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Lauren nggms <lhlgg|ns@os dhhs gov>v
09/13/99 04: 19 24 PM :

Pleasejrespond to lhlggms@os.dh‘hs.gov
Record Type' 'Record ‘

To: Cynthia A, R:ceiOPD/EOP J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP

cc: Emil Parker <eparker@os.dhhs.gov>
Subject: Update on possible. SDU fix

x
i

Wanted to let you know about our most recent discussions with the hill on

 this. We recently met with Ron,Nick, and Doug (Alec was invited but di not -

attend meeting). it appears that Texas is in a worse situation then we had
hoped on their SDU and the eraliest we expect them to get an SDU in place
in place is fall 2000. Given that info, they all agreed that a fix needs

to be broader than the Feinstein approach, which only helps states that
have a certified system because it prevents double penalties. Ron handed
out an outline for a proposal to make the SDU violation.fall under the
altematnve penalties (the same incremental penalties for failure to have

an automated system). | will fax you a copy. The committee staff are

: argumg that this is a better aproach since states will have to pay a

penalty and HHS will never take away:all of a states' child support monéy
for Texas or any other state that slips. Right now it looks like Wyoming
is the only state that isina smlar situation with Texas.

- We are now inclined to agree with this approach ALthough we did not state» '

this at the meetmg We said that we wanted to have internal discussions
first. Audrey Smolkin has shared the paper with Michele Ahern who is also
inclined to support it. So, Emil and | wanted to share it with you and see

if you would be o.k. with this concept of havmg the SDU fall under the
alternative penalty structure

Thanks

Lauren
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- 1. Follow language of HR 3130.

: ‘respectwely

Meeting on SDU
" Possible Legislative Remedy
July 30, 1999

2. Probably draft as new section 455(5) placed at the cnd of 455,
3. Eligibilj ive P . If Secrctary détermines that
comply with SDU requirements and state submits to Secretary a cc
how, when, and at wha cost it wxll comply, statc can avoid penalty
new. penalty.
4. Q%ﬂ Penalty. 4% of previous year's IV«D adnnmstrauve reim|
perccnt for 2™ year, 16 for 3" year, 25% for 4" year, and 30% f

'
i

7. islative Plan.

sl ) LALURA LR

ge\

state is makmg good faith effort to
rrective compliance plan describing
under current law and qualify for

rse;nent from feds for 1* year, 8
5™ and subsequent years

S If a state operaUqg under thc penal f procedure achieves compliance

rgiven. If the state com Ixcs’;ay the

wha e

under sections 455(4) and 455(5).

. \Bcgm circulating the plan immediately in House, Senate,

outside so everyone can. get on

\board Cycle any changes through our working group. If there are serious changes, we will
meet again in late September. If changes are minor, we can handle by phone and fax.

. P1anA House

ill introduce as part of fatherhood bill in September and markup in

Subcomnuttae i Septernber, full Committee in early October, House Floot sometime in mid-

0ctober Senate take up legislation by end of October.
. Plan B. If plan 2
: early or mid-Octpber. Senate can take up from desk and pa.

lags, House will bring just the SDU propogal to floor under suspension in

identical version to House bill.

This plan shows the necessxty for consultmg all parties in August and September 80 Senate

i

supports House bill. -

r\cse.sdu. penalty.meet. 073059

/7[ w‘( gc,‘ chr




Lauren nggms <lh|gg|ns@os dhhs. gov>
09/13/99 04: 19 24 PM

Please‘respo'nd to Ihiggins@os.dhyhs.gov
Record Type:  Record o

1
'

To: Cynthia A. Rlce/OF’D/EOP J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP -

cc: Emil Parker <eparker@os.dhhs.gov>
Subject: Update on possible SDU‘ﬁx

Wanted to let you know about our most recent discussions with the hill on
this. We recently met with Ron, NICk and Doug (Alec was invited bul di not
attend meetsng) it appears that Texas is in a worse situation then we had
hoped on their SDU and the erahest we expect them to get an SDU in place
in place is fall 2000. Given that mfo they all agreed that a fix needs

'to be broader than the Feinstein approach which only helps states that
have a certt‘r" ed system because'it prevents double penaities. Ron handed
out an out ine for a proposal to make the SDU violation fall under the
alternatnive penalties (the same incremental penalties for failure to have

an automated system). | will fax you a copy. The committee staff are
arguing that this is a better aproach since states will have to pay a

penalty and HHS will never take away all of a states’ child support money
for Texas or any other state that slips. Right now it looks like Wyommg

is the on'ly state that is in a similar situation with Texas.

We are now inclined to agree wnh this approach. Although we did not state
this at the meeting. We said that we wanted to have internal discussions
first. Audrey Smolkin has shared the paper with Michele Ahern who is also
inclined to support it. So, Emil and | wanted to share it with you and see

if you would be o.k. with this concept of having the SDU fall under the

- alternative penalty structure.

Thanks

Lauren
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BACKGROUND on CHILD SUI’PORT ENFORCEMENT ISSUES

i

wide a ted syster irement

Statewide automated child support enforcement systems are crucial to the success of the child -
support cnforcement program. All states had a deadline of October 1, 1997 to implement a
statemde automated child support system. California is one of 13 states which does not yet have
an operaﬁona’l system. Three of these state systems are under review and may be certified in the
near ﬁlture Under 1eglslat10n passed last year, California can requeést an alternative penalty,
which i Isa graduated financial penalty, in lieu of the State plan dlsapproval process and
subseq}lent termination of all IV-D funds. In order to.be subject to this alternative penalty, the
State must both request the penalty and submit for Secretarial approval a corrective comphance
plan which dc‘caxls how, when, and at what cost the required automated system will be put in
place. |It is our understanding that California intends to apply for the altemative penalty but has
not yet/done so. We have cncouragcd California to apply for the alternative penalty as soon as
possxble s0 it is not subject to State plan disapproval process. and subsequent loss of all IV-D
funds, approxzmately $335.6 mxlhon

Recent|HHS action in this area: On April-6, 1999, Commissioner Ross sent a letter to -

California Health and Human Services Secretary Grantland Johnson informing him that =~
Cahforma s request for approval of an alternative system configuration waiver did not meet the
criteria laid out in the law. The waiver request had been California’s attempt to meet the

systems‘ requirement by linking four consortium systems. It is our understanding that the new :
Davis Administration is working with the state legislature to gain passage of emergency o
pmcu:reﬁlent legislation in order to contract for a single statewide system. State law currently
reqmres\that California build a consortia-based system. California is also seeking to have that

law changed. HHS strongly believes that a single statewide child support enforcement system

will produce the best outcomes for children and farml:tes in California.

i
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Under the welfare ref()rm law states were requlrcd to estabhsh a centralized State Disbursement
Unit (SDU) for the collection and disbursement of child support payments. This provision in

the law arose out of the successful implementation of SDUS in states such as New York and |
Colorado where the operation of an SDU has proved to get payments to children faster and more .
efﬁcxently California’s deadline for implementing an SDU was October 1, 1998. States which
processed child support payments through local courts when welfare reform was enacted have
until October 1, 1999 to establish SDUs. Of the states required to meet the 1998 deadline, -
Cahforma is the only one, which has not met the deadline, thus Cahforma 1s the only state
currently out of comphance Wwith the SDU reqmrement

Recent HHS action in tlns area: -On Friday, April 30, Assistant Secretary Golden sent a notice
ofi mtent to disapprove California’s state IV-D plan because of its failure to operate an SDU.
Wlthout an approved IV-D plan, the State will not be able to receive Federal funding for its child
support enforcement pro gam The preliminary FY98 numbers for the Federal share of
Cahforma s IV-D program is $335.6 million. In addition, because operating an approved child -
support enforcerment program is a xequirement for the TANF program, disapproval of the State’s
IV-D plan would jeopardize the State’s TANF block grant, which is approximately $3.7 billion.
It is our understanding that California leaders in both the executive and legislative branches may
lobby Congress for relief from these SDU penalties, possibly by folding them into the alternative
system§ penalty. We do not recommend supporting or opposing these efforts. We are

‘ concerned that any congrf:ssmnal action not impact other States’ efforts to complete their SDUS.

i,
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L | ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIE
.Offlce of the Assistant Secretary, Suite 600

- 370 U’Enfant Promenade, S.W.

April 30, 1999 co T Washington, D.C. 20447

b

'
i
'

Mr. Grantland J ohnson o
Secretary e :
Health and Human Scrvxccs Agcncy
1600 Nmzh Street, Room 460

, Sacramento Cahfarma 95814

- Dear Mr. Johnson: . -

Th.\s letter constitutes formal nonce of my intent, SUb_]eLt to an Opportumty for: hcanng, to
dxsapprovc California’s State IV-D plan in accordance with sections 452(a)(3), 454 (27), 454B,
and 455(a) of the Social Security Act (the Act) as ameaded by the Personal Responsibility and

* Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA) P.L. 104-193, and 45 CFR 301.10

" and 301 13. The basis for my decision tu disapprove is California's failurc to operate a State
Dmburscmcm Unit (SDU) that meets all requircments on or before October 1, 1998, in
‘.accordzmce with scctions 454 (27) and 454B of the Social Security Act. 1f a State has not met
these requirements, it will not be able to maintain an approved State IV-D plan. Without an

o apprévcd plan, a State will.not bc ablc Lo reccive Federal ﬁmdm;, for its child support -

enforcement program. )

- Cahfomxa has submxtted for approval a Request for Proposal (RFP) to give one- half million
donars to each of four vendors to develop a plan for the SDU. California will choose one of the

" four vendors {o complete their system, which is estimated to be completed on Octobcr 1, 2001.
This|action and the fact that California has not submitted the State plan preprint page for SDU
mdxc’atcs that California does not meet the requirements of sections 454(27} and 454B of thc Act.

