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Abstract

E-government or digital government is broadly described as the creation and delivery of information and services inside government and between government and the public using electronic information and communication technologies (ICTs).  These ICTs can vary from kiosks located at strategic points within a city, to web portals designed to give a citizen easy access to all government services.  The most common form of E-government is the use of the Internet by citizens to obtain information and receive services.  This article examines modes of transacting social services electronically in the US and highlights outcomes of the Hoosier Works debit card, an E-government innovation in the child support program and underscores some of the administrative pitfalls and benefits of electronic benefits transfers.    
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Introduction

The wave of electronic commerce has grown exponentially since the 1990’s and a number of federal, state, and local governments have harnessed the potential of the world wide web (WWW) to improve on information and service delivery. Electronic government or E-government initiatives began in developed Western countries, most of which shared some responsibility for developing and implementing the Internet (Chadwick, 2003).  

In the United States, the growth and development of E-government was stimulated by the executive branch.  During the Clinton administration, legislation and initiatives were created to help promote E-government.  These efforts were continued and expanded by the Bush administration.

  
E-government is the use of web based applications to enhance access to and delivery of government information and services to citizens (government to citizens or G2C), business (government to business or G2B), and other governmental agencies (government to government or G2G). There are many variants of E-government, but for the purposes of this article, we are interested in G2C interactions and we further classify these interactions as; (1) information provided on programs and services to citizens; (2) the ability of citizens to apply for government services or programs; (3) the ability of governments to deliver program benefits to citizens electronically, typically, cash transfers deposited directly in bank accounts or onto government issued debit cards, some of which have restrictions on their use.  

Information provided to citizens on government programs and services through static websites is currently the most common and basic form of E-government. As such, no transactions between governments and citizens occur as the websites simply provide information to citizens (Fountain, 2004).  US governments at all levels typically offer this basic level of E-government, as do the governments of most industrialized nations throughout the world.  

As the ability to transact with private businesses over the Internet grew in popularity, the demand for E-government services began to rise.  The second phase of E-government development allows citizens to conduct transactions with the government by means of portals.  Portals are “web based front-end applications that allow state governments to access and manage all of their data and information and deliver it to users” (Center for Technology in Government, 2003).  The portal for the U.S. government, FirstGov, was launched in 2000 (Chadwick, 2003).  The goal of government web portals is to provide “one-stop shopping” which allows a citizen to enter the portal and easily access any government service instead of having to go to different agency websites.  This is the current phase of E-government development of most federal and state governments.  The Accenture consulting group did a survey in 2000 which rated the websites and portals of different governments throughout the world to determine phases of development.  The nations with the most developed and interactive portals are those in the United States, Canada, and Singapore (Borin, 2002: 201).

Programmatically, within the US, the early movers in this area of E-Government have been the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and state Bureaus of Motor Vehicles.  Citizens can now pay taxes online and receive tax refunds electronically.  In most states, it is possible to pay for vehicle registrations and motor vehicle licenses online (Borin, 2002).  These services are most regularly provided because they tend to be the most requested by citizens.  Citizens would also like to be able to access information about state parks and be able to make reservations.  By far, the biggest concern to citizens is the assurance that any transactions completed online are secure (Cook, 2000).


At the present time, however, most social service programs do not allow for the online application for services. Recently, Texas experimented with outsourcing eligibility determination for their Medicaid, Food Stamps, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and their state Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP) – a contract with a heavy information technology component.  However, the State of Texas had to cancel their contract with Accenture Ltd., their contractor, when service delivery became problematic (The Dallas Morning News, 14 March 2007).  Indiana recently signed a similar contract for over a billion dollars with IBM – a project yet to be implemented.   The IBM contract also has a heavy information technology component.  While some groups of citizens are advocating the application for benefits online, many still strongly oppose it (Cook, 2000).  In particular, the elderly, blind, disabled and impoverished are often on the wrong side of the digital divide as they lack affordable access.  And while affordable access to the Internet can be overcome eventually, those individuals most in need of social services encounter higher rates of illiteracy and are likely to have less experience with navigating the Internet.  If E-government development is to extend into the domain of social service provision, these issues must be addressed.

