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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Purpose:

Our purpose was to document and test the child support
enforcement process as well as the associated program
revenues and expenditures.

Background:

The Title IV-D Child Support Enforcement Program
(Title IV-D) was created in 1975 to establish uniform
procedures and rules for providing child support
enforcement services nationally.
The Pennsylvania
Department of Public Welfare (PA DPW), Bureau of Child
Support Enforcement (BCSE) administers the program
through Cooperative Agreements with 67 county Courts of
Common Pleas. The Domestic Relations Sections (DRSs)
of the Courts of Common Pleas provide child support
services at the local level. In Allegheny County, the
Family Division, Adult Section (Family Division) serves as
the Domestic Relations Section.
The Family Division submits expenditures to the PA
DPW on a monthly basis. The State reimburses the Family
Division at the Federal reimbursement rate, which is 66%
of allowable expenditures. The State receives funding for
allowable expenditures from the Federal government.
Allegheny County is responsible for providing the nonFederal share, or approximately 34% for the cost of
operations of the Family Division.
Based on the information in the County’s accounting
system for 2008, the Title IV-D program ended 2008 with
an operating deficit of $2,359,527 after accounting for the
County required match of $1,914,038. The total County
contribution was $4,273,565. However, our review found
that the deficit was understated by an additional $830,303.
The actual operating deficit was $3,189,830.

Results in Brief:

Our testing disclosed:
Finding #1:
•
•

Title IV-D program expenditures reported by Family
Division for the calendar year 2008 do not reconcile to
the County’s accounting system.
The Family Division over reported expenditures to the
PA DPW in the net amount of $97,322 for 2008. In
turn, the Family Division would have inappropriately
received approximately $64,233, or 66%, of State
funding due to this error.
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•

Family Division did not complete a cross-charge
voucher for constable service of bench warrants for July
and August 2008 and therefore did not bill the State for
these services. This resulted in lost revenue of
approximately $16,936 to the County.

Finding #2:
Family Division does not record expenditures at 100%
of actual costs. Therefore, it is not properly capturing and
presenting the full extent of the deficit. Due to this
inaccurate reporting of expenditures, we noted that Family
Division understated the deficit of the Title IV-D program
by $830,030.
Finding #3:
Even though the Sheriff’s Office is primarily
responsible for serving and maintaining warrants, the
Family Division has a practice of assigning warrants to
constables.
In addition, there is no signed service
agreement between the Family Division, the Sheriff’s
Office, and the constables. Furthermore, there is no
agreement between the State and Family Division
approving reimbursement for these additional constable
services.
Finding #4:
•

•

Documentation for Constable payments needs to be
strengthened. We noted Constables used by Title IV-D
to serve an Order to Appear are paid through the service
voucher process instead of going through the constable
payment process in place for bench warrant constables.
Two constables can be paid for serving the same bench
warrant. For the second constable to be paid he must
submit a summary invoice, constable payment form,
and his name must be present on the ‘body slip’ that is
obtained when a defendant is physically brought in.
Although the ‘body slip’ is signed, a second constable’s
name could potentially be added to the ‘body slip’ after
a defendant is turned-in.

Finding #5:
Our testing of 97 expenditure items found that 3 (3%) were
incorrectly charged to Title IV-D. Specifically:
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•

•

Two expenditures were related to non-Title IV-D
Court personnel. Accordingly, the Family Division
incorrectly included $2,578 in the expenditures
reported to the State.
The third expenditure was for the maintenance of
security equipment that should have been allocated
among three Court programs and not charged 100%
to Title IV-D. The Family Division incorrectly
included $12,480 in the expenditures reported to the
State.

While testing constable expenditures, we also found two
calculation errors on one service voucher that resulted in a
net overstatement of $565 in constable fees.

Recommendations:

We recommend that the Family Division:
Recommendation #1:
•
•
•

Research and resolve all noted variances and submit
amended expenditure reports to the PA DPW.
Implement procedures to perform reconciliations of all
financial reports submitted to the PA DPW to the
County’s accounting system on a monthly basis.
Ensure that all Title IV-D expenditures not initially
recorded under the Title IV-D account in the County’s
accounting system are included in the monthly
Statement of Expenditures.

