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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. 

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



!!SECTION l. SHORT TITLE.!! 

This Act may be cited as the "Child Support Perfonnance and 
Incentive Act of 1998". 

I!SEC. 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 SUfiPORT OATA PROCESSING REQUIREMENTS 

Sec. 101. Alternative penalty procedure. 
Sec. 102. Authority to waive single Statewide automated data 

processing and information retrieval system requirement. 

TITLE II--CHILD SUPPORT INCENTIVE SYSTEM 

Sec. 201. Incentive payments to States. 

TITLE IIl--ADOPTION PROVISIONS 

Sec. 30 l. More flexible penalty procedure to be applied for failing 
to permit interjurisdictional adoption. 

Sec. 302. Technical corrections. 

!!TITLE I--CHILD SUPPORT DATA PROCESSING REQUIREMENTS!! 

!!SEC. 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 detennines that a State plan under 


section 454 would (in the absence of thisgaragraph) be 

disapproved for the failure of the StateJ"omplY with section 

454(24)(A), and that the State has made and is continuing to 

make a good faith effort to so comply; and 


"(ii) the State has submitted to the Secretary a corrective 

compliance plan that describes how the State will achieve such 

cOIl1pliance, 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 (l)(A) of this subsection for 
the fiscal year by the penalty amount. 

1t(B) In this paragraph: 

It(i) The tenn . penalty amount' means, with respect to a 


failure ofa State to comply with section 454(24)­



"(1).4 percent of the penalty base, in the case of the 

1st fiscal year in which such a failure by the State occurs; 


"(II) 8 percent of the penalty base, in the case of the 

2nd such fiscal year; 


"(III) 16 percent of the penalty base, in the case of 

the 3rd such fiscal year; or 


"(IV) 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 


failure ofa State to comply with section 454(24) during a 

fiscal year, the amount otherwise payable to the State under 

paragraph (I)(A) of this subsection for the preceding fiscal 

year. 


n(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 199& if-­

"(1) by December 31, 1997, the State has submitted to the 

Secretary a request that the Secretary certify the State as 

having met the requirements of such section; 


"(II) the Secretary has provided the certification as a 

result of a review conducted pursuant to the request; and 


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


"(ii) Ifa State with respect to which a reduction is made 
under this paragraph for a fiscal year achieves compliance with 
section 454(24)(A) by the beginning of the succeeding fiscal year, 
the Secretary shall increase the amount otherwise payable to the 
State under paragraph (I)(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 othefwlse required 
reduction, for each State performance measure described in section· 
458A(b)(4) with respect to which the applicable percentage under 
section 45&A(b)(6) for the fiscal year is 100 pef(;ent, if the 
Secretary has made the determination described, in section 
458A(b)(5)(B) with respect to the State for the fiscal year .. 

"(0) The preceding provisions of this paragraph (except for 
subpar.agraph (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 
section 454(24)(A).". 

(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF PENALTY UNDER T ANF PROGRAM.--Section 
409(a)(8)(A)(i)(III) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(8)(A)(i)(III» is 
amended by inserting "(other than section 454(24»" before the 
semicolon. 



!!SEC. 	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 
454A, with respect to aState if- . 

n(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-


n(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)(8) 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; 


"(III) 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 elemerits, 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 ihrough a single statewide system that meets 

such requirement; 


"(8)(i) the waiver meets the criteria of paragraphs (1), 

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


"(U) the State provides assurances to the Secretary that 

steps will be tiken to otherwise improve the State's child 

support enforcement program; and 


n(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 cif 

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(a)(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 following: 
n(O) 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;". 


!!TIlLE II--CHILD SUPPORT INCENTIVE SYSTEM!! , 

!!SEC. 201. INCENTIVE PAYMENTS TO STATES.!! 

(a) IN GENERAL.--Part D of title IV of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C 651~69) is amended by insening after section 458 the 
follo'wing: 

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

"(a) IN GENERAL.--In addition to any otherpayment under this 
pan, the Secretary shall, subject to 'subsection (0, make an 
incentive payment to each State for each fiscal year in an amount 
determined under subsection (b). 

"(b) AMOUNT OF INCENTIVE PA YMENT.­
"(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 (I), the term 'incentive 

payment pool'. means-­

"(i) $439,000,000 for fiscal year 2000; 
"(ii) $446,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; 
"(iii) $468,000,000 for fiscal year 2002; 
"(iv) $479,000,000 for fiscal year 2003; 
!I(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) CPL--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 to a 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. " 

"(0) The arrearage payment performance level. 

u(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 


n(ii) with respect to the performance measures 
described in subparagraphs (0) 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 

~e State submitted pursuanfto section 454(l5)(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-­

n(i) 2 times the sum of-: 
"(1) 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 .. 

"(II) 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 required to be so assigned; 
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 PERCENTAGES BASED ON 
PERFORMANCE LEVELS.-­

"(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 f~llows: 

"If the paternity 
establishment performance 

level is: 

But 
At less 

least: than: 

80% 
79% 80% 
78% 79% 
77% 78% 
76% 77% 
75% 76% 
74% 75% 
73% 74% 
72% 73% 
71% 72% 
70% 71% 
69% 70% 
68% 69% 
67% 68% . 
66% 67% 
65% 66% 
64% 65% 
63% 64% 

The 
applicable 
percentage 

is: 

100 

98 

96 

94 

92 

90 

88 

86 

84 

82 

80 

79 

78 

77 

76 

75 

74 

73 




·7262% 63% 
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% O. 

. Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, if the 
paternity establishment performaitce 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. 
"(8) 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 support 
order performance level is as follows: 

IIIf the support order 
performance level is: 

The 
But applicable 

At less percentage 
least: than: is: 

80% 100 
79% 80% 98 
78% 79% 96 
77% 78% 94 
76% 77% 92 
75% 76% 90 
74% 75% 88 
73% 74% 86 
72% 73% 84 
71% 72% 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% 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% O. 

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 perfonnance level is 50 percent. 
"(C) COLLECTIONS ON CURRENT CHILD SUPPORT DUE.-­

!I(i) DETERMINATION OF CURRENT PAYMENT PERFORMANCE 
LEVEL. --The current payment perfonnance 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 pan divided bythe 
total amount of current support owed during the fiscal 
year in all cases under the State plan, expressed as a 
percentage. 

It(H) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.--The 
applicable percentage with respect to a State's current 
payment perfonnance level is as follows: . 