V

As provlded in program mstrucuons msucd in OCSE- A‘I‘-Q‘?—OS dated Apn] 28 1997, pnor to )
nsuafnce of a final determinidtion to disapprovc your State plan, you have the opu on to request &
heanng under procedurcs at 45 CEFR Part-213. Election of a hearing prior to the final decision to

approve or disapprove the State TV-1 plan will consmute a waiver of reconsi deranon heanng
rights contained in 45 CFR 301. 14.

You havc 60 days from the date of tlns letter to request a fumual heanng regardmg the matters at

issue in the proposed disapproval. Requests for a hearing should be sent to the Assistant o
Seeretary for Children and F.umhcs with a copy to.the San Francisco Regional Office. If

California requests such pre-decmmn review, a Notice of Hearing will be issued setting forth the

time and placc of the hearing und the issues which wul be considered therein. This notice will be
pubhshed in the m 3egwter. ‘
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Page] 2- MI Gmntland Johnson

Should the Departmem of Health and Human Services conclude, followmg the hcarmg, that
Cahforma does not have g approved State plan, you will be notified that further Federal
payments under title 1V-D of the Act will not be made until a State 1V-D plan is submitted and-
approved The effective date for the withholding of Federal funds shall not be earlier than the -
-date of my. deczsxon and shall not be Jater than the first day of the next calendar quarter following
such decision. ~

Should California decline the opportumty fora heanng at this time, a determination will be made
whcthcr the IV-D plan must be disapproved for failure to conform with the requirements of
secnon 454 of the Act. If you are dissatisfied with my decision, you may request reconsideration
of the decision pursuant to regulations at 45 CFR 301,14, Federal funding, however, will be -,
mmpended and may not be stayed pending reconsideration. If I subsequently determine that my
ong,mal decision is no Iongcr warranted, restitution of funds withheld or otherwisc denied wil)
immediately be certified in a lump sum. :

I urge you to take the net.essm'y steps (] complete the rcqmred SDU and conﬁrm your
comphancc with the Regional Office. Although California is completely and indcpendently
responmble for preparation, submission, and content of jts Statc v-D plan, technical assistance
.may be oblained from our Reglonal Office.

In addﬁmn, section 4[)2(21)(”) of the Act (as amended by PRWORA) provxdes that the chief
cxecutwe officer of a State must certify that the State will operate a child support enforcement
program under an approved I'V-D plan as a condition for eligibility for 2 Temporary Assistance
for Necdy Families (TANF) block grantunder Title IV-A of the Act. Therefore, Cahf‘orma
should be aware that TANF funds may also bc at risk.

S‘hould you havc any quesuons regarding this Notice, please ccm’m.ct ycur ACF Regional -
Admnmstrator Ms. Sharon l-u]u at (415) 437-8400.

Smccrciy,

At

Olivia A, Goldeﬁ
Aussistant Secretary .
for Children gnd Families

Enclosure:
ce:  |Ms. Sharon M. Fujii ‘
: "\ Hub Director |
San Francisco Regional Office




Flease rcLspond to ksiehbenaler@acf.dhhs.gov

Ffé;gé{:ard Type: Record

Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP

J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP
;1 CA SDU issue

lifi‘"Cynmia. 1 just faxed over the letter to CA and info. memo to the

Secretary regarding CA failure to meet the Oct. 1998 SDU requirements.

John is lon travel today and tomorrow so please contact me with your

clearance!comments We hope to send it out tomorrow, but John does't want

to- p_ressfure you all. CA is expecting the letter. Thanks. .

fO{}JJ § Pl o —




. SENT BY:AFROSPACE BLDG. '$14-29-99 ; 9:204M ; ACF/SUITE 600~  94567431:# 1/ 6

l
!

'This Facsimile is from the

Adxﬁinish'ation for Chifdien and Families
. 370 L’Enfant Promenade S.W. .
Washington, D.C. 20447-0001

D\ate 4 /7 /_‘[/ 7 7

This transmlssmn consists of thjs cover plus ..5 pages

&'N//&LIQML«?/ From: /{(m;w/b//wxéy,

Phone: | ) _' ‘ ‘Phone: - _ o
| . | (202 ) /- 9229

Admmlstratlon for Chlldren and Families
Phone 401-9200 o Fax: 401- -5770

Ex. Sec.: 401-9211 ¢ Fax: 205-4891
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DI%PARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

§
H

 ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES
. Office of the Assistant Secretary, Suite 600
“370 L'Enfant Promenade, S.W. |

April 29, 1999 . - Washington, D.C. 20447
TO:| The Sectetairy
' Through: = DS
COS
ES . __
FROM: . Assistant Sééretary

for Children and Families

SUBJECT:  Notice of Intent to Disapprove California’s State [V-D Plan for Failure to
[mplement a State Disburscment Unit (SDU) - INFORMATION.

PURPOSE

“To provide you with mformatmn on the status of California’s dnld support cnforcement (CSE).
program comphancc with requlrementi, for a SDU

“BAQKGROUND 3

The successful 1mplementdtxon of SDUs in New York and Colorado 1ed to the inclusion of the
SDU provision in welfare reform legislation. The operation of a SDU has proved to move
payments 1o children faster-and morc cfficiently. In addition, the employcr community strongly
supp.ortcd the SDU approach Lo tmplemem and improve the wage thhho?dmg proccss

Scction 454D of the Social Secunty Act 1eqmrcs States to establish a centrahzed SDU for the
collection and disbursement of child support payments. The SDU must process payments in all
[V-D cases and in non-IV-D cases, issued from 1994 forward, on which payments are being
made via income withholding. The SDU must be operated by the State TV-D agency, or a ,
‘c,onnlactor directly responsible to the agency. The SDU is not a systems certification requircment,
and, thcrefore, the altcrnative penalty under the Child Support Performance and Incentives Act of
1998}dne& not apply to the SDU requirement. As long as there.is an interface between the SDU and
the Stateéwide automated syslem the ‘iDL may be outside of thc statcwxde_automdted system.

The- statutc provides for cxemptlons 1o be granted to States wmhmg to estabhsh a SDU through
lmkc;d Jocal units, upon meeting centain criteria. To qualify for an exemption, a State must prove
that it will be no more costly, nor'more time-consuming, to establish or operate a SDU through
linked local units than to do so thiough a central unit. Even if granted an exemption, the State
must|still provide one location to which income-withholding monies shall be sent. A number of
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Page 2 - The Secretary |
Statcs with Qctober 1, 1999 comphancc dates, mcludmg Michi gan and Nevada, are I'acmg

, pOSE‘ilb}G delays in completing their SDUs because their statewide automated systems are not
complete. These Slates have consulted with Federal officials and are seeking a time-limited
cxemphon that will bring them to full compliance within a reasonable period of time. Regardless
of whethcr Statcs request a permanent or time-limited cxemptmn, States must still meet the
statutory rcquirements for an exemptxon '

The effectwe date for the SDU a‘eqmremcm was October 1, 1998. However, if a State processed

, chﬂd support payments through local courts when PRWORA was enacted, the State is not

: requxred to establish its SDU until October 1, 1999. California is one of the States that had a’
1998 deadlinc. Twcnty-two States and four territories have already met thc SDU requirement
and t 1he rcmainder are workmg to comply with the 1999 deadlme

: SSUEES OF CONCERNS ? o L ’

Calnforma 1s the only State thh an October 1, 1998, deadline that is cunrently out of compliance
with the SDU requirement.’ California has not submitted an exemption request from the SDU
rcqmrcment however, the State has submitted several documents that-outline various options for
"1mpluncmmg a SDU. The Statc maintains that the best approach is to design its statewide
automated system to meet both SDU and computer systems requircments, Due to the State’s
desn'c to consolidate systems and SDU implementation, the State docs not envision full
comphance with the SDU requlrcment until 2002.

chera] officials are wﬂling to work with States Lo ensure the earliest possible compliance with
Fedoral requirements, as long as he State is making good faith efforts to meet the SDU
requix%ement. ACF staff al the national and regional levels have participated in extensive
 discussions with California about a possible time- limited exemption; however, the Statc believes
 that pursuing a time-limited cxemption would be too cxpensive and time-consuming and would
not Tb‘hult in better service fo families. Rc:gardicss of Califorma’s rationalc for not submitting a
titne- lllnmcd exemption, California is clearly not compliant with the State plan requirement under
section 454(27) of the Act, and thus OCSE is requircd to send a-Notice of Intent to disapprove

C ahfu{rma s State plan.

¥ .
ACF ACTION
|

|
ACF mtends to send a Nomu of Intent to Dlsapprovc California’s Statc 1V-D plan to the btate on

April 30, 1999 (see Tab A).’ The basis for this decision js California’s failure to operate a SDU
that m‘cets all requirements of section 454B of the Social Sccurity Act (the Act) on or before
October 1, 1998. Section 454(27) of the Act is the State plan requirement relating to the

‘ operation of a State disbursement unit, When a State fails to comply with this requirement, its
plan is| subjcct to dlsapprovall hy OCSE. A detcrmmauon that a State TV-D plan is dlsapproved

¥
i




. _SENT BY%EROSSPRCE BLDG. . ;: 4-29-99 ; 9:21AM ; ACF/SUITE 600~ 94567431:% 4/ 6

Pagc 3 - Thc.Secrctary

will result in suspcnszon of al] Federal payments for the State’s child support enforcement
program, and such payments will continuc to be withheld until the State IV-D plan can be
approvcd by OCSE. According to the preliminary FY 98 numbers, the Fcderal share of

C ahfomla s IV-D expenditures is $335,601,000. In addition, in order to be eligible for a black
gmm for Temporary Assistance for Ncedy Families (TANF), section 402(a)(2) of the Act
requircs a State to certify that it will operate a child support enforcement program under the State
plan|approved under part D. Therefore, TANF funding would also be jeopardized if the State
failed to enact the required child support legislation on a timely basis. California’s Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families 1998 Block Grant is $3,733,817,784.

