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I.   Meeting Summary
The Peer-to-Peer Training Conference was initiated by the Office of Child Support Enforcement, Division of Planning, Research and Evaluation as an interactive forum for States seeking help improving their performance in collection of current support and arrears. The three-day meeting brought together States who reported exemplary early intervention, payment collection and arrears management performance (known as mentor States) with States seeking improvement (known as student States).  There were 98 participants from 47 States and territories and 2 Tribes.  There were 17 mentor States as follows:

Colorado

Connecticut

Iowa


Louisiana

Massachusetts
Michigan

Nebraska

New Hampshire

New Jersey

North Dakota

Pennsylvania

South Dakota

Texas


Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin  
In addition, there were 16 project team members and sponsors from the Administration for Children and Families (ACF), the Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE), the State Information Technology Consortium (SITC) and the Urban Institute.  All meeting attendees are listed in Appendix C.
The basic format used for the event involved a series of presentations prepared by mentor States on a specific collection or arrears related topic.  Topics addressed included: 

· Prevention of Arrears
· Order Establishment
· Early Intervention/Collection of Support
· Arrears Management
At the conclusion of each presentation or group of presentations, student States were given the opportunity to pose questions to the speakers.  In addition, at the conclusion of each day, student states were encouraged to describe innovative, promising practices initiated in their State that had been found to improve collections and/or reduce arrears. 
This document summarizes each speaker’s presentation, promising practices and the questions posed to the presenters, along with their responses.     

II.   Presentations
A. Group 1 – Literature Review and Research
· Cindi Chinnock
· John Langrock
· Dennis Putze

· Elaine Sorensen
SITC – Cindi Chinnock 
Presentation Synopsis

Cindi discussed the status of the OCSE/SITC project that will provide a tool for all states to use while developing approaches to the management of the arrears.  The goal of the project is to organize the available information.
Cindi explained that there have been many research studies, grants and projects on the topic of arrears management and that the information is available in many places, but is not cataloged in a way that makes it easily accessible.  This project attempts to do that:  it will organize the studies that have been conducted (whether they are research studies funded by grants, sub-grants, or State projects that have studied the makeup of arrears) and provide one-stop access to the information. 
Cindi stated that the outcome of the project is to make information and resources sited in the Practical Resource Guide to Arrears Management made available on the OCSE Web site.  The Guide will be a State’s entry in, and a link to, information regarding the topic of arrears management.  
Cindi reviewed the contents of the Practical Resource Guide to Arrears Management and explained how the contents are organized.  She closed by encouraging Conference participants to review the draft and determine if there is a better way of organizing/indexing the materials.  
OCSE – John Langrock

Presentation Synopsis

John walked through several screens that states will use to access the arrears management information on the OCSE Web site.  Screens discussed included:
· Arrears Workplace Entry Page

· Arrears Workplace All By Category View

· Arrears Workplace All By Date & Topic View

· Arrears Workplace New Main Topic

· Arrears Workplace Response
John explained that users can easily create new topics in the Workplace and add resources related to the topic.  Users can use the Workplace to collaborate with others interested in or working on the topic.  
 John stated that documents stored on the Workplace do not require the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) approval so resources can be published quickly. He also explained that all OCSE grants will be highlighted in the Workplace.  Currently, the database contains information on approximately 76 grants, many of which are interventions. 
OCSE – Dennis Putze
Presentation Synopsis

Dennis presented several graphs and tables which depicted national statistics regarding arrears and debtors. Data discussed included:

· Child Support Arrearages and Distributed Collections, which illustrates trends in arrearages and collections. 

· Average Arrears per Case, which illustrates that arrears per case are increasing over time. 

· Percent of Certified Arrears Owed to the Government, which shows that since 2002 the percent of arrears owed to the government is decreasing.  The percentage has changed from 52 percent in 2002 to 46 percent in 2005.  

· Percent of Certified Arrears Owed to the Government by State (2005), which shows that there is a lot of variation among the States.   The percent by State ranges from a low of just under 10% and the high is 75 percent. 

· Percent of Debtors and Debt by Amount of Certified Arrears, which illustrates that most debtors owe small amounts, about 40 percent of debtors owe less than $5,000.  However, they do not owe a large percentage of the total debt.  These debtors owe less than 15 percent of the debt.  Conversely, the total number of debtors owing more than $40,000 is small but they comprise a larger portion of the total debt.

· Debtors and Certified Arrears by Reported Income of Debtor, Based on matches with Quarterly Wage files most debtors have little or no reported earnings.  64 percent  of the debtors, holding 70 percent  of the debt had either no reported wages or reported wages of less than $10,000.
· Debtors With No Quarterly Wage Records, Matches with Other Files.  About a third of debtors had no quarterly wage records.  We know that not all earnings are reported to quarterly wage files.  For example wages for self-employed and independent contractors are not included.  Matches of these debtors with other files indicate that many had other sources of income.   Some were receiving government benefits such as Social Security, SSI or Unemployment Insurance.  Some had other sources of unearned income or self-employment income, while others  were incarcerated. 

Urban Institute – Elaine Sorensen

Presentation Synopsis

Elaine started out by saying that OCSE originally saw some results from a study she did in California, which echoed the statistics Dennis Putze reported.  Elaine found that arrears were very highly concentrated in the hands of a very small number of people.  OCSE wanted to know more and hired her to examine arrears more carefully in nine large states.  

Elaine explained that Dennis Putze was hired by OCSE to look at the national statistics and trends that were previously presented.  His work showed, with the OCSE certified arrears data, the trends in California arrears were not isolated.  In fact, arrears across the nation are highly concentrated amongst a small number of people and those who have no or low reported wages.

Elaine reiterated that almost 38 percent of the debtors have no reported wages or work orders and they hold 46 percent of total arrears, so almost half of all arrears are held by those folks with no reported wages.  In addition, 26 percent of all debtors are those who have reported wages of less than $10,000.  They hold 24 percent of total debt. Combine these two groups (46 percent and 24 percent) and you find that 70 percent of total debt in 2006 is held by people with no reported wages for four quarters, or low reported wages. 

Elaine stated that the study includes the following States: Illinois, Florida, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Texas.  They are all large States.  She pointed out that in Pennsylvania, even though it is a large State having over 300,000 debtors and $2 billion in arrears, the median amount people owe is less than $2,000 in arrears.  That's the lowest figure.  On the flip side, our highest is Texas.  The median amount of debt held by debtors in Texas is almost $9,000.  So half owe less than that amount, half owe more than that amount.  The other States vary in between, but all of these States have a large number of debtors.  The total arrearage for all of these States together is about $29 billion.  It's a large amount and there is quite a bit of variation.

The study set out to answer three questions.  The first is: Who owes arrears?  The second is:  How collectible are the arrears?  The third is: Why is it growing? Why does it continue to grow even though our caseload has been declining in the last several years?  
As discussed previously, most of the arrears are owed by people who owe a lot. Most of your arrears are owed by people who have low reported wages or no reported wages.  And many debtors are people who have had an order for a long time - no reported income, old cases and a lot of arrears.
The question that people always ask is how to collect on these arrears.  To answer that, Elaine created small simulation models to estimate over time (10 years) how much of the original arrears might be collected.  Assumptions were made. For example, she had to assume what payments would be made in the future.  She started with each State’s actual payment behavior, assuming that there's some improvement, that some people will start to pay who previously hadn't and that some people will pay more.  She aged people over the time of the simulation.  She tried different things by increasing their income over time to see if that makes a difference (assumptions about payment patterns, income patterns, et cetera).  In general, she found that less than half, or 41 percent, of the arrears will be collected.  More and more arrears come in, so we estimated that arrears are going to grow by 50 percent.  The bottom line is that you may collect the original amount, but you are also adding in arrears every day.
Why are arrears growing so rapidly?  The biggest driver that was found is interest.  Many States started to charge interest in the 1990s as the State systems became automated and had a mechanism to track interest.  But even though interest is a big driver, we found that in States that are not charging interest there are still issues.  Interest is the largest single factor, but there are many other factors to look at. 
B. Group 2 – Prevention of Arrears
· New Jersey 
· Colorado
State of New Jersey – Patricia Risch
Presentation Synopsis
Patricia first stated that New Jersey is approaching arrears management through the development and implementation of a strategic plan.  The plan follows the federal model and is holistic in its approach. The overarching themes are:  realistic orders, pro-active case management and debt management.  New Jersey is in the process of reengineering the state automated child support system.  It is a massive undertaking that will be a 2 to 3-year process. It will be Web-based and a model for the rest of the nation. They are examining their arrears management approaches in conjunction with reengineering the State system. 

Patricia discussed several initiatives, including:

· Using some of the national research regarding compromising, forgiving or adjusting some debt. 

· A statewide workgroup was formed to study the issue. They are focusing on identifying the types of debt and how data clean up efforts will impact the numbers. 


· Establishing county-level performance monitoring, focusing on early intervention practices, arrears with no collections in past 12 months and open cases with zero balances.

· Targeting public assistance cases without orders by developing service improvement plans with counties.
· Expanding the outreach component through the paternity opportunity program.
· Surveying counties to determine what management reports are most useful. A statewide workgroup was formed to identify which reports will maximize performance and can be regularly worked. Training on working the reports and accessing them on the automated system and a reference guide will be outcomes of this workgroup.

· Examining default orders

· Child support education during parenting classes for incarcerated non-custodial parents (NCPs). They are expanding the current responsible parenting program components to include up-front information about child support and modifying an order instead of at the release date.

· Partnering with local community programs for transitional and family re-entry programs.   
State of Colorado – Larry Desbien and Paula Brown

Presentation Synopsis
Paula opened by stating that Colorado is State supervised and county-administered with 64 counties (59 counties work out of social service units, 3 counties operate out of District Attorney's offices and 2 are private operations).  She explained that Colorado decided to start looking at arrears management because they believed the best way to reduce current arrears was by doing a better job at collecting payments.  Colorado had 1.1 percent of the national caseload, but 2 percent of the total national arrears.  In addition, newspaper articles pointed out that there were about $1.2 billion in arrears owed by “deadbeats” in Colorado.  As the State was losing Federal dollars, they had some incentive to start doing a better job at collecting arrears in Colorado.
After reviewing some State statistical information, Paula explained that in 2001 the State formed a task force to study the problems in Colorado. The task force was comprised of State policy folks and county administrators and anybody that thought they could contribute to the problem and the solution (more so than the problem).  The group was charged with reviewing the laws, the policies and the procedures to see which of those might be contributing to the problem.  They also identified ways to improve performance for collections and to develop strategies to improve the performance.
The task force also thought that improvements to the State system (ACSES) would help collection for arrears through the use of income assignments by programming the system to automatically issue them based on new hire and quarterly wage information.  The system has edits that say if you already have this employer, disregard the new hit or if you have an employer with a newer date, disregard the new hit.  Colorado’s system is issuing a lot of income assignments now based on quarterly wage data and new hire.  Improvements were made to some of the functions in ACSES to inform the caseworkers of what they need to do to follow up on certain income assignments.  In other words, once an income assignment has been out for 10 days, they should call the employer and see if they received it or if they have any questions.  They focused and continue to focus on employer outreach.
Paula further explained that Colorado decided that one of the things they wanted to do was to start using direct income withholdings more often.  The State worked with the counties, stressing the benefits of direct income withholding as opposed to opening a two-state case, such as improved performance.  They revised some of the new higher edits to increase the issuance of income assignments and then focused and continue to focus on employer outreach.
Larry discussed how Colorado changed their process to involve more education at the front end.  For years the training message had been to impute the highest earnings we could find and establish the highest order possible.  That was what we thought would have the greatest benefit to the child.  What we learned is that it doesn't make any sense to establish an order that's so high that the person can't make the payments.  We've learned the importance of using actual, present day earnings to calculate a child support order that the obligor can afford to pay. 
Larry mentioned that for years Colorado did the bare minimum in terms of notifying parents of their right to request a review and adjustment:  sending a notice every three years to parents to let them know they had the right to request a modification, and hoping they didn't actually request it.  Colorado never allocated the appropriate amount of resources for review and adjustment.  Colorado received an arrears grant and found that only 23 percent of orders had ever been modified. They are modifying their review approach to proactively notify parents of their right to request a review and adjustment when there are changes in circumstances to keep orders better aligned with ability to pay. 

