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Dear Representative Netzley:

| am pleased to provide you with our report entitled “ Successful |mplementation of the Support
Enforcement Tracking System (SETS) Faces Serious Challenges’. The report recognizes the
importance of implementing a state-wide system such as SETS and some of the positive changes
that have occurred since concerns were voiced at January 1999 hearings. Despite these positives,
success is not guaranteed, particularly in light of the project’s past history and the challenges that
lay ahead. Meeting the challenges addressed in this report will require the combined efforts of al
federal, state, and county stakeholders.

Copies of our report are being sent to other members of the General Assembly, the Ohio
Department of Human Services, the Ohio Child Support Enforcement Agency Directors
Association, the Ohio Human Services Directors Association, County Directors of Child Support
Enforcement, and other interested parties. If you or your staff have any questions concerning the
report or would like to discuss its contents, please call John Buitts, Chief of our Fraud, Waste and
Abuse Prevention Division, at (614) 466-3212.
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JM PETRO
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Ohio operates a county-administered, state-supervised child support
EXECUTIVE program, which ismaintained and operated through 88 county Child
SUMMARY Support Enforcement Agencies (CSEAs). The Family Support Act
of 1988 required that each state automate its child support
enforcement program. The Ohio Department of Human Services
(ODHY) isthe state agency responsible for overseeing the Child Support Enforcement program
in Ohioandfor implementing a state-wide automated program -- called the Support Enforcement
Tracking System (SETS). ODH Sbegan implementing SETSin 1993 and now projects SETSwill
be completed by July 2000 at an estimated cost of at least $252 million.

State and county officials agree that an automated state-wide system, if properly implemented,
will greatly benefit a program that now relies on county-specific computer systems, many of
which are antiquated. Such a system will help Ohio achieve better case management, improve
the quality and consistency of child support enforcement services, enhance office automation,
and achieve compliance with federal mandates.

During January 28, 1999 hearings before the Ohio Welfare Oversight Council, opposing views
about the status of SETS were expressed. While recognizing that a few problems still needed to
be ironed out, ODHS' Interm Director argued for pushing ahead with the implementation of
SETSin order to avoid additional federal sanctionsfor failing to have SETSin place. Counties,
on the other hand, expressed reservations about the prospect of placing child support caseson a
system that in their view did not meet their needs. These opposing views prompted the Council
Chairman to ask the Auditor of State to assessthe statusof SETS. To accomplish thistask, staff
from the Auditor’s office met with federal, state, and county officials responsible for
implementing SETS and administrating the child support enforcement program; reviewed
documentsregarding the cost, schedule, and performance of SETS; and surveyed 88 countiesto
identify and determine the magnitude of the counties' concerns.

I n the three monthsfollowing the January hearings, ODH S hasresponded positively to many of
theconcernsraised at thehearings. In responsetothecounties reluctanceto move child support
casesonto a system that did not fully meet county needs, ODH S established working committees
to clarify and prioritize county concernsand extended the official conversion date by six months
to July 2000 to work on these concerns. And, in April, the Director of ODHS, with the support
of the Governor’s office, met with federal officials to develop a strategy for meeting federal
requirements and resolving federal sanction issues.

While ODHS' current implementation plan appears more responsive to meeting federal
requirements and satisfying county needs, the Department and Ohio still face serious challenges
in thenext 12 months. The Auditor believesthefollowing challengesareamong the most critical
and necessary to overcome if SETS s to be successful.
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. ODHS must quickly resolve county concerns about their inability to reconcile child
support depository accounts. Ensuringthat child support paymentsareproperly disbursed
to custodial parentsiskey to a successful child support program, and accounting for the
receipt and deposit of child support paymentsis a primary county responsibility. About
89 percent of the counties responding to our questionnaire expressed dissatisfaction with
the complexity and time consuming way SETS assists countiesto reconcilefundsheldin
depository accounts. Because of the resources required to reconcile their accounts, 53
countiestold usthey had not reconciled their most recent bank statement, and some were
as much as nine months behind. ODHS has an ongoing effort to modify the
reconciliation processto make it moreuser friendly, but its current plan does not call for
completing the work until next year.

RECOMMENDATION: Given the fiduciary risks placed on counties until reconciliation
concernsareresolved, and the need to gain metropolitan county acceptancefor converting cases
to SETS, county reconciliation concerns should be resolved before metropolitan counties are
asked to fully convert casesinto SETS. Although counties have the obligation to reconcile their
accounts, the Auditor believesit istheresponsibility of the stateto provide the best tools available
to meet that obligation.

. ODHS must improve the way it communicates information about SETS to counties. As
noted above, the Department has several initiatives underway toimprovein thisarea and
acknowledges the importance of communicating information about schedules, system
changes, and problem resolutions. Despite these initiatives, the Auditor believes that it
will be difficult to resolve the mistrust that was evident among parties who discussed the
status of SETS during the course of thisreview.

RECOMMENDATION: To foster more effective two-way communications, an independent
liaison who can credibly represent both state and county interests should be established. The
liaison should have the following attributes: a background sufficient to under stand the needs of
the user community (counties) as well as state requirements, not be tied to defending past
decisions and have sufficient authority to bring unresolved issues to closure.

Although agreeing on the need to improve communications, ODHS disagreed that an
independent liaison wasthe best way to achieve that objective. (See Appendix F.) They proposed,
instead, that an independent Executive Steering Committee beformed that would represent state,
county, judicial, and prosecutorial interests. The Auditor isnot opposed to this option, aslong
as these stakeholders have the decision-making authority to equitably resolve issues of mutual
interest.

The SETS Project Director also asked for specific suggestions on ways to improve
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communications between the SETS Project Office and counties. In response, the Auditor is
offering three suggestionsfor ODHS' consideration. These suggestions, which arediscussed in
more detail on page 10 of the report, involve (1) having high level SETS management
representation at regional county meetings, (2) using ODHS' Innerweb to provide scheduled,
periodic updates of SETS activities, and (3) issuing system bulletins to SETS users, much the
same way bulletinsareissued on the state’' s state-wide public assistance computer system (called
CRISE).

. Counties with local child support computer systems that were not designed to operatein
theyear 2000 (not Y2K compliant) must either convert their caseloadsto SETSbeforethat
time or incur the cost of making their system Y2K compliant. It appearsthat most of the
32 counties who stated their systems were not Y2K compliant are scheduled to convert
current casesto SETS in time to avoid Y2K problems. A major exception is Hamilton
County, which expectsto pay $216,000 to make their system Y2K compliant for the 8 to
10 weeks in 2000 before they are fully converted to SETS.

RECOMMENDATION: ODH S should discusswith Hamilton County officialsthe feasibility of
advancing their conversion scheduleto assist themin avoiding the costs of upgrading their local
computer system.

. One of the requirements of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 is that the State have a centralized system in place to
electronically accept child support paymentswithheld from employeewagesby employers.
A Request for Proposal to establish thisfunction wasrecently withdrawn by the State due
to the absence of a cost-effective bid, necessitating the pursuit of other options. Of
additional interest to the metropolitan counties is not only having a system in place to
accept electronic payments, but also having a system that disburses payments
electronically. ODHSandthe Governor’sOffice haveresponded by discussing arevised
plan for resolving thisissue, but have not finalized a plan and established milestones for
carrying it out.

RECOMMENDATION: ODHS should develop a time frame and place high priority on
implementing an electronic payment receipt and disbursement system that accommodates the
needs of metro counties before they are required to fully convert their cases onto SETS.

. Counties also have an obligation to prepare themselves for converting cases onto SETS.
ODHSreportsthat 37 countieshad fully converted their child support caseloadsto SETS
as of April 8, 1999. Those who have done so most effectively planned proactively.
Counties with the bulk of their casel oads yet to be converted, which includes most of the
large metro counties, could benefit by taking advantage of the best practices followed by
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converted counties. These practices included developing detailed action plans,
restructuring organizationally to meet changing business needs, and gaining experience
by putting all types of casesinto SETS during test phases. Several unconverted counties
have been reluctant to enter complicated cases into SETS until perceived system
deficiencies are resolved.

RECOMMENDATION: The General Assembly, in partnership with the Governor’s Office,
should work with the counties to encourage county preparedness. ODHS should also devote
resources to communicating best practices to counties who have yet to convert their casel oads.

. The current design of SETS containsinternal control weaknesses that increase the risk
of fraud or circumvent controls designed to safeguard assets. For example, the system
allows sub-account balances to be updated directly without requiring an entry into the
account ledger. This masks the audit trail and could raise questions about the integrity
of datain SETS. In addition, SETS does not generate a voided check report, which also
weakensthe financial audit trail. Also, because of difficultiesin making adjustmentsto
child support allocations, counties have been forced to establish “work arounds’ that
require county staff to mail themselves negotiable checks which they physically void and
resend by issuing manual checks.

RECOMMENDATION: ODH S should make programming changeswithin SETSto remedy the
above control weaknesses.

. Because SETSwasnot federally certified before deadlines established by Section 454 (24)
of the Social Security Act, the State will be required to comply with certain federal
requirementsin order to achieve certification of SETS and avoid additional sanctions.
For example, it must develop and implement a Corrective Compliance Plan that details
how the State will address deficiencies identified during an October 1998 federal
assessment review. Ohio must also hire an Independent Verification and Validation
(I'V&V) vendor to monitor and assist the state.  Although “obtaining user buy in” is
among thefactorsassessed by thel V&V vendor, specific county concernsdiscussedin this
report would not necessarily be included in the vendor’ s scope of services.

RECOMMENDATION: Given Ohio’'s past history of missed targets and design missteps that
havealready subjected the Stateto $15 million in federal sanctions, and the expectation that Ohio
will be subject to another $18 million in sanctions by missing an October 1, 1999 deadline, the
Auditor supportsthe need for an independent and ongoing assessment of SETS implementation,
and the IV&V requirement appears to meet that need. To be most useful, a qualified vendor
should be quickly located and made available to assess and support the state in the near future.
In addition, the county concerns discussed in this report (e.g. reconciliation of depository
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accounts, county readiness, communication of system updates) should beincluded in the V&V
vendor’s scope of services.

Theuseof stresstesting isa well established procedureandisrecommended asa standard
system devel opment practice by both national and international standards organizations.
Stresstesting of new systems and system modifications can help identify potential system
capacity problems and inefficient program code, and allow corrective action to be taken
prior to that change or system being put into production. Such testing greatly reducesthe
chancethat anew system or system modification will havesignificant unexpected capacity
and efficiency impact on the production environment.

Stresstesting of the SETS system was not done prior to moving the system to production.
Rather, it wasdecided that a“live” stresstest of the system would bedoneascountieswere
converted onto the system. This decision was prompted by limited resources and a move
to a more phased roll-out of the system after it was realized the October 1995 deadline
could not be met. A number of significant capacity and program efficiency problems
wer e subsequently encountered very early in the conversion of countiesto SETS.

RECOMMENDATION: All future enhancements and major modificationsto the SETS system
should be stressed tested with a workload approximate to that expected for full production prior
to being made operational.

