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To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Minor Policy and Technical Changes -- Student Loan Interest Appropriation
(HEAB)

GOVERNOR

No provision.

MODIFICATION

Delete an existing sum sufficient appropriation with $273,800 GPR annually for the
payment of interest on monies borrowed from the Investment Board in the 1970s to make student

loans.

Explanation: The last of the student loans related to this interest payment were
written off as uncollectible in 1992-93. In 1996-97, HEAB paid $273,800 GPR to the
Investment Board and the Investment Board deposited these monies into the general fund
as GPR-Eamed. Rather than continuing this transfer of funds, the appropriation could
simply be eliminated. The fiscal effect of this medification would be 2 reduction of
$273,800 GPR annually; because no GPR-Eamed amount was included in SB 77
attributable to this transfer, no adjustment to the GPR-Eamed amounts under the bill
needs to be made. HEAB would continue to deposit any residual collections from these
loans into the general fund regardiess of whether this appropriation is deleted.
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Representative Linton
HIGHER EDUCATIONAL AIDS BOARD

Grant to Lac Courte Oreﬂles 0}1bwa Cemmumty College

Motion:

Move to provide $564,000 GPR annuaily in a new, a,nnuai appropnat:on for a grant to the
Lac Courte Oreilles Ojibwa Community College.

Note:

This motion would provide $564, 000 GPR annually in a new, annual appropnauon wathm .
HEAB’s budget for a grant to Lac Courte Oreilles Ojibwa Community College:. S

[Change to Bill: $1,128,000 GPR]

&V
S
.

MO#.._i
JENSEN Y N A
CLEHMAN, M, . Y LN A
.. HARSDORF Y N A
 ALBERS Yy N A
'GARD Yy N A -
KAUFERT vy A A
) LINTON X N A
7COGGS XN A
BURKE . AT N A
'DECKER - Y N A
GEORGE ~ NN A
JAUCH X N A
WINEKE XN N A
SHIBILSKI Y NOA
COWLES Y NJA
PANZER y A A

¥

AYE f 5 no_i{D ams

Motion #3041




Senator Jauch

HIGHER EDUCATIONAL AIDS BOARD

Indian Student Assistance Grant Program

Motion:

Move to provide $779,900 GPR annually for the Indian student assistance grant program
In addition, increase the state’s maximum annual GPR grant from $1,100 to $2,200 per student.

Note:

A total of $779,800 GPR annually is currently provided for grants based on financial need,
to resident Native American undergraduate or graduate students attending college in Wisconsin.
Prior to Act 27, $1,559,700 GPR annually was provided for the program and the maximum

annual GPR grant from the state was $2,200 per student. This motion would restore funding for
the program to the 1994-95 base level and increase the maximum GPR grant to $2,200 per

student.
~[Change to Bill: $_I,559,_8&0 _G?R}
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HIGHER EDUCATIONAL AIDS BOARD

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Item # Title
1 Standard Budget Adjustments
7 Independent Student Grant
8 Nursing Student Stipend Loans
9 State Student Incentive Grant Program
10 Small Agency Infrastructure Support
i3 Recreate Educational Approval Board and Attach it to HEAB
LFB Summary Items for Introduction as Separate Legis}ation
Item # Title
6 Rename the Academic Excellence Scholarship Program

11 Minnesota-Wisconsin Student Reciprocity Agreement
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Paper #903 . . 1997-99 Budget May 27, 1997

To:  Joint Committee on Finance -

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

 msmeey et

comeTaw

The University of Wisconsin (UW) System assesses a student technology fee, which is
approximately 2.5% of total tuition revenues for students at UW-Madison and 2% of total tuition
revenues for students at the other UW System campuses. The fee‘is used to provide students
with additional resources in the area of instructional technology such as e-mail, Internet access,
" updated software, additional staffing and longer hours at computer labs and help desks.

 GOVERNOR

Credte an annual appropriation and provide $3,697,700 GPR in1997-98 and $5,713,200
GPR in 1998-99 and increase program revenues from ‘tmition and special fees by $2,502,300 PR
in 1‘9‘9’1798';:anfd'-r$3;7"1_5;300_?2{‘-1‘1’:1'--1_99-8:99*;&;;:adu_c'aﬁcw;-zec;moiagyi-l Specify that the Board
"of Regents would have to use the' GPR ‘funding for the following purposes: {a) the student
_information system(SIS); (b) the development of system: technology infrastructure; (c) the
" development of curricula o train students enrolled in the schools ‘of education in the'use of
technology in primary and ‘secondary (K-12) schools;’ (d)'to provide professional development
in the use of educational technology for K-12 teachers; (e) to provide faculty with educational
technology and fo train faculty in its use; and (f) to pay the Departiment of Administration (DOA)

for telecommunications services provided under the Division of Information Technology.:-

The administration indicates that the $15,630,000 of total funding would be allocated as
follows: (a) student information system-$2,630,000; (b) infrastructure--$4,000,000; (c) K-12
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teacher professional ‘developtent and schools of educatzoncurrlculade%lopmentwﬁ,ﬂﬂ&ﬂ@@
(d) faculty educational technology and training--$3,000,000; and (e) DOA telecommunications
services (BadgerNet access}-—$4 OOO GGO.

Educational technology would be defined as technology used i in the education or training
of any person or in the administration of an elementary or secondary school and related
telecommunications services.

DISCUSSION POINTS-

1. In its agency budget request submitted to DOA in September, 1996, the UW
requested additional funding and positions for technology initiatives, including technology
infrastructure development, curricular redesign and technical support, library technology
development, the SIS, K-12 educational initiatives, a Regents incentives fund for faculty
technology projects and access to BadgerNet Addmenaliy, the UW requested an increase in
application fees from $28 to $35 for undergraduate adm_tssmns and from $38 to $45 for graduate
school, law school and medical school admissions in’ order to prowde parnal fundmg forthe SIS :

2. The technology initiatives in SB 77 would increase . average . tumon by
approximately 0.5% in 1997-98 and an additional 0.3% in 1998-99. On average, this tuition
. increase would represent an approximate $15.10 annual i increase for each FTE student in 1997-98
_and: an additional :$9.80 annual increase for. each FTE smdent in. 1998~99 basad on Fall 1996
: ;systemw;de FZ’E enrollment data. : :

| 3 Under the 1993»95 state budgct UWwMadxsen was gramed the authonty to. assess_

ca-l, 5% student technoiogy fee whmh mcrcased student fees at UW«Madason by $4 46 m;}honf- i

" over the 1993-95 biennium. - At the time, UW-Madison indicated that it would utilize the
increased revenues to expand student access to various technologies as well as provide support
for curriculum development by faculty and staff. The student technology fee was expanded to
the other cam;:uses for snmlax purposes under the 1995-97 state budget

4. The UW System mdlcates that revenues frcm the smdeut technology fee have
primarily been used-for student: tachnoicgy needs, which. has resnited in madequate resources for
- faculty -curriculum development projects. Arguably, since a dess,gnatad revenue source was
- established for this purpose, the UW should provide for its technology needs from the technology
fee without seeking.an-increase in tuition revenues or. addmonai state GPR fundlng On the other
‘hand, as technology needs for higher education expand, arguably fundmg outside of studem; fees
and tuition shounld be provided to meet these needs, 9&1'{1;:1113:1}' 0 fund facuizy Iechnoio gy nceds
that might only indirectly benefit students. -
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Paper #645 | _ 1997-99Budget .. . - May27, 1997

1 "'I"o_:_:_ Joint Committee on .Finance

me Bob Lang, Dm:ctor
chlslauve fﬁsca} Bureau

ISSUE

Unspeaf' ed Budget Reductions (Puhhc })efender)

{LFB- Sununary Page 456 #2]

' 'CURRENT LAW

"The State Public Defender has base GPR fundmg of $55.9 Imlhon and 529.6 GPR
positions for state operations.

:-G(}VERNOR

' Delete $816 9{}0 GPR in 1997 98 a:zd $987 606 G?R in 1998-99 from the ?ubhc o
Defender’s trial representation appropriation to reflect budge:t reductions. Require the Public
Defender to submit a report to the Governor and Joint Committee on Finance, by October 1,
1997, indicating the agency’s proposal for allocatmg the reducﬂons among the agency’s sum
certain, general purpose revenue appropnaucns

DISCUSSION POINTS

L According to the "Budget in Brief" document the Governor recommends
permanent reductions of approximately 2% per year of GPR:state operations funding for some
state agencies, the Courts and the Legislature. ‘For the Pubhc Defender, DOA officials indicate
that they took into account specific reductions under the bill in the calculation of the required
reductions. The unspecified reductions represent a cut of 1.46% in 1997-98 and 1.77% in 1998-
99 from the agency’s GPR base for state operations.

' ‘Public Defender (Paper #645) Page 1



‘Governor and Joint Committee on Finance conceming the agency’s proposal for allocating the
unspecified reductions. On similar provisions relating to the Arts Board and Historical Society,
the Committee voted to require that the report be subject to the ‘approval of the Joint Finance
Committee under a 14-day passive review pfocc—;ss. To be consistent ‘with the treatment of those
agencies, the bill could be modified to include a I4-day passive review of the Public Defender’s
proposal to allocate the unspecified funding reductions. The modification would permit the
recommended GPR reductions to be implemented, if the Committee approves the proposal or
does not schedule a meeting to review it within 14 working days after its receipt.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to delete $816,900 GPR in 1997—98 and

$987,600 GPR in 1998-99 from the Public Defender’s trial representation appropriation. In .

addition, require the Public Defender to submit a report to the Govemnor and the Joint Committee
on Finance, by October 1, 1997, indicating the agency’s preference for allocating the reductions
among the agency’s sum certain, general purpose revenue appropriations. '

@ Approve the Governor’s reééthniendations, with a modification to. specify that the
Publi fender’s proposed allocation of the unspecified reductions submitted to the Joint
Committee on Finance would be subject to approval under a 14-day passive review process.
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Paper #646 o 1997-99 Budget ~ May 27, 1997

- :_'5""Té Joznt Cennmttee on Finance

~From: Bcb Lang, Dzrector
-Legislative Fiscal Burean -

ISSUE

Sexuai Predamr Caseiead (Pubkc Defender)

{LFB Summazy Page 457, #4} et
CURRENT LAW

1993 Wlsconsm Act 4’79 {the sexual predator law) created Chapter 980 which provides
for mvoluntary civil commitment of sexually violent persons to secure mental facilities prior to
their release from custody of the Department of Corrections (DOC) or the Department of Health

- and Family:Services (DHFS): - A "sexually violent person’ is defined as someone who has beén:
(1) convicted of a sexually violent:offense; (2) adjudzcated delinquent for-a sexually violent

il =_‘-0ffense or (3) f{aﬁnd ot gmlty of, or not respens:bie for;, a- sexua}}y violent offense by reason .
- of insanity or mental disease, defect or illness. Sexually: wviolent offenses include first or second

degree sexual assault, first or second degree sexual assault of a child, engaging in repeated acts
of sexual assaunlt of the same child mcest wzth a c:h,ﬁd or. chﬁd enticement:’ Chapter 980 became'
affecuve on. Junc 2 1994 : L D - : -

If a pf:rsen sub;ect t() a pention ﬁied under Chapter 980 is md1gent ha or- she is enuﬂcd_
to representanon by the ‘State Public Defender

Casaioad ievels for Pubh{: Dﬁfender staff attomeys are statutoniy sct for budget purposes.
Currently, each attorney must annually handle the equivalent of 15 first degree homicide cases,
--184.5 felony cases; 492 misdemeanor cases or .246- other cases.. . Sexual .predator cases are
.currem:ly counted-as feiﬂny cases for the ;}urpesas of. siaff c:ascioads
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- private bar. However, based

Provide $284,700 GPR in 1997-98 and $502,300 GPR in 1998-99.for: (a) increased costs
associated with creating a specxal stamtory caseload standard of 15 cases per year for staff
attorneys for sexual predator cases ($123, 700 in 1997-98 and. $341 300 in 1998-99); and (b)
expert witness costs associated with those cases ($161,000 annually). The caseload standard,
which would be the same as the standard for first degree homicide cases, would be in effect
through June 30, 1999. In addition, require the Public Defender to submit a report to the
Legislature by October 1, 1998, spe:cxfymg and evaluatmg thc tlme spent by Public Defender
attorneys in representing sexual predatc;r cases.

