustment as needed; and that staff
should be accountable to someone at a higher level for adhering to the budget.

In making our assessments, we interviewed the System’s current project manager
as well as the Department’s Director of Information Resources, Director of Finance
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and Accounts, and Commissioner of Administrative Services. We were somewhat
hindered by the fact that very little is known about the planning that occurred and the
procedures that were in place to manage the System before 1986. A project manager
was hired in 1985, but that person, who was the only employee assigned to the project
at the time, is no longer employed by the Department. In addition, there was essen-
tially no written documentation from this early time period. The current project man-
ager took over that responsibility in the Spring of 1986, when the development of the
project was begun in earnest.

In general, we found that the Department had systematic processes and proce-
dures in place that would have allowed it to manage the System’s timeliness. We did
not attempt to assess the extent to which all those procedures were actually followed,
because documentation often was not available. However, a time schedule was estab-
lished for the completion of the project, and it appeared to us that that timetable was
extended only after the Department reanalyzed the amount of time needed to add the
medical benefits program and to test the System.

We also found, however, that the Department had never established a project
budget that would have allowed it to manage the costs of the System. The Depart-
ment did compile estimated System costs for federal funding agencies on a regular
basis, and for the Legislature in 1988 and 1989, but it did not have a working budget
for the project as a whole. Without a working project budget, little meaningful over-

-sight could occur because there was nothing to measure total expenditures against,
nobody was accountable for making sure expenditures stayed within projections, and
there was no systematic basis for the Department to decide whether it needed to mod-
ify its activities in order to control costs.

According to the System’s project manager, staff within the Department did
regularly monitor project expenditures against legislative appropriations for costs
other than hardware, software, and personnel. But because hardware and software
costs were covered by contracts, Department officials did not think it was necessary
to monitor these areas. Further, within the agency budget requests the Department
submitted to the Legislature, projected System costs were never pulled together; they
were included under three program codes—automated eligibility, which included
only System costs, and child support enforcement and data processing, both of which
included costs for significant ongoing activities as well as for the System. As a result,
neither the Legislature nor officials within the Department were able to effectively
monitor total project costs.

Other States Have Experienced Significant
Cost Increases And Delays in Developing
Automated Child Support Enforcement Systems

Federal law requires all states to have an approved comprehensive, statewide

automated child support enforcement system in place by 1995. Thus, nearly all states
are currently planning or developing such a system.
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We surveyed eight states that are or have been involved in the development of
new automated child support enforcement systems. These eight states were Arkan-
sas, Colorado, Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Oklahoma, and Washington.
None of these states were developing a system that would integrate computer infor-
mation for both Child Support Enforcement and Public Assistance programs, such as

. Kansas has, but all will have to be able to transfer information between their child
support enforcement and their public assistance systems.

Of the eight states we surveyed, two had only recently begun planning their sys-
tems and were unable to provide comparative data on time and cost estimates. The
table shows estimates for the remaining six states.

Cost and Time Estimates for Completion
Of a Computerized Child Support Enforcement System

Initial Current Initial Current
Time Time Cost Cost
State Estimate  Estimate Estimate  Estimate
(millions) (millions)
Arkansas None None $ 4 $ 14
Colorado Unknown 6 years 45 . 100
Towa 2 years 2 years 2.0 4.0
Nebraska 3 years 4 years 2.0 6.0
Oklahoma 1 year 2 years* 3.0 6.0
- Washington 2 years 5 years 1.0 10.0

As the table shows, the states generally had greater increases in their cost esti-
mates than in their time estimates. Three states doubled their initial estimates of cost
to complete their system, and the remaining three states at least tripled their initial
cost estimates.

The six states reported a variety of reasons for cost increases and delays, ranging
from internal management problems to changes in the federal requirements which
-caused them to reprogram completed parts of the systems. Most indicated that the
programming for their system was simply more complex than they had anticipated.

During the surveys, an official of the state of Washington also indicated that that
state recently abandoned its efforts to develop a new automated eligibility system af-
ter a total of $40 million had been spent on the project. This system was developed
entirely by a contractor, and was determined to be totally unusable in the field offices.

It May Be Some Time Before the System Achieves
The Cost Savings the Department Anticipated

The Department estimated that it would achieve considerable cost savings as a
result of the new Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and Child Support Enforce-
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Staff’s Comments on Response Time

Staff working with the Comprehensive Auto-
mated Eligibility and Child Support Enforcement
System were surveyed about their experiences
with that computer System. The System’s slow
processing of information - or its “response time” -
was frequently mentioned as a major problem.
Following are a tew of the comments made by the
staff.