The third category of E-government innovation is the electronic financial transfers of government benefits to bank accounts or onto government-issued debit cards.  Among others, these payments could include tax refunds from the Internal Revenue Service, Food Stamps, child support, and TANF.  Debit cards for some of these transfers such as Food Stamps have restrictions on their use.  The focus of this article is primarily on this third category of E-government, the increasing use of electronic benefits transfers (EBT), particularly in the social services arena.

Electronic Benefits Transfers

Electronic benefits transfer (EBT) allows citizens to authorize transfer of their government benefits to their bank account, a government-issued debit card, or to a retailer account to pay for government subsidized services such as child care.
  These cards can be used at participating retailers or ATMs and are similar to bank-issued debit cards.  Some cards include monthly access and withdrawal fees paid for either by the recipient or the state.  Almost all cards now are accepted at VISA and MasterCard retailers throughout the nation. EBTs typically occur through the use of state-issued debit cards, although some programs that transfer unrestricted cash will use electronic funds transfer (EFT) or directly deposit (DD) funds into authorized bank accounts.   

The early reliance on debit cards in the US rather than direct deposits, is due to the fact that the Food Stamps program was a pioneer in the use of electronic benefits transfers.  The Food Stamps program provides subsidies for selected food items only (excluding alcohol, tobacco, and other items) – and, as such, it imposes restrictions on recipients’ spending.  These restrictions could be easily ignored if the dollar equivalent of Food Stamps were simply deposited into a bank account.   Thus, the EBT cards that were developed for this program had to include restrictions against the purchase of unacceptable items.  

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) which sponsors the Food Stamps program piloted an early EBT card in Reading, Pennsylvania in 1984.  Monthly Food Stamp benefits were issued on a card which was similar to debit cards.  Other early pilot experiments were also performed in New Mexico and Minnesota. The success of the Maryland pilot project led to statewide implementation in 1992, about the same time that the Department of Treasury also tested a similar EBT program in Houston, Texas.  Similar to the New Mexico and Minnesota pilot project, the Direct Payment Card, issued to participants in Houston, included electronic transfers of all federal benefits.  Again, this program was so successful that it was rolled-out statewide (Cason, 1998).    

Thus, the Food Stamps EBT cards were piloted by states first and then disseminated statewide.  Figure 1 shows the number of states that piloted and then adopted the Food Stamps EBT cards statewide.  It is clear from this figure that the dissemination of this technology was uneven across states. While some states tested EBT cards prior to the late 1980s, significant use did not begin until the 1990s. In particular, acceptance of EBT technologies really accelerated around 1993 when the costs of issuing paper Food Stamps began to exceed the costs of the EBT systems.  By 2003, an estimated 8.4 million households were redeeming $1.7 billion of Food Stamps through EBT each month (Food & Nutrition Service, 2003).  
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As of July 2004, all states, districts, and territories within U.S. jurisdiction had implemented EBT systems for Food Stamps distribution, as mandated by federal law.  The costs of the Food Stamps EBT systems are shared by the federal government, up to the amount that it would cost for the conventional coupon issuance system. Currently, about 99.8 percent of Food Stamps benefits are issued to recipients through EBT cards (EBT FAQ, 2007).

While the Food Stamps program pioneered the EBT technology, other federal social service programs have begun to adopt this technology.  In a recent study, the most common benefit to be included on EBT cards are TANF payments. TANF is a cash assistance programs for low-income families with children.  This $16.5 billion per year block grant served just under 2 million households in fiscal year 2005.  Currently, nearly two-thirds of states offer TANF benefits on an EBT card or through direct deposit.  (See Appendix A for details.)