Virtually all national and international standards organizations promulgating standards
on system design and implementation strongly recommend if not require the use of a
systems devel opment life cycle methodology(SDLC). Oneof the basic requirementsof all
SDLCsis that all important stakeholders in a system be identified and involved in the
design and approval of any new system or major modification to a system. A second basic
requirement is that stakeholders be kept informed and have approval functions through
all phases of the system devel opment and implementation.

An SDL C wasattempted but not fully accomplished. Specifically, settling for lessthan full
county participation in the specification of system requirements, design and testing was
a serious departure from the methodology. Although counties were included in some
meetings and discussions, they were not effectively included in the requirement
specification or sign-off function. Asa result, the design and implementation of SETS
went forward with certain financial functions- highly critical functionsto the counties,
such asreconciliation - being given low priority and being “ put on the back burner”.

Itisdifficult today to reconstruct the facts leading to the decisionsinvolved in the design
approach used for SETS. What isapparent isthat the implementation of this system was
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not ordinary, but wasin fact high risk. The system and many of the requirements of the
system wer e mandated by thefederal government. The devel opment project involved large
development costs, high functional complexity, high technological complexity, and an
aggressive development schedule.

RECOMMENDATION: Theuse of an SDL C methodology should be adopted for all additional
major modifications and enhancements to the SETS system. |n particular, ODHS needs to
ensure that counties have a formal role in the specification of system requirements and the
approval of system modifications.
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Through federal fiscal year 1998 (FFY98), Ohio has spent $147.2
BACKGROUND million devel oping the Support Enforcement Tracking System (SETYS).
SETS is designed to service Ohio’'s one million child support cases
which received about $1.5 billionin collectionsduring FFY 1998. The
Ohio Department of Human Services (ODHS) estimates the final cost of SETSwill be at least $252
million. Thefederal government pays 66 percent to 90 percent of the development costs (about $100
million so far), and Ohio pays the remainder. In addition, Ohio faces sanctions from the federal
government of up to $33 million for failing to implement SETS timely as required by the Family
Support Act of 1998 (FSA88).

The creation of Ohio’s computer system began in 1984 with an amendment to Title IV-D of the
Social Security Act which required each stateto submit aplan for astatewide child support computer
system. Ohio submitted their first proposalsto the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS) in May 1985 and October 1986. Both proposals were rejected, but a June 1987 proposal to
transfer asystem from Delaware was approved in December 1987. 1n 1989, HHS approved the 1987
proposal and a vendor was hired to develop Ohio’s automated program. The passage of FSA88
officidly required the states to have their system operational by October 1995. Following two
unfavorable federal compliance reports in 1991, ODHS terminated its contract with their SETS
vendor and began to design its own system in 1993. An operational version of SETS was
implemented in 1996 with 100 cases in Pickaway County, and ODHS has continued to convert
county CSEAsto SETS.

Most states failed to meet the October 1, 1995 deadline created by FSA88. Therefore, Congress
extended this deadline to October 1, 1997. Asof April 1999, 40 of 54 jurisdictions (which includes
states and territories) had met federal certification requirements'. Ohioisoneof 14 jurisdictions yet
to be certified. Failureto meet the October 1, 1997 deadline subjected Ohio to sanctions amounting
to 4 percent of federal matching funds, or about $5.2 million. Failure to obtain federal certification
of SETS by October 1, 1998 subjected the state to another 8 percent in sanctions -- for total
sanctions of about $15 million. Ohio is subject to another 16 percent ($18 million) in sanctionsif it
falsto implement SETS by October 1, 1999, but could be relieved of up to 90 percent of the $18
million if SETS isimplemented before October 1, 2000.

To meet FSA88 requirements, the federal government requires two levels of certification. Ohio
reached federal Level | certification by implementing SETS, on a pilot basis, in Pickaway County.
Levd Il certification will requirethat all of Ohio’s child support casesbe entered into SETS. Asof
April 9, 1999, Ohio had converted over 300,000 casesinto SETS. Thisincluded 37 fully-converted
counties (full conversion does not include cases not accepted by SETS such as Ohio’s 2,500 foster

1 Other states who have yet to be certified include California, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, and
Pennsylvania.
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care cases). ODHS plans to have counties fully converted by July 20007, after which they project
that about 700,000 cases will be in the system. ODHS estimates that 20 to 30 percent of its current
caseload will be closed as aresult of case clean ups that will occur during the conversion process.

SETS provides two major functions for counties -- case management and financial management.

. Case management functions include: creating and updating cases, locating absent parents,
tracking paternity determinations, and establishing and modifying support orders. SETS
offerscountiesa high level of automated case management functionality. Most counties had
little or no automation for case management activities prior to SETS. In a December 1998
report to ODHS?, the Auditor of State stated that better case management, which is part of
SETS design, was necessary to assist Ohio’s countiesin improving collections. The system
is designed to allow counties to share information, use federal and state-wide data bases to
locate persons owing child support and identify asset sources, assist in establishing paternity,
track collections, and standardize other processes.

. Financia management functions within SETS include: collecting payments, allocating
payments to the appropriate entity (i.e., alimony, child support, fees), disbursing payments,
aging and tracking payment receivables (arrearage), creating financial reports, and assisting
inreconciliation of the CSEA bank account. Whatever automation existed at the county level
prior to SETS consisted mainly of financial-based software.

Thisreview was performed at therequest of Chairman of the
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE  o©nio Welfare Oversight Council. Our objectives were to
AND METHODOLOQOGY  address county concerns about SETS, determine if SETS
has other shortcomings, assess efforts to resolve any
problems, identify the fiduciary risks to counties associated
with continuing SETS implementation, determine the year 2000 (Y 2K) implications for each county
if SETS were delayed, determine the status of federal sanction assessments and the implications of
further delaying SETS, and present approaches for resolving SETS issues.

Auditors conducted work in two phases. Phase 1 wastheinitial planning and information gathering
phase and was designed to gather enough information to properly plan and execute Phase 2. During
Phase 1, AOS staff contacted key federal, state and county stakeholders in the SETS project to
discuss the audit objectives and gather information about SETS. Auditors also reviewed SETS
supporting documentation and computer-based training software.

2ODHS states that full implementation of SETS will likely not occur until September 2000, because
counties will need to perform case clean ups after converting their casesto SETS.

3 Improving Child Support Enforcement: Opportunities to Increase Collections and Establish
Performance Goals’ (AOS/FWAP-99-003R), Ohio Auditor of State, December 1998
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Near the conclusion of Phase 1, a questionnaire was mailed to each county. The purpose of the
guestionnaire was to measure county satisfaction with SETS implementation, identify high priority
issues from the counties’ standpoint, and to assess other matters such asthe Y 2K status of current
county systems. The questionnaire was coordinated with ODHS, the Ohio Child Support
Enforcement Agency Directors Association (OCDA), and the Ohio Human Services Directors
Association (OHSDA) and tested in two counties (Franklin and Delaware). The questionnaire was
mailed to counties on February 27, 1999, and counties were asked to return it by March 10, 1999.

Phase 2 entailed conducting detailed audit work. During Phase 2, AOS staff:

. Obtained a listing of county concerns and ODHS' responses to these concerns. (See
Appendix A.)

. Reviewed afederal report and ODHS' response regarding the results of SETS certification
testing in October 1998.

. Analyzed the returned questionnaires. Responses were received from all 88 counties. (See
Appendix B for asummary of the responses.)

. Reviewed datareceived from ODHS about the SETS project, including implementation, cost
and sanction issues.

. Visited 12 countiesto discuss SET Sissueswith county child support enforcement managers.

Discussed network or capacity issueswith officialsfrom ODHS and the Ohio Data Network.

Thiswork was performed from February through April 1999 in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standardsat ODHS headquartersin Columbus and at the Cuyahoga, Hamilton,
Hancock, Hardin, Licking, Lorain, Lucas, Medina, Miami, Montgomery, Muskingum and Summit
County CSEAs.

The development of the SETS project isacomplicated process which requires
RESULTS  ahighlevel of technical expertise and communication with key stakeholders,
including the 88 counties and the federal government. The project experienced
problems due to changes in federal requirements, scrapping and restarting
development efforts, problems with contractors, miscalculation of hardware needs and a lack of
involvement by end-users in software development. The remainder of this report discusses the
historical issues of SETS as well as additional issues raised by counties. The AOS recognizes that
ODHS hasidentified someof theseissuesand hasbegun anew partnership with the Governor’ soffice
and the federal government which they hope will lead to increased communication with the county
stakeholders. While we applaud this new commitment to partnership, thisrecent development did
not permit an evaluation of its effectiveness. Such an assessment would be appropriate for afuture
audit.

Some current SETS issues can be traced back to less than optimal system design and devel opment
proceduresused by ODHS. ODHS officiasdid not fully apply acomprehensive system devel opment
life cycle (SDLC) methodology in designing and implementing SETS. ODHS' failed to obtain full
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user involvement and assurethat the system will addressstakehol der needs. Although ODHS oofficials
included county officials in meetings and discussions, this coordination effort did not result in a
system design with full user input and sign-off. Whileitisdifficult today to gather al thefactsrelated
to a decision process which began in the mid-1980s, available information supports that the
methodology was not followed.

SETS has reached its present level of development without formal or complete user agreement.
SETS officids comments coupled with questionnaire results from the counties established that the
driving force for SETS was the federal mandates and that counties did not play an adequate role in
defining SETS requirements. Consequently, the design and development of SETS has primarily
revolved around meeting federal mandates with a seemingly lessor concern for whether the system
fully met al functional requirementsfor conducting child support enforcement business. Asaresult,
the January 1999 hearing unfolded with ODHS citing its case management accomplishments (which
are federally mandated), while the counties complained that automated reconciliation (not federally
mandated) was not available. In addition, ODHS saw automated reconciliation as an enhancement
while county officials saw it as necessary to their business function.

ODHS reacted to the hearings by saying they were previously unaware that the counties had serious
reservations about SETS. OCDA was asked to provide a prioritized listing of their concerns. In
addition, in March, ODHSwas officially informed that the state was being sanctioned because SETS
did not meet federal compliance requirements.

ODHSHASMADE POSITIVE CHANGES SINCE THE JANUARY HEARING

ODHS has made severa positive changes since the January 22, 1999 public hearing. These changes
include extending the official conversion schedule, working toward improving communication
between ODHS and SET S stakehol ders, forming anew partnership with thefederal government, and
restructuring the SETS Help Desk.

Oneissue ODHS addressed was county concerns about being forced to convert al of their casel oads
to SETS by December 31, 1999. ODHS later stated that although December 31, 1999 was the
officid completion date at the time of the January hearing, they knew that this time frame was not
realistic. Since the hearing, ODHS officially extended the conversion timetable for SETS to July
2000. They aso notified unconverted counties by letter about their planned conversion dates. In
addition, ODHS delayed converting any new countiesto SETSin February or March 1999 whilethey
focused on issues raised by county directors.

