


 
 

 

Department of Health and Human Services  

OFFICE OF 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 

 
  

 

 
 

MAY 2005 
A-05-04-00054 

 

  

 
   

STATE AGENCY USE OF 
CONTRACTED SERVICES –  

STATE OF OHIO 
 

JULY 1, 2001, THROUGH 
DECEMBER 31, 2002 

 
OHIO DEPARTMENT OF JOB 

AND FAMILY SERVICES        
 



 

 

Office of Inspector General 
http://oig.hhs.gov 

 
The mission of the Office of Inspector General (OIG), as mandated by Public Law 95-452, 
as amended, is to protect the integrity of the Department of Health and Human Services 
(HHS) programs, as well as the health and welfare of beneficiaries served by those 
programs.  This statutory mission is carried out through a nationwide network of audits, 
investigations, and inspections conducted by the following operating components: 
 
Office of Audit Services 
 
The OIG's Office of Audit Services (OAS) provides all auditing services for HHS, either by 
conducting audits with its own audit resources or by overseeing audit work done by others.  
Audits examine the performance of HHS programs and/or its grantees and contractors in 
carrying out their respective responsibilities and are intended to provide independent 
assessments of HHS programs and operations in order to reduce waste, abuse, and 
mismanagement and to promote economy and efficiency throughout the department. 
 
Office of Evaluation and Inspections 
 
The OIG's Office of Evaluation and Inspections (OEI) conducts short-term management and 
program evaluations (called inspections) that focus on issues of concern to the department, 
the Congress, and the public.  The findings and recommendations contained in the 
inspections reports generate rapid, accurate, and up-to-date information on the efficiency, 
vulnerability, and effectiveness of departmental programs.  The OEI also oversees State 
Medicaid fraud control units, which investigate and prosecute fraud and patient abuse in the 
Medicaid program. 
 
Office of Investigations 
 
The OIG's Office of Investigations (OI) conducts criminal, civil, and administrative 
investigations of allegations of wrongdoing in HHS programs or to HHS beneficiaries and 
of unjust enrichment by providers. The investigative efforts of OI lead to criminal 
convictions, administrative sanctions, or civil monetary penalties. 
 
Office of Counsel to the Inspector General 
 

The Office of Counsel to the Inspector General (OCIG) provides general legal services to 
OIG, rendering advice and opinions on HHS programs and operations and providing all legal 
support in OIG's internal operations. The OCIG imposes program exclusions and civil 
monetary penalties on health care providers and litigates those actions within the department. 
The OCIG also represents OIG in the global settlement of cases arising under the Civil False 
Claims Act, develops and monitors corporate integrity agreements, develops compliance 
program guidances, renders advisory opinions on OIG sanctions to the health care 
community, and issues fraud alerts and other industry guidance. 
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THIS REPORT IS AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC 
at http://oig.hhs.gov 

 
In accordance with the principles of the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552, 
as amended by Public Law 104-231), Office of Inspector General, Office of Audit 
Services reports are made available to members of the public to the extent the 
information is not subject to exemptions in the act.  (See 45 CFR Part 5.) 

 

 
OAS FINDINGS AND OPINIONS 

 
The designation of financial or management practices as questionable or a 
recommendation for the disallowance of costs incurred or claimed, as well as other 
conclusions and recommendations in this report, represent the findings and opinions 
of the HHS/OIG/OAS.  Authorized officials of the HHS divisions will make final 
determination on these matters. 

 
 
 
 



 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

OBJECTIVE 
 
The objective of our audit was to determine if claims for contracted services provided 
under the child support enforcement program were allowable. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The child support enforcement program is a Federal, state, and local partnership, with 
each level of government having clearly defined roles.  The program was enacted in 1975 
under Title IV-D of the Social Security Act and is administered by the Office of Child 
Support within the Administration for Children and Families (ACF).  In Ohio, the 
Department of Job and Family Services (State agency) is the designated Title IV-D 
agency.  The Ohio child support enforcement program is State supervised and county 
administered.   
   
The goal of the child support enforcement program is to ensure that parents provide 
financial support to their children.  As such, each of the State of Ohio county agencies 
enters into contracted services with the county Domestic Relations Courts, Sheriff’s 
Departments and other providers to help achieve child support enforcement program 
goals. 
 