The Child Support Enforcement (CSE) program is another social program with tremendous potential for using EBT and EFT technologies.  The child support program is the second largest child-oriented program in the US (second only to K-12 public education).  This program establishes paternity for children born outside of marriage, establishes child support orders for children with nonresident parents, and collects and distributes the child support that is owed.  Preliminary figures for 2005 indicate that the CSE program collected over $23 billion on behalf of approximately 15.9 million cases (US OCSE, 2007). Because child support can be owed on a weekly, bi-monthly or monthly basis (depending on the pay periods of the nonresident parent), this program is responsible for hundreds of millions of financial transactions (collections and disbursements) each year.  

The CSE program is a federal-state partnership with each state designing and implementing federal mandates.  Thus, despite federal encouragement to adopt electronic technologies, the implementation of EFT and EBT technologies is uneven across states.  A review of the websites of all 50 states with respect to their use of these technologies for the CSE, TANF and other social programs was conducted by the authors in March 2007 and is found in Appendix A. These data reveal that many states use DD or electronic funds transfers (EFT) technology to collect child support owed by nonresident parents directly from their employers.  Although payment using EFT is not mandatory, the EFT technology is becoming increasingly widespread in this application. Additionally, states are now experimenting with disbursing child support collections to custodial families using DD and state issued smart cards or debit cards.  Some states such as Indiana, Michigan and Washington allow custodial parents to choose to receive the child support using either DD or an EBT debit card.  While the child support payments do not have purchase restrictions, not all custodial parents have bank accounts or want to give the government information about their bank accounts, and hence, the choice between EBT and DD will likely be desirable as use of this technology expands nationally.  Michigan’s child support disbursement by EBT or DD went statewide in 2006 as Indiana completed a pilot project in the same year.  

States also provide various other benefits through EBTs.  Arizona includes payments for job training programs; California provides benefits for General Assistance, Refugee Assistance, and General Relief through EBTs (EBT Status Report, 2006).   Of states surveyed, Michigan provides the most benefits through EBTs; these include State Family Independence Program, State Disability Assistance, Refugee Assistance, Repatriate Assistance, and Low Income Energy Assistance Program (EBT Status Report, 2006).   In addition to its Women Infants and Children (WIC) pilot program, Texas offers General Assistance and Simplified Nutritional Assistance Program benefits through means of its Texas Debit Card (EBT Status Report, 2006).   Washington State provides General Assistance, Consolidated Emergency Assistance, and Refugee Assistance by EBT debit cards (EBT Status Report, 2006).  It seems that once the implementation issues with the initial state debit card have been remedied, other social programs are relatively quick to follow.

Direct Deposit (DD) or Electronic Funds Transfers (EFT)


Direct Deposits (DD), also know as Electronic Fund Transfers (EFT), began in the 1980s.  Governmental pioneers in this technology were the Social Security (SS) and Supplemental Security Insurance (SSI) programs.  The SS and SSI programs provide cash benefits for retirees and their dependents, dependent survivors of deceased workers, and the elderly, blind and disabled population who have little or no income.  

The use of DD is not mandatory but is strongly encouraged by the Social Security Administration (Direct Deposit: FAQ, 2007).  By the end of 2006, there were over 49 million recipients in these programs and benefits totaled about $539 billion in that year (Social Security Online, accessed March 2007).   Unlike Food Stamps benefits, the cash transfers in the SS and SSI programs are unrestricted in their use and thus cash transfers to private bank accounts were preferred.  


A selective timeline of EBT and EFT implementation in the social services is provided in Table 1 (next page).  As can be seen, while EBT and EFT are not the norm in most social service programs yet, there is a recent, rapid acceleration of these technologies in the social services.  As such, we will describe the results of one national demonstration project in which recipients of child support in three counties in Indiana were given the choice to receive child support as either a direct deposit to their bank account or onto a state issued Hoosier Works Debit card.

Table 1:  EBT and EFT Timeline in Social Service Programs
1980s

· Tests are done in New Mexico & Ramsey County, Minnesota for issuance of multiple benefits on same system. 

· EFT becomes popular in US private sector.

1984 

· USDA implements a pilot EBT project in Reading, PA, a process similar to debit cards. 

1989 

· Maryland implements a similar EBT pilot program. 

1992
· EBT is implemented statewide in Maryland. 