- Response time makes it impossible to complete
work.

+ As it stands now, it (CAECSES) does not free
up my time or allow for greater efficiency be-
cause of the response time. When that is fixed
then the system will be great. Until then it is
not an effective use of time.

» We also have to face the fact that'it takes longer
to do our job and is more frustrating because of
slow response time or down time.

ment System. It estimated that there
would be savings in excess of $2.2 mil-
lion annually based on reductions in
overpayments of public assistance bene-
fits. The Department further indicated
that deposits to the fee fund would in-
crease because the System would create a
more effective child support collection
network.

We were unable to determine
whether actual errors in benefit payments
have dropped, because the first of the
semi-annual quality control reports that
might reasonably be expected to show
changes in overpayments will not be
available until late January 1990. The re-
ports issued in January and July 1990

» The major problem is response time, which can
vary from a few seconds to several minutes.
When you must pass through several screens
to work a case, it becomes exceedingly difficult
to process actions in a timely way.

-« The slow response time of the screens on
CAECSES negates the time saving ability of
the system itself.

should present a fair assessment of
whether the System has resulted in a re-
duction in overpayments of public assis-
tance benefits. However, we did survey a
sample of 130 public assistance staff to
determine whether they thought the Sys-

tem was achieving the benefits the De-
partment associated with cost savings. We also surveyed a sample of 25 child sup-
port enforcement collection officers regarding System benefits, although these bene-
fits were not directly tied to cost savings. The results of the survey are fully set out in
Appendix A.

About three-quarters of the staff thought that the System was working as in-
tended, but that some benefits were not being achieved, partially because of poor
response time. There were two types of benefits tied to cost savings. One type of
benefit was expected to occur because of things the System did directly, such as auto-
matically calculate benefit amounts, prevent payment of benefits until clients submit-
ted required reports, ensure that all verification requirements were met before benefit
payments were authorized, screen for duplicate participation by clients, and so forth.
In general, public assistance staff agreed that these benefits had been or would be
achieved by the System.

The second type of benefit was expected to occur because automating certain ac-
tivities would give staff more time to do such things as investigate complex rules and
policies that must be applied, conduct more thorough investigation of eligibility (in-
cluding home visits and additional contacts with sources of client information), and
more fully explain reporting responsibilities to clients.

In general, only about half the respondents thought these types of benefits were
being achieved. They often cited poor response time on the System as a factor. Fully
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64 percent of respondents mentioned response time when asked to list any major
problems they were experiencing with the System. The profile above contains some
of their comments on this topic. A description of the steps the Department is taking
to address the response time problem is set out on page 24.

The Comprehensive Automated Eligilibity and Child Support
Enforcement System Appears to Have Had Little Effect on
The Department’s Fee Fund Balances To Date

The 1988 Legislature authorized 129 new positions for the Department of Social
and Rehabilitation Services for fiscal year 1989 to beef up the Child Support Enforce-
ment Program. At the time, the Department also was projecting that its new computer
system would be in operation for all of fiscal year 1989. As a result of these two ac-
tions, the Department was predicting that it would be able to collect more child sup-
port payments and make larger deposits into its fee fund. The Department projected
in its fiscal year 1989 budget request that total collections would reach $29.5 million,
and that $9 million in receipts from child support payments would be deposited into
its fee fund. In actuality, fiscal year 1989 fee fund deposits totaled only $5.6 million.

Legislative questions have been raised about why the Department’s fee fund re-
ceipts from child support payments have been less than expected. One concern has
been that the decline in revenues may be attributable to problems the Department ex-
perienced bringing the Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and Child Support En-
forcement System on line.

To help address these concerns, we reviewed information available from the De-
partment about child support collections and fee fund receipts from those collections.
That information is summarized in the following table:

Child Support Collections and Fee Fund Receipts from those Collections

Total Child Figures for Public

Fiscal Support Assistance Recipients Fee Fund Receipts

Year Collections ~ Amount  Percent Estimated (a) Revised Actual

1986  $ 14,536,564 $§ 9,585,195 65.9% $4.8 million
1987 20,529,992 11,285,623 - 55.0 $6.3 million (b)
1988 24,521,519 9,480,426  38.7 $7.5 million $6.3 million (b)
1989 30,775,726 12,711,673 413 $9.0 million  $7.5 million {a)$5.6 million
1990 $9.5 million  $6.6 million (c)

