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December 17, 2019 
LETTER FROM AUDITOR HARMON TO THE DEPARTMENT FOR INCOME SUPPORT 
COMMISSIONER 
Commissioner  
Department for Income Support 
730 Schenkel Lane 
Frankfort, KY 40601 
 
Dear Commissioner: 
 

The Auditor of Public Accounts (APA) has completed its examination of the Cabinet for 
Health and Family Services’ Department for Income Support Child Support Enforcement (CSE) 
Program.  This report summarizes the procedures performed and communicates the results of those 
procedures. 
 

The purpose of this examination was not to provide an opinion on the financial statements, 
but to review the programs, processes, and controls over CSE reimbursements to contracting 
officials and contract monitoring activities.  Detailed findings and recommendations based on our 
examination are presented in this report to assist management in implementing corrective action.  
Overall, these findings indicate the following: 
 

• Significant weaknesses exist in the annual contract monitoring process, including a 
lack of documentation and insufficient measures to ensure funds are properly 
tracked. 

• Known monitoring issues are not immediately addressed.   
• Greater oversight is needed over reimbursements to contracting officials to ensure 

the validity of expenses and the consistent application of program restrictions. 
• More training is needed for CSE staff and contracting officials. 
• CSE should ensure employee compensation complies with federal regulation. 
• Approved proportional cost plans are not documented and maintained by CSE.   

 
 



We appreciate your assistance and the assistance of your staff throughout the examination.  
If you have any questions or wish to discuss this report further, please contact me or Andrew 
Schachtner, Deputy Executive Director, Auditor of Public Accounts. 
 
       Sincerely, 

 
       Mike Harmon 
       Auditor of Public Accounts 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
  
Examination Scope 
 

On February 12, 2019, the Auditor of Public Accounts (APA) notified the Cabinet 
for Health and Family Services’ (CHFS) Department for Income Support (DIS) of its intent 
to perform a special examination of the Child Support Enforcement (CSE) program.  The 
examination would evaluate contract monitoring and compliance relating to CSE’s 
contracts for enforcement services.  Examination procedures focused primarily on program 
activity in these areas between July 1, 2016 and June 30, 2018, unless otherwise specified.   
 
 The purpose of this examination was not to provide an opinion on financial 
statements or duplicate work of routine annual financial statement audits, but to determine 
the sufficiency of contract monitoring controls in place at CHFS for child support contracts 
with contracting officials.  These contracting officials are county attorneys unless the 
county attorney exercises “the option … to decline such designation” per KRS 205.712(7).  
This examination report covers CHFS monitoring of the child support enforcement 
program.  An additional examination report will be issued related to the functions of county 
attorney offices.   
 

To address the objectives of this examination, the APA interviewed CHFS 
personnel and reviewed and analyzed several documents, including, but not limited to 
contracts, inter-agency agreements, emails, monitoring files, agency reports, CSE policies 
and procedures, federal and state laws impacting the child support program, and a sample 
of monthly reimbursement requests from contracting officials.  Our sample for this 
examination consisted of 14 county attorney offices contracted with CSE. 
 
CHFS Mission and Administration of the CSE Program 
 

In 1975, the United States Congress passed legislation creating the Child Support 
Enforcement Program, generally referred to as Title IV–D of the Social Security Act (the 
IV–D program).  The IV–D program provides federal matching funds to states to assist in 
providing Child Support Enforcement.  Since its inception, the program has been 
administered in Kentucky by CSE.   

KRS 205.712(2)(a) designates CSE as the state agency to administer Title IV-D of 
the Social Security Act.  CSE aids legal guardians and custodial parents of minor children 
with locating the noncustodial parent, establishment of paternity, establishment of financial 
and medical support, enforcement of child support obligations, court orders, and 
collections of spousal/ex-spousal support.  Additionally, per KRS 205.712(7), CSE 
contracts with courts and local officials to administer the CSE program pursuant to Title 
IV-D of the Social Security Act.  These child support contracts are based on the state fiscal 
year (FY), beginning July 1 and ending June 30 and are subject to federal sub-recipient 
monitoring requirements.   
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 Sub-recipient monitoring of CSE contracts is performed by the Division of 
Administration and Financial Management (DAFM) in the CHFS Department for 
Community Based Services (DCBS).  DAFM monitors all DCBS contracts except those 
that are monitored by another agency.  The contract between DAFM and CSE is an inter-
agency agreement, where DAFM monitors the child support program contracts for 
compliance with the requirements of Title IV-D of the Social Security Act and the contract 
requirements included in 2 CFR § 200.331.  DAFM monitors CSE contracts a minimum 
of once in a three year period.  CSE contracts negotiated with in-state contractors funded 
at or above $750,000 are monitored annually.   
 
Organizational Structure 
 

Beginning in January 2017, processing of CSE contracting officials’ monthly 
reimbursement requests was transitioned between CHFS offices.  Figure 1, summarizes the 
organizational transitions.  

 
Figure 1: CSE’s Contracting Official Invoice Processing, for FY 2017 and FY 2018 

Source:  APA, based on data provided by Department for Income Support/Child Support Enforcement. 
 
As reflected in Figure 1, prior to January 2017, processing and approval was 

handled by the Administrative and Financial Support Branch in CSE.  In January 2017, 
CHFS reorganized its operations and transferred the internal policy analyst responsible for 
review and approval of contracting official reimbursements, along with the function, to the 
Division of Procurement and Grant Oversight.  In November 2017, the responsibility for 
processing and approving reimbursements remained with the Division of Procurement and 
Grant Oversight, but processing was handled by other division staff.  Finally, the 
responsibility for processing and approval transferred back to CSE in February 2018, where 
it has remained since that time, in the Budget and Reports Unit.   

 
Figure 2 on the following page shows the organization of CSE as of January 18, 

2019 (FY 2019):   
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Figure 2: Organization Chart for CSE as of January 18, 2019 

Source: CSE. 
 