DISCUSSION POINTS

10 Accord;ng to the Pablic I}efender, bf:causc of the complex: nature of Chapter 980
commitment cases, ‘they typlca}ly requlre as’ much, or more, time as reqmred for first degree -
homlc:de cases. To: date, Chapﬁer 980 cases that have been handie(i by.the Pubhc Defender have
mvolvad between 144 attomey hours and 291 5. attorney hours while h(}rmmde cases ave,rage 108"
attorney hours. : - : : g

2. Staff in the Public Defender’s office indicate that attorneys are beconnng less
“willing to take ‘sexual’ ;aredator ‘cases’ wﬁhout bemg preperly credxted fer thf: ameum Gf time
-'acmaliy bemg spent defendmg these cases = BPEGS o e e

R Under the bxil itis assumed that the Pnblxc I)efender would handle 92 sexua}
-predator cases,-with onemhaif-bemg defended by staff: attorneys. -and one-half assigned: to'the
curren cas&lﬂad 1t is now esumatad that 70'"ew sexuai ;)“reciator L
'--pemxtms Wﬂ} be filed- each year L e R SRR R e -

R '4.' vaen that thse ‘persons’ subject to’ Chapter 98() are:in custody of czther DOC or
DHFS, it is assumed that all would be ehgible for represcntatmn by ‘the - Pubhc ‘Defender.

Assuming staff attorneys handle one-haif of the cases, it is estimated that 35 cases would be

handled by Publi¢ I)efcnder staff attomays and 35 W(}lﬂd be asagned to gnvate bar atmmeys

5. As a result of tha rewsed caseioad estimates, pnvate bar costs under the bill can
be reduceci by 314{} 6(}0 in 1997*98 and $252 7” in }998~99 CRETE

S R ¢ the new caseiead standard is not’ adapzed adchnonal pnvate har fﬂndmg would
be needed However, becaus& of the ¢aseload reestimates, total funding needed would ‘be less
than under the bill (-$128,400 in 1997-98 and -$217,600 in 1998-99).

7. Public Defender officials indicate that the special caseload standard for sexual
predator cases is needed so that staff attorneys would continue to handle a portion of these cases.
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The Public Defender is responsible for overseeing private bar attorneys handling Public Defender
cases. Therefore, Public Defender officials believe it is important for staff attorneys to handle

some of these cases so that they can provide proper oversight to private attorneys handling |
Chapter 980 cases.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to: (a) provide $284,700 GPR in 1997-98
and $502,300 GPR in 1998-99 for increased costs associated with creating a special statutory
caseload standard in-effect through June 30, 1999, for staff attorneys for sexual predator cases
and for expert witness costs associated with those cases; and (b) require the Pubhc Defender to
submit a report to the Leglslature by October 1, 1998, specifying and evaluating the time spent
by the State Public Defender in representing sexual predator ‘cases.  Funding under the bill
assumes 92 total sexual predatcr cases handied by the ?ubhc Defender annuaﬂy

;"”\ -

N

{ 2. ) : Mochfy the Govemer s recommendamon by deieimg ’$14O 600 GPR in. 1997 98 and '
$252 700 GPR i in 1998»99 ta reestzmate the number of sexual pmdator cases durmg the 1997 99
biennium. s
. A_it&_zrnative 2 GPR
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to il - $398,300
3.

i Do not create a sexual predator caseload standard, and delete $128,400 GPR in
... 1997-98 and $217,600-GPR in 1998-99 to maintain current law." Under this: alternative, it:is

the requirement for the Public Defender to submit a report to the Legislature would be deleted.

1 Atternative 3 o N ara |
|":1897-99 FUNDING (Change 1 Bi) -$346,000 |
| BURKE wjj E "
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Paper #647 1997-99 Budget May 27, 1997

- "To:  Joint Committee on Finance -

" From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE -
Se:ntencmg A]tematives (Pubhc Defender)

{LFB Sammary Page 458 #5}

CURRENT LAW:

Pmper:y crimes mvolvmg (a} theft; .(b) retail theft (c) tha:fi af hbrary maienals (d)
rece:vmg stolen property; (e) fraudulent use of financial transaction cards; (f) issue of worthless
checks; (g) graffiti; (h) fraud on a hotel or restanrant keeper or taxicab driver; (i) intentional
damage to a machine ‘operated by cash, debit card or credit card; or (j)-intentional damage to
property are: subject to-different penalties depending on the value of harm done. . Under current

~Jaw, if the theft or. damagc does not. exceed $1; 000, it is. conszdered a class A rmsdameaner o

'-(pumshable by up to nine months in jail). *Crimes which involve values. exceeding $1,000 are
felonies (punishable. by up to two:or more years in prison). - In addition, under current law, a
person-who makes a fraudulent insurance or employe benefit, c}aun is subject to a felony, if the
value of the claim or benefit exceeds $1,000. Further, under current law, certain forgeries are
subject to class C felony penalties. Lastly, vehicles which are used to cause more than $1,000
in damagc o cem&tery property -are subject to seizure and forfeiture.

~ The- average pnvate bar cost for a fciony case is $875 compared to $325 for a
misdemeanor case. S
GOVERNOR

Delete $184,700 GPR in 1997-98 and $672,800 GPR in 1998-99 from the private bar

appropriation to reflect attorney cost savings as a result of reducing penalties for certain crimes.
The new penalties would be effective for offenses committed on or after August 1, 1997, or on

Public. Defender (Paper. #647) Page 1



3'3the day after pubhcatmn caf the ball whxchever lxs later. 'E’he bﬂl would mcrease ’fmm $1 000 to" S
$1,500 the threshold for determining whether misdemeanor or felony penalties would apply fox s
the pxoperty crimes hsted above.  In- addmon for offenses mvolvmg frandulent insurance or .
empleyc benefit claims, the bill would increase. the value of a misdemeanor fraudulent claim -
offense to $1,500.. The bﬂi wouid .also raduce th& penalty . fc)r forgsry crimes involving a
purported value of Iess than $I 500 from a class C felony to a misdemeanor. Further, under the
bill, the value of damage to cemetery property at ‘which-a velucle used in-a crime may be
fcrfeﬂed would be mcreased t0:$1,500, :

DISCUSSION P_OINTS. |
1. The totai number of property crimes’ cases handled by the Public Defender ‘that

may be affected undcr the bill is estimated at 1,200 annually. ‘Based on a month-long survey of
cases, the Pubhc Defender estimates that appmxlmateiy 20%:of these: properey crimes involve

damages vahxmg between $1 000 -and $1, 5” and under the bill, would be subject o
Hnsdemeanor mstcad of fﬁlany penaines The savmgs to the Pubhc Z{)efendar would be esﬁmated_ S

at $35 606 m 1997-98 and $129 5{){} in 199&99

2,' ' ’I’he d1st1ncnon be:tween a misdemeanor and a felony crime, for the pmperty crimes .
that would be affected under the bill, was last mod1ﬁed in the 1991-93 biennial budget when the
' Gavemor recommended and the Legisiamm adopted an increase of the nnsdemeanor threshold 3

i :'.:--'?, Currefzﬂy, csrtmn forge:cy cases are: sub;&ct to class C felony penaltzes regardiess
—of the meneiary*-value- mvoived in:the criminal" acnwty These..mclude (a) falsely. makmg o1
.altenng, ‘with intent to defraud, a. written mstmment to create, termmate or transfer legal nghts-

or obhgatmns er to represent as evidence of debt or property. nghts ‘or(b) uttenng or mtendmg- -

to uttet as genume any ferged writing ‘or object. ‘Under the bill; if the purported value of the
object bemg forged in these types of cases mveives less than $I 5“ the crime wouid be reduccd
from a feiony toa class A zmsdeme,anor - Ran Hs S e

B 4 The Pubhc Defendcr hazadles 1 5{){3 forgery cases each year, ef whach they estzmate o
67% involve values of less. than $1,500. Therefore,” if these crimes were reduced to
misdemeanors, savings to the Public Defender would be $149,100 in 1997-98 and’ $543 3{}0 in
1998-99. : : :

5. The Pubhc Defander indicates that many of the forgery cases that they handle
involve unaathcm:ed wntmg, altering or signing checks with values of less than $1,500. It would
seem reasonable that’ the penalﬁes for these types of forgery cases be consistent with penalties
--far sumlar ?roperty cames such as issumg w&rtb}ess checks and frauduiem finam:lal card

' Page 2 Public Defender (Paper #647)




6. H{)wever, some have vomed concem over. iessamng the penaiues for crimes.
o mvc:lvmg fﬁrgenes, pamaulariy businesses that deal thh_frequsnt cash transactions, often in the
““form of checks." Therefore, the Comrmtteﬁ: may w1sh to, keep the more strict penalties for these
forgery crimes.

N Altemative}y, 1f the Comnnttee does not appmve the Governor’s recommendation.
for increasing the misdemeanor threshold:in property: crimes, the Committee could still consider
reducing the crimes for forgeries involving values of less than $1,000 to make these penalties.
consistent with similar property crimes. Under this alternative, $§58,000 GPR in 1997-98 and
o $21} 00{} GPR in 1998-99 would need te be rcstored in-the private bar appmpnanon '

8. ' Accordmg to DOA, the changes in penalties under the bill for a fraudulent
insurance or employe benefit claim and for vehicles involved in'damage to cemetery property
were changed to be consistent with the changes in ymperty and forgery crimes. However, the
Public Defender indicates that: last year: there were only nine cases mvslvmg frandulent insurance

or cmploye beneﬁt ciaams ‘and. it cannm be determmed hcfw many, if any, would be affected'- S

under the: _hﬁl In: addmon the provxswn regarcimg seizure and forfeiture of vehlcles used to:
) cause afnagc to cemetery property docs m}t affect the Public li}efender, because this- affects the
fpenalty gzven at the ciose cf the case, rather than whf:thcr the crime-is:a nnsdemeanox or. feiony '

gl Addmona} savmgs s could bc realized 1f the Imsdemeanor threshold was increased
further. The. Commn’tee could consider increasing the threshold for determining whether
misdemeanor or felony penalties apply for certain crimes' from $1,500 to $2,000. It is estimated
that this changc would tesult in an additional 31 property crimes.and 131 forgery crimes that
would be sub]ect to nnsdemeanor pena}ncs instead of felony penalties. As a result, savings to
_:.,thcz b111 ccuid be mcreased by $24 100 in 1997-98 and $87 8(}0 in 1998 99

..:ALTERNA’ﬁVES TO BILL

e 1 _ Appmve 1he chemer 8 recommendatwn t0 delete $184 700 GPR in 1997-98 and
_'$672 800 GP__-_- n 1998-99 from the private’ bar appro;;rzauon 1o teflect savings from reducing

_ _)pcnaitzes for certain crimes with values. mvolvmg $1,000 to $1, 500. Crimes affected wanld._ _

include: (a) theft: {b) retail theft; (¢) theft of 11brary matenals, (d) réceiving stolen property, (e)
frandulent use of financial transaction cards; (f) issue of worthless checks; (g) graffiti; (b) frand
on a hotel or restaurant keeper or taxicab driver; (i) intentional damage to a machine operated
by cash, debit card or credit card; or (j) intentional damage to property. In addition, raise the
threshold for' msdemeaners mvoivmg fraudulent insurance or employe - benefit claims from
$1,000 to $1,500:" Further, reduce o aclass A misdemeanor, certain forgenes involving values
of $1,500, or less.  Also, for cases mvoivmg vehicles causing damage to cemctery ‘property,
increase the value of property for which a vehxcie used ina crime may be forfeited fmm $1,000
o $1,500: : e
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2 Modify the Govamor 8 proposal by increasing from $1 m 10 $2,000 (mstead e:f
-.$1,500; as provided under the bﬂl) the thresheid far deterrmmng whether mzsdemeanor OF. feiony
_;-pena}tles apply for the crimes listed in altematwe 1. Reduce the pnva_ta bar apyrepraaﬁon by an.