Some of the additional approaches included:

· Educate parents about the recurring automated withdrawal payment option

· Educate court facilitators about child suppor.t

· Increase the number of agreements with financial institution for Financial Institution Data Match.
· Use grants to improve processes.
· Educate and work with parents for better relationships.
· Set up a commission to evaluate child support guidelines.
· Unanimous Legislature passage of the recommended low income adjustment for parents earning less than $1,850 per month.

· Test ways to reduce the Default Order rate and increase the participation of parents in the order establishment process through a Federal 1115 Federal Demonstration grant.
· Test ways to improve Early Intervention through a Federal 1115 Demonstration grant.
· Develop procedures and training to emphasize the importance of manual locate and enforcement to supplement the automated processes.
C. Group 3 – Order Establishment
· Texas 
· New Hampshire 
· South Dakota 
State of Texas – Charles Smith and David Kabela
Presentation Synopsis
Charles discussed some of the problems Texas experienced with using the judicial process to establish paternity and child support orders.  It could take up to seven months to even get a hearing.  Some judges limited the number of cases they would hear in a day.  Other courts set 100 cases for hearing at 8:30 and people might have to wait all day to have their hearing.  
Texas addressed these and other issues by using the child support review process (CSRP) to expedite and improve the establishment of orders.  The CSRP is a quasi-judicial/administrative process available to the Office of the Attorney General which is the IV-D agency.  They now obtain 40 percent of the orders more quickly through the CSRP resulting in timelier child support payments.
The CSRP process is more customer-friendly.  The custodial parent (CP) and non-custodial parent (NCP) get notice of the process.  They have a specific appointment time for a conference with a child support officer.  The CSRP can also be used for modification of orders.  Prior to the conference they learn what information they need to bring with them.  During the conference they receive a lot of information about what will happen over the life of the order and what they are expected to do.  
The results of using the CSRP include fewer default orders, more agreed orders, increased use of administrative process, more timely orders and payments of support and more orders overall.  One of the keys to achieving these results was to automate the front end of the CSRP.  
Texas received a three-year grant to demonstrate that the accumulation of arrears can be prevented by efficient front end processes.  Automation of part of the CSRP was included in the grant as well as phone reminders of conferences.  They automated the assessment of establishment and enforcement cases, scheduling of conferences and notification of parties for establishment cases.  The direct results of the automation include faster next action processing, more flexibility to allow more child support officers to hold conferences, improved customer service, better use of judicial dockets and a higher rate of payment of current support which results in less arrears.
David discussed the implementation of the CSRP at the local office level.  He is the manager of a smaller office with tenured staff who has always used the judicial process.  The challenges were overcome by showing staff the benefits of using the streamlined process.  The automated CSRP allowed his team to work more efficiently.  It gave them flexibility in scheduling the conferences and in managing the workload.

Another aspect of the grant was to call parties to remind them of appointments.  During the pilot of this project there was a 29 percent increase in rate of appearance at the conference when both parties were contacted.  David noted that they are developing a better relationship with parties so communication is improved.  Staff is more apt to get information they need to process needed modifications.

State of New Hampshire – Scott MacDonald and Kevin Landry 
Presentation Synopsis

Scott provided background for New Hampshire’s child support program.  New Hampshire has 10 counties and 37,000 active cases.  There are 170 employees with 150 working in field operations or the legal office.  The rest are in administration.  They collect $83 million per year and pride themselves in providing face-to-face service.
Kevin described their IV-D case resolution pilot project.  The goal is to expedite order modification and issuance of new orders.  The plan will move jurisdiction for hearing the IV-D caseload matters from 10 superior courts to 28 family division courts.  They hope to get cases to court faster, get orders established quicker and make it easier for parties.  The family division is a friendlier system closer to the families.  The goal is that all issues of a family will be heard in the same court by the same judge.
They created three new positions for the pilot project, a child support referee, a case manager and a case processor.  The case processor deals with intake, filing and identifying those cases that qualify for the project.  The case manager holds a conference with the parties to explain the process, help with necessary documentation, resolve issues and prepare issues for hearing.  The case referee only hears IV-D issues and specializes in support issues.  The hearing is held in a more relaxed setting and uses a mediation approach to the issues.  The referee makes a recommendation as to the order and the judge approves the recommendation.

Kevin explained that the pilot project required partnering between the child support program and the courts.  The courts came on board because it helps identify those cases qualifying for Federal funding.  It also streamlines the court process for a better use of court resources.  Training was given to the case processors and case managers so they could understand the child support program and their role with the court.  Training was also provided for judges and masters.  The most important result is that better orders are being issued.  Benefits included:

· Reduced time to issue an order

· Improved working relationship with Family Division

· Gained efficiencies through block scheduling and liaison meetings

· Education of court staff, judges and masters about child support

· More uniform practices in enforcement and establishment

State of South Dakota – Terry Walter 

Presentation Synopsis

Terry presented South Dakota’s order establishment process, policy on prior period support establishment and the order modification process.  South Dakota has about 36,040 cases and an additional 14,000 cases that are non-jurisdictional.  There is a large Native American population on nine reservations in the State.  South Dakota uses an expedited quasi-judicial system.
Orders are established after gathering financial information from the CP and using all the automated system links to get information about the NCP’s location and income.  If there is no financial information for the NCP, they use the average annual pay standard for the State.  The notice of support is sent to the NCP with the financial information.  If the information is incorrect, the NCP has an opportunity to return the financial statement and the support amount will be recalculated.
South Dakota made a few changes in the past several years to help manage the accumulation of arrears.  A low income adjustment was added to the guidelines in 2001.  In 2005, retroactive support was limited to three years from the date of application or birth of the child, whichever is less.  They do not obtain prior period support if the NCP is in a TANF household, they have verified income less than minimum wage or no wage history information is available.  South Dakota also implemented automated withholding of income directly from the NCP’s bank account for use in specific instances.  These provisions help manage the accumulation of arrears and make it more probable that current support will be paid.
They also have a very liberal pro se modification process.  There is no three-year limit on petitions for modification.  Either party, at any time, can file a petition for modification.  The circuit court judge appoints a referee who conducts a hearing and enters a recommended order.  This process contributes to orders being reflective of current income, custody and family circumstances.  If the order reflects the current situation, current support is more likely to be paid and it is less likely that arrears will accumulate.
D. Group 4 – Early Intervention/Collection of Current Support
· Iowa 
· Pennsylvania

· Nebraska 
State of Iowa – Audrey Haverkamp
Presentation Synopsis

Audrey presented Iowa’s Making Connections, Improving Collections (MCIC) 1115 demonstration project.  The purpose of the project was to use early intervention methods to engage alleged fathers and NCPs in and inform them about the child support process.  The goals were to shape a trusting relationship with NCPs and encourage them to actively participate in the process and in problem solving if they encountered difficulty in making their payment.
The major objectives were to:

· Increase the percent of current support paid in the month due.

· Reduce the number of paternity and support orders obtained by default.

· Obtain orders commensurate with the obligor’s capacity to pay.

· Encourage timely payment of the ordered amount.

· Quickly remedy any payment problems that occur in order to prevent the accumulation of child support arrearages.

· Consistently affirm the NCP’s commitment to their children.

· Demonstrate that MCIC is an effective way of doing business with all alleged fathers and NCPs who are our customers.

Targeted cases were:

· Any case in the administrative establishment of support (ADMIN) or administrative paternity establishment (ADPAT) process.

· Any case where the order was established by an MCIC trained worker in the ADMIN or ADPAT process.

· Any case with an order where the obligor made regular current support payments in 12 consecutive months but missed a payment in the 13th month.

Planning included, but was not limited to, analyzing and reaching consensus on the project, developing training, identifying cases within the caseload for the MCIC project and learning how to track activities on these cases for performance measurement, determining treatment caseload size for staff that would be doing the project, and determining how to utilize the certified computer system tracking for the project.  An important step was the definition of early intervention contact points.  The early intervention contact points on establishment cases were:

1) To share information about paternity and support establishment process and emphasize the importance of returning a financial statement and staying involved in the process, after service of process is obtained.

2) To schedule a conference or genetic testing appointment when the request was made (if the action was an administrative paternity action). This contact was to convey CSRU’s willingness to work together and increased the likelihood of the alleged father keeping the appointment.

3) To set reminders for the appointment (at the office’s option).

4) To provide the alleged father/NCP one last chance to provide actual income before establishing the order (when the order amount would be based on imputed income or the order would likely be established by default).  

For new established orders, an early intervention contact would be made within seven (7) days of the filing of the order. This contact was to share information about the terms and provisions of the order, advise the NCP where to send payments, and emphasize the importance of contacting CSRU when there was a change in income level. These cases would continue to be monitored using the Enforcement of Existing Orders contact points.

The MCIC contact points for the enforcement of existing orders consisted of:

1) After a missed payment in the first month: This contact was to gain commitment from the NCP to make up for the missed payment.

2) After a missed payment in the second month: This contact was to assist the NCP in problem solving to catch up for the missed payments.

3) After a missed payment in the third month: This contact was to communicate the consequences of not complying with the support order.

Staff training was delivered in two phases to a portion of CSRU’s staff and managers.  Phase I training was delivered to and implemented by Phase I staff.  Based on feedback from the participants, changes were made to the Phase II training.  Phase II training was then delivered to and implemented by Phase II staff.

A telephonic customer survey was developed and administered to measure customer satisfaction of the NCPs who were contacted using the MCIC contact points.  In addition, a participant survey was administered to staff who utilized the MCIC approach to determine the effectiveness of the contact points and how regularly they were using the trained skills and process steps when they worked their treatment cases.  A supervisory survey was administered to supervisors to measure the culture change within their offices regarding customer relationship building. 

Some problems encountered during the project were:

· Needing more preparation time to identify data needs and to update the computer system so that data could be extracted for accurate performance measuring.

· Needing a better communication plan with staff as it was realized that staff was confused about the initial goals and directions for the project.  It was necessary to take a step back and clarify the goals and objectives with all staff.

· Difficulty in identifying enforcement cases from the computer system for inclusion in the project.

· The availability of working telephone numbers for NCPs and alleged fathers was the most common difficulty cited by staff making the MCIC contacts.

A very important aspect of MCIC implementation is the communication plan.  It is critical that staff understand the purpose and scope of the project, the expected results and their role in the project.  Staff needed to understand that their work of directly contacting the alleged fathers and NCPs is extremely important.  Their work fits in with the overall goals of the program and results in improvement of the alleged father/NCP’s participation in the process from the beginning and leads to improved payment of support (once support is established).  This involved a culture change for staff and a different approach to their work.