· Dept. of Treasury tests “Secure Card” project in Baltimore and “Direct Payment Card” in Houston.  Direct payment card was for all federal benefits received; success led to option of direct payment card statewide. 

1993

· In June, costs of issuing paper food stamps surpass costs of electronic transfer.
1994

· Texas contracts with Transactive Corporation for the creation and implementation of an EBT for food stamps and TANF.

1995

· By November, the Texas EBT system is statewide.

1996 

· Welfare Reform Act mandates states to implement EBT systems by October 2, 2002.

1998

· 47% of Food Stamp benefits are issued by EBT.

· 32 states have online Food Stamp EBT systems.

1999

· 75% of all Social Security & SSI beneficiaries receive benefits by Direct Deposit.
2003

· 19 of 20 dollars issued by Food Stamp benefits are being issued through EBT.
· 8.4 million households redeem $1.7 billion by EBT every month.
2004

· As of July, all 50 states, District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, & Guam all have EBT systems region-wide.
2007

· 99.8% of Food Stamp benefits are being issued through EBT.
· Only 2 states don’t have systems w/ magnetic stripe cards.
Sources:  Cason (1998), Food and Nutrition Service (2003), EBT FAQ (2007).

Hoosier Works EBT Card and DD for Child Support
In February of 2003, Indiana implemented an E-government innovation to convert the current paper-check child support disbursement system to an automated, electronic system in its child support enforcement (CSE) program.  Unlike other states which are implementing similar initiatives, Indiana is one of the first to include a rigorous evaluation component, to examine the implementation issues, client satisfaction and program performance resulting from this new innovation.  

Goals of the new electronic disbursement system included: (1) increasing client satisfaction through fast tracking child support payments; (2) decreasing administrative and/or operational costs, and (3) moving unbanked Indiana residents into the formal banking system with the new Hoosier Works debit card.  The data for this study include State administrative data from the Indiana Support Enforcement Tracking System (ISETS) and Department of Revenue databases, as well as data from a client satisfaction survey of 600 Indiana residents which was administered in the fall of 2004.  The evaluation examined the effects of this E-Government initiative on citizens whose child support was distributed directly by the State of Indiana and three pilot counties: Allen, Marion and Vanderburgh.  

Based on our client survey, we found that Indiana residents, on average, were more satisfied with the new electronic distribution mechanisms than the old system of paper checks received through the US postal service.  Whether an individual chose to receive their child support by DD or on a new Hoosier Works debit card for child support was the most important determinant of overall client satisfaction—more so than personal characteristics, housing insecurity, domestic violence victimization, or whether or not the respondent had been confused by a new option to deposit income tax refunds on the debit card.  The choice of the debit card versus DD was also a more important determinant of client satisfaction than the source of the distributions:  the State of Indiana versus one of three pilot counties.  

Of the individuals who selected DD, a majority were involved in the demonstration and had higher overall satisfaction and higher satisfaction on all dimensions measured (e.g., reliability, expensiveness). While satisfaction was higher with the debit card than the old paper check system, clients felt it was slower and more expensive and the increment in satisfaction was much smaller than individuals who had selected direct deposit.  We attribute these differences to higher fees incurred by individuals who opted for the Hoosier Works debit card and customer service problems with the State’s vendor - Citicorp/JP Morgan.  

Finally, we were concerned about the effects of the transition to electronic distribution of child support to some vulnerable subgroups of the population.  We thought that individuals experiencing housing insecurity might have fewer problems with electronic disbursement as paper checks would not be delayed or lost in the postal system.  Further, we felt that victims of domestic violence might prefer electronic disbursement – perhaps placing more distance between them and their abusers as they would not need to return home to retrieve child support checks.  We did not find any atypical positive or negative effects for these subgroups of the population.  We did find, however, that the move to electronic disbursement of child support was very effective at bringing unbanked residents into the formal banking system—mostly through the creation of new bank accounts.

We also conducted pre and post performance and evaluation surveys with State and county child support staff and other key stakeholders in this project.  At the outset of this project, we felt that the new electronic disbursement system should result in significant benefits to all stakeholders; (1) reduced costs; (2) improved business processes, and; (3) an improvement in overall satisfaction by the child support staff.