- additional $24;100 GPR in 1997:98 and $87,800 GPR in 199899

Aitematwe? A GPR S
199799 FUNDING {Changeioaiﬁ} o Ese00-f e e

| mw It R ST L
o34 Ehzmnate the Governer 8 recommendataons to reduce penaltxes for fergenes and
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appropriation.
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to.the: pnvate bar appropnauen _ _ : R

. Aatemat;veza T .. GPR
: 1997-99 FUNDING {Change to B:Ii)'- F L 8268,000 1

Ehmmate the Govem{)r s recammendanons Instead reduce the penaity for L
:feleny 1o aclass A misdemeanor. This would'_' '

. ..ZMQ*_‘.‘—X-E‘

A

50 Maintain current law. . e JENSEN
R e it St i S S o EHMAN M.
"HARSDORF
. < ALBERS
Jomaed . em THom
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill} ~ $857,500 | KAUFERT
B e i “LINTON
COGGS- .

5 i

Zzzzzzz |-

&

Prepared by:  Carri Jakel -~ - ' ' . DECKER
L o S P CEL e e g ' GEORGE
' o - JAUGH:
WINEKE
SHIBILSK]

. COWLES
. PANZER

MBUEKE et
DECKER ™~
IGEORGE:

. oAUBH

“ WiNEKE |
SHIBILSKH
COWLES
PANZER

AYELL NO ./

il BRIV

JENSEN
LEHMAN 1t
HARSDORF -
ALBERS
GARD
KAUFEART
LINTON
COGGS

RS

S

crzzzias
PEEEBERE

U\ “**x«xx

ABS

zzxxkxzx |
bhb>h§§> ”:L

X< < < < 5{< .

Page 4 Public. Defender. (Paper #647)

>>rrpepn |

PrErrEbbnn

AY£ 5 NOY ;3 “ ABS




Senator Wineke

PUBLIC DEFENDER

Motion:

‘ Move to provide $800,000 GPR in 1997-68 and $1,600,000 GPR in 1998-99 to restore
Public Defender representation to eligible parents whose children are involved in CHIPS cases.

Note: .

[Change to Bill: $2,400,000 GPR]

MO# itp 40

JENSEN Y & A
LEHMAN, M, Yy « A
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ALBERS y A A
- GARD Y MNA
KAUFERT Y N A
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BURKE AT N A
DECKER Y AT A
GEORGE X N AT
JAUCH AN A
| WINEKE A N A
SHIBILSKI Y KA
COWLES Y N A
PANZER Y M A
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PUBLIC DEFENDER

LFB Summary Items for Which No .Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Item # Title

Standard Budget Adjustments
Private Bar - Cost to Continue
Paralegal Demonstration Project
Trial Attorneys

Transfer of Attorney Positions

A0 ~J O\ AR

LFB Summary Item to be Addressed in a Subsequent Paper

Item # Title
9 Information Technology Support Position

LFB Summary Item for Introduction as Separate Legislation

ltem # Title
10 Release of Certain Confidential Records for Child Support Enforcement and Public

Assistance Administration







" From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

: ISSUE
Centrahzed Recelpt and Dlsbnrsement {Workfﬁrce I}emlopment - Chlld Support}

[LEB Summary Page 707, #2}

-CURRENT LAW
Current State Law
Under current state law, all payments of chzld or farmiy support and mmntenance must

be ‘made through the county clerk of court or a support collection designee in: counties which
have: _(_ig_s___lgna_};;d an en_tz_ty other’ t_h__an the ‘clerk ‘of courts 1o collect and disburse these payments.

:1"1996 Federal Weifare Referm Leglsiatwn o

Under federal law, by (}cteber 1 1998 state chl}.d suppert agencws are: reqmred to operate
a centralized; automated unit for collection and disbursement of payments-on child support orders
‘énforced by the child support agency and payments on orders issued after December 31, 1993,
which are not enforced by the stite agency but for which income is subject to withholding. “The

specifics of how states will estabhsh and operate their dzsbursement units must be outiined in the
state chlid supporﬁ plan = - o ;

“'The state dxsbursement unit must’ be operated directly by the state agency, by tWo-Or-more
state agencies under a regional cooperative agreement or by a contractor responsible directly to
the state agency. The state disbursement unit may be established by linking local disbursement
“units through an  automated information network if the federal Department of Health-and Human
“Services (HHS) agrees that the system: will not cost more, take more time to -establish nor take
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more time:to operate than a single state system.. “Allstates, including those that operate a. lmked
systern, must give employers one and only one location for submitting witbheld income:

The disbursement unit must be used to collect and disburse support payments, generate
orders and notices of withholding to employers, keep an accurate identification of payments,
promptly distribute money to_custodial parents or other states and furnish parents with a record
of the current status of support payments. The unit must use automated procedures, electronic
processes - and computer-driven technology -to. the maximum extent feasible, efficient and
economical. o

The disbursement unit must distribute all amounts payable within two business days after
receiving money and identifying information from the employer or other source of periodic
income, if sufficient information identifying the payee is provided. The unit may retain
arrearages in the case of appeals until they are resolved. States must use their automated systems
to facilitate collection and disbursement including at least: (a) transmission of orders and notices

‘to employers within two days after receipt of the withholding notice; (b) monitoring to identify. -

missed payments of support; and (c) automatic use of enforcement procedures when payments . -
are nnssed : :

' These provisions will take effect on October 1, 1998. States (like Wisconsin) that process
child support payments through local courts can continue court payments until September 30,
1999.

Financial Penalties for Noncompliance with Federal Law

“Under federal law, if a state’s child support anforcemézit program is found by review not

_to'have complied substanualiy with federal requirements: for any quarter and that the program is - _
~not- compiymg at the’ time the. ﬁndmg 18 made the state’s basic tcmporary ass;,stance toneedy.
‘families (TANF) block grant must be reduced in ‘each subsequent quarter until the program is in

compi_xance. The reduction is between 1% and 2% (approximately $800,000 to $1.6 million
quarterly in Wisconsin) for an initial finding of noncompliance; between 2% and 3% ($1.6.

‘million t6 $2.4 million quarterly) for a second consecutive finding and between 3% and 5% ($2.4

million t0.$4.0° ‘million quarterly) for-a third ot subsequent finding.. If the state was found to be
out of compliance for a full year; the maximum penalty would be $6.4 million in the first year
and could increase to-$16 million annually for subsequent findings of noncompliance.. -

The state would not be penalized if it is determined that the nonéompiiance_ was of a
technical nature which does not adversely affect the performance of the state child support

' program:- In addition, the state may enter into a-corrective compliance plan prior to-imposition

of a penaify

/ Noncempkance with the federal requirements: couid also place the state at nsk of losmg
federal child support matching ‘funds and -incentive payments, which partially fund state and
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county chiid support enforcemant acnvmes .Tﬁgsc_:_pay'm@nts f_g_ta} .aPP?ﬁi"Ximét‘%Iy.'%S Imllwn
'__'annuaily T L TPEOA, e

"'G{)VERNOR

" Provide $117 100 GBR, $227,300 FED, $75() (}GO PR and $112, 500 SEG in 1998-—99 for
the Department of Workforce Development (DWD) to establish a statewide, automated system
for the receipt and disbursement of child support, family support, maintenance (alimony), health
care expenses ‘birth expenses and other support-reiated expf.:nses The rece;pi and disbursement
systcm couid be operated chrecﬂy by I)WD or by some other entity desxgnated by the
'}Z}epartment - ' o

The funding outlined above would total $1,206,900 in 1998-99. The federal revenue
would be from child support matchmg funds, the program revenue would be from the $25 receipt
and’ disbursement fee which is currenﬂy charged by the clerk of couris and the segregated -
"revenua wouid be prowdad from interest in the’ suppert collecnons trust fund which would be
-created under the bill. The federal matchmg funds would be. accessed by’ usmg staie GPR for the
system Federai i’unds are not avaziabie to match reveﬂues from the $25 fee or interest cammgs

““The $1 206 900 fundmg amoum assumes that the Departznent would contract w1th a bank
or other vendor to perform the recexpt and djsbnrsement functmn thxough a lockbox an‘angcment
The vendor would receive all child support. payments from emplayexs and individuals, enter
paymant mformatmn into t;he statew;de KIDS computer system and pmzt and chstnbute checks

“to the appropnate payees The new system wonld‘ be 1_mp1emented in haif of the state’s counties
"-begmmng Iz anuary 1, 1999 the remas.mng counties woul& be added on }uiy 1, 1999, Therefore
~the $1,206,900 fundmg amount fox the 1998-99 ﬁ_sca;i year would cover appmxxmately one-fourth
of the: azmuai cost of the system Om:a ﬁﬁiy-_-lmpiememed, the mw system 1S, estimated to cost?_';__
$4,827,800 per year. All of these funds would be paid to a private vendor. " ' S

_ The Govemor s recommendatmn mcindes a number ef changes to statutes gevemmg
support recezpt ‘and d:sbursement state mtercept programs, ‘income wzthhoidmg, -appropriations
' and other chzid suppcart pr{ms;ons These modlficanons are ouﬂmed in ch:taal m thc Appendlx

“In generai these’ prowszons wonid take effect on thc carher of (a) Gctober 1 1999 or (b}
the day DWD pubhshes notice in the Adrmmstratzva Register if the Depaxtment deterrmnes that
the statewide automated support and_ maintenance receipt and dlsbursement system. will be
operamonal before Octcber I 1999
DISCUSSION POINTS