As demonstrated in Figure 2, CSE currently consists of the Budget and Reports 

Unit and four branches: Processing and Distribution, Program Services, Program 
Development, and Field Management and Services.  The Budget and Reports Unit 
processes and approves contracting official invoices submitted monthly to CSE.  
 
CHFS Contracts with County Attorneys 
 

Per KRS 205.712(7), CSE may enter into financial arrangements (contracts) with 
courts and local officials to administer the CSE program pursuant to Title IV-D of the 
Social Security Act.  Typically, the local County Attorney serves as CSE’s designee, and 
the contract is between the County Attorney’s office and the Cabinet.  The County Attorney 
has the right to decline the program’s contract, in which case, CSE would enter into an 
agreement with another party.  In this report, the County Attorneys and other parties who 
have entered into CSE program contracts will be referred to as “contracting officials.” 

 
The contracting officials provide direct services on all IV-D cases for the child 

support program in their county. The duties and responsibilities of these officials include, 
but are not limited to:   
 

• Administer the child support program, including the budget and IV-D caseload, in 
their respective county. 
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• Abide by the child support contract, CSE policy and procedures, and federal and 
state laws and regulations governing the child support program.  
  

• Use all system resources for child support purposes. 
 

• Follow safeguarding and confidentiality rules outlined in the CSE Policy and 
Procedure Manual.  
  

• Open cases according to federally mandated timeframes, interview participants 
and initiate action(s) on the case as described in the CSE Policy and Procedure 
Manual. 
  

• Accept and process applications received for child support services.  
  

• Maintain IV-D child support case files and ensure the information in the records 
is reliable and supports the data in the child support system, and protect federal 
tax information, as detailed in the CSE Policy and Procedure Manual. 
  

• When required, initiate administrative or judicial actions to establish paternity, 
and child and/or medical support orders.  
  

• Review and modify child support orders in a timely manner in accordance with 
the CSE Policy and Procedure Manual.  
  

• Take timely enforcement actions to secure payments for current support and/or an 
arrearage balances in accordance with the CSE Policy and Procedure Manual. 
 

• Provide thorough, timely, and courteous customer service for all IV-D cases.  
 

CSE Budget  
 
The CSE budget is established through the Commonwealth’s biennial budget 

process.  The CSE program receives funding each year from the General Fund, Federal 
Fund, and Restricted Funds.  The majority of funding for this program is derived through 
Federal Grants and Awards.  For FY20, the total enacted budget for this program is 
$48,369,900. 

 
 Budgeted expenditures, as reflected in the 2018-2020 Budget of the 

Commonwealth, are summarized in Figure 3 on the following page. 
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Figure 3:  Child Support Enforcement Annual Budget for Fiscal Years 2018-2020 

 
Source: APA, based on the 2018-2020 Budget of the Commonwealth. 

  
Annually, CSE and the Kentucky County Attorney’s Association (KCAA) 

negotiate the general funding allocated to contracting officials.  In turn, CSE then 
negotiates individual contract budget amounts with each contracting official, where the 
child support program equals 66% Federal and 34% Agency funding.  The table below 
(Figure 4) presents the annual budget of all CSE contracts with contracting officials 
providing child support enforcement services for FY 2017 through FY 2020:   
 

Figure 4: CSE Total Contract Budget with Contracting Officials by Fiscal Year 

 
Source: APA, based on CSE records. 

 
In both FY 2017 and FY 2018, the Cabinet entered into 117 contracts with 

contracting official offices to perform services for the child support program including one 
office that provided program services to four counties.  In each FY, 116 contracts were 
established with County Attorney offices, and one contract was established with a Friend 
of the Court.  All contracts established with the County Attorney offices designated the 
County Attorney as the contracting official, with the exception of one contract in FY 2018.  
Although, still established with the County Attorney’s office, the CSE contract designated 
an Assistant County Attorney as the contracting official.     

 
At the beginning of each FY, CSE issues an installment payment to each 

contracting official office equal to 1/12th of the annual contracting official’s budget for the 
first month’s expenses.  The contracting officials submit monthly invoices to CSE 
documenting expenses incurred for their child support duties.  CSE reimburses only 
allowable program expenses pursuant to 2 CFR 200, Subpart E and 45 CFR 304, by the 
10th of every month.  Beginning in FY 2018, contracting officials’ reimbursement requests 
were electronically submitted to CSE through the Monthly Invoice Processing System 
(MIPS).        
 

Expenditures By Class
Revised             
FY 2018

Enacted             
FY 2019

Enacted              
FY 2020

Personnel Costs 8,498,900$         9,888,400$          10,017,800$        
Operating Expenses 1,707,200           1,763,900            1,751,200            
Grants Loans Benefits 47,587,700         36,600,900          36,600,900          

Total Expenditures 57,793,800$       48,253,200$        48,369,900$        
Expenditures by Fund Source

General Fund 7,576,900$         7,116,600$          7,116,600$          
Restricted Funds 16,004,800         12,424,900          12,424,900          
Federal Fund 34,212,100         28,711,700          28,828,400          

Total Expenditures 57,793,800$       48,253,200$        48,369,900$        

Fiscal Year 2017 2018 2019 2020
Total CSE Contracts 44,106,400$ 44,106,400$ 46,368,354$ 48,316,460$ 
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CHAPTER II: FINDINGS 
 
Finding 1: The Annual Child Support Monitoring Process Is Not Sufficient and 
Failed to Identify Red Flags Indicating Potential Fraud 
  

CSE’s monitoring activities during FY 2017 and FY 2018 for 13 sampled 
contracting officials lacked documentation to support monitoring activity and failed to 
identify indicators of fraud in at least one instance.  The level of detail in monitoring 
documentation varies by monitor.  Checklists known as the “monitoring tools” outline 
processes to be reviewed, but do not always provide enough detail to understand what work 
the monitor should perform.  Beyond the tools and the requirement to obtain an Audit 
Requirement Exemption Form (CMF09-119) or an audit engagement letter to include 
Uniform Guidance audit requirements, no other documentation is required to support the 
monitoring conclusions.  Without additional documentation, a subsequent reviewer relies 
on the monitor’s notes to evidence the review performed. 
 