The new electronic disbursement systems did lower costs. Based on the information provided by survey respondents, we estimate that Indiana Department of Child Services would save approximately $70,742, or 4 percent, annually from the new electronic system. We estimate that annual savings is even greater at the pilot counties, $331,815 or 41 percent, compared to pre-electronic system annual costs.  Most of the savings is a direct result of the significant decrease in the number of warrants issued (the equivalent of a returned check) after the implementation of the new system.

Additionally, most respondents reported that the direct deposit system has improved their internal business processes. On the other hand, at this point, business processes associated with the Hoosier Works debit card have not unanimously improved. At both the county and state levels of the child support disbursement system, respondents report that business processes have worsened significantly. Much of the discontent is due to the perceived poor customer service on the part of the State’s vendor - Citicorp/JP Morgan. 

Views of the whole electronic disbursement system vary across the two systems. For the DD system, the satisfaction levels are very high across the board. Most government employees report that they are very satisfied with the new DD system. They also report that participants have had few problems and recognize the greater convenience. Respondent impressions of the Hoosier Works debit card (or Commercial Debit Account-CDA) are another matter. No one reported that they are highly satisfied and several employees reported that they are dissatisfied with the Hoosier Works debit card.

In conclusion, the new electronic child support distribution system has provided substantial benefits. The new system has saved the state government and pilot counties money. The DD system is viewed as improving business processes and most project participants are generally satisfied with the implementation process and the final DD system. On the other hand, there is substantial dissatisfaction with the Hoosier Works debit card system, both in terms of the additional fees for user, poor customer service operations between the vendor, and clients and the vendor and the state and other implementation problems.

The initial evaluation of this project led the State to renegotiate with their vendor and hopefully, client satisfaction will improve.   This innovation is now in the process of being rolled-out statewide. 

Future of E-Government

The challenges that face the evolution of E-government are many.  Citizens are worried about privacy and security, so government will have to be clear about how database information will be used and shared. Although the federal government spends $35 billion while state and local governments spend $45 billion on information technology (Borin 2002: 200), most governments do not have the resources to create more interactive portals, and therefore must either contract out to the private sector or engage in collaborative efforts in order to continue to develop their E-government initiatives (“E-government and the Rise of Collaborations”, 2003).  Finally, the bureaucratic state itself is a challenge to continued E-government development (Fountain, 2004).  If E-government is to continue to evolve, the nature of government itself will also have to be open to change.
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Appendix A:  State Social Services Summary

	STATE
	WEBSITE
	EBT CARD NAME
	CHILD SUPPORT
	TANF


	OTHER SERVICES PROVIDED (EBT)

	Alabama
	http://www.dhr.state.al.us/Index.asp
	
	
	Provided on EBT
	

	Alaska
	http://www.state.ak.us/local/services1.shtml
	Alaska Quest Card
	CSSD offers a Free Direct Payment Card (DPC)
	
	Food Stamps

	Arizona (AZ)
	http://az.gov/webapp/portal/
	
	Can make payments through Western Union and Expert Pay

AZ Electronic Payment Card (EPC); accepted at ATM & retailers who accept VISA
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

State Programs

Job Training Programs



	Arkansas
	http://www.state.ar.us/government_pr.php
	
	Noncustodial parents can pay using OSCE Web Pay with a credit card or eCheck.


	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

TEA (cash) benefits

	California (CA)
	http://www.childsup.cahwnet.gov/sdu/
(child support)
	
	Payments can be received by check, direct deposit, or Electronic Payment Card (EPC)
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

General Assistance

Refugee Assistance

General Relief

	Colorado
	http://www.cdhs.state.co.us/servicebyneed.htm
	Colorado Quest Card
	FSR (Family Support Registry) Card available
	
	Food Stamps

	Connecticut
	http://www.ct.gov/dss/site/default.asp
	Connect Card
	
	
	Food Stamps

Cash Benefits

	Delaware
	http://www.delaware.gov/eGov/Portal.nsf/MainPages/Resident
	Delaware Food First
	Electronic funds transfers
	
