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H.R. 3130

To provide for an alternative penalty procedure for States that
fail to meet Federal child support data processing requirements,
to reform Federal incentive payments for effective child support
performance, and to provide for a more flexible penalty procedure
for States that violate interjurisdictional adoption requirements.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

January 28, 1998

Mr. SHAW (for himself and Mr. LEVIN) introduced the following bill;
_ which was referred to the Committee on Ways and Means -

A BILL

To provide for an alternative penalty procedure for States that
fail to meet Federal child support data processing requirements,
to reform Federal incentive payments for effective child support
performance, and to provide for a more flexible penalty procedure’
for States that violate interjurisdictional adoption requirements.

//Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled,\\



{ISECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.!

This Act may be cited as the "Chﬂd Support Performance and
Incentive Act of 1998".

NSEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.!!
The table of contents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title.
Sec. 2. Table of contents.

TITLE I--CHILD SUFPORT DATA PROCE.aSING REQUIREMENTS

Sec. 101. Alternative penalty procedure
Sec. 102. Authority to waive single Statewide automatcd data
processing and information retrieval system requirement.

TITLE 1I--CHILD SUPPORT INCENTIVE SYSTEM
Sec. 201. Incentive payments to States.
TITLE HlI--ADOPTION PROVISIONS

Sec. 301. More flexible penalty procedure to be applied for failing
to permit interjurisdictional adoption.
Sec. 302. Technical corrections.

HTITLE I--CHILD SUPPORT DATA PROCESSING REQUIREMENTS!!
HSEC. 101. ALTERNATIVE PENALTY PROCEDURE.!!

(a) IN GENERAL.--Section 455(a) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 655(a)) is amended by adding at the end the following: ’

"(4)(A) If--

"(i) the Secretary determines that a State plan under
section 454 would (in the absence of this garagraph) be
disapproved for the failure of the Stateﬁomply with section
454(24)(A), and that the State has made and is continuing to
make a good faith ¢ffort to so comply; and

"(ii) the State has submitted to the Secretary a corrective
compliance plan that describes how the State will achieve such
compliance, which has been approved by the Secretary,

then the Secretary shall not disapprove the State plan under
section 454, and the Secretary shall reduce the amount otherwise
payable to the State under paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection for
the fiscal year by the penalty amount.

"(B) In this paragraph:
"(i) The term "penalty amount’ means, with respect to a
failure of a State to comply with section 454(24)--



*(I).4 percent of the penalty base, in the case of the
1st fiscal year in which such a failure by the State occurs,
*(11) 8 percent of the penalty base, in the case of the
2nd such fiscal year;
"(1II) 16 percent of the penalty base, in the case of

the 3rd such fiscal year; or ‘

"(1V) 20 percent of the penalty base, in the case of

the 4th or any subsequent such fiscal year.

“(ii) The term "penalty base' means, with respect to a
fal ure of a State to comply with section 454(24) during a
fiscal year, the amount otherwise payable to the State under
paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection for the preceding fiscal
year, ' :

"(C)(i) The Secretary shall waive a penalty under this
paragraph for any failure of a State to comply with section
454(24)(A) during fiscal year 1998 if--

"(I) by December 31, 1997, the State has submitted to the
Secretary a request that the Secretary cerufy the State as
having met the requirements of such section;

"(I1I) the Secretary has provided the certification as a
result of a review conducted pursuant to the request; and

"(111) the State has not failed such a review.

“(ii) If a State with respect to whxch a reducnon is made
under this paragraph for a fiscal year achieves compliance with
section 454(24)(A) by the begmmng of the succeeding fiscal year,
the Secretary shall increase the amount otherwise payable to the
State under paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection for the succeeding
fiscal year by an amount equal to 75 percent of the reduction for
the fiscal year.

"(iii) The Secretary shall reduce the amount of any reduction
that, in the absence of this clause, would be required to be made
under this paragraph by reason of the failure of a State to achieve
compliance with section 454(24)(B) during the fiscal year, by an
amount equal to 20 percent of the amount of the otherwise required
reduction, for each State performance measure described in section’
458 A(b)(4) with respect to which the applicable percentage under
section 458 A(b)(6) for the fiscal year is 100 percent, if the i
Secretary has made the determination described in section
458 A(b)(5)(B) with respect to the State for the fiscal year. -

"(D) The preceding provisions of this paragraph (except for
subparagraph (C)(i)) shall apply, separately and independently, to a
failure to comply with section 454(24)(B) in the same manner in
which the preceding provisions apply to a failure to comply with
secnon 454(24)(A).". .

(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF PENALTY UNDER TANF PROGRAM.--Section
409(a)(8)(A)()II) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(8)}A)()ID) is
amended by inserting "(other than section 454(24))" before the
semicolon. '



N1SEC. 102. AUTHORITY TO WAIVE SINGLE STATEWIDE AUTOMATED DATA
PROCESSING AND INFORMATION RETRIEVAL SYSTEM
REQUIREMENT. ! '

(a) IN GENERAL --Section ‘.452(d)(3) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 652(d)(3)) is amended to read as follows:

"(3) The Secretary may waive any requirement of paragraph (1) =
or any condition specified under section 454(16), and shall waive
the single statewide system requirement under sections 454(16) and
454 A, with respect to a State if—

"(A) the State demonstrates to the satisfaction of the
Secretary that the State has or can develop an alternative
system or systems that enable the State--

"(i) for purposes of section 409(a)(8), to achieve the
paternity establishment percentages (as defined in section
452(g)(2)) and other performance measures that may be
established by the Secretary; ‘

"(ii) to submit data under section 454(15)(13) that is
complete and reliable;

"(iii) to substantially comply with the requirements of
this part; and

"(iv) in the case of a request to waive the single
statewide system requirement, to--

"(1) meet all functional requirements of sections

454(16) and 454A;

-"(II) ensure that calculation of distributions
meets the requirements of section 457 and accounts for
distributions to children in different families or in
different States or sub-State jurisdictions, and for
distributions to other States; _
“(I11) ensure that there is only 1 point of contact
in the State for all interstate case processing and
coordinated, automated intrastate case management;
"(IV) ensure that standardized data elements, forms,
and definitions are used throughout the State;
"(V) complete the alternative system in no more

time than it would take to complete a single statewide

- system that meets such requirement; and «

"(VI) process child support cases as quickly,
efficiently, and effectively as such cases would be
processed through a single statewide system that meets
such requirement;

"(B)(i) the waiver meets the criteria of paragraphs 0,

(2), and (3) of section 1115(c); or

“(ii) the State provides assurances to the Secretary that
steps will be taken to otherwise i improve the State's child
suppon enforcement program; and :

"(C) in the case of a request to waive the single statewide
system requirement, the State has submitted to the Secretary
separate estimates of the total cost of a single statewide
system that meets such requirement, and of any such alternative
system or systems, which shall include estimates of the cost of
developing and completing the system and of operating and



maintaining the system for 5 years, and the Secretary has agreed
with the estimates.”

(b) PAYMENTS TO STATES.~-Section 455(3)(1) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 655(a)(1)) is amended--
(1) by striking "and" at the end of subparagraph (B,
(2) by striking the semicolon at the end of subparagraph
(C) and inserting ", and"; and
(3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the followmg
"(D) equal to 66 percent of the sums expended by the State
during the quarter for an alternative statewide system for which
a waiver has been granted under section 452(d)(3), but only to
the extent that the total of the sums so expended by the State
on or after the date of the enactment of this subparagraph does
not exceed the least total cost estimate submitted by the State
‘pursuant to section 452(d)(3)(C) in the request for the
- waiver;”

NTITLE II--CHILD SLﬁ’PORT INCENTIVE SYSTEM!! |
HSEC, 201. INCENTIVE PAYMENTS TO STATES.H

(a) IN GENERAL --Part D of title IV of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 651-669) is amcnded by inserting after section 458 the
following:

N"SEC. 458A. INCENTIVE PAYMENTS TO STATES. !!

"(a) IN GENERAL.--In addition to any olherﬁpayment under this
part, the Secretary shall, subject to subsection (f), make an
incentive payment to each State for each fiscal year in an amount
determined under subsection (b).

"(by AMOUNT OF INCENTIVE PAYMENT .--
*(1) IN GENERAL.--The incentive payment for a State for a
fiscal year is equal to the incentive payment pool for the
fiscal year, multiplied by the State incentive payment share for
- the fiscal year.
"(2) INCENTIVE PAYMENT POOL .-
“(A) IN GENERAL.--In paragraph (1), the term "incentive
payment pool’ means--
(i) $439,000,000 for fiscal vear 2000,
"(ii) $446,000,000 for fiscal year 2001;
"(iii) $468,000,000 for fiscal vear 2002; .
"(iv) $479,000,000 for fiscal year 2003;
"(v) $473,000,000 for fiscal year 2004;
"(vi) $465,000,000 for fiscal year 2005;
"(vii) $478,000,000 for fiscal year 2006;
"(viii} $490,000.000 for fiscal year 2007; and
"(ix) for any succeeding fiscal year, the amount of
the incentive payment pool for the fiscal year that
precedes such succeeding fiscal year, multiplied by the
percentage (if any) by which the CPI for such preceding
fiscal year exceeds the CPI for the 2nd preceding fiscal



year.

"(B) CPIL.--For purposes of subparagraph (A), the CPI
for a fiscal year is the average of the Consumer Price Index
for the 12-month period ending on September 30 of the fiscal
year. As used in the preceding sentence, the term *Consumer
Price Index' means the last Consumer Price Index for all-
urban consumers published by the Department of Labor.

“(3) STATE INCENTIVE PAYMENT SHARE.~-In paragraph (1), the
term 'State incentive payment share' means, with respect to a
fiscal year--

"(A) the incentive base amount for the State for the
fiscal year; divided by

*(B) the sum of the incentive base amounts for all of
the States for the fiscal year.

"(4) INCENTIVE BASE AMOUNT --In paragraph (3), the term
‘incentive base amount' means, with respect toa State and a
fiscal year, the sum of the applicable percentages (determined
in accordance with paragraph (6)) multiplied by the
corresponding maximum incentive base amounts for the State for
the fiscal year, with respect to each of the following measures

- of State performance for the fiscal year:

"(A) The paternity establishment performance level.

"(B) The support order performance level.

"(C) The current payment performance level. -

*(D) The arrearage payment performance level.

"(E) The cost-effectiveness performance level,

"(5) MAXIMUM INCENTIVE BASE AMOUNT -

"(A) IN GENERAL..--For purposes of paragraph (4), the
maximum incentive base amount for a State for a fiscal year
is—-

"(i) with respect to the performance measures.
described in subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) of

paragraph (4), the State collections base for the fiscal

year;, and

"(it) with respect to the performance measures
described in subparagraphs (D) and (E) of paragraph (4),
"75 percent of the State collections base for the fiscal

year.

"(B) DATA REQUIRED TO BE COMPLETE AND RELIABLE.--
Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), the maximum incentive base
amount for a State for a fiscal year with respect to a
performance measure described in paragraph (4) is zero,
unless the Secretary determines, on the basis of an audit
performed under section 452(a)(4)(C)(i), that the data which
the State submitted pursuant to section 454(15)(B) for the
fiscal year and which'is used to determine the performance
level involved is complete and reliable.

"(C) STATE COLLECTIONS BASE.--For purposes of
subparagraph (A), the State collections base for a fiscal

" year is equal to the sum of--
(i) 2 times the sum of--
*(I) the total amount of support collected »
during the fiscal year under the State plan approved
under this part in cases in which the support



obligation involved is required to be assigned to
the State pursuant to part A or E of this title or
- title XIX; and
") the total amount of support collected
during the fiscal year under the State plan approved
under this part in cases in which the support
obligation involved was so assigned but, at the time
of collection, is not requxred to be so assngned
and
“(ii) the total amount of support collected during
the fiscal year under the State plan approved under this
part in all other cases.
"(6) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE PERCEN’I‘AGES BASED ON

PERFORMANCE LEVELS.--

At

least:

80%
79%
78%
77%
76%
75%
74%
73%

2%

71%
70%
69%
68%
67%

66%

65%
" 64%

"(A) PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT.— :

“(i) DETERMINATION OF PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT
PERFORMANCE LEVEL.--The paternity establishment
performance level for a State for a fiscal year is, at
the option of the State, the IV-D paternity
establishment percentage determined under section
452(g)(2)(A) or the statewide paternity establishment
percentage determined under section 452(g)(2)(B):

"(ii) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE --The
applicable percentage with respect to a State's
paternity establishment performance level is as follows:

"If the paternity .
‘establishment performance
level is:
. ‘ The

But applicable

less percentage

than: - it
: 100
80% - 98
7%% 96
78% %4
17% 9

S 76% 90
75% 88
14% - 86
3% - 84
72% 82
71% . 80
70% ' 79
69% ‘ 78
68% 77

67% 76
66% 75
65% 74
64% 73

63%



62% 63% 7

61% 62% 71
60% , 61% - 70
59% 60% 69
58% 59% 68
57% 58% - 67
56% . 57% 66
55% 56% 65
54% 55% 64
53% 54% 63
52% . 53% 62
51% 52% 61
50% 51% 60

0% 50% 0.

. Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, if the
paternity establishment performance level of a State for
a fiscal year is less than 50 percent but exceeds by at -
least 10 percentage points the paternity establishment
performance level of the State for the immediately
preceding fiscal year, then the applicable percentage
.with respect to the State's paternity establishment
performance level is 50 percent,
"(B) ESTABLISHMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS. -~
*(i) DETERMINATION OF SUPPORT ORDER PERFORMANCE
LEVEL.--The support order performance level for a State
for a fiscal year is the percentage of the total number
of cases under the State plan approved under this part
" in which there is a support order during the fiscal -
year.
"(ii) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE ~-The
applicable percentage with respect to a State's suppon
order performance ievel is as follows:

*“If the support order
performance level is:

The
’ - But applicable
At less ~ percentage
least: - ~ than: 1s:
80% ‘ 100
79% 80% 98
78% 79% 96
7% ' 78% 94
76% 7% . 92
75% t 76% 90
4% - 75% 88
73% 74% ‘ 86
72% 73% ‘84
7% 72% 82

70% 1% ’ 80



69% 70% 79

68% 69% ‘ 78
67% 68% 77
66% , 67% 76
65% 66% 75
64% 65% - 74
63% 64% 73
62% 63% 72
61% 62% 71
60% 61% 70
59% ' 60% - 69
58% 59% . 68
57% 58% 67
56% 57% 66
55% 56% 65
54% 55% " 64
53% 54% 63
52% 53% 62
51% 52% 61
50% 51% 60
0% 50% 0.

Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, if the
support order performance level of a State for a fiscal
year is less than 50 percent but exceeds by at least 5
percentage points the support order performance level of
the State for the immediately preceding fiscal year,
then the applicable percentage with respect to the
State's support order performance level is 50 percent.
"(C) COLLECTIONS ON CURRENT CHILD SUPPORT DUE.--
"(i) DETERMINATION OF CURRENT PAYMENT PERFORMANCE
LEVEL.--The current payment performance level for a
State for a fiscal year is equal to the total amount of
current support collected during the fiscal year under
the State plan approved under this part divided by the
total amount of current support owed during the fiscal
vear in all cases under the State plan, expressed asa
percentage.
"(iiy DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE --The
applicable percentage with respect to a State's curreiit
payment performance level is as follows:

"If the current payment
performance level is:

The
But applicable
At - less percentage
least: than: is:
80% 100
79% . 80% 98

78% 79% 96



7%
76%
75%
74%
73%
72%

71%
70%
69%
68%
67%
66%
65%
64%
63%
62%
61%
60%
59%
58%
57%
56%
55%
54%

' 53%
52%
51%
50%
49%
48%
47%
46%
45%
44%

43%.

42%
41%
40%
0%

78% 94

7% . 92
76% 90
75% 88.
74% 86
73% 84
- 72% 82
71% 80
70% 79
69% - 78
68% 77
67% : 76
66% 75
65% - 74
- 64% 73
63% -T2
62% , 71
61% 70
60% C 69
59% " 68
58% ; 67
57% A 66
56% . . ..65
55% 64
54% - 63
53% 62
52% 61
51% 60
50% 59
49% - 58
48% 57
47% 56
46% 55
45% 54
44% 53
43% 52
42% 51
41% 50
40% 0.

Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, if the
current payment performance level of a State for a
fiscal year is less than 40 percent but exceeds by at
least 5 percentage points the current payment
performance level of the State for the immediately

" preceding fiscal year, then the applicable percentage

with respect to the State's current payment performance
level is 50 percent.
"(D) COLLECTIONS ON CHILD SUPPORT ARREARAGES .--
*(i) DETERMINATION OF ARREARAGE PAYMENT PERFORMANCE
LEVEL --The arrearage payment performance level for a
State for a fiscal year is equal to the total number of
cases under the State plan approved under this part in
which payments of past-due child support were received



during the fiscal year and part or all of the payments
were distributed to the family to whom the past-due
child support was owed (or, if all past-due child
support owed to the family was, at the time of receipt, -
subject to an assignment to the State, part or all of
the payments were retained by the State) divided by the
total number of cases under the State plan in which
there is past-due child support, expressed as a
percentage.

"(ii) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.--The
applicable percentage with respect to a State's
arrearage payment performance level is as follows:

"If the arrearage payment
performance level is:

_ The
But applicable
At less percentage
~ least: than: 1s:
80% ‘ 100
7% ' 80% 98
78% 79% - 96
77% - 18% 94
76% 77% 92
75% 76% 90
74% 75% 88
3% . 74% 86
72% 73% 84
71% 2% 82
70% 71% 80
69% 70% 79
68% 69% 78
67% 68% 77
66% 67% 76
65% 66% 75
64% - 65% 74
63% ‘ 64% 73
62% o 63% 72
61% 62% RS |
60% 61% 70
5% 60% - 69
58% 59% 68
57% 58% 67
56% - - 57% 66
55% 56% 65
54% 55% 64
53% 54% 63
52% 53% ' 62
51% 52% .. 61
50% . 51% . 60

" 4%% 50% 59



48% 49% 58

47% 48% 57
© 46% 47% 56
45% 46% 55
44% 45% 54
43% 44% 53
42% 43% 52
41% 42% 51
. 40% 41% 50
0% . 40% C0.

Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, if the
arrearage payment performance level of a State for a
fiscal year is less than 40 percent but exceeds by at
least 5 percentage points the arrearage payment
performance level of the State for the immediately
preceding fiscal year, then the applicable percentage
with respect to the State's arrearage payment
performance level is 50 percent.

*(E) COST-EFFECTIVENESS.--.

*(i) DETERMINATION OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS
PERFORMANCE LEVEL.--The cost-¢ffectiveness performance
level for a State for a fiscal year is equal to the
total amount collected during the fiscal year under the
State plan approved under this part divided by the total
amount expended during the fiscal year under the State
plan, expressed as a ratio.

"(ii)) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.--The
applicable percentage with respect to a State's cost-
effectiveness performance level is as follows:

"'If the cost effectiveness
performance level is:

i The
But . applicable

At less’ percentage
least: than: is:
5.00 , 100
4.50 4.99 © 50
4.00 4.50 80
3.50 4.00 - 70
3.00 3.50 60
2.50° 3.00 50
2.00 2.50 40

0.00 2.00 0.

"(c) TREATMENT OF INTERSTATE COLLECTIONS.--In computing
incentive payments under this section, support which is collected by
a State at the request of another State shall be treated as having
been collected in full by both States, and any amounts expended by a



State in carrying out a special project assisted urider section
455(e) shall be excluded. '

"(d) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.--The amounts of the incentive
payments to be made to the States under this section for a fiscal
year shall be estimated by the Secretary at or before the beginning
of the fiscal year on the basis of the best information available.
The Secretary shall make the payments for the fiscal year, ona
' quarterly basis (with each quarterly payment being made no later
than the beginning of the quarter involved), in the amounts so
estimated, reduced or increased to the extent of any overpayments or
underpayments which the Secretary determines were made under this
section to the States involved for prior periods and with respect to
which adjustment has not already been made under this subsection.
Upon the making of any estimate by the Secretary under the preceding
sentence, any appropriations available for payments under this
secnon are deemed obligated.

"(e) REGULATIONS. --The Secretary shall prescribe such
regulations as may be necessary governing the calculation of
incentive payments under this section, including directions for
excluding from the calculations certain closed cases and cases over
which the States do not have jurisdiction.

“(f) REINVESTMENT.--A State to which a payment is made under
this section shall expend the full amount of the payment--
*(1) to carry out the State plan approved under this part;
or : :

*(2) for any activity (including cost-effective contracts

with local agencies) approved by the Secretary, whether or not
the expenditures for which are eligible for reimbursement under
this part, which may contribute to improving the effectiveness
or efﬁciency of the State program operated under this part.". ‘

) TRANSITION RULE. -—Noththstandmg any other provxsxon of
Jaw--

(1) for fiscal year 2000, the Secretary shall reduce
by 1/3 the amount otherwise payable to a State under section
458 of the Social Security Act, and shall reduce by 2/3 the
amount otherwise payable to a State under section'458A of such
Act; and
; (2) for fiscal year 2001, the Secretary shall reduce
by 2/3 the amount otherwise payable to a State under section
458 of the Social Security Act, and shall reduce by 1/3 the
amount otherwise payablc to a State under section 458A of such
Act.

{¢) REGULATIONS.--Within 9 months after the date of the
enactment of this section, the Secretary of Health and Human
Services shall prescribe regulations governing the implementation of
section 458A of the Social Security Act when such section takes
effect and the implementation of subsection (b) of this section.

(d) STUDIES -



(1) GENERAL REVIEW OF NEW INCENTIVE PAYMENT SYSTEM --
{A) IN GENERAL.--The Secretary of Health and Human
Services shall conduct a study of the implementation of the
incentive payment system established by section 458A of the
Social Security Act, in order to identify the problems and
- successes of the system.
(B) REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS.--
(i) REPORT ON VARIATIONS IN STATE PERFORMANCE
.. ATTRIBUTABLE TO DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES.--Not later than
QOctober 1, 2000, the Secretary shall submit to the
Congress a report that identifies any demographic or
economic variables that account for differences in the
performance levels achieved by the States with respect
* to the performance measures used in the system, and
contains the recommendations of the Secretary for such
adjustments to the system as may be necéssary to ensure
- " that the relative performance of States is measured from
“a baseline that takes account of any such variables. -
(ii) INTERIM REPORT.--Not later than March 1, 2001,
the Secretary shall submit to the Congress an interim
report that contains the findings of the study required
by subparagraph (A).
(iii) FINAL REPORT.--Not later than October 1, 2003,
the Secretary shall submit to the Congress a final
report that contains the final findings of the study
required by subparagraph (A). The report shall include
any recommendations for changes in the system that the
Secretary determines would improve the operation of the
child support enforcement program, ‘
(2) DEVELOPMENT OF MEDICAL SUPPORT INCENTIVE.--
(A) IN GENERAL.--The Secretary of Health and Human
Services, in consultation with State directors of programs
operated under part D of title I'V of the Social Security Act
and representatives of children potentially eligible for
medical support, shall develop a performance measure based
 on the effectiveness of States in establishing and enforcing
medical support obligations, and shall make recommendations
for the incorporation of the measure, in a revenue neutral
manner, into the incentive payment system estabhshed by
section 458 A of the Social Security Act.
(B) REPORT.--Not later than October 1, 1999, the
Secretary shall submit to the Congress a report that
describes the performance measure and contains the
recommcndations required by subparagraph (A).

(e) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.--

(1) IN GENERAL --Section 341 of the Personal ResponSbehty )
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C. 658
note) is amended--

(A) by striking subsection (a) and redesxgnanng
subsections (b), (¢), and (d) as subsections {a), {(b), and
(c), respectively; and '

(B) in subsection {¢) (as so redesignated)--

(i) by stnking paragraph (1) and inserting the



followmg
(1) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO PRESENT SYSTEM. ~The
amendments made by subsection (a) of this section shall become
effective with respect to a State as of the date the amendments
made by section 103(a) (wnhout regard to secuon 116(a)(2))
* first apply to the State."; and
(ii) in paragraph (2),by stnkmg "(c)" and
.inserting "(b)". « ' .
- (2) EFFECTIVE DATE. --The amendmems made by this secnon
shall take effect as if included in the enactment of section 341 -
of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportumty
Reconciliation Act of 1996 » '

6l ELIMINATION OF PREDECESSOR INCENTIVE PAYMENT SYSTEM -
(1) REPEAL.--Section 458 of the Social Secunty Act (42 :
U.S.C. 658) is repealed. .
(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-- :
(A) Section 458A of the Social Security Act (42 U.s. C
658a) is redesignated as section 458.
(B) Subsection (d)(1) of this section is amended by
-striking "458A" and inserting "458"
(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.--The amendments made bv this subsection
shall take effect on October 1, 2001. :

"'(g) GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE.--Except as otherwise provided in
this section, the amendments made by this sect;on shall take eﬁ'ecl
on October 1, 1999. ,

" HTITLE III--ADOPTION PROVISIONS”

”SEC 301, MORE FLEXIBLE PENALTY PROCEDURE TO BE APPLIED FOR
FAILING TO PERMIT INTERJURISDICTIONAL ADOPTION 1

(a) Section 474(d) of the Socxal Secumy Act (42 U S C.
674(d)) is amended in each of paragraphs (1) and (2) by msemng
"or subsection (e) of this section” after "section 471(a)(18)". = -

(b) Section 474(e) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 674(e)) is amended--
- (1) by striking all that precedes paragraph (1) and " ‘
msemng the following: : »

"(e) Asa condmon of recenvmg funds under this pan a State
shall not--";
P in paragraph (1), by stnkmg "demed or delayed" and
inserting "deny or delay”; and
(3) in paragraph (2) by smkmg "fa:lcd" and msemng
. "fail®,

(©) RETROACTIVITY --The amendments made by this section shall
- take effect as if included in section 202(b) of the Adoptionand
Safe Famllxes Act of 1997 A

HSEC. 302. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. ”



Section 4?3A(c)(2)(B) of the Social Secunty Act (42 US.C.
673b(c)(2)(B)) is amended--
(1) by striking "November 30, 1997" and inserting "April 30,
1998"; and
(2)by stnkmg "March 1, 1998" and inserting "July 1,
1998".
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., tried to Spt:nd every dollar wnscly Wrth three chﬂdrcn, and her
" “ex-hiisband $20,000-behind in child-support payments, ‘Haas' $441
= -mnrithb welfare check and '$300 in food stamps don't go very far. . '
.. ""The food stamps are gone way before the last week of the month," -
'_ \ald Haas, 34 of Toledo Ohxo Somcumcs we have to go two wecks

thelr court-ordered ch:ld support ‘And some states areu't meetmg
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They act like:they haye:all the time in the world. They're not thinking
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(ver‘a Wding: Jensen, pres:dent of the Assoc;anon for Chﬂdren for
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l"nledo »axd the proposal shows that Congress has truly forgottcn ‘
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¢ .nowhere near what thc\ Wi ou}d havc heeu undcr the cumm Lm Tl

" -observe.:

- under. the proposal, accordmg to estimates from the (_cmm on Budgcy .
" and Policy P Priorities, a policy r rescarch group bere., Michigan's $112
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in chxld«support fundmg this vear, wi apld only 16¢e about $14 million’
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Another parent; Tiffiny Boughtou of Ann Arhm M;Lh:
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“*If they had the computers in place when: they were supposed w0,
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" Congress not unif ed in support of Clmton s: plan for
- Hussein By‘ Davud Hess nght Rldder Newspapers
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* Lawmakers will boasx about takmg a tough stan‘ 'I'he Wkntc House

" Butthe nonhmdmg resolunon wdl be. moslly exeTeist in polmcal

Re:pubhcans, and some Democrat& wam sssuranccs.th

: . administration is committed 10 removing § Saddam from pbwer 'ﬂne
prestdem cager to get'a. w:dely supportad resolutxon of appmval from
CG ongrtss before'he launches air- anacks may have 0 awcpt t‘ gh .

language a$ the pncc for suppon .
-Suill, thie resolution pmbably won'l ryto pm thc pres;dcnt down to 8
.specified stra(egy or daté 10 oust Saddam And that would pmwde

- Clinton with politicali msurance in thc evcné ‘that air stnkes fall to
) dlsiodgc thie'Iraqi leader. "

- Sen. Ted Stevens, R-A}aska pcrhaps expmsed this’ accommodaum
hczﬁ ths week when he said: Wt;‘r; miofe an@ more cogmed tk}e

. Sen. John Mcﬁam. R-Ariz,, put itis not to bc discounte
For almost wo weeks. .Seaatc chubllcans and Dechm

Muny mcmbers of Longst frustrated by the ra vlcaders chrom(
‘dcf iance, say. a policy-of memly containing Saddam 7 :
"We should adopt a'drdtegy toend: SaddamHussem s reign.of
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”Nothusg short of e;ectmg Sadd.nm 15 going to do it," said’ Sen ‘Bo
nm R-NH" The end gaine for me ls that he leaves power, one
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Iegmmxzcd the allied nssault against Iraq, to conduct whatever’ mxlm
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Others, such as Sen, Poul. Wellsmnc. DA an remain skepucal
about granting Clinton' an open-ended cndorscmcnt '} think we ne
to keep Congress clasely mvolved in thls. he s:ud of don't wam to
see things get out of hand.""".« :
‘Others hack the idea of air, stnkes and say they'n vote or a

* gesolition, even though they.doa't think it} come 1o much

"*] think we should use a significant amount of air. pcwer. take ou
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D-Del “What that will guarantec Idon'tknow' maybe nothing. B
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.+ Repeated bneﬁngs bv Secrclary of Statc Madelcmc A}bnght,
Defense ‘secrclar} Willism Cohen, Nationa) Security Adviser Sam
Berger and Joint Chiefs Chairman Gen. Hary Shelton'have faﬂed
dispel the doubts ‘about ihe. administration’ 's abjegtives. < ¢ -

- Butnio one in (.ongress is prepared to suggest openly. what some
behc\e is thie only ‘certain way of ousting ! Saddam: moummg a Gul
War~<1zed offensive o defeat the: Iraqi army and capture. Hussem {
|hcu nccnp\ mg thc counlr) unul itis capab!e of. scﬂ'wgnvemmem
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HR-45: Child Sunnorf Information Systems and Incentive Payments

Summary of NGA Resolution

This resolution recommends that the current penalty for failure to put in place statewide
child support computer systems -- the withholding of all federal child support funds -- should be
replaced with a more reasonable penalty structure that would allow HHS to impose limited or

-graduated penalties. The resolution also calls for a moratorium on penalties until a new penalty
structure is devised and for flexibility in how a “statewide system” is defined, so that states
could link local computer systems into one “statewide” system.

Administration Views of NGA Resolution

We support the governors’ call for a new penalty structure that does not withhold all
federal child support funds from states without statewide computer systems. We have worked on
a bipartisan basis with Congressmen Clay Shaw, Sandy Levin, and others to devise such
legislation. The Shaw-Levin bill, which HHS called “tough but fair” in recent testimony, calls
for a 4 percent penalty in the first year a state misses the deadline, with an automatic increase to
an 8, 12, and 20 percent penalty in the following years.

Because we believe it is critical that every state puts in place a statewide computer system
to track deadbeat parents and make them pay the child support they owe, we will insist on
legislation that provides clear financial incentives for states to move-quickly. Thus, unlike the
states, the Administration wants these penalties to be imposed swiftly and automatically, rather
than at the Secretary’s discretion. We have opposed state proposals, though not outlined in this
resolution, for lower penalties (i.e., 2, 4, 6 percent) and we oppose the state’s call for a
moratorium on penalties until the new penalty structure is devised.

And finally, we have expressed concerns with proposals that would allow states to apply
for a waiver to link local computer systems into a “statewide” system. At our insistence, the
Shaw-Levin bill would allow such waivers only in circumstances when such linked systems were
as functional and cost-effective as statewide systems. Our concern is that some states may use
precious time and resources to try, unsuccessfully, to demonstrate that they could develop an
approvable linked system, rather than move forward on a single statewide system.
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HHS Position:

unsure of the meaning of the resolution as it
relates to: "all programs". The key to a
successful collection and distribution
program remains with centralization. Nothing
in federal law precludes a state from sharing
their penalties with their localities. In

- light of the above, we oppose ‘a moratorium.