1. The estimated cost of the systern was based on a projection prepared by Firstar
Bank in its capacity as state bank. Firstar’s projection assumed an annual printing volume of 5.5
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" “from the $25 annuai ‘receipt

rmiixen chack:s, whlch is a 20% mcrease over the ‘current estimate. The -additional volume is
- expeczﬁd 0 oceur because: mdmduals are now billed each month for support payments through
the KIDS computer system and the Department mtcnd.s to implement a number of new child
support enforcement measures reqmrcd by federal law. Another important assumption in the _
Firstar estimate involves the volume of payments that would be processed through the "retail”
lockbox (which is for individual payments) and the "wholesale" lockbox (which is for muln;ale
payments of withheld wages from empioyers) The cost. .of yrﬂcessmg whelesale _payments is
' mgmﬁcautiy greatar than the cest gf reta;{l payments : :

B As noted the i)ey": [ _ent mtends 1o contract w;th a przvate bank or other vendor
“'to 1mpiemem the centrahzed recelpt' and dlsbmemem system.. DW}D expects to issue a request
“for proposals sometime in calendar year 1998. “At this time, the estimate by Firstar Bank appears
to be reasonable; however, it is possible that the bidding process will result in different contract
costs. :

R addition to’ the vendor contract th re is uncertmnty rﬁgardmg the ‘revenue
" sources that would be available to fund the system " The bill includes $750,000 PR in 1998-99.
' nd d;sbursement fee The $750 GGO amount is for six months "'_ the -

' -annuahzed est‘imatﬁ is _:$ 1__,5005900 I O

It is. possabie that szgmﬁcantly more revenue wﬂl be generated from- the. fee. The‘ :
' Depaxtment does not have’ information concemmg past collectwns of the fee at the county level;
however, data is avm}able regardmg _mllcctlons of the fee in calendar year 1997, Through Apnl
approxxmately S1. 8 mil}mn has. beén colle ted in 59 countws (1nc1udmg M:lwaukec County)
'Apni col!ectzons totaled a;}prommately. 25()000 The Department mdicates that data is not
'avaﬁabie for the other 13 co nties 'I’ius mformanon'snggests that annual z:ollectmns Gf the fee -

_ Other data also indicates that the $1.5 xmlkon estimate may be conservative, Accordmg
‘o DWD ‘there are an estimated 450:,000 chﬂd support orders in piace in. Wisconsin.  If the $25 -

i fee were coliec:ted for each of these orders, revenue,s from the fee. weuld totai $Ii 3 zmihon: o

am:ualiy The $1.5 mzihon annuahzed ﬁgure used in the budget bill 1mpim1t£y assumes that the
fee would be collected for approxnnately 13 3% of suppext orders. Since the KIDS cemputer

' system now mciudes the fee in bills sent to support obizgﬂrs it is hkely that revenues from the
'fee will increase. If the Department were able to collect the fee for 50% of support. oxdcrs,
revenues would total $5.7 million annually, which would be sufﬁcxent to fund the entire. receipt
and disbursement system without using state GPR and federal funds. The $5.7 million csﬁmate
may be optimistic; however, it appears that the' $1.5 million estimate used in the bill is too
conservative. After the Departinent gains more experience with the KIDS system, a more precise
estimate will be possible.
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Revenue from interest earned in the support collections trust fund is also uncertain. The
estimate of $112,500 SEG used in the bill assumes that annual child support collections processed
through the systern will be $864 million, that there will be an average of 3.8 days of "float” for
each payment and that the annualized return on the float would be 5%. The $864 million
estimate for total support collections is a 20% increase over the Department’s calendar year 1996
estimate at the time the budget figures were prepared ($720 million). Since that time, collections-
have increased more quickly than anticipated, primarily due to monthly billing through the KIDS-
computer system. If collections continue to increase, it is possible that interest earnings could
also exceed the amounts estimated in the bill.

3. As outlined above, the centralized receipt and disbursement system is required by
federal law. However, there is significant uncertainty regarding the costs of contracting with a
vendor to operate the system and the revenues that will be available to fund the system. It is
possible that revenues from the $25 support collection fee and interest earnings would be
sufficient to fund the system without using state GPR and federal matching funds. Therefore,
the Committee may wish to place the $117,100 GPR into its approprzation in 1998-99. If
necessary, the Department could request these funds, under s. 13.10, after additional information
is-available regarding the cost of the vendor contract and other revenue sources that will-be
available to fund the receipt and disbursement system.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide $117,100 GPR, $227,300
FED, $750,000 PR and $112,500 SEG in' 1998-99 for DWD to establish a statewide, automated- -
system for the receipt and disbursement of support. Approve the statatory modlﬁcanons relate:d__ -
to support recezpt and dlsbursement recommended by the Govemor : :

[ tematver " em  Ep PR sE6  TotAL|
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Base) $117,100 $227,300 $750,000 $112500 . $1,206,900°]
[Change io Bilf &0 80 50 . §o g0 1
P

2., Provide $750,000 PR and $112,500 SEG in 1998-99 for the centralized receipt and =~
disbursement system. Place $117,100 GPR in the Committee’s appropriation in'1998-99. These
monies could be released (along with federal matching revenues), under s 13.10, if it:is
determined that these funds will be necessary to fund the centralized receipt and dzsbursement_
system. Approve the statutory modifications recommended by the Governor. - e

Alternative 2 GPR FED PR se6 TOTAL |
1997.99 FUNDING (Change to Base)  $117,100 $207,300  S750000  $112,500 $1,206,900
[Change to Bill 50 $0 $0 s0 $0]

Prepared by: Rob Reinhardt
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APPENDIX

Statutory Changes Recommended by the Gaver_ni_.)rr Relatmg to
~ Centralized Receipt and Disbursement of Support. .

.’i-‘_hc_: failoﬁringg__ seqtioz{s oﬁﬁine ﬂm statutory chéng#s rccamcnded by '_the_ ':Go_v_crn:or
relating to centralized receipt and disbursement of child support. . . .

Receipt and Disbursement of Support

 Currently, all orders or judgments providing for temporary .or permanent maintenance,
child support or: family support.payments must direct payment to the clerk of court or support
collection desxgnee for the use of the person for whom the support has been awarded The bill

to cx;stmg crders or. Judgements) to be made to DWD or 1ts dcszgnm As under cum:nt law,
party securing an order for support would be requ;red to file the order, togﬂther w1th ail pleadmgs
in the ac:tmn, with the clerk of court.

_ Upon request af a county c}nld support agency, aftcr the ﬁlmg of an order or Judgment
or-the receipt of an interim disbursement order, the clerk of court would. be. rcqmred to advise
the agency of the terms of the order or judgment w:thm two. busmess days after the fihnc or

receipt. The county agency would have to, within the time reqmred by federai law electromcally
enter the terms of the order or Judgment into the statewxde support | data system County agencies
would also be reqmred to enter court-ordered revisions to any . order or Jaégment whxch is
mmntamed on the data system

e The bxll wmald also reqmre DWD or its des;gnee te dzsburse payments of support in the'
__manner required by federaE regulations.and to keep :eccrds on the amounts of money recewed

_.and disbursed. Cuxrentiy these activities are ;)crformed by the clerk ef court ar support coliecuon
designee. - S :

Under current law, if support payments are not paid at the time provided in the judgment

or order, the clerk of court or support collection designee or the fmly court commissioner must
take proceedings.as .the clerk or .collection deszgnee consuiers adwsable to secure payment,
including enforcement by contempt proceedings or by other means, In case any fees of officers
in any of the proceedings are not collected from the person procecdad against the fees must be
paid out. of the county treasury.upon Ihe order of the preszdm judge and cerﬁﬁsatwn by the
clerk of court or support collection designee. The bill would modify this. prowsion to refer to
DWD or its designee in the section relating to nonpayment of support and to require the county
child support agency (rather than the clerk of court or support collection designee) to initiate
proceedings for nonpayment. In addition, the bill would modify the provision regarding fees paid
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from the county treasury to require certification by DWD, rather than the clerk of court or
support collection designee.

Under current law, a court may order payment of attorney fees by a county in an action
in which the court finds that the record of payments and arrearages kept by the clerk of court or
the support collection designee is substantially incorrect and that the clerk of court or support
collection designee “has failed ‘to ‘correct the record within 30 days- after having received
information that the court detérmines is sufficient for making the cormrection. The bill ' would
modify this provision to allow courts to order DWD or its deszgnee to pay attorney fees 1f the
record of payments was incorrect.

" 'The bill would also’ reqmre DWD or its designee to assume responsibility for the
following’ actwmes that are now perfonned by clerks of court or support collection de31gnees
(a) hoidmg ovcrpaymems of support in ‘certain circumstances; (b) recelvzng and disbursing
'payments for health care expenses “and keeping a record of all moneys teceived and disbursed
for such expenses and (c) recelvmg and dzsbursmg payments of mterest on overdue chﬂd suppart

(1. 5% per month) ' : - L

Currcntiy, each order for child support, family support or mamtenance payments must
mc}ude an order that the payer and payee notify the clerk of court or support collection designee
of any change ‘of ‘address within ten days. The payer also must nt)tafy the clerk or collection
deszignec wzthm ten’ da,ys, of any change of employer and of any substantial change in the
paycr s zncome that affects his or her ability ‘to pay suppon The bill'would ‘modify this
'provzszon to’ reqmre notlﬁcatmn of the county ch;ld support agency, rather than the clerk’ of courts
or support collection deszgnee ' -

L Under current law rega:dmg mterstate chﬂd suppozt enforcement a suppcrt cnforccment L
'agency or a tnbuna} of this state ‘must disburse promptly any amotnts received-under a support
‘order, as directed by the ‘order.” The agency ‘or tribunal must furnish'to a requesting’ party or
tribunal of another state a ‘certified statement by the custodian of the record of the amounts and
dates. of all payments received. The bill would modify this provision to also allow DWD’s

desi_g;nge_ :o pcr_fgrm_ t_f_lese activ_ities.

The current prcmsmn aliowmg county boards to designate child support collection
de:ngnees in place of clerks of court would be repealed In addition, the bill would delete an
_exzstmg prov1smn reqmng clerks of court or support collection des;gnees to transfer payment
' recerds to other counties if an enforcement or modification petmon motion or ‘order to show
"cause is filed in that other caunty for an orcier that ongmaliy was ﬁled m the caunty of the clerk
or coﬂecnon deszgnee ' e
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_.State Intercept Programs

Under current 1aw, fo: ;:urpases of the tax mtemept pregram c}nld support deimquencaes
or Gutstandmg amounts owed for past support, medical expenses and birth expenses are certified
to DWD by county clerks. of court or collection designees. - DWD then certifies the appropriate
amounts to DOR. Amounts recovered from tax refunds or credits by DOR are forwarded to
DWD, which distributes these funds to clerks of court and collection designees. - The funds are
then distributed to the obligee. The bill would require DWD to certify child support

-delinquencies directly to.DOR for the tax intercept program. :DOR would-be required to send
intercepted tax refundsor credits to DWD or its designee for distribution to the-obligee. The bill
would also require DWD-to notify DOR of any collection of a debt: that has been certified for
tax.intercept. . Currently, the clerk of court or support collecuon demgnae must nonfy DWD of
such. cell@cﬂons DWD.then reparts this information-to DOR. - R S

Under tha bﬁi amounts of unpald suppert wnhhe,ld by D()A from cartmn state payments
would be paid : to DWD or its designee for distribution to the obhgee ‘Under current law, such
funds are. first transferred from DOA to DWD and then distributed to the clerk of court or-
_collectmn desagnee fer payment to the ebhgee . T T

o F detenmne whether a. person is delmquent in: suppert for purposes of w;thho}mng unpazci
support from lottery prizes. Cumrent law does not include a reference to the I)epamnent 3
designee under this provision.