(a) These figures came from the Legislative Research Department’s Fiscal Years 1989 or 1990
Budget Analyses. '

(b) Department records show fee fund receipts from child support payments of $7,033,300 for fiscal
year 1987 and $5,583,176 for fiscal year 1988. However, the Department’s Director of Finance
and Accounts indicated that, in fiscal year 1987, the Department deposited the total amount of
a debt set-off payment from the Internal Revenue Service into the fund, without taking out the
federal share. This action gave the Department the funds it needed to make Medicaid pay-
ments through the end of the fiscal year. An adjustment was made in fiscal year 1988 to trans-
fer the federal share out of the fee fund. The figures presented in this table have been adjusted
to reflect a more accurate picture of fee fund deposits for those years.

{c) The Department provided this figure to us during the course of the audit.
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As the table shows, total child support collections were on the rise even before
fiscal year 1989. In addition, the Department’s total collections for fiscal year 1989,
the year the new enforcement staff and computer system were expected to bolster the
child support collection efforts, were $30.8 million, or slightly better than projected.
Although the implementation of the computer system was delayed for one year—
from fiscal year 1989 to fiscal year 1990—that delay did not appear to have had a
negative impact on the total amount the Department projected it would collect using
both the new staff and the new System.

The Department’s projections for fiscal year 1989 had been overstated in two ar-
eas, however. First, it projected that 50 percent of the child support collections for
. that year would be for clients receiving public assistance. Those collections actually
were only about 41 percent of the total. This downward shift represents a trend that
had been going on for some time, one which can have an impact on the Department’s
fee fund receipts. When collections are made for public assistance recipients, the
client receives the first $50 of the collection and the remainer is divided between the
State and the federal government to offset the cost of providing public assistance.
The Department generally receives none of the funds collected for the general public,
but it is required by federal law to provide active services to the general public. Al-
though it is possible the percentage collected for public assistance recipients might
- have been higher if the Computer System had been implemented in fiscal year 1989,
the Department also may have simply overestimated this figure; in fiscal year 1988,
..the: percentage of collections for public. assistance recipients had dropped to about 39
percent, well below the 55 percent ratio for fiscal year 1987 and the Department’s 50
percent estimate for fiscal year 1989.

Second, the Department estimated that deposits to the fee fund for fiscal year
1989 would be 62 percent of the estimated collections for public assistance recipients.
However, the amount actually deposited represented only about 44 percent of collec-
tions for public assistance recipients. Department officials cited several factors that
could help explain this drop in the percentage of child support collections deposited
into the fee fund. For example, they noted that, in many public assistance cases, the
monthly child support order is not much more than $50, and that increased enforce-
- ment efforts often mean that most of the money collected goes to the recipients, not to
the State or the federal government. Further, according to Department officials, the
State’s share of these child support collections has decreased in recent years, from 50
percent in September 1985 to 43.9 percent in October 1989. It would not appear that
the drop in the percentage of collections deposited into the fee fund could be attribut-
able to the delay in implementing the Computer System.

Summary and Conclusion

In 1987, the Legislature was told that the Comprehensive Automated Eli-
gibility and Child Support Enforcement System would would cost approxi-
mately $13 million and would be completed in August 1988. The project was
not completed until July 1989, at a cost we estimate to be nearly $30 million.
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The estimated State share of System costs increased from $3.4 million to $8.5
million. Several factors contributed to the increases. Early estimates did not
include many costs that could be expected in developing and implementing
such a system, and did not reflect the Department’s plan to involve a large
number of State employees in the development of the System. The Depart-
ment also underestimated the staff resources required to add the medical bene-
fits component to the System, which increased both the time and cost to com-
plete the project. Further, the Department underestimated how soon the com-
puter hardware would have to be upgraded. The Department never had a com-
prehensive project budget. The lack of such a budget made it impossible for
the Legislature to monitor changes in total System costs.

The State’s share of the System’s costs is about 29 percent of the total, a
figure that is consistent with earlier percentage projections. But because the
total cost of the System is so much higher than originally expected, the dollar
amount the State will have to pay is also much higher than projected. We also
identified several factors that acted to increase the State’s costs by several mil-
lion dollars, including unanticipated financing charges and the judicial
branch’s decision not to participate directly in the System.

The System has been operating since the start of fiscal year 1990, and
the Department is working to address problems with the computer's response
time. It is too early to formally assess whether the Department will be able to
achieve the cost savings it associated with the System, or whether the prob-
+lems -with-the Systems response time may prevent some of'these savings from
being achieved.