To help ensure compliance with federal requirements under 2 CFR 200.331, CSE 
contracts with DAFM to provide monitoring services.  Section 2 of this agreement outlines 
the services provided by DAFM.  These services include developing monitoring tools, 
submitting the tools to CSE for review and input, reviewing documentation to determine 
contract compliance, preparation of monitoring reports, and review of corrective action 
plans.  Corrective action plans are necessary when instances of non-compliance are 
identified.  The contract requires follow up on corrective action plans during the next 
monitoring visit.  See Finding 5 (page 26) discussing monitoring of corrective action plan 
implementation. 
 

CSE contracting officials are subject to either a desk review or an on-site 
monitoring visit at least once every three years.  The monitoring process is outlined in the 
DAFM manual, and monitor steps are contained in two monitoring tools, the 
Administrative/Fiscal Monitoring Tool and the Child Support Monitoring Tool. The 
Administrative/Fiscal Monitoring Tool is used by DAFM for various CHFS contracts, 
while the other tool is developed by DAFM specifically for CSE.  DAFM develops the 
Child Support monitoring tool based on the contract for the year under review.   
 
Monitoring Tools 
 

DAFM monitoring tools are the primary documentation for the work performed by 
each monitor.  The tools are laid out in a chart format and include five columns: Monitoring 
Item, Documentation/Verification, Yes, No, and N.A.  See monitoring tools at Appendices 
A and B.  Identified at the top of the tool is the agency monitored, contract number, 
monitor’s name, date of the monitoring, individual who provided information to DAFM 
and their contact information.  The Monitoring Item column provides some guidance on 
what the monitor is looking for, and the work is documented in the 
Documentation/Verification column.   
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For FY 2017 and FY 2018, monitoring items are brief and at times do not provide 
a good description of what work is expected to be performed.  For example, 
Administrative/Fiscal Monitoring Tool, monitoring item #8 states “The agency’s 
accounting records are supported by source documentation.”  Monitoring notes were fairly 
consistent but offered limited insight as to the work performed to address this monitoring 
item.  Often the response was similar to the following: “[v]iewed invoices and General 
Ledger for SFY 2017, bank statement, canceled checks and supporting documentation for 
July, 2016 and December, 2016. No discrepancies were noted.” 
 

The Contract Performance Section Supervisor explained monitors review two 
randomly selected invoices, along with “all source documentation to include expenditures, 
rent, proportional cost plans, staff timesheets (CS-21), attorney timesheets (CS-21.1) and 
associated required logs/court dockets to verify time claimed, verify the CS-27 to timesheet 
totals, verifying timesheets are approved by CA or designated staff (CS-197 required), and 
fidelity bonds.”  The Section Supervisor noted many other steps taken to address this 
monitoring issue and stated monitors may look at more information depending on the type 
or amount of the contract.   The explanation provided by the Section Supervisor far exceeds 
the level of detail in the monitoring tools examined.  There is no written policy or process 
available defining the steps to be performed for each monitoring item.    
 
Level of Evidence 
 

DAFM's Manual does not require copies of the records reviewed by the DAFM 
monitors to be maintained in the monitoring file. The completed monitoring tools present 
the monitor’s observations and comments on the documents reviewed, but the monitor is 
not required to provide any supporting documentation included in the review except for the 
engagement letter and Audit Exemption form (CMF09-119).  The monitor’s notes in the 
monitoring tool are the primary evidence maintained to support the compliance assessment.  
 

For FY 2017 and FY 2018 auditors reviewed 13 monitoring files. Out of the 13 
files from FY 2017, auditors noted one CMF09-119 form was signed certifying compliance 
for the wrong fiscal year and another indicated no issue on the monitoring tool but did not 
have an engagement letter or form on file.  In FY 2018, another monitoring file did not 
have either an engagement letter or CMF09-119 form on file.  
 
Additional Review Work 
 

While working on a separate examination, we identified potential fraud by an 
employee in the Boyd County Child Support office.  The potential fraud will be referred to 
law enforcement and discussed in detail in the separate examination report.  This issue 
raised additional questions about the CSE contract monitoring process.  The contracting 
official’s office had on-site monitoring by DAFM for several years, but no issues were 
identified by CHFS.  A sufficient monitoring process should have identified red flags that 
indicated potential fraud.  Because the APA had access to the local official’s CSE records, 
we further examined the monitoring performed in FY 2017 and FY 2018 in an attempt to 
address these concerns.   



Chapter II: Findings 
Page 12 

 

 

In FY 2017 and FY 2018, the contracting 
official’s office received CSE reimbursements through 
electronic deposit.  The monitor made note in the FY 
2017 Administrative/Financial Monitoring Tool of the 
direct deposits when discussing internal controls.  
However, in FY 2018 no mention of the direct deposit 
was made in the monitoring tool.  The monitor noted the 
existence of one CSE account in the FY 2018 tool, but the monitor did not identify that the 
account number was different from the prior year.  The monitor reviewed bank statements 
for the new account. 

 
From review of the contracting official’s records, the APA was aware of a total of 

four bank accounts associated with the CSE program in FY 2018.  If the monitor had 
attempted to match payments from CHFS to deposits into the local CSE account, they 
would have identified that the deposits did not agree.  Since CHFS was making direct 
deposits in the account, it seems reasonable that CHFS would have a record of the bank 
account in which deposits were being made.  The monitor could gather that information 
before going into the field and then inquire about the additional account when it was not 
identified by the individual providing the records.  Had the monitor identified and 
examined the account in which funds were direct deposited, the other two accounts could 
have been identified, as funds from the Cabinet were transferred by check into the other 
accounts. 
 