California will likely seek congrcssmnal action to avoid State plan disapproval and to roll any
penaltics into the altemative penalties for State system compliance that the Stale i is alrcady
ﬁcmg We would be concerned that any congressional action not impact other States’ efforts,
’ cspecml]y the 27 States that have not yet completed their SDUs. OCSE's position has

cmphasxzed the need to hold the line on the SDU requirement and our commitment to proceed
with thc State plan disapproval process. The Department (e.g., IGA and ASL) is aware of our
SDU \Ictter and our intent to send it on April 30. We shall continuc to keep you apprised of
Califorma's progrcss on the systems and SDU requxrcments

O w:a‘A Goldenj{
Attachment; )

Draft Letter to Grantland Johnson (Notice of Intent)
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DEPARTMENT QF HEAL’I‘H & HUMAN SERVICES '

: ' Office of the Assistant Secretary, Sulte 600
: 370 L’Enfant Promenade, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20447

\. R ' ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

Mr. Grantland Johnsan

Secretali'y

Health and Human Services Ag,cncy
1600 Nmth Swreet, Room 460
ba(:rdmento, California 9581 4

Dear Mr. J ohnson:

‘This. 1eucr constitutes formal notice of my intent, Slﬁ)]t:ct to an opportumty for hmnng, to
d1%pprove California’s State [V-D plan in accordance with sections 452(a)(3), 454 (27), 454B,
~and 4‘»5(&) of the Social Security Act (the Act) as amended by the Personal Responsibility and .
Work Opportum ty Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), P.L. 104-193, and 45 CFR 301.10
and 301. 113 “The basis for my decision to disapprove is California's failure to operate a State
~ Disbursement Unit (SDU) that meets all requirements on or beforc October 1, 1998,in
: accordance with sections 454 (27) and 454B of the Social Security Act, If a State has not met
these rcqulrcmcmb it will not be able to maintain an approved State IV-D plan. Without an
approved plan, a State will not be able to receive Federal funding for its child support
enforcement program.
N .
Californialhas submitted for approval a Request for Proposal (RFP) to give one-half million
dollars to cach of four vendors to develop a plan for the SDU. California will choose one of the
four vendors to complete their system, which is cstimated to be completed on October 1, 2001.
This actmn and the fact that California has not submitted the State plan preprint page for SDU
indicates that California does not'meet the requirements 01 sections 454(27) and 454B of the Act.

As provided in program instructions 1ssucd in OCSE-AT-97-05, dated April 28, 1997, prior to
issuance of 4 final determination to disapprove your Statc-plan, you have the option to request a
hearing uuder procedures at 45 CFR Part 213. Election of a hearing prior to the final decision to

approve or dlsapp1 ove the State IV-D plan will constitute a waiver of reconsideration hearing
rights contained in 45 CFR 301. 14

You have 60 days from the date of this letter to request a formal hearing n,gaa ding the matters at
issuc in the propo:,ed disapproval. ' Requests for a hearing should be sent to the Assistant
Secrctary tor Children and Families with a copy to the San Francisco Regional Office. If
California requcsts such pre~decision review, a Notice of Hearing will be issued setting forth the
time and pl au: of the hearing and the issues which will be considered thercin. This notice will be
publ 1shcd in|the Federal chlstc
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Shouid the Department of Health and Human Services conclude, following the hearmg that
Cahfor!ma does not have an approved State plan, you will be notified that further Federal

- payments under title [V-D of the Act will not be made until a State IV-D plan is submitted and
'ipprovcd The effective dateifor the withholding of Federal funds shall not be earlier than the
datc oitmy decision and shall’ not be later than the first day of the next calendar quarter following
such dem sion. : : .

Should California decline the opportunity for a hearing at this time, a determination will be made
whcther the TV-D plan must be disapproved lor failure to conform with the reéquirements of
section 454 of the Act. Tf you are dissatisfied with my decision, you may request reconsideration
of the decision pursuant to regulations at 45 CFR 301.14. Federal funding, however, will be
suspend\ed and may not be stayed pending reconsideration. IfI subsequently determine that my

_original decision is no longcr warranted, restitution of funds wnhhcld or otherwise denied will
immediately be certified in a lump sum.

I urge you to take thc necessary stcps to complete the required SDU and confirm your

compliance with the Regional Office. Although California is completely and independently ,
* responsible for preparation, submission, and content of its State TV-D plan, technical assistance

may be obtained from our Reglonal Ofﬁw - ‘

~In addlti?n section 402(a)(2) of the Act (as amended by PRWORA) provides that the chief .

» executwc} officer of a State musl certify that the State will operate a child support enforcement
program Iundcr an approved 1V-D plan as a condition for eligibility for a Temporary Assistance
for Nccdy Families (TANF) block grant under Title IV-A of the Act. Therefore, California

should be aware that TANT funds may also be at risk.

‘Should you havc any questions regarding this Nonce ‘please contact your ACF Reglonal
Admmlstrator Ms. Sharon Fujii at.(415) 437-8400.

!
!

'I

| Smcerely,
| ,

Olivia A. Golden
Assistant Secretary
{or Children and Families

Enclosurc:
ce: Ms\ Sharon'M. Fujii

Hub Director . :
ban I rancxsco Regional Ofﬁce
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Lauren Higgins <lhiggins @ os.dhhs.gov>
12/16/98 09:40:15 AM

Please|respond to lhiggins@os.dhhs.gov
Record Type: Record

To: “Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP

cc:
Subject: fwd: Conference call with CA

Cynthia

Here is an email from Betsy that summarizes a conversation that she and
others lat OCSE had with California about the SDU situation. 1 wiil call
you to |discuss this more -- wanted you to see this.

Lauren

Or|g|naI Text

From: Ellzabeth {Lily) Matheson@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC, on 12/9/98 12:01 PM:

To: DaV|d G Ross@OCSE.OC@ACF.WDC, John Monahan@OAS@ACF.WDC, Lauren
ngglnsl@ASL@OS DC, Mary Cohen@OLAB@ACF.WDC, Michael
Rifkin@OCSE.OASP.SS@ACF.WDC, Paul Legler@OCSE.OC@ACF.WDC, Robin

Rushton@OCSE OASP. SS@ACF wDC

Cc: abenson@OCSE DPP@ACF.WDC, eadams@OCSE.DPP@ACF.WDC, Jan Len@SSU@ACF.SAN,
John Schambre@SSU@ACF SAN, Michael Rifkin@OCSE.OASP.SS@ACF.WDC, Norman L

Thomps‘on@OCSE.OASP@ACF.WDC, Robin Rushton@OCSE.OASP.SS@ACF.WDC

On the conference call with California about their plans for the SDU,
Leslie Frye and Gerri Magers told us the following:

The Statle is planning one consolidated RFP which will hire 4 contractors to

design the Statewide automated system to meet FSA88 and PRWORA2000 systems
and SDU‘ requirements. Everything (Statewide system and SDU) will be

operational by 10/1/2001. Caontrary to what John Schambre from the RO had
heard frem Mike Graham from California, they do not intend to centralize

income withholding sooner than 2001 because their analysis has convinced

them thqt without a State Case Registry (which they won't have until

10/1/2001), they cannot allocate collections across cases and centralizing

income withholding only to send the collections back to the localities

would orhy delay getting money to families.

CA did inldicate that the IAPDU which they plan to submit by 1/24 would
include an exemption request to allow payments to continue to go to the
local Ievell We indicated that without a central place for the receipt of
income withholding, we could not approve an SDU exemption.

They asked us for anything they could submit that would forestall State
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plan disapproval. They promised to send us by 12/19 a summary of their
planned implementation stages, leading up to total compliance by 10/1/2001
as well as a couple of white papers they had done that convinced them that
no interim steps toward compliance were possible.

We said we would report to ’tchose ahove us, were concerned that CA had
determined that they could take no immediate steps to meet the 10/1/98 SDU
requirgment, and that obviously we did not want to take away all CA's IV-D
funding.. lLeslie said they were taking every step to meet all the

requirements and wouldn't be in this position if it weren't for Lockheed.
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i

@s. Gerri Magers

Chlef Deputy Director

Callfornla Child Support Automatlon
Health and Welfare Data Center

ﬂGSl Alhambra Boulevard

Sacramento, Callfornla 96816

e |

Dear Ms. Magers:

e are respondiﬂg to your August 27, 1998 request for relief

from the prior approval requlrements at 45 CFR 95.611 for
tFe acqulsltlon of Automatic Data Processmng (ADP)} equipment
a?d services in accordance with 45 CFR 95.624. Your regquest
was received and' acknowledged by the Department on August
31, 1998. This letter also responds to your August 18, 1998
létter in which your requested clarification of Federal
pollcy regarding’ costs incurred related to Year 2000 (Y2K)

compliance.

The State is requesting authority to: (1) enhance legacy
sﬁstems to meet PersonalfResponsibility'and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA) distribution and Y2K'
requirements; (2) transition SACSS and non-SACSS counties to
inFerim systems; and, (3) receive Federal Financial
Part1cxpatlon (FFP) for on-going maintenance and operations
(M&O) of EXlStlng county systems and other business
requirements .

Thls office has rev1ewed your request and has determlned

: that because California’s statewide automated Child Support

Enforcemenc (CSE) , system development effort failed late in
the project cycle and close to the PRWORA State Plan
deadlines and Y2K event horizons, an emergency situation, as
degined in 45 CFR:95.605, exists. We further find that this
51tuatlon warrants California‘s undertaklng immediately
certaln llmlted interim system enhancements while the State
progresses towards implementing a Statewide system thac


http:automat.ed

‘ SEP-11-199€ 16:28 - 0CsE Szuse4B2 P, 83/8}

3

Page 2 - Ms. Gerri Magers DRAFT

meets statutory and regulatory requirements.