Recommendations

1. To determine whether the Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and
Child Support Enforcement System has actually resulted in a reduction in
overpayments to public assistance recipients, the Legislative Post Audit
Committee may wish to direct the Legislative Division of Post Audit to
conduct follow up work in this area when appropriate reports become
available in January and July 1990.

2. The Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and Child Support Enforce-
ment System is the most recent in a series of State computer projects that
have cost more and taken longer than initially planned. In the last five
years, the State has had similar experiences with the Kansas Business In-
tegrated Tax System and the Vehicle Information Processing System. In
order for the Legislature to be able to monitor costs and timeframes for
major data processing projects, the Legislative Post Audit Committee
should request that the Department of Administration’s Budget Division
direct agencies to maintain a comprehensive budget for such projects.
Such comprehensive budget plans would allow executive and legislative
decisionmakers to monitor progress by comparing initial expenditure and
time estimates with current and projected estimates.
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Do the Department's Current Cost and Implementation
Projections Appear To Be Reasonable?

State and federal officials consider the System fully implemented as of June 30,
1989. The food Stamp component has been certified by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, and federal officials confirmed that certification of the remainder of the auto-
mated eligibility portion of the System was forthcoming. As noted earlier, the child
support enforcement portion cannot be certified until an approved link-up with the
judicial branch is developed. Because the System is completed, there are no implem-
entation projections to assess. However, we reviewed the ongoing costs of the Sys-
tem, and also looked at operational problems that the Department must address.

We found that the ongoing costs of the System for fiscal year 1990 will be about
$3.4 million. This figure includes the costs for additional equipment acquisitions,
equipment maintenance, personnel who work directly with the System, and charges
from the Division of Information Systems and Communication.

The Department is also in the process of making several major adjustments to
fine-tune the System. One is to improve the System’s response time. According to
Department officials, many of the requests for changes are the product of field staff
becoming more familiar with the System and are not things that could have been an-
ticipated in advance. We did not conduct any audit work that would allow us to de-
termine if that assessment is accurate.

Significant Costs Are Associated
With the System’s Ongoing Operation

We reviewed the major direct cost categories associated with operating the Sys-
tem in fiscal year 1990. Based on this review, we estimated those costs to be about
$3.4 million, as set out below.

Major System Costs:
Fiscal Year 1990

Cost Categories Amount

Division of Information

Systems & Communications $2,241,613
Direct Staff 654,976
Equipment 443,728

Equipment Maintenance Contracts 82941

TOTAL $3,423,258

As the table shows, the highest single cost will be for Division of Information
Systems and Communications’ billings. We calculated an annual estimate of these
billings based on actual fiscal year 1990 billing statements through October 1989—
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the most recent available. These costs include line charges for the computer lines that
connect field offices to the mainframe computer and charges for operating the Sys-
tem’s mainframe computer. Both of these costs will continue in future years, al-
though the amount will vary based on the rates the Division establishes for its serv-
ices.

Our estimate of direct staff costs was based on Department officials’ statements
that 17 people are assigned to work directly with the System (16 on a full-time basis).
We gathered the estimated salary, benefits, and longevity pay these individuals will
receive in fiscal year 1990 to arrive at the amount shown in the table. Department of-
ficials indicated that the System requires more direct staff attention than the old Cen-
tral Payment system (CENPAY) it replaced. The main reason is that the Comprehen-
sive Automated Eligibility and Child Support Enforcement System is an on-line sys-
tem, which has 1,200 - 1,400 users who access it directly. The Central Payment sys-
tem was a batch system with only about 50 users. [Field staff did not have direct, on-
line access to the old system. Instead, they generated paper transactions that were en-
tered into the system by data entry staff.]

At a minimum, these staff costs will continue with annual cost of living increases
as approved by the Legislature. However, in its fiscal year 1991 budget request, the
Department has asked for $750,000 to fund 24 new data processing staff positions to
handle future programming changes for the System. According to the Department,
such programming changes will need to be made to the System to reflect changes in
+State and federal laws and regulations. ‘For example; the 1989 Legislature appropri-
ated $500,000 for programming changes related to changes in-federal catastrophic
health care and revised child support enforcement regulations. Department officials
indicated that if they do not have adequate in-house staff to make mandated program-
ming changes, the Department will have to contract with an outside firm to make
them.