For monitoring item #8 of the Administrative/Fiscal Monitoring tool from FY 2018, 
the monitor indicated that they had “[r]eviewed bank statements, cancelled checks, 
accounting records, Monthly Invoice Portal System (MIPS) Invoices, for July 2017 and 
December, 2017.”  Had the monitor thoroughly reviewed the invoice for December 2017 
expenses, along with bank statements and cancelled checks, the monitor could have 
identified two checks that were presented to CSE as support for expenses but that did not 
clear the bank at any time during FY 2018.  Because there is no evidence beyond the 
monitor’s notes in the monitoring tool and no file to evidence the work performed, it is 
impossible to evaluate why this issue was not identified. 

 
Recommendations 
 

We recommend DAFM: 
• Require more evidence of the reviews performed by contract monitors.  At 

a minimum, the specific steps performed by the monitor should be defined 
and evidence should be collected to support statements made by the monitor 
in the monitoring tool. 

• Confirm deposits into the contract official’s account as part of the 
monitoring process.  If electronic payments are made, consider what 
information may be available through the Cabinet to allow DAFM to be 
aware of existing accounts prior to the review.  

• Confirm expenses presented to CSE as support for monthly child support 
costs have cleared the bank as part of the monitoring process.  If an expense 

CHFS monitor did not 
confirm payments from the 
Cabinet were deposited into 

the official’s bank. 
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presented to CSE for reimbursement does not clear the bank, additional 
follow-up should be performed to determine the reason for the discrepancy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Report continues with Finding 2, on next page. 
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Finding 2: Poor Oversight by CSE Led to Improper Reimbursements to 
Contracting Officials  
 

In the fall of 2018, DIS notified the APA of past performance issues in its CSE 
program.  Specifically, they were concerned about their process for reimbursing 
contracting officials for enforcement costs.  At that time, CSE was revising the 
reimbursement process in an attempt to strengthen controls.   
 

We reviewed a sample of contracting officials’ reimbursement requests from April 
2017 and April 2018.  Oversight of this process was lax, which led to a lack of 
accountability and unsubstantiated reimbursements.  Beginning in FY 2018, CHFS made 
changes in its staffing and in its documentation requirements in an effort to improve 
oversight of the reimbursement process.  However, some issues still remain and stronger 
controls are needed to ensure the revisions are effective and progress is sustained.        
 
Reimbursement Issues 
 

We reviewed a sample of 14 contracting 
officials’ reimbursement requests for expenses 
incurred in April 2017 and April 2018, for a total of 
28 requests and identified a number of irregularities.  
These irregularities include a lack of sufficient 
supporting documentation, lack of approval by CSE 
staff, and reimbursement for unallowable expenses. 
 

CHFS provides guidance for CSE reimbursement requests with the CSE online 
manual and with the annual contract with contracting officials.  The contract and manual 
require contracting officials to submit a reimbursement request for the prior month’s 
expenses on a CS-20 form.  The CS-20 form summarizes expenses claimed for 
reimbursement by category and is accompanied by other prescribed forms.  Each 
expenditure is to be supported by a detailed invoice.  See an example of the CS-20 Form 
at Appendices C and D. 
 

If direct salary expenses are included on the CS-20, a CS-27 form must also be 
submitted.  See the CS-27 Form used by CSE beginning in FY 2018 at Appendix E.  The 
CS-20 presents the total direct salary for which reimbursement is being requested and the 
CS-27 provides detail of each employee’s name, title, hours worked, and rate of pay for 
the month.  CSE reimbursed one county attorney $80,722 for direct salary costs without a 
CS-27.  Furthermore, the CS-20 was not signed by CSE staff to indicate approval, though 
full payment of the request was made to the county attorney.  
 

The CSE Manual requires the CS-20 form to be accompanied by itemized receipts 
for all items purchased.  In some cases, the support submitted to CSE only presented the 
total amount due, providing the approver with little to no detail.  Without detailed support, 
CSE cannot determine whether it is an allowable or whether the expense is an actual 
expense of the program.  In other instances, documentation was detailed but unallowable 

CSE allowed reimbursements to 
contracting officials with little to 

no supporting documentation. 
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items such as unnecessary insurance and sales tax were reimbursed.  The following are 
examples of irregularities identified in review of the sampled reimbursements.  These 
examples were identified from four different contracting officials: 
 

• For April 2018, CSE reimbursed $851.28 to a contracting official for a heating bill, 
which included a $527.38 balance from the previous month.  The documentation 
submitted to support this expense included all pages of the current month’s 
statement, but provided no detail associated with the previous balance.  From the 
current month’s bill, $18.33 in sales tax was identified.  CSE correctly identified 
and removed the $18.33 sales tax from the reimbursement request, but did not 
question the documentation or require full detail to support the previous month’s 
balance of $527.38.  Based on the current month’s statement, it is reasonable to 
expect the prior month’s balance included tax.   

 
• Another contracting official was reimbursed $1,200 in May 2017 based on a check 

image showing payment to the fiscal court for rent. No invoice, rental agreement, 
or other record was provided.  No additional evidence was requested to substantiate 
the payment or to show that the check cleared the bank.   

 
• On May 7, 2018, a contracting official was reimbursed $198.04 for a miscellaneous 

expense, when the support included only a portion of the detailed invoice.  The 
support identified $198.04 as the total, but the detail of the bill identifies only 
$153.87. There is nothing contained in the support to identify the source of the 
additional $44.17.  CSE reimbursed tax of $5.82 associated with an office supply 
expense.  The request for reimbursement was approved in full on the same day as 
it was completed and submitted to CSE by the local office.      