FINDINGS 
 
Under the child support enforcement program, the State agency had extensive policies 
and procedures in place to properly procure contracted services, supervise and review 
performance, and keep detailed accurate records.  After considering the extent of 
contracting for child support enforcement activities and related controls, we identified 
contracting deficiencies and overcharges related to: (i) improper allocation of Domestic 
Relations Court costs in Butler, Clermont and Montgomery Counties ($39,879, Federal 
share $26,320), (ii) unallowable charges for warrants served by the Hamilton County 
Sheriff’s Department ($495,408, Federal share $326,969), and (iii) improper allocation of 
claims for security services provided by the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Department 
($313,576, Federal share $206,960). 
 
These deficiencies and overcharges occurred because the County agencies did not 
remove the cost of non-reimbursable activities from the Domestic Relations Court 
contracts, paid for charges that were unallowable per Federal child support enforcement 
regulations, and did not allocate costs in accordance with the benefits received. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
We recommend that the State agency: 

 
• refund the Federal share of the unallocable and unallowable portion of the 

Domestic Relations Court contract charges of $26,320;  
 

• identify and refund additional overpayments estimated to be $277,243 for 
Domestic Relations Court contract charges in the months not specifically 
reviewed; 

 
• refund the Federal share of $326,969 for unallowable payments to serve warrants; 

 
• refund the Federal share of unallocable county building security costs totaling 

$206,960; and 
 

• implement necessary oversight procedures to ensure that county allocations for 
contract charges to child support enforcement program contracts are based on 
benefits derived by each program.  

 
STATE’S COMMENTS 

Although the county agencies made changes to address over-allocations of the Domestic 
Relations Court costs and the State agreed that charging building security costs 
completely to the Title IV-D Program might be questionable, they did not agree with the 
recommendations to refund identified overpayments.   Despite their disagreements with 
our recommended adjustments, the State issued rules for reimbursement agreements to 
appropriately allocate charges for the Domestic Relations Court costs based on Title IV-
D activities.   In addition, the State passed legislation to eliminate the $3 statutory limit 
on the reimbursement of the costs of the Sheriffs’ Department serving warrants for child 
support matters.   

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL RESPONSE  
 
Although the use of reimbursement agreements serve to promote the provision of Title 
IV-D services, the charges for reimbursement agreements must adhere to applicable 
Federal criteria in order for Federal matching funds to be allowable.  In response to the 
comments regarding our estimate of cost adjustments, we did revise the report to question 
only those costs associated with the months specifically reviewed and request that the 
State review the remaining months to determine the additional amount of overpayments.  
Based on the Hamilton County Sheriff comments that they do not bill any other agency 
for the service of warrants and associated mileage, we revised the basis for our 
recommended adjustment and questioned the full amount of the contract to serve 
warrants.  The Sheriff stated that, without the contract, the child support enforcement 
warrants would be served without a charge in the same manner as the other warrants 
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received by the Sheriff’s department.  Therefore, we have revised the report to question 
all costs associated with Hamilton County’s charging the Title IV-D program for service 
of warrants. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The child support enforcement program was enacted in 1975 under Title IV-D of the 
Social Security Act.  The goal of the child support enforcement program is to ensure that 
parents provide financial support to their children.  Welfare reform legislation signed in 
1996 provided strong measures to ensure that children receive the support.  
 
The child support enforcement program is a Federal, state, and local partnership, with 
each level of government having clearly defined roles.  Within the Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS), the Administration for Children and Family (ACF), Office 
of Child Support Enforcement, is responsible for administering the program at the 
Federal level.  In Ohio, the Department of Job and Family Services (State agency) is the 
designated Title IV-D agency responsible for administering the State program.  The 
Office of Child Support, within the State agency, has the primary responsibility for the 
child support enforcement program, which is State supervised and county administered.  
As such, each county in Ohio is required to establish a separate child support 
enforcement agency (County agency).  The State agency and each of the 88 counties 
share responsibility for the child support enforcement program, which provides five 
major services:  
 

• locating noncustodial parents 
• establishing paternity  
• establishing child support and medical support obligations  
• enforcing child support and medical support orders 
• review and modification of support orders 

 
In providing IV-D services, the county agencies enter into contracts with Domestic 
Relations Courts, Sheriff’s Departments and other providers to help achieve child support 
enforcement program goals. 
 
OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
 
Objective 
 
The objective of our audit was to determine if claims for contracted services provided 
under the child support enforcement program were allowable. 
 