	Food Stamps

	Florida
	http://www.myflorida.com/accessflorida/
	Benefit Security Card
	
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

Cash Benefits

	Georgia
	http://www2.state.ga.us/departments/DHR/
	Benefit Security Card
	Make payments online with debit/credit card, bank account
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

Railroad Retirement, SSI



	Hawaii
	http://www.hawaii.gov/dhs/self-sufficiency/benefit/EBT
	HI/EBT
	Electronic funds transfer for employer, non-custodial parent Western Union online
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps, General Assistance, Aid to Aged, Blind, Disabled, First to Work 

	Idaho
	http://healthandwelfare.idaho.gov/site/1/default.aspx
	Idaho Quest Card
	Online payments
	TAFI
	Food Stamps, Cash Assistance, 

Child Support

	Illinois
	http://www.dhs.state.il.us/mhdd/mh/
	
	
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps, Assistance, Aid to Aged, Blind, Disabled, General Assistance, Refugee Repatriation

	Indiana (IN)
	http://www.in.gov/dcs/index.html
	
	Employer Online Payment, Direct Deposit 
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

	Iowa
	http://www.dhs.state.ia.us/
	
	
	
	Food Stamps,

Cash Assistance

	Kansas
	http://www.kansas.gov/living/social_welfare.html
	
	
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

	Kentucky
	http://chfs.ky.gov/default.htm
	
	
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps, General Assistance

	Louisiana
	http://www.louisiana.gov/wps/wcm/connect/Louisiana.gov/Home/

	Louisiana Purchase Card
	CP can receive payments either through online or EFT (direct deposit).

NCP can pay by EFT (direct deposit) or online.
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

Family Independence Temporary Assistance Program (FITAP)

Kinship Care Subsidy Program (KCSP)

	Maine
	http://www.maine.gov/

	
	NCP can pay through an income withholding order, on-line (ExpertPay), credit card (MasterCard®) or EFT.
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

	Maryland
	http://www.maryland.gov/portal/server.pt?


	Independence Card
	CP can receive payments either through EBT (CashPay Visa debit card), check or EFT (direct deposit).

NCP can pay on-line (eChild Support/Electronic Payments) or check.
	No clear method of delivery; not EBT
	Food Stamps

	Massachu-setts
	http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=mg2homepage&L=1&L0=Home&sid=massgov2

	Bay State Access
	CP can receive payments either through EBT (Child Support Card Visa®) or EFT (direct deposit).

 NCP can pay by EFT (direct deposit); check, payment stubs or money order; on-line (ExpertPay) or credit card. 
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

	Michigan (MI)
	http://www.mi.gov/
	Michigan Bridge Card
	Support must be paid electronically per PA 548 of 2004

Payments either through fund transfer (EFT) to bank account or debit card 

Visa Debit Card issued by US Bank

Statewide implementation during 2006


	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

State Family Independence Program

State Disability Assistance

Refugee Assistance

Low Income Energy Assistance Program

Repatriate Assistance

	STATE
	WEBSITE
	EBT CARD NAME
	CHILD SUPPORT
	TANF


	OTHER SERVICES PROVIDED (EBT)

	Minnesota
	http://www.state.mn.us/portal/mn/jsp/home.do?agency=NorthStar

	
	CP can receive payments either through Visa debit card (ReliaCard), EFT (direct deposit) or check. 

NCP can pay by automatic recurring withdrawal (ARW), income withholding (EFT or check).
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

	Mississippi
	http://www.mississippi.gov/index.jsp

	MDHS EBT,

Mississippi EBT card
	CP can receive payments either through EBT (Mississippi Debit MasterCard®), or EFT (direct deposit).

NCP can pay by EFT/EDI (direct deposit), Income Withholding, Tax Offset Intercept, Unemployment 
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

	Missouri
	http://www.state.mo.us/

	Missouri EBT card
	CP can receive payments either through EBT (SecuritE Card / Debit MasterCard® card), or EFT (direct deposit).