"If the current payment 
perfonnance level is: 

But 
At less 

least: than: 

80% 
79% 80% 
78% 79% 

The 
applicable 
percentage 

is: 

100 

98 

96 




77% 78% 94 
76% 77% 92 
75% 76% 90 
74% 75% 88, 
73% 74% 86 
72% 73% 84 
71% 72% 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% 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 
49% 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% O. 

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. 
"(0) 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 
perfonnance level is: 

But 
At less 

least: than: 

80% 
79% 80% 
78% 79% 
77% 78% 
76% 77% 
75% 76% 
74% 75% 
73% 74% 
72% 73% 
71% 72% 
70% 71% 
69% 70% 
68% 69% 
67% 68% 
66% 67% 
65% 66% 
64% . 65% 
63% 64% 
62% 63% 
61% 62% 
60% 61% 
59% 60% 
58% 59% 
57% 58% 
56% 57% 
55% 56% 
54% 55% 
53% 54% 
52% 53% 
51% 52% 
50% . 51% 
49% 50% 

The 
applicable 
percentage 

is: 

100 

98 

96 

94 

92 

90 

88 

86 

84 

82 

80 

79 

78 

77 

76 

75 

74 

73 

72 

71 

70 

69 

68 

67 

66 

65 

64 

63 

62 

61 

60 

.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% O. 

Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, lithe 
arrearage payment performance level of a State for a 
fiscal year is less than 40 pen.:ent 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 az:yearage payment 
performance level is 50 percent. 
"(E) COST-EFFECTIVENESS.­

"(i) DETERMINATION OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
PERFORMANCE LEVEL.-~The cost-effectiveness 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: 

The 
But applicable 

At less percentage 
least: than: is: 

5.00 100 
4.50 4.99 90 
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 O. 

"(c) TRI;:ATh1ENT 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 canying out a special project assisted under section 

455(e) shall be excluded. 


ned) 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, on a 
quanerly basis (with each quanerly 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 reen made under this subsection. 
Upon the making of any estimate by the Secretary under the preceding 
sentence, any appropriations available for payments under this 
section 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 cenain 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 pan; 
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 pan, which may contribute to improving the effectiveness 

or efficiency of the State program operated under this pan.". 


(b) TRANSITION RULE. --Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law-- . 


. (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 200 I, 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 payable to a State under section 458A of such 

Act. 


(c) REGULATIONS.--Within 9 months after the date of the 

enactment of this section, the 'Secretary of Health and Human 

SeIVices 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) STIJDIES.-­



(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 

'. A TTRlBlIT ABLE TO DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES. --Not later than 
October 1,2000, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Congress a report that identifies any demographic or 
economic variables that account for differences in the 
perfonruince 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 necessary 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 GEI%RAL.--The Secretary of Health and Human 


Services, in consultation with State directors of programs 

operated under part D of title IV 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 established by 

section 458A 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 

recommendations required by subparagraph (A). 


(e) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-- . . 
(1) IN GENERAL.--Section 341 of the Personal Responsibility 

and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C. 658 
note) is amended­

(A) by striking subsection (a) and redesignating 

subsections (b), (c), and (d) as subsections (a), (b), and 

(c), respectively; and 


(B) in subsection (c) (as so redesignated)-­
(i) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting the 



.. 


following: 
"(i) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO PRESENT SYSTEM.--The 

amendments made by subsection (a) of this section shall become 
effective with respect to a Sta,te as of the date the amendments 
made by section103(a) (without regard to section 116(a)(2» 
first apply to the State. "; and 

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking "(c)" and 
. ,inserting n(b)". 


.' (2) EFFECTIVE DATE.--The amendments made by this section 

shall take effect as if included in the enactment of section 341 

of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 

Reconciliation Act of 1996. 


(f)ELIMINATION OF PREDECESSOR INCENTIVE PAYMENT SYSTEM.-­
(1) REPEAL.--Section 458 of the Sodal Security Act (42 

U.S.C. 658) is repealed. 
(2) CONFQRMING AMENDMENTS.-­

(A) Section 458A of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 

658a) is redesignated as section 458. . 


(8) Subsection (d)(I) of this section is am~nded by· 

striking n458A" and inserting "458". ' 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made by this subsection 


. shall take effect on October 1, 2001. . 


.. (g) GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE.--Except asotherwise provided in 

this se~tion, the amendments made by this section shall take effect 

on Octoher 1, 1999. . 


!!TITLE III--ADOPTION PROVISIONS!! 

!!SEC.30l. MORE FLEXIBLE PENALTY PROCEDURE TO BE APPLIED FOR 
FAILING TO PERMIT INTERJURISDICTIONAL ADOPTION.!! 

(a) Section 474(d) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 

674(d» is amended in each of paragraphs (l)and (2) by inserting 

"or subsection (e) of this section" after "section 471 (a)(l 8)". ' ' , 


(b) Section 474(e) of such Act (42 U.S.c. 674(e» is amended-­
(l) by striking all that precedes paragraph (l) and 


inserting the following: 

" ". 

. ' 

"(e) As acondition ofreceiving funds under this part, a State· 

shall not-"; . . 


(2) i~ paragraph (1), by striking "denied .or delayed" and 

inserting "deny or delay"; and 


(3) in paragraph (2), by striking "failed" and inserting 
. . 

"fail", 

(c) RETROACTIVITY.--The amendments made by this section shall 
. take effect as if included in section 202(b) of the Adoption and 

Safe Families Act of 1997. 

!!SEC. 302. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.!! 



· . 

Section 473A(c)(2)(B) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
673b(c)(2)(B» is amended- . 

(1) by striking "November 30, 1997" and insening "April 30, 
1998"; and. 

(2) by striking "March 1, 1998" and inserting "July 1, 

1998", 
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. ; .CoQj)erative'o-wned oy.3Q·Idahd pofat(!grq\\ers whi) had 11<.!'i!!.ltiale,\ 11\' going to pappen," hI;! said: .' . 
;:::~::.}~.uy::}·/}¢!;;\~'~~.~.:~~.:,.:}.: :'?\';:';;>.,. :~: .: . . .... .,,:':-::. :-.' ,,~. . . '. . 

.",;::a po*o::p~smg phUii;J:be): said..~le~' \v<,iu!d ~a.\~ It1·1 W\· lil~)r!!·t!ir . ~~7-------~"-----------~---' c, 

'.:, - ~(:li.~ facility:a~;aresUlt ~f,CI~t§n's}'et~) ~)fa law that·\\:61~ldhav<.' . ; ..- . ,. 