 
• For April 2018, a request included the same payment for life insurance under two 

different categories of expense, fringe benefits and miscellaneous direct cost.  This 
duplication resulted in an overpayment of $251.86.  This request also included both 
the cost of employer and employee portion of retirement, though the program only 
allows the employer’s portion, resulting in an additional overpayment of $902.35.  
CSE review at the time of payment did not capture either of these issues.  This 
request was submitted to CSE on May 11, 2018.  CSE approved this request on the 
same day it was submitted in the system.  

 
• For April 2018, a CSE reimbursement to another contracting official included 

$866.54 for Terrorism Risk Insurance, which according to the CSE assistant is not 
a required insurance for CSE and as such should not have been allowed for 
reimbursement.   

 
Due to concerns about a specific local child support office, additional review was 

performed.  The additional review identified three prepayments of annual rent by CSE to 
the local child support office made between June 2018 and July 2019.  The first prepayment 
of rent was approved by CSE staff in June 2018 in the amount of $14,400 to cover rent for 
FY 2019.  The second prepayment of rent was approved by CSE staff in June 2019 in the 
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amount of $13,400 to cover rent for FY 2020.  The third prepayment of rent was approved 
by CSE staff in July 2019 in the amount of $13,400 to cover rent for FY 2021, two years 
in advance.  The DIS Commissioner did not have documentation or recollection of 
authorizing an entire year’s prepayment of rent for FY 2019 and FY 2021.  However, the 
Commissioner recalls looking at the budget and having discussions with the local county 
office in FY 2019 to allow for prepayment of rent for the FY 2020.  The authorization was 
given verbally and the only documentation of such approval would be in the notes 
maintained by the CSE Budget Analyst at the time of the call.     

 
Records Maintenance 
 

A full analysis of the sampled reimbursements could not be completed because 
CHFS could not provide approved proportional costs plans (CS-96 Form) or detailed pay 
rates and hours for contracting officials, assistant county attorneys, and other local office 
staff (CS-22 Form).  CSE contracts and the CSE manual require the information captured 
by these forms to ensure expenses are appropriately reimbursed.  CSE cannot assess 
compliance with certain federal restrictions or requirements without these records.  Copies 
of the CS-22 Form and CS-96 Form can be viewed at Appendices F, G, and I.  See Findings 
3 (page 20-21) and 4 (page 22-25) related to the impact of these missing documents and 
the ongoing issues that exist and continue to hinder CSE from providing necessary 
oversight.   
 
Review Process and Guidance 
 

Between July 2016 and December 2016 CSE processed and approved contracting 
official expense reimbursements.  Beginning in January 2017, CHFS moved the staff 
member responsible for this to the newly formed Division of Procurement and Grant 
Oversight.  A letter from the CSE Staff Assistant to the Acting DIS CSE Commissioner on 
October 16, 2017 documents concerns the Assistant identified with the review of 
reimbursements by personnel in the Division of Procurement and Grant Oversight.  In 
February 2018, the responsibility was moved back to CSE.  
 

The October 16, 2017 letter also included a document entitled “Steps for Auditing 
Invoices.”  According to the CSE Staff Assistant this guidance has “always been a part of 
the invoice process” though she was not certain when it was originally developed.  The FY 
2017 and FY 2018 “Steps for Auditing Invoices” were requested by auditors to gain an 
understanding of the guidance provided to staff performing the review.  The guidance 
provided in these years was not sufficiently detailed.   
 

Steps to be followed when reviewing invoices in FY 2018 included: 
 

1. Check monthly invoice portal for counties who have submitted invoices 
2. Verify month of service and open invoice. 
3. Audit time allocation tab 
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4. Audit all expenses listed under the Direct Cost Tab.  This includes all 
receipts opening all downloaded receipts and verifying to make sure 
they meet federal guidelines.  Request receipts when necessary by email. 

5. Audit proportional cost if any for the county. 
6. Audit Final Invoice tab and check comments area. 
7. If correct, select approve.  If errors then select, return and email county 

with list of errors to correct. 
8. After approval has been made, sign, date, scan and email invoices to 

CHFS Payables box.  
9. Look in the eMARS system to verify when invoices were actually paid 

and log the amount and the eMARS PRC# into the Monthly Invoice 
Portal on the final tab.  Select the Final button at the bottom of the Final 
Tab to close the invoice so the next month can be submitted. 

10. File in the appropriate folders for each county. 
   

One CSE employee, who approved half of the sample of April 2018 invoices, 
described the review and approval process at that time as the “blind leading the blind.”  The 
employee explained she and the other reviewer at that time, who was hired to perform 
budget work, were relatively new to CSE.  She said there was no real guidance regarding 
the invoice process at that time and she had never seen the “Steps for Auditing Invoices.”   
 

One of CSE’s current reviewers recalled receiving some sort of guidance when she 
first started but it was confusing because the contracting officials do not submit the same 
type of documentation.  The reviewer acknowledged making several mistakes in reviewing 
and processing the reimbursement requests.   
 

CSE developed a new invoice auditing tool and provided it to CSE reviewers in 
August 2019.  The tool is an Excel worksheet that guides the reviewer through a CS-20 
invoice.  If completed, the worksheet would document the reviewer’s line by line review.  
The CSE Budget Analyst, who provided the tool to the APA, noted that reviewers are not 
required to complete the tool but are required to complete the steps.  Without documenting 
the use of the tool, CSE does not know whether reviewers are actually completing the 
required steps as no other documentation exists to evidence the review beyond the 
individual’s system approval.      
 