Recommendation #2:
•
•

Record Constable Fees and Indirect Costs at 100% of
the expenditure, which is consistent with the treatment
of other expenditures.
Cross-charge and record Sheriff’s Office salaries
related to Title IV-D at 100% to the Title IV-D account
number in the County’s accounting system.

Recommendation #3:
• Send all warrants and Orders to Appear directly to the
Sheriff’s Office to be maintained and processed.
• If constable services are needed, an agreement with, or a
letter from, the State should be documented to ensure the
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services are an allowable expenditure under Title IV-D
entitled to be reimbursed at the 66% rate.
Recommendation #4:
•
•
•

Require constables serving Orders to Appear to follow
payment procedures in place for constables serving
warrants.
Require all constables to list the starting and ending
address of each trip for which mileage is claimed.
Implement the use of a triplicate ‘body slip’: one for the
first constable, one for the second constable and one for
Sheriff’s Office records. The slip should contain a
statement with a signature line for the person’s
signature who issued the ‘body slip’ attesting to the
presence of either one or two constables.

Recommendation #5:
•
•
•
•

Submit an amended Monthly Statement of Expenditures
to PA DPW to adjust for the disallowed and
miscalculated expenditures of $15,623.
Recoup the three disallowed expenditure totaling
$14,338 from the appropriate Court programs or cost
centers.
Make an adjusting entry to the County’s accounting
system to reflect the correct amount for constable fees.
Ensure that only expenditures related to Title IV-D and
allowable under OMB Circular A-87 are reported to PA
DPW for reimbursement.
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I. Introduction
Background:

The Title IV-D Child Support Enforcement Program
(Title IV-D) was created in 1975 to establish uniform
procedures and rules for providing child support
enforcement services nationally. Pennsylvania’s Title IVD program is based on Federal and State statutes as well as
Pennsylvania Supreme Court rules and procedures. The
Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare (PA DPW),
Bureau of Child Support Enforcement (BCSE) administers
the program through Cooperative Agreements with 67
county Courts of Common Pleas. The Domestic Relations
Sections (DRSs) of the Courts of Common Pleas provide
child support services at the local level. In Allegheny
County, the Family Division, Adult Section (Family
Division) serves as the Domestic Relations Section.
The DRS helps parents apply for child support services,
establish paternity and support orders, and enforce support
orders. To collect unpaid support from a noncustodial
parent, the DRS may attach the person’s income, suspend a
driver’s license, seize a bank account or other financial
assets, intercept a Federal or State income tax refund,
intercept lottery winnings, and report arrears to consumer
credit reporting agencies.
Typically, the DRS does not collect and disburse
support payments; this is done by the Pennsylvania State
Collection and Disbursement Unit (PASCDU). We did
note that there are instances when the Family Division will
collect a payment. These monies are forwarded to the
PASCDU for disbursement. Also, the Pennsylvania Child
Support Enforcement System (PACSES) is a statewide
system used to maintain case, personal, and payment
information.
Funding
The Family Division submits expenditures to the PA
DPW on a monthly basis. The State reimburses the Family
Division at the Federal reimbursement rate, which is 66%
of allowable expenditures. The State receives funding for
allowable expenditures from the Federal government.
Allegheny County is responsible for providing the nonFederal share, or approximately 34% for the cost of
operations of the Family Division.
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In addition to the program expenditure reimbursements,
the Federal government provides incentive payments to the
states. The PA DPW passes this money on to the counties
based on the counties’ proportionate share of aggregate
expenditures and the relative score for each of five
performance measurements. The incentives are provided
based on the Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) which runs from
October through the following September.
The
performance measures are:
Paternity Establishment,
Support Order Establishment, Current Payment Collection,
Arrearage Payment Collection, and Cost Effectiveness.
The Family Division also receives an Improvement
Program Grant (IPG) from the State, which is to be utilized
for the enhancement of the Adult Section operations
through expansion of management, supervisory, and staff
resources and to improve financial outcomes for children
and families dependent on the services of the Adult Section
of the Court.
The table below presents the revenues and expenditures
recorded in the County’s accounting system for 2008.
Based on this information, the Title IV-D program ended
2008 with an operating deficit of $2,359,527 after
accounting for the County required match of $1,914,038.
However, our review found that the deficit was understated
by an additional $830,303. The actual operating deficit was
$3,189,830 resulting in $5,103,868 being funded by
Allegheny County.
Title IV-D