Concerning incentives, the Department
supported the language of H.B. 2487 (1997)

~which allows, with the approval of the

Secretary, State flexibility in the use

of the funds as long as the expenditure

may benefit the child support program.
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U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

Response ULO:

Summary:

HHS Position:

NGA Resolution on Child Support Information
Systems and Incentive Payments

The NGA resolution deals with two issues:

(1) Child Support Information Systems and

(2) Child Support Incentives Proposal. As to
Child Support Information Systems, the NGA
recommends the establishment of a more
reasonable penalty structure than the current
extreme penalty provided by law; the
development of a “"reinvestment fund" for
those states that have been penalized; the
authorization for states to enter into a
corrective action plan; the redefinition of

a "statewide system" to include the
establishment of platforms and linking of

" local systems; a reexamination of all data

and reporting requirements across programs;
clarification that states have the authority
to electronically transfer employer’s wage
withholding payments to a central location
through localized collection and disbursement
units; giving states authority to share
penalties with localities; and imposing a
moratorium on penalties.

Regarding incentive payments, the NGA wants
flexibility in the use of such payments.

H.B. 3130 has been introduced in the United
States House of Representatives. Principal
Deputy Assistant Secretary John Monahan
testified on January 23, 19%8. In his ,
testimony, HHS supported the establishment o
a more reasonable penalty structure, and the
specific authorization for a "corrective
action plan". While the Department supports
the reduction of a penalty for States that
meet the requirements before the end of the
fiscal year, the concept of reducing
penalties based on when in a fiscal year
systems are certified was rejected because of
administrative complexities. Regarding the
redefinition of a statewide system and the
creation of platforms and linkages of local
systems, the Department has serious concerns
about such a proposal. The Department does
not support the establishment of a
reinvestment fund from any imposed penalties.
While always willing to reexamine processes
which might better benefit children, we are

mr‘“x’iCr,‘f\ '~ . n~ N s sl
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' HR-45 CHILD SUPPORT INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND INCENTIVE

PAYMENTS

CHILD SUPPORT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

PREAMBLE. THE NATION'S GOVERNORS FIRMLY BELIEVE THAT AN EFFECTIVE CHILD
SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM IS CRITICAL TO THE SUCCESS OF WELFARE REFORM
AND TO MOVING FAMILIES TOWARD SELF-SUFFICIENCY. THE GOVISRNORS SUPPORT
THE GOAL OF AUTOMATED CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS TO IMPROVE PROGRAM
EFFICIENCY " AND EFFECI‘ IVENESS IN LOCATING NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS AND
TRACKING CHILD SUPPORT CASES. AUTOMATED CHILD SUPPORT INFORMATION
SYSTEMS ARE PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT FOR TRACKING THE ESTIMATED ONE THIRD
OF THE CHILD SUPPORT CASELOAD THAT IS INTERSTATE. THEREFORE, ALL STATES
MUST OPERATE TECHNOLOGICALLY ADVANCED INFORMATION SYSTEMS THAT ARE
EFFECTIVE IN INTERSTATE ENFORCEMENT. £

IN ORDER FOR THIS TO OCCUR, FEDERAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS MUST ALLOW
EACH STATE TO DESIGN SYSTEMS THAT ARE APPROPRIATE FOR THAT STATE AND ITS
STRUCTURE. ADDITIONALLY THE FOCUS MUST BE ON DESIRED PROGRAM OUTCOMES
RATHER THAN PRESCRIPTIVE SYSTEM SPECIFICATIONS.

NEW REQUIREMENTS UNDER PRWORA. UNDBR PL. 104-193, THE PERSONAL
RESPONSIBILITY AND WORK OPPORTUNITY RECONCILIATION ACT (PRWORA), STATES

" WILL CONTINUE TO FACE SYSTEM CHALLENGES. STATES MUST DEV_ELOP CHILD

SUPPORT SYSTEMS TO IMPLEMENT A NUMBER OF NEW REQUIREMENTS, SUCH AS NEW

HIRE REPORTING, A CENTRALIZED CASE ‘REGISTRY AND CENTRALIZED PAYMENT

PROCESSING UNLIKE THE STATEWIDE AUTOMATED SYSTEM REQUIREMENT, THE
FEDERAL SHARE IS NOT OPEN-ENDED, BUT IS CAPPED AT, $400 MILLION. LESSONS
LEARNED E'ROM EFFORTS TO IMPLEMENT THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT REQUIREMENTS

il '-HAVE"CONSIDERABLE APPLICABILITY TO THESE NEW SYSTEMS CHANGES AND

RIS P S Rl

B ‘.'i, *.“-;

11988 REQU]RED "§TATES TO' IMPLEMENT STATEW]DE AUI‘OMA’I’ED CHILD SUPPORT ,

Tes T s

......

' SYSTEMS. BECAUSE OF THE MANY COMPLEXITIES OF THE REQUIREMENT AND DESPITE

GOOD FAITH EFFORTS, MANY STA'IES WERE UNABLE TO MEET THE OCTOBER I, 1997,

. DEADLINE FOR CERTIFICATION OF THEIR SYSTEMS, ' "™

- THE COMPLEXITY OF CREATING LARGE STATEWIDE AUTOI;JAT'SD OH]LD SUPPORT
SYSTEMS WAS NOT ,WELL “UNDERSTOOD WHEN THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT WAS
ENACTED FOR EXAMPLE, MANY HOURS HAVE BEEN SPENT WORKING WITH VARIOUS

-30-



BRANCHES AND LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT TO FOSTER STATEWIDE PARTNERSH{PS AND
SUPPORT FOR ONE STATEWIDE SYS’I‘EM' FOR CHED SUPPORT INFORMATION SYSTEMS.
ADDITIONALLY, IN MANY STATES, PRIVATE CONTRACT ORS FAILED TO COMPLEI‘E
CONTRACTED WORK ON TIME OR TO SPECIFICATIONS.

'STATES’ EFFORTS HAVE BEEN HAMPERED BY NUMEROUS FACTORS, BUT IN
PARTICULAR BY A FOCUS ON A PRESCRIPTIVE PROCESS RATHER THAN ON OBTAINING
CONSISTENT RESULTS FOR MAXIMIZING CHILD- SUPPORT ,COLLEC"I‘IONS. GIVEN
TODAY'’S TECHNOLOGY, THERE ARE MANY WAYS TO REACH THE REQUIRED
PROGRAMMATIC RESULTS. FACTORS AFFECTING STATES’ EFFORTS INCLUDE THE
FOLLOWING. ‘

. THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (HHS) INTERPRETS
' “STATEWIDE SYSTEMS” TO MEAN THAT ALL PARTICIPANTS MUST USE A SINGLE
SOFTWARE AND HARDWARE CONFIGURATION. THIS MEANS THAT STATES THAT
. RELY EXTENSIVELY ON LOCAL PROGRAMS FOR CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

. HAVE HAD TO REDESIGN OR DEVELOP NEW SYSTEMS AT MULTIPLE SITES.

e THE CERTIFIABLE SYSTEM SPECIFICATIONS ARE OVERLY PRESCRIPTIVE.

¢ A TRANSFER REQUIREMENT THAT DIRECTED STATES TO ACQUIRE SYSTEMS BY
LOCATING AND USING FEDERALLY APPROVED SYSTEMS ALREADY OPERATING
IN OTHER STATES FAILED TO RECOGNIZE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG
STATES OR MAKE USE OF THE MOST RECENT TECHNOLOGY.

e WITH THE ADVENT OF PRWORA REQUIREMENTS, STATES THAT ARE IN THE
' PROCESS OF " COMPLETING THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT REQUIREMENTS
LITERALLY WILL HAVE TO COMPLETE REQUIREMENTS AND TE{EN MODIFY THEM
'I‘O MEET SOME OF 'I’HE NEW PRWORA REQUIREMENTS ‘THIS IS WASTEFUL OF
| CRITICAL RESOURCES FROM BOTH A STAFF AND FUNDING PERSPECI‘IVE '

'I'HE DATES ESTABLISHED FOR, comu:non OF THE ; PRWORA. : SYSTEMS

- REQUIREMENTS ARE SERIOUSLY IN JEOPARDY AS ALL CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS a
' ARE ALSO HAVING TO DEAL WI'I‘H YEAR 2000 MODIFICATIONS YA g

(VIR

e " ~4
Qv\,‘ ’?\,,r L

"DESPITE THE DIFFICULTIES STATES

VE FACED IN DEVEIJOPH‘IG AUI‘OMATED

. ‘SYSTI’SMS STATES HAVE MADE PROGRESS IN CHILD SUPPORT EXAMPLES INCLUDE THE

M
.v‘ [

FOLLOWING P Cnn e e

Sy e o o
o IN 1992 ANNUAL CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS TOTALED '$6 BILLION. IN 1996
ANNUAL COLLECTIONS EXCEEDED $12 BILLION—A 100 PERCENT INCREASE.
e IN l9§2;PA’I’ERNI’FY ESTABLISHMENTS TOTALED ‘512,000, BY 1996 PATERNITY
ESTABLISHMENTS HAD DOUBLED TO MORE THAN 1 MILLION. o
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* IN 1992, 2.8 MILLION FAMILIES RECEIVED CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS. IN'1996,
4 MILLION FAMILIES RECEIVED CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS—A 43 PERCENT
INCREASE.

4514 PENALTY FOR NONCOMPLIANCE. IN LIGHT OF THE CIRCUMSTANCES, THE
GOVERNORS BELIEVE THAT THE PENALTY FOR FAILING TO COMPLY WITH THE
STATEWIDE AUTOMATED CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEM REQUIREMENT IS EXCESSIVE AND
UNWARRANTED. A STATE COULD LOSE ALL OF ITS FEDERAL CHILD SUPPORT DOLLARS
AND ITS TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES (TANF) BLOCK GRANT FUNDS
FOR FAILING TO MEET THE DEADLINE. ADDITIONALLY, CURRENT LAW DOES NOT
PROVIDE ANY AUTHORITY FOR STATES TO ENTER INTO A CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN
TO COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENT. IMPOSITION OF THE PENALTY WOULD RESULT IN
UNPRECEDENTED DISRUPTIONS IN SERVICES TO POOR FAMILIES AND IN THE
CONTINUED DEVELOPMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS. THE PENALTY COULD MAKE
IT VIRTUALLY IMPOSSIBLE TO CONTINUE PROGRESSING TOWARD 100 PERCENT
COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAT. REQUIREMENTS, -

45.1.5 RECOMMENDATIONS. THE NATION’S GOVERNORS LOOK FORWARD TO WORKING WITH
CONGRESS AND THE ADMINISTRATION TO DEVELOP A SOLUTION TO GIVE STATES
ADEQUATE FLEXIBILITY TO DESIGN THEIR SYSTEMS, TAKE ADVANTAGE OF ADVANCED
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES, AND MAKE ACCOMMODATIONS FOR LOCALLY BASED
SYSTEMS. SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING.

« ESTABLISH A MORE REASONABLE PENALTY STRUCTURE THAT WOULD ALLOW
THE SECRETARY OF HHS TO IMPOSE LIMITED OR GRADUATED PENALTIES WHEN
STATES FAIL TO MEET SYSTEM DEADLINES, INCLUDING A REDUCTION IN THE
PENALTY FOR STATES THAT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS BEFORE THE END OF A
FISCAL YEAR, WITH ADDITIONAL INCENTIVES TO ENCOURAGE STATES TO
IMPLEMENT THEIR" CHANGES EARLIER IN THE FISCAL YEAR. FURTHER,
‘PENALTIES SHOULD- ONLY APPLY UP TO THE DATE THAT A STATE MEETS THE
‘¢ e’ REQUIREMENTSAND SHOULD'NOT APPLY 'ro ANY DELAYS BY HHS IN GRAN'I'ING

oo CERTIFICATION 37 5 0% 2V o

RV

y .

. REQUIRE A PENALIZED ST ATE TO REINVES’I‘ ANY PENAL'I'Y AMOUN'I’ IN 'I'HEA W

 CHILD SUPPORT PROGRAM, WITHGUT SUPPLANTING TOBRING THE' STATE INTO ‘
COMPLIANCE

_ = GIVE STATES THE AUTHORITY TO ENTER INTO A CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN
THAT WOULD ALLOW STATES GREATER FLEXIBILITY TO MEET THE PROGRAM
OUTCOMES. '
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e REVISE THE CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS TO ALLOW FLEXIBILITY IN HOW A
“STATEWIDE SYSTEM" IS DEFINED, FOSTERING THE USE OF ADVANCED
TECHNOLOGIES. THIS WOULD ALLOW STATES TO ESTABLISH STATEWIDE DATA
WAREHOUSES AS REPOSITORIES FOR DATA AND ALLOW STATES TO LINK TO
LOCAL SYSTEMS. COMMON DATA ELEMENTS, ACCOUNTING STRUCTURES, AND
LOGIC FOR SPECIFIC CENTRALIZED FUNCTIONS COULD STILL BE ACCOMPLISHED
AND MEET THE DESIRED RESULTS FOR CERTIFICATION. THE STATE WOULD
RETAIN RESPONSIBILITY FOR POLICY COMPLIANCE STATEWIDE, SYSTEMS ‘
COMPLIANCE, AND FUTURE POLICY IMPLEMENTATTON AND WOULD MAINTAIN
ONE POINT OF CONTACT FOR BOTH THE FEDERAL AND STATE GOVERNMENTS.

« IMPLEMENT A COMPREHENSIVE RE-EXAMINATION OF ALL DATA COLLECTION
AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS ACROSS PROGRAMS TO ASSESS THE
SUFFICIENCY OF CURRENT RESOURCES.

e CLARIFY THAT STATES HAVE AUTHORITY TO ELECTRONICALLY TRANSFER'
EMPLOYERS® WAGE WITHHOLDING PAYMENTS TO A CENTRAL LOCATION TO
CONTINUE LOCALIZED SYSTEMS OF COLLECTION AND DISBURSEMENT.

P m

¢ GIVE STATES THE AUTHORITY TO SHARE PENALTIES WITH CHILD SUPPORT
ENFORCEMENT AND COLLECI‘ION AGENTS IN PROPORTION TO COMPLIANCE
STATUS.

'« IMPOSE A MORATORIUM ON PENALTIES UNTIL AGREEMENT IS REACHED ON THE
ABOVE ISSUES. |

45.2 CHILD SUPPORT INCENTIVEQPAYMENTS
THE ENAC'I’MENT OF THE PRWORA REQUIRED HHS TO REPORT TO CONGRESS ON
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REVISING THE CURRENT 'CHILD SUPPORT INCENTIVE
P, YMENTs SYS’IEM THE NATION!S GOVERNORS. SUPPORT DEVELOPING AN INCENTIVE
. SYSTEM 'I'HAT :'MAINT AINS. FLEXIBILITY IN. THE : USE.OF 'CHILD " SUPPORT INCENTIVE

”FUNDS AS WI'I'H 'I'HE CURRENT SYSTEM, STATES SHOULD-BE. ABLE TO USE ‘THESE
FUNDS FOR ANY PURPOSE THEY DEEM APPROPRIATE

A B L | T

, Tnme hmxted (éﬁ“ecuve Wmter Meetmg 1998-Wmtcr Meetmg 20{}0) RN

.
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PREPARED STATEMENT BY JOHN MONAHAN

PRINCIPAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY
ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES

Mr. Chainman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for providing the opportunity for me to testify today on child support
enforcement systems penalties. As the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for the Administration for Children and Families, [ have
worked closely with our child support enforcement staff and with staff of this Subcommitree to find a way to ensure that every state
puts in place a statewide computer system to track deadbeat parents and make them pay the child support they owe. As the Secretary
stated last year, we very much welcome your leadership in fashioning a bipartisan solution to this important issue. A
Child support is a critical part of welfare reform and President Clinton has made improving enforcement and increasing child
support collections a top priority. In FY 1997, $12.9 billion in child support was collected on behalf of the children of America. This
amount represcnts a 63 percent increase in child support collections since FY 1992. Significant increases since FY 1992 have also
occurred in the number of paying child support cases (48 percent) and in the number of paternities established (249 percent, not
including the 350,000 established through in-hospital paternity cstablishment processes). We are proud of this Administration's
record on child support enforcement but, as the President said in his State of the Union address on Tuesday night, we must do more.
He has set a goal ofincreasing collections to $20 billion a year by the year 2000 through implementation of the tough new measures
he called for from the start and that were ultimately enacted in thc 1996 welfare reform law. The Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) includes requirements for licease revocation, new hire reporting and use of quick
enforcement techniques. However, these new rules can be implemented fully only if every state is fully automated. As requested in
your invitation, my testimony will focus on automated systeins comphance a.nd the "Child Support Performance and Incentive Act of
. 1998", introduced by Chairman Shaw and Ranking Member Levin. :
Child Support Enforcement Information Systems '
Statewide automated enforcement systems are critical to the success of the child support program. Computerized systems are the only
means to provide both prompt and reliable processing of information. With a current nationat caseload of 20 million, we must move
forward aggressively with new technologies if we are to keep up with the massive volurme of information and transactions in every
State and berween States. -
The importance of automation has been reoognized sinoe the inception of the chxld support program. By the mid-1980's alichild
support agencies had some level of automation serving families in their States. Now, newer technologies allow us to consider ever-
more advanced applications for child suppont information systems. With the Family Support Act of 1988, Congress acknowledged
the increased importance of automation to child support and required statewide automated systems in all States by October, 1995 and
Tater extended that deadline to October, 1997.
Automated state child support programs:
1) allow a worker to initiate a case or automatically mzuate a case for farmhes reeeiving pubhc assistance;
2) begin locating absent parents and tracking automated searches of State databascs, such asthe Dcpartmcnt of Motor Vehicles, and
refer hard-to-find cases to the Federal Parent Locator Service;
3) track, monitor and report on efforts to establish paternity and support orders;, ’ v
4) accept and process case updates and keep the caseworker informed about due dates and activities;5) monitor compliance with
support orders and initiate enforcement actions such as wage withholding or tax refund offset; 6) bill cases, process payments and
make disbursements; and 7) maintain information for accounting, reporting and momtonng, There are required safegnards to protect
the security and privacy of this information.
Status of State System Certification
When Child Support Deputy Director David Ross testified before you in September sixteen States were certified as having
 operational child support enforcement systems. As of today, thirty-eight States have informed us that they have statewide,
operational child support systems that meet the functional requirements set forth in the Family Support Act of 1988. We have
certified 22 of these States and are in the process of conducting reviews or writing the certification review reportsfor the remaining
16 States. Four reviews have already becn conducted this year and 12 are scheduled in February and March. Many other systems are
* very close to completion.
While the focus of today's hearing is how to address State systems which have not beca certified, I'd like to acknowledge the States
who worked diligently to mezt the October 1, 1997 deadline and succeeded. They deserve our congratulations.