Income Withholding

Current}y, court orders for. support and certain related costs. censtitute an assignment of .

'ali eammgs _pension’ bcnefits unempioyment compensation, worker’s compensation, lottery prizes
that are payable in installments and other money due or o -be due in-the future to the clerk of
court or support collection designee of the county where the action is filed. The bill would
provide that the 2551gnment of these sources of income. would, instead, be to DWD or its
designee. The bxll would: also require- amounts-of support wathheld from .income to be sent to
DWD or its dcmgnee rather than to the clerk of court or suppﬂrt coll@cixon d351gnee Liso

Presant law rcquxres courts to pmv1de notice o‘f the a$51gnment of income t0 the
iast—known address of the person from whom the payer receives or will receive money.. If the
clerk of court or support collection designee does not receive. the money from the person notified,
.the court must provide notice of the assignment to.any. other person from whom the. payer
receives or will: receive money. . The bill would specify .that. the notices required under this
provision could.be provided by a family court commissioner or county child support agency,
instead of just by the court. In addition, the reference to clerk of court and support collection
designee in the section regarding nonpayment would be changed to DWD or its designee.
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Under current Iaw 1f an empioyer who receives an as&gnm&m ef income for ncnpayment. o
of support fa:;ls 10 netify the clerk of court or support collection designee within ten days after
L cmp},oye is tanmnated or: 0therwxse Jeaves: empleyment ‘the: empioyer ‘may be proceeded
-against for contempt of court. ‘The bill would Tequire smplﬁyers to provide this notice: to DW{) -
: er :ﬁzs deszgnee rather than t@ the cierk of court or support coilectmn deszgnee SULAS

-'}T‘ransfers fram Deposit Accoum

Under cunem law if tha court or thc famﬁy court comxmssmner detemnnes that income
'wzthheldmg is mapphcable, ineffective or insufficient to ensure. payment of support, the court or
‘commissioner: may: faque the paysar o ;dentxfy or’ estabhsh a deposit account that: allows for
penorjhc transfers of funds The: ‘payer must file with the financial institution an authonzation for
transfer from the account to the clérk of court or: support collection designee. The authorization
must mciude the payﬁr 's consent for the financial institution to disclose information to the court, .

“famaly court cormms _ener elerk of court or
----account g

The blﬁ would medzfy these provxsions to requxre payment frem the account to be nmde- i
to {)WZ) orits deszgnﬁe and to require consent for disclosure of information to the county child
snpport agency, DWDor {)‘W}Z)’s deSIgnee ‘rather than to the clerk of eam“z or support collection
'-'dﬁSlgnf:e T addltion it the account is'closed or if no funds are available at'the time ‘of transfer,
“the- fmancaai mstitutlcm weuld be required to notify ‘the county chﬂd support agency, DWD er'
DWD § de:51gnee L i : :

Racexpt and I)stursement Fee

':-snpport coliezcﬁoﬁ des1gnee regaa‘chng the depaslt o

) ren _}aw the'_ ler_ '.of court or szapport coHection dﬁSignee collects an annual fee -
of up to $2S from-each party ‘ordered ‘to ‘pay: support for- receiving and disbursing support-" T

payments and mamtalmng reqmred records Thzs fee wouid be repeaied undcr the bzli

rece;vmg and disbursmg mamtenance, chﬁd sn;:por{ or famﬁy suppart payments and for'
mamtammg the rﬁqmred paymem records. “The fee. wouid be payabie at the time of, and in
addition to, the first ‘payment to DWD or its d&szgne:e in each year for which payments are
ordered: *All fees collected imnder this prowsmn would be deposited in DWD’s appropriation for
fees related tostate’ child support operations.” ~The court or family court comrnissioner ‘would
have to notify each party ‘of the requirement o' pay the fee and of the amount of the fee. If the
fee is not pa;id When due ‘the Ee;aartment or ‘its designee cmﬁd not ‘deditct the fee fromthe
maintenance: or’ c}nld or fa:mly support. payment ‘but: ceuid move the court for a remedial
sanctxon er appiy R} the cem“t o1 fa:tm}y ceurt camnusswner far an’ assignment ef mccrme
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Statewide Starting Date =~

If DWD determines that the statewide receipt and dishursement system will be operatmnal
before October: 1;71999, the: Bepaﬂ.ment ‘would: have to. pubhsh a-notice:in-the - Wisconsin
--Admimstramfa Register: that states the date. on- winch the syste,m ‘will-begin operating: Before
that date ‘or October 1,1999; whichever is: earlier, the. circuit. courts, county. child support
agencles, clerks ‘of court:and empioyers would be reqmred 10 caoperate with the- Department in
any measures taken to ensure an efficient and: orderly trans;tmn from the cozmty system of receipt

_ and disbursement to the statewide system.- b o g

Suppert Callectmn,s Trust Fund Approprlatmn Changes

’I‘he bﬂl would create a segre:gated sup;aert coliecmms tmst fnnd to conszst cf aﬁ Moneys
--recelved by D‘W}) or its‘designee under a judgement or order in an.action affecting the family,
;_mciudmg incomeé w:{thhoidmg ‘payments and other support-and. maintenance: payments that are’ '
'-'cummﬂy dmected to the clerk {af caurts ot suppert cuilectzon des:gnee - '

The bzli weuid crcate two SEG appropnatwm from the support coilectmns trust fund

a. A cennnumg app:opnauon for the recelpt and dlsbursement of support payments
to which all monies received by. the fund (except for interest earnings) would -be credited. These
- funds would be’ disbursed to the ‘persons for whom the: payments are.awarded. -If the support-has
‘been- assigned to- the 'state because the parentis a recipient .of public assistance, the amounts .
'_ceﬂected would be transferred to the PR appropriation: descnbed below. Estimated dasbursemsnts_
under t}ns appropnaﬁon wouiﬁ oot be mciuded in the Chaptez 29 agpropnaiwns schedule of the"
--:statutes R = s T o

b A sum’ sufficzent appropnauon equal to the fund’s jnterest eannngs whmh would.-
“'be used for: costs' associated with receiving and disbursing maintepance and child and family
suppc)rt payments, mcludmg any contract costs and. fer costs assocxated with any other suppert _
enforcement functmn

'i‘he bill would create a program revenue-—servzcea (PR~S) approprzatmn for chﬁd suppcrt_ _
transfers, which would be funded with all maneys transferred from the SEG appropriation for
child: support receipt and disbursement. ~The. amounts: transferred would be child ‘support
collections that have been:assigned to:the state by: recipients of AFDC, foster care aid or kinship
~‘care assistance or by participants in“W-2: employment: gosatwns - These -funds would be
distributed for the support of dependent children in accordance with applicable federal and state
statutes, federal regulations and state rules. The bill would repeal the Department s current PR
appropriation for child support coliected on behalf of families receiving public assistance:
Immediately before the date of notice published by DWD for start-up of the centralized receipt
and disbursement system or October 1, 1999, whichever is earlier, the unencumbered balance in
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the current appropriation would be transferred to the new PR appropriation for child support
transfers.

- The biil would modify the Department’s GPR general program operations appropriation
1o ‘cover costs associated with receiving and-disbursing support and .support-related payments,
including ‘any ‘contract costs. In addition, DWD’s .program revenue appropriation- for child
support state.operations would-be modified to: (a) deposit funds from the $25 annual fee 10 be
charged by the Department; and (b) specify that funding from this appropriation could be used
for costs associated with receiving and disbursing support and support-related payments, including
any contract costs.

The current PR appropriation for collections of delinquent support through state intercept
programs would be moved from miscellaneous appropriations to-DWD.: In addition, the bill
would specify that the appropriation -would- receive all monies from DOR and DOA for child
support, maintenance, medical expenses or birth expenses under the state intercept provisions,
to be distributed in accordance with state law and federal regulations.  Previously ithese funds.
were dxstnbuted to clerks of court for allocatxon to the payee.

Statutory Clarxﬁcatlons

Under current law child - support enforcement activities (other than recezpt and
disbursement) are performed at'the local level by county child support-agencies, under contract
‘with DWD. - The statutes refer to these agencies in a number of different ways; such as:"county
designee” or “child support program-designee.” - The bill would change: these terms to "county
child support agency” to make references to these agencies consistent throughout. the statutes.
The bill would also specify that a county board couid not deszgnate the county clerk of court as
.thc county chlid support agency : SR -

The b}li wouid aiso COITect a Cross ;eference relating to orders for mechca] coverage of
a child. . : -

Effectwe Dates

In: general these provisions would take effect on the earlier of (a} Dctober 1, 1999; or (b)
the day DWD publishes notice in the Administrative Register, if the Department determines that
the - statewide automated support and maintenance receipt and disbursement system will be
operational before October -1, 1999. However, the provisions which would clarify references
regarding county child support agencies would take effect on the day after publication of the bill.
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Paper #991 o ~ 1997-99 Budget . . May?27, 1997

To:  Joint Committee on Finance

From Bob Lang, Dlrector o
' Legzslatlve Fiscal Bureau

| ISSUE
KIDS Computer System (Workforce Deveiopment -- Clnld Snpport)

[LFB Summary Page 706 #l]

CURRENT LAW

Under federal law, every state must have a certified statewide automated child support
system in place by October 1, 1997. This date is an extension from previous federal law, which
required the automated systems to be in place by October 1, 1995. The Kids. Information Data
System (KIDS) was developﬁd to replace the previous automated child. suppo;rt system, which did

}-not meet the federal requirements. . Since January, 1993, the State has. centxa.cted with }Integrated
:Systems Salutzons Corparation (ISSC) to cievelop the KIDS systcm m Wzscensm i

. Stam operation of the KiDS system is. generally funded at.a 66/34 federalistate match
Federal Jfunding for the development and conversion. of automated. chxid support systezns is
avaalablﬁ at an'enhanced 90/10 federal/state match untll October 1,:1997; for axpenses mcluded
in advance planning documents submitted before September 30, 1995 Pt i

: - The recent-federal welfare reform- Icgzslaﬁon (P.L. 104~193 ‘the Pﬁtﬁﬁﬁai Respx}ns1b1hty
and Wark Opportunity Reconciliation: Act of 1996) imposes-a number of new reguirements on
states-relating to child support enforcement; some of which:will necessitate changes to'the KIDS
system. -Federal funding for system modifications required by the new law:will be provided at
an-enhanced 80% rate until September 30, 2001.- However, the enhanced. fundmg is-capped at
$400 million’ over this period. - Allocations 1o states will be distributed based on-a formula set
in federal regulations which takes into account the relative size of state child support caseloads
and the level of automation needed to meet the federal requirements.
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The federai Department of E-Ieaith and Human Services (HHS) is required to’ promuigate
fmal regulanons for implementation of the new requirements for automated systemns by August
22, 1998. System modifications required by the new federal provisions must be in place by
October 1, 2000. However, the October 1, 2000, deadline will be extended by one day for each
day that HHS fails zoﬁmeet the deadline for final regulations.

Operation of the KIDS system is conducted by ISSC and state staff in the Bureau of
Information Technology Services (B}TTS) wzthm the Department of Workforce Development. The
base funding level for the KIDS system is $5,438,800 GPR and $8,309,100 FED.

