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The State of Alaska Department of Revenue Child Support Enforcement Division
(CSED) received a grant in 1997 from the Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement
(OCSE) to develop and test a more efficient method of reviewing and adjusting child
support award amounts. Prior to the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996, States were required to review, and adjust when
appropriate, child support orders in public assistance cases at least once every three years.
States were also required to notify parties of non-public assistance cases of their right to
review at least once every three years and conduct the review at the request of at least one
of the parties. Many states found this requirement consumed an ordinate amount of staff
resources, cumbersome and not that productive. Few reviews resulted in modifications.!

Executive Summary

PRWORA allows states more flexibility in the methods that can be used to keep child
support awards in stride with changes in noncustodial parent’s income or child-rearing
costs. Specifically, PRWORA allows State to use:
. cost-of-living adjustments (COLAS); and,
automated methods to review and modify child support orders. This includes the
automated comparison of the support award amount to the award amount resulting
from application of the state’s child support guidelines to income data from
automated sources.
Few states have exercised these options. No state— until Alaska did so under this
grant— developed the capacity to fully automate the review and adjustment process.

Project Objectives

CSED was particularly interested in developing an automated tool that could use income
information from automated sources such as the National Directory of New Hires
(NDNH) which contains quarterly wage data from all States and many Federal
government databases. This would allow CSED to capture information about income
noncustodial parents earn in Alaska and other states. Some of Alaska’s largest industries
(e.g., seafood processing; construction; retail trade; and, hotel and lodging) only employ

1 A summary of previous studies suggests the proportion of reviewed cases resulting in modifications was five to
14 percent. (Karen N. Gardiner, Michael E. Fishman and John Tapogna, “Automated Cost-of-Living Adjustments
of Child Support Orders in Three States, Final Report,” Report to the Department of Health and Human Services,
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation and Office of Child Support Enforcement, The Lewin Group,
April 16, 2001).
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labor seasonally. As a consequence, many CSED cases involve noncustodial parents that
work part of the year in Alaska and the remainder of the year in another State.

Alaska’s Electronic Modification (ELMO) Process

CSED developed and tested an automated system called Electronic Modification— also
called ELMO for short— that uses income information from sources linked electronically
to CSED’s automated child support system to review child support orders. ELMO
reviews all current child support order amounts annually. Each month it cycles through
all orders established in prior years of the same month. After it conducts a pre-screening
of basic case eligibility, ELMO then searches for income information from automated
sources. If it finds income information for four consecutive quarters, it conducts a
guidelines calculation. In turn, if that calculation results in at least a 15 percent difference
In the existing order amount (which is the threshold specified in the Alaska Child Support
Guidelines), ELMO targets that order for a manual review. The direction of the
proposed adjustment may be upward or downward.

Automation Capacity of ELMO

ELMO was developed with the automated capacity to not only target cases for review but
automatically issue a modified child support order if appropriate and no requests for a
full manual review were made. In piloting this feature, however, some parents in non-
public assistance cases complained that they did not want to pursue modification even if
it was warranted because they did not want to “rock the boat” with the other parent.

As a consequence, the operation of ELMO was scaled down to a tool for targeting cases
for review. ELMO conducts its review using income information from automated
sources and generates a report of its finding. A caseworker manually reviews all cases
ELMO targets for modification. The caseworker verifies that Alaska has the controlling
order and meets other review criteria. If this is verified, the benefiting party is first
notified to determine whether they would like to continue with the review. In public
assistance cases where ELMO has indicated an upward modification, the review always
continues since the benefiting party assigns his or her current support rights to the State.

Development of ELMO

The development of ELMO was not easy. It required consideration of many intricate
details and several possibilities. The system design requirements were identified through
examination of several likely review and modification scenarios. Scenarios varied by
whether income information was provided as required, whether any party appealed and
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several other conditions. The numbers of scenarios multiplied quickly because Alaska has
both an administrative and judicial process for establishing and modifying child support
obligations. The steps in the administrative and judicial process vary.

The system design and programming of ELMO were also complex and encountered
many obstacles. When ELMO was being developed, the labor market for computer
programmers in Alaska was tight so the project was delayed for several months while
searching for computer programmers. Another obstacle was that other automated
system requirements took priority over the development of ELMO. During the
development of ELMO, Alaska’s automated system was Federally certified and brought
up to Y2K compliance. In all, it took about 18 months from when the system design
requirements were identified to when ELMO was piloted and migrated to CSED’s
automated system.

Project Results

ELMO went on-line on April 15, 2000. It reviewed about 37,000 child support orders
in its first year of operations. In effect;, ELMO reviewed the majority of CSED’s
caseload, which comprises 47,000 cases. In May 2001, ELMO began its second round
of reviews.

More specific project results are highlighted below.

. There has been a four-fold increase in the number of reviews. ELMO currently reviews over
2,200 orders a month on average. This is a four-fold increase in the numbers of
reviews that were being conducted in 1996, which is before PRWORA eliminated the
federal requirement that orders in public assistance cases be reviewed once every three
years.

A significant proportion of cases ELMO targets for review are modified. Over two-thirds (68
percent) of orders targeted by ELMO for modification in which at least one of the
parties agreed to pursue the action were modified.

Most modifications are upward. Most (90%) of the orders were modified upward, only 10
percent of the orders were modified downward.

The difference between prior and modified order amounts is substantial. The average percentage
change between the prior and modified support award was 181 percent.

The ELMO review and modification process occurs within a short-time period. ELMO-initiated
reviews take 72 days on average to modify. This is less than half the amount of time
(180 days) allowable under Federal regulations.

Modified orders better reflect the obligor’s ability to pay. One of the major strengths of
ELMO is it included the development of a tool to obtain better and more complete
income information. It has done so by forming better links to Department of Labor
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data and the National Directory of New Hires. This has reduced the number of
support awards based on imputed income.

The overall goal of this project was to streamline the review and adjustment process by
taking advantage of automated income information available to CSED. Alaska has
successfully met this goal. It has developed a process that has reduced staffing needs and
help keep child support award amounts commensurate to the noncustodial parent’s
ability to pay. Inall, it has made child support a more efficient and just process in Alaska.
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Chapter |
Introduction

The State of Alaska Department of Revenue Child Support Enforcement Division
(CSED) received a grant from the Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE)
to develop and test a more efficient method of reviewing and adjusting child support
order amounts in 1997. The grant was used to develop an automated system called
Electronic Modification— also called ELMO for short— that uses income information
from sources linked electronically to CSED’s automated child support system to review
child support orders. If ELMO calculates an order amount based on the new income
information that results in at least a 15 percent difference from the existing order, ELMO
generates the necessary paperwork to proceed with the modification process, tracks the
progress of any modification actions, and can automatically enter the updated order.