Please contact Lary McSwain if you would like to receive the WR Daily Report by e-mail or if you have questions about
articles found in this publication. {imcswain@acf.dhhs.gov {e-mail} or 202-401-1230(voice}).
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Meeting this certification requirement is crucial. While many States are using significant levels of automation 1o process child
support cases as they move towards certification, a comprehensive and statewide system is a necessary foundation for new provisions
to track parents across State lines and ensure they pay what they owe, It is much more efficient and economical 1o handie child
support cases with such 2 system, especially in an environment where greater than 30 percent of the cases involve more than one
state. Penalty for Failure to Comply .

We are all aware that the current statute carries extremely stiff penalties for failure of a State to comply with the child support

- enforcement State plan requirement for having a comprehensive statewide child support system. By December 31, 1997, each State

had to certify to us through its State plan that it had a systemumeeting Family Support Act requirements. Any State without such a
system in'place has been notified that we intend to.disapprove its State plan and informed of its appeal rights. The financial
consequences for failure to meet the statutory deadline is, afier appropriate due process, cessation of all Federal child support
enforcement funding. If a State is not operating a child support enforcement program under an approved State plan, its TANF funds
also would be in jeopardy. The statute provides the Secretary no latitude on this issue. Accordingly, we have xssued letters 10 16 -

States providing notice of our inteat 1o disapprove their child support enforcement state plans.

This is clearly not a situation anyone favors — eliminating all Federal child support funds would unfairly penahze chﬂdmn who rely

on the State's CSE program. At the sarne time, however, because a State's failure to automate fully is unacceptable and has
repercussions which reach beyond its own borders, it is essential that States which have not complied be held accountable. Moreover,

this deadline has been extcaded by two years already.

We believe the proposal in the bill under discussion incorporates this need for balance. The proposal cr&tes an addmona] penalty
that the Secretary may impose in lieu of the fullsanction, in the casc of a State’ that has made a good faith effort to meet the
aatommation requirements and that enters into an approved corrective compliance plan for completion of its system. Such States

- would be subject to an automatic penalty equal to four percent of their Federal reimbursement for FY 1997 administrative costs. The

penalty would grow annually up to a maximurn of 20 pereent of Federal IV-D funding for failure to havc a certified sysiem. These

automatic and escalating penalties will give States a strong incentive to corplete their child support systems qmckly and will send a

clear message about the iraportance of automation. We believe this proposal is tough but fair.

' We support adding these new penalties preciscly because we know how effective statewide computer systems can help States collect
even more child support for needy children. It is for the same reason that we have serious concerns with the provision of the bill thar
may encourage stales to try inappropriately to link local computer systems instead of creating functioning statewide systems, Where
as linked systems are not fully reimbursable uinder current law, this proposal expands current waiver authority to permit HHS to fund
all costs associated with linking multiple child supportsystems within a state, with certain key safeguards. The proposal requires that
States with linked county systems in lieu of a statewide system have the same functionality as a statewide system and take no more
time nor cost more to the Federal government to develop, operate and maintain. States would also be required to perform certain
functions at the State level, like distribution, usc statewide standardized data elements, forms and definitions and to ensure seamiess

-interstate and intrastate case processing. Thw: elemcnts are critical, and we apprecxate the Committee’s cﬁ'om to include these
thoughtful elements,

Experience shows, however, that meetmg these elements will be dxﬂicult for most states. First, developing scparate Q’stems and
linking them togetber represent a major technological task, more complicated then a single system. Second, for states which have
missed the deadline for operating 2 centified system by October 1, 1997, the paramount goal now is to take whatever steps are |
necessary to install an effective automated system. With this new authority, some States may use precious time and resources to
demonstrate that they can develop an approvable linked system, rather than move forward on a single statewide system. We are very
concerned that the concept of a linked systems is unproven and thus poses an unnecessary risk of failure.] want 1o be clear that if this
waiver proposal is enacted, this Administration will set a rigorous standard of proof of cost neutrality and equal functionality. In
order for these waivers to be: cost neutral, we will interpret this provision as giving the Secretary final authonty in ensuring the
reasonableaess of the cost estimate for 2 Statewide system, including estimates of baseline costs. In reviewing the states’ cost -

estimates we Will base our determination on such factors as the costs of completing other certified systems where the process has

 been done efficicntly, and the transfer of existing systems. In addition, the burden of proof will rest with the state applicant to ensure
that any waiver approved would result in a system that meets the critical demands of childrea for improved child support
enforcement. We would be happy to continue to work with this Subcommittee to answer any questions about cost neurrality or the
sbility of these systems to meet child support enforcement requirements. Conclusion
While we have serious reservations about the f&sxbxkty of the alternative system aspects, including the potennal costs, we
nonetheless appreciate the swift, open, bipartisan and balanced approach this Subcommittee has takcn to examining child
supportsystems compliance and penalties. We anxiously await enacument of the proposal.
On our part, we will continue to work closely with the States and provide any assistance necessary to help them in completing their

- implementation efforts, Last year, ACF staff provided on-site assistance to every State and territory. States have found our amstance

. very helpful and we have pledged on-gomg assistance.

Please coniact Loy Mc&wam if you would like to receive the WR Daily Report by e-mall or if you have questions about
arficles found in this publication. (lmcswam@ccf dhhs.gov {e-mail} or 202-401-1230{voice}).
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In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, much progress has been made in develobing statewide automated child support systems. Continuing
automation efforts are critical to future success in providing support to America's children. We must hold States accountable to -
ensure our over-arching goal of building the Nauon 's strongest child support program ever. The chxld SUPPOIt Syslems penalty
approach in your bill supports that goal.

I would be happy to answer any questions.
END
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF LESLIE L. FRYE
CHIEF, OFFICE OF CHILD SUPPORT
_ CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
" SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES
' SUBJECT - HEARING ON cmu) SUPPORT AUTOMATION ISSUES

Mr. Chauman and dxstmgmshed members of r.he Subcommittee; Good moming and thank you for the opportunity to address a topic .
of urgent concern to states, accountability for development and implementation of automation projects to conduct the business of the
Child Support Enforcement Program. In addition, I want to support the allowance of federal funding for alternative system -
corfigurations, which is currently restricted by federal regulatwn and comment on the restructuring of the child support incentives
system, which will also be a part of this legislation.

Penalties for Missed Automation Deadlines

As everyone here knows, 2 number of states face enormous penalties under current law for failing to meet the automation
requirements of the Family Support Act and other states may face the same penalties in the future for failing to meet the upcoming
deadlines for additional development created in the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996. 1
appreciate the concern shown by many members of Congress, the Administration and the advocate community who realized that the
penalties in current law would climinate essential services to families who need temporary help to achieve the vision of the Personal -
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, and who are now willing to discuss changing those penaltes. The question
we are all struggling with is finding the appropriate punishment for the ¢rime of failing to meet the statutory deadlines which does
not also cause irreparable damage to states’ programs and their ability to ever meet the automation mandates,

It is widely accepted and well-documented that the causes for delay or failure of themassive Family Support Act systems are many
and that many entities, including states, federal oversight agencies and private sector vendors contributed to the widespread
noncompliance with the original deadline of October 1, 1995 and the extended deadline of October 1, 1997. As we look forward o
the next round of systems development required by the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, any
difficulties meeting those deadlines will Likely result from similar factors and players. We read daily that the Year 2000 crisisis
gobbling up scarce programming resources and driving up the price of software expertise. States are still waiting for direction from
the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement before they can proceed with some of the key changes, The funds that Congress
appropriated to pay for these changes have still not been allocated to states. And the hoped-for reform in procurement and approval
processes has yet 1o materialize,

Yet, itseemstobe a fait accompli that penaltics will ensue for those states who still are struggling to meet the Family Support Act
expectations and who are unable to meet the new réquirements in accordance with the statutory time lines. Why should states aloné
shoulder the blame, through the imposition of penalties, when no other contributor (o the problems of the past and likely problems of
~ the future must do so?. Why is accountability a virtue expecied uniquely of states? There is also a view that the penalties must be
high, certainly higher than what states would propose, in order 1o bring about the desired result—statewide automation of the Child
Support Enforcement Program. If the situation was factually analogous to what happeas in the world of environmental concerns,
there might be some validity to this approach. In pressing industry to install filters on smokestacks, for example, the penalties have
to exceed the cost of the installation for them to make economic sense. However, the facts behind the failure to meet systems
deadlines are much more complicated, and the costs already exist—in the form of lost collections as well as higher prices for
information technology resources. I cannot help but ask, what is the policy position behind bigger is better with regard to pepalties,
given the damage those penalties will wreak on state child support programs. As a practical matter I am certainly supportive of the
proposal of the Subcommittee to create 2 more realistic penalty structure than the one currently in statute. I also support the concepts
of increasing the penalty amounts year to year, and forgiving a substantia! portion of the penalty when states come into compliance. I’

Please confccf Larry McSwain if you would tike to recenve the WR Daily Report by e-mail or if you have quest:ons about
articles found In this publication. {imeswaoin@acf.dhhs.gov [e-mail} or 202-401-1230(voice)}.
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would ask the Subcomumittee to cons:dzr three changes to the proposal, however, in lhc interests of finding a more appropriate
balance between the pumshmcnt of the crime and the delivery of essential services to the public. My recommendations are as
follows:
1. "Forgiveness” of thc ammal penalty would be available to sxatcs which are continuing development of their systems under a
structured corrective action plan and have met the milestones of that plan for the year, For example, if California’ s plan states that
25 percent of its caseload will be on the automated system by the end of the first year and meets that milestone, the 75 percent
forgiveness would be applied for that year. In any year in which the state fails to meet its milestones, the full penalty would be
applied.In such a results based process, these measurable milestones can be thought of as “deliverables™ which the state must
produce. The model is similar to the one now recommended for use in information technology procurement, where the deliverables
represent steps along the path to completion. Rather than waiting until the end of the process to see if total success was achieved,
progress would be more closely monitored along the way, with incremental progress being significantly incented. -
The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) has had a great deal of experience monitoring states’ corrective action plans
as they relate to audit findings and would be able to determine if specific measurable milestones have been met. Between 1984 and
1994, the Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) conducted 154 state program audits and required corrective action plans of
. states 114 times. For nine states during that period, OCSE's follow up review found that the problems were not corrected and a
sanction was assessed. Seven of those states also failed OCSE's second follow up review and were assessed a larger penalty. Only one
state failed the third follow up review. This process can work. In fact, the corrective action process is widely used by the DHHS in its
oversight of a large number of human service programs, as well as by the United States Depastment of Agriculture in the
administration of the Food Stamp Program.
2. The penalty structure overall should be reduced to a 2 percent mmal pena]ty, mth penaltics increasing annually at 2 percentage
point increments.

The objective of a financial sanction is to create pressure and motivation to complele projects as quickly as possible. There mustbe a
balance between this goal and the risk of damaging the program to the point that it cannot provide services.. The penalty structure
likely to be in the Subcommitiee’s bipartisan bill, as [ understand it. would cost California about $12 million in the current year,
which equates to about $33,000, or one child support case worker, per day. In subsequent years, the resources would be diminished’
even more. As I stated before, many plavers (state, federal, local and private sector cnuu&) contributed to the failure of states to
complete their projects on nme, yet only states must pay the penaltics.

We believe that a lower overall structure meets the goal of underscoring the i 1mponanoc of rapid pro;ect compleuon withott making
it impossible for states to succeed.

3. States should be allowed 10 choose whether to let the feda'al government keep the penalty payment, or to reinvest it in their Child
Support Enforcement Programas. The reason behind automation is to improve program operations. In some states, inadequate
resource allocation has led to poor perfomance In 2 penalty situation, it would make sense to allow the state to invest its general
funds in the amount of the penalty in the program, rather than to write 2 check to the federal government, depriving the Child -
Support Program-of these resources. Funding for Alternative System Configurations

We also are strongly in support of the allowance of federal financial participation ir the costs of an "altemamc system

. configuration™ which is now permitted as a different way 10 meet the program mandates under the statute. Congress anticipated that

some stales would not meet the program functionality required by the Family Support Act through a "single statewide system™ and
allowed the Secretary of DHHS to approve different technolog:es through a waiver process. In regulating this provision of the statute,
DHHS decided to discourage states from seeking such waivers by limiting the availability of federal matching fundsio a "base
system” and limited changes'to other systems which would interface with the base system. DHHS was successful in its efforts to limit
use of the waiver—only-a handful of states requested approval of an alternative system configuration and even fewer implemeated
them. Becanse of its experience with singlc statewide system development efforts which were not successful, California now believes
that an alternative system configuration may be the best way in which it can meet the programmatic functionality requirements of
the Child Support Enforeement Program. We believe that advances in technology may allow us to implement a "virtual statewide
system” which would store all essential data elements in a central site, accessible to all program entities within and outside of the
state under an alternative system configuration. We would incorporate the mandates of the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation' Act, which drive toward increased centralization, particularly of financial information, as we construct 2
statcwide system that closely interfaces the Los Angeles County system and several others. Our bottom line would be a total system
that can be implemented more quickly and at less cost than a single statewide sy\stem. wlnle pro\ndmg seamless and uniform service
delivery.

California recommends a statutory change to 42 Us. C 652(d)(3) to allow federal ﬁnancxal participation for alternative system
configurations approved by the Secretary at the regular matching rate that would be available for single statewide systems. Such a

Please contact Lamy McSwain if you would like to receive the WR Daily Report by e-mail or if you have questions about
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change would allow California to automate its Child Support Enforcement Progmm statewide and become certified as meeting state
plan requirements. .

Child Support Incentive System .

With regard to the restructuring of child support incentives, which is also part of the legislation before the commitree, we
wholcheartedly support the proposal to broaden the criteria on which states earn incentives for child support collections. We believe
that the state and federal members of the work group that developed the proposal clearly understood the importance of a balanced
incentive program which recognizes that the current single criterion of cost effectiveness does not capture the full range of activity by
which program success can be measured. The five criteria, paternities established. support orders established, current support
collected, arrears payments, and cost effectiveness, represent widely recognized performance outcomes for the Child Support
Enforcement Program We also endorse the proposal to group collections on behalf of families who exit the welfare rolls with
collections for farnilies curreatly receiving public assistance, for incentive purposes. The curreat system caps the incentives 2 state
can earn on collections for. families who have left (or never received) public assistance at 115 percent of incentives earned on
collections for welfare families. As families leave welfare, fulfilling the policy goal of welfare reform, the amount of incentives a
state can earn also declines.