After several months of MCIC contacts, steps were taken to evaluate the project.   The preliminary results were promising.  More fathers were requesting genetic testing in the MCIC treatment cases with fewer being excluded than in the control group.  The paternity and support default rates were lower, the average collection per current support ordered case was higher, and the length of time from support establishment to the first payment decreased.

Iowa CSRU continues to refine the program and has decided to move it into production as their way of doing business.  The concept name has been changed to Connections Equal Collections (CEC) to distinguish it from the project.  It is here to stay.  CSRU is excited about the results as it has made a difference for not only customers but also staff.  Statewide implementation is currently in process.

State of Pennsylvania – Georgia Lyons and Diane Simmerson 

Presentation Synopsis

Diane presented Pennsylvania’s Justice Network (JNET) which is a locate and enforcement tool.  They partnered with the Department of Public Welfare and the Courts of Common Pleas, Domestic Relations Section (DRS) to gain access to information on JNET.  Registered users in all 67 counties can search JNET for information on delinquent and missing obligors.  They can access current address, bench warrants, incarceration information and criminal history.
The second service of JNET is a notification service.  Child support sends a daily file to DRS staff containing a watch list.  The list includes obligors with bench warrants for failure to appear.  A match is run between the watch list and JNET.  The DRS is notified of arrests, warrants and other events of interest related to those on the watch list.  There are currently 275 – 350 notifications statewide each week.  They plan to expand the watch list to include missing obligors.
The third service of JNET is warrant inquiry.  Law enforcement individuals determine if there is a warrant for any individual they are detaining or otherwise involved with.  Fifty-three counties are currently using the service and the rest will be added soon.  Pennsylvania has over 555,000 open support cases collecting $1.45 billion last year and over $2 billion in arrears owed.  There are 35,000 outstanding bench warrants associated with over $388 million of arrears.  These are the target for this tool.
There are planned enhancements to the system and the program is still rather new.  The results are already impressive.  They recently received a grant to move toward “Global 3.0 XML,” which will result in nationwide data matching.  Their warrant information will be available to law enforcement agencies in other States.
Georgia presented the DRS Director Performance Measure Dashboard.  This is a management tool for monitoring and improving performance.  It is easy to use and gives information about performance ratios, caseload and collections, disbursements and undistributed collections.  Authorized users can access information for any county in Pennsylvania.
Diane focused on the Current Support Ratio and Arrears Ratio Dashboards.  Directors can compare their performance to the average of other similar sized counties and to the State as a whole.  The system also identifies and prioritizes the tools and actions that have the most impact on improving performance in any area. Directors get lists of alerts effecting performance which are prioritized by order of importance.  The dashboards also provide links to useful information for improving performance.
State of Nebraska – Deb Steidley 

Presentation Synopsis

Deb presented Nebraska’s techniques for collecting current support.  Nebraska has an 1115 grant for early intervention at their call center in Wausau.  The purpose of the project was to test early intervention strategies against delayed intervention as to the impact on collections.  The goals were to determine likelihood of payment, educate NCPs, encourage compliance and compare levels of intervention.
Cases were selected and divided into three groups.  There was a control group with no contact, a group with contact by mail only and a group with contact by mail and telephone.  Early intervention started immediately and delayed intervention began after 90 days later.  In addition, they conducted pre and post tests of NCP’s knowledge of the child support processes and held focus group meetings to get feedback regarding the early intervention efforts.
They learned that personal contact needs to occur early in the life of the case.  Information should be provided explaining all the enforcement tools.  The child support agency should nurture the relationship with the NCP.  Early intervention producesd results, all parties benefit, and the NCP welcomes the personal contact.
Nebraska uses other enforcement tools aggressively to address both current support and arrears collections.  They have focused on income withholding, license suspension and financial institution data match.  Income withholding is fully automated and requires no worker intervention.  License suspension is used to leverage payment of support starting with drivers’, then professional and finally recreational licenses.  Drivers’ license suspension is automated and may or may not require worker intervention.  They also provide several other options for making payments including credit card, bank account withdrawal and web payments.
E. Group 5 – Early Intervention/Collection of Current Support
· Wisconsin
· Washington 
State of Wisconsin – Patti Reuter 

Presentation Synopsis

Wisconsin Governor Doyle announced his Kids First protocol in May 2004.  It required child support agencies to intervene as soon as the first payment is missed or late.  Patti highlighted the early intervention programs in use by two of Wisconsin’s county child support agencies.  
The first is the Waukesha county rapid response program.  They started their program by having attorneys in the court room for every child support hearing which will establish a new order.  The role of the attorney is to give the new obligor their first payment coupon and inform them that someone will call them to ensure proper processing of their payment.  They also gather information from the payer in the court room.  The attorney gives them instructions about how to make their current month’s payment and that they must make all payments until income withholding is in place.  Once income withholding is in place, a case worker calls the payer to reinforce information given to them in the court room.  The case worker follows up if there are any problems with payments and refers the case to the legal team for further action as needed.
The second program is Ashland County’s new payer information.  They developed a brochure to be given out in court at the time a new order is set.  The brochure includes their child support worker’s name, phone number and hours.  It also has information on where to mail payments, how to avoid problems and a tear-off for change of address or other information.  It describes the importance of paying on time and the interest rate of 12 percent on unpaid support.  Additional information is included about enforcement remedies so they understand what can happen if they do not pay the required child support.
Patti also reviewed several of the management reports they use to track performance.  The reports are provided to the counties so they can track their performance.  Wisconsin has an agreement with the counties which ties funding to performance.  If a county is below the required level of performance they must improve by 1 percent each month to maintain funding.  They hold regional round tables quarterly to share best practices county to county.  Finally, there is a performance work group that meets quarterly to recommend ways to improve performance.
State of Washington – Randy Rudin and Carol Fredericks 

Presentation Synopsis

Randy and Carol presented Washington’s efficiency model.  Randy provided background information on management reports.  Like most States, there was a time when managers could not easily get the performance information they needed to evaluate staff and improve performance.  Then they created a website called the decision support system.  This was a query system and managers could get more of the information they needed and customize it to a degree.  
The next step was the development of the efficiency model.  The data is now available to all staff.  Collection staff uses it for collection followup and to determine tasks with a high value in improving collections.  Managers can get information at the division, office, team and individual level.  The information is not only statistics related to performance but also includes negative and positive considerations.  These are the items that detract from better performance and contribute to better performance in each of the performance areas.  
Each office has a performance coach to assist staff in performance improvement.  The information from the efficiency model points to problem areas and gives considerations which may improve performance.  The coach can assist in implementation of changes and share other successes and best practices.  
The high valued tasks project was implemented to help managers set priorities, goals and expectations of support enforcement officers.  It also provided a way to hold staff accountable for their work.  Each worker gets a daily prioritized list of work.  The workers can identify the priority cases needing action so they don’t have to sort through all the alerts to get to the most important ones.  The officers are accountable for their own caseloads.  Managers can track missed actions and follow up.  They can also trouble shoot when an individual’s performance drops off.
The efficiency model is a universal tool.  It is one-stop shopping for performance data.  It provides clear priorities and expectations for staff.  It is the key for increasing collections.  
F. Group 6 – Early Intervention/Collection of Current Support
· Virginia

· West Virginia 
State of Virginia – Nick Young and Connie White
Presentation Synopsis

Connie provided background on Virginia’s program and discussed automation efforts that have improved collections.  Virginia is primarily an administrative process State with approximately 363,000 cases with 480,000 kids and about 1,000 staff (which is not enough).  That is one of the reasons the improved use of automation is so important.
Connie discussed a few recent automation initiatives which have improved overall collections.  Virginia has automated case closure.  They continue to enhance the system to further automate the process and expand the case closure reasons included in the system so more cases will be closed automatically.  They fully automated the unemployment income intercept a couple of years ago.  This significantly increased collections from $1 - 2 million a year up to $6 - $7 million a year.  Finally, they joined the Federal QUICK (Query Interstate Cases for Kids) project.  This allows them to get payment information on interstate cases directly from the other States’ systems.
Nick began by saying his presentation is not particular to Virginia but about the child support program.  Approximately 95 percent of Americans have cell phones and cell phone companies have location information about all cell phone customers.  A basic premise of this program is that one parent will not be allowed to shift their responsibility to the other parent.  We also know that a significant portion of child support arrears are likely to be uncollectible.  So, collection of child support is a problem that does not lend itself to being solved after the fact.
Cell phone data can be very useful to us as we try to locate parents and collect child support.  Federal law indicates we are entitled to the information but cell phone companies would not release the information.  They cited lack of automation as an obstacle to data match requests.  Virginia Division of Child Support Enforcement began issuing subpoenas in June 2005 in cooperation with the Office of Attorney General.  They were issued in an effort to track down the hardest to locate offenders.  They were only issued after all other locate efforts were exhausted.  To date, 3,080 subpoenas have been issued on 440 obligors and new locate information was obtained on 40-50 percent of them.
Virginia has worked with seven of the largest cell phone companies in their area.  They have resisted other methods of providing the information citing protection of privacy.  However, as a result of persistent requests, Cingular and Verizon are developing data match processes.  Cable companies are similarly situated as they have information you may only access by subpoena.
While income withholding and tax intercept continue to be the most widely used enforcement actions, new enforcement alternatives must be developed.  Automation addresses the easy cases; imagination and initiative tackle the challenging ones.  Child support programs must innovate to improve collections of current support and arrearages.

State of West Virginia – Garrett Jacobs
Presentation Synopsis

Garrett talked about The West Virginia inmate program which was an 1115 grant project.  This was a cooperative venture of the Division of Corrections, the Regional Jail Authority and the Bureau for Child Support Enforcement.  They found that 40 percent of WV inmates had an order for child support.  Most inmates do not request modifications until after they’ve served their sentence.  Without a modification current support and interest continue to accrue during the time of incarceration.  Arrears grow at a significant rate.
The first step was to let them know they can request a modification.  The Bureau for Child Support Enforcement prepared a video to provide information to inmates about the child support system and how to request a modification.  They will distribute the video and materials to prison staff.  They will also provide training for prison staff in using the materials.  
The Bureau for Child Support Enforcement also worked with the financial staff in the prisons to secure support payments from prisoners’ accounts.  Lower risk inmates do road work and have a fairly good income.  The income is available for payment of child support.  The Bureau recently got the ability to modify orders administratively.  This works particularly well with inmates.  It is a quicker process and can keep the order amount in line with their income.
G. Group 7 – Early Intervention/Collection of Current Support
· Louisiana 
State of Louisiana – Lisa Andry and Jeanne Melton
Presentation Synopsis

Lisa and Jeanne discussed Louisiana’s strategies to improve performance.  The first thing they did was set up a customer service center.  All calls go to the center first.  If the automated system and customer service staff cannot answer the question the call is sent to a caseworker.  They set a limit of 10 percent on calls being sent to a caseworker and provided the training and tools so the center staff could handle over 90 percent of the calls.  The center staff also handles basic correspondence.
Louisiana went through a business reengineering process.  They set up a workgroup to focus on improving collections.  The workgroup recommended that caseloads be specialized and that the system support these caseloads.  This was adopted as a pilot and specialized caseloads were set up.
Specialized Caseloads:

· Early Intervention Cases
These are cases with orders less than six months.  Workers are expected to take an action each month on every case not in compliance.  The goal is to educate NCPs and build a culture of compliance.  Caseloads are no more than 400.