~~/·I~~.:~~'~":';:::':··.''''t'n''''t'·,',·i;]!;:!l;:~I:::i~::::'~mn::~ 
NOAA:-'~cC:u.r.~tewittf i~.:p.r~~I~ti.ons ·o~ E~Nln~·.~y·~ , :' "~'WASHINGTON:Sinceherdiv6rcerime years ago; Kelly Haas.. has· ,­

.SialraP~r ::Kn.igllt ·Rid·dei;N·eWsp~p~r.j K~Tr ;.' .. ".' : tried tospeild t!very doUar. Wisely:,-w'rth rhfee:c~~atld her.' . 
'.;""'.':; .WASHiN(iT{jN::$C.i~tisi~exp.eCtedEl·Ni~(I:{i\l~)Ja~:I:':\1l i\niehcall: . :~x7hiisband$2b:OOObehind mchild~suppOrtpayinents.:H8as·$441

'. :er~ hUlitileiliii!tl.si~"pr its,"j}i:~"'.' ··.~moiithl}:w~tfare:chr.ck·8nd:$300 mfoOc:i staIrtpSdoR'tgo very·fni. 
tlii:in~:·aIid:9ffici.al tof~~~s~Crs'predi~t~d·Thur~I~\:m.(';r~·i' '.:~ . . ,. ..' The food ,stamps.are·Sone way before the'I~week' of the month,~ 

,::~gi~~~t~:::~~~~.. ~~t~:,'~~i:d~~~;tt~jeqC:ii.I!'~'li'~ ~(XI~I".:" -:.' :'~~!~i:~!:~:~~J~~~~~~etinles,we~~ave.t() g~ n.v~. ~eeks: 
'm1d:eady:;9.)ri~lg rl'i"",~lillh\:·· .' 'MjlliOl~ of.parenlSnationwide Can't~gettbeiifoimer spouSes l(j pay 

NQi1li¢a5t"theNa:til)tlaI,pcearuc~d Atill~)spheric ~d~i);lli~lrl')i.(ln. .... lheifcoWt~or~eTed cbjld'~ppOrt.Arid saine sta~ &ret:a't ~ee~g' ~.' 
iib~orma!\\eather n~t\~:ll\st'.lihii \'.\\tnili .. · ' ,a tederal laW. thatwQuld 'establi~ha nationWide. cqriiputer'sYStem to ... ·.· .;.: 

:~;iweatber:aiTiveri;·fni;lgOg~' i!tiii:J\~ad b:e~n ~~pecl~:. .''::h... help' fmdthese.d~dbeai·pa:ients. ..' - . .'. .' '. • ' '. .., 
. . ~lIid:I:~it"::\yaiJl~ .: .. '., :.This·~f1iers~as:U!dothefwetfare.~ipien~ who argue that w~i1e .• 

~llt!;lia!i'.\h·shelllllli.! .the"riwl)oldS.th~tQatimetal?lc;to get off.publicaSsistanoo; it· '~.~:.' ;.' . 
ilksavmghl.UldfedS of.inmi~llstOr:~lil$lU~lerslli:r~~$~)I~i.:>':;,mh,~:~ ..".: '" .". e~c~e~Some Qf.thestatesthalooul~ help .thein:~o,so. ',:. '. ': 

ofth~ C~1l1!1f\'A \,IS.' '::. The 1996.federal wetfareiefoimlawiIJipOsedseverefinancial '. 
. ~ !IfI:9k~-R:; :_c\\hi.ch c:i!l~ed .iJ~altieS on'St8t~ tliat didn;t iilst8n COinpu~ by. last Occlio ~~~', \ 

5 billion in wcather:relateddalllagesiJ1At.l1encaaild..$ll'lbillion. .' dea~i:leat parents:Wbeil Ohio. and ·1 3;other stales niiSsec:i t1!atd~dline. "' . 
. , . .thc:\'.were suppOsed to lose himdredS ofmillions of dollarS in federill .,', 

.,,;ett'are' nnd,~hild~support.funding. ButiheY .ciidri'4and ~bilfp~dlng:' 
ill'Coll~w~uld it!Lthem off'J.he hbo~ tbisyear bipresertmgUieir' . " " 

·\~'e1tare.fimdSand~1l but 4~t.oftheu:chi!d~~p~ ~oney.;, 
.. ' ',:"Supporters pf th~'hi\l say·the' original S8ilcti.~ are 100 se,:,~·.m;td 
....Z\;6u1ci hmi ,c~entoonection efforts~d jeoPai:diZe.hl;!lpfortl~· 
, ·~fgnrilies~. ::.<~ .':. )' /. '.:.' < ,.' . :: .::...:':".~'::. ',. . ... 

.Butcriticssay'the ~erperialtieS offer: little.incei:ttiVe f!lr ~teSto : .. 1'; 
. ;'lacldetJleissue 'quickly, and are II 'slap mtbe fa(:ie for p~tS~e'. :. 'c .' 

._ '_".,',_,. _. ;~'~~T"_~",\:;;;~~< ,,_ ....:....:~,; , " ~ ";"" ":-"': .;'_ :Haa~;J','. .!.:.:..'.' ,:: <; ":.'.:;::-, ...... .,'.', .... 
..• ',:..~':~;;::~ M.UCli~Clftb~ Solithw~s,ta6d florida, are':e~ilected ,tpg~I.:2(1:1" r10 ·.:. :: ' TheY should be fully pen~li:ied... Haas Said of the delinquent states.:: . 
·····~tp~eIiim9re ram:~than,~uat· whl1~)he:t>l0rthea$i, ~iarticld,a.rl\:· Ohio... 'They ~ct 'like:they' b~ye,~iltbe tinle'in ihe~orld.They..·~not ~g, :.\ .'. 
.:.: ;·;t:candJn'diana, !Iod th¢ Pacific Nl)rt~\\:e:if\\'il\ I'!e dri...i· thall 'lI~uid' .. (ihollt tbepmpn wbo's\.vaitiIigJor that iruppoitt<jbelppaytheir nin~ ~.' 