Training 
 

According to the Staff Assistant, beginning in FY 2019, CSE has stricter policies 
that include requiring submission of timesheets and docket information to support direct 
salary expenses, requiring documentation to support FICA and Retirement payments, no 
longer reimbursing state sales tax, and adding a second level reviewer to the process so one 
individual is not responsible for review and approval of the reimbursement request.  
Although changes have been made to strengthen the review and approval process, CSE has 
provided limited guidance to clarify the new expectations to CSE staff and contracting 
officials.   
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According to CSE personnel, formal training has not been provided to CSE 
reviewers.  One reviewer noted that she received a “crash course” on the MIPS system, but 
received no guidance beyond seeking input from the CSE Budget Analyst.  The reviewer 
noted it would have been helpful to have samples of the different types of documentation 
used in the reimbursement process, noting that she once made a mistake on a 
reimbursement because she confused a city tax form with an unemployment form.    
 

On September 11, 2019, CSE provided reviewers with a self-guided training. The 
CSE Budget Analyst stated that staff are expected to complete the self-guided training, but 
no deadline was set and staff were are not required to notify anyone if, or when, they 
completed the training.   
 

Throughout the examination, CSE expressed concerns with the completeness of 
contracting officials’ invoice submissions and supporting documentation. Emails 
evidencing some of CSE’s communication to officials were shared with the APA.  These 
emails demonstrate CSE discussed changes in personnel contacts, some challenges or 
issues CSE identified in review of reimbursement requests, and reminders of certain 
documentation requirements.  When asked what training exists for contracting officials on 
the monthly reimbursement process, CSE said that the agency provides training 
opportunities to new contracting officials and staff of those offices.  The training is not 
required and attendance is not recorded, so there is no way of knowing who actually attends 
the training.   
 
Recommendations 
 

We recommend CSE: 
• Require contracting officials to complete all forms necessary to properly 

process monthly reimbursement requests.  If sufficient documentation is not 
provided, CSE should withhold reimbursement to the contracting official or 
disallow an expense until the necessary information is provided.   

• Enforce the requirement for itemized documentation.  Again, if sufficient 
detail is not provided, CSE should withhold reimbursement or disallow an 
expense until sufficient detailed support is provided to substantiate the 
expense. 

• Establish a consistent policy on when prepayment of rent is reimbursable to 
local officials.  If a special approval is given to allow for reimbursement of 
an expense that is otherwise not permitted by CSE, documentation of such 
preapprovals should be clearly documented and that documentation should 
be retained in the agency’s official records.  

• Seek reimbursement for unallowable costs identified in this finding. 
• Develop and conduct a formal, in-person training session for staff 

responsible for processing contracting officials’ reimbursement requests.  
The training should include an understanding of the federal and state 
regulations governing the program, an overview of past issues or errors in 
the reimbursement review and approval process, along with steps taken to 
address those issues.  This training should include an open dialogue about 



Chapter II: Findings 
Page 19 

 

 

current issues and concerns between management and reviewers.  
Management should document issues identified in the training session and 
determine what steps should be taken to address those issues.  This training 
should be mandatory for all reviewers and attendance should be 
documented.   

• Develop and conduct a formal training session for all contracting officials 
and appropriate local office staff members.  The training should discuss 
current and past reimbursement request issues and clearly identify the steps 
taken to address those issues.  The training should be performed in person, 
through Skype, or similar format to include an open dialogue about current 
issues and concerns between CSE and training attendees.  If CSE is 
uncertain of documentation that contracting officials have to support certain 
expenses, this would be an opportunity for CSE to seek that direct feedback 
from the contracting officials.  CSE should document the issues identified 
in the training session and determine what steps should be taken to address 
those issues and then update the contracting officials and other attendees 
immediately of the resulting changes.  This training should be required by 
the contract.  Attendance should be recorded and maintained as evidence 
that the official met the contractual requirement.  

 
Refer to Finding 3 (page 20-21) and 4 (page 22-25) for additional recommendations 
resulting from this work. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Report continues with Finding 3, on next page. 
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Finding 3: CSE Did Not Ensure that Employee Compensation Complies with 
Federal Rules 
  

Title 2 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 200.430 requires compensation 
for employees funded by federal grants to be reasonable, which is defined as being 
“consistent with that paid for similar work in other activities.”  The CSE contracts require 
that no employee of contracting officials may receive a higher hourly rate of pay for child 
support activities than they receive for non-child support activities. 

      
 The CSE contract states that the agency will use the data provided on CS-22 forms 
to determine the reimbursement that officials are eligible to receive each month for 
employee compensation.  This form documents the compensation and fringe benefits each 
contracting official and official’s employee receives from Child Support funds.  CSE 
revised this form in FY 2018 to determine compliance with these federal restrictions, but 
CSE does not require all the information to make this determination.  Without requiring 
the appropriate data, CSE is not holding the contracting official accountable to the contract 
terms and is assuming compliance with this federal restriction.   
 
 CSE could not locate the CS-22 forms requested from FY 2017, but provided a 
spreadsheet maintained by the reviewer in FY 2017.  Attempts were made to use the 
spreadsheet provided, but data maintained in the spreadsheet contradicted information 
recorded on CS-27 forms for similar time period.  Auditors had no assurance that the 
spreadsheet was complete or that the data presented reflected the data for the period 
examined.  For FY 2018, the CS-22 data was electronically reported by contracting 
officials through the MIPS system.  Once an official updates or changes an employee’s 
data in MIPS, the prior version is overwritten.  Therefore, historical data for FY 2018 was 
no longer available to review.   

 
In October 2019, a sample of 243 CS-22 forms, from 16 contracting official offices’ 

were reviewed.  Of the 243 forms, 51 either did not contain all the data required or 
contained contradictory information.  For example, 27 stated the employee did not work 
for the Prosecutors Advisory Council (PAC) or the county, but included an hourly rate of 
pay from PAC or the county.  In 8 instances, the individual was not identified as being 
employed by PAC and reported $0 or blank for the hourly pay, but PAC records indicate 
they were paid by PAC.  Additionally, based on the sample, it appears three individuals are 
receiving a higher hourly rate of pay from Child Support Services than from PAC or 
County sources.  It does not appear based on this review that CSE is reviewing the data 
reported on the CS-22 forms. 
 