As noted belowﬁ we do not agree that an emergency situation
exists with respect to maintenance and operation costs for
-~ ["unapproved” systems. Further, we do not agree that the
‘emergenCy situation warrants approval of all the activities
llsted in your reguest. The epec1f1cs of our approval

follow below.

i

. ,
- » ”
Interim County Systems

ﬁeragree that an emergency situation exists that justifies
FFP for the costs of migrating California counties to a
limited number 6f interim systems that are Y2K compliant and
- that distribute child support payments in accordance with
PRWORA However, you have proposed enhancements to a large
~number of systems, many of which will cease to utilized in
the near future as those counties migrate to other systems.
ThlS approach is neither cost- -effective nor consistent with
State law, which provides support only for four or fewer
COunty -based systems In addition, undertaking a large
number of system enhancement efforts 'in a short period of
'tlme would unduly strain the State’s management resources

and is 1nherent1y extremely risky.

We are also unconyinced by the State’s assertion that it
wﬂll be quicker to enhance county systems to make them Y2K
aﬁd PRWORA-distribution compliant than to migrate those

' counties to already-compliant interim systems. Based on
California‘s track record with migrating counties from SACSS
and its track record with systems development efforts, we
believe that it will cost less and take less time to

i
transition Callfornla counties to a small number of 1nter1m

]
systems.

Instead of the approach you have proposed, we are

authorizing the State to proceed, 'subjecc to our approval of

your formal written request submitted pursuant to 45 CFR

95 | 624(b)(2} and to the stipulations and limitations noted

later in this letter, wlth the following approach:
i implement the,software and hardware enhancements

necessary to make no more than 4 interim systems Y2K-
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and PRWORA distribution-compliant. In accordance with
State law, one of those four systems must be Los

Angeles’ ARS.

" migrate all remaining counties to one of these interim
systems; and,

o 2]

o

i acquire the hardware necessary to make all counties Y2K
compliant.’ ~

' As noted below, we will also consider approving necessary
business needs enhancements to the designated intrerim
.éystems if the State provides adequate description and
%ustificanion of those needs in its formal request.

ﬁe believe that by moving quickly now to migrate counties to
“safe harbor” interim systems, California will better
position itself to be able to implement a Statewide child
support system.. Further, concentrating your management
resources on a small number of systems development efforts
will substantially increase the probability of your being
aple to complete those migrations in a timely fashion and
avoid disrupting county child support operations. Finally,
m%ving now to a small number of interim systems will avoid
substantial additional delay and cost.

Subject to-our receipt and approval of your formal reguest
(see below), these activities would generally be eligible
for FFP at the 66 percent match rate. Costs associated with
-m§klng Los Angeles’ ARS system compliant with PRWORA
d;stribution requirements would be eligible for FFP at the
80° match rate, again subject to our receipt and approval of
your formal request.

. :

Your letter requested approval to proceed with system
enhancements designed tc meet counties’ business needs.
Because your request does not contain a detailed description
-0of| the specific enhancements needed and the impact of
failure to undertake such enhancements in advance of your
submission of an advance planning document, OCSE is unable
at| this time to determine that an emergency situation

i
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axists. Therefore, we are not at this time authorizing you
to proceed with such enhancements on an emergency basis.

If you wish to pursue approval and funding for business
needs enhancements as part of your emergency request, you
should describe those needs in detail in your formal
request, describe the consequences of failing to undertake
those enhancements in advance of your submission of an
hmplementatlon APD for a Statewide system, and prov1de the
other 1nformatlon requlred in 45 CFR 55.611.

We ant1c1pate that our consideration of approval and funding
for business needs enhancements will be limited to the four
<(or fewer} de51gnated interim systems.

FFP for the costs of these act1v1t1es incurred on or after
August 27, 1998 will be available at the 66 percent match
ﬁate, subject to our receipt and approval of your formal
request pursuant to. 45 CFR 95.624(b) (2). If you believe
that any of these enhancements would be eligible for FFP at
éhe 80 percent match rate, you should note that in your
formal request. | If we agree, we would approve FFP at the
enhanced rate retroactive to August 278 :

g fi v - ‘ . '

In addition. to the need to migrate counties to interim
systems, the 51tuatlon you described in your August 27, 1998
lenter supports a finding that an emergency situation exists
w%th regard to the State’s ablllty to meet the State Case
Registry and State Disbursement Unit requirements by October
1) 1998. Therefore, we direct the State to include in its
'ﬁ?rmalvrequest a plan for complying with these requirements.
Subject to receipt and approval of a formal request pursuant
to 45 CFR 95.624(b) (2), FFP could be made available for
costs associated ‘with these activities incurred on or after

Aﬁgust 27, 1998.

FFP for these activities would be available at the 80
percent match rate, subject to our receipt and approval of
your formal request

!
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| .
Four August 18 1998 letter asked whether we would consider
costs incurred in rendering existing county systems Y2K-
compllant to be systems development costs subject to prior
approval of an APD or as maintenance and- operatlons (M&O) .

i
H

. costs.
gér purposes of 45 CFR Part 307, costs associated with

making a system Y2K- compllant normally would be considered

.as M&O costs which, if authorized and allowable, would be
ellglble for FFP at the 66% match rate.

| | | |

gowever, we believe that this issue largely is moot given
‘California’s current situation. As California is now under

Qn approved plan to migrate its counties to no more than 4
1nterlm systems, costs incurred after the date of this

approval in maklng systems other than the 4 interim systems
Y2K- compliant would fail our regulatory “reasonable and
necessary” test and would therefor be subject to

d;sallowance If you are able to document necessary Y2K
act1v1tles in other areas, you should include that

1?formatlon in your formal reguest. We would expect, \
h?wever that Y2K activities outside the four (or fewer)
interim systems to be very limited. '

Y%ur letter implied that multlple counties might be
requeStlng FFP for enhancements to the same interim system.
Enhance the interim systems’ software appllcac1ons for Y2K -
and PRWORA distribution should be made only once for each
iﬁterim system. .That “enhanced” version of the interim
system would, we assume, be available to and utilized by all
copntles which have selected that interim system. If this
assumptlon is incorrect, you should address this issue in

detall in your formal request

: OC§E is granting approval under 45 CFR 95.624, subject to

4,the State’s submission and our approval of the formal

: request required by 45 CFR 95.624(b) (2), for the State to
prﬂceed with the acquisition of ADP equipment necessary to:
(1)} ensure that counties’ child support systems are Y2K-

compliant and (2) permit the migration of counties to
Vlncerlm child support enforcement systems.
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The followzng stipulations regardlng this approval apply to
' |these hardware, acqulsltlons ,

i The acqulred hardware must be compatlble with, and-
used to support, one of the d951gnated interim

systems; and,

i The acquired hardware must be compatible with and
used with the statewide system as defined and
approved in the Implementation APD, for the
respective hardware’s useful life cycle.

These acquisitibns would be eligible for FFP at the 66%
ﬁatch rate, subject to our receipt and approval of your
formal request Submltted pursuant to 45 CFR $5.624(b) (2).

o, : . «
| | b w o e

Your letter requested that we find that an emergency exists
&1th respect to certain counties whose systems were
developed w;thout prior Federal approval. We do not find
ghatkan emergency exists that justifies FFP for maintenance
and operation for systems developed by-California counties
without prior Federal approval of an APD under 45 CFR
95.611. These counties have been operating without FFP for
al number of years. The situation you described in your
August 27th letter is not one which meets the regulatory
‘definition of an emergency situation, as HHS’ regquirements
for prior approval have been in place since at least 1978.
Further . the Department, in issuing interim final
regulatlons in 1986, .addressed the need for States to
“grandfacher” such systems and provided a time- -limited
m$chanlsm for d01ng 'so. Finally, we further clarified our
p?llcy on M&O costs for such systems in correspondence
shared with all States in 1988 and 1989. :

As the State has not clearly documented that this situation
c?uld not have ant1c1pated or planned for and that the State
was prevented from following the prior approval requirements
oq 45 CFR 95.611, we cannot approve this reguest on an

~emergency basis.
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Your letter noted that your cost estimates for M&0 included
costs associated with Y2K compliance. As noted above, we
lapprove your proceeding with making no more than 4
designated interim systems Y2K-compliant. If one of the
designated interim systems is a system that was developed
Vithout prior approval your formal request should address
that situation. We would see no impediment to providing
funds for Y2K compliance and PRWORA distribution in such a
%ase effective as of August 27, 1998. Further, we could
?ntertaln approvmng M&0 costs for that system on a
prospectlve basis, beginning August. 27, 1598, provided that
all other requlrements are met. ,

R ,
Ip order to receive Federal financial participation in the
costs of “these act1v1t1es, the State must submit within 90
days of the date of your request, i.e., by November 27,
1?98 a formal request for approval which includes the
information specified at 45 CFR 95.611 in order for the ADP
equipment and services acquisition to be considered for the
our apprpval. {See 45 CFR 95.624{b) (2).) ‘

Our regulations are clear that if the State fails to submit .
the formal request required by 45 CFR 95.624(b) (2), submits
ity later than November 27, 1998, or submits a request that
~ is| not approvable, then no FFP will be available to the
'St?te or counties for these activities. Please understand
that, under our regulations, we have no leeway in this
regard. As always, my staff and staff from our Regional
Office are available to explain this requirement.

i - . N j :
In\addition to the other information required by 45 CFR
95.611, your formal request must designate the interim
systems to which other California counties will migrate. Aas

noted above, you may designate no moére that four (4) interim
systems, one of whlch must be the Los Angeles ARS.