ELMO went on-line in April 2000. It reviewed almost 37,000 child support orders in its

first year of operations. Shortly before the end of the OCSE grant on September 30,

2001, Policy Studies Inc. (PSI) was awarded a contract from CSED to evaluate ELMO.

This report is the result of the evaluation. It consists of:

% a description of how ELMO was developed— the description is provided to assist
other States considering an automated review and modification process;

++ a description of how ELMO works;

% an analysis of the outcomes of ELMO such as the number of cases that were
reviewed and eventually modified; and,

++ an analysis of the impact ELMO had on staff workload and order amounts.

OVERVIEW OF ALASKA CSED

As summarized in Exhibit I-1, Alaska CSED is a state-administered, state-operated child
support enforcement program. With a caseload of 47,008, Alaska serves its child support
customers through five offices. Its staff consists of 256 full-time equivalents, they
support local office operations and program administration.

Almost one-third of Alaskan cases are interstate cases: 9,269 and 6,001 cases are initiating
and receiving interstate cases, respectively. In general, CSED faces a highly mobile and
seasonally employed noncustodial parent population. Some of Alaska’s largest industries
(i.e., seafood processing, construction, retail trade; and, hotel and lodging) only employ
labor seasonally. Further, since a large proportion (26%) of the Alaskan workforce is
employed by the public sector, they are not always captured in the Department of Labor
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database, which is a major source of employment and wage earnings for CSED (e.g.,
Federal employers do not report into State departments of labor).

Exhibit I-1

Overview of Alaska Child Support Enforcement Division (CSED) and Selected Alaska Demographicsa2

Program administration: State administered/State operated
Number of local child support offices: 5 offices

Guidelines Model: Percentage of Obligor Income

Age of majority: 18 with some exceptions

Order establishment: administrative or judicial process
Review and Adjustment: administrative or judicial process

Minimum Threshold for Modification: 15% increase or decrease
in current order amount

Caseload: 47,008
FTEs: 256

% of Cases under Order: 78.5%

Interstate Cases (Initiating): 9,297

Interstate Cases (Receiving): 6,001

% of Current Support Paid: 49.2%

TANF caseload: 8,042

% of children living in poverty: 11.9%
Median family income: $60,124

Annual 2000 average earnings: $35,125
Unemployment rate: 5.0 as of August 2001
% of workforce in public sector: 26%

a Data Sources: OCSE’s Online Interstate Roster and Referral Guide, 2000 OCSE Report to Congress, 2000 Census, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Alaska

Department of Labor — Research and Analysis Section.

Prior to ELMO, the review and modification process had also faced problems due to a
highly mobile population; namely, the problem was limited income information. Many
noncustodial parents will work part of the year in Alaska and the other part of the year in
another state. As a result, Alaska quarterly wage data cannot provide a complete picture
of the noncustodial parent’s earnings over the course of a year. Income information
from the other state of employment is also necessary. One objective of the project was
to make income information from other states readily available to CSED caseworkers.

FEDERAL AND STATE LAW

Federal Law

Federal laws pertaining to child support enacted over the past two decades have
precipitated changes to how States— including Alaska— review and adjust child support
orders. These procedures were mostly affected by the 1988 Family Support Act (FSA)
and 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA)

Family Support Act of 1988 (FSA)

FSA required States to have procedures for periodically reviewing child support order
amounts. Public assistance cases were to be reviewed at least once every three years by
the State I1V-D agency and adjusted if appropriate based on the State’s child support
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guidelines. Parties of non-public assistance cases were to be notified at least once every
three years of their right to review but the child support enforcement agency was only
required to conduct the review when requested by at least one of the parties. Alaska like
other States implemented a review and adjustment process per FSA requirements.

PRWORA (1996)

PRWORA relaxed the triennial review requirement of public assistance cases. The new
minimum review and adjustment requirement of public assistance cases was now the
same as that of non-public assistance cases; that is, the parties are to be notified every
three years of the right to review, but the review will only be initiated if at least one of the
parties requests it. In public assistance cases, the parties include the State since the
current child support order is assigned to the State per Federal requirements pertaining to
the receipt of public assistance.

PRWORA also provided States with two other options for updating orders.
Cost-of-living adjustments (COLA)
The use of automated process and income data from automated sources to review
and adjust order amounts.

Most States elected the minimum requirement: triennial notification to the parties that
they had the right to review, but the review was only conducted by the child support
enforcement agency upon request of at least one party. In fact, 32 States, including
Alaska, eliminated the triennial review of all public assistance orders.! A few States
elected to apply a COLA adjustment (lowa, Minnesota, New York and New Jersey).
Alaska Administrative Code [15 AAC 125.335] allows the use of COLA, but currently
CSED is not exercising that option.

Alaska Administrative Code

The Alaska Code essentially allows CSED to implement any of the PRWORA options
for periodic review and adjustment.

The agency will, in its discretion, review a support order through an
automated method. The use of an automated method under this section
includes the application of a cost-of-living adjustment or the use of other
databases such as Department of Labor and Workforce Development
information. [15 AAC 125.335(a)]

1U.S. Department of Health and Human Service Office of the Inspector General, State Comparison of Review and
Adjust Policies, Washington, D.C., OEI-05-98-00100 (March 1999).
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States Implementing Automated Review Option

Alaska and Massachusetts are the only states to have developed any automated capacity
to review a child support order. Vermont and Maine also received Federal OCSE grants
to test automated methods at the same time Alaska received its grant. However,
Vermont discontinued its pursuit of using automated review methods for two reasons.
a) It could not obtain State income tax data, which was determined to be the best
source of income information.
b) Its guidelines require information about both parents' incomes and other
factors, which further limited the use of automated sources.
Maine is still developing the program. Massachusetts used the automated review process
to target cases for full review, but suspended the practice when it brought up its certified
system.

The Massachusetts child support program, like Alaska’s program, operates through its
Department of Revenue (DOR). Since Massachusetts has a state personal income tax,
income information provided to Massachusetts DOR was available to simulate order
amounts and target which orders are likely to meet modification criteria. This was done
automatically, but then the review was conducted manually. In turn, if the findings of the
review were to modify the order, judicial proceedings were required since Massachusetts
does not have an administrative process to modify orders. In other words, the process
for reviewing and adjusting order amounts in Massachusetts was never fully automated,
the automating effort was limited to targeting cases for review.

ALASKA’S REVIEW AND ADJUSTMENT PROCESS

Notice of Right to Review

In Alaska, the general practice is that a review will be conducted only if it is initiated by
one of the parties. In public assistance cases, the party may be the State. Parties will be
notified of their right to review typically under one of two circumstances.
CSED will issue a notice of right to review every three years consistent with
PRWORA requirements.
ELMO identifies that the new income information would result in a 15 percent
change to the order and one of the parties lives in State and the order is registered in
Alaska.
When CSED sends a notification to a party, it also encloses a blank petition to review.
However, a review will not be initiated unless a party signs the petition and returns it to
CSED with any required supporting documentation (e.g., financial information).
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Civil Rule 90.3 allows for the modification of child support awards upon a material
change in circumstances, such as change in the noncustodial parent’s income. The
change must result in at least a 15 percent difference in the current child support award,
the change may represent an increase or decrease.  Orders cannot be modified
retroactively.