Department officials told us they have no plans for software or mainframe hard-
ware upgrades to the System for the foreseeable future. We obtained information
from the Division of Information Systems and Communications which showed that
the System’s Central Processing Unit (CPU) operates at 25 - 50 percent of its capacity
- most of the time. However, 227 additional System terminals, 452 printers, and other
related equipment will be installed in field offices in fiscal year 1990. The amount
shown in the table is based on the Department’s schedule of anticipated equipment
additions. It should be noted that this amount is significantly higher than the $79,000
the Department requested for capital outlay in its fiscal year 1990 budget.

Department officials provided figures showing that equipment maintenance
charges for fiscal year 1990 would be $82,941. Maintenance charges are currently
paid only on printers and modems used in local offices and in Central Office, since
the remainder of the equipment is covered by warranty.  The cost of equipment
maintenance contracts will increase in future years, however, as warranties expire on
the terminals used to access the System.
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Improving System Response Time Is One
Major Enhancement the Department Must Address

Department officials, as well as officials with the Division of Information Sys-
tems and Communication, confirm that System response times are slower than desir-
able. In addition, these officials agree that slow response times are a product of inef-
ficient programming that was done by the Department’s software contractor, rather
than insufficient System hardware. One example of programming inefficiency occurs
in the System’s security check - as users progress through a series of screens, the Sys-
tem checks its database before each screen to ensure that the person who is signed
onto the system has authority to view that screen. When reprogramming is com-
pleted, the user’s security information will be contained in the machine’s memory
while that person is accessing the System. According to Department officials, this
change will save time the machine currently spends checking with the database.

Programming staff within the Department have identified approximately 27 pro-
gramming changes intended to improve response times. After making all such
changes, Department officials hope response times will be down to less than five sec-
onds for all transactions. At the time the audit was completed, programming staff had
begun the process of making these changes, but had been pulled off to reprogram the
System to make reductions in public assistance payments proposed by the Depart-
ment. Department officials indicated that programming staff will not be able to res-
ume response time changes until January or possibly March 1990.

: The Department has approximately 50-75 other enhancements to make to
the System. These changes are in addition to response time improvements and in-
clude such things as programming the System to produce comprehensive foster care
client information and improving the name search capability. These changes have
been requested by users who, as they have become more experienced with the Sys-
tem, identified areas that needed improvement. Many of these changes are relatively
minor, but Department officials noted that making them will take considerable staff
time.
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APPENDIX A

Survey of Income Maintenance Supervisors, Income Maintenance Workers,
and Child Support Enforcement Specialists
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Legislative Division of Post Audit’
Survey of Income Maintenance Supervisors
November 1989 :

This survey is designed to provide the audit team with basic information about whether
CAECSES has achieved some of its intended benefits. Please complete the survey and return it in
the enclosed postage-paid envelope by Tuesday, November 28, 1989. If necessary, please use
additional sheets for your comments. If you have any questions about the survey, contact Cindy
Lash at (913) 296-3792 or KANS-A-N 561-3792. Please note that the survey does not ask you to
identify yourself.

1. Approximately how long have you been using CAECSES?

a. 0.0% 3 months or less

b. 4.0 4to 6 months

c. 16.0 7to 9 months

d. 44.0 9to 12 months

e. 36.0 more than 12 months

2. The following is a list of some of the benefits that CAECSES was supposed to achieve. Next
to each benefit listed, please indicate the extent which you think it has been achieved to date.

CAECSES: Rating Scale
- '« Numbers represent the percentage of respondents -~ ** "Hasoris Has not
who coded each answer. likely to achieve  achieved Do not

this benefit this benpefit know

a. ensures that all required rules for determining eligibility for each  48.0% 48.0%  4.0%
type of case are properly considered

b. performs the necessary computations to determine eligibility 96.0 4.0 0.0

c. provides my staff with more time to investigate complex rules and
policies they must apply in managing their caseloads 52.0 48.0 0.0

-+d.  ensures that all eligibility requirements are met before benefits
are authorized, by using a sequence of data entry screens 76.0 24.0 0.0

e. alerts my staff to verification requirements that must be met for
each of the various programs 84.0 16.0 0.0

f. provides my staff with more time for thorough investigation of
eligibility, including home visits and additional collateral contacts
with sources of client information 24.0 76.0 0.0

saves my staff time by automating the interfaces with Social Security,
the Internal Revenue Service and Kansas Employment Security 48.0 52,0 0.0

o
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provides my staff with more time to more fully explain reporting

responsibilties to the clients 44.0% 520%  4.0%

prevents the issuance of benefits until the client's monthly
reports have been received 100.0 0.0 0.0

provides a series of automated reminders of the need to take
action on reported information or impending changes 958 4.2 0.0

automatically notifies other benefit programs when there is a

change in one program which affects eligibility and benefit
amounts in other programs 91.7 8.3 0.0

automatically screens for duplicate participation by individuals,
both when a case is registered and on an ongoing basis 96.0 4.0 0.0

3. How easy or difficult was it for staff members to learn to operate CAECSES?

o poop

. 24.0
. 48.0
. 24.0
4.0

0.0% very easy

easy
average

somewhat difficult
very difficult

4. How easy or difficult is it for staff members to use CAECSES in their daily work?

a. 12.0% very easy

b
c
d

c.