ODHSalsorecognized that their level of communication with SET S stakehol dersneeded toimprove.
The public hearing surfaced this shortfall. SETS project staff have created two new work groups
designed to help them communicate better with counties. Oneisthe Metro Gap Work Group which
focuses on the specia needs of Ohio’s metropolitan counties. The main purpose of thisgroup isto
identify the SET Sfunctionality required by the metropolitan countiesto avoid |osing capabilitiesthey
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already possess. The other work group isthe Joint | ssues Committee which focuses on county-level
concerns raised by OCDA. ODHS is aso supporting regiona grass-roots meetings started by the
counties themselves to help them share their SETS knowledge and experience. ODHS stated that
the Governor’s office has been very proactive about SETS, and that ODHS now provides the
Governor with regular updates. Thenew ODHS Director al so stated that she has been working more
closaly with the Ohio Legidature.

In addition, ODHS staff believe they have improved their relationship with the federal government.
Following the issuance of the federal certification review draft report, ODHS staff met twice with
HHS officialsin Washington, D.C. to discuss Ohio’soptions. At that time, Ohio elected to take the
alternative minimum pendty sanction®. They also requested that federal reviewers and HHS staff
enter into a partnership that would assist ODHS in achieving Leve Il certification as quickly as
possible while also allowing ODHS to meet the needs of Ohio’slocal CSEAS. If such apartnership
can be realized and fully optimized, it should aidd ODHS in meeting its goals of federal certification
and afunctional child support system for Ohio.

ODHS is implementing plans to reorganize their SETS Help Desk (a troubleshooting unit), which
they believe will alow them to be more responsive to users. Historically, ODHSrelied on front line
staff toidentify and prioritize problems. The proposed reorgani zation specializesHel p Desk functions
to eliminate the need for front line staff to identify and prioritize problems. Technica staff now
determine the cause of problems and prioritize fixes. This method brings technical staff, who have
specialized knowledge about programming applications, into the decision-making process sooner
which ODHS believes will speed up response time to problems.

Even though ODHS has made strides toward moving SETS toward completion, there are still
potential risksinvolved with futurework plans. Theremainder of thisreport addresses some of these
iSsues.

RECONCILIATION OF LOCAL CSEA DEPOSITORY
ACCOUNTSREMAINSLABOR INTENSIVE

The primary concern raised by counties at the January hearings before the Ohio Welfare Oversight
Council wasthedifficulty in reconciling depository accounts. Reconciliation, or balancing the CSEA
books against the bank account, is required under Ohio Administrative Code Section 5101:1-30-99
to be performed at least monthly. Appendix C showsthe major stepsto performing a standard bank
reconciliation and highlights differences in how this process worksin SETS and in the systems used
by counties before SETS.

* The federal government has designed two types of penalties: the loss of all federal reimbursement funds
or the alternative minimum penalty. The latter amounts to four percent of the total federal reimbursement funds
for FFY 1998, and increases to 8 percent the second year and 16 percent the third year for each succeeding year
that Level |1 certification is not achieved.
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The depository account is the pass-through point for child support payments. Obligors (those who
owe child support) make payments directly to the CSEA or their wages are withheld by employers
who forward those fundsto the CSEA. The CSEA must credit the obligors’ accounts, deposit those
funds into the depository account, and disburse checks to obligees (those receiving child support)
within 48 hours of receipt. County directors indicated that reconciling their books is an important
step in assuring that support payments received were properly credited and accounted for. If the
CSEA s cannot reconcile their depository accounts, they cannot account for all the funds they have
collected from obligors. Thisisthe cornerstone of thelir fiduciary duty to the public.

During our meetingswith counties, thosethat were currently reconciled stated that reconciliation was
labor-intensive and difficult. Those countiesthat had not reconciled were sometimes as much asnine
months behind. The AOS survey of Ohio’s 88 counties confirmed reconciliation concerns through
the following:

e 78 counties (88 percent) indicated dissatisfaction with SETS reconciliation

» 53 counties (60 percent) had not reconciled their most recent bank statement, and the
level of conversion to SETS was related to reconciliation success. As Figure 1 shows,
the counties with the most cases on SETS were less likely to have reconciled their
depository account.

Figure 1: County Reconciliation Status by Level of Conversion

Counties Below 50% Converted Counties Above 50% Converted
Total of 47 Counties Total of 41 Counties

Reconciled (24.39%,

ot Reconciled (46.81¢

Reconciled (53.19%,

ot Reconciled (75.61%)

Source: AOS County Survey

The reconciliation software originally released by ODHS contained design flaws that have made it
difficult to reconcile CSEA depository accounts that were not reconciled timely during 1998. We
identified three main problem areas.

» SETSreconciliation reports made balancing very difficult. Some reports had erroneous
datatotals that required the countiesto seek out additional information on acase by case
basis to obtain the correct numbers required to reconcile. In addition, reconciliation
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report dates could not be altered to fit the accounting period, which required countiesto
add or subtract numbers from multiple reports to cut information into a usable format.
Thiswas done by hand, and thisis still anissue for counties. To overcome some of these
problems, ODHS stated they instructed counties during Fall 1998 to print certain detail
information that would assist them in obtaining the correct numbers for reconciliation.
» Point-in-time information reporting problems required counties to print certain data at
the end of the reporting period (such as the amount of funds held in escrow). Thiswas
datathat wasnot held in history for retrieval anytimelater. Therefore, if the datawas not
captured at the appropriate time, it could not be recreated to assist in reconciliation
without severe difficulty. ODHS indicated that their reconciliation enhancement now
keeps this information archived for retrieval later.

» Systemlimitationsrequired timely reconciliation which affected the report on outstanding
checks. This report shows the outstanding checks for the past 60 days plus atotal of all
outstanding checks beyond 60 days. However, the 60 day period starts at the last day
the account wasreconciled. Therefore, if acounty has not reconciled for several months,
the report will only provide data from the last reconciliation back and not current
information. In addition, countiesindicated that the outstanding check report iscompiled
by casaworker, not check number, which is what they need.

Counties consider these processesto betoo labor intensive. In addition, counties stated that they did
not al receivethe sameinformation as problemsarose, making it unlikely that all 88 countiesreceived
and acted upon uniform ODHS guidance. Staff at one county we visited could not recall receiving
directions from ODHS about the problems noted above.

ODHS plans a successive series of software enhancements to remedy prior shortfalls. An updated
reconciliation package was released on February 15, 1999. ODHS stated this enhancement would
allow the countiesto reconcile their accounts from January 1999 forward. We contacted 8 of the 35
counties that were reconciling their accounts prior to the release of the enhanced reconciliation
package. These counties maintained SETS casel oads ranging from 4,820 to 10 cases and averaged
1,063 cases per county. All 8 counties stated they continue to use some form of manual record
keeping to reconciletheir accounts. Such manual toolsincluded outstanding check lists, void check
lists, and held/released fundslists. In addition, 4 counties indicated that they were unaware that the
enhancement had been released and that they continue to find errors in some reconciliation reports
created by SETS.

ODHS is currently incrementally releasing another enhancement known as Automated Bank File
Update. This update will alow SETS to interface with local banks on a daily basis to transfer
information about which checks were written by SETS and which checks were cashed by the bank.
A major concern of counties was the need to manually key all canceled checks returned from their
banks into the SETS system which might have included thousands of checks monthly. Although
some countieswith older automated systemsalready performed manual entry, other countieswho did
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not prior to SETSfind the process much morelabor intensive. One small county reported using the
equivaent of 5 full-time staff working all month to process their 10,000 to 12,000 payments and
reconcile their account. In discussions with Ohio’s metropolitan counties, they indicated that they
could not function in such an environment because they may process up to 60,000 payments monthly.

Following careful review and consideration of the reconciliation package released in February 1999,
AOS saff believes ODHS efforts, though well intended, failed to provide an acceptable
reconciliation process. The process remains overly complex and difficult to complete. Although
ODHS expectsto continue working on thisissue, their current plan does not call for completing the
work until next year. That will be after several of the metro counties have converted to SETS.

LACK OF CLEAR PLAN FOR CENTRALIZED COLLECTION
AND DISBURSEMENT PRESENTS FUTURE RISKS

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA) requires
that states be ableto accept paymentsinto and rel ease paymentsfrom one central account. Currently
in Ohio, each county performsthisfunction. Having one centralized account also allowsthe state to
accept paymentsby electronic fundtransfer (EFT), whichisaL eve Il certification requirement under
FSA88, and disburse payments by direct deposit to obligees. Large businesses prefer a central
account because they would be able to send a single EFT under centralized collection and
disbursement (CC& D) whereas historically they made multiple paymentsto multiple county CSEAS.
More importantly, CC& D should simplify reconciliation at the local level by reducing the thousands
of checks printed daily against the local accounts to a single electronic transfer to the centralized
account.

Thefirst attempt made by ODHS to attain centralized collection and disbursement failed. According
to ODHSstaff, SETSprogrammersrel eased abasic financial packagefor the SET S system with plans
to contract out a large portion of CC&D and related functions. ODHS issued their request for
proposal in February 1998 and estimated associated costs to be about $110 million. This estimate
was based on a similar contract procured by Wisconsin at a cost of $60-70 million according to
ODHS. However, only one bid was submitted at a proposed cost of $214 million. ODHS and the
Department of Administrative Serviceswithdrew the request for proposal in February 1999 as cost-
prohibitive. A follow-up plan is currently under consideration, but it is only at the proposal stage at
this point.

Thededay inimplementation of centralized collection and disbursement has caused problems. Some
of the components included in the original plan that are not yet operational include electronic fund
transfer collections from employers, direct deposit to obligees, and billing to obligors whose wages
are not withheld by an employer -- al of which werefederally mandated components of SETS under
FSAB88. Thesewereitemscited in the draft report on the HHS October 1998 federal review of SETS
as components required for Level 1l certification. As discussed above, absence of CC&D has aso
resulted in the CSEASs having to rely on alabor-intensive reconciliation process.
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STATE AND COUNTY COMMUNICATIONS NEED CONTINUED IMPROVEMENT

ODHS must provide local CSEAswith correct and timely information about SETS changes. During
our review, counties voiced frustration about the lack of prior notice about SETS changes from
ODHS. Thesefrustrationsrelated to aperceived lack of communication about conversion schedules,
enhancements and new version releases, and feedback on matters referred to the SETS Help Desk.

ODHS has not released an official schedule for enhancements. 1n our survey, and through groups
such as OCDA and OHSDA, the counties conveyed numerous concerns about SETS functionality.
We found that ODHS was planning to release enhancements on a regular basis that would address
many county concerns; however, they had not provided counties with the enhancement schedule.
Counties indicated they were frustrated since they felt their concerns were not being addressed.
ODHSindicated that they did not formally rel ease the enhancement schedul e becausetheir policy was
to limit information about upcoming system changes that were susceptible to further ateration or
delay. ODHS hoped this policy would avoid county frustration with shifting schedules that are a
normal part of any major system conversion.