Scope 
 
For the period of July 1, 2001, through December 31, 2002, the State agency and county 
agencies entered into 292 child support enforcement contracts totaling $48,533,304.  
After surveying the general content of the contracting universe and contracting 
procedures at the State agency and two of the State’s largest counties, we selected a non-
statistical sample of contracts for county court and warrant serving activities.   
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The overall internal control structures of the State agency and the county agencies were 
not reviewed.  Our internal control review was limited to obtaining an understanding of 
the procedures for implementing contracts and the pricing of contracts for the child 
support enforcement program.  
 
We performed our fieldwork at State agency offices in Columbus, Ohio; at County 
agency offices in Cuyahoga, Hamilton, Butler, Clermont and Montgomery; and at 
selected contractor offices.  The fieldwork was conducted from July through December 
2003.   
 
Methodology 
 
To accomplish our objectives, we reviewed applicable laws, regulations, and policies 
regarding the child support enforcement program.  We obtained a State listing of 292 
federally funded Title IV-D contracts awarded by the State and county agencies and 
segregated the contracts into the 5 service categories:  courts, warrants, filings, 
prosecutors, and miscellaneous.  We interviewed County agency officials in Cuyahoga 
and Hamilton to determine the policies, procedures and controls that existed with regard 
to the contracted services and child support enforcement program staff in these and three 
other counties reviewed.   
 
Based on our initial interviews, we identified potential problems with contracted services 
for the courts and warrants.  Because our review of Domestic Court contracts in 
Cuyahoga and Hamilton determined that substantially all of the court activities were Title 
IV-D related, that there were only limited charges applicable to non-Title IV-D activities, 
and that allocation of costs to the IV-D program was not a problem, we expanded our 
review of the allocability of these costs and judgmentally selected Domestic Relations 
Court contracts in Butler, Clermont and Montgomery Counties.  In regard to warrants, we 
reviewed the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Department contract to serve warrants.  We also 
reviewed the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Department contract to provide security at a 
county building.   
 
Our audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. 
 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Although the State agency had extensive policies and procedures in place to properly 
procure contracted services, supervise and review performance, and keep accurately 
detailed records, we identified contracting problems and overcharges related to: (i) 
improper allocation of Domestic Relations Court costs in Butler, Clermont and 
Montgomery Counties (identified $39,879 - Federal share $26,320 and estimated 
$420,065 - Federal share $277,243), (ii) inconsistent and unallowable charges for 
warrants served by the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Department ($495,408 - Federal share 
$326,969), and (iii) improper allocation of claims for security services provided by the 
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Hamilton County Sheriff’s Department ($313,576 - Federal share $206,960).  We 
attribute these overcharges to the County agencies not removing the cost of non-Title IV-
D activities from the claims under Domestic Relations Court contracts, paying for service 
of process charges which were inconsistently made to the Federal child support 
enforcement program and not to other agencies, and not allocating security costs in 
accordance with the benefits received. 
 
CONTRACTS WITH DOMESTIC RELATIONS COURTS 
 
Although the State agency had guidelines describing the methods for allocating Domestic 
Relations Court costs, three reviewed county agencies did not adequately monitor the 
allocation of costs.  Overcharges to the Title IV-D program occurred because non-Title 
IV-D costs were not removed from the claim for reimbursement.  The Domestic 
Relations Courts in Butler, Clermont and Montgomery counties claimed costs totaling 
$39,879 ($26,320 Federal share) that were not allocable to the Title IV-D program.  We 
estimate that additional costs of $420,065 ($277,243 Federal share) were inappropriately 
claimed. 
 
Applicable Criteria 
 
OMB Circular A-87, Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments, 
includes guidance and establishes principles that apply to sub-awards to government 
units.  Section 3a. of the Circular states that a cost is allocable to a particular cost 
objective if the goods or services involved are chargeable or assignable to such cost 
objective in accordance with relative benefits received. 
 
The Ohio child support enforcement manual follows the Ohio Revised Code, the Office 
of Child Support Enforcement Manual and the United States Code.  Section 1517 of the 
child support enforcement manual delineates responsibilities for contracts with courts by 
stating: 
 

. . . [W]hen referees hear both IV-D and non-IV-D matters, some 
arrangement must be made to remove the cost of non-reimbursable 
activities.  There are several possible methods for accomplishing this: 
 
(1) Retain the per hearing unit rate but bill for only a portion of a unit such 
as .5 or .75 to reflect the time spent on reimbursable activities. 
 
(2) Use hours, or increments of hours to reflect units of service.  This 
requires the referee to keep records on time spent in all hearings, breaking 
down the total into IV-D and non-IV-D portions. 