· Income Assignment Cases

These are cases paying through income withholding and there are no arrears.  The goal is to monitor a large caseload for compliance and free up staff to work in other areas.  Caseloads are 1,800.
· Fast Track Cases
These are cases not paying regularly or through income withholding.  The goal is to reestablish contact with the NCP and increase payments.  These are smaller caseloads.
· Arrears Only Cases
These are cases with arrears and no ongoing obligation.  The goal is to increase the number of cases paying toward arrears.

· Other Functional Caseloads (locate, UIFSA, medical only, Incarcerated NCPs, warrant cases and court officer cases)

Training of staff and expectations are set to meet the needs of the specialized caseload.  They have six new positions in their staff development unit to help with the training.
It is too early to have statistics on how well the specialized caseloads are working.  Many of the pilot officers were affected by Hurricane Katrina.  Results will be tracked and reported later.
H. Group 8 – Accrued Arrears Management

· Massachusetts

·  North Dakota

State of Massachusetts – Jim Romano and Dolores O’Neil

Presentation Synopsis

Dolores and Jim presented Massachusetts’ arrears management program.  Massachusetts views most everything they do in managing cases as part of arrears management.  The first goal is to avoid the accrual of arrears, then to use automated enforcement as much as possible and finally, work with obligors who have accrued arrears.  They set orders that are consistent with ability to pay and avoid large restitution or retroactive orders and provide incentives to encourage payment of current support.
A new arrears management regulation was promulgated in 2004.  The regulation gives them the authority to settle for less than the full amount of arrears or equitably adjust the amount of arrears.  The use of this authority is governed by core principles.  There is no automatic write-off of arrears, no reward for willful noncompliance, uniform standards are applied and like-people are treated alike.  They work in particular with low-income obligors.  They must consider public policy that children should be supported by their parents and the best interest of the Commonwealth.  There must be serious doubt as to the liability or as to the collectibility in order to settle or adjust the arrears.
Massachusetts adds interest and penalties to child support debt and has found it to be an effective tool for arrears management.  It can be used to encourage regular payment of current support and to generate large lump sum payments.  Interest is assessed at 1 percent per month and follows the principal while penalties are assessed at .5% per month and are always owed to the State.  
No interest or penalty is assessed in any month where the obligor makes the minimum monthly payment.  This encourages regular payments of both current support and arrears.  Interest and penalties owed to the State may be waived if the obligor pays arrears and interest owed to the parent and arrears owed to the State.  This is available only once in the life of a case and must be a voluntary payment.  Finally, obligors are exempted from interest and penalties if they notify Child Support Enforcement they are on a needs-based program, unemployed with no benefits, disabled with no disability income, incarcerated and participating in prison program or living with the minor child for whom the support is ordered.
Massachusetts and the Urban Institute received an 1115 grant related to managing arrears.  They completed an analysis of their arrears, targeted different classes of cases for different enforcement methods and identified cases for settlement.  Each caseworker gets a monthly list of the top 10 arrears cases in their caseload.  They can focus on these cases and try to get payments and they discuss these cases with their supervisors.  The South Region had a pilot project to identify cases for potential equitable adjustment.  They also developed case management strategies specific to categories of cases.  These are promising practices with measurable benefits to the families, both parents and the Commonwealth.

State of North Dakota – Mike Schwindt and Terry Petersen

Presentation Synopsis

Mike and Terry presented North Dakota’s approach to arrears management.  Under prior law, most administrative collection tools were not available to them until the obligor was as much as six months behind in payment.  In 2005, the legislature approved a registry of cases with past due support equal to an amount greater than two months of current support or $2,000, whichever is less.  Any case on the registry will be subject to every administrative collection method available to the program.  
The State is using the registry for prevention, early intervention, and motivation of obligors to comply with their obligations.  As soon as a case is on the registry, the obligor is contacted to get them back on track and prevent the accumulation of arrears.  The caseworker intervenes early with the appropriate administrative collection tools to get the obligor back on track.  
An obligor can avoid administrative enforcement actions by negotiating a payment plan.  In negotiating a payment plan, an obligor is required to meet the full current support obligation in all cases, make a down payment on arrears, and make a payment arrangement so that all the arrears are paid within ten 10 years.  Interest is assessed and is paid before principal.  If an obligor enters into a payment plan and complies with the plan, interest accrual is suppressed.  At any time the obligor does not comply with the plan, interest accrual is resumed.  This is used to motivate obligors to comply with payment plans and meet their obligation.
In addition, several initiatives are on the horizon that will contribute to arrears management.  They are planning to expand a parental employment pilot project to aid obligors in becoming gainfully employed.  They are conducting guidelines studies on prisoners and unemployed obligors.  They are considering instituting an amnesty program and further automation to provide caseworkers with information to better manage their caseloads.
I. Group 9 – Accrued Arrears Management

· Connecticut

·  Michigan

Eileen Brooks gave an update on the work of the National Judicial-Child Support Task Force.  The task force includes State IV-D directors and representatives, judges and court administrators, Federal staff and representatives from various court organizations.  The task force is working on education of the judiciary, improved data exchange, arrears management and promotion of problem solving courts.  It is a collaborative effort and all those involved are committed to the goals of the task force.
State of Connecticut – David Panke

Presentation Synopsis

David presented Connecticut’s Arrearage Adjustment Program (AAP).  As background, Connecticut is a judicial State and for some time there was little and inconsistent direction about how to deal with arrears reduction, incarcerated obligors and any type of settlement.  A lot of arrears accumulated during this time.  There was pressure from a fatherhood commission to deal with the issue and to use a streamlined process.  The legislature gave the DSS Commissioner authority to develop regulations for the AAP in 2001.  Meetings and public hearings were held with stakeholders from 2002 to 2005.  The regulations were adopted in 2005 and the program was implemented in 2005-2006.
The Fatherhood Commission identified the accumulation of large arrearages owed to the State as a major financial barrier to meeting the goals of the initiative.  Large arrears were often the result of default judgments, based on public assistance grant amounts, or unpaid support that accrued while the father was incarcerated.  The goals of the new program were to eliminate the need to go to court to get a reduction, focus on arrears owed to the State and tie reductions to positive parental involvement.  The IV-D program worked with the DSS strategic planning division and certified parenting program sites to implement the AAP. 
The State certifies parenting programs that meet the AAP requirements.  Fathers apply to participate in the certified parenting program.  If the father owes arrears to the State, has a record of nonpayment of at least one year over the past two years and meets the program goals for involvement with the child, then he will be accepted into the program.  He must then comply with the AAP requirements to get a reduction of arrears.  There are various percentage adjustments to the arrears for completion of a parenting program, for maintaining a job averaging at least 120 hours per month for a year and for meeting the obligation to pay child support.  If all the goals are met in the first year, the parent could reduce their arrears by as much as 30 percent.  The potential adjustment in subsequent years is 10 percent with the possibility of an additional 5 percent for increases in the hours worked, increases in earnings and enhancements to employability through education or training programs.
The program is rather new and there is only one qualified participant to date.  We will have to wait for a while to get the results of the program.
State of Michigan – Mike McCormick and Susan Thorman

Presentation Synopsis

Mike provided background for Michigan.  Michigan is a judicial State.  The executive branch administers the IV-D program through the Office of Child Support.  The county prosecuting attorneys and the Friends of the Court have responsibility for establishing and enforcing child support orders in Michigan.  The State staff responsible for intake and locate processes was reduced by 55 percent a few years ago.  All of their interviews are done by phone and must be streamlined as they each have about 4,000 cases to manage.  Accumulated arrears in Michigan are over $9 billion.  They’ve run a few programs to address the arrears over the past couple of years.  One was a limited time amnesty program and the other is an ongoing payment plan program.  Now they are adding the Michigan Arrears Collection Special (MACS) Project.
Susan presented the MACS project.  The $9 billion in arrears has accumulated over many decades.  It includes both TANF and non TANF cases and it includes interest.  They received legislative approval in 2005 to set up a program to collect and reduce arrears.  A workgroup with representatives from all partners working in child support, developed the procedures and policy for the program.  If the NCP meets the eligibility requirements, they can get a 75 percent reduction of arrears owed to the State if 100 percent of the balance due on the account is paid.  Key eligibility requirements include:  the NCP must have an active open IV-D case, a Michigan court order, the children must be emancipated or at least 19.5 years old, there cannot be any ongoing current child support, there must not be a court-ordered payment plan and there must be more than $100 permanently assigned arrears owed to the State for child support, child care and spousal support.
If NCPs meet the eligibility requirements, they sign and return the agreement and pay the balance due on the account after the reduction of arrears.  If they return the agreement without the full payment they are contacted and get a chance to pay the balance.  The program was implemented on February 1, 2006.  As of June 15, Michigan has closed 2,200 cases, collected $7.9 million and reduced arrears by $16.4 million.
III.   Promising Practices 

States were invited to share innovations, good ideas and promising practices in three areas.  They are: (A) prevention of arrears and order establishment, (B) early intervention and (C) accrued arrears management.  The following tables summarize the information shared during the meeting and is organized in the three categories.
At the end of day two, the group was asked to identify the barriers to implementation of these ideas in their State.  The barriers vary state-to-state but the general themes include staffing, budget, required legislation, training of staff, implementing culture shifts, caseloads and technology.
J. Prevention of Arrears and Order Establishment
Prevention of Arrears and Order Establishment – Summary Table

	
	Practice Description
	State
	Contact

	1
	Legislation – affidavit of support
	MD
	Gina Higginbotham

	2
	Practice – modifications downward
	MN
	Cindy Steinberg

	3
	Practice – best practice subcommittee
	OH
	Athena Riley

	4
	Practice – use average vs. minimum wage
	IA
	Mary Loven

	5
	Legislation – eliminate fees to respond to a proposed order 
	CA
	

	6
	Legislation – allow 12 months to adjust income used in the court order
	CN
	Dave Panke

	7
	Practice – meetings and conferences to share information.
	MI
	Susan Thorman

	8
	Project – Strategies to Help Low Income Families
	MN
	Pat Krauth

	9
	Practice – program to provide information in hospital to new parents
	OK
	Dawn Zellner

	10
	Project – work with Juvenile courts to establish and monitor child support
	OK
	Dawn Zellner


Prevention of Arrears and Order Establishment – Details Table

	
	Practice Description
	State

	1
	Legislation – affidavit of support

The Maryland child support agency requested and sponsored a bill that received 100 percent support from the legislature.  It’s called the affidavit of support.  It is patterned after paternity acknowledgment. Parents can voluntarily sign the affidavit and the State can immediately initiate wage withholding.
	MD

	2
	Practice – modifications downward

Minnesota brings the big eight counties together regularly to share ideas and promising practices related to their strategic plan.  One county recently reported they were pursuing both upward and downward modifications.  They found that payments increased even with downward modifications.  This addresses the strategy of having an appropriate order amount.
	MN

	3
	Practice – best practice subcommittee

The Ohio County Directors’ Association has a subcommittee that meets monthly to share and examine best practices.  They share Ohio county practices and they also look to other States for ideas.
	OH

	4
	Practice – use average vs. minimum wage

Iowa uses the average wage of obligors in the caseload when specific information is not available.  Orders established in this way seem to be more effective.
	IA

	5
	Legislation – eliminate fees to respond to a proposed order

The NCP previously was charged $200 to respond to a proposed order.  This created a barrier especially for low income obligors.  By eliminating this fee, California is able to reduce default orders and have a higher percentage of orders reflect the actual income of the NCP.
	CA