IPG

State:
Expenditure Reimbursement
Incentive Payments
Genetic Testing Reimbursement
Other Funding
County Match
Misc. Receipts/Service Revenue
Total Revenue Received

$ 9,124,350
1,791,474
46,509
1,914,038
5,579
$ 12,881,950

$

2008 Expenditures
Deficit
Additional Deficit (Finding #2)
Total Deficit

$ 15,241,477
$ (2,359,527)
$ (830,303)
$ (3,189,830)

$ 1,705,849
$
$
-
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831,849
-

874,000
$ 1,705,849

II. Scope & Methodology
Our procedures covered the period from January 1, 2008
through December 31, 2008. Specifically, we performed
the following:
•

Interviewed personnel involved in the operation of
the program to gain an understanding of the
processes and procedures and the internal control
structure.

•

Examined records and documentation to support
revenue and expenditure amounts reported to the
Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare for
reimbursement (PA DPW).

•

Analyzed the bank account and related receipts to
ensure that all collections are properly deposited
and remitted to PASCDU as required by the PA
DPW.

•

Tested a sample of expenditure transactions to
determine compliance with applicable regulations.

•

Examined the use of and payment process for
constables.

We conducted our work from February 2009 through
June 2009. We provided a draft copy of this report for
comment to the President Judge of the Court of Common
Pleas. The President Judge’s response begins on page 21.
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III. Findings and Recommendations
Finding #1
The Allegheny County Family Division
Over Reported Expenditures of $97,322 to the State
for the Child Support Enforcement Program

The Family Division receives reimbursement for 66% of
allowable expenditures, net of revenue, for the Title IV-D
Child Support Enforcement Program (Title IV-D).
Revenue and expenditures must be reported to the
Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare (PA DPW) on
a Monthly Statement of Expenditures. This statement is
developed from a series of supporting schedules that are
manually prepared by the Courts using the County’s
accounting system as well as other supporting documents.
We found that Title IV-D program expenditures
reported for the calendar year 2008 do not reconcile to the
County’s accounting system. The Family Division over
reported expenditures to the PA DPW in the net amount of
$97,322 for 2008. These expenditure categories and
variances are noted below:

Type of Expenditure
Salaries & Wages
Divorce Relations Officers Salaries
FFE Repair & Maintenance
Accounting & Auditing
Genetic Testing Costs
Miscellaneous
Total Over Reported to the PA DPW

Over / (Under)
Reported
$ (5,371)
121,056
(8,433)
9,870
(20,026)
226
$ 97,322

Divorce Relations Officers’ salaries have been reported
to the PA DPW in two categories on the Salary &
Overhead Grouping sheet, which is a support schedule for
the Monthly Statement of Expenditures. These salaries are
included on the ‘Salary & Wages’ line, but also reported
separately on the ‘Other’ line.
Therefore, these
expenditures are being double reported to the State but are
correctly booked in the County’s accounting system
causing a significant variance on an annual basis. This
resulted in $121,056 of expenditures being over reported to
the PA DPW.
Additionally, many of the expenditures are categorized
differently in the County’s accounting system than on the
10
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Monthly Statement of Expenditures. There is a manual
process of categorizing and calculating expenditures for the
monthly PA DPW report.
In addition, a routine
reconciliation of the accounting records and the monthly
report is not performed. Without this reconciliation, it is
extremely difficult to find recording or reporting errors. As
a result of this manual process, the Family Division under
reported $33,830 of expenditures and over reported an
additional $10,096 of expenditures to the PA DPW.
The discrepancies outlined above resulted in the net
over reporting of $97,322 in expenditures. In turn, the
Family Division would have inappropriately received
approximately $64,233, or 66%, of State funding due to
this error.
Also, during our fieldwork, we noted that the Family
Division includes the charges for constable services which
are related to the Title IV-D program in its monthly billings
to the State. However, it appears that the Family Division
did not complete a cross-charge voucher for constable
service of bench warrants for July and August 2008 and
therefore did not bill the State for these services. Based on
the ten monthly vouchers that were prepared by Family
Division, we determined that the average monthly expense
for bench warrant service was $12,830. Applying the 66%
reimbursement rate, this would have resulted in
approximately $16,936 in lost revenue to the County for the
two months.