GOVERNOR

Provide $5.827,800 GPR and $12,384,300 FED in 1997-98 and $5,571,400 GPR and
$10,886,200 FED. in 1998-99 for the KIDS system. With the base funding noted above, total funding
would be increased to $31 960008 ($11 266,600 GPR and .$20,693,400 FED) in }997 98 and
$30 205,500 ($11 010,200 GPR and $19,195,300 FED) in 1998-99 These funds would be used for

. cugomg operation of the system and enhancements to the system requlred by the 1996 federal

o tasks specified below.

Echsianen

DISCUSSION POINTS

Federal faw’ reqmres state chﬁd support agenczes to- have in operatlon a smg]e statewide
'.-automated data’ processmg and mformatlon rcmeval system which has the capabzhty to perfonn the .

Program Management. “The: system ‘must pérform functionis- specxﬁed by HHS relating to
management-of the state chxld support program, mciudmg (a) controlling and’ accountmg for use of
‘federal, state and local funds-in- carxymg ‘out the ] program and {b) mamtaimﬁg the data necessary to
meet fedcrai repomng requzremems on- a timely basis. -

" Calculation of Perfamance Ind;catam. “In-order to enable HHS to determine federal child
-support incentive payments and penalty adjustments, the state agency must use the automated system
o+ (a) maintain the requisite: data .on state performance with respect to paternity establishment and
«child:-support-enforcement in the state;-and:(b) calculate the paternity establishment percentage of the
state for each fiscal year. States also must have in place systéms controls-to-ensure the completeness

and reliability of, and ready access to, the data described in (a) and'the accuracy of - the calculations
described in (b). : . oL _ Ny .

Information Integrity and Security. State agencies must have in effect safegnards on the
integrity, accuracy, and completeness of, access to, and use of data in the automated systems. Such
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‘safeguards must include the following (in addition to such other safeguards as HHS may specify in
regulations): (a) written policies concerning access to data by state agency personnel, and sharing of
data with other persons; (b) systems controls(such as passwords or- block of fields) to ensure strict
-adherence to the written yohcms ©. routine monitoring of access to and use of the: automated system,
' through methods such as audlt trails, and feedback mechanisms, to guard againstand prompﬂy identify
: unauthonzed accass or.use; ). procedures to-ensure -that all. personnel (mcludmg state and Jocal
' agcncy staff and coniracts) who, _nay have access to-or be requiréd to-use confidential pmgram data
are mfarmed of applzcabic requzremﬂnts and penalties, . and are adequately ‘trairied " in security
procedures and (e) administrative penaiues (up to and including dismzssal fmm employment} for
' unauthanzed access to, or dlsclosurc or use of, confidential data:. :

*'Other Federal i’roviisiﬂns. Many__of Ih__f_: chi_i_d sup;;cr.t :re‘tluirementsf adopted in the 1996
federal legislation will require usage of, and modifications to, statewide data systems. The budget bill
includes a number of modifications to state law that are intended to-conform with the new federal
requzrements The major fedcrai provisions. that will impact the KIDS system include centralized
~receipt: and dzsbursement of chxld support . payments the :state dzrectory of new ‘hires, financial

" “institution data matches and changcs regarding the distribution of child support assigned to the state

by pubii}c asszstance recapzents Other federa§ provisions that will affect the KIDS systcm include
" requirements’ raga.rdmg the collection and use of social security ‘numbers, demial and’ suspension of -
drivers’ licenses and professzonal ‘occupational and recreational licenses and procedures regarding
paternity establishment. More information on these federal requirements and the related state
provisions can be found in the Legislative Fiscal -Bureau summary of the Governor’s budget
recommendations. Most of the enforcement provisions required by federal law have been removed
from the bill as nonfiscal policy items and are being. drafted as-separate bills. «

B Current 'Status_ef tiw K:ds System

Smce 3 anuary, 1993 the state has contracted w;th Integmted Systems Sﬂiutmns Corpcrauon
to’ deve,}op the KIDS' system in Wisconsm _At.the time the:1995-97 ‘biennial budget was being
‘debated, the Depamnent exp&cted to begm 1mpie:mantat10ﬁ of KIDS on the weekend of August 5,
1995, when 37 counties were to be. breught on-line.  The: remalmng counties-were to-be’ added in

September, with' Milwaukee County added on the weekend of September 30, 1995 to compiete the
1mplemantatmn phase e s R B E

By October, 1995 the mzpiementatmn schedule had beem meved bat:k by thiee months. It
was ‘anticipated ‘that all counnes would be connected by the end of December, 1995. ‘The schedule
‘was deiayed inorder to gwe ceuntzes a tine&-—month pilot. penod Also, ISSC was’ behmd schedule
“in system development, : ERTRE N - AR

In June, 1996 the Department mézcatf:d that 42 counties had bean cmmected to the system
-~ and that statéwide 1mplementatmn would be ﬁm:her delayed until. September; 1996: The remaining
30 counties were to be added between Juiy and September. Milwaukee Connty was' to be'one of the
last counties connected to the system. According to the Department, the further delay resulted from
the need for additional support and training at the county level and technical changes to the system
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to address county concerns Tegarding its operation. S_tatcwi_dg; implementation of the system was
- accomplished on September 4, 1996. .+ .. 1o 0 o e

.. Issc completed initial development of the System in December, 1995, and performed system =
enhancements under a: warranty ‘contract ‘which was (0 expire at the end of 1996. However, the
Department. has. extended: its: contract with ISSC until ‘end of 1997." 1SSC staff will continue to
modify the system to respond to county concerns, do other state-specific work (items not required by

 federal law) and implement the change orders requirsd by the new federal provisions. ISSC will also
‘be retained during.this period for ongoing maintenanée of the system along with state personnel.
ISSC’s warranty has been extended until the end of calendar year 1997, _The Department expects to
achieve federal certification of the pre-1996 federal requirements sometime in 1997: an on-site review
for federal certification occurred in April, 1997. Currently, 12 states have received federal

_ certiﬁz_:atic_}r}, and-certification is pending in two states.

... .. During. deliberations' on' the 1995-97 biensia] budget, it was uncertain whether ongoing
operation of the KIDS system would be conducted by a private vendor, state staff or 2 combination.
of private and state resources. - The Department now anticipates that the current contract with ISSC
will be extended beyond the December, 1997, ending date, and that ongoing maintenance of the
system will continue to be performed by ISSC along with state employes and other contract staff

) C . .Leg.is;!éﬁ?e-:Audit of the KIDS SYSté_m

Since the KIDS system was implemented statewide last ESeiﬁi:éiﬁbéf_; a number of concerns have
been expressed by parents, clerks of court and county child support agencies regarding problems
encountered in operation of the system. These include delays in the distribution of tax intercept funds

e to families, the need for manual processing and intervention

COS(_; of the system and.the potential loss' of 3fede;'"a§_"'g:'hil_'c_ijsn}i}ﬁo&j:i&_;céﬁﬁﬁé_s__' atthe .:¢0unt51 level,
. because. the system may reduce the cost-effectiveness of ':lécaif'-gnquégmcni_'aé;_i:}iyit_i.ﬁs_. o :

In response to these concerns, the Joint Legislative Audit Connni’tte_:e approved an audit of the
system by the Legislative Audit Bureau on March 6, 1997. The Audit Bureau indicates that it will
conduct a wide-ranging review of the KIDS system. iiaélﬁdihg"its'dévgippment_aﬁd_impiementation,

its effect on child support collection efforts, state oversight of the contract with ISSC and strategies
that DWD.-could use as it begins to modify the system to bring it into ‘compliance with the new
federal requirements. The portion of the audit regarding development and implementation will
specifically cover the history of System development, including information about the previous

system;: the process used in implémenting KIDS, including efforts to assist county staff; the types of
problems that have occurred since start-up, and the réasqgé'_f(};_"i_hésé_ problems; the process through
which . problems are identified; catalogued “ahd pﬁbxiﬁ'zed’;'__ 'an'ii:':DWD’s_':_Progmss in. addressing
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problems for which it is responsible, including the extent to WhiCh inadequacies of the system remain

to. be addrassed

The audlt was started dunng the week of March 17 and is expecied to require at Ieast Six
_months for complﬁtxim The}:efore the fmaI report wm probabiy net be avallable uﬁtll nexi faii

'D.  Governor’s Budg&tB:il |

The following table outlines the Governor’s recommendation.”

Recommended KIDS Funding for the 1997-99 Biennium

1997-98 1998-99
GPR: - FED . .. TOTAL o GPR - FED TOTAL
Cont:"acmr Fees . o B
Ongoing Systcm antenance ' '$:2',GO3,30'D '$3,808; 400" - $5:906; 700 $2 008 300 $3.898400  $5,906,700
Change Orders Required by Fc(ieral Law * TFT60000- 3,040,000 - 3, 800, 000 646 4000 2,033,000 2,679,500
Other System Modifications ' 87,700 170,300 258,0(39 - 87,700 174,300 238,000
BITS Costs _ [
State Staff : 710,600 1,580,600 2,201,200 ° BI1,300- 1574700 - 2,386,000
Cap;m%nstailancnﬂnfrastmcwm GBI 251,900 .- 489000 ST40800 - o TE O L0 : O
800 Number/Help Desk/ Voice Response . . .205,000 . . 397,900 602,900 205,000 398 009 603,000
Local Area Network Servlce B 241,200 . 468 200 ' 700 400 _ 243 400 482 300 730,700
Mamtenance ' 14,700 28,600 43,300 15,200 29400 44,600
DWD System Fee' 38,500 1. 74700 7 i113,2000 o s 39,600 S UTT0007 0 116,600
Info'l“ech Charges _ o - _
Mainframe - 4479700 . 6172300 10,652,000 . 4479700 6,172,300 10,652,000 '
“E-Mail - 340000 U66,0000 4 100,000 7 23,5000 45600 69,100
'I‘alecammumcatmns 572,000 691,100 CE263100 548 400 632:500. 11,180,900
SupphesandSemces_ _ e e
Centralized Mailing 1,124,100 LI82,100° 3,306,200 LIST.800 2,247,600 3405400
Credit Bureau Reports © -~ OO0 330000 50,000 SET000: T EAR000: 050,000
General Supplies and-Services . - o J21:900 - 1A01.200 . 2.123,100 F21800 . 1401200 _ 2.123.160
Total KIDS Budget $11266600 $20693400 $31960,000 ~ $11,010200 $19,195,300 $30,205,500
Base Fundmg Level - 5438 800 8309:100 - 13.747.900 5.438.800 8,309:100. 13,747.900
Increased Funding Recommended $5.827.800 $12384,300 $18212,100  $5571,400 $10.886,200 $16,457,600

“As'noted, base level funding for KIDS is $13.7 million {$5.4 million GPR and $8.3 million

FED). The bill would increase funding to $32.0 million ($11:3 million GPR and $20.7 million
FEDj) in" 199798 and $30:2 million ($11.0-million GPR and $19:2 million FED) in 1998-99.
These amounts aré higher than the base funding ievei by $18.2 mxiimn all*funds in the ﬁrst year
and $16.5 million all funds in the second year: : :
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Hewever the base fundmg level sxgmﬁcantly understates the amounit currcnt}y budgeted _
for the system in 1996-97, which is $34.5 million ($11.8 million GPR and $22.7 million FED).
This occurs because the base funding does not include $2{} 8 million ($6.4 rmihon GPR and
$14 4 mﬂhon FEI)) wb;ch was author;zeé at the Cornmmee $ Becember 1996, 5. 13.10 meeting-
to cover costs of the system ‘during the last six months of the 1996-97 fiscal year. Compared to -
this highe:r ‘budgeted amount, the Governor’s recommendation would decrease funding by $2.5
million ($0.5 rmlhon GPR and $2.0 million FED) in 1997-98 and $4.3 million. (30.8 million GPR
and $3.5 million FED) in 1998-99. The following sections describe each of the components of
the KIDS budget recommendation outlined in the table. .