While CSE requires a CS-22 in the system for each contracting official and 
employee, it does not require all information to be reported.  Some fields on the CS-22 data 
entry screen were not actually required to submit the form, including, but not limited to: 
Prosecutor Advisory Council, PAC Rate, County Employee (Fiscal Court), County 
Employee Rate.  See screenshot of the CS-22 entry page in MIPS at Appendix H. 
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Although the contract states that the information from the CS-22 will be used to 
determine the amount of reimbursement that officials are eligible to receive, the CSE Staff 
Assistant stated staff only confirm that the total office salary expense calculated on the CS-
27 form agrees with the total office salary expense claimed on the monthly invoice.  CSE 
is not verifying the hourly rate or salary amount used in the monthly reimbursement 
requests with the data reported on the CS-22 forms.   
 
Recommendations 
 

We recommend CSE: 
• Require all fields to be completed on the CS-22 form before allowing it to 

be submitted.  Completion of the form should be required before allowing 
reimbursement of salary expenses.  

• Review CS-22 forms to determine the reimbursement amount officials are 
eligible to receive each month for each employee, as outlined in the 
contract.   

• Verify the employment and compensation data entered into the CS-22 
forms.  For example, management should consider adding steps to the 
contract monitoring tool, requesting a third-party confirmation each year 
from PAC and the county regarding the individual employee’s status and 
rate of pay, or requesting the contractor submit pay stubs.  

• Consider the feasibility of modifying the MIPS system to allow the 
retention of historical data or develop another method to preserve historical 
data that may be used to audit reimbursement amounts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Report continues with Finding 4, on next page. 
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Finding 4: CSE Does Not Document Its Approval of Proportional Cost Plans 
and Failed to Maintain Documentation of Plans to Support Monthly 
Reimbursements 
 

CSE personnel had difficulty locating proportional cost plans in effect for the 
period of July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018.  Plans located by CSE personnel were 
scattered, and many did not contain the effective date of the plan.  Although the contract 
requires proportional cost plans to be submitted annually, CSE has not held officials to this 
requirement.  The plans that were located showed no indication of approval by CHFS.  The 
MIPS system does not maintain an accurate record of each official’s proportional cost rates.  
Without adequately documenting or tracking approved plans, CSE is unable to properly 
calculate the amount of reimbursement a contracting official is eligible to receive. 
 

Proportional costs are defined by the CSE contract as “those costs of an 
organization which are not specifically identifiable with a particular project, service, 
program or activity but nevertheless are necessary to the general operation of the 
organization and the conduct of the activities it performs.”  If proportional costs exist, the 
CSE contract requires contracting officials to submit a proportional cost plan to CHFS for 
approval. The CSE Manual, Section 2.140, requires officials to submit the plans on a CS-
96 form before August 30 of the contract year.   
 
Missing Records and Approvals 
 

CSE was unable to identify and locate all CS-96 forms approved and in effect 
between July 1, 2016 and June 30, 2018.  The CSE Staff Assistant stated that record 
keeping during that period was a mess and records were scattered, noting she had spent a 
week “here and there digging thru [sic] file cabinets and folders trying to track down these 
plans.”  In some instances the plans did not identify when the plan was effective, in other 
instances a plan was located, but it would be for a different time period.  For example, one 
official’s invoices for FY 2017 reported having a rate of 30%, but the only plan CSE was 
able to locate was for FY 2018 when the rate was 33%.   
 

A proportional cost plan provided for one contracting official in our sample dated 
back to FY 2015.  Though CS-96 forms are to be submitted annually, CSE acknowledged 
this requirement was not enforced over the past few years.  Instead, if there were no changes 
reported by the contracting official, the same proportional cost plan would be used.   
 

The forms that were located did not contain all information requested on the form.  
The CS-96 states, “[a]ll costs must be listed here and approved with the Proportional Costs 
Plan before you can receive reimbursement each month.”  The CSE Staff Assistant 
explained that while technically the officials are required to complete all of the form, CSE 
only needs a portion of the information to determine the percentages.  The Staff Assistant 
noted that CHFS personnel had not done a good job of requiring that information during 
FY 2017 and FY 2018.  No signature or other indication of approval by CHFS appears on 
these forms.    
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The CSE Staff Assistant was able to identify 20 contracting officials with a 
proportional cost plan.  At least one official claimed and received proportional costs in 
April 2018 but was not included in the Staff Assistant’s list.  The Staff Assistant 
acknowledged that though the CS-96 is required, not all officials submit the plans.  For the 
example identified in our sample, the Staff Assistant noted that the official had requested 
1/3 of office utility costs and could only speculate the rate was approved by the 
Commissioner, though no evidence of such an approval was provided.  

 
When all CS-96 forms could not be located, the CSE Staff Assistant requested a 

report from the MIPS system of proportional cost rates along with the date the rate changed.  
The report identifies 62 proportional cost rates for 31 contracting officials have been 
processed since July 1, 2017.  Based on the system report, and following CSE’s policy, it 
would be anticipated that 62 separate proportional cost plans would exist.  However, the 
report does not validate these officials have an approved Proportional Cost Plan in place. 

 

MIPS Report 
 

The official in our sample who appeared to have no approved plan, had 12 different 
proportional cost percentages listed in the MIPS report.  The 12 rates applied to invoices 
submitted by the contracting official and the date in which the rate first appeared in MIPS 
are as follows: 

 
Figure 5: Sampled Official’s Proportional Cost Percentage Charged Between July 1, 2017 

and May 24, 2019. 
Proportional Cost 

Percentage 
First Invoice 

Period 
100 July 2017 

26.09 August 2017 
26.08 September 2017 
26.02 October 2017 
26.05 November 2017 
26.04 December 2017 
24.47 May 2018 
16.02 September 2018 
25.79 October 2018 
21.99 February 2019 
22.02 March 2019 
22.01 April 2019 

Source: APA, based on MIPS report provided by CSE on June 13, 2019. 
 