',' .; A'8eC9Ild protestc.!lffie frOI1l Sn~e KI\;C:T "'uIUI~1 '.lllH":I" '!I~ 

"'::,::,#Urienc~ d#gthe. GlujStD13sseasnll:'!:;; all,~blj(Jnl1!;1~\\;(i;hing. (if 
",,'c .tlje oCc,~ tenl~atlln::$ across ~he ~ast~illrOpl~(ll P.aclfl" Ih;il o.;(.i\l,:e~ 
.<-' :~~angeS in weatlj~ patt~h~s.aro\lnd thq!1nb~.'· . .... 

L. ,:::': !An;E1Nmo.usuallv'i::all,:es mlii:e lireCipil3lit:1I1'ili ~'~:lil~Ti~,ill 
'·~··\i;·~:y:/r~",." ! ,,' : ... ::.-:::'.'. ':'., : ,'., ," ., . : . 

- -;:..:.' 
" 

,···:(}e;tildille'J~sen. presidenl ofthe AsSociati~ for.thildi~ for' 
. ill(meVlll)\V,'.'· . ','.' j,'" ..:' '.' ,. 

Eiui1fCeJlleJl:t ofSupport, ~riation~l child~Supp~a~'(OCacygrJ~iiiI). 
. T;lledd. S3id~ th~proposiil sho~sth~t .'ton~ss has ~lY:foigott~.' 

,"'•• : ", , •• ' '.::' .' > : ••: ....- " (:' - , -; "\ -," :', ~ •• " ''''''> - . ' . 
• I.. r' .... 

: ... '." ;" 

"'.\:'. ··,EI.Nil:io.)ypicl1'n~e~is::·,the··child'·'iri:Sl'gilish:r~1iecil~;gll~trl'queill their utilities a'na to bUy foOd; We don't have a'lot of time. We need the, 
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ihe people it i, here tll ""I,\"~ mid ijrol~~l!' pa)111ent~, Karen Bmi~ton said: And even though his . 
· .'.' A mother Oil wcllllrehas lil'e years (unoer I\!dcroll",n hl.meOI the sen'. :iupp"" pavlllents for the last few monthS. Karen' 
deadlinefor acb.ievini! ,elf·sufli~ien"",." 'ho loscs all h,·'1 ":lic'nil. . . Ihe woman's ienero~itY may not·last, '" 
funding: She gets Il() .:.~cel'lil)ll"" Jen~n ,aid. "\-VllI' "h' ,,,1.1 ,1:11,': •. " Ifllle:' hadlhe ~ompulcis inplaee when they ~ere supPosed t.the", 
government not face the 'k,;;, o!'t,,>dcrnl timulIlg. wl;c;ll,,; \ ·.m": llll,' lIe,'er wOI!ld have.been lhi~ far beliind in.the frist place.~ said Karen ' . .' 

'. mothers mus!'?" ....... .' . B"ul!hton ': It's!imeihC)' I)UI the childreii firsC' . ," " 

, Jen~ lind ~~th~rs'$~y th¢'inQbil~~'llfsh-li;~ lt1 tii.;~k Hlh! 1';·DS\':~lIt.: 

" "f.! 

.child,suPPofuicojilaws bu, kepI iuany famili~, in 1''';01'1\. ill ")'1":, ' 

·payments were made ollllnly 35 p.:TCeIlI, "r.~ mill;"I}, ,,':th,' I,,'I1;""'S . Congre,ss not unified,' in s~pp~rt.': .0.fC.. lin.'ton·s"pian.'}o.r.: 

· II milIionchild·support orders. nccordinl! IIl'preiimin",'" ''',kwi ' . 

· fig~ compiled by the Center for La\\' olid Social P"ii.:;: 'all' In,prolil . Hus.seil~ By David Hess Knigl!t Ridder Newspapei-s .' 
.policy,research group'in Wnsbinlllon: ,. ' " ..: (KRT) ". ·.>:r ,,"., /;,..", :"':' ,".'>!":'" \:~".": 

.' Ofthe $16.7 billioiJ iii support Ijn~lllenlS due il1 I9<)(.. ,mh ,ih..;". .'. WASHJNGTpN Lal¢r. this qloiith.Congh:SS is likely top~;;"a' 
· ~a1f; or $8.7 billion. was paid, And.oflhe $39.6 billi";1 in, ';'erdu< ,resolution SuPllOrtins air strikes in Iraq amithe evenitiafouSter of 
· :suppon,payimmls in I996:oruy ~~ billillll, ,;r 7.5 pen:':;,1. \\US I'niJ. Saddrun HusscijiJ, ..:'. ""'.:,, ,'., ' >', "'.~:: ";:'.'" :".::' 
· .~:-:nallonal SDn;lpuler nelwork is e:-;p~cled I(i incre.,,,,, I'U) llleIlIS. b)',' laWmakers willb0a51 aboul iakinia'tOugii Stani:e.'The'Wwti: House 
.' \1Sl!18 motor veJ:ricle, court.and olher.iecllrds 10 lrack d~"dh"at 1"lfinlS .will clii!er the 'vote of confidence, ":'. :, . : .. " ';,' .... '. ..... " 
.' a~~ state and ,coWltyimes, More Ihun 30perc6il of cJiil;l.iilll'p,m .. ' '. . B.m the iionhindin~resOlU!ion will .be~stIy' ail'ex~iSe~ p~liti~al 
·cases mvolve par,entsin moie than Olle Stule, acclll:Jinl!. !(lllie'pllli~y.. .""It~protection. . . . '. . • . , .,' , .. :,.: . . . 
center. .., '" , '. . .' RepUhiicans.andSomeDeniocratS,.~~i~the: . 
:.The netj,vork'alsocould ,i;onitor "fforts ," ~stabli"h piuclIlil' un,1 .. u~Jiniiii;;tratioll is c'!IiunittedWremoving. ~a¥affi fromp'o~er:l)e" . 
. : compliance with child~si:Jl'port.orders: c.'urt nfiicillis c, ;1I"1'1l~~ 111,'. 'l)re~I~II, ea{ler to seta.w!dely supportedresolutiori'of approval from 
infotmatiori ioaecide whether to \\'ilhhi;ld \\'nses".rill~"llldiIZ ':'.' COll~ ~ef~rehe la~cheuir8rui~ks.oiay Ii~ve "?'~ttOugh . 
refwidsfrom deadbeat parents.' '. '. , . .' . '. . lall[!Ua[!e IlS tlie priCe fOfSUPport:· ,:•., ".: .": ... :::::- ',:n. '.' 