Contractm; Fees

: Tiae ':C'}é{féx"ﬁer's rccommendz{tibn mcludes $9,964,700 in 1997-98 and $8,844,200 for
contractor fees.. 'I’hls funding would be paid to ISSC for maintenance of the system, change -

. orders rcquested by counties and associated with the transition to the Wisconsin’ “Works (W“Z)-" T

'-.'.-'_...pmgram and changc orders necessztated by thc new federa} provzsmns

Transxtwnal Systems Mamtenance. Fundmg for i:ransmonal systems mmntenance is
- $5,906,700: ($2,008,300 GPR -and $3,898,400 FED) in each year, which is the same amount
approved for 1996-97 at the Committee’s December:s. 13.10 meeting. This funding would be
‘paid to° ISSC for ongomg maintenance of the system, along with BITS staff and other contract
. staff, and is based on the current contract with ISSC for calendar year 1997. As noted, the

e }Dcpanment expects. to extend its contract with ISSC to provide these services through the 1997-

99 blenmum

Weifare’ Reform Change {)rders. ﬂs Decemher 1996 request the Dep _

& -esumated that the new federal provisions will reqmre change orders to the KIDS system costmg-

approxxmately $11,500,000 all funds over the next three years. Three areas of federal law
account for about $8,700,000 of this total: the requirement for a state directory of new’ hmss,"
- modifications xegm‘dmg the dlsmbunon of child support. (including . reqmred centralized. receipt
- and. dxsbursement) and the requirement for states to enter into agreements with: financial
__mstituuons to. develap an automated data mat;:h system to be used in securing the assets. of

- delinquent child support thgors “The remaining $2,800, 000'in change orders relate to a mumber

_ of other new federal provisions; including requirements regarding the collection and use of social .
security numbers, denial and suspension of dnvers hcenses and prefessmnal lzcenses a.nci _
preceéures regarding paternity establishment.

- Many.of the federal requirements have short time frames.. For example, the state directory
of new hires must be established and operational by April 1, 1998 -ByMay. 1, 1998, each state
-directory must conduct automated matches of the social security numbers of reported cmpleyes
against the social security. numbers: of records.in the state.child. s_up;:t_c)xt_ case registry and report
specified information to the state child support agency. A centralized receipt and disbursement
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system must be in effec;t by October I 1999 Federal 1aw requires most of the other new
- provisions to be in effect by April 1, 1998.

The Department’s December request provided $5,000,000 to begin implementing these
change orders in 1996-97 A portion of this funding :($2,500,000) was. placed into unallotted
reserve because it was not certam how much the change orders required by federal law would

. costand how much of thzs work could be completed durmg the: last six months of 1996 97.

The budgat recommendatxon 1n<:ludes $3 800 000 ($76{} O(}O GPR and $3 040,000 FED) in
1997-98 and $2,679.500 ($646,400 GPR and $2,033,000 FED) in 1998-99 to cover the remainder
of the $11,500,000 total cost of the change orders. - The total cost of.the modifications and the
antzmpated cempleuon dates are still uncertain. DWD indicates that-it is in the ‘process of
prepating a more precise work schaduie and cost estimates for the welfare reform change orders.
It should also be noted that the federal fundmg for these expenses is budgeted at the enhanced:

' '80% rate allowed under the welfaxe reform. leg;slatlon However, because the enhanced federal
funding’ for all: states is capped at $400 million, the De;aartment may have to fund a portion of
- the c:hange ‘orders usmg 66% fecieral funds whmh could ingrease the amount of GPR that will
“be'needed. The potent;al increase could be in the. range. of $500,000; however; at thlS time it

' does not appaax that an adjustment shouid be. made to account for this factor '

Other System Modifications. The budget includes $258 000 ($87 7{}0 GPR and $170,300
FED) in each year for modifications to the CARES computer system for economic support
programs. These changes are intended to ensure that the CARES system is compatible with the
KIDS system. The funding amount reflects the cost of two programmers from the CARES
ccmractor (})eloﬂte and Touche) for 2,016 hours per year at:$64 per hour. -

BI’I’S Casts

State Staff. The bill includes $1,803,000 ($613 00{) GPR and SI 190 009 FED) in 1997-98
.and $1 883,100 ($640, 300 GPR and $1, 242 800 FED) in 1998—99 for existing state positions and
‘contract staff that work with §SSC on mamtcnanca of thﬁ system and certain modifications.” The
first- year amount  is ‘based on 18, 5 posluons workmg 1,705 hours per:year at' a cost of
approximately $57 pcr ‘hour. The second yeax amount assumes an increase of 3% to account for
inflation. These positions are generally state BITS employes; however, contract staff may also
be used. The Department indicates that the second year amount is overstated by $28,700 ($9 800
GPR and $18 900 FED}, thcrefore the Comnnttec could dﬁiete these funds

The: proposed budget also mciudes $488 2{}0 {$9’? 60(} GPR a.nd $39{} 60{} FED} in £997 98
and $502,900 ($171,000 GPR and $331 900 FED) in 1998-99 for five. additional contract staff
to work with ISSC on the welfare reform change orders. The funding amounts are based on the
same assumptions outlined above for the current 18.5 positions. It should be noted that the first
year amount recommended by the Governor assumes that 80% federal funding will be available
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f{}if_tjhcse positions while _the:secan_d_yc?ar amount reflects the general 66% matching rate. Béé'&us_é '
enhanced 80% federal funding will be provided in both years, GPR funding can be reduced by .
$70,400 in- 1998-99.- A

Other BITS Costs, - ‘The chemor’srecommendauon mcludes fundmg of -$740,900

- {8251,900 GPR and $489,000 FED) in 1997-98 for upgrades to the data processing hardware and

o infrastructure -that is used for the KID S system No funding would be provided in the second
~year.  The ‘Department indicates that these funds are. for ongoing replacements of computer
equipment, and that it would prefer to have this funding split between the two fiscal years,

Therefore, this item could be modified to provide $370,400 in 1997-98 and 1998-99. -

« - -The bill includes $602,900 ($205,000 GPR and $397,900 FED) in each year for the KIDS
- help desk, 800 number and automated voice response unit. These figures are based on usage of
. these services during the first three months of 1996-97, with a_ 10% increase in each year. In
 addition, the bill provides $709,400 ($241,200 GPR and $468,200 FED) in 1997-98 and $730,700

(8248400 GPR and $482,300 FED) for the KIDS share of cos ts of the local area network

. operated by DWD’s Division of Administrative Servi s. Computer equipment maintenance costs

are estimated at $43,300 in the first year and $4. ,600 in the second year, based on current

- . maintenance expenses. Finally, funding of $113,200 (38,500 PR and $74,700 FED) in 1997-98

.. and$116,600 (39,600 GP R and $77,000 FED) in'1998-99 would be provided for the KIDS share
of the costs of DWD’_S_ mmnframe computer. e e
._ --.iﬁ.f?’??‘?h:ﬁharges S

'rfhe;’iﬁfdrcch;_gndgm:5‘h¢1‘ﬁdes.-f;-l'e'fée*paia% to DOA for mainframe services, electronic mai]

and connection to the consolidated data network (CDN), ‘he annual mainframe fee is estimated

2 SI0652000 (S4.479,700 GFR and 5617200 FED), whieh 5 3 son pers oL
- $S’,'73_5=390':5éﬁiéﬂﬂt-'..bndgeted:'fé'rf 1996-97. Mainframe charges are based on usage of the system.

The Department indicates that mainframe usage in the current year has significantly exceeded the .

Cooun: curtently budgeted.  Therefore, supplemental funding -may be requested at the

: __-_.C_pm:r_-ﬁifl:teﬁe’s--ﬁex;-c;aeirét&rly s. 13.10'meeting. Th t amounts

also be t00 low; however, DWD indicates that it isn _

at this time. - If ‘usage continues to' exceed the estimates, the Department could ‘Tequest

. supplemental funding under section 13.10 o reallocate other revenues for mainframe fees. -

Of necessary 1o adjust these funding amounts .

. Itis uncertain why usage of mamframesemces hasaxceeded ;&I_ar_;e estimated Jevel. One
explanation may be that the difficuliies’ experienced by county staff in using the system have
contributed to the higher rates. If this is the case, mamframccests .may decline as. local staff

become more familiar with thé?’syéﬁem“’aﬁd 1mpmvcments are made to the system.  The Audit
‘Bureau report may provide additional En_’fimﬁati@}hf,rfé_'g'_ar:d__ipg'__ﬂéi_s_____u_i;f.s-gg,_ i e
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Thie Budpet for sl servisos provaded by InfoTech is $m0m ($34000 GPR and

$66 000 FED):in 1997-98 and $69, 100: ($23,500 GPR and $45,600 FED) in 1998-99. The lower -
fundzng amount in the second year. reﬂects that the ;Department intends to ehmmate E-maﬂ f{)}:
--commamcauens wzth countxes and mst&ad usc an Inzemet«based system L :

The bﬁl aiso mcludes $1 263 1(}0 ($572()00 (}PR and $691 100 FED} in 1997-98 and:
$1,180 ,500- ($548 400 GPR and 3632 50{) FED) in i998~99 for Zelecommumcauons These funds
Late’ pnmamiy for connection to the CDN. In addztwn, $291 100 ($99,000-GPR and $192, 100
FED) wotild bﬁ prcv:ded in-each year for an ‘equipment charge by DOA: This charge is bemg
paid off over three years, from 1996-9’7 to 1998-»99 In the fui:ur& ‘these charges will be mch:ded'
in the fee for mmnframe services.