The proposal offers an excellent mechanism for addressmg this "disincentive® for success in helping fmmhes leave welfare. 'I‘lus isa
very positive recommendation which supports the policy goals of the PRWORA. It also is in line with policy positions taken by the .
American Public Welfare Association and the National Council of State Child Support Enforcement Administrators in 1994, when
the public debate on welfare reform was shaping up.

It is estimated that nationwide about 40 percent of the collections now @tegonzed as non-wdfam collections are as:mally made on
behalf of families who formerly reccived public assistance. Grouping these collections with collections for current welfare rec[pxen;s
would solve the problem many states now face. where inceatives arc declining because of the success of their welfare reform efforts
to transition families to self sufficiency. We are concerned about the phase-in period. The proposal slgm.ﬁcamly changts the way ‘
child support program performance is evaluated and rewarded. and therefore how programs will be structured to maximize funding. .
There is potential for dramatic swings in funding, with some states realizing large increases and others losing substantial amounts in
the space of a single year. It is not clear that either scenario will lead to good program outcomes across the nation. We would
recommend that the effects of the transition to the ncw system be mitigated, such as by limiting the year-to-year changes during the
first five years of its implementation, so that the Secretary can monitor the impact that the new system is having on the program's
goals. Further, we would request that the study of the effects of the new system not be held off until after implementation is
complete, but rather be ongoing. In particular, we would urge that program performance be evaluated separately for the never
welfare and current and former wclfa:e segments of the populauon to ensure that services arc not deteriorating in one, in favor of the
other.

The incentive proposal will require different reporting of data and. in some instances, a redefinition of data elements we now report.
These changes, which have been released to states for comment, will have to be incorporated in states’ reporting systems well in
advance of the implementation date. Whether all of this can be done in time to begin reporting in the new way by October 1, 1998 is
questionable. Absent sound data reported uniformly from all states, the new incentive system will lack credibility. Whether a state
has a certified child support automated system is not the issue; it is whether the state can modify its reporting mechanisms to provide
accurate data that will be required to support the incentive model.

Conclusion

The Child Support Enforcement Program has undergone, and is undergoing, significant change as it moves farther into the
information age and plays a greater role in helping families achieve and maintain self sufficiency. All of the changes have
contributed to improved program performance, although not always at the same rate from state o state, The Family Support Act and,
1o an even greater extent, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportnity Reconciliation Act, have mandated the innovations of
some states on all states in an attempt o ensure greater uniformity of services nationwide. While this is a laudable goal, there are
significant demographic differences among states and one size does not fit all. In evaluating states’ performance, in mandating
computer projects and in motivating states to meet deadlines 1 would hope that Congress will not assume a cookie cutter approach. 1
am hopeful that opportunities to discuss the issues, such as this hearing today, will help all of us reach the policy that is best for the
program—and for the nation's ¢children-in the long run.

Thank you again for the opportunity to discuss these i unpoﬂant issues. ] would be happy to answer any questions you have.
END
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. WALLACE N. DUTKOWSKI, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF CHILD SUPPORT,
REPRESENTING THE STATE OF MICHIGAN FAMLY INDEPENDENCE AGENCY BEFORE THE HOUSE WAYS
AND MEANS HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE SUBJECT - THE SHAW-LEVIN CRILD SUPPORT
PERFORMANCE AND DICENTIVE ACT OF 1998"

INTRODUCTION

‘The State of Michigan respectfully thanks the subcommittee for the oppommxty to prowde this writien tesumony regarding the
Shaw-Levin Bill. The State of Michigan would also like to thank the Chairman Clay Shaw, and the members of the Ways and Means
Subcommittee who have displayed leadership by introducing this bill. We would also like to thank our Michigan Members of this
subcommittee, Rep Dave Camp and Rep Sander Levin for their work on this important bill. Michigan feels this bill will moderate
the current severe fiscal penalties faced by states for failure to implement state child support automated systems in the prescriptive
way dictated by HHS, This testimony is intended to present Michigan's perspective regarding this important legislation. This
testimony will also address key issues regarding the Title IV-D system specifically, and all human services automated systems in
gemeral.

TODAY'S ENVIRONMENT Today i m Michigan, every child support enforcement office is automated. Forty five (45) euforcement
offices (in Michigan these offices are called the Friends of the Court or FOCs) are using the state developed Child Support
Enforcement System, or CSES, while nineteen (19) FOCs are using county developed systems. Does Michigan's current sysiem
work? In the federal Office of Child Support Enfoxoement s 20th Annual Report to Congress, the most recent data publicly available,
among all states Michigan ranks:

- #1 in total distributed child support collections. (Table 4) - #3 in Public Assistance related child support collections. (Tablc 35)-#2
in child support collections per dollar expended. (Table 9) - One of only 7 states reporting program savings in Title IV-D. (Table 19)
- #2 in collections per worker. (Even though our caseload is nearly twice the national average.) (Table 57) Michigan's child support "
program accomplished these results in spite of not having a system that meets the federal definition of certification. Could we do
better with an improved system? We believe we can and that we will. ALTERNATE SYSTEMS DESIGNS Michigan is building an
automated system that is constrcted on the concept of a results based system. In order to build the system that best meets the state's
program needs, we must be allowed to link some existing local systems with the current state developed system. Michigan applauds
the Subcommittee’s efforts to include this ability with the language contained in the Shaw-Levin Bill. Support of Michigan's ability
1o select an alternate system design for our CSES developmient, is critical for the completion of our system. We believe this authority
was intended by Congress based on current Title IV-D legislation, The further clarification in this bill that such alternative system -
designs arc acceptable, is greatly appreciated. By utilizing an alternate system strategy, large countics in Michigan will not have to’
surrender additional functionality already built into their local systems. At the same time Michigan will be able to perform all the
mandated functions required of a federally certified svstem. The alternate system design concept is the key to our abxhty to build an
improved automated system that will meet the original intent of Congress.

It is important to note that Michigan did not get to this position all by itself. Both the state and HHS must share responsibxhty forour -
Tack of certification. When we began development of CSES, we asked HHS for approval 1o build a system based on linking existing
local systems. Our proposed design was denied. To better explain what we were requesting then, and what we are requesting again
now, two graphics are included at the back of this written testimony. The first graphic depicts the federal, single statewide systems
design; the second provides a graphic depiction of Michigan's proposcd alternative system. Upon careful review you will notice how
similar these two designs are. There is linle difference between our alternate system design and the federal requirernent for a single
system,

Another key aspect of our system design is that there is a single point of access for clients, the federal government and other states fo
interact with our system. ; Both the federal model and our alternative allow any case to be accessed from any other location in the
state. To the users and the cxtm-nal world, our design looks and feels just like a single statewide system._ Is such a system possible?
Absolutely! Using this alternaté system design, we can establish linkages with each FOC not using the state developed system and
rapidly make them a part of our statewide- automnated system. By utilizing alternative systems designs such as distributed or linked
systerus, the programmatic requirements for completion of FSA88 and PRWORA can be developed with newer rapid application
development tools and will be more readxly adaptable 10 future policy changes. We sa'ongly urge your continued support of this
concept.

ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS APPROACH CRIEATES MANY ADVANTAGES To date, the "onc statewide system” requirement for
Federal certification of Child Support Enforcement systems, remains onc of the most prevalent obstacles to completion of the FSA8S
requuements for the large states. States are trapped trying to balance the federal regulations, state statutes and individual needs of
varying sized counties. The federally mandated "one-size-fits-all” approach actually places large counties in the position of having to
accepl a state based system that in many instances delivers less functionality than their current systems. Whea the original FSA88
Tequirements were released, technology options were limitcd to a mainframe central system approach to accomplish Child Support
Enforcement. Since that time, technology advancements have made it possible to share data and c:omputer applications between

Please contact Lamy McSwain if you would fike o receive the WR Daily Report by e-mcll or if you hove questions cbou?
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many different systems. Information gathering and data exchange is now much easier to orchestrate at a much-reduced cost. We are
all familiar with 2 commonly used distributed or linked systems. Millions of Internet users with different types of computer
‘equipment access the same programs and information on line. ATMs which allow instantaccess to several different banking
institutions simultaneously through similar programming and linkages between systems are a part of our daily lives. This same
concept is what Michigan and other states want to use to make our child support systems work for us and for those who depend on
our services.

The Child Support Enforcement System, by virtue of the required functionality, begs for the use of 2 more “open” systems approach
that allows cormunication with various systems architectures, a myriad of government agencies, and external organizations such as
credit bureaus, location databases, financial institutions, etc, Current industry standard communication languages enables the
bridging of many different data sources to create comprehensive information necessary for Child Support Systems to be very effective
in locating parents, establishing paternity, enforcement of court orders and ultimately maximize collections of child support dollars.
This flexibility offered by alternative systems strategies is imperative for the larger county-based states to reach compliance.
Alternative systems designs offer states the ability to meet the programmatic requirements while selecting the most logical and
productive technology to fit their specific environment. If a state can meet the federal specifications for a certified Child Support

" Enforcement system, why does it matter "how” it was technologically accomplished?

The following gre benefits of xmhzmg alternative systems designs: - For larger county-based states; the use of alternative s}'stems
configurations offers many economies of scale. Distributed systems designs allow appropriate sizing of eqmpment to the size of zhe
county ensuring the response time and capacity to handie sizable caseloads.

- By utilizing an alternative system strategy, large counties do not have to surrender additional functionality already built into their
systems to participate in the centralized functions necessary for compliance with Federal regulations. One example of this enhanced
functionality is the imaging, system in place in Oakland County Michigan. The local FOC relies on this imaging system for their
day- to-day operations. But neither HHS nor Michigan will be spending the dollars needed to provide this enhanced functionality 1o
our other 82 counties. Imaging is not needed o meet certification, but why must we force Oakland County 1o give up uns
functionality?

- Alternative systems configurations allow maxiraum flexibility between counties or offices of various sizes. Larger counties may
need things like imaging systems to meet their massive record keeping requirements while smaller counties with small caseloads
may not require the additional equipment and functionality. Small counties can be grouped together, accessing regional based
servers, further minimizing costs for equipment and operational support. - By utilizing alternative systems designs such as
distributed or linked systems, the programmatic requirements for completion of FSAS8 and PRWORA can be developedwith newer
rapid application development tools and will be more readily accepiable to future policy changes.

- Distributed systems can be built in layers and modules. Should a particular part of the system require updating, the resulting costs
‘are rore incremental and less disruptive to the overall program, Future policy modification akso becomes a much less daunting and
less expensive task to accomplish by utilizing an open systems strategy. :

- - County based child support offices have developed systems very intertwined with other county based funcuons such as au[omated
court dockets, Large counties cannot justify dumping their cxisting systems as they are used for many additional county based
services. They can link those systems into the centralized functions via distributed server environments 10 accomplish the required

- standardized processes required for financials, collections and enforcement.

~ - An additional advantage using a distributed system strategy is the disaster recovery techniques than can be applied to ensure that
even if one county systern is not functioning, all other counties can continue to function. Similarly, backups of county specific data
berween counties ensures rapid data recovery in casé of system failure ensuring that clients checks will not be unduly delayed. By

- adopting a more flexible approach to "how" a "statewide system™ is accomplished, the long-term goals of maximized enforcement:
and collections can be more quickly realized. Specific Child Support functions can still be "centralized" to meet the programmatic
goals necessary for the FSA88 and PWRORA requirements without being so restrictive. Linked or distributed systerns are capable of
enforcing the specific procedures and logic required for collections. dnsmbuuon of support payme.nts, disbursement of funds,
timeliness of payments and notifications to clients. '
Relaxation of the system based certification requirements will foster the use of advanced technologies. This will allow states o
esiablish statewide data warehouses as repositorics for data and allow states 10 link to additional state and local systems. This will

~ greatly assist us in meeting the newly required PRWORA functionality. States will still retain responsibility for statewide policy
compliance, systems compliance, future policy :mplemenmtxon and will continue to be the smg]e point of contact for interstate cases
and the federal government.’

PRWORA AND THE YEAR 2000 With the advent of the PRWORA reqmremems. states that are in the process of completing the
FSASS requirements literally have to complete the requirements and then modify them to meet some of the new PRWORA
requirements. This is wasteful of critical resources from both a staff and funding perspective. We suggest this situation can be
rectified through a corrective action plan approach. The date cstablished for completion of the PRWORA requirements, October 2000
is almady in jeopardy, as Child Support Enforcement Svstcms must undergo Year 2000 modifications during this same period of
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ime. HHS and Congress shculd reconsider the PRWORA deadline in light of the Y2K problems facing all levels of government, as
well as both the public and private sector.
Wcamplmsedthlsmhoomxmtteexsmmmcudmgachangetomecmmﬁscalpe:naltyfornotmnetmgt.heFSAsssystem ,
deadline. The Federal Financial Participation and incentive money Title IV-D prowdes to Michigan largely funds the performance
- mentioned earlier. Even the 4% penalty proposed in the bill this subcommittee is proposing would cost Mich1gan $6.44 million
dollars in the current fiscal year, This penalty will not help Michigan complete our system, nor maintain services to families. In fact
it will result in 3 reduction in services to our clients and lost revenue to both the state and federal governments. A 4% loss in
productivity dug to the 4% sanction would result in.a loss of about $43 million in collections not going to families. 706 paternities’
not being established and 11,300 child support cases not being enforced. The key question that needs to be addressed is what do you
want from a penalty? K it is to encoumge states 1o complete their systems, then a modzﬁmnon in the existing penalty language
should be made.
As an alternative to the propoml contained in this bill, we recommend the subcommittee adopt the Corrective Action Plan (CAF) (
process as 3 mode! for addressing the systerns deadline penalty issue. The CAP process has a successful track record when used for
making corrections in other parts of the Title IV-D program The focus of the CAP process is on fixing the problem identified and
the CAP process is well established. We recommend that you approve a process whereby each state not yet certified is required to
develop a2 CAP that contains specific deliverables with associated time frames. The criteria for the CAP should be that both HHS and
the state agree to the plan and concur that following the plan will lead to system certification. We strongly urge you to consider
basing the penalty and penalty forgiveness processes on the successful completion of the annual CAP deliverables. If the state
completes all requirements in its CAP scheduled for the year, the state would be eligible for 2 75% reduction in the penalty. If the
state fails to meet its CAP deliverables the penalties would be applied. We also recommend a pro- rated reduction in the penalty-
based on when the state completes their system. Michigan suggests the following pro-rated penalty reduction: - Certified in July -
Sept: 75% forgiven, - Certified in April - June: 80% forgiven, - Certified in Jan - March: 83% forgiver, and - Certified in Oct - Dec
_ %0% forgiven. A graduated penalty would further encourage states 1o complete their systems as quickly as possxble Michigan feels
that this process is more likely to lead to states reaching certification more quickly than the "certification only" penalty forgiveness.
INCENTIVE PAYMENTS Michigan's child support program achieved the results listed above in spite of having lost approximately
$20 million in federal incentive payments since FY 92. These payments were lost due to the dramatic reduction in the caseload
brought about because of our successful welfare reform effort To Strengthen Michigan Families. The current incentive process
contains a "cap® on incentive earnings which links the amount of incentive to the amount of support collected for families on
assistance. This "cap” has created a goal conflict between the child support program and family independence. As more families
become financially independent their child support payments do not count towards the state’s incentive earnings. Therefore, the
better welfare reform works by reducing the welfare rolls; the more funding the child support program loses. Under welfare reform,
the current child support incentive formula has actually become a "disincentive” for states. Because of Michigan's success in welfare
reform we have lost the very funding we need to assure child support is a reliable source of income to the families who have been
able to find jobs and leave public assistance.
Michigan wants to acknowledge the work members of this committee have put into thxs bill by including modifications to the child
support incentive formula. It is critical that child support incentive payments, and the entire IV-D program, begin 1o reward states
for the results they produce, not the activities they perform. The proposed new incentive structurc docs just that. Michigan strongly
supports this results-based program focus. The incentive formula mcluded in this bill may not be perfect, but it is 2 much-improved
system when compared to the current formula.
- CLOSING Michigan wants to emphasize that our performance shows that we are committed to providing the lxsl child suppon
program we can. We are asking for more systems flexibility so that we can continue our excellent performance. These issues are
complex and require thoughtful and serious consideration by the Congress We look forward to working with the Members of the
Ways and ans Snbcomxmttee on this nmportant issuc.
END
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To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

cC:

Subject: This AP story ran yesterday on child support -

WASHINGTON (AP) -- Fourteen states would évoid severe penalties for
failing to computerize their child support systems under bipartisan
legislation. A

Under current law, states that failed to put systems in place by last

fall are supposed to lose all of their federal money to run child support
collection systems. They also stand to lose their entire welfare block grants --
meaning millions and sometimes billions of dollars. ‘

States facing penalties are Alaska, California, Hawaii, lllinois,

Indiana, Maryland, Michigan, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohlo Cregon,
Pennsylvania and South Carolma plus the Dlstrrct of Columbia and the

Virgin Islands.