To document your de51gnatlon of interim systems, you must

submit to us for each interim system: (1) an analysis of
the\Federal PRWORA DlStIlbUthn Test Deck results; and, (2)

TOTAI P.AR
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David Gray Ross
Commissioner
Office of Child Support Enforcement

Reference: 082498Ca
-0B31s8Ca

CC: Ms. SharonAFujii, Regional Administrator/Region IX/ACF

Attachment

TOTAL P.O1
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Cal ito*ma appears to be at serious risk of missing the October 1 1998, PRWORA deadlines for
meenng Stare plan provisions for distributing child support collectlons and for the establishment of

a Sr,ate disbursement unit. The State contends that without a Statemde automated system (or

itern.a.{uve system) and without Federal funding for aut:omanon they are unable to do the
programming necessary to implement these requirements.

Ron Haskins has indicated that House Ways and Means Cominittee members would not be
comfortable subjecting California to a State plan compliance penalty on issues closely related to the
penal ty the State faces for missing the deadline for statewide autom’ation He has suggested that the

‘ Congress may take action to provide legislative reliet to the State in a legislative vehicle the

Commitree expects [0 move next week.
DISCUSSION:

We do|not believe that California is making a good effort to implement these requirements or agree
with their assertion that a certified system is needed to complete these efforts. Other States have
been successful in moving forward with these requirements despite the lack of statewide system
certification (see atiached). However, California is unique in a couple of ways. First, California
has had its Federal funding for systems activities suspended since November 1997 and will
undoubtedly be the last State to have a certified statewide or aliernative system (and thus will

- receive|significant financial penalties). Additionally, there is no St!atewide title [V-A system in the

state making diswibution and cenrralized disbursement signiﬁcamly?more difficult to implement.

|
With rcspect to the issue of compliance with the diswibution requzremcnts we are hopeful that
approval of the State's request for emergency funding outlined in!the prior paper will provide the
State necessary funding to make the programming changes needed 1o meet the requirement.
However we would oppose any attempt by the Congress to prov1de relief to California on this
requirement since these changes directly impact the well-being of families.

On the ?econd issue of establishment of a Swate disbursement unit,: we will encourage the State to
pursue a limited exemption from this requirement. We would take no position on Congressional

action © address this problem. If it appeared that the Congress intended to pursue this route, we
would urcre them to work wuh us to ensure any such amendment was drafted as narrowly as

possible!
D’Uﬂj/n\/o INL G 1y
/r\ o ”n’\ I ?j
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DISTRIBUTION OF CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS
l

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Reccnciiéiation Act of 1996 changed
- the rules for distribution of collections made by State child support (IV-D) agencies,
1mplementmg a “family-first” distribution philosophy . Prior to PRWORA, collections in
current assistance cases, which were assigned (o States as a condition of receiving public
asmstance were retained by the States and the Federal government to reimburse
: 'assn;tance payments made to the family, after the first 350 of current support was passed
thrc?ugh to the family. Collections made on behalf of families which formerly received
assistance were either retained to reimburse State and Federall assistance payment costs
or passed through to the family to satisfy support debts owed to the family.

. Uncller PRWORA, effective October 1, 1996, in current assmtance cases, States must first
) Spht collections between the State and Federal share, accordmg to the Federal Medicaid
- matching rate. States may retain as reimbursement for assistance payments or pay o the
family the State share of these collections. Effective October 1,1997, once a family left
. the assistance rolls, in addition to current support, collections would be paid to the family
o slatlsfy any overdue support owed since the family left the assistance rolls. On
October 1, 2000, the second phase of this family-first policy rdqmres States to pay
. C(}Hccnons owed to families before reimbursing themselves or the Federal government
* for assistance payments. The one exception is for collections rpade through Federal-
income tax refund offset, which are retained first 10 satisfy overdue support owed to the
Smt!&z and chcral government. } |

The|Balanced Budget Act of 1997 gave States the option of 1mplementmg the 2-stage
shift (Plan A) to family-first distribution all at one time, on October 1, 1998 (Plan B). In
this |instance. States could continue their distribution rules in f&rmer assistance cases until
September 30, 1998 and, on October 1, 1998, switch directly tg} the 10/1/2000 rules.

“States must certify they are complying with these new distribution rules by submitting to
- the $egional Office a State plan preprinted page which indicates which option the State
* has elected to implement with respect to distribution in former assistance cases. These

S;até plan preprint pages were due to the Regional Offices Junei; 30, 1998.

Status: No data from ROV or [V States. At least 28 States repbrt they are meeting
: dlstrllbunon requirements in current assistance cases. - At least 5 States are not. 18 States
report they are Plan A States and 20 States that they are Plan B'states. KS and WVa,
Plan|A States, are not meeting distribution requirements in former assistance cases. CA
- PA and GU, Plan B States, won't meet Plan B requxremems "
Jir
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CENTRALIZED COLLECTION AND DISBURSEMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT
COLLECTIONS

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Reconcdlauon Act of 1996 reqmres '
States to establish a State Disbursement Unit for the receipt and disbursement of all child
support collections in cases receiving services through the State’s child support (IV-D)

prégram and for income withholding payments in most non-IV-D cases.

Sta*tcs ‘must have a State Disbursement Unit in place by October 1, 1998, unless child
support payments were being made through local courts at the'time PRWORA was
enacted, in which case a. Sr.ate has an additional year, untll October 1, 1999, tosetup a
State dxsbursemem unit.

A State may establish a State disbursement unit by linking locdl disbursement units if
employers are given one location in the State to which income 'withholding is sent and the
Secretary of HHS agrees that the linked system will not cost triore nor take more time to

_ esta:Lblish or operate than a centralized system. We have received exemption requests and
inquljiries from States with locally operated child support programs or with strong court
involvement in the collection of support. The centralization ofi receipt and disbursement
of support collections is a politically charged issue in these States. The criteria for an
exemption are very strict and few exemption requests have been received. To date, HHS
has|received 5 requests for an exemption to establish the State disbursement unit by
linking local disbursement units. One exemption has been granted (SC), two requests
have been denied (Kentucky and Missouri, and we requested addmonal information from
Indiana and Mi ississippi in response to their request. M:sswsxppl has subsequently
indicated it will no Jonger pursue an exemption. -There have been discussions from other
States considering applying for an exemption (CA, NV OH, WY) although no requests
have been rcccwed from them to date.

| A ;

Witlﬂ respect to CA in particular, we have discussed the possibiility of CA requesting a
“time-limited” exemption. It is very difficult for a State to prove that a linked system
would cost no more 10 operate than a single State disbursement unit because of the
economies of scale under a single unit. However, it might be piossnblc for a State o argue
thatthere is a break-even point a few years in the future before Wthh a existing local
system would cost less to operate than the cost to set up a State-level unit. Therefore, ; .

" CA might be able to demonstrate that it would establish a single receipt and disbursement
point for income withholding payments but continue to collect other payments at the Jocal
level, and thar this arrangement would be less costly to estabhsh and operate until such
time as their State automated system is operational. At some point in the future, the.
operational cost of collectmg and disbursing payments in 58 counties would be greater
than|in one centralized unit performing the same task. Under such a “time-limited
exemption scenario, CA would have to make some immediate changes - to provide
employers with one place to send all income withholdings.

At least 24 States cﬁrremly have State disbursement units. At least 12 States are not
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‘ r?quircd to have SDUs;'until 10/99. NV will not make its 10/98 deadline: an exemption
request is expected next week. KS may not meet its 10/99 deadline. No report from
- ROV and some ROIV states, where there may be additional problems. .
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Senatchs Boxer and Femstem have expressed concern that the Department has refused to prowde
fundma for enhancement of Los Angeles County's child support enforcement automated system.
Senator Feinstein wrote to Secretary Shalala requesting intervention on this matter and indicated
that laneuage will be added to the Labor/HHS appropnatmns bﬂl if the Departrnent does not

resolve this adrmmstratwely
x

T he'lelanced Budget Act of 1997 provided Los Angeles County a separate allocation of the $400
millioni in enhanced funding available to States under PRWORA 1o upgrade their child support
enforce}ment systems. The County has indicated that they need this Federal funding to complete the
upgrades required. in PRWORA, having already expended $2.8 mﬂhon in county funding for over
the last 10 months.

Our position has been clear that funding for systems activities is conditioned on an approved State

advanced planning document (APD) for prospective expenditures only (see attached). California

has not| had an approved APD since November 1997 when Federal funding for the State's
automatxon efforts was suspended and based on conversations with the State we are not antic ipating

the State to submit a new APD until January. Thus, there is no vehicle for reimbursing the $2.8
million a'\lready expended by the County or for providing the County with its allocation of enhanced

funding. A

California has submitted a request for emergency interim fundmg for Year 2000 automation fixes
and to meet impending PRWORA requ;rements This would allow' California and Los Angeles to
receive funding-for automation activities of an emercency nature” unnl the State has an approved
APD. Wf are required o respond 1o thlS request by September 14, 1998

We plan \to respond favorably to the State's request and to signal our willingnéss w0 consider
emergency funding for any eligible activities of the State (or Los Angeles County) the State were 10
include in supporting documentation the Sra[e will need to submit following the approval ictter.
While this will not address the $2.8 million the Coufty has already expended (since there is no
latitude Wlth respect o the requirement for prior approval), we believe this funding will enable to
County tocontinue its automnation efforts pendmg appmval of the Sra.te s APD.

|
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- Washington, D.C. 2020i

Dear Secretary Shalala:

I am writing to urge z!m the Department of Heah;h and Human Services

immediately make availsble to Los Angeles County funds to upgrade its child support

enforcerncat antomated system.

| As you kaow, in 1988 the Depament required Los Angcl&s County to develop its
own autornated system, separate from that of the State of California. Los Angeles County
did 5o, and its sutomation system has beea. in place since 1995, The system requires
upgmd.es in order to comply with the 1996 welfare refarm law and become Year 2000

‘ compimm and zs part of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliaion Ast of 1997, Congrcss

appropnated funds for the County to perform these upgmdes HES caleulated that
appmxmzely $10 million in Federa! funds shoxﬂd go 10 Los Angelcs Caunty for this
purpose. :

Now I am tald that HHS is withholding these ﬁmﬂs from the County, on the
grounds that the State of California as a whole lacks jan approved child support
enforcement system. In addition, in August HHS informed Los Angeles County that cven
whea the State does develop an approved plan, any funding for computer uperades will
be pm:pecnvc only. That msans that the $2.8 miilion that Los Angeles County has spent

to upgade its systern since November 1997 will come entifely out of the Connty’s own
pocket

I 1 bope that you will reconsxder the Department's pasxnon on this matter. At a timse
when the State of California lacks a cohesive child support computer systerm, Los Angeles

has developed a System that is working and successful. Tota] child support collections in

the Cou.nty are up 21.5 percent from last year. Withholding funds for computer system
upgmdes now could compromise this progress. In addition, it seems unfair that HHS
waited uatil August to inform Las Angeles County tbat ﬁm.ds would not be fonhccmmg
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) 1 . ) . -
The ﬁmmblc Donna Shalala = -
Septcmber 2, 1998 . : -

months after Los Angeles County began the upgrade work, md gfter the County had
aheady spent pearly 83 million. .