Supphes and Servxces o

S HPPhes and sarvxces fundmg mcludas:-expenscs for centralized: maﬁmg of chxld suppon' i _
bﬂis and statements The ammmts in the bill ‘assume that 9. 2 mﬂlmn pieces of mail wl_ll__ _ba
“processed in each year at a cost of 3 ents each, with an ‘annual 3% ‘adjustment for o

- The bill also mcludr:s $50 809 in each year for credit burean reporis regardmg mdzv;dnals_who L

are delinquent i in paymg child suppozi Fmaliyg base: fundmg of $2,123,100 ($721,900 GPR and:
$1,401,200. FED) would connnue to be prowded for. gcnera} supplzes and. Services associated with
thesystem : : i o U

B 'Smméry- =

“ The 'E“K;IDS s}fstem-- hasl-:.-fbeen ' iberaung ot a 'stazewxda_ basxs since September '-:-*1:996
'Althoug- man' of the costs associated with the system are more predictable than they were lﬂ'::- S
‘previous years, there is still uncertmnty regardmg several iterns in the proposed budget ‘primarily

~expenses” relatmg to welfare reform ‘change’ orders “and ‘usage’ of ‘the- InfoTech ‘mainframe

‘computer. In addition, the Legislative Audit Bureau is ‘conducting a comprehensive evaluation

of the KB)S systﬁm mciudmg areview of probiems that have been: expenenced with the systemi :
since its 1mpiementauan As noted, the Ancht Bureau $ report wﬂl prebabiy not be available until
next fall Bf:cause of. these factors thﬁ Cammzttee may wish to pmvzde sufﬁc;em GPR fundmg 5

to DWD to cover the cost of operatmg the system dunng the first six menths of the 1997-98-
fiscal year. The rema;mng ‘state funds. fer 1997-98 and all c}f the state funds for 1998-99' could
be placed into the Committee’s' appropmatwn for release; under 5:713.10, at-a later date after the_
audit has been cempleted and additional” mf@rmaﬁcn is avazlab}e regariimg mainframe charges

and the }I}epartment 5 pmgress in zm;ﬁementmg the weifare referm change ordﬁrs ' '

Prior to piacmg funds mm the Comm;ttee s appropnanon the amounts recommendeci by
the Governor could be modified to: 7. = AL e s
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~a. - Decrease funding by $28,700 ($9 800. GPR and $18,900 FED) in 1998-99 1o
eliminate excess funds for current BITS staff;

b.  Replace $70,400 of GPR funding with $70.400 FED in 1998-99 to reflect the
continued availability of enhanced federal funds for staff involved in welfare reform change
orders; and - : S

_ Provxde $370 400 ($I25 900 GPR and $2¢34 500 FED) in each year for maintenance
“and upgrades to the data processing hardware. Under the Governor’s recommendation, all of this
funding would be provided in the first year. - : = :

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1.  Approve the Governor's-recommendation to provide $5,827,800 GPR and $12,384,300
FED in 1997-98 and $5,571,400 GPR and $10,886,200 FED. in 1998-99 for the KIDS. computer
system. Under this alternative, total funding 1 for the system would be $31,960,000 ($11,266,600 GPR
and $2€§ 693,400 FED) in 1997-98 and $30,203,500 ($11 010,200 GPR. and $19 195,300 FED) in
1998-99. . . e S 5 e A

| Ahternative1’ ‘ GPR . FED TOTAL |-

1987-99 FUNDING (Changs to Base) $11,399,200 $23,270,500 $34,669,700 | :
[Change to Bilf g0 s0 50}

o0t 2.0 Adopt the Governor’s recommended ‘funding amounts with a modification to place
-'$5 633 3{}0 GPR in 1997-98 and SIi 010, 200 GPR in 1998-99 in the Committee’s appropriation. h
These funds, which represent half of the amount recommended for 1997-98 and-all of the amount
recommended for 1998-99, could be released, under s.13.10, after the Legislative Audit Bureau’s
review of the system is completed and -additional information. is available. regardmg mamframe
cha;rges and DWID’s progress in compleung welfare reform change orders. :

Aumatwez S geR T CUFED TOTAL
_ 1997-99 FUNDING {Change toBase)  $11,399,200  $28270,500 $34669 760
[Change to Bit $0 $0 $0]

&) Modzfy the ﬁmdmg amounts recommanded by the Govemor as feﬂows

aa‘t Decrease funchng by $28 700 ($9 800 GPR and $18900 FED) in- 1998-99 to

ehmmaté: excess funds for current BITS staff;
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b.) Replace $70,400 of GPR funding with $70,400 FED in 1998-99 to reflect the
continued availability of enhanced federal funds for staff involved in welfare reform change

order;;?agld
i\c.\ Instead of providing $740,900 ($251,900 GPR and $489,000 FED) in 1997-98,
provide-$370,400 ($125,900 GPR and $244,500 FED) in each year for data processing hardware.

In addition, place $5,570,300 GPR in 1997-98 and $11,055,900 GPR in 1998-99 in the
Committee’s appropriation. These funds, which represent half of the revised funding amount for
1997-98 and all of the revised amount for 1998-99, could be released, under s. 13.10, after the
Legislative Audit Burean’s review of the system is completed and additional information is
available regarding mainframe charges and DWD’s progress in completing welfare reform change

orders.
Alternative 3 GPH FED TOTAL
1997-99 FUNDING {Change to Base) $11,318,900 $23,322,000 $34,640,000
[Change to Bill - $80,300 551,500 - $28,800]

Prepared by: Rob Reinhardt
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Paper #992 . 1997-99 Budget _ May 27, 1997

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Burean

ISSUE
State Du‘eetsry of New Hu'es {Workferce Developmen - Chlld Suppert)

[LFB Summary Page ’714 #3]

CURRENT LAW

The 1996 federai welfare reform leglslauon requ;rcs each state to estabhsh adirectory of
new hires by October 1,:1997.. Federal law also specifies the types of mformanen that must. be
reported and procedures that must be used by states, including provisions rﬁgardmg the. disclosure
of such information.  Information from the state directories will be provided to the federal
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) for entry into a.national directory of new hires.
In addition, .by May 1, _1998 “states must conduct automated matches of the soc;al secunty
numbers of empimyes in'the new. h;re directory. against the social security numbers of individuals
included in . child :support case . directories: . The Appendix. provides . additional information
regarding the federal requirements. . . ) . ' -

GOVERN()R

Requn“e the Department cf Workforce Developmcnt (DWD) to estabhsh and operate a
hiring reporting system that includes a state directory of new.hires. . All requirements under the
reporting systern-would have to be consistent with appropriate federal laws and regulations. In
general, each employer that employs - individuals. in the state would have to-provide mformat;on
to-the Department ‘about- each newly-hired employe. However, multi-state cmpioyers could
designate another state for the purpose of providing.- the required mfomtaaon Desagnatzons by
multi-state employers. would be made to HHS; in addition, the em;:loyar would have to notify
DWD of the desagnaacn : o e
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a number of dlfferexit Ways. in which empleyers may repori the information, mciudmg paper and
electronic means; and {(c) a: umetabie for the actions.and precednres requxred under the reporting
system. These provisions would take effect on October 1, 1997

DISCUSSION POINTS
Effective D'a_te; -

1. As noted, federal law requires states to have the new hire directories in effect by
October 1, 1997. However, on March 12, 1997, DWD received a memorandum from the federal
government which indicated that the deadline could be extended in Wisconsin until April 1, 1998.
The I)epartment would hke to extend the new hire repomng reqmrement to January 1, 1998. This
wcmld provxde ad&uona} txma 1o ﬂstabhsh and ‘test the: system ‘and allow cmpleyers to begin
repamng ona calendax year basis.. In addmon wrth a Tz auuary 1 start~up, DWD . may be able to |
realize savmgs by shanng the ‘costs cf a December max}mg to emp}oyers ‘planned by the
Department of Revenue. However there may. be seme decrease in Chlld support collections if -
start-up of the. system is: deiayed ' : - '

2. Another option would be to make the new hire reporting reqmrements effective
on the earlier of April 1,1998, or Ianuary 1,1998; if DWD: determines that the system will be
"operatmnai by that date. “This would: prsvzde additional ﬂexxblhty o the })epartment if problems
are cncountemd m estabhshmg the new hire repamng system '

_Cmi Penal"" 's for Noncomphance by Emp}oyers

© L Under thf: new federai- Jaw, ‘states have the’ option of e:tzmg acivil pcnalty for-'
failure to comply with the new hzrc reporting provisions. In: general ‘the. penalty may not exceed
$25. However, the penalty may be up to $500 if, under state'law; the' failure is the result.of a
conspiracy. between ‘the employer and empioye to not: supply the rcqnn‘ed report or to supply a
false or mcompiete report. Guidelines issued by HHS: indicate that the: apparent. intent of federal
law is that the pena}ty would be mlposed for each new employc that an empleyﬂr fails to report.
HHS is recommendmg a techmcal amendment the federal Iegxs}anon to cianfy ?:hls prowsmn

2. The blii does not include a spemﬁc civil penalty prevzsmn for noncomphance with
‘the new' hxre report;ng reqmrements ‘The administration’ indicates that a penialty was hot included
because it was behﬁved that a penalty weu?d s:reate an additional potent::al burden on‘employers
in complying with the re;aortmg reqmremants In' ad{imﬁn, state law [s. 939, 61{1)] provzdes a
forfeiture of up to $2ﬂ 0'if a person is convicted of an act or omission pmhszted by statute-and
for which no penalty is expressed. The administration believes that this gene:ral penalty would
provide an adequate enforcement mechanism for the new hire Teporting requirements. However,
the $200 penalty provided under state law differs from the penalty amounts under federal law.

Page 2 Workforce Development - Child Support (Paper #992)




s i 3 Currem stata law provides speﬂzﬁc penalncs for empieyers who fail to comply with
child support income: mthhoidmg requirernents. - If ah employer fails'to' withhold or remit the
Tequired . ameunts, the . emgleyer may be proceeded against. for. ceﬁtempt of court or required to
forfeit not less than $50 nor more than an amount equal to- 1% of the amount not withheld or
remitted. An empioycr who. recewes an assignment of withholding on behalf of an employe must
notify the clerk .of court or support. collection: desigriee: within ‘ten days after an employe is
termmated or etherwme leaves employment.: An empleycr ‘who fmls to. provzde such notice may
be: pmceeded agmnst for contempt ef (:ourt s L Bk :

4. The Com:mttee may w1sh to create a spec;ﬁc penaity provision: whlch ccnf{)rms
to federal faw. Under this option, a civil penalty not to exceed $25 would be imposed if a person
fails to comply with the new hire reporting provisions, unless the failure is the result of a
conspiracy between the cmgioycr and employe to not supply the required report or to supply a
false or mcompiete report. In cases of conspiracy, a penalty of up to $500 would be 1mposed
The pena}ty would apply for each new empieye that an emplf}yer faﬁs 1o mpert v

5.-' ' It can be argued that the $25 penalty aiiowed under federal 1aw would not be
mgmﬁcan{ enough 10 gustzfy the costs of administering the: forfeiture. '{‘herefem the Committee
may wish to impose: on}y the higher penalty allowed under federal law for f:«.ulures to repon that
are the result of a conspiracy between the employer and empioye - .

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

A Y
e T
e

\ Effectlve Date _:' D

T

M«Wﬁﬁﬂﬂw

Adopt. the '--Gavemor?.sz recommendation.

2. Ad{)pt the Govcmor $ reconnnendauon but modlfy the effectzve date to be
January 1, 1998

{f‘\ ' Adﬁpt the Govemor s reconunendat&on but modlfy the effectlve date to be the
earher of (a) April 1, 1998:; or (b) Ja.nuary 1,1998, if D‘W{B deterrmnes that the system. wﬁl be
operational by that date .

Civil Penalty for Noncompliance by Employers

1. Adopt the Governor’s recommendation, which does not include a civil penalty for
failure to comply with the new hire reporting requirements.

{2 Adopt the Governor’s recommendation with a medification to impose a civil
penalty Tiot to exceed $25 if an employer fails to comply with the new hire reporting provisions,
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unless the failure s found to-be the result of a'conspiracy between the employer and employe
to not supply . the required report or to supply a-false or incomplete.report. . In cases of
conspiracy, impose a civil penalty of up to $500. Spec1fy that the penalty would apply for each:
new empioye that an: cmpleyer fails to report

R 3 Adopt the Gevemor s recommendation w1th a modlﬁcanon te mlpose a-civil
penalty not to exceed $500:if an employer fails.to comply: w1th the new hire reporting provisions
as a result of a conspiracy between the employer and employe to-not-supply the required report
or to supply a false or incomplete report. Specify that the penaity would appiy for each new
emplaye that an employer faﬁs to report

Mc@v i @‘*W@? o
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