RECOMMENDATIONS
We recommend that the Family Division:
•

Research and resolve all noted variances and submit
amended expenditure reports to the PA DPW.

•

Implement procedures to perform reconciliations of
all financial reports submitted to the PA DPW to the
County’s accounting system on a monthly basis.

•

Ensure that all Title IV-D expenditures not initially
recorded under the Title IV-D account in the
County’s accounting system are included in the
monthly Statement of Expenditures.
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Finding #2
The Deficit for the Title IV-D
Child Support Enforcement Program
is Understated by $830,303

There are certain expenditures which are related to the
Title IV-D program that are not initially recorded under the
Title IV-D account number in the County’s accounting
system. The expenditures which are allowable and eligible
for reimbursement should later be recorded under the Title
IV-D account number and deducted from the account
number where the expenditure was initially recorded.
We found that the adjustment for these expenditures is
not being properly made. The expenditures are being
recorded in the Title IV-D account at the reimbursement
rate of 66% instead of 100%. This allows revenue and
expenditure for these categories to agree instead of showing
a 34% deficit.
For instance, throughout 2008, constable fees related to
the Title IV-D program totaling $129,028 were initially
recorded under a non-departmental account number. This
amount was submitted to the State, and the Family Division
would have been reimbursed 66% or $85,159. Instead of
recording the full $129,027 as the expenditure under the
Title IV-D account, the Family Division only records the
$85,159. The deficit of $43,869 is not shown on the Title
IV-D account.
The same deficiency exists with indirect costs. Indirect
costs of $1,367,532, which are allocated to the Title IV-D
program and billed to the State, were initially recorded in a
general fund account number. However, the Family
Division only records the amount that was reimbursed,
approximately $902,571 (66%), under the Title IV-D
account. The deficit of $464,961 is not shown on the Title
IV-D account.
Additionally, there are salaries of certain Sheriff’s
Office personnel which are related to the Title IV-D
program, and reported to the State for reimbursement.
Although the Family Division receives funding for 66% of
the eligible expenditures, it does not record any of the
expenditures under the Title IV-D account in the County’s
12
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accounting system. Since the offsetting reimbursement is
recorded in the Title IV-D account, the deficit is
understated by the full amount of the expenditure. For
2008, these expenditures totaled $321,473.
Based on our review of the documentation provided, it
appears that the Family Division chose to book these
expenditures in this manner in order to show a smaller
deficit for the Title IV-D program.
By not booking expenditures at 100% of actual cost, the
Family Division is not capturing and presenting the full
extent of its deficit.
In order to effectively make
operational improvements, the full extent of expenditures
must be identified.
The County is responsible for covering any shortfall in
this program. Although changing the way in which these
expenditures are booked will not impact the overall amount
covered by the County, it will provide a more accurate
representation of where County funds are being used.
Overall, the deficit of the Title IV-D program is understated
by $830,303.

RECOMMENDATIONS
We recommend that the Family Division:
•

Record Constable Fees and Indirect Costs at 100%
of the expenditure, which is consistent with the
treatment of other expenditures.

•

Cross-charge and record Sheriff’s Office salaries
related to Title IV-D at 100% to the Title IV-D
account number in the County’s accounting system.