Modification under Alaska Child Support Guidelines

Alaska has administrative and judicial processes for modifying child support orders.
Which process is applied depends on whether the current support order was initiated by
an administrative or judicial process. Generally, if the case was a CSED case when the
motion to establish a child support order was entered, the order was typically established
administratively. If the case was not a CSED case at the time the motion to establish a
child support order was entered, it is a judicially established order. Support orders
initiated through administrative process go through the administrative modification
process and support orders initiated through judicial process go through the judicial
process.

Administrative Modifications

CSED has the authority to administratively establish and modify support orders. A
notified party may request an administrative review or CSED may initiate a review if it is
a CSED case or the order is entered or registered in Alaska. If another party requested
the review, it will be initiated once CSED receives required financial and medical
information or upon date of expiration for providing the requested financial and medical
information. Nonetheless, if the requesting party is the one whom would benefit from
the modification, the requesting party must submit financial and medical information for
the review to be conducted. CSED considers whether the information available indicates
a change in circumstances that results in a 15 percent difference in the support award or
another circumstance exits that justify a modification. In turn, CSED issues a written
review decision that grants or denies the petition for modification.

If the petition is granted, the modified amount and effective date of modification are
included in the written decision. The review officer’s decision is final for purposes of
appeal to a formal hearing.
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Judicial Modification

Judicially established orders must be modified by the courts. The first few steps are
identical to that of the administrative modification process; that is, the notification
process is generally the same except there are slight differences in forms, and CSED
considers the information and conducts the review. The steps begin to take a different
course, however, upon completion of the review. At this step in the judicial process,
CSED issues notice of the proposed adjustment or denial of review. The notices are sent
to all parties. If the notice proposes an adjustment, the file is forwarded to the
Department of Law so they may proceed with the judicial action.

Alaska also has a pro s¢ modification process package for those without attorney
representation. The pro se packet includes necessary forms and instructions explaining
how to file a motion to modify in court and other step-by-step instructions of the
modification process. If the parties consent to the modification, a consent decree may be
entered without a judicial hearing.

Other Circumstances

Under certain circumstances, CSED may reduce the support obligation using the child
support guidelines or suspend or terminate the support order without conducting a full
review. Those circumstances pertain to when:

the child has reached legal age of majority;

paternity has been disestablished;

the child has been adopted,; or,

the child has died.

Alaska Child Support Guidelines

A state’s child support guidelines can be an important factor in determining the extent
that the review and adjustment process can be automated. For example, Vermont
decided against an automated review and adjustment process due to the complexity of its
guidelines. Vermont Child Support Guidelines consider both parents’ incomes and
numerous other factors. In contrast, the Alaska Child Support Guidelines consider only
the obligor’s income and are less complex.

Percentage of Obligor Net Income Guidelines Model

Alaska Child Support Guidelines are provided through Civil Rule 90.3 and approved by
the Supreme Court of Alaska. The Guidelines are based on the “percentage of obligor
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income approach,” specifically a percentage of obligor net income. Alaska and 12 other
States use the “percentage of obligor income approach.” In the Commentary that
accompanies Civil Rule 90.3 it explains that:

Integral to the rule is the expectation that the custodial parent will
contribute at least the same percentage of income to support the children.
The rule operates on the principle that as the income available to both
parents increases, the amount available to support the children also will
increase. Thus, at least in the primary custodial situation, the contribution
of one parent does not affect the obligation of the other parent.

In other words, since the custodial and noncustodial parent are expected to contribute the
same proportion of net income to support the children, mathematically, only knowledge
of the noncustodial parent’s net income is necessary to compute the child support award
amount.

Guidelines Amounts

The following percentages are applied to the noncustodial parent’s adjusted income to
calculate the basic amount of child support in cases where one parent is awarded primary
physical custody.

20% (0.20) for one child

27% (0.27) for two children

33% (0.33) for three children

an extra 3% for each additional child

Adjustments for Shared-Parenting Time. The Alaska Child Support Guidelines provide an
adjustment formula if the child is living with the noncustodial parent for more than 30
percent of the year (i.e., 110 overnights). A visitation abatement is permissible for
extended visitation; that is, when the child spends over 27 consecutive days with the
noncustodial parent. There is also an adjustment for situations where custody is divided
between the parents.

Deviations. A deviation may be applied if the guidelines amount would be unjust such as
In cases involving unusual circumstances (e.g., extraordinary expenses due to the child’s
health status).
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Definition of Adjusted Income

As evident in Exhibit I-2, the Alaska guidelines apply to generally all income sources, but
permit mandatory deductions such as Federal personal income taxes and FICA. There is
no State personal income tax in Alaska. Adjustments to income for prior-born,
additional dependents are also permissible.

Exhibit 1-2
Overview of Treatment of Income in Alaska Child Support Guidelines

Income included:
all salaries and wages (including overtime and tips and National Guard and Armed Services Reserves pay);
commissions, severance pay, royalties; bonuses and profit sharing;
interest and dividends, including permanent fund dividends;
income derived from self-employment and from businesses or partnerships;
social security, veterans benefits, workers’ compensation or other similar periodic disability payments,
unemployment compensation, and pensions;
annuities;

income from trusts, capital gains, spousal support from other relationships, contractual agreements, life
insurance, estates and rental property;

lottery or gambling winning and other prizes and awards; and,
significant in-kind compensation that reduces living expenses.

Means-tested Income. Means-tested incomes, such as Social Security Income and Alaska Temporary Assistance
Program, which is Alaska’s Temporary Assistance to Needy Families program (TANF) are not included.

Deductions from Income. Allowable deductions are generally limited to mandatory deductions such as taxes and
mandatory union dues. Actual order amounts of child support and alimony paid for prior children or
relationships may also be deducted from income. In addition, simulated order amounts for prior children that live
with the parent may be deducted from income.

Noncustodial Parents with High Income. The Alaska Child Support guidelines applies to parent’s adjusted annual
income up to $84,000 per year.

Noncustodial Parents with Low Income. If the obligor’s gross income is below the Federal poverty guidelines for one
person, a minimum order amount of $50 per month may be applied.

Income Imputation. Under the Alaska Guidelines, income may be imputed to a parent who is voluntarily unemployed
or under employed. Income may be imputed based on “potential income” which considers the parent’s work
history, qualifications and job opportunities. Parents who are unable to work due to physical or mental
implementations or who have legal dependents less than two years of age who they care for may be excluded from
this provision.