. A I 988 law gavesiates until '1995 1(1 ilisinli th~ S\·s;~Ill~. 11m Whel; :Still•. tlie Tesi:>I,ution probably woO't try to pin the pfeSident dOwn to a 
oruy Montana coinplie~, Ihedeadline wu~ eXleilde,j to (.).:, 1.1 '1;)7. ..specifiedstrategy <»: date'lo oust saddain. And.th'at woUld pinvide: 

· under. the welfare. retorm hiw, . ....;. "'. . . " Clinton with p<!liticall.i~suranceiii the .eventth8tBir' Strikes'failto "' , 
· So far. 21'stateshave systenl,,'th~lllleeltl!(Jer"1 guitldili,,;.',\,hilc 15 dislodgellieIraqiJender.... .•..... . :' ." ;'. ,'. : ..' .. ' 
more have applied for ~ppro\'aJ. The states wiui ill"Olllliklc',,,stclll' .,' Sen, Te4 Stevens.:R.A1~. pemaps Cxp~~'~~Odatioi 
.including' California;IHinoi.; hidiann,;Michi~a;" ohi;, iIIj~, "...... . .·.';be~rthi~ week ~hen he. said:;,:,We'i'emoie"lIIId mor.e concernca ilie . 
P~lvarua.stand to' los.:: 4 percelli.pftileir federal ~ilild:"'I)I""1 , .... :,:presldS~rs pl~1 C~I achieve the'ol'jective (Offoreirig saItdaIn UIIO 

.: fundin{lWlder the proPQs~d legislatioli: TIle penall' \\,ouIJincreusc'" "ompli.mlci!). <'lei;) think'weil c:ridupsUpPorting IIlli'presiden't'ilnd .' 
:eachYcar. reacmng 20 percent iii 200 i .. El\lllh~ ~ncli"ns IIr~ . : ~!veh:inl !he.power:\(~'do wli~I's ~, deSpite our COn~.:'; . 
nowhere nenrwhat,thc:y wouid have beet} il!lder Ihe'ciun:!'lI I"":' c'·ili~~. ". A~ote ~nsuch a resolution;'accordiilg toSel1aIe ~jOiitYEeader.
observe.. ' . .' . '.. Trent'LOll. R~Mi~.• wilfriot cOme until.,CongniSs rerums'from' itS· . 
, For ifisiance. C~lii~inju. which would'hn\'~ IQst~bo~,i :;;}~lIll1illi6t; . . IO-day PreSident's Day recesS '.. "'.. '...,' ,<;:!.; ",;'. 

. iri child~pport fiui~i1igthiS year. \\;Mld (lill.'·loSe oholll $14 million' '.:.~ resolulionwQuldbC nii~bU;~~ I~l!: thi:foiCi:~flli;';YB~ 
· Wl?er. the proPOSllI.a~rding tp estimaleslr.)!il IIi.: Celll~r""BlIJg~1 ',its~syri1bolic commitinentt() ::'(j,)ing sOinetIiinl! ab~.Saddaiti;~.8S ,. 

&lid Po}!cy Ptionlles. a pottC)' r~swchl!follp bere.. Micilipan'~ $112 ,Sen. John McCain;R~Ariz,.putit, is not tobediSCOiinteifQi~;~;:'/:' 
,llullion ~dmgloss would l:ie cut to.$4.5.milliuli. hiIUls\'l""'lia', 10",'. :For.ab~ost !\yo'weekS: S.mate~epublic,aDs 8ridb~tS'h~ve 
~ould go from abollt $100 million h, $4 mmirill mid Oh;,,', !i'IlIA $12' . : bcenquiuTelmg j>verthe woidiDg ofllle resOli!tion:ShOUid'i{til,:,;.' . 
million 10 $5, I million:, .... .,' '... .' .", '.' ..... "l'e!)••~n~.giying the~i~twi~~latitudiftciuik~::~anl 

· ,~e bill enjoys bipartisail ~ul'Portii, CO!lpress olldb;'~kill~ fr(.in tlw. ·..~jlpropnale·. st~s to PW!lsh lraq?Sil<1u1d it be ~1ri~tive:8ndre'qwe 
While House. Rep: E. Clay Sbaw,~.FI.a", "aid Ihe. prol" ',aL i, a.!lIIlCh' '. close congre~lonal oversighl? What happens if'it doeSn't work? A . 
.more sensible alt.:matiw thim theClil'rcil1 SOilcti(IlI': ~\h;~"h" .' ':'. lavonl.! pbfasti has beeii. ::Wbat'sihe'en~ giUne7'::,:,,';;'i:' .' :.::' ':• 

. . , . described as a "nuclear puilislilll~i" . -:. '.' :. . . . ..~ Mmiy me,mbers ofQ:lngrCs,.i. tiilStrated by thilIriqi 1e&der'~Cbrow( 
...':'ObViouslY: that'snot.ail,equilllbie'i!ell~Ir:,:' sbmi ~"li,I'"fll~ •..•. • ·.defianc..;;S8P policyormerelycontainiJig &iddanij~won'twOrk 

wholesale slashing:ofwell'nn! II!1d child;~l!pport fimdil;~ I" ·"iii':s,· .' :We,SIlould'ridopl8 stratC&Y toCn~SliddamH~'~msn of ': 
Bul child-suppOrta<ivOcates sa': pie I'M1OSed f'eljalti~.'i"'"d I~;t;.,'·· .ten;or." LOti said ThursdaY,:': "OUr inOdel'SIiou1d·be t1ie,Reagan;": 

much stiffer to comp,elstates in address the nilittel' >:",ifill." '.' '. <:. Doctrine' (of)rollD~ck; iiot'the \TniulaDDoctruie:{of) cimtiiininent: 
. . Stateofficials.say they have tried in:.;omjli\', b~1I !ecli;iic,il'~I1'" . ," ;'.' '.'No!hll'I!1·short ofejeptingSadd8m·is.going to dO·it;".said'Sen.Bo 

·'logisticaIproblems.!:ontrnct sqUllbhle:,'iilldil~ I;,.iitic""(~eltil;g ,~milll: R~N:H."'Theend gaine'for ~eistJiat bC le8vcsjiowef. one 
· numerous coUnties to use tile SmIle s,·,t"':UI hove'li'"i"" Ih,' '"sk llI1li'~ way or'~leother;". . ,":" .. ,,;. :.:/.',':' ' ..,: ." ):i:.; j ....,.. . 