	6
	Legislation – allow 12 months to adjust income used in the court order

The NCP on a default order can provide income information within 12 months of the order and the State will assist with taking it back to court.
	CN

	7
	Practice – meetings and conferences to share information

Michigan Friends of the Court Association has monthly meetings and two conferences annually where they share information on promising practices.
	MI

	8
	Project – Strategies to Help Low Income Families

Minnesota is gathering data and developing a comprehensive program to increase collections.  They decided to work with stakeholders to find out what they think will make a difference.  Once they have all the input they will develop strategies to increase collections.  They anticipate developing a website with help and tips for parents.  They may also put older, depreciated computers in nonprofit and community organization offices for parents to use for guidelines calculations and completing paperwork to request modifications.
	MN

	9
	Practice – program to provide information in hospital to new parents

Child support is partnering with IV-A workers to give information on child support to new unwed parents in the hospital.  The goal is to get early establishment of paternity and child support.  The program is called Family Start.
	OK

	10
	Project – work with juvenile courts to establish and monitor child support

This is the Juvenile Project located in the juvenile court.  They are using administrative process to establish orders for current support and monitor payments right there in court.  They are also doing genetic testing at the court.
	OK


K. Early Intervention and Collection
Early Intervention and Collection – Summary Table

	
	Practice Description
	State
	Contact

	1
	Project -  special collections unit for hard to collect cases
	OK
	Dawn Zellner

	2
	Legislation – alternative cash medical support
	RI
	Ted Keenaghan

	3
	Legislation – automatic COLA adjustments
	MN
	Cindy Steinberg

	4
	Project – Web site for modifications
	IA
	Audrey Haverkamp

	5
	Legislation – orders for incarcerated NCPs
	UT
	Paul Heiner

	6
	Practice – early monitoring and enforcement of new orders
	MA
	Dolores O’Neill

	7
	Practice – avoiding misdirected income withholding orders
	TX
	Charles Smith

	8
	Practice  –  early education and follow up with new NCPs about how to make payments
	TX
	Charles Smith

	9
	Practice – proactive modifications for layoffs
	OK
	Ron Smith

	10
	Practice – fatherhood education
	WY
	Brenda Lyttle

	11
	Practice – contempt alternative project
	IA
	Audrey Haverkamp

	12
	Practice – incarcerated NCP order adjustment
	RI
	Ted Keenaghan

	13
	Legislation – suspension of orders of incarcerated NCPs
	DC
	Adrianne Day

	14
	Practice – contact with NCP after no payment for 6 months
	TX
	David Kabela

	15
	Legislation – statewide policy to suspend orders for incarcerated obligors
	OR
	William Cooksey

	16
	Legislation – modification of orders for incarcerated NCPs
	NC
	Barry Miller

	17
	Practice – monetary incentives for staff to meet collection targets
	MD
	Gina Higginbotham


Early Intervention and Collection – Details Table

	
	Practice Description
	State

	1
	Project -  special collections unit for hard to collect cases

Cases with no payment for 90 days are transferred to this unit.  (They do not work interstate cases or incarcerated NCP cases.)  They use aggressive collections techniques and have extended hours of operations.  They phone and visit both CPs and NCPs.  If there are multiple cases for an NCP, all cases are referred to the unit.  If modifications are needed, the unit processes the modification. 
	OK

	2
	Legislation – alternative cash medical support

Rhode Island defined reasonable in cost to be 5 percent of gross income.  In those cases where reasonable cost medical coverage is not available, the State orders a cash amount to be added to the child support order.  They are now automating petitions for cash medical in all cases ordered to provide medical but no coverage has been provided.  They will phase it in so as to not overwhelm the court. 
	RI

	3
	Legislation – automatic COLA adjustments

Minnesota has cost of living adjustments applied to all cases every other year.  They are automatic and based on the CPI.  They use administrative process with notice to parties.  If parents show their income has not kept pace with the CPI, they can avoid the adjustment.  Very few parents challenge the adjustment.
	MN

	4
	Project – Web site for modifications

Iowa received a grant to put modification information on their website.  They also included a guidelines calculator and information about the suspension process.  CPs can satisfy arrears during the modification process if they elect to do so.
	IA

	5
	Legislation – orders for incarcerated NCPs

Utah has statutory authority to use actual income for incarcerated NCPs.  If there is no income, a minimum $20 order is taken.  Six months after release the order will go up to a minimum wage order or an order in line with their income if it is higher.  The six months gives the NCP a chance to participate in re-entry programs and pay fees without accruing high arrears.
	UT

	6
	Practice – early monitoring and enforcement of new orders

Massachusetts monitors a new order for the first four weeks.  If there is no payment the NCP is contacted.  If there is still no payment they begin the license suspension process.  They can suspend a license after eight weeks.  This helps set the tone that they are serious and if an NCP doesn’t comply there are consequences.
	MA

	7
	Practice – avoiding misdirected income withholding orders

Texas is building an employer data base that has the address for their payroll office.  This means the order is entered in the employer system earlier and payment of child support begins sooner.  Staff calls employers within 10 days of the AIW to confirm they got it.  If they didn’t, a copy is faxed to them.  Cases are monitored to ensure employers are submitting payments within the required three days of payroll.
	TX

	8
	Practice - early education and follow up with new NCPs about how to make payments

For NCPs who do not have an employer, they call the NCPs within 10 days of the order to inform them of how and where to make payments.  If there is no phone number, they send a letter to the NCP with the information.  Staff monitors these cases for 30 – 45 days to ensure payments are being made.
	TX

	9
	Practice – proactive modifications for layoffs

Oklahoma had two major companies lay off 60,000 people.  The child support program proactively contacted those with orders and gave them information about modifications.  They even had State staff travel to the plants to provide the information.
	OK

	10
	Practice – fatherhood education

Wyoming has built a relationship with Father Factor, a strong fatherhood group in their State.  They attend group meetings to hear the issues and provide information.  They correct misinformation and help the members understand the child support system.
	WY

	11
	Practice – contempt alternative project

Iowa has a program for NCPs as an alternative to contempt.  NCPs are connected with community services to help address barriers to payment of support such as addiction issues or mental health issues.  It also includes employment services.
	IA

	12
	Practice – incarcerated NCP order adjustment

Rhode Island is implementing a program to work with incarcerated NCPs.  They are facilitating NCP court appearance through video conferencing.  If the NCP meets certain requirements, they can file a request to suspend their order.  The State is also working to deal with interest accrual on these accounts.
	RI

	13
	Legislation – suspension of orders of incarcerated NCPs

Recent legislation requires all criminal judges at sentencing of over 30 days to provide the defendant with a motion to suspend their child support order.  Criminal justice attorneys are reimbursed for assisting the defendant fill out the motion.  The motion is reviewed and, if there are no assets, the order is suspended before they go to jail or prison.  They are now going to those already incarcerated and providing information about getting their orders suspended.
	DC

	14
	Practice – contact with NCP after no payment for 6 months

A letter was sent to NCP requesting income information for possible modification of their order.  This brought in new employer information as well as income information.  Over $500,000 was collected on 1,800 cases.  
	TX

	15
	Legislation – statewide policy to suspend orders for incarcerated obligors

Oregon passed legislation that allows incarcerated obligors to apply for a suspension of their child support order.  If there is no income the order is suspended.  It is automatically reinstated to the former amount 60 days after release from prison.  There are programs to educate NCPs at the time of intake and in preparation for release.
	OR

	16
	Legislation – modification of orders for incarcerated NCPs

The North Carolina Legislature raised the issue and determined that an incarcerated NCP with no assets and not on work release should have their child support order suspended.
	NC

	17
	Practice – monetary incentives for staff to meet collection targets

Maryland has a pilot program to reward staff who meet performance targets.  They started with two counties and they have been required to add more counties each year.  They now have 12 counties in the “pilot”.  They have seen improved performance in the pilot counties and expect to continue the expansion to all but the privatized counties.
	MD


L. Accrued Arrears Management

Accrued Arrears Management – Summary Table

	
	Practice Description
	State
	Contact

	1
	Project – special collections for hard to collect cases
	AK
	Jennifer Christensen

	2
	Legislation – arrears forgiveness for ex-prisoners
	UT
	Fred McEuen

	3
	Practice – arrears forgiveness on arrears only cases
	OK
	Dawn Zellner

	4
	Practice – arrears reduction by recalculating old orders using guidelines
	MT
	Micheale Wigen

	5
	Legislation – arrears forgiveness
	MD
	Gina Higginbotham

	6
	Practice – arrears forgiveness
	NM
	Mary McCorvy


Accrued Arrears Management – Details Table

	
	Practice Description
	State

	1
	Project – special collections for hard to collect cases

Alaska has a special collections team that focuses on the cases with no payments in the past year or more.  They collected over $130,000 in the first 8 months.  This is money they would not have collected without the project.
	AK

	2
	Legislation – arrears forgiveness for ex-prisoners

Utah has a program for NCPs following their release from prison.  They enter an agreement to pay current support and a specified amount toward arrears.  If they follow the agreement for 12 consecutive months, the State will forgive all TANF arrears accumulated during the time of incarceration.  Probation and parole officers brief the NCP upon their release about the program and the benefits.  Participation and success is limited but for those who are successful, a fairly large amount of arrears are forgiven.
	UT

	3
	Practice – arrears forgiveness on arrears only cases

They recently set aside a special docket for arrears only cases.  They sent a letter to the NCPs stating that, for every dollar they pay on the day of the hearing, the State will match it dollar for dollar in arrears forgiveness.
	OK

	4
	Practice – arrears reduction by recalculating old orders using guidelines

Montana identified old default orders based on the TANF grant.  They retroactively recalculated the order based on the guidelines.  The result was a significant reduction of arrears.  If the NCP had been paying and paid more than the recalculated amount, the account was set at zero.  No refund was issued.
	MT

	5
	Legislation – arrears forgiveness

The Maryland child support agency requested and sponsored a bill that received 100 percent support from the legislature.  The bill presumes that it is in the best interest of the state to forgive arrears if the NCP has been living with the child 12 months prior to the request for arrears forgiveness.  It is also necessary to show the CP unavailable, deceased or incapacitated. 
	MD

	6
	Practice – arrears forgiveness

New Mexico has a conditional arrears forgiveness program called Fresh Start.  An NCP with $20,000 or more in arrears may make an offer to pay a lump sum and have part of the arrears forgiven.  If the arrears are owed to the CP, the CP will be involved in the negotiation.  The settlement includes an agreement that the NCP will pay future support amounts and stay in compliance or the settlement will be revisited.
	NM


IV.   Appendix A – Questions and Answers

Group 1 – Questions for Elaine Sorensen
	
	QUESTION

	1
	Is there an increase in the rate of collection for States that charge interest over states that don’t charge interest?

	2
	When evaluating whether or not NCPs have income, have you examined IRS information?

	3
	Do all States report to the credit bureau?  Is there a correlation between a failure to pay your child support and a failure to pay your other creditors?

	4
	Cities in Texas are setting up day labor work stations.  Is there any study to determine the likelihood of this spreading throughout the country?  

	5
	Of these 25 percent of cases with arrears only, how many have deceased NCPs?

	6
	For cases with SSI, we suspend the current order but what do you do about the arrears?

	7
	Do arrears grow faster in a judicial process state than in an administrative process State?

	8
	Most of the research looked at NCP income.  What about inability to locate the NCP and very mobile NCPs? 

	9
	Have you researched the effect of automated modifications or COLA adjustments on compliance or payment of current support?  Do payments increase or decrease after a modification?