Income Verification and Income in Default Orders

Proceeding the determination of child support, each parent is to provide an income
statement under oath and supporting documentation of income. Documentation may
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include pay stubs, employer statements, or copies of Federal personal income tax returns.
In default orders, award amounts shall be based on the best available income
information. In cases with no income information, Alaskan median earnings are
commonly used.

The general practice is to use income based on a solid work history. One complete year
of income information is usually acceptable if the parent’s work history is solid. For
parents with irregular income, the average of three years can be used. Unemployment is
generally viewed as a temporary situation for the purposes of determining award
amounts.

Additional Dependents in Modified Orders

The support of subsequent children and family may be used as a defense by the obligor in
an upward modification action in certain circumstances, such as those that would cause
substantial hardship to the subsequent children, cases where the obligor took a second
job to better provide for the subsequent children, and other circumstances. Subsequent
children are not routinely considered in the calculation of support, but under Civil Rule
90.3, the court may deviate from the guidelines if their application would result in
substantial hardship to the subsequent children.

EVALUATION APPROACH

This evaluation of ELMO consists of both a process and outcomes evaluation. The
process evaluation examines how ELMO was developed, the steps taken to bring ELMO
from just being an idea to making ELMO an operation, and the challenges faced along
the way and how they were overcome. The process analysis essentially shares the lessons
Alaska learned in developing and operating ELMO. This will hopefully provide useful
information to other states that may be interested in automating all or part of their review
and adjustment process.

The outcomes evaluation is directed at an analysis of the expected outcomes of ELMO.
According to Alaska’s proposal to the OCSE, the expected outcomes of ELMO were to:
- shorten the amount of time required for the review and modification process;
provide for direct client input of request for review;
increase the number of reviews performed,
increase the number of cases in which the award amount is appropriate to the
obligor’s ability to pay, thus increasing his/her williness to pay;
decrease the amount of time required to complete a review and child support
adjustment; and,
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maximize customer satisfaction amongst the interested parties.

The outcomes analysis is limited since ELMO was not conducted in a perfect
experimental setting. There was no control group— that is, a group of cases not subject
to ELMO— for comparative purposes. Further, over the course of the development of
ELMO, the review and adjustment process in Alaska, like most states, changed. As
pointed out in a Department of Health and Human Services Office of Inspector General
report, fewer financial orders were being reviewed nationally due to the relaxation of the
federal requirement that public assistance orders be reviewed at least once every three
years.2 In addition, in response to national concern about uninsured children, many
States, including Alaska, were reviewing the medical support coverage of more orders to
ensure that medical support was addressed as part of the order. Due to these changes,
any pre-post ELMO implementation comparisons of the numbers of modifications
before and after ELMO began operations would be skewed.

Given these data limitations, the outcomes that could be analyzed pertain to the:
number of ELMO reviews and the findings from the ELMO reviews;
outcomes of orders identified by ELMO as modification candidates;
amount and direction of any modifications; and,
time taken to complete a modification.

The findings from this outcomes analysis are discussed in Chapter IV.

REPORT ORGANIZATION

The remainder of this evaluation report is organized into three additional chapters.
Chapter Il describes how ELMO was developed. It provides a step-by-step
description of the development. It identifies the challenges and barriers that were
encountered and how they were overcome.

Chapter 111 describes how ELMO works. It provides a flowchart of how ELMO
identifies cases for review. It describes how ELMO matches them to income
information from automated sources, conducts the review, and the rest of the review
and adjustment process.

Chapter IV analyzes the outcomes of ELMO, specifically, the number of cases
reviewed by ELMO, the outcomes of the ELMO review; and, in modified cases, the
direction and amount of the modified order and the amount of time taken to
complete the modification. It also provides conclusions to this evaluation.

2 Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Inspector General, Review and Adjustment of Support Orders,
OIE-05-98-00100, March 1999.
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Chapter Il
The Design and Development of ELMO

ELMO was to be migrated to NSTAR, CSED’s automated system. This Chapter
describes the design and development of ELMO as two phases. In the first phase, a
project team was assembled to develop the design requirements of ELMO. The team
comprised six CSED and court staff with expertise either in a) administrative or judicial
modification process, or b) automation. They began meeting in June 1998, and were able
to develop the design requirements within a few months. Later that year, the
Administrative Code was changed to make automated review and adjustment permissible.
In fact, the amended Code essentially allows any of the review and adjustment methods
permissible under PRWORA (i.e, COLA; or, full or partial automated review and
adjustment). In other words, Alaska has much more latitude in what options they can
iImplement relative to other states. The legislation was packaged in the first wave of child
support legislation proposed to meet PRWORA requirements.

The next phase focused on the development and implementation of ELMO and took
about 18 months. The tasks of the second phase included:

developing and documenting the automated system design;

programming;

development and modification of business rules;

piloting and testing ELMO; and,

ELMO training and technical support.

Exhibit 11-1 displays a timeline with approximate dates of major ELMO events starting

from the development of design requirements and implementation. The remainder of
this chapter describes the sequence of events in the design and development of ELMO.

THE DESIGN REQUIREMENTS OF ELMO

The design was aimed at developing a fully automated review and adjustment process.
Specifically, the system would have the capacity to automatically review an order using
income from automated sources; and, provided that the review resulted in at least a 15
percent change in the order amount, the system could automatically enter a notice to
modify. If none of the parties appealed, the modified order could be automatically
entered if it was an administrative order. If it was a judicial order, the parties would also
be notified automatically and the file would be forwarded to the Department of Law so
they could present the information in judicial proceedings for modification of support.

4
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Exhibit 11-1
Timeline of ELM O Development Events

Jun98 | Sep98 | Dec98 | Mar99 [ Jun99 | Sep 99 | Dec99 | Mar00 | Jun00 | Sep 00 Sep 01
Development of System Design Requirements
Contract to System Designer ﬂ
Development of System Design ﬁ
Search for Computer Programmer
Programming
Pilot and modifications 1
Statewide Training -

Operations [ T

After ELMO was developed, it was decided that ELMO would not be used to conduct
fully automated review and adjustments. (The rationale for this is discussed in greater
detail in the next chapter.) ELMO would only be used to target cases that are likely to be
appropriate for modification. Nonetheless, for the purposes of documenting the
development of ELMO, it is important to clarify that ELMO was designed and
developed to conduct a fully automated process.

In general, the decisions that needed to be made by the ELMO project team reflect the
complexity of automating review and adjustment, particularly how to design a system
with the capacity to conduct a fully automated process. No other state has fully
automated its review and adjustment process, so the ELMO project team could not draw
from those experiences. The ELMO project team started from scratch and soon found
themselves swamped with numerous, detailed decisions to be made. This discussion
provides only a snapshot of these decisions, yet hopefully will be useful to other States
considering an automated review and adjustment process.

Factors Considered in the Design of ELMO

The ELMO project team approached the design phase with a strong commitment to

streamlining the review and adjustment process yet ensuring that the process comported

with Federal and State laws, regulations and codes. The approach was designed through

careful consideration of several factors.