lime-cooswning wid'complicated th~1l expected. . ..' :. 'Soniemembers.suchasSen.'ConnieMllCk: R-Fla,;beli~ve!he' 
.: In·Ohio. where about 4\1 counties lin ve dill~"lll ;;;)Illl" it";, ,,·,IeIllS. . )'resldent already has IIlej)Ower:Wlderthel991 Persian Gulf act dll 
· to keep.lrlIck'of~Jeir cases! ~fi\\'are milSl b" de,:';i"f''''';'; .r";'~h. ·.Ie~timizedthe allied assault.agairist IraQ. iO CondUci.wbalever:mili~ 
· cOUl\ty to transfer its infoiinationto th~ lIell illiiellide S"I.:;". Th~ '.operntipns he:deem$ neceSsnryagamStSaddanL .' Idoo'i think vie 
goal fer Ilia! is October. said Gregb.!"orter: n :<pllke,<,,';:;il ,;.,. lIie .' 'needa reoolutioli. juSt le.1 !tie president'do what hasla' b~'dtine HMa, 

: Ohio Depanmentof·Hiunan.SeTl'ic"':s. ' . :' . . . . said... ': .. ', . ,,:..... ..' '''. ", " ;: .. ' ,,:'. ,' .. 
'. "Michi~Un offiCials \vanl:to usc: one s\'Sie!1I for their M Sli"'li~r' . others,. such as Sen', PauIWells,tone.D~MiJut,~ remi!in skeptical 
·COWltics whil~ Qjlowiri~ hir~er cowlti~" In uSe Iheir clll1..:i" ~. Illll'nl~1' '. nboul'grlllltlll{l Cbntonll!1 open.:etJded endorsement· • ~ I think .we no 
net\Vor;k, ThalaiTangenierll \\'lluldn'lmeel the eX'Il~t.lelld; "rlh~I"\\,' . to keep Congress clOSely involved in this: !leWd.' ::fdon't w~i 10 
and officials are ne[!oliating a colnpromi,:c.· '. .. . . ....'. sec things get out Ofhand:':' : ~.' .~', ,~.,:•. : ::'.': .• ' " 

· ": StaleS aretrapped't1yin[! lobalonc.: th.: !'ed.ial. r.:jJ.ulalinlls. sink . Others back the ldea ofair.strikes'and say they'l vote for ~ " 
'statutes and mdividunl need~ of "oz\'ill[! sizeJ cOllnti~." ,aid\"'~II,ic.: resolutlOll. even though lIley·don't think it'll come to'mucb: 

· DuikoWski. child support director ror Michi!l:in'~ Fnmih' .. ',) ~jllk we shol!ld use a signi,ficanl amount ofair poWll)'.iake au 
Independence A~ency." . . . • • '..'n' signific:ant amount of their capacity to Inllllufactilre and deliver . 

.' . Caught iD'trui .mi4dJe ~e parents like. Hnu~. who ,,'outs h~' II" h; . . ,w<l8Pons ofma~ destruction &.ld to p~t the f~ ofAllah ~ bj·s.8im 
:.,scbool.19·become a dental assi~IllI11. Elm weUilre n,les re;luir":;Ii:lI;dI~' 'b)' blowiri(l away soniC'ofhiseli~ ·guai'd.'~,s8id Seti,'J6liepiiBiden, . 

· find aJo~. Her.ex.hushand was recenth' OITe$ted in NOl'lh Coi'olili" D7Dei. :.' \\!balthal win l!\laranlee,ldoo't know' maybe nothiDg, BI 
· and charged' with. a feion~' cOwll;;ff:iiIi'!1[! io pal child '''I'P''!,!. Sil;Ce uugbth:, le~ Of a doWnside 'fo~.o~naked,:;elf·iritereSt than if.we di 
}ben. Haas has received 'sevemfsllPl'ort ~hecks: bui isn:1 Ill'lii,ii:'tif' !lOthUl{l. ",.. . . ..... '. :, ., .. I.'. 

,aboul (lettin[! alltb~ mon.!)'she'~ o"ed.. .' ..' R~peat,ed bri~ful(lsby S~ ofStale Maaelcine Nbright,> 
;, Another parent; Tiffrill,l' £:k)UghtOll of Ann ATI",r. Midi, s;iilfh"r . D~fense Sec~nry WilIirun:Cohen. Nation81 SecUrity Adviser Sam 
.tix.husballd is more than $H(OOO behind ill pa)'ll~lll' I;". Iheir. Berger andJomt Chiefs Chairmllll.Gen.HanySheiton'bave'i'ailed· 

9.year-old SOli. Justin.'When slIii;: effi;rts t".lind him pr';~·":I'i·lIilh.'SS. ,disp!!! th!! do~btsaboul iheadministnitiOn·.~ obj(!9tives:::· '.' ". 
Boughlon's mother. Karen; located b~!' duughter's "x-)jll,h"Jld Ill....ugh .' .B,ut no.. one Ul Con(!l'e~s is prepared to suggest. oPeruy wbat some 
~e Anl.mcan Kennel AssCiCialioll, where he had his ""~i"'~i;l~r"'L . b.ebe\'els the,onlycertam wnyof oustipg l3addam: moWltmg a Gul 

He's IInw ill 8 11Ie!itlll hclspilalinRhode. bhllld aJl~1 ~1II"hk \".m,lke ' ,W~r:sl,!ed offensive todefeat the!raqi army and captilreHusSein I 
. ' Ihell occupyinl!1. tbe COWl.try .Wltil it isClipable o(!lelf~govemmenl.

.' .,. ;" : t .... ', .' ," 

http:dO�it;".said'Sen.Bo
http:ab~.Saddaiti;~.8S
http:Stevens.:R.A1


HR-45: Child Support Information Systems and Incentive Payments 

Summary ofNGA 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 ofNGA 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 allowsuch 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 fanguage 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: 

-2­
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U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 

Response to: 	 NGA Resolution on Child Support Information 
Systems and Incent Payments 

Summary: 	 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 penalized; the 
authorization for states to enter into a 
corrective action plan; the redefinition of 
a IIstatewide system" to include the 
establishment of platfor~s and linking of 
local systems; a reexamination of all data 
and reporting requirements across programsi 
clarification that states have the authority 
to electronically transfer employer1s wage 
withholding payments to a central location 
through localized collection and disbursement 
units; giving states authority to share 
penalties with localitiesj and imposing a 
moratorium on penalties. 