	10
	We're trying to modify downward where it's appropriate.  It looks like we get a much higher compliance with support collection after modification.

	11
	Does much of the interest collected go to families?

	12
	Is there a difference on how States assess interest and how payments are applied?


Answers from Elaine
	
	ANSWER

	1
	There's very little research on the benefit of charging interest.  In Colorado, there was little difference in whether people comply with the orders.  We examined whether those States that charge interest have higher collections.  We don’t see higher collections in those states and there is no strong evidence that charging interest reduces compliance.

	2
	We haven't and you're right, that's a piece of information that's missing.  It is a good strategy to work with your State taxing agency to gain access to this information.  Self- employed individuals report income there that we do not have access to.

	3
	I believe most States report to credit bureaus.  We have not evaluated the relationship of nonpayment of child support to nonpayment of other debt.

	4
	I don't know of any study, but this is happening across the country.  People are moving in and out of the labor force, but the whole economy is moving in that direction.  I think the economy is certainly moving to a much more contract-oriented labor force.  The challenge is to track income of this labor force and find methods to collect child support on a regular basis.

	5
	I don’t know and it will vary among States.  It is worth looking at your cases, if you haven't, for case closure and case cleanup.

	6
	You can close cases where the person is permanently disabled.  It is worthwhile to examine your caseload to determine if SSI cases can be closed.

	7
	The line between judicial and administrative process States is more blurred all the time.  More judicial states are implementing quasi judicial processes and some administrative processes.  I will take this into account in my current project.

	8
	If you can’t find the NCP, you will also not find income to pay support.  The more they move around, the more difficult it is to keep up with them.  Again, if you are unable to locate over a period of time, you can consider whether the case meets criteria for closure.

	9
	No, I haven’t researched the impact of automated modifications or COLA adjustments on compliance or payment of current support.

	10
	That's what we're trying to do.  When you reduce the order and make it more realistic, they're able to pay.  You would still like them to pay more regularly.  That’s the behavior change you’re seeking.  They may not pay just because the order is reasonable.  It’s a balance between having a reasonable order amount and not rewarding bad payment behavior.

	11
	We don’t have that data but we know the interest collections that go to families helps them.

	12
	States do have various methods of assessing interest, rates of interest and ways of applying payments to interest.  Also, more and more States are leveraging interest in their arrears management strategies.


Group 2 – Questions for Colorado

	
	QUESTION

	1
	To what do you attribute the decline in default rates from the 33 to the 15?  What are the major contributing factors?

	2
	Do you think user-friendly notices make a difference?

	3
	Did you notice a large increase in moneys coming in from the IWs after giving the employers a call to see if they had any questions?

	4
	Since the enforcement techniques are automatic, do the counties have any discretion?

	5
	Are you going to be able to continue doing all the things that you started with grant funding after the grant runs out?

	6
	Who takes the call or who makes the final decision on whether or not the automated enforcement action can be vacated?

	7
	What year did you amend your guidelines?

	8
	Do you have any numbers from the results on your education on automatic recurring withdrawal?  


Answers from Colorado

	
	ANSWER

	1
	I think obligors appreciate the first contact coming from us and we’re doing more than just establishing an order.  We are trying to accurately represent their income in the process.

	2
	I think so and if we have a phone number, we call them and let them know we are in the process of establishing an order instead of sending the letter.

	3
	Prior to this we had no response and no payments from 40 percent of the AIW.  Now we make sure to get it to the right person in payroll and answer their questions up front.  We see it as a good investment of time.  I don’t have any statistics at this time.

	4
	Counties do have some discretion.  At times this is an issue but generally they do the right thing.  They make good decisions and they know their cases better than we do.  We are hoping to bring a little more consistency to enforcement statewide.

	5
	We have seen such an improvement that we think we’ll have support to continue this approach in the future.  It amounts to a little more resource invested in the front end to avoid need for work later on in the case.  If we build an effective relationship with the NCP in the first place our work will be lessened later on.

	6
	Each of the counties work their own caseload.  We have seven folks at the State office that run the automated remedies.  Again, the county workers get notified when something is going to happen. They can intervene if they want to stop or delay the action.  NCP and CP calls go to the caseworker in the county.

	7
	The new guidelines were effective as of January 2003.

	8
	I don’t have data on that but we’ve had more and more people signing up for that service.


Group 3 – Questions for Texas

	
	QUESTION

	1
	Describe your organization structure and who you worked with to accomplish the move from judicial to administrative.

	2
	What do you do about paternity tests?

	3
	Is the CSPR system throughout all of Texas?

	4
	Do you have a single, standardized approach to establishment of orders?

	5
	When the NCP or CP provides modification documents to you, is that still considered pro se even though you're sending them to the court, or is it really as simple as that?  Are you sending them in whatever format they provide to you, or is it something your staff has to do?

	6
	If the CP was the filer, would the courts actually obtain the NCP’s wage data?


Answers from Texas

	
	ANSWER

	1
	The Texas Office of the Attorney General (OAG) is the IV-D agency and the offices around the State are all part of the OAG.  We worked with the Health and Human Services Commission (IV-A & IV-E), CPs and NCPs, the judiciary, including district clerks, IV-D associate judges and our elected legislators.  We had to make sure everyone understood that our goal was to improve child support services and that the best interest of children was the driving principle.  It took educating decision makers about the time it took to work through the judicial process and the impact of the delay.  It was also important to work with judges to see that we weren’t taking away their judicial discretion as they would hear appeals on contested cases.  The legislature saw the benefit to their constituents.  It took two sessions to get it passed and by then we had district judges who were tired of having their dockets clogged with child support cases.

	2
	We have the ability to do pro se filing for genetic testing.  If parents contact us for genetic testing, we schedule them with a facility that’s close to them.  We have testing facilities in some of the same buildings as our offices.

	3
	Yes.

	4
	No.  We deal with district judges that hear their own IV-D cases and we have associate judges.  So we deal with two docketing systems in some counties.

	5
	We have a standardized petition for modification.  It's a fill-in-the-blank type document. There are instructions with it.  It indicates what documents must be attached with it.  There's a standardized financial statement that they must include. They need to include a copy of their court order, most recent pay stubs and their most recent Federal income tax return.  The only role our department has is to review the petition to make sure it's completed, make sure the financial statement is attached and notarized and the court order and other attachments are included.  Then we ship it off to the clerk of courts.  The referee, essentially, takes over from there.

	6
	Absolutely.  When the referee gets the application in, then they'll send notice of hearing to the other parent and the other parent will be required to submit a financial statement along with pay stubs and their most recent tax return.


Group 4 – Questions for Iowa, Pennsylvania & Nebraska

	
	state
	QUESTION

	1
	IA
	When and where do you call NCPs?  Do you know how many disappeared after the call?  Did you also call on default orders?

	2
	IA
	Are you able to share your training curriculum?

	3
	IA
	You indicated workers were concerned about the time it would take to call NCPs up front.  How is it going now?

	4
	PA
	How long did it take to implement your dashboard?  Will you make it available to workers?

	5
	PA
	How was JNET funded?

	6
	PA
	Are your warrants also placed on the State’s criminal information center for use by law enforcement?

	7
	PA
	Can other States access your dashboard as a model for developing their own?

	8
	PA
	For what purposes do you use the dashboard?  How often is it updated and do you set specific goals?

	9
	PA
	With JNET, does a police officer see your warrants on the computer?  Is it just Pennsylvania warrants and used only in the State?

	10
	PA
	In the future, when other States have access to your warrants, what do you expect the State to do?  Will you extradite an individual on a civil warrant?

	11
	NE
	You indicated that you prioritized licenses for suspension and don’t do them all at the same time.  Is this a policy choice or does your law require it.

	12
	NE
	How was the project funded including the gift certificates for participants in the focus groups?


Answers from Iowa, Pennsylvania & Nebraska

	
	ANSWER

	1
	We call on all types of orders.  We call them between 8:00 and 4:30 and we use any phone number at which we’re able to reach them.  We did not track those who ran after the call.

	2
	Yes.  We have it in electronic format and I will send it to OCSE.

	3
	We got a lot of feedback that this helped move their cases forward.  Workers realized they were spending lees amount of time overall on the case by making the calls in the beginning.

	4
	We already had a data warehouse so it didn’t take long.  It was a matter of pulling the information together in a consolidated view.  Most of the time was spent in prioritizing the information to be included.  Once that was decided, the dashboard was up and running in three months.  We do not plan to make it available at the worker level.

	5
	JNET was funded out of the governor’s office with Homeland Security funds.  It cost us nothing.

	6
	Not at this time because they are civil bench warrants.  We’re working to change that.

	7
	The dashboard is on the department intranet so you cannot access it.  I can send you a copy of that page if you give me your contact information.

	8
	The dashboard is used by counties to see how they are doing compared to the average and to other specific counties.  The competition helps increase statewide performance.  We plan for the state to use it to monitor and improve county performance.  We have not set specific goals yet but plan to do so.  We refresh the information monthly.  

	9
	Yes, the officer will get the information on our warrants on any search of an individual they stop for a traffic violation.  It currently is only available in-state but there are plans to expand the system and make the information available to other states’ law enforcement agencies.

	10
	JNET just got a federal grant to expand the system to other States.  If another state arrests someone and finds they have a PA civil warrant, they will contact us.  We will get locate information which may help enforce an order.  There’s a chance we might extradite but that isn’t the first step.

	11
	It is set out in Nebraska law.  The lawmakers did not like license suspension and this is a way to limit its use.

	12
	The project was funded by an 1115 grant and our grant proposal included the gift certificates.


Comment:  Charles Smith of Texas:  We have a state law that says that our child support warrants are to be sent to the sheriff department for entry into the Texas criminal information center, so that might alleviate some of the issues with challenges that some of the States are getting.  And also at the time of the hearing, if the NCP doesn't appear, we get a cash bond that is set on that case and that keeps us from having to have someone monitoring or being available for law enforcement 24 hours a day.  And then those cash bonds, if they do bond out, we go through a foreclosure process. We reduce the child support to an arrears amount and then we confiscate the cash bond.  Also, the fact that we send the actual warrant to the sheriffs for entry, then that law enforcement agency when they're arrested in a different county, they can teletype that warrant to that other county like they would a criminal warrant, so they eliminate having a warrant on hand.
Group 5 - Questions for Wisconsin, Washington & West Virginia

	
	State
	QUESTION

	1
	WI
	How do counties react to your withholding incentives for failure to meet benchmarks?

	2
	WI
	What do workers do with lists of cases where the NCP is not complying?

	3
	WA
	Do you address the negative considerations to try and lessen or improve the impact?

	4
	WA
	Do you have automatic modifications for incarcerated NCPs?

	5
	WA
	Where do you get the data for your efficiency model?  Is any of it kept or gathered manually?

	6
	WA
	When comparing performance by FTE, do you do any kind of allowance for different county demographics?  

	7
	WA
	Do the statistics include automatic enforcement by the system or do you track only actions by the worker?

	8
	WV
	How do you inform inmates about the possibility of getting a modification?  What is the average order after modification?  Are there limits to whom can get a modification?