¢+ Need to accommodate variation in modification steps among case types. Not all review and
modification steps are identical. Some orders must be modified judicially, whereas
other orders must be modified administratively, depending on who issued the original
order. Further, additional steps must be taken to verify that Alaska has the controlling
order, hence the right to modify the order. The steps may also vary depending on
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which party submits a request for review and financial information, and whether the
review is contested by either party. In consideration of these factors, the ELMO
design team first identified various case scenarios with different steps. Once these
scenarios and steps were identified, the ELMO design team then identified what steps
could be automated, where caseworker intervention was necessary, and how the
caseworker and ELMO would interact.
¢+ Laws and rules pertaining to the review and modification of child support orders. The ELMO
project team always kept Federal and State laws, regulations and codes pertaining to
review and adjustment in check. Examples include the following.
Federal Code [45 CFR 302.54(b) and 28 USC 81738B] which are the federal
codes pertaining to review and adjustment.
Alaska Statute, Code and Rules relating to child support guidelines and order
modification [AS 25.24.170(b), 15AAC 147.010, and Civil Rule 90.3]
CSED procedures and policies relating to review and modification [16-96]
++ Automation of forms and notices. The review and modification of child support orders
requires the submission of several forms and that the parties are notified. The manual
generation of forms and notices is labor intensive. Hence, the ELMO design team
carefully reviewed which forms and notices could be automated.
¢ Income from data sources. Alaska’s proposal to OCSE already had identified several
possible sources of income data. The ELMO design team evaluated these sources to
determine whether they provided information suitable for determining support
amounts based on the Alaska Child Support Guidelines.

Design Tool

The ELMO project team designed ELMO using a method for analyzing business
processes— in this case, the business process was the review and modification of child
support orders— called “Hierarchy of Input, Processes and Outputs.” Basically, this
form of analysis entails reviewing the steps of the modification process to identify the
“Inputs” and “outputs” and the “processes” that turn “inputs” into “outputs.”

Examples of inputs, outputs and processes in child support modifications include the
following.
Obligor income information and signed petitions for modification are examples of
inputs.
A “denial of modification” and issuing a modified order amount are examples of
outputs.
The order review is an example of a process.
By linking inputs and outputs through processes, a data flow diagram is constructed. The
data flow diagram guides the computer programmers and automated system developers.

N4
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Using Case Scenarios to Design ELMO

The ELMO project team first started with two case types: one with an administrative
order; and, one with a judicial order. Beginning with these case types they identified
numerous possible scenarios. Some of the case scenarios are summarized in Exhibit 11-2.
Cases where the non-requesting party resides in another State or the case is a UIFSA case
are not depicted in Exhibit 11-2, but were also considered by the ELMO project team

Exhibit I1-2
Examples of Possible Case Scenarios and Outcomes Reviewed by ELMO Project Team

Case Scenarios Where Review is Denied
Scenario A: Party requests review, but there is not an existing administrative order or the judicial order is
silent on child support and children of the relationship e case is referred to the Paternity and Establishment
Team.
Scenario B: Party requests review, a review is already in progress or a review has taken place in the last year
o “Denial of Review” letter sent unless caseworker overrides.
Scenario C: Party requests review, caseworker determines it is necessary to cancel the review ¢ * Cease
Review” letter is sent.

Case Scenarios Where Review is Conducted, but Modification is Denied
In all of these scenarios, review criteria would have been met or overridden by the caseworker, and a signed
petition for review would have been received along with income and expense information.
Scenario D: Review occurs and finds there is less than a 15% change in the child support order amount e
“Denial of Modification” letter sent.
Scenario E: AP requests review but AP does not provide financial information ¢ *“Denial of Modification”
letter sent.
Scenario F:  Order is an administrative support order, motion to modify is entered but appealed and the final
disposition is denied modification e “Denial of Modification” letter sent.
Scenario G: Order is a judicial support order, modification is denied by the court ¢ “Denial of
Modification” letter sent.

Case Scenarios Where Modification is Approved
In all of these scenarios, review criteria would have been met or overridden by the caseworker, and a signed
petition for review would have been received along with income and expense information.
Scenario H: Order is an administrative support order. Review occurs and findings are that there is a 15% or
more change in the child support order, none of the parties contest within 20-day period ¢ “Motion to
Modify” is sent.
Scenario I:  Order is a judicial support order. Review occurs and finds there is 15% or more change in the
child support ordere “Motion to Modify” is sent, file is sent to the Court.

These case scenarios were used to identify:
case review criteria;
forms and notifications required in the review process that could be automated;
steps where caseworker action would be required;
where the caseworker may need to override automated decisions;
tickles in the system to note lapse in required time periods; and,
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parts of the existing automated system that would need to be modified to
accommodate ELMO.

Case Review Criteria

In reviewing the case scenarios, the ELMO project team identified three fundamental
eligibility criteria for the automated review and adjustment process.

%+ There is an active child support order.
¢+ The order is not currently under review or has not been reviewed in the last year.
*+ There is an Alaska order and at least one party lives in-state.

The next question for the ELMO project team was whether ELMO should be used to
direct any action for cases not meeting these criteria. Should ELMO refer cases that did
not have an order to the establishment unit? Should the ELMO process identify cases
requiring registration of foreign order (ROFO)? On these two particular questions, the
answers were “yes.” Once these and other decisions were made, the ELMO project team
was able to construct a decision matrix to guide the automation efforts. It is shown in
Exhibit 11-3.

Exhibit 11-3

% Istherean order on the case? |

—I Alaskan order? |

IsAP or CP still residing in State of the Order? |

Wher e does Non-Requesting Party reside? |

l—{ Open Initiation to AP’s State? |

Action to betaken?

No Send to Paternity % Establishment Team (NFFR)
Yes Yes Yes Send “ Blank Petition...”

Yes Yes No Yes Send “ROFO-0S’

Yes Yes No No Send MAIL messagel to | nterstate Team

Yes No AP Yes Send “M OD-SEND”

Yes No AP No Send MAIL message2 to I nterstate Team

Yes No CP Send “MOD-SEND”

Yes No No Alaska Send “ROFO-AK”

Yes No No o/s Yes Send “ROFO-0S’

Yes No No 0/S No Send MAIL messagel to I nterstate Team

)4
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Notices and Forms to Be Generated by ELMO
One obijective of developing an electronic modification process was to reduce the amount

of paperwork that would need to be generated manually. Exhibit 11-4 displays some of
review and modification notices and forms reviewed by the ELMO project team.