Regarding incentive payments, t NGA wants 
flexibility in the ~se of such payments. 

HHS Position: 	 H.B. 3130 has been introduced in the United 
States House of Representatives. Principal 
Deputy .Assistant Secretary John Monahan 
testified on January 29, 1998. In his 
testimonYI HHS supported the establishment 
a. more reasonable penalty structure, and the 
specif 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 
administrat 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 t establishment of a . 
reinvestment fund from any imposed penalties. 
While always willing to reexamine processes 
which might better benefit children, we are 

11\,r:-~ LJ·""') . ()"'- ,'-., r- ~ c:: r ........ 
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'HR-45 	 CHfLD SUPPORT INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND INCENTIVE 

PAYMENTS 

45.1 	 CHrLD SUPPORT INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

45.1.1 	 PREAMBLE. THE NATION'S GOVERNORS FlRMLY BELIEVE TIlAT AN EFFECTIVE CHILD 

SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM IS CRITICAL TO TIfE SUCCESS OF WELFARE REFORM 

AND TO MOVING FAMILIES TOWARD SELF·SUFFICIENCY. TIIE GOVERNORS SUPPORT 

THE GOAL OF AUTOMATED CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS TO 'IMPROVE PROGRAM 
I 

EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS IN LOCATING NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS AND 

TRACKING CHILD SUPPORT CASES. AUTOMATED CHILD SUPPORT INFORMATION 

SYSTEMS ARE P ARTICULARL Y IMPORTANT FOR TRACKING TIIE ESTIMATED ONE TIIlRD 

OF THE CHILD SUPPORT CASELOAD TIlAT ,IS INTERSTATE. TIIEREFORE, ALL STATES 

MUST OPERATE TECHNOLOGICALLY ADVANCED INFORMATION SYSTEMS TIlAT ARE 

EFFECTIVE IN INTERST ATE ENFORCEMENT. 

IN ORDER FOR TIllS TO OCCUR, FEDERAl- LAWS AND REGULATIONS MUST ALLOW 

EACH STATE, TO DESIGN SYSTEMS TIlAT ARE APPROPRIATE FOR TIlAT STATE AND ITS 

STRUCTURE. ADDmONALLY, TIIE FOCUS MUST BE ON DESIRED PROGRAM OUTCOMES 

RATHER mAN PRESCRIPTIVE SYSTEM SPECIFICATIONS. 

45.1.2 	 NEW REQUIREMENTS UNDER, PRWORA. UNDER P.L. ,104-193, 1HE PERSONAL 

RESPONSIBILITY AND WORK OPPORTUNITY RECONCILIATION ACT (PRWORA), STATES 

, WILL 	 CONTINUE TO FACE SYS1EM CHALLENGES. STATES MUST DEVELOP CHILD 

SUPPORT SYS1EMS TO IMPLEMENT A NUMBER OF NEW REQUIREMENTS, SUCH AS NEW 

HIRE REPORTING,A CENfRALIZED CASEREGISTR';' AND CENfRALIZEDPAYMENT 

PROCESSiNG. UNLIKE THE STA1EWIDE AUTOMATED SYS1EM. REQUIREMENT, THE 
!. . ' . 	 , . 

FEDERAL SHARE IS NOT OPEN-ENDED, BUT IS CAPPED .AT $400 MILLION. LESSONS 
I • :., .':' " 	 " , ~ • . • , , .,. ~'t, -. 

LEARNED,FltOMEFFORTS TO IMPLEMENT THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT REQUIREMENTS 

, ',;} :~,HA.~:-'C~~SIDERABLEAPPLICABILITY' To CnmSE''NEW svsniMs" 'CHANGES AND 
..:;:>::'DE~LOPMENTS; , ~ ,l,., :'{~r"/,.,: .!:~.,.' ,~';:':'·';·i(.I;\, '-c. ~ ",.:;,~,~;;)~' 

45.1.3 STATEWIDE"miiD'SUPP~Ri"IN~~~f!9'r.(Sx~~~~~~umj~~x;~~fPRT.A~ OF 
,. ~ .,.,' 	":,., ~{':";.i;·~-' ,,' ~,;~-"/' '" ':~\ '''.''',x'', .'.:. ,:;' •.-:i*',}',.,J.,.·I, .. f,\,;.. .... ....~'il_"._ ~,.i. ,.~.,..... 

;::~; ,J, "'1988 - REQUIRED J STATES 'TO 'IMPLEMENT STA1E\VIDE A.vrOMATED CRILD..,SppPORT , 
, 	 .' • ., • ,..., ~! ,,' ~ """. • ... ) -1 ,,'" :. i 'r !. • (":' -~. .,' ~ f'. 

., . 
, 	 , SYSTEMS: BECAUSE;'oF' TIffiMANv'COMPLExrtrns OF'THEREQUlREMENr ANDPESPl1E 
." 	 .' '" 

GOOD FAITH EFFORTS, MANY STATES WERE UNABLE TO MEET THE OCTOBER I, 1997, 

. DEADLlNEFOR-CERTlFICATIONOFnrElRSYSTEMS. :\' );, "" . 

, THE COMPLEXTIY OF CREATING LARGE STATEWIDE AUTOMATED C~D SUPPORT 

SYS1EMS WAS NOT ,WELL -'UNDERSTOOD WHEN. THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT WAS 
" 

ENACTED, FOR EXAMPLE, MANY HOURS HAVE BEEN SPENT WORKING WfIH VARIOUS 
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BRANCHES AND LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT TO FOSTER STATEWIDE PARTNERSHIPS AND 

SUPPORT FOR ONE STATEWIDE SYSTEM FOR CHILD SUPPORT INFORMATION SYSTEMS. 

ADDITIONALLY, IN MANY STATES, PRIVATE CONTRACTORS FAILED TO COMPLETE 

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 COLLECTIONS. GIVEN 

TODAY'S TECHNOLOGY, THERE ARE MANY WAYS TO REACH THE REQUIRED 

PROGRAMMATIC RESULTS. FAcrORS AFFECTING STATES' EFFORTS INCLUDE THE 

FOLLOWING. 

• 	 THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (HIlS) INTERPRETS 

"ST A TEWIDE SYSTEMS" TO MEAN THAT ALL P ARTICJP ANTS 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 MUL TJPLE SITES. 