	9
	WV
	Are administrative modifications only available to inmates?

	10
	WV
	Does your prison program include paternity establishment?  

	11
	WV
	How do you address the concerns of the CP regarding the modification?

	12
	WV
	How did you get the Department of Corrections to work with you?


Answers from Wisconsin, Washington & West Virginia

	
	ANSWER

	1
	We have administrative rules that govern the process.  There was some opposition from counties but the rule has been in place four years and they understand the requirement.  If a county is not meeting a benchmark they must improve performance by an average of 1 percent per month or 12 percent over the course of a year.

	2
	They contact the NCP to find out why they are not paying.  They find out if a modification is needed.  However, we will not process a downward modification.

	3
	We review them semiannually.  Supervisors work with their teams to improve overall and individual performance.

	4
	No.  We have administrative and court orders and we send modification information to parents.  They have to submit something in order for a modification to be processed.  We work with DOC to get the word out to inmates.

	5
	All the data is from our mainframe and is downloaded once a month.

	6
	Washington is diverse and we focus on the percentage of NCPs who are paying.  If this percentage is high, other performance measures are generally high.  We also capture unemployment rates for each region of the State for comparison.

	7
	Most of the actions tracked are those that the support officer has taken.  The statistics include employer withholdings even though the system generates the action.  Workers must ensure the system has employer information for this to work.

	8
	Every prisoner goes through an orientation on their first day.  Our information is part of the orientation and the prison counselors are familiar with our process.   The NCP must be in prison for at least a year to qualify for a modification. Most of the orders will be minimum $50 after modification.

	9
	No.  Administrative modifications are available to everyone.  The parties have 20 days to object to the order and the objection is filed with the court.

	10
	Yes.  We have someone go to the prison to collect genetic samples and we also provide notaries for voluntary paternity acknowledgements.

	11
	We approach this from the practical perspective of ability to pay.  The modification is based on actual income.  We also followup very closely with the prisoner on release and modify the order upward as they get back to work.

	12
	They were very receptive to the project from the beginning.  It helps them meet their goals of educating inmates and having them take responsibility.  We have written cooperative agreements between State agencies.  There is no financial incentive for their participation.  They were happy to show the video and share child support information.  In fact, cooperation with our program is one of the factors that are considered in evaluations for early release.


Group 6 and 7 – Questions for Virginia & Louisiana

	
	State
	QUESTION

	1
	VA
	When you subpoena cell phone companies do you get electronic or paper responses?

	2
	VA
	Have you had any cell companies charge a subpoena service fee?

	3
	VA
	Do you post pictures of NCPs with both civil and criminal warrants?  Are they only in newspapers or also on the Internet?

	4
	VA
	How do you pay for the newspaper space?

	5
	LA
	You indicated that the customer service unit can only refer up to 10% of the calls to caseworkers.  How do you monitor that?

	6
	LA
	Have you had any problems or feedback from CPs regarding changes in their caseworker as the case moves through the specialized case loads?


Answers from Virginia & Louisiana

	
	ANSWER

	1
	We get paper answers to the subpoenas.  We can send 50 – 100 names on each subpoena and that’s going to eventually lead to electronic matching of information.  One company sent the State a bill for $15,000 for answering the subpoenas.  We sent the bill back saying it was unreasonable.  They could sue us, but they won’t.

	2
	Virginia law allows us to pay reasonable fees.  We haven’t determined what’s reasonable.

	3
	It includes both but 99 percent of what we do is civil.  We use both the Internet and newspapers.  TV stations also put links on their Web sites to our site.

	4
	We pay for it out of our regular budget.

	5
	It is part of the contract with the customer service center.  When they bill us, they have to provide us certain statistics contractually.  They have to tell us how many calls they got, how many calls were handled. The CSR has three minutes to answer a call that's been transferred to the customer service rep.  If the call waits more than three minutes, they hang up, they don't get paid.  They report this information to us and, if they refer it to a caseworker, they don't get paid.  They will show us how many calls are answered. We can monitor all this and we do silent monitoring.

	6
	We are still in pilot, so we don’t know at this point in time.  We’re trying to make the transition seamless so callers don’t know whether they’re talking to the service center or a State caseworker.


Group 8 – Questions for Massachusetts & North Dakota

	
	State
	QUESTION

	1
	MA
	Was there information you would like to have had before implementation and were there any unintended consequences of your policies?

	2
	MA
	How many States are charging penalties to the NCP on a regular basis?  You said that you won't deal with those folks that are trying to make a deal. How do you make this distinction?  

	3
	ND
	Are you only closing the cases that have assigned debt and leaving open those with amounts owed to the oblige, or do you close all cases that meet that criteria of no locate for three years? 

	4
	ND
	What administrative enforcement actions do you suspend when you have someone under a payment plan?


Answers from Massachusetts & North Dakota

	
	ANSWER

	1
	We actually had done a lot of the groundwork.  There had been a State audit of our IV-A agency that had written off a lot of debt and hadn't done it properly, so we were careful.  It would have been nice to have the information from the Urban Institute study.   The one thing that would have been useful to have was more information on large debt obligors and their characteristics.  There were not unintended consequences.  

	2
	Two States indicated they regularly charge penalties.  It's difficult to make the distinction.  We look at the circumstances. Have they been unemployed for a couple of years?  Do they have the ability to pay? They may call and say “is there any way you can reduce the debt?”  Then we work with them.  We actually work with all NCPs.  But unless they can show how the arrears accrued, why they didn't pay it, we will not make any deals with them.  We will let those know their options for waiver of interest and penalties.

	3
	Our write-off and closure policies aren’t completely aligned.  The longer a case is in a no locate status, the more debt we can write off.

	4
	We’ll suspend all administrative enforcement.  We continue IRS offset.  If they fail to make required payments all enforcement resumes.


Discussion:  There was a lengthy discussion about case closure.  States have widely varying policies as to case closure.  Many states are much more restrictive than the Federal case closure regulations.  Some have the perspective that they may be able to collect some of the debt sometime in the future and close very few cases with debt still on the books.  Others look at it from the perspective of bad debt and choose to close cases that meet the federal criteria on a more regular basis.  States wanted more guidance from OCSE.  They were told that as long as it meets the Federal criteria for closure, a State may close the case.
Group 9 – Questions for Connecticut

	
	QUESTION

	1
	I would like to know, how are those payments calculated?  Do you calculate those adjustments in your system, or are they done manually?

	2
	Did you identify through your system those NCPs who may be eligible and send them a notice?


Answers from Connecticut

	
	ANSWER

	1
	The calculation will be done manually.  We'll take the permanently assigned arrears amount off the certified system and multiply it by the right percentage.

	2
	No we haven’t.  One of the issues is that there has to be a certified fatherhood program.  To date we only have three certified programs and they are not in the major population areas.


V.   Appendix B – Meeting Agenda
Peer-to-Peer Training Conference:

Collections of Current Support and Arrears

San Diego Marriott La Jolla

May 16 – 18, 2006

	Monday, 5/15
	TITLE
	

	5:30 – 7:30 p.m.
	Registration

	

	Tuesday, 5/16
	TITLE
	PRESENTER

	7:00 – 8:00 a.m.
	Registration

	

	8:00 – 8:15 a.m.
	Welcome and Introductions

	Joyce Pitts

	8:15 – 8:30 a.m.
	Structural Format and Overview of Conference/Housekeeping/Administrative Announcements


	John Bobeck

	8:30 – 10:00 a.m.
	Literature Review


	Cindi Chinnock

Dennis Putze 

Elaine Sorensen

	
	Q&A


	

	10:00 – 10:30 a.m.
	BREAK


	

	10:30 a.m. –
12:00 p.m.
	State Presentations and Related Research:  Prevention of Arrears


	

	
	10:30 - 11:00
	New Jersey
	Patricia Risch

	
	11:00 – 11:30
	Colorado
	Larry Desbien

Paula Brown

	
	11:30 – 12:00
	Q&A/Summary
	ALL

	12:00 – 1:30 p.m.
	LUNCH


	

	1:30 – 3:30 p.m.
	State Presentations and Related Research:

Order Establishment


	

	
	1:30 – 2:00
	Texas
	Charles Smith

David Kabela

	
	2:00 – 2:30
	New Hampshire
	Kevin Landry

Scott MacDonald

	
	2:30 – 3:00
	South Dakota
	Terry Walter

	
	3:00 – 3:30
	Q&A/Summary
	ALL

	3:30 – 4:00 p.m.
	BREAK


	

	4:00 – 5:00 p.m.
	Promising Practices:  Prevention of Arrears and

Order Establishment
	ALL




	Wednesday, 5/17
	TITLE
	PRESENTER

	8:00 – 10:00 a.m.
	State Presentations and Related Research:

Early Intervention/Collection of Current Support


	

	
	8:00 - 8:30
	Iowa
	Audrey Haverkamp

	
	8:30 – 9:00
	Pennsylvania
	Diane Simmerson

Georgia Lyons

	
	9:00 – 9:30
	Nebraska
	Deb Steidley

	
	9:30 – 10:00
	Q&A/Summary
	ALL

	10:00 – 10:30 a.m.
	BREAK
	

	   10:30 a.m. – 

12:00 p.m.
	State Presentations and Related Research:

Early Intervention/Collection of Current Support (Continued)


	

	
	10:30 - 11:00
	Wisconsin
	Patti Reuter

	
	11:00 – 11:30
	Washington
	Carol Fredericks

Randy Rudin

	
	11:30 – 12:00
	Q&A/Summary
	ALL

	12:00 – 1:30 p.m.
	LUNCH


	

	1:30 – 3:00 p.m.
	State Presentations and Related Research:

Early Intervention/Collection of Current Support (Continued)


	

	
	1:30 – 2:00
	Virginia
	Nick Young

Connie White

	
	2:00 – 2:30
	West Virginia
	Garrett Jacobs

	
	2:30 – 3:00
	Q&A/Summary
	ALL

	3:00 – 3:30 p.m.
	BREAK


	

	3:30 – 4:00 p.m.
	State Presentations and Related Research:

Early Intervention/Collection of Current Support (Continued)


	

	
	3:30 – 4:00
	Louisiana
	Lisa Andry

Jeanne Melton

	4:00 – 5:00 p.m.
	Promising Practices: Early Intervention/Collection of Current Support

	ALL


	Thursday, 5/18
	TITLE
	PRESENTER

	8:00 – 9:30 a.m.
	State Presentations and Related Research:

Accrued Arrears Management


	

	
	8:00 - 8:30
	Massachusetts
	Jim Romano

Dolores O’Neil

	
	8:30 – 9:00
	North Dakota
	Mike Schwindt

Terry Peterson

	
	9:00 – 9:30
	Q&A/Summary
	ALL

	9:30 – 10:00 a.m.
	BREAK


	

	   10:00 a.m. –
11:30 a.m.
	State Presentations and Related Research:

Accrued Arrears Management

(Continued)


	

	
	10:00 - 10:30
	Connecticut
	David Panke

	
	10:30 – 11:00
	Michigan
	Mike McCormick

Susan Thorman

	
	11:00 – 11:30
	Q&A/Summary
	ALL

	11:30 – 12:30 p.m.
	Promising Practices: Accrued Arrears Management

	ALL

	12:30 – 1:00 p.m.
	Conference Wrap Up


	


VI.   Appendix C – Attendee Roster 

	Representation
	Participant
	Title
	Organization

	ACF
	Daniel Baker
	Program Specialist
	Region IX 

	ACF
	Joan Kaub
	Child Support Program Specialist
	Regional Representative  

	ACF
	Sherri Larkins
	Children and Families Program Specialist
	Region VII  

	Alabama 
	Pamela Chappell
	Program Specialist
	Dept of Human Resources  

	Alabama 
	Scotty Thomas
	Program Specialist
	Dept of Human Resources  

	Alaska 
	Jennifer Christensen
	Child Support Specialist
	Child Support Services Division  