Counties also indicated that they sometimes did not find out about new version releases until they
turned on their computers in the morning and found that the screens were different. ODHS staff
agreed that early in the SETS process it was difficult to get timely information out to counties.
However, in the last 18 months, ODHS has attempted to place new SETS functionality into their
computer-based training (CBT) prior to release into production. They aso attempted to place
updated version notes (a summary of system changes) on their Innerweb. One problem with this
methodol ogy isthat many countiesdid not actively usethe CBT. AOS staff questioned how well this
concept was marketed to the counties as some of those we met with following the February 1999
release of the enhanced reconciliation package were unaware of the enhancement release or how to
use it. ODHS stated they have hired new staff whose primary focus is to address version release
communication and training, and that they also sent ODHS staff to the counties to promote both
CBT and Innerweb usage.

Overdl, counties have shown mixed response to the ODHS SETS Help Desk. In our survey, 50 of
the 88 counties (about 57 percent) indicated they were unsatisfied with Help Desk solutions. County
satisfaction with response time to reported problems indicated that 66 of the 88 counties (about 75
percent) were unsatisfied. ODHS stated that they were reorganizing the Help Desk to better meet
county requests and streamline the process for identifying and fixing problems. We reviewed the
Help Desk log for February 1999 and found that counties were calling several times to report the
same problem. These results indicated that local county spearheads (local SETS speciaists drawn
and developed from county staff) were not being used asfocal points for problem resolution which
would likely haveincreased the efficiency of the ODHS SETSHelp Desk. ODHS staff indicated that,
although counties were instructed to have only the spearheads contact Help Desk staff, they
continued to take calls from all county workersin the interest of public relations.
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Counties, on the other hand, told us about the times that things were reported to the Help Desk, but
never logged. Some county coordinators reported that it was difficult to get information about the
status of a Help Desk request. One county coordinator gave the example that a request made in
March 1998 was never heard of again until she received notice that it was resolved in April 1999.

ODHS recognizes a need to improve communications with counties and requested ideas on how to
accomplish this. After reviewing ODHS communication efforts, AOS auditors are offering the
following suggestions for consideration:

. Regional county meetings appear to be a good tool for counties to discuss SETS issues,
compare operations, and convey information to the SETS Project Office. In the past, the
SETSProject Officeisgenerally represented at the meetings by acoordinator for that region.
ODHS could further support the regional county meetings by sending someone from the
upper management of the SETS Project Office. A single management representative would
be more likely to convey consistent and up to date information about SETS activity and be
in the best position to carry back issues to the Project Office for resolution.

. Although countiescomplimented ODHSfor information conveyed viaitsl nnerweb, we noted
that updates were sporadic and not predictable as to when they occurred. A better method,
now that the Innerweb is gaining acceptance, might be to provide updates of key happenings,
e.g. the status of systerm modifications, funding decisions, training opportunities, county best
practices, etc. at defined intervals -- perhaps weekly. This way county staff would know
where and when to look for information. To avoid overwhelming users with detail, these
updates could be limited to quick overviews with links provided for those who want more
detail.

. ODHS might consider devel oping abulletin page within SETSthat issimilar to the onefound
in CRIS-E. This allows communication to occur within SETS itself and may provide an
expedited outlet for Help Desk Updates. CRIS-E can provide updatesabout known problems
and fixes directly to users as they access they system. Such a methodology could benefit
SETS, and it builds upon a structure already familiar to a portion of the SETS userswho are
also users of the CRIS-E system.

Although it is apparent that ODHS is making a concerted effort to improve communications with
counties, it is also apparent that a past lack of adequate communications has engendered levels of
mistrust that will be difficult to overcome. It also appeared that those at the state and county levels
who have been involved with SETS sinceits inception are defensive about who might be at fault for
past decisions.

FEDERAL REVIEW WILL AFFECT FUTURE USE OF RESOURCES

In October 1998, staff from HHS came to Ohio to assess SETS for federal certification. SETS did
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not pass this review and ODHS was placed under sanction. The primary shortfall identified by the
federal government waslack of full state-wide conversion. Inaddition, HHS cited ODHSfor failure
to establish centralized collection and disbursement, electronic fund transfer, billing of obligors, IV-A
(welfare) interface capability, all ocation of wagewithholding for multipleorders, electronictax refund
offset, system performance, and other items.

After SETSwasnot federally certified before deadlines established by Section 454 (24) of the Social
Security Act, ODHS chose the minimum alternative penalty option for their sanction. Under this
option, ODHS will need to submit a Corrective Compliance Plan to the federal government.
However, HHS hasveto authority on the Corrective Compliance Plan which could alter ODHS' plan
of action. In addition, ODHS corrective action must include strict milestones and time lines which
will be monitored by HHS. This could affect ODHS' ability to give counties' needs the attention
necessary to obtain county acceptance of SETS.

In addition, HHS staff visited Columbus to assess ODHS' need for Independent Verification and
Validation (IV&V). The purpose of this V&V scope assessment was to determine what type of
assistance ODHS needsto obtain federal Level 11 certification as soon aspossible. Thisprocesswill
require ODHS to contract with a vendor to identify project management shortfalls and monitor
ODHS activity designed to overcome these barriers. 1V&V review may require ODHS to make
changes in how they have prioritized their future efforts. This could cause ODHS to move needed
resources into other areas. Although the IV&V scope of services will cover system acceptance by
users, it will not specifically focus on the challenges discussed in this report.

ODHS CURRENT CONVERSION TIMETABLE STILL HASRISKS

During the January 1999 public hearing, several county directors requested that the implementation
of mandatory conversionto SETS bedelayed until perceived system problemswereresolved. Inthe
AOS survey of counties, 50 counties (about 57 percent) indicated that SETS implementation should
be delayed.

Since January 1999, ODHS has adopted amorerealistic conversion schedule. The schedulerequires
the last county to convert to SETS by July 2000, with post conversion clean up to occur by
September 2000. Meseting this schedule would avoid up to 90 percent of an additional $18 in
sanctions that Ohio would be liable for by not meeting the October 1, 1999 deadline. Thisextended
schedule will also allow more time to refine SETS to make it more functional for the metropolitan
counties, and to address corrective actions necessary to obtain federal Level Il certification by
October 1, 2000.

Whilethe current conversion scheduleis moreredistic, it still contains somerisks. Conversion risks
involve potential sanctions under PRWORA and Y 2K concerns.

Ohio Still at Risk for Future Sanctions
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Ohio currently faces about $15 million in sanctions under FSA88 because it missed SETS deadlines
on October 1, 1997 and October 1, 1998. It is aso subject to an additional $18 million penalty by
not implementing SETS by October 1, 1999, although Ohio may relieved of up to 90 percent of the
penalty if it completes SETS by October 1, 2000.

In addition, Ohio could also face future penalties under the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), which requires SETS to have additional
functionality (such as centralized collection and disbursement) by October 1, 2000. Extending the
county conversion table could put ODHS at risk for missing PRWORA deadlines unless they can
concurrently make programming changes necessary to comply with the PRWORA requirements. In
their response to the October 1998 HHS federa review draft report, ODHS indicated they plan to
program some of the PRWORA requirementsaong with their FSA88 certification needswhich helps
them move closer to PRWORA certification. However, ODHS still expected to be reviewed in
October 2000 under the FSA88 requirements. This would give Ohio one year to get prepared for
certification review of SETS under PRWORA rules. Centralized collection and disbursement isthe
major requirement of PRWORA, but the current ODHS plan is not ready for implementation.

ODHS Must Ensure That Manual-Conversion Counties Beat the Y 2K Deadline

Most counties must convert their cases to SETS by November 1999 in order to avoid potential
system operation problems caused by the changing to a new century. This effect is known as the
Y 2K bug. The problem occurs because non-compliant systems cannot read dates with the 2000 year
and therefore process that information as 1900. This can cause errors with data integrity, data
retrieval, time calculations, and other software problems.

Some of the 24 countiesthat still need to manually enter their casesinto SETS (as opposed to larger
countieswho will convert cases electronically) are particularly at risk because of the time consuming
nature of manual entry. Some of these counties have held off entering cases until perceived system
problems are resolved, but cannot afford to wait so long as to make conversion of casesimpossible
by the end of the 1999. Therefore, ODHS should monitor manual-conversion counties to ensure
sufficient progress is made to convert their casel oads.

Other counties may have to manually enter cases that SETS does not currently support. Counties
reported that SETS was unable to accept interstate cases by electronic download from their old
systems. In addition, local courts sometimes issue child support orders that are difficult by their
nature to enforce such as those containing monthly clothing allowances, escrow for school tuition,
etc. Itispossblethat SETS may not readily support such cases, and ODHS may need aback-up plan
to deal with these cases outside of SETS.

One issue raised during our review was the conversion of the metropolitan counties during 2000.
ODHS moved the metropolitan county conversion back following the January hearing. However,
discussion with Hamilton County surfaced that the county does not have a computer system that is
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Y 2K compliant. Hamilton County officials stated that as aresult of having a SETS conversion date
of March 2000, they will need to spend about $216,000 to make their existing computer system
compliant for the interim two to three month period. They further explained that they had been
originally scheduled to convert to SETSin 1999, but ODHS had moved them to 2000 and they were
not aware of the reason for the change.

COUNTIESMUST SHARE IN RESPONSIBILITY FOR IMPLEMENTING SETS

Some counties appeared to be more prepared to operate in a SETS environment than others. This
isbased upon pre-conversion planning and training. AOS staff met with several counties during our
review to discuss these issues.

Some Counties Less Prepared for SETS Environment than Others

AOS reviewers found that some counties had engaged in numerous projects in recent years to get
their caseload and case data ready for conversion to SETS. One large county reported a smooth
conversion of their 26,000 cases. Thelr director attributed this success to 39 individual clean-up
projects which they undertook up to two years prior to conversion. In addition, this county pre-
planned 14 post-conversion projects designed to get difficult cases converted manually and
restructure staff functions. Other counties we visited, whether converted or not, did not appear to
reach thislevel of planning which likely affected, or will affect, their successin converting to SETS.

Counties Need to Take Advantage of Electronic Training Tools

County views on SETS training varied, but most counties agreed that ODHS computer based
training was excellent when preparing for conversion. ODHS offers training in various formats --
computer-base training, an “Innerweb” (an internal ODHS web page that contains SETS
information), class room instruction at regional training centers, and county-based training. 1n our
county survey (see Appendix B), dightly over one third of the counties rated ODHS' training as
mostly adequate, adequate, or very adequate. The balance of the counties rated the training as
somewhat adequate or inadequate. Although these ratings were not high overall, most counties we
spoke with complimented ODHS' eectronic training tools, such as the Innerweb.

Unfortunately, our survey results show that counties were not taking full advantage of computer-
based training opportunities. Also, training hours per staff person varied widely by county, ranging
from O hoursto 40 hours per county staff person. Counties explained their lack of usage was due to
time constraints and their desire to hold off on training until immediately prior to conversion, since
staff would tend to lose skills without cases to practice on. While we understand this reasoning, we
believe countiesal so need to begin acclimating staff to SET S to maximizethe effectivenessof just-in-
time training at the time of conversion.