TO 94567431 P.@g
NO, 887 p.asz2

country, with over 450,000 cases in 1997 This computer upgrade will easure that this
population receives the attention they deserve, and that Los Angeles County will comply

- with recent changes in Federal law. To deny Los Angeles County funding for the upgrade
on the grounds that HHS would prefer & different child support enforcement system in
Canfomxa is to ignore the emsmng realmea facing icw-mcome families and children.

| I do hope that you will give this matter your persml ﬂ:ten:im and that you will

~act qmckly to resolve the problem. I am considering an amendment to the Labor-HHS

appropnatmns bill that wauld dirvet HHS to release funds to Los Angeles Cmmgr, but it
is mytr nope that this mmatier can be resolved quickly through ddministrative action.

'I'hank yau so muc!: for your immediate artention to tms matter. Please keep me
appnsed of any action you take If vou have any questions; please do not hesitate to

contact me personally, or have your gtaff contact Kathy Re:ch inmy Washmgron oﬁ‘icc
at (202) 224-3841. o

f
|
%
|
|
|
{
l
!
|
|
?
§ Los Angeles County has the largest child support caseaoad of any county in the
|
l
|
!
1
i
|
|
! i With warmest perscnsl regards.

Smccrely yau.s,

Diarne Feinstein

i
|
|
! United States Senator

DF:kdr

|
i
|
i
!
i
|
|
!
i
I
o
|
|
{
!
|
i
i
!
|

H
i i



e = e e et s i o Pt i e ot 4 it Wt . et w0 e e+ ot e g+ et o+

' (iii?fiii’;'/as— o
ACF A G ]
AT

a-:@i,‘ bt




/
%//7 M%Mu{ C/SW%

W 8 wﬂvf M% *

o 74A£/@ﬁ ﬂm@fﬁm@v ?pwpp/\




%9—18—199& 19:58aM FROM. MARY BOURDETTE 968@575@ : ' P

IJ

{
i
!
:
!
|
i
|

DATE:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
200 INDEPENDENCE AVE.,  SW
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20201

PHONE: (202) 690-6311 FAX: (202) 690-8425

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEGISLATION
HUMAN SERVICES LEGISLATION
ROOM 413-H HUMPHREY BUILDING
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Enited States Senate
WASHINGTQON, DC 20510-0504
(202) 224-3841
September 2, 1998
The Honérable Donna Shalals
Se::
Dcpa:tment of Health and Human Services
200 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20201
Dear Semmy Shalala;
I am writing to urge t}m the Depamnem of Health and Human Services

i unedxatcly make available to Los Angeles County funds to upgrade its child support
enforcement a.urcmated system.

- As you know, i in 1988 the Department required Los Angcles County to develop its
own automnated system, separate from that of the State of California. Los Angeles County
dxd so, ard its sutomaticn system has been in place since 1995, The system requires
upgrades i ordsr to comply with the 1996 welfare reform law and become Year 2000
comphanz and as part of the Omnibus Budget Reconcilision Act of 1997, Congress
appropriated funds for the County to perform these upgrades. HHS calculated that
approximately $10 million in Fedaml funds should go to Los Angelas County for this
piuzpose : ,
| , .
1 Now I am told that HHS is withholding these funds from the Couaty, on the
. grounds that the State of California as 2 whole lacks an approved child support
enfo:c:mem system. In addition, in August HHS informed Los Angeles County thar even
whcn the State does develop an approved plan, any funding for computer upgrades will
be pmspo:uve only. That means that the $2.8 million that Los Angeles County has spent

to upgrade #ts system since November 1997 will come entirely out of the Connzy's own
pocket ,

! I hope that you will reconsider the Deparmenz‘s posmon on this matter. At a time
when the State of California lacks a cohesive child support comptrter system, Los Angelcs
has developed a system that is working and successful. Totel child support collections in
the Couaty are up 21.5 percent from last year. Withholding funds for computer system
upgrades now could compromise this progress. In addition, it seems unfair that HHS
- waited until August to inform Los Angeles County that funds would not be fortheeming--
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! V Thf. Honorable Donna Shalala V

|  September 2, 1958 ‘ | "
o Page 2 ' :

|

|

)

j

|

|

|

|

mon:hs after Los Angeles County began the upgmde work, and after the County had
aheady spent nearly $3 million. | '

, Los Angeles County bas the largest child suppon caseload of any county in the
- country, with over 450,000 cases in 1997 This computer upgrade will ensure that this
populatxon reccives the attention they deserve, and that Los Angelss County will comply
with recent changes in Federal law. To deny Los Angeles County funding for the upgrade
on the grounds that HHS would prefer a different child support enforcement system in
: Cal}ferma is to ignore the existing realites facing lew-income families and children.
i 3
I i I do hope that you will give this matter your personal attention, and that you will
! actiquickly to resolve the problem. I am considering an amendment to the Labor-HHS
: appmpnaizons bill that would direct HHS to release funds 10 Log Angeles County, but it
BT mv hope thar this matter can be resolved quickly through edministrative action.
; ‘ } Thank you: so much for your immediste attention to this roatter. Please keep me
‘ apgrised of any action you take. If you have any questions, please do por hesitate to
contact me pezsonauy. or have your staff contact Kathy Reich in my Washmgtcn office
at (202) 224:3841 o , “—

/

- With warmest perscnal regatds

Sincerely yours,

T
Diapne Feinstein

Unrited States Scnator

s

| DF:kdr -
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L
MEMORANDUM
|

TO:‘\ ‘Alec, Nick, Doug, Lauren ,
| A ' ‘
i
FROM: . Ron Haskins /Z@f .

|

RE: E Background on Lockheed's Involvement in California's Child
| Support Program
1 As I mentioned at our meeting before Christmas, I had a chance to meet with the lawyers

the SFate'of California has hired to sue Lockheed. During the meeting, I asked Larry Bolton, the
Deputy Director of the California Department of Social Services who had organized the meeting,
if the lawyers could write a brief summary of the background from their perspective. I thought
such a document would be useful for Congressional staff trying to understand why Cahforma is
havmg so much trouble meeting federal child support requirements.

A copy of the lawyer's document is enclosed. The document, of course, has not been
reviewed by Lockheed and their perspective might be quite different. Even so, I think the
document can help us understand how California got in its present fix. As I'm sure all of you
understand providing you with this document is intended simply to give you background about a
dlfﬁcult policy issue we face -- I am not implying anything about the relative responsibility of
the State of California or Lockheed for the State's present difficulties with their computer system.

| As promised during the meeting, I have called several California officials, including

* Leslie Frye and Larry Bolton, and explained that we have all agreed not to introduce legislation
- on the!State Disbursement Unit at this time. ‘

I thank all of you for attending our December meeting. Given our background of

Vworkir{tg together, I was not surprised that after a detailed and rational discussion, we all agreed

on the best course of action; i.e., no action. I especially want to thank those unrepentant

Demcorats at HHS for prov1d1ng us with such useful 1nformat1on about Cahforma and other
states. | Who said bureaucrats are useless?

RH/mp
Enclosure
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CAITIFORNIA STATEWIDE AUTOMATED CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEM
K

1 ~ This is a summary of Callfornla s experience with Lockheeé Martin IMS in our attempt
to d((:vclop the Statewide Automated Child Support System._

\E The State of California contracted with Lockheed Martin IMS in 1992 for the delivery of
the software and hardware for the Statewide Automated Child Support System. The System was
to serve 57 of the 58 California counties, excluding Los Angeles County. The $73 million
contract required that 1rnplementatlon be complete by May 1, 1995. In November 1995, the
parties amended the contract, increased the price to $103 million, and extended the completion
dead}ine to May 1, 1997. The amended contract also established interim deadlines, such as
rollolut in Fresno County, a paradigmatic large county, by February 1, 1996.

Lockheed proposed to convert the New England Child Support Enforcement System, a-
centralized mainframe system with a hierarchical database, to a distributed processing system
with a relational database. Lockheed performed most of the work through subcontractors.
Ameé'xcan Management Systems (AMS) wrote the code. Other subcontractors provided training
and other services. By Lockheed’s own subsequent acknowledgment, AMS lacked the necessary

techmcal expertise at the outset, and - Lockheed personnel were not qualified to recognize the
shortcomings.

{ Lockheed fell behind early on, and was not able to begin installing the system in pilot
counties until late September 1995. Lockheed brought up seven small counties that year. The
caseworkers encountered paralyzing performance problems and numerous critical defects. The
systenlx would go to sleep for long periods, unexpectedly eject users from the system, or deadlock
entlrely Financial reports would not reconcile. Many other functions did not work properly.
The “ﬂymg data” defect surfaced immediately and plagued the software throughout. A
caseworker would open a case and enter data. When'a second caseworker opened an unrelated
case, data from the first case would inexplicably populate the second worker’s screen and printed
forms. Lockheed and AMS could never agree on a plan to correct this coding defect.