. 32.0
. 40.0
. 12.0
4.0

easy
average

somewhat difficult
very difficult

5. Please list any major problems you or your staff are currently encountering with CAECSES:

23 people commented (92%)
87.0% reported poor response time
47.8% reported technical problems

‘Of all 25 people responding to the survey
80.0% reported poor response time
44.0% reported technical problems

6. On an overall basis, would you say that CAECSES is working as intended?

a. 75.0% yes
b. 25.0% no
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Legislative Division of Post Audit
Survey of Income Maintenance Workers
November 1989

This survey is designed to provide the audit team with basic information about whether
CAECSES has achieved some of its intended benefits. Please complete the survey and return it in
the enclosed postage-paid envelope by Tuesday, November 28, 1989. If necessary, please use
additional sheets for your comments. If you have any questions about the survey, contact Cindy
Lash at (913) 296-3792 or KANS-A-N 561-3792. Please note that the survey does not ask you to
identify yourself.

1. Approximately how long have you been using CAECSES?

a. 8.1% 3 months or less
b. 12.9 4 to 6 months

c. 24.2 7to 9 months

d. 274 9 to 12 months

e. 27.4 more than 12 months

2. The following is a list of some of the benefits that CAECSES was supposed to achieve. Next
to each benefit listed, please indicate the extent which you think it has been achieved to date.

CAECSES: Rating Scale
Number represent the percentage of respondents Has or is Has not
who coded each answer. likely to achieve achieved Do not

this benefit _  this benefit _know

a. ensures that all required rules for determining eligibility for each
type of case are properly considered 73.8% 213%  4.9%

b. performs the necessary computations to determine eligibility 95.2 3.2 16

¢. provides me with more time investigate complex rules and policies
- I must apply in managing my caseload 516 45.2 3.2

d. ensures that all eligibility requirements are met before benefits
are authorized, by using a sequence of data entry screens 918 8.2 0.0

e. alerts me to verification requirements that must be met for each
of the various programs 85.0 11.7 33

f. provides me with more time for thorough investigation of eligibility,
including home visits ang additional collateral contacts with
sources of client information 38.7 548 6.5

g. saves me time by automating the interfaces with Social Security,
the Internal Revenue Service and Kansas Employment Security 50.0 45.2 48
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h. provides me with more time to more fully explain reporting
responsibilties to the clients 50.0% 468%  32%

i. prevents the issuance of benefits until the client's monthly
reports have been received 98.4 0.0 16

j- provides a series of automated reminders of the need to take
action on reported information or impending changes 91.9 8.1 0.0

k. automatically notifies other benefit programs when there is a
change in one program which affects eligibility and benefit
amounts in other programs 82.3 9.7 8.0

1. automatically screens for duplicate participation by individuals,
both when a case is registered and on an ongoing basis 91.9 0.0 8.1

3. How easy or difficult was it to learn to operate CAECSES?

a. 16.1% very easy
b. 30.7 easy

c. 274  average

d. 17.7  somewhat difficult
e. 8.1 verydifficult

4. How easy or difficult is it to use CAECSES in your daily work?

a. 14.8% very easy

b. 49.2  easy

c. 21.3  average

d. 13.1  somewhat difficult
e. 1.6 very difficult

5. Please list any major problems you are currently encountering with CAECSES:
50 people commented (80.7%)
26.0% reported technical problems
90.0% reported poor response time
Of all 62 people responding to the survey
21.0% reported technical problems
72.6% reported poor response time

6. On an overall basis, would you say that CAECSES is working as intended?

a. 76.7% yes
b. 23.3% no
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Legislative Division of Post Audit
Survey of Child Support Enforcement Staff
November 1989

This survey is designed to provide the audit team with basic information about whether
CAECSES has achieved some of its intended benefits. Please complete the survey and return it in
the enclosed postage-paid envelope by Tuesday, November 28, 1989. If necessary, please use
additional sheets for your comments. If you have any questions about the survey, contact Cindy
Lash at (913) 296-3792 or KANS-A-N 561-3792. Please note that the survey does not ask you to
identify yourself.