 
(3) Use the per hearing unit and, for purpose of recording units and 
billing, the referee may separate hearing issues into IV-D and non-IV-D 
matters, and upon conclusion of IV-D matters, declare a separate hearing 
for non-IV-D questions. 
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Title IV-D Charged for Non-Title IV-D Costs 
 
Although the State recognized the need to segregate Title IV-D program activities from 
non-Title IV-D program activities, three County agencies did not assign costs in 
accordance with relative benefits received.  The Title IV-D program was charged with 
unallowable costs.     
 
We judgmentally selected the Butler, Clermont and Montgomery County agency 
contracts with the Domestic Relations Courts and found that the courts generally 
considered cases starting as a child support case to be Title IV-D activity, regardless of 
whether the hearing in question involved activity other than child support.  Butler and 
Clermont did not attempt to segregate Title IV-D cases from non-child support cases such 
as those pertaining to spousal support or visitation.  The allocation of court costs was not 
relative to the benefit received, as required by both Section 1517 of the child support 
enforcement manual and OMB Circular A-87.   
 
The State and County agencies did not adequately monitor the contracts or provide 
sufficient training to the court’s case managers to ensure the proper allocation of costs 
were made.  Court officials indicated that they were unaware of the Section 1517 and 
Circular A-87 criteria and were claiming Title IV-D cost based on the method used by 
their predecessor.   
 
Using the court’s hearing schedules, which document planned court activities of each 
judge and other available documentation, we identified claims unrelated to the Title IV-D 
program and calculated overcharges of $39,879.  Details by the three counties reviewed 
follow. 
 
Clermont County.  For June and September 2003, the magistrates used available but 
incomplete data to record time spent on Title IV-D activities.  Court magistrates complete 
a case disposition sheet for each case they hear.  Included in the disposition sheet is a line 
to record the actual time spent on the case.  The disposition sheets were available for 
2003, but were not available for 2002.  We reviewed the case disposition sheets used by 
the magistrates and determined that 25 percent of the disposition sheets were either 
missing or the actual court time was not completed.  Based on available information, the 
actual time spent on Title IV-D activities was 9.7 percent less than the claimed amount, 
and the resulting overcharges were $2,077. 
 
Butler County.  For May and October 2002, we identified administrative orders that 
were considered a Title IV-D activity but were not based on a Magistrate hearing.  Since 
the contract specifically states that a unit of service is a magistrate hearing, we eliminated 
those orders without an associated hearing.  This adjustment resulted in a 6 percent 
reduction in the amount of Title IV-D units and overcharges of $10,205.  
   
Montgomery County.  Although magistrates billed the Title IV-D program for May and 
October 2002 at the rate of 44 percent, we received court docket information indicating  
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that they spent only 33 percent of their time on Title IV-D cases.  The resulting 
overcharges were $27,596.   
 
Extending these error percentages to the 18-month period of our audit, we estimate that 
an additional $420,065 ($277,243 Federal share) was inappropriately allocated to the 
Title IV-D program.  Since we did not specifically review these additional State agency 
claims, the State should review county claims for the entire audit period to identify 
specific activities that are not allocable to the Title IV-D program.  
 
CONTRACTS TO SERVE WARRANTS 
 
Because the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Department did not charge other agencies to 
serve warrants, payments for serving warrants were not reimbursable under the Title IV-
D program.  Federal Regulations at 45 CFR § 304.21(1) state that Federal participation is 
not available for service of process fees, unless the court or law enforcement agency 
would normally be required to pay such fees.  Section 1518 of the child support 
enforcement manual states that the cited prohibition against Federal financial 
participation is to prevent law enforcement agencies from charging IV-D programs for 
service of process when they do not charge other agencies.  Payments claimed in the 
amount of $495,408 ($326,969 Federal share) did not meet the Federal child support 
enforcement requirements for reimbursement.    
 
Title IV-D Charged Excessive Amounts for Contracted Services 
 
Although we initially questioned service of warrant costs that exceeded a statutory limit 
of $3 per warrant served, our draft report presentation was changed to reflect the 
inconsistent charging of this service, which makes it unallowable for Federal financial 
participation.  Based on the Sheriff’s comments provided in response to our draft report, 
the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Department did not charge other agencies for these types 
of services.  The Sheriff states that they do not bill any other agency for service and 
mileage and that without the contract the child support enforcement warrants would 
simply fall into the mix of other warrants received by the Sheriff’s office.  Since the 
contract between the County agency and the Hamilton County Sheriff defined a unit of 
service as service of a warrant on a IV-D case, the Hamilton County Sheriff’s 
Department claimed costs of $495,408 for serving warrants on IV-D cases.  These 
services were not reimbursable by Title IV-D Federal programs.      
    