As shown in Figure 5, proportional cost reimbursement rates between FY 2018 and 
FY 2019 ranged from 16.02% to 100%. Based on this data, auditors anticipated that the 
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April 2018 rate would be 26.04%; however, the April 2018 invoice was processed and 
reviewed with a proportional cost rate percentage of 100%.  The MIPS report does not 
identify when rates are changed, but rather when the rates were first used.  This information 
would not assist reviewers in knowing the current approved rate for each contracting 
official.   
 

For another official, the report identifies a proportional cost rate of 38% beginning 
in July 2017.  The rate then increased to 100% in March 2019.  Between July 2017 and 
March 2019, there was a change in contracting official due to an election, as such it would 
be expected that a revision to the plan would occur.  CSE provided evidence of a new CS-
96 form to support the new proportional cost plan.  The CS-96 indicated the proportional 
cost rate of 55%, which does not agree to either rate identified in the system.   
 

MIPS automatically defaults the proportional cost percentage rate to 100% in the 
monthly CS-20 reimbursement request form.  The manual indicates that the contracting 
official is asked to revise the rate when completing the request each month if they have a 
proportional cost plan. Though CS-96 forms can be uploaded into MIPS, there is currently 
no process to document proportional cost plan approvals in the MIPS system and no link 
between the approved rates and the CS-20 form.  This requires CSE to manually track all 
approved plans to determine the rate before approving costs.   
 
 In May 2019, CSE adjusted reimbursement to one contracting official by over 
$2,100 to correct an overpayment made two months prior.  The overpayment occurred due 
to the contracting official failing to update the defaulted proportional cost rate and CSE not 
identifying the discrepancy upon initial review.  CSE records indicate the contracting 
official normally claimed a 43% proportional cost plan rate.   
 
Recommendation 
 

We recommend CSE: 
• Enforce all contract terms, including annual submission of proportional cost 

plans.  CSE should decline approval of plans if all required information is 
not provided.  These plans should be approved by CSE before going into 
effect and before proportional costs are reimbursed. 

• Document approval of the CS-96, including the name of the approver and 
date the approval is given.  Approved forms should be maintained in a 
centralized location, allowing for easy access to reviewers, and should 
clearly identify the most current approved rate for each official. 

• Deny reimbursement of proportional costs to an official when a current, 
approved CS-96 is not on file or when the rate submitted does not match the 
applicable CS-96.   

• Consider revising MIPS to allow only CSE personnel to enter approved 
proportional cost rates into the system.  Additionally, consider an auto-fill 
function that would update the rate in the CS-20 form once the contracting 
official identifies their county from a dropdown list.  This would remove 
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the ability of a contracting official to adjust the proportional cost rate 
without first having an approved CS-96.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Report continues with Finding 5, on next page. 
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Finding 5: CSE Does Not Require Immediate Follow-up to Ensure 
Implementation of Corrective Action Plans 

 
When a corrective action plan (CAP) is required due to contract non-compliance, a 

follow up monitoring visit or desk review is not required to be performed the next year.  
The inter-agency agreement between CSE and the Division of Administration and 
Financial Management (DAFM) only requires that implementation of a CAP be followed 
up on during the next monitoring of the contractor.  By this agreement, CSE only requires 
contracts under $750,000 to be monitored once every three years.  Under these terms, it 
could be 3 years before implementation of a CAP is examined to determine if the contractor 
has taken action to correct the non-compliance.  This practice defeats the effectiveness of 
this process, as the contracting official may not feel compelled to make the changes 
resulting in continued non-compliance until a second review is performed. 
 

The inter-agency agreement between CSE and DAFM requires DAFM to “monitor 
each contracting official contract a minimum of once in a three year period.”  Contracts for 
$750,000 or over require an annual on-site visit.  In FY 2017 and 2018, approximately 8% 
of CSE enforcement contracts were over this threshold.  For contracts under that threshold,  
DAFM “shall prioritize the desk reviews based on such factors as date of the last 
monitoring, monetary amount awarded to the contractor, staff capacity/work load demands 
placed on DAFM Contract Performance Section and travel/budgetary restrictions.”   
 

Between January 1, 2016 and June 30, 2018, nine officials with CAPs did not 
receive a follow-up desk review or on-site monitoring the next year.  As of June 30, 2018, 
five of the nine had gone one year without monitoring, and four had gone two years without 
a monitoring visit or desk review.   
 

According to the Contract Performance Section Supervisor, over the past several 
years the agency has monitored 80 or more CSE contracts out of approximately 115 
contracts.  The Section Supervisor stated that they attempt to assign contracts with a CAP 
to be monitored again the next year, but it is not required by contract or written policy.  
Furthermore, DAFM noted that CSE has access to the monitoring reports and can follow 
up on CAPs if they deem it necessary without waiting for the next monitoring.   
 
Recommendation 
 

We recommend CSE: 
• Revise its inter-agency contract to give priority based on the existence 

of a corrective action plan in the prior year.  At a minimum, a desk 
review should be performed to ensure the CAP was followed and the 
issue resolved.  

• Review CAPs annually to evaluate whether additional monitoring or 
contract revisions are needed. 
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Appendix A: FY 2018 Administrative/Fiscal Monitoring Tool 
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Appendix B: FY 2018 CSE Monitoring Tool 
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Appendix C:  CS-20 Form (used in FY 2017) 
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Appendix D:  CS-20 Form (MIPS System – used beginning in FY 2018) 
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Appendix E: CS-27 Form (MIPS System - used beginning in FY 2018) 
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Appendix F: CS-22 Form (used in FY 2017) 
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Appendix G:  CS-22 Form (MIPS System – used beginning in FY 2018) 
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Appendix H: CS-22 Screenshot Excerpts 
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Appendix I:  CS-96 Form 
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