Exhibit 11-4
Selected List of Forms and Notices Used in the Review and Adjustment of Child Support Orders and
Circumstances in which They Are Sent

1. Petition for Modification of Administrative Order/Petition for Review of Judicial Support Order (1686A or 1686J depending
whether the order was administrative or judicial).
if review is requested and review criteria are met
2. Child Support Guidelines Affidavit (1901)
this is essentially a financial statement that when completed is used to determine the support amount
3. Denial of review natice which states reason for denial
Sent if a review is being requested but denied because the order is currently being reviewed or has been
reviewed in the last year or for another reason
The AP requests the modification but AP does not provide income information
4. Notice of Petition for Modification of Administrative Order (1955)
if review criteria are met in an administrative order
5. Notice of Petition to Review Judicial Order (1688)
if review criteria are met in a judicial oorder
6.  Notice of Denial of Modification
There is less than a 15% change in the child support order
7. Ceased Review Letter
Caseworker initiated
8.  Modified Child Support Administrative Order
There is a 15% or more change in the child support order
9. Modified Child Support Judicial Unsigned Order
a judicial order is reviewed and the review finds there is a 15% change or more in the child support order
10. Blank registration of foreign order
for UIFSA cases

Proposed Overrides by Caseworker

The case scenario analysis helped the ELMO project team identify several situations
where the caseworker should be able to override the automated process. Some of the
proposed overrides included:

Caseworker can override case review criteria;

Caseworker can cancel the review at any point; and,

Caseworker can decide to put review on hold.
It was proposed in many of these overrides that the caseworker may be able to use a flag
that would cause the automated system to conduct the next appropriate process such as
an auto-proceed that would reschedule the review.
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Factors that cancel the review

The case scenario analysis also helped identify what factors could cause a review to be
cancelled. Some of those factors included:

Caseworker initiated,;

Less than 15 percent change in the child support amount; and,

AP requests review but does not provide income information.

System Ticklers

The ELMO project team identified several system ticklers; that is, the automated system
tracks the number of days from one input before another process must occur. Examples
of proposed system ticklers are:
. Date petition for modification of administrative order is sent, parties have 30 days to
respond,;
If a signed petition for modification is received, it may reduce waiting period for
setting review date to 15 days after signed petition received; and,
Review finds a 15 percent change in child support order, order will be entered in 20
days unless an appeal is made.

Decision Processes

The case scenario analysis also lead the ELMO project team to identify some decision
processes that simply could not be performed through an automated system. They
included:
Was the order determined or shall it be determined in consideration of an adjustment
for a prior dependent? The automated system has the ability to determine whether
there are multiple orders but whether there is a qualifying prior dependent must be
determined manually.
Is there an adjustment for shared or divided physical custody? The automated system
can detect that there is shared physical custody, but cannot determine the amount of
time spent with each parent, which is necessary for the support calculation.
In some of the UIFSA scenarios, the process could only be continued with manual
input.
For these and others, the ELMO project team incorporated provisions in the system
design requirements that notify the caseworker of the issue and that manual action was
required.

4
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Other Automation Needs

The ELMO project team identified additional automation issues. They included the
following.

New income information would affect several of the financial screens and batch jobs
on NSTAR. For example, the “Support Order Entry/Update” would need to be
updated. Other screens would need to be developed such as the “ELMO Income
Summary.”

ELMO would necessitate additional entries to the diary and introduce new codes in
the diary.

ELMO operations would require an “ELMO mail”” screen.

Income from Automated Sources

The ELMO project team brainstormed to identify a list of possible sources of income
information from automated sources that could be used in the automated review process.
Most are listed in Exhibit 11-5.

Exhibit 11-5
Potential Sources of Income Examined for Suitability with ELMO

Internal Revenue Service. Miscellaneous income reported on Form 1099 is available electronically to child
support agencies to establish and modify child support orders. Generally, 1099 income is viewed as
supplemental income to wage earnings.

Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (DOL). DOL provides CSED with quarterly wage,
workman’s compensation and unemployment reports from employment in Alaska.

National Directory of New Hires (NDNH). All States are required to report their quarterly wage data,
unemployment reports, and new hires to the OCSE. In turn, OCSE combines these reports with reports of
employees of Federal agencies and information from the Social Security Administration. The merged file is
called the National Directory of New Hires.

Employer answers to CSED inquiries. Employer answers to CSED inquiries may include wage information and be
posted on NSTAR.

Permanent Fund Division. Alaska residents are eligible to receive a dividend from revenues realized from the
pumping of oil from State lands. The 2001 dividend amounts to about $1,850.

Credit bureau reporting. Although 15 USC 1681(b)(5) allows an agency administering a State 1V-D plan to use
consumer reports to set an initial or modified child support award, income information is not available on
consumer reports.

Municipality of Anchorage personal records This includes earnings records of municipal employees.

Union pension. Several different labor unions are active in Alaska.

Native Dividend Income. Some Native Alaska Tribes have dividends that result from revenues from their lands
similar to the Permanent Fund.

The ELMO project team evaluated whether each of these incomes was suitable for
ELMO using the following factors of consideration.
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How the income source was treated in the Alaska Child Support Guidelines; that is,
whether it was subject to application of the child support guidelines or excluded from
application?

Whether the income source was duplicated by any other source? For example, most
taxable income from non-wage earnings would be included in Internal Revenue
Service 1099 Miscellaneous Income form.

Whether the income source could currently be accessed automatically or was already
linked to NSTAR?

Whether income sources that were not currently linked to NSTAR covered a
substantial number of employees? For example, the municipality of Anchorage and
specific union pension funds are likely to cover a small number of employees.

Based on these considerations, income sources for ELMO were limited to three sources.
1. Federal 1099 reports

2. Alaska Department of Labor (DOL)

3. National Directory of New Hires (NDNH)

Federal 1099 reports were already linked to NSTAR. Alaska DOL and the NDNH were
likely to cover most wage earners. The rest of the income sources were not included in
the ELMO design because they were covered through one of the three selected income
sources or they were deemed to be too small.

Other Issues

The ELMO project team considered numerous other design issues. One was how often
would a case be reviewed: once or twice a year? Another issue was how many quarters of
income information are necessary for the income information to be considered valid and
adequate? The ELMO project team decided that an ELMO review would be conducted
once a year and that a year’s worth of income information would be necessary to calculate
support amounts. Each month, ELMO would review orders established in previous
years of the same month. This would result in all cases being reviewed once a year.

DEVELOPING THE AUTOMATION

The second stage of developing ELMO concerned its automation. In designing ELMO,
the objectives were that ELMO would automatically:
identify existing child support orders needing review;
identify reasons other child support orders could not be reviewed;
match income information from automated sources to cases appropriate for review;
perform child support guidelines calculation;

¢
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notify the worker of ELMO-initiated review findings;

generate necessary documents;

track pending reviews and any worker actions;

track and notify workers that parties had not responded within 30 and 20 days to
notification of review or motion to review when parties are in-State, respectively; and,
post the new order amount after modification onto NSTAR and make appropriate
updates on NSTAR screens.

The detailed system design and programming of ELMO was contracted in competitive
bids to independent vendors. A couple of CSED staff were allocated to the project for
testing and to answer questions the automated system designers and programmers had
concerning CSED policy and procedure.