County Preparedness Could Be Enhanced By More Work with Real Cases
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Some counties currently maintain asfew asten caseson SETS. This places these counties at risk of
being unprepared to operate in a SETS environment. For example, one metropolitan county
converted approximately 3,000 cases into SETS in November 1998. Their experience with SETS
after themini-conversion prompted them to seek consultantsthat can assist theminreorganizing their
businessoperations. County officials stated that SET S was changing the demands on their resources
such that staff must be properly allocated away from tasks that were being automated and into other
areas where SETS demanded more human intervention. In addition, many of the counties we met
with stated their SETS cases were easily administered because they paid regularly and maintained
their employment. Other cases such as welfare cases, interstate cases, and paternity cases were
avoided because they were too challenging. However, avoiding difficult cases is not likely to get
counties prepared to handle a full array of case management services once the counties have
converted to SETS.

OTHER FINANCIAL CONTROL WEAKNESSES EXIST WITHIN SETS

At the January 1999 SETS hearing, county directors indicated concern about the financia history
maintained in SETS. CSEAs use financia histories to determine how much support was paid, how
much support is still owed, and any adjustment that may have occurred while a support case was
recelving service. These histories may go on for years. Discussions with counties confirmed their
worries about tracking thefinancial information of their cases. County staff were concerned with the
accuracy of client financial records and potentia affect this might have on their relationships with
their local courts. In our survey of Ohio’s 88 counties, 57 counties (about 65 percent) indicated that
they were somewhat to compl etely unsatisfied with SET Sfinancia history. Figure2 highlightsSETS
shortfalls identified as most severe by counties in the AOS survey of counties.
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Figure2: SETS ProblemsRanked M ost Severe by Counties
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Based on these survey results, we discussed these issues with the counties we visited to determine
the exact nature of their concerns. In doing so, we identified some general control weaknesses.

One notable item was work-arounds (temporary fixes) that require the counties to mail themselves
negotiable checks which they voided, redirected, and sent out again by manual check. This process
occurred in two instances. First, SETS was unable to redirect held funds because the payee could
not be changed. In addition, the check could not be electronically voided within the system and
redirected prior to actual issuance of the paper check. Second, SETS did not allow counties to
release child support payments made to families|eaving welfare unless that information was entered
prior to the welfare benefit actually terminating. If the information was entered afterward, SETS
required the fundsto be held by ODHS (the normal payee for child support collected for children on
welfare) until the end of the first month that the family was off thewelfarerolls. Then, SETS allowed
the money to be redirected to the family. Many times, families leaving welfare cannot wait 30 days
to receive their child support without suffering further economic hardship, which is what prompted
counties' concerns about accommodating end-dates. However, the work-around was a weak
internal control that opened the CSEA to potential losses through fraud or theft. ODHS stated the
only sanctioned work-around of this type was for welfare cases.

Another issue raised by counties concerned voided checks. Voided checks are removed from the
electronic check register, and SETS does not provide a voided check report, which weakens the
financia audit trail. It ispossible to obtain information about voided checks missing from the check
register. However, to do so means estimating the date a check was issued, reviewing hard-copy
printed material to obtain the check number, and then using the appropriate inquiry screens to
determine the check’s status. A reviewer should be able to easily determine which checks were
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voided. Counties stated thisis especially important when attempting to reconcile the account which
is already labor-intensive and difficult. One county we spoke with indicated that they print each
screen when a check is voided to assist them in tracking voided checks.

The SET S system allows sub-account balances (such asarrearagetotal s) to be updated directly. This
dilutesthe audit trail for account activity. Audit trail recordswill only show that a change was made
and the worker making the change; the system does not capture the complete transaction. Proper
procedure would force the worker to enter atransaction inside the account ledger, thereby updating
the balance while maintaining the prior balance and the transaction amount. In addition, changes
made directly to an account balance would appear on a payment history report used by the courts or
child support clients (obligors/obligees) to determine how much support was paid and how much
support is still owed. Counties relied on case tracking notes to document changes, but a person is
not required to add these notes, and a fraudulent change could go undetected.

During interviewswith county staff, they reported the need to give clerical staff higher security levels
to perform their norma daily functions. This problem has two sides. The county security
coordinators should not issue security profilesthat allow staff more accessto SETSthanisrequired.
However, the countiesfeed profile optionsaretoo few to addresstheir normal businesspractices. The
use of security profiles and a caseload hierarchy can be powerful controls for limiting unnecessary
user access, safeguarding public funds, and increasing privacy of client information but not if the
hierarchy is circumvented at the local level.

SETSINFRASTRUCTURE CAPABLE BUT SYSTEM EFFICIENCY A CONCERN
System and Networ k Capacity

There are five components to be examined in determining the overall capacity of the system and
network supporting SETS. These components are (1) the mainframe computers, disk and tape
storage devices of the State of Ohio computing center, (SOCC); (2) the front-end communications
equipment supporting connections to the SOCC viaframe-relay and asynchronous transfer method
(ATM) communication networks; (3) the frame-relay and ATM networks linking county officesto
the SOCC; (4) the LAN servers and routers in the county offices linking county users with the
network; and (5) the microcomputers being used as workstations by county personnel. All of these
components affect the overall performance of the SETS system. A problem with any one can cause
serious degradation of overall SETS performance.

A second significant consideration in examining the system’ soverall capacity isthat SETSis not the
only application running on this system. Most of the system infrastructure isintended to support not
only SETS, but also the Client Registry Information System-Enhanced (CRIS-E) and Family and
Children's Service Information System (FACSIS)-successor systems as well.  During the
development of SETS there have been times when there was significant contention between SETS
and the CRIS-E system for mainframe processing resources, tape and disk storage, and front-end
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jprocessor connections.

The contention between CRIS-E and SETS over front-end processor connectionswas so severethat
the conversion of countiesto SETS had to be slowed and temporarily stopped until the number of
front-end processorswastripled. Thiscontention occurred withlessthan one percent of county cases
converted to SETS. At present, there is more than enough network carrying capacity to support
SETS and CRIS-E.

A project iscurrently under way to convert from using the current frame-relay based protocol to one
using the ATM protocol. This will increase network capacity by 30-50% and allow mainframe
connection viahigher capacity switches. The present frame-relay net will continueto exist and serve
asbackuptothe ATM network. Theconversionto ATM and an Internet addressing schemewill also
allow ODHS, for the first time, to be able to measure a true user response time for SETS.

The mainframe processing capacity, disk storage capacity and tape storage capacity of the state
computer center have al been upgraded and ample capacity now exists to support both SETS and
CRIS-E. Additional upgrades are planned on aregular basis to meet the processing needs of these
systems. Aslong asthereis not a sudden unexpected surge in system resource requirements as al
counties convert to SETS, there should be no mainframe capacity problems.

The system areas most vulnerable to capacity problems are the servers and microcomputers in the
county offices. These devices support many functions other than SETS. The microcomputers in
particular are older machines with limited memory (16 Megabytes of random access memory) and
very likely will need to be upgraded or replaced in the near future.

Failure to fully follow System Development Life Cycle Methodology Contributed to Slow
Development of SETS

The development of the SETS system is marred by a 12 year history of missed deadlines and failed
promises. A major contributing factor to the slow development SETSisthefailure of ODHSto fully
follow a comprehensive system development life cycle (SDLC) methodology in the design and
implementation of this system. The failure to follow such a methodology contributed to a series of
significant problems plaguing the development of SETS. These problems include the following:

. The failure of ODHS to adequately determine the size and scope of the SETS devel opment
project and to set obtainable milestones and deliverables.

. The failure to fully include the counties, which are significant stakeholders in the system, in
the specification, prioritization and approva of the requirements of the system. This
contributed to the low priority given to the development of the financial sub-system and
reconciliation functions of SETS.
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. I nadegquate communi cation of the status of system devel opment, system testing and the status
of planned system enhancements to the counties which has resulted in confusion and
skepticism by the counties regarding the status of the SETS system.

. An approach that inadequately stress tested the system and its major components prior to
putting them into production resulting in significant resource limitations and program
inefficiencies being found in ‘live’ production.

The use of a system development life cycle methodology is almost universally recommended if not
required by professional audit and standard setting organi zations involved with system devel opment
and modification. The failure to follow an SDLC is considered to be high risk by most audit and
review methodologies for systems development. In fact, ODHS itself issued a policy guide in
September 1994, (# MIS:018), for the eventual implementation of a full structured Systems
Development Life Cycle for the Office of Management Information Services.

All system development life cycle methodologies, including that of ODHS, require that there be
significant formal user involvement intheanalysis, design, devel opment and testing, and modification
of a system development or acquisition. This has not been the case in the development of SETS.

In reviewing the approach used by ODHSin developing SETS, AOS used the Control Objectivesfor
Information and Related Technology (COBIT) developed by the Information Systems Audit and
Control Foundation. This audit guideline incorporates standards from most of the worlds leading
standards organizations dealing with the development or audit of an information system.

The failure to follow a comprehensive SDLC approach alowed ODHS to fall into the trap of
developing SETS in aperpetual “crisis’ mode leading to overall delays and inefficienciesin system
design and deployment. A major factor in the development of SETS was the federal requirement to
develop achild support tracking system; however, the failure to include the countiesin determining
the functional needs and priorities of the system led to the whole project being driven by the federal
requirements and deadline. If the full requirements of the system had been identified, ODHS should
haverealized that an entire system devel opment was not practical inthefederal timeframe of October
1995 - in fact most states missed the deadline - and followed a more deliberate phased approach.
Instead, an accel erated and aggressive approach wasfollowed in avain attempt to meet the deadline.
This aggressive approach led to significant functional user needs being delayed in development; a
testing approach that stress and performance tested system design in production rather than a test
environment; a decreased ability to respond to changing federal requirements; a series of starts and
stops in system deployment as various problems surfaced; and a barrage of users with constant
changes to the system.

The COBIT standard states that system acquisitions and development efforts require a high
involvement by usersand that design specifications should be signed-off by management, the affected
users and the organizations’ senior management, when appropriate, for all new system development
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and modification projects. ODHS did have meetings and discussion with the counties regarding the
requirements of SETS. However, no formal agreement or sign-off on the design was done. Some
design specifications were communicated to the counties, but they were not in a form that the
counties found easy to understood or review.

Nor did counties have a significant enough role in the testing and approval of the system and major
modificationsto the system prior to deployment. A formal SDL C approach requires that functional
users beinvolved in the specification of testing criteriaand approval of testing results prior to system
or modification acceptance. The countieswere not effectively involved in the specification of formal
system testing acceptance criteria. County pilot tests were held on the core system and on severa
major enhancements, but not on all significant enhancements. Even when pilot testswere conducted,
significant problematic areasidentified in the tests, such as reconciliations, were not corrected prior
to deployment to other counties.