NCP can pay by EFT (automatic withdrawal) or on-line.
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps


	STATE
	WEBSITE
	EBT CARD NAME
	CHILD SUPPORT
	TANF


	OTHER SERVICES PROVIDED (EBT)

	Montana
	http://mt.gov/

	Montana Access Card
	CP can receive payments either through EBT, EFT (direct deposit) or check. 


	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

	Nebraska
	http://www.nebraska.gov/index.phtml?section=nol

	Nebraska’s EBT card
	CP can receive payments either through EBT/ Visa debit card (Electronic Payment Card) or EFT/ ACH (direct deposit).

NCP can pay by EFT (direct deposit); money order, or cashiers check with payment coupon; credit card either via the Internet, Automated phone system or in person.
	No clear method of delivery; not EBT
	Food Stamps

	Nevada
	http://www.nv.gov/

	Nevada Quest card
	CP can receive payments either through EBT (Nevada Debit Card) or EFT (direct deposit).

NCP can pay by money order, cashier’s check or business check (income withholding) or by EFT.
	No clear method of delivery; not EBT
	Food Stamps

	New Hampshire
	http://www.nh.gov/

	
	CP can receive payments either through EFT (direct deposit) or checks.

NCP can pay by EFT (direct deposit) or paper checks.
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

	STATE
	WEBSITE
	EBT CARD NAME
	CHILD SUPPORT
	TANF


	OTHER SERVICES PROVIDED (EBT)

	New Jersey
	http://www.state.nj.us/

	Families First card


	CP can receive payments either through EBT, EFT (direct deposit) or paper check. 

NCP can pay by checks or money orders (income withholding, court order), on-line (ExpertPay).
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

	New Mexico 

(NM)
	http://www.newmexico.gov/

	
	CP can receive payments either through EFT (direct deposit) or benefits may be issued by warrant. 
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

	New York (NY)
	http://www.state.ny.us/
http://www.ny.gov/

	Common Benefit Identification Card (CBIC)
	CP can receive payments either through EBT (New York EPPICard™ Debit MasterCard®), EFT (direct deposit) or checks.

NCP can pay by EFT/EDI (direct deposit) or paper checks.
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

	North Carolina (NC)
	http://www.ncgov.com/

	Electronic Benefit Transfer
	CP can receive payments either through EBT, EFT (direct deposit) or paper check. 

NCP can pay by EFT/EDI (automatic bank drafts), on-line or credit card.
	No clear method of delivery; not EBT
	Food Stamps

	STATE
	WEBSITE
	EBT CARD NAME
	CHILD SUPPORT
	TANF


	OTHER SERVICES PROVIDED (EBT)

	Ohio (OH)
	http://www.ohio.gov/

	Direction Card


	CP can receive payments through EBT 

 (Ohio e-QuickPay)

Employers can set up EFT of payments; not mandatory

NCP can pay by EFT (direct deposit), on-line or credit card.
	No clear method of delivery; not EBT
	Food Stamps

WIC pilot program transferred back to paper in 2005

	Oklahoma (OK)
	http://www.oklahoma.gov/

	Access Oklahoma
	CP can receive payments either through EBT (Oklahoma MasterCard Debit Card) or EFT (direct deposit).
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps



	Oregon (OR)
	http://oregon.gov/

	U.S. Bank ReliaCard VISA
	CP can receive payments either through EBT (ReliaCard) or EFT (direct deposit); paper check only in certain instances

NCP can pay by EFT (direct deposit)


	Provided on EBT
	Food stamps

	Pennsylvania (PA)
	http://www.state.pa.us/

	Pennsylvania Access Card
	CP can receive payments either through EBT (EPPIcard) or EFT (direct deposit)

NCP can pay by cash, check, income withholding, automatic withdrawal (EFT), credit card, Western Union
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

General Assistance

Medicaid Eligibility

	STATE
	WEBSITE
	EBT CARD NAME
	CHILD SUPPORT
	TANF


	OTHER SERVICES PROVIDED (EBT)