	Alaska 
	Danelle Wilder
	Child Support Specialist
	Child Support Services Division  

	Arizona 
	Leisa Bell
	Administrator
	Division of Child Support Enforcement Systems and Automation Administration 

	Arizona 
	Sherry Seaman
	Legal Services Administrator
	Division of Child Support Enforcement Legal Services  

	Arkansas 
	Clifford Lester
	Staff Supervisor
	DFA/Revenue/OCSE  

	Arkansas 
	Barbara Morris-Williams
	Field Operations Manager
	Office of Child Support Enforcement  

	California 
	Joyce Geerling
	Associate Governmental Program Analyst
	Department of Child Support Services  

	California 
	Lupe Gonzales
	Regional Administrator- Region 3 central
	Dept of Child Support Services  

	California 
	Jeff Grissom
	Director
	Dept of Child Support Services  

	Colorado 
	Paula Brown
	Operations Section Chief
	Division of Child Support  

	Colorado 
	Larry Desbien
	Policy and Evaluation Sections Chief
	  

	Connecticut 
	Pamela Hogan
	Investigations Supervisor
	Dept of Social Services  

	Connecticut 
	David Panke
	Deputy Director
	Support Enforcement Services  

	Delaware 
	Andrew Haman
	Social Services Administrator
	Division of Child Support Enforcement  

	Delaware 
	Linda Murphy
	Social Services Senior Administrator
	Division of Child Support Enforcement  

	District Of Columbia 
	Adrianne Day
	Assistant Section Chief
	Office of the Attorney General Child Support Services 

	District Of Columbia 
	Yvette Jordan-Smith
	Child Support Enforcement Specialist
	Office of the Attorney General Child Support Services  

	Florida 
	Abigail Bosco-James
	Revenue Program Administrator
	Dept of Revenue  

	Florida 
	Sharon Marshall
	Service Center Manager
	Dept of Revenue/Child Support Enforcement  

	Georgia 
	Renorta Heard-Jones
	Director of Field Operations
	Office of Child Support Enforcement  

	Georgia 
	Sandra Keating
	Director
	Office of Child Support Enforcement  

	Guam 
	Cindy Millar
	Paralegal
	Child Support Enforcement Division  

	Illinois 
	Nancy Emberton
	Champaign Regional Manager
	Dept of Healthcare and Family Services  

	Illinois 
	Charlie Koonce
	Budget and Reliability Manager
	Dept of Healthcare and Family Services  

	Indiana 
	Peggy Boggs
	Manager
	Indiana Child Support  

	Indiana 
	Lucy Mikula
	Manager
	Indiana Child Support  

	Iowa 
	Audrey Haverkamp
	Executive Officer
	Bureau of Collections Child Support Recovery 

	Iowa 
	Mary Loven
	Policy Supervisor
	Department of Human Services Child Support, Bureau of Collections 

	Kansas 
	Ralph Malott
	Chief of Administration
	Child Support Enforcement  

	Kansas 
	Brian Windmeyer
	CSE Automation Manager
	Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services  

	Kentucky 
	Missy Mollett
	Field Services Supervisor
	Division of Child Support  

	Kentucky 
	Jackolyn Upchurch
	Child Support Field Supervisor
	Division of Child Support  

	Lac du Flambeau
	Jeanette Sharlow
	Child Support Specialist
	Lac du Flambeau Tribal Child Support Agency  

	Lac du Flambeau
	Patricia Zimmerman
	Case Management
	Lac du Flambeau Tribal Support Agency  

	Louisiana 
	Lisa Andry
	F.S. Program Director
	Department of Social Services Office of Family Support Enforcement Services

	Louisiana 
	Jeanne Melton
	Program Specialist
	Child Support Enforcement Services  

	Maryland 
	Gina Higginbotham
	Deputy Executive Director
	Child Support Enforcement Administration  

	Maryland 
	Linda Laster
	Program Review Analyst
	Child Support Enforcement Administration  

	Massachusetts 
	Dolores O'Neill
	Director/Special Litigation
	Child Support Enforcement Division  

	Massachusetts 
	Jim Romano
	Regional Director
	Dept of Revenue/Child Support Enforcement  

	Michigan 
	Michael McCormick
	Director of Operations
	Office of Child Support  

	Michigan 
	Susan Thorman
	Director
	Shiawassee County Friend of the Court  

	Minnesota 
	Pat Krauth
	Direct Services Section Manager
	Dept of Human Services Child Support Enforcement Division 

	Minnesota 
	Cindy Steinberg
	Income Maintenance Program Advisor
	DHS-CSEP  

	Missouri 
	Terri Hinzpeter
	Assistant Deputy Director
	CSE Family Support Division 

	Missouri 
	Vicki Turner
	Child Support Enforcement Administrator
	Dept of Social Services Family Support Division 

	Montana 
	Barbara Delaney
	Bureau Chief
	Child Support Enforcement Division  

	Montana 
	Micheale Wigen
	Investigator Supervisor
	Child Support Enforcement Division  

	Navajo Nation
	Edith Begaye
	Case Management Specialist
	Navajo Nation  

	Navajo Nation
	Ramona June-Watchman
	Case Management Specialist
	Tuba City NNDCSE Agency Office  

	Navajo Nation
	Henrietta Smith
	Contract Compliance Officer
	Navajo Nation  

	Nebraska 
	Mary Becker
	CSE Supervisor
	Department of Health and Human Services  

	Nebraska 
	Deb Steidley
	CSE Field Operations Administrator
	Health and Human Services System Child Support Enforcement 

	Nevada 
	Louise Bush
	Chief, Child Support Enforcement Program
	State Welfare Division  

	Nevada 
	Gary Stagliano
	Deputy Administrator, Program and Field Operations
	State Welfare Division  

	New Hampshire 
	Kevin Landry
	Chief Staff Attorney
	DCSS  

	New Hampshire 
	Scott MacDonald
	Administrator
	DHHS Division of Child Support Services  

	New Jersey 
	Allison Davis
	Executive Assistant
	Division of Family Development  

	New Jersey 
	Patricia Risch
	Supervisor for Program Compliance
	Monitoring and Technical Assistance Units  

	New Mexico 
	Mary McCorvy
	Staff Manager
	Human Services Dept Child Support Enforcement 

	North Carolina 
	Beth Amos
	Assistant Chief for Local Operations
	Child Support Enforcement Division  

	North Carolina 
	Barry Miller
	Director
	Child Support Enforcement Division  

	North Dakota 
	Terry Peterson
	Quality Assurance Manager
	Child Support Enforcement  

	North Dakota 
	Mike Schwindt
	CSE Director
	Child Support Enforcement  

	OCSE
	Eileen Brooks
	Deputy Director
	Division of State, Tribal and Local Assistance  

	OCSE
	John Langrock
	Program Analyst
	OCSE  

	OCSE
	Joyce Pitts
	Division Director
	DHHS/ACF/OCSE Division of Planning, Research & Evaluation 

	OCSE
	Dennis Putze
	Senior Quantitative Analyst
	Office of Automation and Program Operations  

	OCSE
	Nehemiah Rucker
	Team Leader
	Division of Planning, Research & Evaluation Data Collection & Reporting 

	OCSE
	Kimberly Smith
	Manager
	OCSE Office of Audit Central Audit Region

	OCSE
	Ellamae Williams
	Tribal Child Support Specialist
	OCSE Division of State and Tribal Systems  

	Ohio 
	Athena Riley
	Bureau Chief
	Dept of Job and Family Services Office of Child Support 

	Ohio 
	Melanie Sims
	Interstate Central Registry and Performance Improvement Manager
	Office of Child Support  

	Oklahoma 
	Ronald Smith
	Program Manager II
	Dept of Human Services  

	Oklahoma 
	Dawn Zellner
	Managing Attorney
	Dept of Human Services  

	Oregon 
	William Cooksey
	Branch Manager
	Oregon Child Support Program  

	Oregon 
	Debra Foltz
	Paralegal
	Oregon Child Support Program  

	Pennsylvania 
	Georgia Lyons
	 
	PACSES Establishment Subsystem Lead  

	Pennsylvania 
	Diane Simmerson
	Human Services Program Specialist Supervisor
	Bureau of Child Support Enforcement  

	Rhode Island 
	Cathleen Collins
	Systems Specialist
	Dept of Human Services Office of Child Support Services 

	Rhode Island 
	Edward Keenaghan
	Implementation Director for Policy and Programs
	Dept of Human Services Child Support Enforcement Policy and Programs

	SITC
	Monica Adams
	Task Lead and Meeting/Event Planner
	State Information Technology Consortium  

	SITC
	John Bobeck
	Consultant
	State Information Technology Consortium  

	SITC
	Cindi Chinnock
	Management Consultant
	State Information Technology Consortium  

	SITC
	Sheila Drake
	Task Lead and Meeting/Event Planner
	State Information Technology Consortium  

	South Carolina 
	Russ Collins
	Human Services Coordinator
	Dept of Social Services  

	South Carolina 
	Patrick Dungan
	Human Services Specialist
	Dept of Social Services CSED-Region III 

	South Dakota 
	Dixie Varilek
	Child Support Investigator
	  

	South Dakota 
	Terry Walter
	Director
	State Office of Child Support Enforcement  

	Tennessee 
	Linda Chappell
	 
	Department of Human Services  

	Tennessee 
	Ken Hannifin
	 
	Department of Human Services  

	Texas 
	David Kabela
	Office Manager
	Texas Attorney General Child Support Division 

	Texas 
	Charles Smith
	Deputy Director
	Texas Attorney General  

	The Urban Institute
	Elaine Sorensen
	Principal Research Associate
	  

	U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
	Jennifer Burnszynski
	Social Science Analyst
	Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation  

	Utah 
	Paul Heiner
	Policy Analyst
	Office of Recovery Services  

	Utah 
	Fred McEuen
	Associate Regional Director
	Office of Recovery Services  

	Vermont 
	Laurie Benson
	Regional Manager
	Office of Child Support  

	Vermont 
	Sean Brown
	NE Regional Manager
	Office of Child Support  

	Virginia 
	Connie White
	Project Director
	Department of Social Services Division of CSE 

	Virginia 
	Nick Young
	Deputy Commissioner / Director
	Virginia Department of Social Services Division of Child Support Enforcement 

	Washington 
	Carol Fredricks
	Support Enforcement Officer
	Division of Child Support  

	Washington 
	Randy Rudin
	Support Enforcement Program Administrator
	DSHS/DCS  

	West Virginia 
	Kimberly Hardesty
	Child Support Supervisor
	Bureau for Child Support Enforcement  

	West Virginia 
	Garrett Jacobs
	Deputy Commissioner
	Bureau for Child Enforcement  

	Wisconsin 
	Lisa Bina
	Programming Planning Analyst
	Bureau of Child Support  

	Wisconsin 
	Patti Reuter
	Program Planning Analyst
	Bureau of Child Support  

	Wyoming 
	Brenda Lyttle
	IV-D Director
	Department of Family Services Child Support Enforcement 

	Wyoming 
	Jay Mullendore
	Program Manager
	Child Support Enforcement Division  








� See Appendix B for the final agenda. 
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