A decision was made in June 1995 by ODHS not to stress test the SETS system prior to
implementation. This decision was made because of resource limitations and becauseit wasrealized
that afull deployment of the system was not possible by October 1995. It was further felt that with
the change to a more phased rollout of the system that it would be possible to stress test the system
in production as counties were brought onto the system. A number of problems with system
resources showed up early in the conversion of counties to SETS. These problems included the
following:

. A significant resource conflict between SETS and CRIS-E for front-end processors, (the
devices that link users to the mainframe.) The number of front-end processors had to be
tripled and conversion of countiesto SETSwastemporarily halted. This problem showed up
with less than one percent of casesloaded onto SETS.

. Resource contention between SETS and CRIS-E also occurred over tape storage, disk
storage and the ability to start programs on the mainframe. This was corrected by an
expansion of these resources at the computer center.

. A number of standard report programs were given the wrong level of access to the SETS
databases resulting in datalockouts that prevented multiple counties from processing certain
reports at the sametime. Thisresulted in contention between county report processing and
adecrease in system performance.

. At last count, 31 program components were found to take over 10-15 minutes to process,
causi ng problemswith the system meeting its production windows, particularly at month-end.
Many of these have now been fixed, but 20 had showed up with only afew thousand cases,
less than 2 percent of theinitial system workload expectation of approximately one million.

The COBIT audit guideline states that application testing should include load and stress testing as
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part of overall testing before a change or system is accepted for use by the user. This standard also
states that the functional users - in this case the counties - should have arole in the testing process
and determining if the test results are in accordance with system requirements.

ODHS and the Ohio Data Network (ODN) have made a number of improvements in the overall
monitoring and testing of system performance. Separatetesting regionswereestablished onthe ODN
mainframe system where the SETS application runs. An intensive monitoring effort was put into
operation to identify individual components within the SETS system taking over 10-15 minutes to
run. Specia task teams were set up to review database query and application components for
inefficient parameter settings. To date significant improvement has been achieved in the overal
performance of the SETS system.

It should also be noted, that in any large complex system such as SETS, with hundreds of thousands
of lines of program code, it is common to have a breaking in period before optimal performance is
obtained. It is aso common for there to be a continuing and significant maintenance function in
maintai ning system performanceand function. ODHS should ensurethat thefunctional usersare kept
informed asto the status and condition of the system; and that they are given an integral functionin
determining whether the system is performing up to requirements.

The creation and implementation of any automated system can be
CONCLUSIONS very difficult in any environment. SETS hasaunique history given
thefederal mandatesthat demanded the system becreated, ODHS
efforts to meet those requirements as they have changed, and the
program demands SETS has faced from the local level. However, it is apparent that a statewide
automated system isnecessary to help Ohio move beyond its current productivity level and collecting
even more money owed to the children eligible for child support.

ODHS continuesto struggletoward federal Level 11 certificationfor SETS. Thisincludesconverting
al of Ohio’'s cases to SETS while also developing functionality that includes EFT capability, an
interface with the public assistance computer system, and other necessary components. SETS aso
must face thefuture hurdles of meeting PRWORA requirementsby October 2000, such ascentralized
collection and disbursement. Thisisoccurring in the face of up to $33 million in sanctions from the
federal government, and a political environment that is pushing for the combining of ODHS and
Ohio’s unemployment system.

Higtorically, SETS hasnot been amodel for system development. Thisoccurred for several reasons,
including changes in federa legidation that resulted in a need for design changes, scrapping and
restarting development efforts, problems with contractors, miscalculations of hardware needs, and
alack of involvement by end-users in software development. SETS was aso centralizing a system
from the county level to the state level, while welfare reform legidation was empowering counties
to make business decisions for public assistance programs at the local level.
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Counties play an important rolein the history and future of SETS. Counties have been subjected to
four different versions of SETS. In addition, counties have operated autonomously within Ohio’s
state-supervised county-administered system Child Support Program in the past. They have
maintained different computer systems and have had different ways of doing business, but they are
now being asked to standardize their processesto agreat extent in exchange for automated functions
such as case management and interconnected business interface capabilities that were never before
avallable to them. Yet, the county CSEAS continue to remain very different from one another
whether they be metro or rural. However, the one common need is that of a statewide computer
systemtolink them all together and make them function asa system and not simply partsof asystem.

Most counties we spoke with recognized that SETS is a necessary part of their future whether that
be focusing on Ohio’s local collections, sharing information with other states, or connecting with
developing federal databases. 1n addition, countiesrealize that the SETS network allowsthem more
accessto other tool sthat can help them achievetheir goal of collecting more support. Therefore, even
if the conversion process is difficult, counties must continue to work with ODHS to make SETS a
viable system especialy considering the funds already invested in development.

The following recommendations to ODHS are intended to
RECOMMENDATIONS  address potential areasfor improvement in the state’ schild
support system. These suggestions focus on potential
shortfalls or problematic areas and how Ohio and ODHS
might deal with these issues as they move forward with task of implementing SETS.

1. Giventhefiduciary risksplaced on countiesuntil reconciliation concernsareresolved, and the
need to gain metropolitan county acceptance for converting cases to SETS, county
reconciliation concerns should be resolved before metropolitan counties are asked to fully
convert to SETS. Although counties have the obligation to reconcile their accounts, the
Auditor believesit isthe responsibility of the state to provide the best tools available to meet
that obligation.

2. To foster more effective two-way communications, an independent liaison who can credibly
represent both state and county interests should be established. The liaison should have the
following attributes: a background sufficient to understand the needs of the user community
(counties) as well as state requirements, not be tied to defending past decisions and have
sufficient authority to bring unresolved issues to closure.

3. ODHS should discuss with Hamilton County officias the feasibility of advancing their
conversion schedule to assist them in avoiding the costs of upgrading their local computer
system.

4, ODHS should develop atime frame and place high priority on implementing an electronic
payment receipt and disbursement system that accommodates the needs of metro counties
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before they are required to fully convert their cases onto SETS.

5. The General Assembly, in partnership with the Governor’s Office, should work with the
counties to encourage county preparedness. ODHS should aso devote resources to
communicating best practices to counties who have yet to convert their casel oads.

6. ODHS should make programming changes within SETS to remedy control weaknesses
discussed on pages 14 to 16 of this report.

7. Given Ohio’s past history of missed targets and design missteps that have already subjected
the Stateto $15 millionin federal sanctions, the Auditor supportsthe need for an independent
and ongoing assessment of SET Simplementation, and thelV &V requirement appliesto meet
that need. To bemost useful, aqualified vendor should be quickly located and made available
to assess and support the state in the near future. In addition, the county concerns discussed
in this report (e.g. reconciliation of depository accounts, county readiness, communication
of system updates) should be included in the IV&V vendor’s scope of services.

8. All future enhancements and major modifications to the SETS system should be stressed
tested with aworkload approximate to that expected for full production prior to being made
operational.

9. The use of an SDLC methodology should be adopted for all additional major modifications
and enhancements to SETS. Furthermore, ODHS needs to ensure that counties have a
forma role in the specification of system requirements and the approval of system
modifications.

ODHS reviewed adraft of thisreport and provided comments
ODHS COMMENTS on May 4, 1999. (See Appendix F.) Changes were made to
the report to correct technical and factual inaccuracies.
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Appendix A
ODHS Response to OCDA Issues

Appendix A

OCDA Issue/Explanation of the Issue

Scheduled
Completion Date

Reconciliation- Inability of SETS to provide the necessary reports for reconciling the
county depository account.

February 1999

improvements in the frequency and accuracy of these alerts.

Default- Generates default child support payment notices incorrectly April 1999
Payment History information-Lack of ability to provide real time obligor payment July 1999
information

IV-A/IV-D interface-The need for an interface between CRIS-E and SETS to obtain March 2000
information on public assistance recipients.

Electronic Funds Transfer- The ability to electronically receive and disburse payments August 1999
from the CSEA bank account

Functionality for al case types- The ahility to enter all casesinto SETS, specificaly Foster | April 1999
Care and unusual cases

Alerts- An electronic SETS notice that prioritizes case work. The counties desire Not scheduled

House Bill 352 compliance- The noticesin SETS are not HB352 compliant which forces
the counties to generate these notices from their old system.

October 1999

of payment history information

Merger of Participants-The ability to link multiple cases to a single obligor regardless of July 1999
county of residence.

SETS Payment Posting System (SPPS)- The ability to post payments off line November 1999
Voice Response Unit (VRU)- which enables clients to check on the payment history and Not scheduled

status of their cases over the phone. The counties desire increased availability and accuracy

Help Desk- The counties voiced concern over the timeliness of the help desk responses.

Restructuring

planned
Availahility of in-county conversion assistance- The counties are concerned that they do Further
not receive enough assistance during the conversion process. discussion with
OCDA is needed.

Adequate testing before statewide production- The counties want greater assurance that a
solution to a problem has been properly tested. Thiswould ensure that the problem is
resolved and no other problems are created by the solution

Testing has been
enhanced and the
procedures will
be discussed with
OCDA.
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Appendix B Appendix B
SETSQUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

The results contained below wer e obtained through the Auditor of States questionnaire, received from 88
counties.

1. Accordingtothe SETS proceduresmanual SETSwasdesigned to perform thefollowing functions. (For
a complete definition of each function, see the attached page 4 of the SETS procedures manual.)

On ascaleof one (1) tofive (5), how satisfied areyou with thefollowing SET Sfunctions? Circlethenumber
that best correspondsto your response.

Completely  Somewhat Neither Somewhat  Completely
Unsatisfied  Unsatisfied  Satisfied or ~ Satisfied Satisfied
Unsatisfied
Case Establishment/Case Management
Functions
a. Case Intake 2.3% 15.9% 17.0% 52.3% 12.5%
b. Inquiry 0.0% 10.2.% 14.8% 55.7% 19.3%
C. Interstate 20.5% 33.0% 34.1% 11.4% 1.1%
d. L ocate 9.1% 30.7% 26.1% 30.7% 3.4%
e Pater nity Establishment 22.7% 28.4% 35.2% 10.2% 3.4%
f. Support Establishment 11.4% 12.5% 43.2% 28.4% 4.5%
0. Enfor cement 8.0% 31.8% 22.7% 35.2% 2.3%
h. Case Tracking 6.8% 22.7% 29.5% 37.5% 3.4%

Financial Management Functions

I Receipts/ Collection Tracking 11.4% 20.5% 14.8% 51.1% 2.3%
] Allocations 6.8% 34.1% 18.2% 35.2% 5.7%
K. Distribution 28.4% 21.6% 35.2% 12.5% 2.3%
l. Financial Corrections 26.1% 30.7% 21.6% 20.5% 1.1%
m. Disbursements 11.4% 30.7% 19.3% 34.1% 4.5%
n. Reconciliation 75.0% 13.6% 6.8% 3.4% 1.1%
0. Financial History 31.8% 33.0% 10.2% 21.6% 3.4%
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2. On ascale of one (1) tofive (5), rank thefollowing SETS functionsin term of their importance to your
county child support operations. Circlethe number that best correspondsto your response.