SECURITY CONTRACT WITH THE HAMILTON COUNTY SHERIFF’S 
DEPARTMENT 
 
Payments for the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Department to provide security for the 
County cashier’s office were not allocated to IV-D activities in accordance with benefits 
received.  Although Federal Regulation at 45 CFR § 302.34 provides that States may 
enter into necessary cooperative agreements with courts and law enforcement officials to 
run the program, Circular A-87, Section 3a, limits the charges by stating that “[a] cost is 
allocable to a particular cost objective if the goods or services involved are chargeable or 
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assignable to such cost objective in accordance with relative benefits received.”  Title IV-
D was charged for the full cost of the security services stationed at the building’s main 
entrance, rather than the proportion of the costs based on the benefits received by the 
cashier’s office of the child support enforcement program.  The full cost of the security 
contract exceeded the Title IV-D equitable share by $313,576 ($206,960 Federal share).   
    
Common Costs Not Properly Allocated 
 
Although the Hamilton County Child Support Enforcement Agency entered into a 
contract with the Hamilton County Sheriff’s Department for the security of the County 
agency cashier’s office, charges to programs benefiting from these expenditures were not 
properly allocated.  During the calendar year 2002, the Sheriff’s Department claimed 
costs totaling $316,675 for 4.73 officers, 5 days a week, 8 hours a day, plus overtime.  
Although the contract was for the security of the County agency cashier’s office, the 
entire building was secured by posting the security officers at the main entrance with 
everyone entering the building passing through security.  All programs within the county 
building benefited from the security services and should have shared in its cost.  Using 
the county building’s rentable square footage of 296,051 and the Title IV-D cashier’s 
office square footage of 2,897, we reallocated the security costs of $316,675.  The 
charges to the Title IV-D program should be reduced to the allocable portion based on 
benefits derived of $3,099.  The overcharge of security costs amounted to $313,576 
($206,960 Federal share).   
 
RECOMMENDATIONS     
 
We recommend that the State agency: 

 
• refund the Federal share of the unallocable and unallowable portion of the 

Domestic Relations Court contract charges of $26,320;  
 
• identify and refund additional overpayments estimated to be $277,243 for 

Domestic Relations Court contract charges in the months not specifically 
reviewed; 
 

• refund the Federal share of $326,969 for unallowable payments to serve warrants; 
 

• refund the Federal share of unallocable county building security costs totaling 
$206,960; and 

 
• implement necessary oversight procedures to ensure that county allocations for 

contract charges to child support enforcement program contracts are based on 
benefits derived by each program.  
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STATE’S COMMENTS 
 
In a written response dated February 15, 2005, the State provided its summary comments 
along with materials and comments from individual counties.  We have included only the 
State officials response as Appendix A and the Hamilton County Sheriff response as 
Appendix B.  Based on comments to our draft report, findings and recommendations 
were modified to only question Domestic Relations Court costs for the two months 
reviewed and all of the service of warrant costs, including the amount above the 
previously cited statutory limitations.  The entire response will be provided to the 
Administration for Children and Families Action Official. 
 
Although the county agencies made changes to address over-allocations of the Domestic 
Relations Court costs and the State agreed that charging building security costs 
completely to the Title IV-D Program might be questionable, they did not agree with the 
recommendations to refund identified overpayments.   Despite their disagreements with 
our recommended adjustments, the State issued rules for reimbursement agreements to 
appropriately allocate charges for the Domestic Relations Court based on Title IV-D 
activities.   In addition, the State passed legislation to eliminate the previously cited 
statutory limit on the reimbursement of the Sheriffs’ Department costs of serving 
warrants for child support matters.     
 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL RESPONSE  
 
Although the use of reimbursement agreements serve to promote the provision of Title 
IV-D services, the charges for reimbursement agreements must adhere to applicable 
Federal criteria in order for Federal matching funds to be allowable.  In response to the 
comments regarding our estimate of cost adjustments, we did revise the report to question 
only those costs associated with the months specifically reviewed and request that the 
State review the remaining months to determine the additional amount of overpayments.  
Based on the Hamilton County Sheriff’s comments that they do not bill any other agency 
for the service of warrants and associated mileage, we revised the basis for our 
recommended adjustment and questioned the full amount of the contract to serve 
warrants.  The Sheriff stated that, without the contract, the child support enforcement 
warrants would be served without a charge in the same manner as the other warrants 
received by the Sheriff’s department.  Therefore, we revised our report to question all 
costs associated with the Hamilton County charging the service warrants only to the Title 
IV-D program. 
 