13

III. Findings and Recommendations
Finding #3
A Coordinated Effort needs to be made to
Reduce Duplicate Effort in the Service of
Warrants and Orders to Appear

If a person fails to appear for a conference or hearing at
the Family Division Court, a bench warrant may be issued.
Judges, hearing officers, or domestic relations officers may
issue a bench warrant if there is proof that the individual
was served with an Order to Appear.
These bench warrants are currently served by a five man
investigation unit of the Sheriff’s Office as well as by
constables. According to the Family Division, the number
of deputies was not sufficient based on the backlog of
warrants. Instead of working with the Sheriff’s Office to
determine if the number of Sheriff’s deputies could be
increased, the Family Division Court Administrator
decided to start assigning warrants to the constables. The
Family Division provided us with a memorandum dated
September 26, 2006 from the Court Administrator outlining
the protocol for utilizing constable services. However,
there is no signed service agreement between the Family
Division, the Sheriff’s Office, and the constables. In
addition, there is no agreement between the State and
Family Division approving reimbursement for these
additional constable services.
Even though the Sheriff’s Office is primarily
responsible for maintaining and serving warrants, the
Family Division distributes the warrants to constables. A
copy of the warrant is sent to the Sheriff’s Office and
another copy is sent to the constable who is to serve the
warrant. The Family Division provides the Sheriff’s Office
with a weekly email of the warrants that have been issued
to constables by Family Division. However, the email does
not identify the name of the constable assigned to the
warrant (other than the constable’s email address) and the
warrant information is usually outdated because the warrant
list is updated daily and the email is sent weekly.
Therefore, the Sheriff’s Office must search JNET and the
list of cleared warrants from the Jail on a daily basis in
order to determine which warrants should be served. This
leads to instances of duplicate effort because a constable
and a sheriff may attempt to serve the same warrant.
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Furthermore, each office is doing its own research on the
defendant being served. According to the Sheriff’s Office,
this presents a dangerous situation for Deputy Sheriffs who
are serving a warrant which has already been served on an
individual.
The Family Division also utilizes constables to serve
Order to Appear papers within the County. Meanwhile, the
Sheriff’s Office has deputies traveling the County each day
serving writs. The current practice appears to be inefficient
and duplicative.
In 2008, the Family Division expended $166,384 on
constable fees. Since 2003, the cost has been $410,755 to
serve bench warrants, Orders to Appear, and other
miscellaneous service including out-of-county service.
Title IV-D receives State reimbursement of 66% on
expenditures; for constable fees they would have received
approximately $271,098. The remaining $139,657 was
paid by County funds. Expenditures by year and service
type are presented in the chart below.

Year

Bench
Warrant
Service

Order to
Appear
Service

Other

Total
Constable
Fees

Approx.
66% State
Cost

Approx.
County
Cost

2003

-

30,090

355

30,445

20,094

10,351

2004

-

34,227

595

34,822

22,983

11,839

2005

-

23,000

700

23,700

15,642

8,058

2006

-

18,400

280

18,680

12,328

6,352

2007

107,420

28,043

1,261

136,724

90,238

46,486

2008

129,028

37,199

157

166,384

109,813

56,571

Total

236,448

170,959

3,348

410,755

271,098

139,657

The lack of communication, cooperation and
coordination between these two offices makes the process
of serving papers and warrants inefficient and leads to a
duplication of effort. The oversight of the maintenance and
distribution of non-support warrants should be a centralized
process in the Sheriff’s Office in order to ensure accurate
tracking of warrant papers, reduce the risk of duplicate
service, and reduce cost.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
We recommend that the Family Division:
•

Send all warrants and Orders to Appear directly to
the Sheriff’s Office to be maintained and processed.

•

If constable services are needed, an agreement with,
or letter from, the State should be documented to
ensure the services are an allowable expenditure
under Title IV-D entitled to be reimbursed at the
66% rate.
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Finding #4
Documentation for Constable
Payments Needs to be Strengthened