1. Approximately how long have you been using CAECSES?

0.0% 3 months or less

5.9 4 to 6 months

5.9 7to 9 months

.41.2  9to 12 months

. 47.0 more than 12 months

® Qoo

2. The following is a list of some of the benefits that CAECSES was supposed to achieve. Next
to each benefit listed, please indicate the extent which you think it has been achieved to date.

CAECSES: Rating Scale
Numbers represent the percentage of respondents Has or is Has not
who coded each answer. likely to achieve  achieved Do not

this benefit this benefit know

a. identifies which cases need a particular type of action (eg. establish
paternity, support obligations, medical obligations, etc.) at any
point in time 76.4% 17.7% 5.9%

b. allows my office to produce accurate, timely federal reports on
caseloads, collections, amounts owed and actions taken 70.6 23.5 59

c. has greatly reduced the amount of time I must take away from
establishment and enforcement activities to collect and report
statistics for federal reports 76.5 235 0.0

d. calculates, on an ongoing basis, how much an absent parent owes
and how much the State has a right to keep (for established cases) 82.3 11.8 59

e. distributes the vast majority of support payments without worker
intervention 70.5 17.7 11.8

f. notifies me automatically whenever an AFDC case is opened, closed,
or has a significant change in status 70.5 17.7 11.8
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g. assists me by running crossmatches with federal and state sources of
employment and income data 88.2% 59%  59%

3. How easy or difficult was it to learn to operate CAECSES?
a. 11.8% very easy

b
c

. 17.6
. 41.2

d. 23.5

c.

59

easy
average

somewhat difficult
very difficult

4. How easy or difficult is it to use CAECSES in your daily work?
. 294% very easy

a
b
c

d. 11.7
e.

. 17.7
. 353

5.9

easy
average

somewhat difficult
very difficult

5. Please list any major problems you are currently encountering with CAECSES:

17 people commented (100.0%)

294% reported poor response time

41.2% reported computer preformed accounting problems
82.4% reported technical problems

6. On an overall basis, would you say that CAECSES is working as intended?

a. 64.7% yes
b. 35.3

no
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APPENDIX B

Agency Responses

On December 20, 1989, we provided copies of the draft audit report to the De-
partment of Social and Rehabilitation Services, and the Office of Judicial Administra-
tor. Their responses are included in this Appendix.
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STATE OF KANSAS

Mike HAYDEN, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICES
Docking State Office Building, Topeka, Kansas 66612-1570

2 (913) 296-3271

December 22, 1989

Mr. Meredith Williams
Legislative Post Auditor
109 West 9th, Suite 301
Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Mr. Williams,

We at SRS appreciated the opportunity to comment on your draft of the
completed audit report on the KAECSES system. We have attached some
points of clarification which we have referenced by page number and
paragraph for your convenience. Overall, we found the draft to be an
accurate and well-written document and we have no significant disagree-
ments with the text or the recommendations.

We would also like to take this opportunity to complement you and your
staff for the manner in which the audit was conducted. Your staff were
professional and polite and we received positive feedback from our
staff about their contacts with Legislative Post Audit. We look
forward to visited with you and the Committee on January 3rd. Should
you have any questions, or if you need additional information, please
do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerenly,

Winston Barton
Secretary
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RECOMMENDED ADDITIONS AND MODIFICATIONS TO DRAFT REPORT

Page 3, 4th paragraph:

We recommend that your description of Child Support Enforcement Services
provided by SRS include monitoring cases and modifications of child support
orders in accordance with Kansas support guidelines.

In the same paragraph, we recommend that you delete the word "may" and clarify
that the first $50 collected in AFDC cases is required to be paid to the
custodian and child.

In the last sentence of this same paragraph, we recommend that you include a
statement that the state does receive a 6-10% incentive (capped at 115% of the
ADC incentive) for non-public assistance cases. These incentives contribute to
the fee fund.

Page 4, at the end of the first sentence:

We recommend you note that if a person has received AFDC assistance in the past
and support arrearages remain assigned to the state, the person receives the
current support amount. Any amount over current support may need to be split
between SRS and the person.

Page 4, the third sentence.

In IV-D cases, Court Trustees are sub-contractors and do not provide the same
service as SRS. A contract between the two entities prevents duplication of
services. SRS does all location, paternity establishment and establishment of
support orders. Court Trustees enforce and, if necessary, modify orders in
their respective judicial districts.