Below we discuss specific comments related to the Domestic Relations Court, contracts 
to serve warrants, and the security contract with the Hamilton County Sheriff’s 
Department. 
 
STATE’S COMMENTS – CONTRACTS WITH DOMESTIC RELATIONS COURT 
 
Although the Office of Child Support did not agree with our estimating the recommended 
adjustment for the audit period rather than identifying the adjustment for the two months 
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reviewed, it took immediate steps to issue rules to appropriately allocate the cost of 
Domestic Relations Court contracts to Title IV-D activities.   
 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL RESPONSE 
 
We revised the report to question only those costs associated with the months specifically 
reviewed and set aside an estimate of the claims for which allocability to Title IV-D was  
not supported.  The State will need to review the remaining months to determine the 
additional overpayment.  Our responses to individual County comments follow.        
 
Clermont County.  Although the County did not agree that time spent on child support 
activities was not clearly identifiable and properly recorded, the County made changes to 
record actual time spent on child support activities.   
 
Because the County’s response indicated that time tracking, to ensure the accuracy of the 
units invoiced, was not available in 2002, we estimated the amount of unallowable 
claims.  Our findings are based on a review of two months of charges indicating that the 
actual time spent on Title IV-D activities was less than the amount claimed.   
 
Butler County.  Although the County stated that court staff received training on what is 
allowable for Title IV-D reimbursement and only billed for allowable Title IV-D cases, 
they took immediate steps to ensure only allowable costs were charged to the Title IV-D 
program.   
 
Although a related State comment contended that the process of journalizing 
administrative actions into court orders constitutes a hearing, even when no formal 
hearing is held, the contract specifically states that a unit of service is a magistrate 
hearing.  Thus, we believe that the time claimed for journalizing administrative orders 
does not qualify as a hearing, and as such, does not qualify for Title IV-D reimbursement 
per terms of the contract.   
   
Montgomery County.  Although the County stated that training was provided to 
distinguish between Title IV-D and non-Title IV-D cases, our estimate of questioned 
costs for Montgomery County based on court dockets of planned activities identified 
charges for non-reimbursable costs.  Although the County’s allocation per the court 
docket did not agree, the County took immediate action to remove non-Title IV-D costs 
from Title IV-D hearing claims based on our audit work.     
 
Although a related State response suggested that we based our findings on the incorrect 
number of hearings (1,426 instead of 1,728 hearings), our calculation used information 
contained in the court dockets to estimate the time spent on Title IV-D cases.  The actual 
number of hearings was not a factor in the calculation.   
 
STATE’S COMMENTS – CONTRACTS TO SERVE WARRANTS 
 
Although the State indicated that the service of process includes a wide variety of 
services, not limited to serving subpoenas or notices to appear for court hearings, and 

8  



 

believed that local agencies were receiving expedited services through reimbursement 
contracts for these services, it did not mention the inconsistency in charging only the 
Title IV-D program for these services.  The State believes that the child support program 
will be damaged if these expedited services are no longer available. 
 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL RESPONSE 
 
Federal regulations and the child support enforcement manual clearly state that Federal 
financial participation is prohibited for service of process costs charged by law 
enforcement agencies when they do not charge other programs for the same service.  
Based on the Hamilton County Sheriff’s response to the draft report, the county did not 
bill any other agency for service and mileage.  We, therefore, revised our reported 
recommendation to question all costs associated with the Hamilton County contract to 
service warrants, rather than the amount charged in excess of a previously existing 
statutory limit on the service of a warrant. 
 
STATE’S COMMENTS – SECURITY CONTRACT WITH THE HAMILTON COUNTY 
SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT 
 
Although Child Support Enforcement Agency staff initially occupied the building at the 
time of the initial security contract, the State agreed that the cashier’s office had the only 
Title IV-D staff remaining in the building during our audit period.  The State recognized 
that charging the full cost of the security contract to the Title IV-D program may be 
questionable but did not believe that a financial adjustment should be made.    
 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL RESPONSE 
 
Since only those costs allocable to the Title IV-D program are allowable for Federal 
reimbursement, charging the Title IV-D program with the full cost of building security is 
not equitable or allowable. 

9  



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIXES 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 
 

  