In January 1996, the State and Lockheed agreed to freeze implementation. Together they
prepared an assessment candidly describing the numerous problems and proposing solutlons In
May, 1mp1ementatxon resumed, still in smaller counties. The “large county” Fresno
1mplementat10n was postponed far beyond the contract deadline, to November 1, 1996. Even
then the system could not handle Fresno s 100,000 case workload Fresno never did go live.

iSan Francisco County and Ventura County, each w1th about 30,000 cases, went live in

‘ Novemfber 1996, but not successfully. San Francisco County had relocated to new offices

specially designed for the system, and spent six months perfecting its data for conversion.  The
casewo’lrkers experienced the usual performance and defect problems, however. Productivity fell

-1-
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- off markedly After six months, San Francxsco abandoned its mvestment in SACSS and
retumed to its legacy system. Ventura experienced similar difficulties. Lockheed eventually

installed Digital’s largest ¢ompatible processor in Ventura to try to address the performance
problems :

l

l In light of the contmumg difficulties, the State and Lockheed in January 1997 again
agreed to halt implementation. Lockheed gave AMS notice of nonperformance of its
subcontract In February, the State gave Lockheed notice of breach. The State suspended
contract payments but agreed not to assess liquidated damages, in exchange for Lockheed’s
agreement to devise a Corrective Action Plan and to continue to maintain the counties that were
on the system. In the next nine months, Lockheed improved the system marginally, but
adamantly demanded significant new contract monies for a complete fix. At the same time,
Lockheed was unable to demonstrate that it could ever correct the myriad defects or make the
systen? work in larger counties. The State terminated the contract on November 19, 1997.

' Lockheed had braught the system up in 23 counties. None of the 23 used all features of
the appllcatlon called for by the contract and by federal requirements. The largest SACSS
county was Ventura, with a caseload of 30,000. By comparison, San Diego County’s caseload is

about 180 000. The 23 SACSS counties together accounted for less than a tenth of the statewide
caseload excluding Los Angeles County.

| The failure of the system was the result of a‘cumulation of events. AMS’s software
demgn particularly its poor or nonexistent database design and its inefficient database access
modules, were substandard and slowed system response times. The system architecture, that is,
the way in which the system allocated transactions and data storage to different computers, also
slowed the system. AMS failed to follow basic software development practices such as code
walkthroughs, module management and change documentation. Its programmers had little
database design‘experience and; in the later stages, little experience in COBOL, the programming

language Lockheed’s managers had inadequate technical knowledge and failed to provide
meaningful gu1dance or overSIght of AMS.

| . ,
The system was riddled with defects. Lockheed failed altogether to prowde some
requlred functions, such as an interface with the Los Angeles ARS system, and the ability to

. generate ad hoc reports. Case transfer, locate functions, and interstate transfer never worked

properly. AMS attempted to correct the defects with patches that cumulatively made the system

,impenetirably complex and impossible to maintain.

]:,‘)uring 1997, as before, Lockheed insistently assured the State that the application could
be fixed. At the same time, without advising the State, Lockheed accused AMS of having

- - *
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mld-11997, Lockheed’s project manager described the software as “fundamentally flawed and not
maintainable.” The same project manager ina letter to AMS said that defects “inherent in the
forms generation, financial, locate and case transfer processes . . . severely limit the production
counues ability to conduct their business.” Another Lockheed ofﬁcxal wrote in 1997 that the
appllcatlon “doesn’t run well in the production counties and not at all in a large county.” A’

Lockheed expert brought in from the outside observed that “walkthroughs or inspections of the

l

|

|

!

\ created the very deficiencies of which the State was complaining. In negotiations with AMS in
|

H code have been minimal or nonexistent .

," and said that the anly solution was “open and

documemed remspectlon of all critical software code, particularly that associated with financial
transactlons

|

‘g Lockheed argues'that the State approved the system design; but the State did not approve
defective code. Lockheed also argues that the counties demanded customization and that -

|

!

|

|

1 caseload increases impaired performance. The contract contemplated that the system should
\ allow for variable operating procedures at the county level, however, and the 1995 amendment
|

|

addressed the caseload increases. Lockheed failed to deliver a workable product. If the State can
be falrly criticized, it is for not terminating the contract sooner than it did.

|
|
|
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Los Angeles COunty is aeeklng to reduce the penalty that would be'

imposed on the State of California for failing to meet the ;

! October 1, 1998 date by which the State was to have in place a

L statewide automated child support enforcement system. The
Ccunty 5 basic argument is that it has in place an automated
syatem that "meets Federal certification requirements" and should
therefore not be penalized for the State’s failure to put in
place a statewide automated system. The County’s system was

developed under waivers granted to the State of California, which
permitted the State to claim 90% Federal reimbursement for the

j costs of the County‘s system and to operate the system separately
| las part of the State & statewide system. Both wailvers have A

,expxred
'There are strong reasons. agalnst 1ncorporat1ng LA'e proposal 1nto
f H.R. 3130: , ‘
| o |
| © Equity. It would be unfair to treat California differently .
The statutory requirement is for a State

to have a gtatewide automated child support system.
California did not meet that statutory requirement. The -

fact that Los Angeleg has a functioning (but not a
certifled) system does not support a reduction in the
penalty levied against California for the State‘s having
failed to meet the statewlde aystem requlrement

j : ~f i than other States.
!
i
|
I
The fact that Los

|
| o Interstate and intercoun&y‘concarns.

I Angeles has a functional child support system produces

f relatively little benefit to California and the national

; child support . enforcement program. We estimate that

; something like 30% of the national c¢hild support enforcement
caseload involves parents who live in different states; the
percentage who -live in different counties, especially in a

state like California, no doubt is even higher. Without
gtatewide systems, it is impossible to have an efficient and
effective State child support program; without a State-level

system, it is very difficult to deal with interstate cases.
The focus of the systems requ;rement is on stgggw;de -

! . systema.

© LA County is not uniqua. Several other Sstates (e.g., ,
‘Michigan, Indiana, Pennsylwvania, and Ohio) have implemented

functional child support systems in at least some of their

it
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counties; but, because they have not implemented such
gsystems gtatewide, as required by law, they are, like
California, subject to a penalty. California’s receipt of a
waiver and enhanced funding to build a system in Los Angeles
is insufficient reason to treat California more favorably
cthat other States. We are concerned that opening this issue

{
| up will encourage other States to seek partial exemptions
% from penalties,

Penalty is an internal California 1ssue. The decision of
whether and how to pass along to counties any penalty levied
against a State is an internal State decision. Congress
should not interpose itself between Los Angeles County and
the California legislature.

We have no indication at this peoint that CA intends to pass
the penalty along to any counties, including LA. We
understand that there is some sentiment in the California
legislature to absorb the penalty at the State level, at
least initially, in order to maintain some control and

leverage over county participation in the California child
support system. -

LA County has no speclal sgtatus. Despite its assertions of
special status, Los Angeles has no separate status in terms
of its child support automated system. Los Angeles’ system
has not been, and could not be, certified as meeting Family
Support Act regquirements. (The recent legislation allowing
Los Angeles County to receive enhanced systems funding
gspecifically does pot treat the County as a State, and thus
is not a precedent relevant to the systems penalty. The
majority of funding comes from the State.) California
currently has no waiver or any othex Federal approval to
permit the continued operation of the Los Angeles child

| support Bystem as a separate system. (California is likely
- to request such a waiver as part of its efforts to implement
a child support system, but has not yet done so.) There is
no compelling argqument that distinguishes California from
the other States that are subject to a penalty.

The fact LA received a waiver to develop a aystem and did
so im not relevant. LA’s functioning computer system does
not mitigate the fact that CA does not have a system to

. properly handle all of its cases.

how language is drafted, this proposal could have financial
repercussions for H.R. 3130. It is not clear whether this
proposal seeks to reduce the State’'s overall penalty or
whether it would forbid the penalty to be passed on to LA

|

i

Q

)

|

I . . .

? Impact on pending child support legislation. Depending on
|

| County. If the penalty relief is structured in: a way that
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reduces the entire CA penalty, this would incur costs to the
legiglation. Alternatively, if the penalty relief. is

structured only to assist LA County, we may risk undermining
our relationship with the State.

Timing. H.R.3130 is still in the process of negotiations,
and opening up the legislation for special exemptions may
adversely impact the final negotiations for this

legislation.
ohn Monahan

Principal Deputy Assistant Sec
for Children and Families

|
;
|
o
I
E
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en Sl&elton '
- Deputy Political Director

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DlSTRICT ATTORNEY S OFFICE

BUREAU OF FAMILY SUPPORT OPERAT!ONS 1

GIL GARCETT! » District Atorney ~ ~ .~ WAYNE D. DOSS « Director
SANDRA L. BUTTITTA® Chlef Deputy District Attnrney ' : : : :
MICHAEL E. TBANBARGER Assistant District Atntorney

.‘ ) .
. . -

i
Dear Ms. Skelton:

|

Tha.nk you for considering meeting with a group of child support professxonals regardxng the
October 1, 1997 deadline for the completion of stawwme child support automawd systems.

|

Attacﬁed'y*ou will find a resblution of the Califumia District Attomey‘s Association and a
resolution of the American Public Welfare Association which details the issues we wish to
discuss, also, you will find a lxst of proposed attendees with date of birth and social sccunry

number.

[
We are available for a meeting anyt:mc on September 10 through Septcmber 12

\
‘0
l

VIlookforwardtomeetmgyou._ Do PR .