Page 6, chart:

We recommend that the second "bullet" in the SRS BEFORE CAECSES box be amended
to read, "...and maintain separate files, recording much of the same
information."

We recommend an additional "bullet" be included in the SRS AFTER CAECSES box "
0 the system automatically performs required crossmatches to verify data,
search for employment and location information and certify cases to collection
mechanisms."

Page 13, first full paragraph:

We recommend that you include a statement that SRS is required by K.S.A.
23-4,117(b) to contract with the judicial branch for a child support management
information system. In addition, we think it is important to note that the
judicial branch assumed project management responsibility for the judicial
portion of this system.

Page 14, 3rd paragraph:

We recommend you include a statement that federal law requires Kansas to have a
federally certifiable automation plan by 1991 as well as a certified system by
1995.




recommendations page 2
Page 20, 1st full paragraph:
We recommend that you delete the word "generally" and clarify that the first $50
collected is required to be paid to the custodian and the child.

Page 20, 2nd full paragraph:

We recommend that you note that the trend for higher collections in non-public
assistance cases is a national trend. Federal law requires that we provide the
same service non-AFDC cases as is provided in AFDC cases. Non-AFDC cases have
greater collection potential because support orders are higher than in the
typical public assistance case. Non-AFDC clients also demand more staff
attention and service.
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Supreme Qourt of BRansas

Ransas Judicial Center

301 M. 1oth
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December 28, 1989

Meredith C. Williams
Legislative Post Audit
Mills Building, Suite 301
Topeka, KS 66612

Dear Mr. Williams:

Thank you for allowing us to review a draft copy of the
Comprehensive Automated Eligibility and Child Support
Enforcement System Audit report.

While the audit report indicates the rationale for
designing a Judicial Branch microcomputer system to interface
with CAECSES, I feel further clarification is necessary. 1In
1985, when an automated system was first being proposed, SRS
suggested that CAECSES terminals be placed in each of the
district courts for entry of child support enforcement data
essential to CAECSES. The Judicial Branch rejected this idea
because it would place an unnecessary burden on nonjudicial
employees. K.S.A. 20-301 requires each district court to be a
court of record. Thus, clerks of the court would have had to
maintain CSE records in each court and then enter the identical
data again into the CAECSES system. In discussions with SRS,
as well as their consultant at that time, a proposal for using
microcomputers in the district courts was developed and
approved by all involved parties.

It was our understanding that the microcomputer system
agreed upon was then incorporated in the SRS Advance Planning
Document which was submitted to the federal government in 1985
and which received tentative approval. Subsequently, as noted
in your report, in mid-1986 approval for the Judicial Branch
microcomputer portion of the system was withdrawn by the
Federal agency. However, no one in the Judical Branch was
notified of the withdrawal. My staff and I understood that
certain waivers would have to be made by the federal government
for the Judicial Branch system to be ultimately certified, but
we were under the impression these waivers were in process and
were actively being considered by the Department of Health and
Human Services.




Mr. Meredith C. Williams
December 28, 1989
Page 2

Also, it was our understanding that all expenditures made
by the court in this process were eligible for administrative
reimbursement at approximately 68%. Thus, our impression of
the additional cost was the reimbursement difference between
90% and 68% on the child support component of CAECSES only.
This reduction should be temporary since the Family Support Act
of 1988 provides for rules and regulations to grant waivers.
Those rules and regulations have not yet been adopted, but is
my understanding they were to be adopted prior to the end of
calendar year 1989.

My discussions with representatives of the Federal Office
of Child Support Enforcement have left me with the impression
that the Judicial Branch microcomputer system would likely be
eligible for a waiver. Prior to reading this report my staff
and I thought the temporary difference between 90% reimburse-
ment and the 68% administrative reimbursement, we assumed was
being received by SRS, was more than justified economically by
the elimination of the need for additional Judicial Branch
employees to enter data twice.

At the present time, we are prepared to link five judicial
districts to the CAECSES system; these districts conduct more
than 50% of all child support transactions in the state.
Moreover, we are prepared to develop and install a computer
based accounting system for the remainder of the state in the
next year. At that time we will be able to demonstrate to the
Federal government how our system works, and should a waiver be
possible under the newly proposed rule changes, it could be
granted at that time. This would allow the enhanced federal
funding of 90% for the child support component of CAECSES for
all future expenditures.

Sincerely,

Hb Na«é 349\0035

Howard Schwartz
Judicial Administrator
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