Constables used by Title IV-D to serve an Order to
Appear are paid through the service voucher process
instead of going through the constable payment process in
place for bench warrant constables.
Additionally, these constables are paid mileage for each
attempt at service but there is no way to verify that the
attempts actually occurred, and constables are not required
to provide support for the miles claimed on their payment
sheets. Support for mileage is not required for constables
serving bench warrants either.
Furthermore, two constables can be paid for serving the
same bench warrant. For the second constable to be paid
he must submit a summary invoice, constable payment
form, and his name must be present on the ‘body slip’ that
is obtained when a defendant is physically brought in.
Although the ‘body slip’ is signed, a second constable’s
name could potentially be added to the ‘body slip’ after a
defendant is turned-in.
The payment process for constable services should be
consistent for both constables serving bench warrants and
Orders to Appear. This would require the constables
serving Orders to Appear to submit a Summary Invoice,
Constable Payment Form, and supporting documentation
directly to the Controller’s Accounting office where it
would be reviewed for accuracy and entered into the
County’s accounting system using the Constable Voucher
Entry screen.
All constables should be required to list the starting
address and ending address of each trip associated with a
warrant or Order to Appear for which mileage is claimed.
This would allow for a spot check of the mileage claimed.
The best scenario would be for constables to be required to
attach directions showing mileage from an internet
mapping site to support mileage claimed; however, we
recognize that all constables may not have access to a
computer or the internet.
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Without policies and procedures in place, constables
could be overpaid by reporting incorrect mileage or by
seeking reimbursement for defendants listed on a ‘body
slip’ even if they did not participate in the arrest.

RECOMMENDATIONS
We recommend that the Family Division in conjunction
with the Sheriff’s Office:
•

Require constables serving Orders to Appear to
follow payment procedures in place for constables
serving warrants.

•

Require all constables to list the starting and ending
address of each trip for which mileage is claimed.

•

Implement the use of a triplicate ‘body slip’: one for
the first constable, one for the second constable and
one for Sheriff’s Office records. The slip should
contain a statement with a signature line for the
person’s signature who issued the ‘body slip’
attesting to the presence of either one or two
constables.
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Finding #5
Reported Expenditures Should be
Allowable and Accurately Calculated

Only expenditures related to Title IV-D and allowed
under OMB Circular A-87 should be reported to the PA
DPW for 66% State reimbursement. Care should be taken
to ensure accurate calculation and reporting of all
expenditures.
Our testing of 97 expenditure items found that 3 (3%)
were incorrectly charged to Title IV-D. Specifically:
•

•

Two expenditures were related to non-Title IV-D
Court personnel.
o A parking lease for the Administrator of
Children’s Court was charged through Title
IV-D for all of 2008 at a cost of $2,100.
The individual reimbursed the Courts $720,
the 34% portion not reimbursed. The
remaining $1,380, or 66%, should not have
been reimbursed by the PA DPW.
o Airline tickets for two Juvenile Court
employees to attend conferences were also
incorrectly charged to Title IV-D in the
amount of $478, and improperly reimbursed
by PA DPW in the amount of $315, or 66%.
The third expenditure totaling $31,201 was for the
maintenance of security equipment that should have
been allocated among three Court programs and not
charged 100% to Title IV-D. Title IV-D should
have been allocated 60% of the cost, or $18,721,
and two other Court offices should have been
allocated the remaining $12,480. Of the $18,721
amount, 66% or $12,356 should have been
reimbursed by PA DPW. Instead, PA DPW was
invoiced for $31,201 and reimbursed the Courts
$20,593. This resulted in PA DPW being
overcharged $8,237.

While testing constable expenditures, we also found two
calculation errors on one service voucher that resulted in a
net overstatement of $565 in constable fees.
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•

•

In one instance, a warrant marked as Family
Division in the amount of $165 was not included in
the Title IV-D total and therefore not cross-charged
and reported.
Title IV-D should have been
reimbursed $109 by PA DPW.
In the second instance, a constable invoice summary
was cross-charged to Family Division twice
resulting in an over reporting of $730. We did note,
however, that the payment to the constable was
correct.
This resulted in PA DPW being
overcharged $482, or 66%.

Reporting the above expenditures of $15,623 as Title
IV-D resulted in approximately $10,305 of PA DPW overreimbursement.

RECOMMENDATIONS
We recommend that the Family Division:
•

Submit an amended Monthly Statement of
Expenditures to PA DPW to adjust for the
disallowed and miscalculated expenditures of
$15,623.

•

Recoup the three disallowed expenditure totaling
$14,338 from the appropriate Court programs or
cost centers.

•

Make an adjusting entry to the County’s accounting
system to reflect the correct amount for constable
fees.

•

Ensure that only expenditures related to Title IV-D
and allowable under OMB Circular A-87 are
reported to PA DPW for reimbursement.
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