The legislation, which is supported by the Clinton administration and
has bipartisan support in the House, would reduce this year s penalty to 4
percent of the federal child support grant.

If states still haven't computerized by next year, the penalty would
increase to 8 percent. It would grow to 16 percent in 2000 and to 20 percent in 2001
and subsequent years.

Computerization is important because they it lets states track parents
who owe child support when they move from county to county or from state to
state. Once every state is operational, a child support worker in Maine
could ask a federal computer to search records for. a deadbeat dad who might

~have moved and. gotten a ]Ob in New Hampshire, New York or New

‘Mexico.

In 1980, Congress agreed to pay 90 percent of the cost of

“computerization. In 1988, it required states to automate. Although the deadline has been

extended once already -- and though $2.6 billion in federal and state

money has been spent - 14 state systems are still not functronrng statewide,
The rest of the states and territories have had their systems certlfled

or they are ready to be certified.

No state would lose its welfare money for fail‘ing to computerize under
the legislation, which is co- sponsored by Reps. Clay Shaw, R- Fla and
Sander Levin, D-Mich.



The proposed changes in the child support collection system grant
penalties would mean a lot to states. -

For instance, under the.current penalties, Ca!iforhia would lose about
$340 million this year. Michigan would lose $108 million, and Maryland would

lose $59 million. .

N

Under the new legislation, Cali,fbrnia's pénalty would drop to about $13
‘million this year, $26 million in 1999, $52 million in 2000 and more
than $68 million in 2001,

The bill also provides for a new way to divide federal money to a|d

state child support collectson programs.

The new system, which has wide support, would reward states that do the
best job collecting payments.

The House was expected to vote on the bill by early March. .
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105TH CONGRESS . .
2D SEsSION .H. R. 3\30

IN THE HOUSE 'OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. SEAW (for himself and Mr. LE\'I\) introduced the following bill; \\]uch '

‘was referred to the Cominittee on

A BILL

To. provide for an alternative penalty pmeédure for States
that fail to meet Federal child support data processing
requirements, to reform Federal incentive payments for
effective child support performance, and to provide for
a more flexible penalty procedure for States that violate
interjurisdictional adoption requirements.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. | ,

This Act may be cited as the “Child Support Per-
formance and Incentive Act of 1998,

Ut AW

January 28, 1898 (2:.35 p.m.)
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TITLE I—CHILD SUPPORT DATA .

PROCESSING REQUIREMENTS |

SEC. 101. ALTERNATIVE PENALTY PROCEDURE.
(a) IN GENERAL. —Secﬁon 455(a) of the Social Secu- |
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 655( 1)) is amended by addmg at the
end the following:

13

14

. 15 .
16

17

January 28, 1998 (2:35 p.m.)

“(4)(A) If— N

“(i) the Secretary determines that a State plan
under section 454 would (in the absence of 'this
paragraph) be disa_ppmvéd for fhe failure of the
State comply with section 454(24)(A) “and that thé
State has made and is continuing to make a good

faith effort to 8o comply; and

(i) the State has submitted to the Secretary

a corrective compliance plan that describes how the



SENT BY:Xerox Telecopier 7021 + 1-30-898 +11:14AM - © 202 456 5581:% 4

F:\M5\SHAW\SHAW.078 - | . HL.C.
| 3
1 'State will achieve such compliance, which has been
2 .approved By the Secretary, |
3 then the Secr.etary_ shall not disapprove the State plan
4 under section 454, And the Secretary shall reduce the
S amount otherwise ~pa,ya,ib‘le to the State under paragraph
-6 (1)(A) of this subsection for the fiscal year by the penalty
7. amount. | |
- 8 “(B) In this paragraphé |
9 (i) The tenh .‘penalty ﬁinount’ means, with ré-
10 spect to a failure of a State to- comply with section
11 45424)— o
12 _ "‘(I) 4 percent of the penalty base, in the -
13 case of the lst fiscal year in which suc'sh__‘ a fail-
14 ure by the State occurs; . .
15 ~ “(II) 8 percent of the penalty base, in the
16 case of the 2nd such fiscal year; '
17 “(IIT) 16 percent of the penalty base, in
18 the case of the 3rd such ﬁscgl year; or
19 “(IV) 20 percent of the penalty base, in
20 . the case of the 4th or any subseiquent_ such fis-
21 ‘cal year. | ' o
22 “(ii)‘ The terrh ‘penalty base’ means, with re-
23 spect to a failure of a S'taie to comﬁly ﬁith section
454(24) duﬁng a ﬁscal‘yea.r, the amount otherwise

N
FLN

January 28, 1998 (2:35 p.m.)
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| 4 |
payable to the State under paragraph (1)(A); of this
subsection for the preceding fiscal year. |

202 450 2901+8 0

“(C)(i) The Secretary shall waive a penalty under

this paragréph for any failure of & State to comply with '

section 454(24)(A) during fiscal year 1998 if—
“(I) by‘December>31, 1997, the State has sub-
mitted to the Seéretaxy a reqﬁést that the Secretary

certify the State as having met the requirements of

such section;

“(II) the Secretary has provided the certifi-

‘cation as a result of a review conducted pursuant to

the request; and ,
“(III) the State has not failed such a review.

“(ii) If a State with respect to which a reduetion is
made under this paragraph for a fiscal year achieves com-
pliance with section 454(24)(4) by the beginning of the
succeeding fiscal year, the Secretary shall increase the
amount otherwise payable to the State ‘under paragraph
(1)(A) of this subsection for the sgceeéding fiscal year by
an amount equal to 75 percent of the reduction for the

fiscal yedf.

“(iii) The Secretary shall reduce the amount of any"

reduction that, in the absence of this clause, would be re-
quired to be made under this paragraph by reason of the

failure of a State to achieve compliance with section

January 28, 1998 (2:35 p.m.)
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454(24)(B) during the fiscal year, by an 'amoun';t equal -

to 20 percent of the amount of the otherwise required re-’

duction, for each State performance measure described in -

section 458A(b)(4) with respect to which the applicable
percentage unde} section 4’58A(b)(6) for the fiscal yéar
is 100 percent, if the Secretary has made the determina-
tion described in section 458A(b)(5)(B) ﬁth respect to th;e
State for the fiscal year. | |

'.‘“(Ii)\, The preceding provisions of this paragraph (ex-

cept for subparagraph (C)(i)) shall apply, separately and

independently, to a failure to comply with section
454(24)(B) in the same manner in whlch the precedmg
provxsmns apply to a failure to comply w:th sectlon
454(24)(A) ”,

(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF PE\AL'n U\DER TANF‘
PROGRAM.—Section 409(3)(8)(A)(1)(III) of such Act (42

y

USC 609(3)(8)(A)(1)(III)) is amended by msertmg

“(other than section 454(24))” Before the senucolon

SEC. 102 AUTHOB.ITY TO WAIVE SINGLE STATEWIDE AUTO-v

MATED DATA PROCESSING AND INFORMA:
TION RETRIEVAL W REQUIREMENT.,
(a) IN GENERAL. -—-Sectmn 452(d4)(3) of the Socml

Secunty Act (42 U S.C. 652(d)(3)) is a,mended to read ‘

as follows

January 28, 1998 {2:35 p.m.)
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1 “(3) The Sééretar_y’* may waive any requirement of
2 paragraph (1) or any condition specified under section
3 454(16), and shall waive the single state‘wiée system re- |
4 quirement under sections 454(16) and 454A, with respect
5 to a State if— ' |

6 . ‘“(A) the State demonstratés to the satisfaction
7 of the Secretary that the State has or can develop
8 an alternative system or systems ‘that enable the
9 State— L
10 “(i) for purposes of section 409(a)(8), to
11 - achieve 'the paternity establishment percentages
12 (as defined in section 452(g)(2)) and other per-
A. 13 formance measures that may Be established by
14 ~ the Seéretary; . |
15 | “(ii) to submit data ﬁnder - section
16 ~ 454(15)(B) that is complete and reliable;
17 “(iii) to substantially comply with the re-
18 ‘ quirements of this f)art; and
19 : - “(iv) in the case of a request to waive the
20 single statewide system requirément, to—
| 21 o | “(T) meet all functional requirements
22 of sections 454(16) and 4544,
23 o ‘(II) ensure that caleulation . of dis-
24 tributions meets the requiremehts of sec-

25 : tion 457 and accounts for distributions to

Janyary 28, 1888 (2:35 p.m.)

=l
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1 ~ children in different families or in different
2 States or sub-State jurisdictions, and for
3 distributions to othgr States;
4 B  “(ITI) ensure that there is only 1 .
5 . ' point of contact in the State for all inter-
6 state case processing and coordinated,
| 7 automated intrastate case mané.gement; |
8 ~ “(IV) ensure that standardized data
9 elements, forms, and definitions are used
10 th.roughdnt the Stété;f 5 |
11 | “(V) complete fhe‘ alternative system‘
12 'in no more time than it would take to com- |
13 ~ plete a single statewide system that meets
14 such fequireméﬁt; and
15 “VI) pro'cess child support cases as
16 qm'ek.iy', efficiently, and effectively as such
17 cases would be processed through a single
18 statewide system thatA meets such require-
19 rr;ezit;‘ |
20 “(B)(i) the waiver meets the criteria of pax;a-
21 graphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 1115(c); or
22 “(ii) the State provides assurances to the See- -
23 retary that steps will be taken to othervﬁse improve
24 the State's chﬂd support enforcement program; and

- January 28, 1998 (2:36 p.m.)
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““(C) in the case of a request to waive the single

[

2 - statewide system requirenient, :the State has submait-
3 ted to the Secretary separate estimates 'o"f the total
4 cost bf“a gingle statewide s&stem that meets sﬁch re-
-5 | Quirement; and of any such alternative system or
6 'systems, which shall in'c]ude‘estir‘nates of the cost of
g developing and completing the system and of operat-
8. ' ing and maintaining the system for 5 ye'ars; and the -
9 ‘Secretary has agreed mth the estimates.”
10 (b) PAYMENTS TO STATE% —Secuon 455(a)(1) of
11 such Act (42 U.S.C. 655(2)(1)) is amended—
12 - {1) by striking “and” at the end of subpara—
13 graph (B); |
14 ' (2) by striking the semicolon at the en& of sub-
15 paragraph (C) and inserting “, an » and
16 . (3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the fol-
17 lowing: -
18 “(D) equal to, 66 percent of the sums expended
19 ‘by the State during the qﬁarter for an alternative
20 statewide system for which a waiver has been grant-
21‘  ed under section 452(d)(3), bﬁt only to the extent
22 | that the total of the sums so expended by the State -
23 oh or after the date of the enactment of this sub-

24 ° paragraph does not exceed the least total cost esti-

Juiuary 28, 3098‘(2;38 Perin) :
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1 mate subxmtted by the State pursuant, to section
2 452(d)(3)(C) in the request for the waiver;’
3 TITLE II—CHILD SUPPORT |
4  INCENTIVE SYSTEM
5 SEC. 201. INCENTIVE PAYMENTS TO STATES.
6 (a) IN GENERAL.—Part D of title IV of the Social
7 Security Act (42 U.S.C. 651-669) is amended by inserting
8 after section 458 the following:
9 “SEC. 488A. INCENTIVE 'PAYMENTS TO STATES.
10 “a) IN GENER‘\L.-é’In' adaitiqn to any other pay-
11 ment under this part, the Sécretary sh;.u, subject to sub- |
12 section (f), make an incentive payment; to gaéh_Staté for

13 each fiscal year in an amount determined under subsection

14 (b).

15 “(b) AMOUNT OF INCENTIVE PA\ MENT.—

16 | : “(1) IN GENERAL.—The incentive payment for
17 a State for a fiscal year is equal to the _incentive
18 'payment pool for the fiscal year multxphed by the
19 | State incentive payment share for the ﬁscal year.

20 | | “(2) I\( ENTIVE P \\."\II‘\T POOL.—

21 “(a) Iy GExERaL—In paragraph (1), the
22  term ‘incentive pé}f_lfnent pool’ means— |
23 . «() 439,000,000 for fiscal year

24 2000;

January 28, 1998 (2:35p.m.)
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10

“(ii) $446,000,000 for
2001, |

“(iii) $468,000,000 for
2002; -

“(iv) $479,000,000 for
2003;

“(v) $473,000,000 for
2004, |

“(vi) $465,000,000 for
2005; I
| “yii) $478,000,000 for
2006, | N

- “(viii) $490,000,000 for
2007; and |

-3

» ﬁscﬁl
fiscal
fiscal
fiscal
fiseal

fiscal

fiscal

, 202 456 5581:#11
L, ‘

. year
year
yeaf ‘
year .
year
year

year

“(ix) for any succeeding fiscal year,

" the amount of the incentive payment pool

for the fiscal year that precedes such sue-

ceeding fiscal year, multiplied by the per-

centage (if any) by which the CPI for such

the 2nd precediné fiscal year.

preceding fiscal year exceeds the CPI for

“(B) CP1—For purposes of subparagraph

(A), the CPI for a fiscal year is the average of
the Consumer Price Index for the 12-month pe-
riod ending on September 30 of the fiscal year.
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As used in the preeedmg sentence the term

Pt

2 . ‘Consumer Pnce Index’ means the last
3 Consumer Pnee Index for all-urban consumers ,
4 pubhshed by the Department of Labor.
5 “(3) STATE INCENTIVE PAYMENT SILARE.—In
6 . paragraph (i), the term ‘State incentive payment
7 share’ means, with respect to a fiscal year—
8 “(A) the incentive base amount for the
9 ~ State for the fiscal year; divided by |
10 “(B) the sum of the incentive base
11 amounts for all of the States for the fiscal year. |
12 “(4) INCENTIVE BASE AMOUNT.—In paragraph - -
.13 (3), the term ‘incentive base amountf means, with
14  respect to a State and a fiscal year, the sum of the
15 applicable percentages (determined in aceordance
16  with paragraph (6)) multiplied by the corresponding
17 maximum incenﬁve base amounts for the State for
18 ~ the fiscal year, w1th respect to each of the following
19 measures of State performance for the ﬁscal year:
20 - “(A) The paternity estabhshment perform-
21 ance level. _ |
22 “(B) The support 'order performance level.
23 “(C) The current payment performance
24 level. |

January 28, 1998 (2:35 p.m.)
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(D) The arréarage paymeht performance
level.
“(E) The cost-effectiveness .performance
level. "
“(5) MAXIMUM INCENTIVE BASE AMOUNT.—
“(A) I\ GExEﬁAL.—For purposes of para-
grdph (4), the maximum incentive base ambunt |
for a State for a fiscal year is— '
“(1) ﬁith respect to ihe -performance
measures deseribed in subparagraphs (4),
(B), and (C) of paragraph (4), the State
éollections base for the fiscal year; and
(i) with vréspe.ct to the performance
measures deseribed in subparagraphs (D)
~and (E) of paragraph (4), 75 percent of
‘the State collections base for the fiscal
yéar. | |
“(B) DATA 'REQUIRED TO BE COMPLETE

AND  RELIABLE.-—Notwithstanding subpara-

‘graph (A), the maximum incentive base amount
for a State for a fiscal year with respect to a

.performah'ce measure described in paragraph

(4) is zero, unless the Secretary detei-mines, on
the basis of an audit performed under section

‘452(‘8.)(4)‘(6)6), that the data which the State
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1 submitted pursuant to section 454(15)(B) for

2 the ’ﬁsgal year and which is ust‘ad to determine

3 the performance level involved is cor.nvplete. and
4 reliable. »

5 “(C) STATE COLLECTIONS BASE—For

6 purposes of subparagraph (A), the State collec-

7 tions base for a fiseal year is equal to the sum

8 of— N

9 “(i) 2 times the sum of—
10 “(T) the total amount of support
11 collected during the fiscal year under
12 the State plan approved under this
13 part in cases in which the support ob-
14 ligation,ihvolved is required to be as-
15 .signed to the State pursuant to part
16 " Aor E of this title or title XIX; and
17 “(II) the total amount of support
18 "~ collected during the fiscal year under
\19 the State ;)ian approved under this .
20 part in cases in which the support ob-
21 ligation involved was so assigned but,
22 atA the time of ’col_lectio'n,« is not re-
23 quired to be so assigned; and
24 “(ii) th‘e;l total mount of support col-
25