Not at all Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very
Important  Unimportant Important or Important I mportant
Unimportant

Case Establishment/Case Management
a. CaselIntake 0% 0% 2.3% 10.2% 87.5%
b. Inquiry 0% 0% 2.3% 21.6% 76.1%
C. Interstate 0% 1.1% 5.7% 26.1% 67.0%
d. Locate 0% 0% 1.1% 10.2% 88.6%
e. Paternity Establishment 0% 1.1% 4.5% 5.7% 88.6%
f. Support Establishment 0% 0% 3.4% 8.0% 88.6%
g. Enforcement 0% 0% 0.0% 3.4% 96.6%
h. Case Tracking 0% 0% 0.0% 18.2% 81.8%
Financial Management
i. Receipts/ Collection Tracking 0% 0% 0% 3.4% 96.6%
j. Allocations 0% 0% 0% 5.7% 94.3%
k. Distribution 0% 0% 0% 10.2% 89.8%
I. Financial Corrections 0% 0% 0% 8.0% 92.0%
m. Disbur sements 0% 0% 0% 2.3% 97.7%
n. Reconciliation 0% 0% 0% 1.1% 98.9%
o. Financial History 0% 0% 0% 3.4% 96.6%

3. Did ODHS design SETSin accordance with the design approved by the County Directors?

Yes9.1% No 52.3% Unknown 30.7% No Answer 8.0%

4. 1f you answered NO to Question 3, what missing function representsthe greatest shortcoming?
16 of the 62 counties who responded to this question sited reconciliation as the greatest shortcoming.
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. Below isalisting of SETSissuesthat have been reported in the past. On a scale of one (1) to five (5),
please indicate the extent, if at all, these potential issues CURRENTLY affect your county. Circlethe

number that best correspondsto your response.

Not a

Problem

. SETS lacks a clear or consistent audit 4.5%
trail for case management or financial
transactions.

. SETS lacks a history of adjustments 8.0%
madeto sub accountsand the changesin
account balances.

. Event log messages only record general 11.4%
information, such as when a new sub
order was created.

. Novehicleexistsinthesystemtoassistin ~ 3.4%
auditing or verifying account changes,
payments and balances.

. Conversion balances are not maintained 15.9%
in the system.

. Scheduling for appointments -- the 30.7%
system does not provide a list of
appointments.

. The validity of the default report is 10.2%
guestionable becausethe system does not
retain the worked infor mation.

. SETS forms do not comply with House  6.8%
Bill 352 requirements.

i. CSEAshavedifficulty gettingimmediate 4.5%

pay histories because of the need togoto
“control D” the next day.

j. 210 alertsreappear after they havebeen 8.0%

resolved.

Minor Problem Moderate Severe Very Severe

Problem Problem Problem
8.0% 15.9% 26.1% 45.5%
6.8% 19.3% 34.1% 31.8%
34.1% 29.5% 12.5% 12.5%
4.5% 14.8% 33.0% 44.3%
22.7% 15.9% 25.0% 20.5%
27.3% 31.8% 8.0% 2.3%
11.4% 11.4% 39.8% 27.3%
8.0% 17.0% 31.8% 36.4%
8.0% 21.6% 30.7% 35.2%
17.0% 34.1% 21.6% 19.3%
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listing.

properly.

orders.

Nota  Minor Problem Moderate Severe Very Severe
Problem Problem Problem Problem
. CSEAs cannot post payments when the  1.1% 3.4% 9.1% 13.6% 72.7%
system isdown.
. The system does not have the capability 8.0% 2.3% 21.6% 37.5% 30.7%
to put in afuture date.
.SETS does not automatically add a new 12.5% 14.8% 43.2% 20.5% 9.1%
arrearage judgement to the old one in
sub accounts.
. SETS does not have a void check report  3.4% 13.6% 29.5% 30.7% 22.7%
. The SETS IV-A interface does not sort 23.9% 4.5% 17.0% 27.3% 27.3%
referrals and automatically build cases
when necessary.
. SETS does not send default notices 5.7% 4.5% 22.7% 28.4% 38.6%
. SETS lacks the ability to release monies 22.7% 19.3% 19.3% 17.0% 21.6%
from unidentified status.
. SETS lacks the ability to accommodate 4.5% 4.5% 13.6% 39.8% 37.5%
certain effective or end dates for sub
. SETSdoesnot support EFT collections.  27.3% 30.7% 27.3% 8.0% 6.8%
. SETSdoes not support Direct Depositto  30.7% 25.0% 27.3% 8.0% 9.1%
obligee bank accounts.
. CSEAs need to keep a manual ledger in 9.1% 2.3% 10.2% 17.0% 61.4%
order toreconcile.
. Other (Explain) (Individual narrative
answer s wer e tabulated seperately and
arenot included in thissummary)
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6. Thefollowing questionsrelateto your experienceswith SET Sconver sion. (Thefollowing answersrepresent
atotal of all 88 county responses)

Cases Cases
With Orders Without Orders
a. What wasyour total caseload asof March 1, 1999? 719,988,000 176,530,000
b. What wasyour total SETS case load as of March 1, 19997 151,730,000 25,856
c. Ifyouarel00% converted, when did that conversion takeplace? Answersindividual toeach county
(date)
d. IfyouareNOT 100% converted, when are you scheduled to be 100% ? Answer sindividual to each
county (date)
e. How did you convert your casesto SETS? (Check all that apply)Answersindividual to each county

DCT Data Mapping Manual

In what percentage of the cases input into SETS was it necessary to override SETS input controls
in order to have cases accepted by SETS? (per cent)

7. Thefollowing questionsrelateto your training experiences. (The following answers represent atotal of all
88 county responses)

a.

b.

How many Full Time Equivalent CSEA staff weretherein your county asof March 1, 1999? 3,335
How many of these (see“a.”) staff will be expected to use SETS? 3,132

How many staff currently use SETS on a daily basis? 1,958

Specify below the number of staff who have theindicated number of training hours. Only include
thosestaff whoareexpectedtouse SETS(see“b.”). By training, wearereferringtoexternal training

provided by ODHS or another county. (The following answers are a total of the 86 counties who
tracked their training and responded to this question)

# of Staff Hoursof Training
829 0 hours

237 1to 8 hours

167 9to 24 hours

802 25to0 40 hours
944 Over 40 hours
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e. Specify below the total number of hoursyour staff hasreceived in each TYPE of training. (Many
countiesdid not track and could not provide thisinformation)

Number of Hours
Computer Based Training (CBT)
SETS Regional Training Center
Training by another county
Formal internal training by your county
Other formal training

8. Pleaseratethe CASE MANAGEMENT SETStraining that your county received. Circle the number
that best correspondsto your response.

Inadequate: the training met none of my needs 4.5%
Somewhat Adeguate: the training met some of my needs  60.2%
Mostly Adequate: the training met nearly al of my needs 25.0%
Adequate: the training met al of my needs 9.1%
Very Adequate: the training met and exceeded all of my needs 1.1%

abrh wdhNEF

What, if any additional topics would you like to see covered in Case M anagement training?
How to work a case, the day to day activities was sited 29 times as an additional topic to be covered. (Counties
listed more than one topic and there were 107 responses to this question)

9. Please rate the FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SETS training that your county received. Circle the
number that best correspondsto your response.

Inadequate: the training met none of my needs  2.3%

Somewhat Adequate: the training met some of my needs 62.5%
Mostly Adequate: the training met nearly all of my needs 26.1%
Adequate: the training met al of my needs 8.0%

Very Adequate: the training met and exceeded all of my needs 1.1%

abrh wdhNEF

What, if any additional topics would you like to see covered in Financial Management Training?
Reconciliation wassited 23 timesasan additional topic to be covered.(Countieslisted morethan onetopic and there
were 84 responses to this question)

10. Have you reconciled your SETS depository account to your most recent bank statement?
Yes39.8%  No60.2%
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11. Please rate on a scale of one(1) to five (5) your satisfaction with the following factors.

Completely  Somewhat Neither Somewhat  Completely
Unsatisfied  Unsatisfied ~ Satisfied or ~ Satisfied Satisfied
Unsatisfied
Adequacy of Documentation for SETS 5.7% 26.1% 21.6% 45.5% 1.1%
Procedures
Communication of system changes 14.8% 35.2% 15.9% 34.1% 0.0%
Quality of Help Desk solutionsto problems 17.0% 39.8% 10.2% 29.5% 3.4%
Timeliness of Help Desk solutions to 28.4% 46.6% 9.1% 14.8% 1.1%
problems
12. If you maintain an automated independent child support computer system, is that system Y 2K
compliant?
18.2% Yes
75.% No

6.8% Do not have an automated system
66.3% Can be made compliant
36.4% Can not be made compliant

13. If your answer to Question # 7 was no, how long would it take to make it compliant?
Weeks Cannot be made compliant

14.  What would be the approximate cost of making it Y2K compliant? $

15.  Should theimplementation of SETS bedelayed? Yes 56.8% No 43.2%

16. If SETSisdelayed, what would you like to see accomplished during the delay? (The following are
the top three responses given by counties)

a. IV-Ainterfaceisnot available (sited 16 times)
b. Fixreconciliation (sited 13 times)

c. Fix all financial issues no work arounds (sited 8 times)

17.  Pleasewrite any other commentsor concernsabout SETS here.
The number one concern sited by counties was the fixing of financia issues sited 14 times.

Appendix C Appendix C
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Appendix D

Appendix D

Comparison of Reconciliation in SETS Environment with Pre-SETS Environment

Bank Statement Arrives with
Cancelled Checks

Reconciliation
of Depository
Account
Begins

Cancelled Checks Identified
in the Check Register.

Outstanding Check Listis
Created for Reconciliation.

1
/E register electronically one

Start with Bank Balance
from Bank Statement.

Add Deposits Made During
the Period Not Appearing on
the Bank Statement.

Deduct Total of Outstanding
Checks from the
Outstanding Check List

Make Any Needed
Adjustments

Compare Ending Balance to
CSEA Booksto Ensure the
Account Balances

STEPS REQUIRED TO OBTAIN RECONCILIATION DATA

In manual, done visualy

If electronic, checks may
be marked off the check

running a computer tape
from the bank against the

1
1
1
1
i
by one, or al at onceby |
i
1
computer’s information. 1

L [
r"""""""""'_ """ 1
\' In manual, make alist. i

! and not list each check.

1
it If electronic, computer
i will print list with total.

1 Bank encoding errors

1 identified visually and
1 corrective action taken.
v Deduct fees & add credits.I

Troubleshoot variances.

'+ Make needed changes.

.

Electronically mark off
each check in the check
register one by one.

If currently reconciled,
you may usethe SETS
outstanding check report
which lists checks less
than 2 months old, and
those 2-6 months old. It
may provide only atotal,

:* Some counties print lists :
: of checksand total them :
by hand if they are behind ;
in their reconciliation. :

Bank encoding identified :
visuadly and errorsare -
reversed. However, SETS:
prints checks written for
one amount and cashed

for another amount (like

1

1

1

i

i - encoding errors) on the
1 .