	Rhode Island (RI)
	http://www.ri.gov/

	Rhode Island Electronic Benefits Transfer
	Info not available on website
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

Website says all cash subsidies issued by EBT

	South Carolina (SC)
	http://www.sc.gov/

	SCEBT
	No clear method of delivery; not EBT

(One county does not have capacity for either direct deposit payments or credit card payments)
	No clear method of delivery; not EBT
	No EBT services other than food stamps 



	South Dakota (SD)
	https://www.sd.gov/Main_Login.asp
(state portal)

http://www.state.sd.us/
(state website)


	Dakota EBT
	CP can receive payments either through EBC (Visa Reliacard) or EFT (Direct Deposit)

NCP can pay online with credit card
	No clear method of delivery; not EBT
	No EBT services other than food stamps 

Also offers sales tax refund through EBT

	Tennessee (TN)
	http://www.tn.gov

	Benefit Security Card (cash benefits)

Tennessee Electronic Access Card (Child Support)
	NCP can pay online w/ credit card

Payments can be received by EBT or EFT (direct deposit)
	Provided on EBT
	N/A

	STATE
	WEBSITE
	EBT CARD NAME
	CHILD SUPPORT
	TANF


	OTHER SERVICES PROVIDED (EBT)

	Texas (TX)
	https://www.oag.state.tx.us/index.shtml (Child Support)

http://www.texas.gov/
(State website)
	Texas Debit Card
	Support can be paid on Texas Debit Card as of 1/26/07
	Provided on EBT
	Food stamps

WIC pilot project

General Assistance

Simplified Nutritional Assistance Program

	Utah (UT)
	http://www.ors.utah.gov/direct_deposit.htm
(Child Support)

www.utah.gov

	Utah EPPIcard 
	Payments can bee received by EBT or EFT (Direct Deposit)
	Provided on EBT
	

	Vermont (VT)
	http://www.vermont.gov

	Vermont Express Card
	Payments can be received by EBT
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

General Assistance

Essential Person funds

	Virginia (VA)
	http://www.dss.virginia.gov/benefit/ebt/
	Cardinal Card
	Payments can be received by Direct Deposit

Payments can be made through EFTs
	Cash, Check, or Direct Deposit (EFT)
	N/A

	Washington (WA)
	http://www1.dshs.wa.gov/basicneeds/#cc
http://www.wa.gov
(state website)
	Washington EBT Quest Card
	Payments received either through EFT or EBT

Employers can use EFT for employee payments

Support payments can be paid over the internet
	Provided on EBT
	Food Stamps

General Assistance

Consolidated Emergency Assistance

Refugee Assistance

	STATE
	WEBSITE
	EBT CARD NAME
	CHILD SUPPORT
	TANF


	OTHER SERVICES PROVIDED (EBT)

	West Virginia (WV)
	http://www.wv.gov/sec.aspx?pgID=10
http://www.wv.gov
(state website)
	Mountain State Card


	Payments received through Chase Debit Card beginning in February 2005

Payments can also be received through Direct Deposit
	Provided on EBT

(WV WORKS benefits)
	N/A

	Wisconsin (WI)
	http://www.wisconsin.gov/state/home/

	Wisconsin QUEST card
	Allows for Direct Deposit to receive payments


	No clear method of delivery; not EBT
	No EBT services other than food stamps

	Wyoming (WY)
	http://dfsweb.state.wy.us/
(family services) 
	Uses offline “smartcards”

(not EBTs)
	Not clear on methods to make to receive child support payments
	No clear method of delivery; not EBT


	WIC (pilot 1995, statewide 2002)


� A number of acts and policy initiatives led to the enhanced used of the WWW for governmental service delivery. These include the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996, the Framework for Global Electronic Commerce issued by the Clinton administration in 1997, the Government Paperwork Elimination Act of 1998, the Presidential Memorandum on Electronic Government in 1999, the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act in 2000, and the E-Government Act of 2002 (Stowers,2003). 





� EBTs can also be referred to as Electronic benefit cards or EBCs.