Detailed System Design

The first step was to develop and document the system design. This began late in 1998.
Starting from the design requirements, the system developers prepared a list of questions
and issues that required input from the ELMO project team. At one point, the list
exceeded 100 questions. Responsibility for answering questions was divvied among the
ELMO project team. Planned resolution dates were also assigned. In addition, two
CSED positions were created to first assist with the development of the system design
document and then later to test ELMO. Once all questions were answered, the ELMO
project team reviewed the tabulated answers as a group, then outlined the system design
document.

Other documents that were developed by the system developers and reviewed by the
ELMO project team included:
detail design schedule;
drafts of screen, report and interface layouts;
specifications of programs that will be modified or developed for ELMO;
process mapping between ELMO and court system to cover judicial orders;
catalogue of forms that would be programmed for automated document generation;
functional narrative; that is, a narrative of how ELMO will be used by caseworkers;
ELMO testing and training plan; and,
ELMO installation and conversion plan.

Programming of ELMO
The detailed system design was completed in mid-1999, but programming of ELMO was

delayed because of the tight labor market for computer programmers in Alaska at this
time. In addition, CSED programmers faced other system priorities; namely, Y2K
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requirements and preparing for Federal certification of the automated system. CSED was
also making modifications to accommodate the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act
(UIFSA). The system design requirements encompassed the automatic generation of
UIFSA forms in UIFSA review and modification cases, but UIFSA forms had not been
automated in the court system yet.

Testing of ELMO

In January 2000 the testing of ELMO began. Numerous tests were conducted that
considered the wide range of functions and activities that would be conducted by ELMO.
It ranged from the testing of the automated generation of forms to the testing of the
automated guidelines calculation. A first run of the financial review report was also
conducted. This report displays all cases automatically reviewed, the outcome of the
review and codes for what actions were initiated (e.g., stop, initiate or suspend an order
review).

Implementing ELMO

In April 2000 ELMO was implemented statewide. A total of 31,881 child support orders
were reviewed in this first run. It also reviewed all orders issued in April of any previous
year. The vast majority (94%) of reviewed cases were not active, hence suspended from
further review by ELMO unless they are re-activated.  The remaining six percent of the
cases (almost 2,000 cases) contained current support orders, hence the review process
continued. The results of this and other monthly reviews are discussed more in Chapter
IV. The point that is being made now is that for the first year, ELMO cycled through a
large number of cases, but in subsequent years, the number of cases reviewed by ELMO
will be smaller since it will not have to review inactive cases unless they are re-activated.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

This chapter maps out the approach taken in the design and development of ELMO. In
general, ELMO was well planned. Other States considering the development of similar
automated review and adjustment may learn from Alaska’s experiences. The greatest
difficulty in designing and developing ELMO was the considerable level of effort it
required. System design requirements were further complicated by the necessity to
accommodate for both judicial and administrative modification processes along with
UIFSA cases and other changes in the automated system that were occurring to meet new
Federal requirements and Y2K requirements. As a result, some Alaska administrators
would recommend that if a State were to automate its review and modification process,
that it be done when there are not other major changes occurring in their child support

N4
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enforcement program. In particular, it should not be done concurrent to other major
modifications to the automated system.

Nonetheless, now that ELMO has been operating smoothly for over a year, Alaska
administrators and staff involved in its development and implementation take great pride
in ELMO. It is a powerful tool for periodically reviewing orders with little manual effort
required. Unfortunately, however, because it interfaces with NSTAR, a child support
automated system unique to Alaska, it would be difficult to migrate it to another state’s
automated child support system.
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Chapter Il
The ELMO Process

This Chapter describes how the ELMO review and modification process work. It starts
from the selection of cases for review by ELMO to the issuing of a modified order
amount. It breaks the process into three stages.

Stage 1: ELMO conducts initial review

Stage 2. Caseworker determines whether to notify the benefiting parties

Stage 3: Benefiting party consents to review, hence full review is conducted
First, however, an overview is provided.

OVERVIEW OF THE ELMO PROCESS

At the beginning of each month, ELMO conducts a review of all child support orders

issued in the same month but in a previous year. As displayed in Exhibit 111-1, ELMO

conducts its review (Stage 1 of the process) in three sweeps.

+ In the first sweep, ELMO identifies cases eligible for review using criteria developed
by the ELMO project team.

¢ In the second sweep, ELMO matches the obligor in cases eligible for review to
income available from automated sources linked to ELMO.

% In the third sweep, ELMO simulates a guidelines calculation using the income
available from automated sources and determines whether the modification threshold,
a 15 percent change in the order amount, is met.

The results of the ELMO review are provided to a caseworker in order for the

caseworker to verify that case selection criteria are met.  If the case selection criteria are

verified then the benefiting parties are contacted to determine if they want to continue

the review. If a benefiting party wants to continue the review, the appropriate forms are

ordered and mailed. If the benefiting party does not want to continue with the review,

the review is ceased. If the case is a public assistance case and ELMO indicates an

upward modification, the review is always continued since current support is assigned to

the State in public assistance cases.

4
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Exhibit [11-1
Monthly ELMO Review Process

ELMO selectsordersissued
in that month of previous
years

AreELMO
review criteria

Review is
suspended

Isincome
information
available from
automated

sour ces?

Review is
suspended

Automated
Guidelines
Calculation
Based on New
Income

Isthereat
least a 15%
difference

Review is
suspended

Caseworker verifiesreview
criteriaare met
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ELMO has the capacity to automatically generate a notice to modify to all cases it
identifies appropriate for modification. State code permits that order amounts
determined from an automated review can be entered if none of the parties appeal. This
automated capacity was utilized in the first few months of ELMO’s operations, but was
disengaged after parties of non-public assistance cases began to complain to the courts.
Some parties of judicial cases that ELMO had targeted for modification did not want to
have their award amounts changed. Like the 1988-90 Oregon Modification project
found, many parents do not want to “rock the boat” with the other parent. They believe
changing the support order amount or revealing current income as required in the review
process may change the parents’ relationship.3

In response to this criticism, it was decided to contact the party who would benefit from
ELMO'’s suggested modified award amount and only proceed with the review if that
party consented. This means the noncustodial parent is always notified if ELMO
indicates a downward modification and the custodial parent is always notified if ELMO
indicates an upward modification. In addition, the State is always notified in all public
assistance cases regardless of the direction of the modification. If ELMO indicates an
upward modification in a public assistance case, the State will always pursue the review
because the State is a party to the case. However, if ELMO indicates a downward
modification in a public assistance case, the review will not be continued unless the
noncustodial parent consents. In some respects, this helps streamline the process.
ELMO can only detect income reported by employers and not income from self-
employment, hence the noncustodial parent is in the best position to know whether his
or her total income has actually declined sufficiently to justify a downward modification
and whether a complete review is appropriate.