 Very truly yours,

GIL GARCE'm
Dlstnct  Altorney

CE §. SILVERMAN

Special Assxstant
Deputy Dlstnct Attomcy

e e S 'B770 South Eastern Avenue
: ' ’ ) Commerce California 80040-292¢

: {213} 849-3418

FAX (213} 838-9845
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‘Clinton Library

DOCUMENT NO.
AND TYPE

SUBJECT/TITLE

DATE RESTRICTION

001. fax Lawrence S. Silverman to Karen Skelton re: Resoluucms of CDAA & 09/02/97 P6/b(6)

APWA (partial) (1 page)

This marker identifies the original location of the withdrawn item listed above.
| FPr a complete list of items withdrawn from this folder, see the
Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet at the front of the folder.
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|
!

|
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COLLECTION:
Clinton Presidential Records
Domestic Policy Counc1l
Cynthia Rice (Sub|ect Files)
OA/Box Number: | 15428
FOLDER TITLE:
Child Support- Co;nputer Systems—Cahforma

|
‘

1 , ‘ x10
{( RESTRICTION CODES
Presidential Records Act‘ [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)] Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

P1 National Sccurity Classﬂ'ied Information [(a)(1) of the PRA}

b(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]

P2 Relating to the appomtment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA] b(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of
P3 Release would violate ; a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA} an agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]
P4 Release would dlscluse trade secrets or confidential commercial or b(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA] b(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
P5 Release would disclose confidential advise between the President information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA] " b(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
P6 Releasc would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of

personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]
b(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA]

C. Closed in accordancc with restrictions contained in donor's deed

bh(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
of gift. financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]
PRM. Personal record mlsfi]e defined in accordance with 44 US.C. b(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information
2201(3). | concerning wells [(b)}(9) of the FOIA]
RR. Decument will be réviewed upon request.

i
: .
;
:
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i PROPOSED ATTENDEES
Joel Bankes . - - S ' "

Executive Director
National Child Support Enforcement Association
Date of Birth: | Pe/(b)6) | ‘
Social $wndty Number: |

i

Wayne D Doss -
Duectot

Los Angcles Coun Bureau of Family Support Operations
Date of Birth: | Pei(b)()
Social Security Number: ;7

C. Stanley Trom
Dxrector}‘
Ventura County District Atmrney Office
Date of Birth: P6/(b)(6)
Social Seg:unty umber: : :

Kelly Thompson ' ’ ‘
Amencan Public Welfare Assocmnon ‘

Date of Bmh P6/(b)(6) ‘

Social- Secunty Number: {2

|

Lawrence 'S Silverman
Special Ass1stant Deputy District Attomey

Date of Birth:
Social Secunty

Leslie Frye
IV-D. Dlrector California
State Depanmf:nt of Social Services

Date of Buth P6/(b)(6)
- Social Sccunty Number
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|
| 2 - RESOLUTION
N | | oN
CHILD SUPPORT AUTOMATION

1

| |
R CALIFORNIA DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION
A

| ADOPTED

'SEPTEMBER §, 1997

WHEREAS, the California Distﬁct Attornéys Association represents thé elected
Distnct Attorneys of the State of Cahforma and over, 2,200 deputy prosecutors a.nd

* WHEREAS Cahforma st have an 1mpmved state chlld support plan that

prg\ndes fora statevnde automated data processmg, mfonnanon and retneval system that
mefets tha requxremems of U S. C Secnon 654 (a) and
WI-IEREAS Sectxon 654 (a) reqmres a state to have “m operanon a s;ngle state-

l

B
' wid:e automated data proccssmg and mformanon retm:val syste and, .
M

It

WHEREAS the Secretaxy ofHealth and Hurnan Setvlces has deﬁned by o

|

rcgulatlon the term “single state-mde automated” system asa systcm with a smglc set of

soﬁware a.nd

WHEREAS Congress ongmally set Octcber 1, 1995 as the deadhne for

| . <
xﬁlplementmg utomated child support systems andm 1995, extended the mﬁcaﬁoﬂ e
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! WHEREAS, time is critical because the penalty for failure to have an approved
-‘ L . : - . . ’ “ N
A . . . . . . .
state plan will result in a fcdcral sancnon of denial of all federal ﬁ.mdmg for the child
|

support program in Cahforma a sanction that would cost Callforma 5300 million and

devastate the delivery of semces to chﬂdren and families, and
1 WHEREAS Ca.hfonua would suffer an additional ﬁna.ncml penalty of one to ﬁve
pe;' cent of’ the State’s TANF block grant or between $37 million and $185 nu]hon,
re;ultmg in sxgmﬁca.nt hardsh:ps for Celifornia and for TANF re<:1p1ents and; '
l‘ - WHEREAS technology bas advanced substantxally since the enactment of the . R
F azlmly Suppon Act of 1988, provtdmg the capabthty to hnk systems that was all but

: tmposmble in 1988, and

i WHEREAS eﬁ'ectxve child support programs must play a key role in moving

fmmhes ﬁ-om dependcncy to self-suﬂiclency. and the i unposxtton of penaltles wﬂl
dramanca.lly affect the pubhc we serve and the i issues dxrectly affect the health and safety

cmzens of Caleorma, and
- WI-]EREAS Callfomia chstnct attomeys ‘want to provxdc an eﬂ‘ecnve chﬂd support

enfotcement program,-

| NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Cahforma Dtstnct Artomeys

|

| . - L . N , .
|

|

l

1
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|
i
l

'i A ;w'ngle‘ statewide system includes anyone systemora
|

cambmanon of .systems zhat are linked electromcally, including automated

cozmly or regzanal chtld .rupport systems that mte)j’ace .rhare data meet : N

|
ail of the requlrements af zhxs section and are mdzvzdually cost effective.
|

The purpose of thzs paragraph is to provide states the ability lo select
technolog_y thal will best enhance the collection of chrld suppart

2, G Estabhsh, in cooperation with the states, d corrective action process ta
allow t_he Secfefh:y of Health and Human Services to devélop plans to meet the
reqmrements of automation of c}nld support by amendmg Title 42 U S.C. (1) by
m§emng after paragraph ®) the followmg paragraph

§ .
} - Nomithstanding paragraphs’ (4) and (B) above states may be deemed to

be in camplxance where a pIan has been appraved by the Secretary to camplete : ‘
the reqmremenzs of both the Famtly Support Act of 1988 and the Personal =~ | » -. | : !
Re.spansxbzlxty and Work 0ppartumty Recanalzation Act of 1996 ina cost.
'e[fecnve manner by October 1, 2000.

L |
‘CALIFORNIA DISTRICT A'I'I‘ORNEYS ASSOCIATION

V
P
[
!
l

Gcorge Kenncdy %
‘Pres!dem
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z\kTI()\xL COUNCIL OF STATE HU \!\\ SERVICE
‘ ADMINIS TR.\TUR&' '

i
I -
s .

B . STATES' PROPOSAL
FOR IMMEDIATELY ADDRESSING FAILURE TO MEET OCTOBER 1, 1597
CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS DEADLINE

Whereas some states believe they wzll not meet the October 1 1997 cemﬁcanon deadlme for
1mp!emennng statewide chlld support tnf‘onnat:on systems;and . :

z
Whereas, these states have worked in good faith to meet thns deadline but have faced delays due

to. mult:ple causes including:

3

e federal barriers such as the tra.nsfer requirement and unrealistic certification criteria,

o« movmg targets, including changing regulatxons and federal requrrcments (i.e.. the transfer -
requlremem made optional too late, changes in the certification guide and regulatxons)
congressional mandates, technologies, and management,
the slow process for federal approval of vendor contracts,

e a shcnage of talented and cxpenenced technical staﬁ' and project and executive managers

~ among states, the federal government, and vendors
vendor lack of performance, and
the stgmﬁcam length of tinve needed to convert large caseloads 10 a new systcm and

Whereas no cemﬁed system curremly exists to handic the child support caseioads and program

complexlty of large states; and : , :

Whercas, the hugh-nsk nature of systems developmcnt in both the private and publtc sectars is
stansnca!ly demonstrated by the fol!owmg dara’ on pnvate compurer development and
’ nmplementauon projects: B ‘ L oo S

. many large projects requmng enenswc soﬁwarc de51gn and development systemmtegrauon, ~
and large outsourcing tend to fail, . o
: 30%-50% of large ccmpur.er xmplemen!anons (over S! million) fail in some manner

'only 10%- 16% of large’ projects meet deadlines and budger,
‘ atmost 30% are canceled betore comp!cted and . '

0vcr 50% of software prcjects overran esnmates by 189% ccstmg U S compames $59 blhzon
a year in 1994: and . ( ST e

Whercns all'states.’ riification status contmue to! make dramanc improvements in
- < i <Bpptadrai o o
their child suppon program an_d‘ reilauded by HHS in.its recent Annual Repon to: Cdtféi seand ©

Cits HHS Press Retcase of July'2:¥1997 annouincing fﬁcord Chlld SUFF’C"" °°"e°“°“$' d -

! Sourfcc: Davis \‘v"right Tremaine L,LP. conipiléd frou originutsou'rccs};
- N 3 * ' < ‘;" ""(;., e ' 4,‘. ’ + “.v N E
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thgrcas the federal funding disallowance process ’proscribed in federal regulations does not

‘ allaw a corrective action process and, if implemented, would eripple state child suppor: programs
and r}cnder them unable 1o serve the famnhes and children they beneﬁt

THEREFDRE BEIT RESOLVED that the National Council of State Human Semce
Admmxstmtors calls on the Admmxsxranon and Congress to: '

1. change the chlld support information systems State Plan dxsallowance process to. a]low fora N

corrective action plan (CAP) that penmts for contmued federal ﬁmdmg dunng the CAP
o pe:nod ' .
2. allow aswate to link a hmxted number of local systems xf such linkage is requmtad by the state *

- agency in which the child support agency is housed, is warranted by the state’s caseload size,
and results in a seamless, uniform system that meets the current program requirements; and

3. cha.nge the current state system certification requirements to focus on expected program
‘outcomes, including new PRWORA requ:rements to assure the best results from state and
federal investments in technology. - :

]

Z T o : Adopted by the

l Natwnal Council of State Human Service Admmistrators o A

1 Jaysoer | |
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