January 28, 1988 (2:35p.m.}

lected during the fiscal year under the
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1 State plan approved under this part in all
2 ~ other cases.
3 “(6) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE PER-
4 . CENTAGES BASED ON PERFORMANCE LEVELS.— -
5 “(A) PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT.—
5 6 “(i) DETERMINATION OF PATERNITY
7 "ESTABLISHMENT PERFORMANCE LEVEL.—
8 The paternity establishment performance
9 level for a State for & fiscal year is, at the
10 option of the Staté,' the IV-D paternity es-
11 - tablishment percentage determined under
12 section 452(g)(2)(A) or the statewide pa-
13 ternity . establishment percentage deter-
14 mined under section 452(g)(2 )(B)..
15 “(i1) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE
16 PERCENTAGE,—The applicable percentage
17 with respect to a State’s paternity estab-
18  lishment performance level is as follows:
“If the paternity establishment performance level is: ., applicable
But less than: - percentage is:
BOGE rerumerernens et sttt 100 -
TOU et BOTE it evarns e seneaens ‘ 93
TB% coeevererrerenevensenns R L5 3 et eneresres 96
TT%. orvveessiossssssssmssssesssaseoes ({7 94
{3772 s TTD it rectees e ~ 92
L5 2N TEF rveccmiearirreeranes verine - 90
L O I 17, R 88
(& S B 2T S 88
y -1 S 7./ S 84
Y 1 T2 svvvesnsniesniossseemsesssesaseiies 82
T0% ..o, ORI TIF ceoerrrneimncermcessessonsssenesons 80
69% ...ooererrene RETR ({17 )

© January 28, 1888 {2:35p.m.)
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‘flf the paternity establishment performance level is: The applicahle
At least: - But less than: percentage ls:
153 SR e BT e 18
3 {7 R T A S— . 7
1 6T nernererrssnrens e 76
BB s nesnsienens I 1L 75
B4% svvnrrrnssennerseeenenn e BBT vvvesrereerensinsenesesssssnessesins 4
B3% eocrirer, S 2 2 73
82T et B3 iireeiricece oo seerereens 72
] L O 2 SR 71
117 RO S U 70
1 B oveverervvereienemseemeenseeseeeesss 69
SRYE vovmarusesusssmssmesmsssssssesenesrees 1.1 2 68
G 17 Y .0 L
BB weoorrererrmssnerrassessssaramsssscans Y 17 66
17 BBF cvrrmrererieiimnnstesesseensanenns B
R L7 U BIGE oeoverrrermrrnssssesmrenseesrssssens 64
DBE cvvrernmrernrirsrensenasinensssiens S L R ' 63
5.3/ 2O SONIURE v o/ SO TS 62
3 U L3 S 6l
BOR wovvvrrssnssrsssasssense s 3 U 2 60
17 S eereessenessesne BOTe semrossosmssmmsssanmsseersseen 0
1 Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, if
2 the paternity establishment performance
3 level of a State for a fiscal year is less
4 than 50 percent but exceeds by at least 10
5 percentage points the paternity establish-
6 ment performance level of the State for the
7 immediately preceding fiscal year, then the
8 ~ applicable percentage with respect to the
9 State’s paternity establishment perform‘
10 ance level is 50 percent.
11 “(B) ESTABLISHMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT
12 ORDERS.—
13 “(1) DETERMINATION OF SUPPORT
14

January 28, 1988 (2:35p.m.)

ORDER PERFORMANCE LEVEL.—The sup-
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: 1 ‘port order performance level for a State
2 for a fiseal year is the percentage of the
3 total number of cases under the State plan
4 approved under this part in which there is
5 - a support order during the fiscal year.
6 “(ii) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE.
7 PERCENTAGE.—The applicable percentage
8 : with_ reSpect to a State’s support order per-
9 formance level is as follows:
“If the support order performance level is: The applicable
At least: " But less than: percentage is:

L 2 100

P 2R 1 7 ST 8

1107 (£} 2 96

Y £/ (.17 94

-/ 2 U S 92

1572 SR (. 2 90

TAT v esee e s sssesnsens 1517 3N 88

1£ /2 R £ T 86

LE L7 T3% voevsnermmrssassssssssnsstnrsooe 84

TR oo O . 82

(12— e ————— (5 U 3 80

B9 vvversrrrrersensssssmssssssesnd SO (17 OO 79

BRYE vovvsurmmnnsivmssssansssssansssennenns B9% wvveorrrecrrorsomenns e 1

BTt cciiereericennanionuens ETTTRTIPPIIN BB ererrnsrrirenesnen e renensnans 77

BE% vovvvesrcrenecsrecssssssssesssesisens 3 L7 76

B3% vourrisssssnsesmmmssssens S B correereerir s enereseenennes 75

BA% cvveeeeeereeeeeeeeeee oo (53 T4

B3 rovervessrs s ssessssesssssarsss BT e srnnnasnarsanreiees 73

B2% oovvvseresssseesssseeeseese oo B3 eovevvereceereesseeseeeseesesesir 72

L3 R (13237 7

107 2 3 . s 70

T BOTE ooeovveecrriveeeeeee s crnns 69

L G wvvvnvcrmsenscsssessecsisss s 68

1 0 2 BBYE rrecrcescreseessessecreseseee 67

BE% vvorecrsssssesseneseemsensensenen S SO , 66

B3% veerneessrenen s nsrsssrees 1.3 2 65

A oeecrrerinrsecrnns reraereeaeans 5 17 2O UP OO : 64

D3 e s s W L everersaerias 63

C 2R |- S vt 62

) £ S e aeeeees R A reerrnraees S 61

B 1) 17T 3 1 2 © 80

January 28, 1988 {2:35 p.m.)
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“If the support order perfo;inanee level is: | ] The applicable
At least: "~ Butless than: _percentage la:
17 2 . 571 S 0.
1 Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, if
| 2 the support order performance level of &
-3 " State for a fiscal year is less than 50 per-
4 cent but exceeds by at least 5 percentage
5 pomts the support order perfonnance level'
6 of the State for the mmedlately preceding
-7 fiscal year, then the applicable ~percentage |
-8 * with respect to the State’s support order
9 performance level is 50 percent.
10 4(C) COLLECTIONS ON CL'RRE.S'T CHILD
11 SUPPORT DUE— | |
12 “(1) DETERMI;\‘ATIO.\' OF CURRENT
13 PAYMENT PERFOR}Lx5JCE | LEVEL.—The
14 current payment . perfox-manée level for a
15 State for a fiscal year is.equal to the total
16 amount of current support collected during
17 the fiscal yeaf under the State plan ap-
18 ~ proved urider this part divided by the total N
19 amo;inﬁ of current support owed during the
20 | ﬁsca} yéar in all cases under the State
'21 : plan, expressed &s a percentage. |
22 (i) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE
23 PERCENTAGE.—The applicable percenté,ge

January 28, 1998 (2:35 p.m.)
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with respect to a State’s current payment

performance level is as follows:

“If the current payment performance level is: " The applicable

At least: But less than: percentage ls:
BOF e verseresnsrsrtsotess vveeresees oo e nessrsaser e s srsess 100
TV ot eeerreesessrassens 47 S 98
TBYE oo esersrsrresersenens Tt ereereeeeeeeene s siesereneenennans 06
TTF v seemens 117 2N 04
L/ T Lk &7 2 o2
(517 2 e raessnreien E{:37/ N 90
TAF oeviriesr et et SR 1 72U B3
T coveeeeemmsesreeressenssaasnses T3 crererirecsenresseeresersessens 6
(D37 2, £ 77O ¥4
3 L SO F 7 S .82
TOPE e immsnsassensrenas F & 7 2 80
BOR evvreceemrenrersisnsoressnenennane TOF s oviorrereecin s eesefovsensone 7
BRE vt s vens (117 N 8
7 {7 (57 SN 17
(1117 2O O (72N 76
BB wrverrmenrseressrmrerios sensnesironas 1137 2 ™
2 L7 5 17/ 2 T4
5 17 2 FESRTRUTTRN - U OO 73
B2T6 coemrremrereeremseesaresensarssesens 63% ”
B1% .o, eveesteseoereenersaerans B2TE 1errerinrisereeresre s 71
(107 2 L3 U2 70
3L 2 SO 7/ 69
BBR vrirervirirersirisnsnassosssennerenns 59% 68
Y L7 BB i ersrsrseninssseressresessans 67
1L U 5 {7 S . 66
535% .. TR 1 { R 65
BEF eorvirriris e sssissssineisnens BT emereesteesiss e eneanenas 64
BAR cevireereresnnrannenseaeserisesyeenns L 3 SN ireeareenaans 63
53217 PO 3 L7 R 62
3 L B2 oo ereenseserseeseeseenes 61
B0 weireeemireeeeee e seareans 53 U 2 - 60
F9G ittt 1117 OO .59
T K17 R v———  5R
XY L R FAGE i 57
F6T v R £ 2 56
45% v reerreeeerteereeas p—— B orrerreearemseseecesrssesseseeaons 33
KN L A SOOI £ U oottt enaas 54
R L O 4% 5
298 o rere e srenrastes K 17 32
LS L B2 i barnns 31
KTy O B Y L R 50
O eooreeeeeereeree e stissssastins KT L7 OO 0.

Notwithsianding the preceding sentence, if

the,‘ current payment performance level of a

January 28, 1998 (2:35 p.m.)
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‘State for a fiscal year is less than 40 per-

S

2 cent: but exceeds by at least 5 percentage
3 points the current payment performance
4 level of the State for the immediately pre-
s | cediﬁg fiscal year, then the applicable per-

6 centage with respect to the State’s current
7 payment performanée’ level is 50 ﬁéreent.

8 “(D)" COLLECTIONS ON CHILD SUPPORT
9 ARREARAGES.—

10 “(i) DETERMINATION OF ARREARAGE

11 | PAYMENT PERF(SR.\LLQCE LEVEL.—The ar-

12 ~ rearage payment performance level for a
13 ~ State for a fiseal year is equal to the total
14 . number of cases under the State élan ap-
15 provéd under this part in which payments
16 | of past-due child support were received
17 - durifxgvthe fiscal year 'é.nd part or'a'll‘,t')f the |
3 payments were distributed to the family to
19 " whom the past-due child support was owed
20 - (or, if all past-due child support owed to
21 . the family was, at“the' time of receipt, sub-
22 | ~ Jjeet to an assignment to the State, part or
23 all of the payments were retained by the
24 ,Stat;e.) dividéd by the total number of cases
25 under the State plan in which there is

/£
January 28, 19988 (2:35p.m.)
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1 "~ past-due child support, expressed as a per-
2 centage.
3 (1) DLTER\II\A’I‘IO\ OF APPLICABLE |
4 PERCENTAGE.—The applicable percentage
5 ~with respect to a State's arrearage pay-
6 ment performance level is as follows:
“Ifthe an-earage payment performanoe level is: The applicable -
Af lemst: - . But less than: parcentage is
K. 117 2O i ———— 100
L2 L U 117 SRS - 98
FL. L7 S L£:1/ Z. reeseenserasneraas " 96
TT% rorvererseiresemramsessesssseres S 1 - SN Co84
TE%, rererrsrermrsnssssesssssesssenes ST & £ 2 S 92
£ 2 L1 90
TATE ceerrenmrnenesemnessessenssneins THT ererurersmnesrrnsosns et esrens SRR 1
T3% ooveeieeerrnns rerers s eersnins THE v enenns 86
{237 . T £ SO 84
TIF vrccrncnmrimssnrssssisisions TR rureeaeiemsenssssaesesenssnanses 82
({117 USRI § LSOO 80
117 IO O {11 SRS 79
(117 A B9 vorrerererrreissne s sennseas 78
L 7 S e, 68% crerrrennn, SO B
BB cevrvrererresemeenssessemesssesens LY (7 2T 76
B3 ferrr s snnsestsennres v B8 et e I £
B4 ootz ivreesiins BT ovnsassiuinsssssssssrenesersinasess 74
(217 2O eeaeeesrsanrens B4%E - ovoveereeereser e araes 73
L7 TR U -+ U OO T2
61% wvvrereeirerarnenes e v B2 e e ‘ 71"
B0 e cnrressenssanrene B3 0 .10
1L BOT eecrrrreenrrensrenssssnsssassanns 69
BBYE oerreveeeeressenscsanns SONUEIU 1. SR 68
BIT coveoreeneenssesssssssssisessresioes BRI crreeioesrasesencsmernssensrssecssnans 67
T 17 RN 11 SO 66
51: 37 R vereaneses BER cvvveceerrmereamerernssensssensesnes 65
XY S vt e 537 S OO b4
G L7, . X 83
5537 2 S T X 17O 62
3 L7 A SO > 17 OO 61
SO vevvrmserserimreseeesaseriaens TP [ 60
LTy 2N RO, S0% —evvererererrennene e esere s 1)
8% 3 58
41% 57
6% i enaiens 58
3% 53
HE oo 54
3% e reenaensaaiins 53
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“If the arrearage jmﬁem performance level s _ The applicable
Atleast: © But less than: percentage ls: -
‘;417: e " SRR S R ....... o A1
Y S—— G correrresivsrmseresssssssassssasnn 50
[/ J AT, |1/ SR —— 0.
1 Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, if
2 | thé arrearage payment performance level_
3 ~of a State for a fiscal year is les than 40
4 percent but exceeds 'by ‘.at least 5 percent-
5 age points the arrearage paymentvperform-
6 ance level of the Staiae for the immediately
7 preceding fiscal year, then the applicable
8 .percentage with ,reépecf, to the State’s ar-
9 'rearg,ge payment performanée level is .50 |
10  percent. | |
11 “(B) COST-EFFECTI\'E.\'E;SS.— |
12 "‘(i). DETE'R.\H.\';\T‘I()'.\' bF. COST-EF-
13 chfzvn.\'mss 'éERFOR.\m;\‘cE ‘LEVEL.'—The -
14 cost-:effectiveness performance level for a
15 State for a fiscal year is equal to the total
16 amount collected din'ing the fiscal year
17 | 'u_ndé,r' the State plan approved under this
18 ' part’ divided by the tot.al' ‘améur_lt expended |
19 durihg the fiscal yéar' under the St".ate plan,
20 expressed as a ratio. |
21 (i) DETERMINATIO.\'- 015 APPLICABLE
22 . PERCENTAGE.—The applicable percentage

January 28, 1998 (2:55 p-m.)
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22
with respect to a State’s cost-effectiveness

performance level is as follows:

“If the cost effectiveness performance level is: The applicable

At least: " But less than: . percentage ls:

5.00 ... e veseeesessessentreens | samstensmretesetamsetintaceresstomenssessons 100
350 orrerrseeneemesennenies 399 oo enssernens S 90
200 e 180 e, 80
: 7| T I X RO 70
B.00 e serereenessssrenns 111 SR 60
250 erveerreerenenen, oo essens 3.00 oo, et .50
2,00 1evreeeersnererseersseesseeneens Y1) SO 10

“(c) TREATMENT OF INTERSTATE CbLLEcqfx()xs.——
In computing incentive payments undér this section, sup-
port which is cdllectedby a State at the reque'st of another
State shall be treatéd as having been collected in full by

202 456 5581:823

both States, and any amounts expended by a State in car-

rymg out & speclal project assisted under section 455(e) -

‘shall be exeluded.

“(d) ADMINISTRATIVE PRbWSXO\'S —;The amounts
of the incentive payments to be made to the States under
this section for a fiscal year shall be estimated by the Sec-
retary at or before the beginning of the fiscal year on the
basié qf the best information 'avail;able. The Secretary shall
make the payments for the fiscal year, on a quarterly basis

(with each quarterly payment being made no later than

the beginnihg’ of the quarter involved), in the amounts S0 |

estimated, reduced or increased to the extent of any over-

payments or underpayments which the Secretary deter~

January 28, 1998 (2:35p.m.)



SENT BY:Xerox Telecopier 7021 i 1-30-98 i11i23AM i a R
F:\M5\SHAW\SHAW.076 o - CHL.C

o

NN RN RN N et e e e s — ek st —
H W N = O W 0 ~ AN W D W e O

O 0 N e bW

23

202 456 5581:824

mines were made under this section to the States involved -

for prior periods and with respect to which adjustment has

‘not already been made under this subsection, Upon the

making of any estimate by the Secretary under the preced-
ing sentence, any appropriations available for payments
under this section are deemed obligated.