STAGE 1: ELMO’S INITIAL REVIEW

In each month, ELMO selects all cases with orders issued in the same month of previous
years. It first double-checks that a review is not in progress or has not been conducted in
the last year. It then goes through a series of sweeps to determine whether the case may
be appropriate for a manual review. Finally, ELMO generates a report listing the final
outcome of each case based on all of the sweeps.. The possible outcomes are described
in greater detail below. They essentially indicate whether the automated review should be
suspended, requires manual investigation, or the case is a likely candidate for
modification.

3 Policy Studies Inc., Oregon Child Support Updating Project: Final Report: Report to the State of Oregon, Denver,
Colorado (April 1991).

4
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Sweep One: Selecting Cases for ELMO Review

In the first sweep, ELMO automatically excludes the following cases before searching for
income from automated sources.

1. Closed cases

Cases without a current support order

Cases in which the noncustodial parent has more than one order

Cases in which the oldest child will become emancipated within the next six months
Cases in which there is shared or divided physical custody

Cases that are non-1V-D orders or Team 28 (FCR) cases

o U A wN

Closed cases are automatically eliminated from subsequent reviews unless they are
reopened. Cases without current support orders are flagged for the establishment team.
Cases in which the noncustodial parent has more than one order are also flagged because
manual review is required to determine whether the order has a qualifying adjustment for
prior born children. Cases in which the oldest child is about to be emancipated are not
reviewed any further because the order amount is about to change due to the
emancipation of the oldest child. In this case a full review is likely to be cost ineffective.
Cases in which there is shared or divided physical custody are identified from the order
screen, but since the amount of the time share or other information necessary for the
calculation of a shared or divided physical custody order are not available on the screen,
the ELMO review is discontinued. Finally, sometimes the system will capture interstate
cases with orders registered in another State or cases listed through the Federal Case
Registry that are not CSED cases, hence CSED does not have the controlling order.

For those cases not meeting the review criteria in this first sweep, the monthly report that
Is provided to the caseworker and ELMO project manager will list the reasons ELMO
did not continue the review. It will also toggle the system to let it know when the next
review should be conducted.

Sweep Two: Matching Selected Cases with Income from Automated Sources

As discussed in the previous Chapter, ELMO pulls income data from the following three

sources.

1. Internal Revenue Service. Miscellaneous income reported on Form 1099 is available
electronically to child support agencies to establish and modify child support orders.
Generally, 1099 income is viewed as supplemental income to wage earnings and not
usually reflective of the primary source of income.

2. Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (DOL). DOL provides CSED
with quarterly wage, workman’s compensation and unemployment reports from
employers in Alaska.
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3. National Directory of New Hires (NDNH). All States are required to report their
quarterly wage data, unemployment reports, and new hires to the OCSE. In turn,
OCSE combines these reports with reports from Federal agencies and information
from the Social Security Administration. The merged records are known as the
National Directory of New Hires.

For cases making it through the first sweep, ELMO then determines whether income

information is sufficient for an automated review.

+» If there are four consecutive quarters of income information, income information is
determined to be sufficient.

¢ If income information is not available from quarterly wage data for four quarters,
income information is considered to be insufficient.

< If unemployment or workman’s compensation has been received in any month of the
last year, income information is considered to be insufficient.

Recall that the practice in Alaska is to seek income information from stable employment,

which is typically defined as a year of continuous employment. Even though

unemployment and short-term disabilities (which could result in  Workman’s

Compensation or short-term disability benefits) are considered temporary in Alaska, in

these circumstances and others indicating erratic or unstable employment, CSED will

seek income information from the past three years and average it.

If there are four consecutive quarters of wage data, the incomes are summed and ELMO
goes to the next sweep. If there are not four consecutive quarters available, ELMO
discontinues the review but flags these cases that made it through sweep one (i.e., those
cases that met ELMO’s initial review criteria) as having “insufficient income
information.”

Sweep Three: Guidelines Calculation Based on New Income

In cases making it through the second sweep, ELMO automatically computes the child
support order amount based on the summed quarterly wage data using the Alaska Child
Support Guidelines. Since the guidelines are based on a percentage of obligor net
income, after-tax income is first determined assuming the obligor files as a single tax
payor and pays FICA. The guidelines percentages, which vary according to the number
of children subject to the order, are then applied. (Those percentages are listed in
Chapter I.)

If the guidelines simulation based on income information linked to ELMO did not
indicate at least a 15 percent difference from the current support order amount, the case
Is flagged “insufficient change.” For those orders that meet the 15 percent criteria,

N4
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ELMO notes whether the direction of the simulated order amount based on the new
income information is downward or upward, and the amount of the proposed order. If
the direction is downward and it is a public assistance case, that is also noted.

STAGE 2: NOTICE TO THE PARTIES

Once ELMO conducts its initial review, it produces a report that lists the results of the
review of each case. The report sorts each case into three categories:

administrative orders;

judicial orders; and,

UIFSA orders.
UIFSA orders are sent to the Interstate Unit for further action. In administrative and
judicial orders in which ELMO indicates that an order modification may be appropriate,
the caseworker assigned to the ELMO project manually verifies that review criteria have
been met. Specifically, the caseworker checks that at least one of the parents resides in
Alaska and there is an Alaskan order. The caseworker may also review the financial
information and the previous order to determine whether there are unique circumstances
(e.g., temporary employment or a shared physical custody order) that ELMO did not
detect because the information was not recorded on the automated system.

If the caseworker verifies that review criteria are indeed met, the caseworker will toggle
ELMO to generate the necessary paperwork to notify the benefiting parties that an
automated review has occurred and ask whether the benefiting parties would like to
continue the review.

STAGE 3: A PARTY INITIATES A FULL REVIEW

A full review will be initiated if a benefiting party consents. This may be the State in
public assistance cases. A completed Child Support Guidelines Affidavit is required from
the benefiting party. All of this must be provided within 30 days if the parties reside in-
state.

Exhibit 111-2 displays the steps that occur if a full review is initiated. In the first step, the
benefiting party notifies CSED they would like to continue the review. In turn, CSED
checks whether all of the supporting income documentation as required is provided. If it
Is not, CSED sends a letter of denial of review. If all required information is provided,
then CSED will schedule a review date and notify all of the parties that a review has been
scheduled. If the order is modified, it will be effective the first of the month following
the date of this notification, which is called, “Notice of Petition for Modification.”
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The review is conducted as scheduled. If CSED determines a modification of the support
order is appropriate it notifies the parties in writing of the finding. The notice will
include the proposed adjustment and effective date. If it is a judicial order, the file will be
forwarded to the Department of Law for judicial proceedings. If it is an administrative
order, a party may appeal and request a formal hearing upon receipt of the review
findings.

If CSED determines a modification of the support order is not appropriate it will issue a
notice denying the petition for modification in administrative orders and a denial of
modification in judicial orders.

¢
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