1

Outstanding Check List
although the check isnot :
outstanding. Deduct these:
discrepancies from the
Outstanding Check List.

-t Deduct fees & add credltsé

X

Under Pre-SETS systems

Final Balance equals:

- uncashed checks,
- administrive fees,
- held funds (IRS, etc.)

"In manual, make alist of each

generaly print lists with totals
for the period desired.

| :
! 1
: to track. ,
o df electronic_, computer will i
i :
1 1

' SETS provides 8 reports

o Reports may not fit accounti ng - recouped $
period being reconciled. . A ;

St If not, agency must add/deduct ;
report numbers to balance.

Under SETS system

Final Balance equals:

- welfare $ collected,
- all other $ collected,
- unallocated held $,

- disbursed held $,

- administrative fees,
- unidentified payments,
- unclaimed funds,
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Status of Counties Scheduled to be Converted After January 1, 2000+

County Status of Y2K Scheduled Date of Conversion/
Cost to Make System Compliant
Butler Compliant January 2000
Hamilton Not Currently Compliant | March 2000; Compliance will
cost $216,000
Lucas Compliant April 2000
Franklin Compliant May 2000
Wood Compliant June 2000
Summit Compliant June 2000

* Note: One other county recently removed casesfrom SETS and stated it will not convert to SETS.
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APPENDIX E APPENDIX E
ABBREVIATIONS

AOS Auditor of State

ATM Asynchronous Transfer Method

CBT Computer Based Training

CC&D Centralized Collections and Disbursement

CCP Corrective Compliance Plan

COoBIT Control Objectives for Information and Related Technol ogy

CRISE Client Registry Information System - Enhanced

CSEA Child Support Enforcement Agency

EFT Electronic Fund Transfer

FFY Federal Fiscal Year

FSA88 Family Support Act of 1988

HHS United States Department of Health and Human Services

V&V Independent Verification and Validation

OCDA Ohio Child Support Enforcement Agency Directors Association

ODHS Ohio Department of Human Services

ODN Ohio Data Network

OHSDA Ohio Human Services Directors Association

PRWORA Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996

SDLC System Development Life Cycle

SETS Support Enforcement Tracking System

SOCC State of Ohio Computing Center

Y 2K Y ear 2000
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APPENDIX F APPENDIX F

Bob Taft Jacqueiiie Romer-Sensky
Governor Director
Ohio Department of Human Services
30 East Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio 43266-0423

May 3, 1999

Mr. Johnnie L. Butts, Jr., Chief

Fraud, Waste and Abuse Prevention Division
State of Ohio Office of the Auditor

Jim Petro, Auditor of State

88 East Broad Street

P.O. Box 1140

Columbus, Ohio 43216-1140

Dear Mr. Butts:

This letter transmits the Ohio Department of Human Services (ODHS) response to the draft report by the
Auditor of State (AOS), Successful Implementation of the Support Enforcement Tracking System (SETS)
Faces Serious Challenges, which was provided to ODHS on April 29, 1999. As agreed between ODHS
and AOS staff, this response is provided to clarify issues raised in the report and to correct what we
perceive to be mis-statements and mis-characterizations of fact. We are grateful to the Auditor for this
opportunity.

On the whole, we consider the draft report to be constructive in its approach, and we appreciate the
efforts of the AOS team to provide a balanced and thorough assessment of the specific areas of the
SETS Project addressed by the report. We have identified several inaccuracies in the draft, particularly
with regard to Federal regulations and statutes, SETS functionality, and the history of the Project. We
understand that the publication deadline is approaching rapidly, so in the interests of time we are
enclosing a copy of the draft with the inaccurate passages highlighted, rather than making specific
corrections. As time permits, please feel free to contact ODHS regarding any of these corrections that
your internal editing process may not have identified.

Beyond these detailed corrections, we would like to request the following three specific amendments:

* The report’s title, Successful Implementation of the Support Enforcement Tracking System
(SETS) Faces Serious Challenges, suggests findings that may not be representative SETS.
Despite similar “serious” challenges in the past, SETS has achieved a case load of more than
300,000 cases; collected and disbursed more than $300 million in child support payments; and
has fully converted 45 counties to the system. Without minimizing the gravity of the issues
raised in the report and in the interest of a balanced perspective, we think it is valuable to
recognize and emphasize that these issues need not jeopardize the success of the Project. So
long as all of the major stakeholders - Federal, State, and County - remain united in support of
the goal of a statewide child support system, Ohio will be able to build on these
accomplishments.

* The beginning of the report fails to highlight and bring forth the importance of a statewide,
standardized system for the State. Such a system will help Ohio to achieve significant, concrete
benefits, including: better case management/enforcement, office automation, and
communication tools for Ohio's child support workers; statewide data to improve the quality and
consistency of child support enforcement services; and compliance with Federal mandates.
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Realizing these benefits requires alignment of business processes across 88 counties, and
achieving that alignment requires determined, proactive leadership at both the State and County
levels. Forthat reason, we believe that the finding on page 21 of the repon, that "most counties
[recognize] that SETS is a necessary part of their future,” is an important one that deserves to
be addressed in the Executive Summary.

» With regard to Centralized Collections and Disbursement (CC&D), we ask that you refrain from
addressing or publishing information about the alternatives currently under discussion within
ODHS. In the spirit of open communication, we shared with you some plans that are only in the
discussion stage at this time. The Governor's Office and ODHS consider publication of this
preliminary information to be premature and inaccurate. Additionally, we ask that you reword “At
the urging of ODHS, the Governor withdrew the request for proposal in February 1999 as cost-
prohibitive,” to read “ODHS and DAS withdrew the request...,” to more accurately reflect the
process.

More broadly, ODHS has reservations about four general aspects of the report which merit discussion
in this cover letter:

1.

Scope of the county survey & findings: The report as a whole, and the county survey on which it is
largely based, are structured to focus on perceived shortcomings of SETS, rather than looking more
comprehensively at the status of the Project and its impact on the way child support business is
conducted across the State. While helpful as a gauge of county sentiment about specific aspects
of SETS, this approach does not capture the complexity of the system or the magnitude of its
impact.

Further, the report does not adequately recognize the nature of the SETS Project as a partnership
among the State, the Counties, and the Federal government. We urge that the final report address
its recommendations to all of the stakeholders, since successful implementation will require such
coordinated efforts. To reach this milestone, ODHS recognizes the extreme importance of resolving
county concerns while meeting Federal certification. We will continue to push forward to satisfy
county and Federal requirements in order to continue receipt of Federal funding for Ohio’s child
support enforcement programs by preventing future sanctions.

Reconciliation process: The report correctly calls attention to concerns about reconciling County
bank accounts — concerns which are recognized and shared by the Counties and by ODHS.
However, the report gives inadequate recognition to some relevant facts:

a. Several Counties have successfully reconciled their accounts using SETS data. The system
contains accurate information about collections and payments, and ODHS is providing extensive
training and technical assistance to help the Counties with reconciliation. We recognize that the
current process is complex, and are taking steps to make it more user-friendly. But we also must
recognize that the process is essentially feasible and effective.

b. Those that have done so have taken a proactive approach to meeting their reconciliation
responsibilities. They have taken advantage of ODHS training and dedicated resources to get
the job done.

c. Counties only make the_task of reconciliation more difficult by postponing it. It would be a
mistake for any county to delay reconciliation until better automated tools are available. This will
not alleviate the difficulty of reconciling their accounts; on the contrary, it will only make things
worse when the time comes.
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3. Design & development approach: The report includes findings that SETS (a) does not utilize a
system design life cycle methodology, (b) does not incorporate end-user and county input, and (c)
does not adequately plan for and assess system performance issues. All three of these findings are
incorrect.

a. SETS has been developed in accordance with ODHS-wide system development life cycle
procedures, which mandate extensive documentation of all design and development activities.

b. From its inception, SETS has consistently incorporated county and end-user input and
participation in all aspects of the Project, from requirements analysis; to design, development
and testing; and through the conversion and implementation process. Accordingly, ODHS has
allocated more than $20 million to support county conversion and preparation efforts.

c. SETS has performed comprehensive capacity analysis, rigorous testing, and performance
tracking procedures to ensure the highest possible level of system performance. As detailed in
the enclosed ODHS Response, these efforts have paid off in the form of dramatic performance
improvements over the past six months, even as the caseload on the system has doubled.

4. Improving communication processes between ODHS and the counties: While we strongly concur
with the objective of AOS's recommendations to improve State-County communications, we believe
that the proposed independent liaison would be the wrong vehicle to achieve that objective. The
only long-term solution to the State-County communication issues cited in the report is a more full,
open partnership among the Project’'s stakeholders. We believe that an independent Executive
Steering Committee would provide the recommended credibility, independence, and issue resolution
capability, while ensuring the inclusion of key stakeholders who have a vested interest in the
completion of SETS. Direct end-user communication is another critical success factor for the
project, for that reason, we have developed extensive information and communication resources,
delivered to the desktops of county users via the ODHS Intranet.

We look forward to receiving the final document and stand ready to provide any additional information
or help that you request. Should you have any questions regarding this response, or other concerns,
please feel free to call me at (614) 466-6282, or Mark Birnbrich, SETS Project Director, at (614) 728-
6163. Thank you in advance for your time and consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

Ui Romer-Sensky, Director
Ohio Department of Human Services

Attachments (2)

cc: Mark Birnbrich, SETS Project Director
Dave McGuckin, Internal Audits

nelstion

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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88 East Broad Street
STATE OF OHIO PO Bow 1140

OFFICE OF THE AUDITOR Columbus, Qhuo 43216-1140

JiM PETRO, AUDITOR OF STATE Telephone614-466-4514
800-282-0370

Facsimile 614-466-4490

Successful Implementation of the Support Enforcement Tracking
System Faces Serious Challenges

CLERK'S CERTIFICATION

This is a true and correct copy of the report which is required to be filed in the Office
of the Auditor of State pursuant to Section 117.26, Revised Code, and which is filed
in Columbus, Ohio.

By: )ﬁdd/m W

pae:  MAY 051999

May 1999 37 AOS/FWAP-99-007R



	Cover Page
	Executive Letter
	Executive Summary
	Table of Contents
	Background
	Objectives, Scope and Methodology
	Results
	ODHS has Made Positive Cahnges Since the January Hearing
	Reconciliation of Local CSEA Depositary Accounts Remains Labor Intensive
	Lack of Clear Plan for Centralized Collection and Disbursement Presents Future Risk
	State and County Comunications need Continued Improvement
	Federal Review will Affect Future Use of Resources
	ODHS Current Conversion Timetable Still Has Risks
	Counties Must Share in Responsibility for Implementing SETS
	Other Financial Control Weaknesses Exist Within SETS
	SETS Infrastruture Capable But System Efficiency A Concern

	Conclusions
	Recommendations
	ODHS Comments
	Abbreviations