The Secretéry shall prescribe

‘“(e) REGULATIONS.
such regulations as may be necessary governing the cal-

culation of incentive payments undér this section, includ-

closed cases and cases over which the States do not have

jurisdietion. . .

“() REI.\*\'EsfrzxxE.\"T.—A State to which_‘ 8 payment
is made undex? this section shall expend the full amount
of the payment— o

“(1) to carry out the State plan approved under
this part; or ' |
“(2) for any activity (’i’ncluding cost-effective

"ing directions for excluding from the calculations certaixi |

contracts with local agencies) approved by the Sec--

retary, whether or not the expenditures for which

are eligible for reimbursement under this part, which -

may contribute to improving the effectiveness or effi-

ciency of the S;até program operated under this

part.”.

January 26, 1888 (2:36 p.m.)
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1 (b) TrANSITION RULE.—Notwithstanding any other
2 provision of law— o *
3 (1) for ﬁscallyear 2000, the Secretary shall re-
4 duce by Y5 the amount otherwise ﬁayable to a State
5 under section 458 of the Social Security Act, and
6 shall reduce by % the amount otherwise payable to
7 a» State under éectioh 458A of such Act; and
8 (@) for fﬁscai year 2001, the Secretary shall re-
9 duc_se by %4 the amount otherwise payable to a State
10 under section 458 of the Social Security Act, and
11 shall redﬁce by s the amount otherwise payable to
12 a State under section 458A of such Act. |
13 (c)' REGULATIONS.—Within 9 months after the date
14 of the enactment Qf this section, the Secreta’.ryyt‘)t' Health
15 and Human Services shall preSCribe regulations governing
16 the implementation of section 458A of the SocialySevcurity
17 AA.ct when such section takes effect and the implementation
18 of subsection (b) of this section. ‘
19 (d) STUDIES.— |
20 (1) GENERAL REVIEW OF NEW INCENTIVE PaY-
21 MENT SYSTEM,—
22 (A) IN GENERAL—The Secretary of
23 Health and Human Services shall conduct a
24 study of the i&lplementa'_tion of the incentive
25
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1 the Social Securify Act, in order to identify the
2 problems and successes of the system. '
3 (B). REPORTS TO THE cdeREss.—
4 L (1) REPORT ON VARIATIONS IN STATE
5. « Psgéémm.\'cs ATTRIBUTABLE TO. DEMO-
6 (}R.;PHIC VARLXBL‘ES.—-NOLI&ter than Oc-
7 tober 1, 2000, the Secretary shall submit
8 to the Congress a report that identifies any
9 ‘» demographic or economic variables that ac-
10 count for differences in the performance
11 levels achieved by the States with respect
12 to the performance measure:s used in the
13 system, and contains the recommendations
14 of the Secretary for such ‘mﬁi}:stments to
15’ the ‘system as may be neeeséary to ensure
16 that the relative performance of States is
17 meaﬁured from a baseline that takes ac-
18 * count of an_v;r such variables. -

.19 (ii) INTERIM REPORT.—Not later than
20 March 1, 2001, the Secretary shall submit
21 to the Congress an interim report th#t con-
22 tains the findings of the study required by

23 subparagraph (A). : ‘
24 - (iil) FI\I\L REPORT.-—-Not later than
25

October 1, 2003, the Secretary shall sub-

January 28, 1088 (2:35 p.m.)
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26 |
mit to. the Congress a final report that
contains the final findings of 1t»,hersmdy ré-
- . quired by subparagraph (A). The reportv
shgli ‘inchide any recommendatibn‘s for
' changes in the system that the Sééfeﬁa’ry
. detérmines would improve the“o?eratian of
~ the child suppor-t enforcement program.

- (2) DE\'ELOI’\IE\T OF \IEDI(‘AL sSU PPORT IN-

(I‘\TI\'E-— -

(A). IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of
Health and Human Services, in consultation
with St'at‘;e[ directors of programs operated
under part D of title IV of the Social Security
Act andv‘represerlltatives of children potgntially
eligible Ifqr medical 'Support, shall develop a per-
formapcé measure based on the effectiveness of
States ‘in establishing and enforc'mg medical
support ob]iéations, and shall make rec-
ommendations for the incorporat.ibn of the
measure,.in a- revehue neutral manner, into the

incentive payment system estabhshed by sectlon

-458A of the Social Secunty Act.

_(B) REPORT.—Not later than October 1,
1999, the Secretary shall submit to the Con-

' gpe;s‘ a report‘ that describes the performance
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1 measure and contains the recommendations re-
2 quired by subparagraph (A). |
3 (e) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
. 4 (1) IN GENERAL.—Section 341 IOf' thé Pérsonal |
5 Responsibility and Work Opnortunity Reconciliation -
6 Act of 1996 (42 U. S.C. 658 note) is amended—
7 ~ (A) by striking subsectlon (a) and redesig-
| 8 | nating subsections (b), (c), and (d) as sub- |
9 s'ections;(aj, (b), and (c),‘ respectively; and
10 (B) in subsection (c) (as so redesig-
11 nated)—-‘-
12 " (1) by striking paragraph (1) and in-
13 serting the fo]]owmg
14 “(1) CO\F()R\H\G AME\D\IE\Tb TO PREbE\'I;
15 f SYSTEM.—The amendments made by subsectxon (2)
16 of this section shall become effective with respect to
17 a State as of the date the amendments made by sec-
18 tion 103(a) (without regard to section. 116(a)(2))
19 first apply to the State.”’; a.nd
20 (ii) in paragraph (2), by striking
21 | “(e)” and inserting *(b)”. |
22 '(2') ‘EFI-‘ECTI\'E D'ATE.—Thé amendments made
23 by this sectlon shall take effect as if included in the
24 enactment of section 341 of the Personal Respon-

January 28, 1998 (2:35 p.m.)
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1 sibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
2 196 | .
3 (f) ELIMINATION OF PREﬁECESSOR INCENTIVE Pay-
4 MENT SYSTEM.~— | | .
5 (1) REPEAL —Section 458 of the Social Secu-
6  rity Act (42 U.S.C. 658) is repealed.
7 (2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
8 (A) Section 458A of the Social Security
9 Act (42 U.S.C. 6588) is redesignated as section

10 458. | |
11 - (B) Subsection (d)(1) of this section is
12 " amended by striking “4584’ ' and inserting |
13 “458”.
14 (3)‘EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
"15 by this subsection shall take effect "on October 1,
16 2001 | o
n17 - (B) GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE.-—Except as other-

18 wise provided in this section, the amendments made by
19 this section shall take 'eﬁ'ect on October 1, 1999. "

January 28, 1888 (2:36 p.m.)
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1 TITLE III—ADOPTION:
2 'PROVISIONS "
| 3 SEC. 301 MORE FLExmu: PENALTY PROCEDUR.E TO BE AP
4 _PLIED FOR FAILING TO PERMIT INTERJURIS-
5 | DICTIONAL ADOPTION -
6 (a) Sectlon 474(d) of the Social Secunty Act (42 )
7 U S C. 674(d)) is amended in each of parag‘raphs 1) and' |
8 (2) by inserting ‘ or subsectlon (e) of: this sect1on” after
9 “section 471(2)(18)". | R
10 (b) Section 474(e) of such Act (42 US.C. 674(e))
11 is amended—‘v |
12 . (1) by stnkmg all that precedes paragraph (1)
13 . and msertlng the following: |
y 14 | “(e) Asa cond.ltlon of recelvmg funds under th1s part
15 aState shall not—” o ” ,
16 " (2)in paragraph ( 1), by strlkmg “demed or de--
17 ' layed” and msertmg “deny or delay’’; d '
18 (8) in paragraph (2) by strlkmg “falled” and
19 inserting “fall" | o ' '
a ‘20 ) | (c) RETR()ACTI\'IT\ —The amendments made by thlS
| 21' section shall take effect as.if mcluded in sectlon 202(b)‘-

N
. N

of the Adoptlon and Safe Farmhes Act of 1997

N
b)

SEC 302. TECHNICAL COR.R.ECTIONS
~ Section 473A(c)(2)(B) of the Soclal Secunty Act (42 -
25 US.C. 673b(c)(2)(B)) is amended—, : ‘

N
F-S

" January 28, 1998 (2:35 p.m.)
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1 (1) by striking “November 30, 1997” and in-
2 serting “April 30, 1998"; and
3 - (2) by striking “March 1, 1998” and inserting
4 “July1, 1998”, - |

A

January 28, 1698 (2:35 p.m.)



© . county oﬂlcnals the pnncnpal author of the 1996 welfare reform Iaw is. -

Lawmaker Backs State s Bld for Lower Chlld Support o
Penalty (Washn) By Mellssa Healy and Vlrglnla Ellls L

(c) 1998, Los Angeles Times |
WASHINGTON Under intense pmsune from Caltfomxa state and i

ready to propose changes to the landmark measure that could shield -

“~California from a devastating $4 billion penalty in. 998 alone. -

- Less than 18 months after the welfare law was. enacted, Rep. Clay

| ‘Shaw, R-Fla., says Congress must scale back the automatic penalties i it
 wouldi impose on states that fail to'build centraltzed computer systems L

to track parents who owe child support

\haw is set to propose a-new penalty formuila that could reduce the

sanction California faces this year from.a projected $4 billion'to about ‘
 $10:% million. Shaw also hopes to relax the law's requifement that

states build strictly. mtegrated centralized systems. : - a
Shaw's proposal would ease California's pathto eompltance by x
allowing the state to establish a loosely linked network of dlssmular

- county chnld-support enforcement systems.

Shaw, chalrman of the House Ways and Means Comnuttee S
_subcommtttee on hurhan resources, acknowledged inan mtemew that

. his draft plan is designed speclﬁcally to bail California out of its . :
" ‘failure to meet the welfare law's réquirements for a. stngle statewrde
: 'computer system for child-support enforcement:

- The state already, has missed the first deadline for. creatmg such a’

" svstem; and-its efforts to build one have been styrmed by massive f

teehmcal and polmcal problems o v mother hopmg 10 get chtld support trom a father ltvmg in 'san Dn
s not entlrely fair to those who really busted thetr backs 10 get the o nught have 16 deal with two distinct systems that don't easily

job done and tried to comply. said Shaw, who-intends to airhis. .-~ communicate with each other and which may have: vastlv dlﬁeren'
"pmposals later this month. * However California's problems are more Co rules and regulations. - .. ,, ,

irnmense than many other states and.there will be some pcnalty S - The welfare reform law set out. to fix that problem mandatmg t
“involved. But it won't tal\e so much money out that itwill be e ’_' O each state have a” seamless" system that would track an absent.
-tremendously regressive.” . - oo A parent s moves from county to countv and make it ensv o track

Shaw's proposal, which already has sparked controversy?‘ comes as-
'Caltforma s chtld-support enforcement effort langulshwm disarray.
California. collects support for less: than 14 percent of the famiilies tha
apply for lt and 3 mtlllon chtldren recewe nothmg ﬁ'om the absent

- whether that parent has keépt up 1 wnth chlld-support payment\ ‘
Although the state of California has spent $100 miilion to build

& computer system that would sattsfv the requirements of the. welf:

. law, Gov. ‘Wilson in November abandoned the project and cancell

parént, - - - $103 million contract with compuiter- giant Lockheed-Martin IMS$.
.Many experts fault Cahfomna s system of county adnumstered T Wllsons action came after his adnumstratlon concluded that it wo

child-support enforcement, whose parts are not. linked together by a L _cost: more to-correct problems wrth the Lockheed system than o

«mgle t,omputer svstem As a result, for'i mstance a Sacramento o launcha new eﬁ'ort : :

_ : o B wrth that new eﬂ‘ort not yet under way. the state is nearlv

- 8 10 rernam out-of-compltance with the welfare law for several more
‘. years. And under the terms of the law now on the books, that.*
. . tnﬁ'actton could cost Caltforma its entire welfare biock grant for es
3 Coe v-f Vear that its system'fails to’ meet the tederal standard:
B Under Shaw's plan. the secretary of the U).N, Departmem af Heul
: f_-: and Human Services sull would have sanction Calitomia for eac
.- yearitfailsto mstttute an integrated system for traekmg non-custoc
:_"j'- E parents But the secretary would have the latltude o adopt aless
- [ ’punitive formula; durmmg the state for 4. percent of its federal -
. child-support enforcement bloclt grant or abaut $I2 mllhun in the
, : .. . first yéar of non-compllance
7’ K o The ,amount of the less-punitive sanctton would increase over
| l \ Lt I . ‘ _ g -consecutlve years ﬁ'om 8 percent - or $24 million in California's cas
" of the block grant in the second year, 16 & ceiling of 20 percent $60
“+" millionin Califomia in'the. fifth vear of non-compliance. -
o » ~If'a’state initially fails to'meet thc requirements of the law but com
o f - “into comphanoe later within the same veur. Shaw's plan would allow
" .+ the HHS secretary to return 75 pcrccnl of o state's pcnult\' to, thm sti
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"sExperlment

Inthe background paper that the

thte House pravi(led for itg child-

,weproposals week, there was,
‘gne page describing, in hard num-
{bers, the way Americans care for
. their childreq. It was & depressing

’4ocument.

+'<"In 1995, nearly 13 mm:on—-mm
 than’ half—of the nation's 21 millioa .

prescbool children were recetving .

"+ child care from someone ather than

‘thdrpmmOfchﬁdrenunderﬁw
‘age of , 43 percent were under such ©
* ¢are, And these infants and toddlers

-'and ‘preschoalers are, on the sver- -

o age,lx':“'chﬂdmtonhrgechunkot
. mwumemalesommd
.that more 'than half of childcare
- children were. in- child- care for 35
homuwv.ekormore.otschoohce
‘kids, every. wéek an
filion come home to empty hnum
"7 v We are engiged In s-vast and
: udicalexperimént on-oir children, *
- We ase bietting, against the wisdom .

really. 7
) mthcquoﬂdhnbudmofnls!nz
‘t!:dryoml‘heinamingevideno:
* + b that this'is wrong. While it may
C someuma be necessary, for. both

: noted. children' 1. childcate; pro-- .
) grmmnot.inazmtmnyam,
-+ “well cared for, One four-year study of

Achildwecenmnudonlyencm
“of :seven as of good quafity, This
-abience of quality reaches cats

s the White Housc's duhlest

‘namlchcénﬁveforpm“to

In22, percent of famzlzes wkere botk

parents work, the pa
thezr chzldren themelves. .

.- . .of:the sges and the Issons of our
: _1m.chndhoods.thztitdoeonnt ,

for children

.- S, whatwuldm
strongly,

‘dlscourage. out .
.birtha. Ilwu!duektom!y‘
“relnfdrce the idea that i primarily - -

“strophic levels In the care of poor | -takes riot a village but parents—two
~ “children. In the bland buresucratese . of them—to raise & child; It woyld
. of one report: “Many chlldres living - “offer help for parents whomst

in’ poverty-receive child care that, at .
‘best, does not support thelr optimal

pmtmu their health and safety”

oﬂpmmknwtbeobﬁm .

work.buti:muldnndmunmimk

- sble, measage that, whenever posal- -
dmlopmmtmd.atmn&meom— hle.&tlsbewuutmpamtmf -
. "whokeeptpuutithome.ww

rents still ¢ care for

tmth, md theyreﬁ.metahultthb;

Talsing of their chilldren t6 the kind-

and competence of srangers.In ..

22 percept of families whiere both . the ots

pareats work, -the parents still-care - - care for |
‘their themselves. When

! they tura to others; 25 perce use
" relatives, 17 per mwom s

- » 3 . : - «’. i
g | T 2

'whstmstpmﬁwmtmd:bbe

sble to sfford to have one patent sty . -

".ﬁemydkh:ﬂtmw:&udh
to ax up
" to 50 percent of child-care-
'm}ow-nndnﬂddle—Wometwwo&--

er families—but familles ™

nothing to
doud;esdnﬂu!w'lﬁwmku(eea-

* ¢hoose work over child-rearing?

éxpenses

It doeaa¥, says Brice, Reed, the

"preddent‘n domestic-paficy sdvlm o

' ,E"‘mmkeedwrdunurlghh
" But ¥ the administration o serious’ -
- about the best Interests of th chi

- elp families where onementde-
“cides- 40’ otaf ‘home with the chik

“dren” He shw]d be tnkzn ath!s

~wordiand tested. " s
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