• 	 THE CERTIFIABLE SYSTEM SPECIFICA nONS ARE OVERLY PRESCRIPTIVE. 

• 	 A TRANSFER REQtnREMENT 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. 

• 	 WITH THE ADVENT OF PRWORA REQtnREMENTS, STATES THAT ARE IN THE 

PROCESS OF COMPLETING THE FAMILY SUPPORT Acr REQUIREMENTS 

LITERALLY WILL HAVE TO COMPLE'IE REQUIREMENTS AND THEN MODIFY THEM 

To MEET SOME OF THE NEW PRWORA REQtnREMENTS.THIS IS WASTEFUL OF 
~. 	 .' I 

Q«i1CAL RESOURCES FROM B01'H',~ STAFFAIID F1J;NoING PERSPECTIVE. 
. . . (:~~;, ~'~,~, /;:. :;J~'}' :~,. /:' 	 ',': 

,;;.:,.,..e TIIE'".DATES, ESTABLISHED .·FORr·COMPLETION OF...THE'; PRWORA ,SYSTEMS 

,:., .' ~.';; '''·:iiEQ~MENTS ARE'SERIOUSLYI~';IE~;~~ AS ~ cHn.DSUPPORT'SYSTEMS 

ARE ALSO HAYING TO DEAL WITH ~AR 2009 MODlFICi\TIONS. .. " . ~. . c... :'"
"~:. ,~" jt .... ':.. ::~. 'v' ':--'.,'. ~l ~~.:n4.T ..:.,: p;; ::'~ '::' ;?'~ :~'". '"dU, ~ r ,ik ~~.;.,), .";}" 15 ,f~~. '.:~): '" /1"\,'\ ' :; to: ~Jl'. . •.• ~,} ,~.' ~ . " 1 .. ' . 

DESPITE'THE DIFFICULTIES STATES"HAVE FACED.IN DEVELOPING·AUTOMATED 
. }'~l,"''''~ '·: •. ~·\·:"'\.;.r.:'~,:.. ~:I~"-.'~\~'~' '.f ·,~'}':1/'''',<;'·,'\.! ':. :~~.:;'.;~' , .... , .... ;.--, 

-SYSTEMS, ST ATES HAVE MADE PROGRESS IN CHILD SUPPORT .. EXAMPLES INCLUDE THE 
,. 	 .' ~ ~"1 ~.~,.;' ..I,"" I':': • i:' t'~, :'>r,.; .> .~' ;.., . "'~,J .•~:.' ." 

FOLLOWING. 
• .' I : 

• 	 IN 1992 ANNUAL CHILD Sl,JPPORT.· COLLEcrIONS TOT AI:.ED'·$6 BILLION. IN 1996 

ANNUAL COLL~cnONS EXCEEDED $12 BILLION-A 100 PERCENT INCREASE. 

• 	 IN 1992 PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENTS TOTALEJ)!S12~OOO: BY 1996 PA1ERNITY 

ESTABLISHMENTS HAD DOUBLED TO· MORE THAN 1 MILLION. 

- 31 ­

http:FACED.IN


45.1.4 

45.1.5 

. ' ... ' 

. 	 ., 

.1,. 

. . 
• 	 IN 1992, 2.8 MILUON FAMILIES RECEIVED CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS, fN'l996, 

, 
4 MILUON FAMILIES RECEIVED CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS-A 43 PERCENT 

INCREASE. 

PENALTY FOR NONCOMPLIANCE. IN LIGIIT OF mE CIRCUMSTANCES, mE 

GOVERNORS BELIEVE mAT mE 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 mE DEADLINE. ADDmONALLY, CURRENT LAW DOES NOT 

PROVIDE ANY AUI'HORITY FOR STATES TO ENTER INTO A CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN 
. . , 

TO COMPLY WI1H mE REQUIREMENT. IMPOSmON 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 vmTIJALLY IMPOSSIBLE TO CONTINUE PROGRESSING TOWARD 100 PERCENT 
'. '"" COMPLIANCE WI11I FEDER..Af. REQUIREMENTS. 

RECOMMENDATIONS. THE NATION'S GOVERNORS LOOK FORWARD TO WORKING WITH 

CONGRESS AND mE 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 mAT WOULD ALLOW 


THE SECRETARY OF HHS TO IMPOSE LIMITED OR GRADUATED PENALTIES WHEN 


STATES FAIL TO MEET SYSTEM DEADLINES, INCLUDING A REDUCTION IN TIlE 


PENALTY FOR STAlES TIlAT MEET TIlE REQUIREMENTS BEFORE THE Em> OF A 


FISCAL YEAR. WI1H ADDmONALINCENTIVES TO ENCOURAGE STATES TO 


IMPLEMENT THEIR.CHANGES. EARLIER IN TIlE FISCAL' YEAR. FURTIlER. 


''/P~~1JES'SHOULDONLY APPLY'UP TOnm DATE TIlAT ASTATE MEETS THE 


;REQulRiiMBN'rS'AND SHOULD"NOr''APPL y..T6'.ANY DELAYS BY HHSiN\GiANrING 

. '. ",:';":": :.. : ..:.... ".. :":.'t .' ;


'~, :CE~TIF1CAnON:f:.: .:'" <"j'. ':;..: -:: .. ",,'v': i . :,;1, J' •. . : .< .. 
• 

• REQuiRE APENALIZED'J~ATIi'Yo '£~~f~ '~ENAL~' M1~UNT~ TIIE~' vJlZ.. 
CHILD SUPi'ORT 1'IlO<l.RAM..wrmoirt'SUPPL\\NTING;TOBruNti fiiE"riAfii INTO ~ 
COMPLIANCE, . 	 . . 

•. GIVE STATES. THE AUTHORITY·TOENTER INTO A CORREcrlVE AcrroN PLAN 


11IA T WOULD ALLOW STATES GREATER FLEXIBILITY TO MEET mE PROGRAM 


OUTCOMES. 
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• 	 REVISE THE CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS TO ALLOW FLEXIBILITY IN HOW A 

"STATEWIDE SYSTEM" IS DEFINED, FOSTERING THE USE OF ADVANCED 

TECHNOLOGIES. TIllS WOULD ALLOW STATES TO ESTABLISH STATEWIDE ,DATA 

WAREHOUSES AS REPOSITORIES FOR DATA AND ALLOW STATES TO LINK TO 

LOCAL SYSTEMS. COMMON DATA ELEMENTS, ACCOUNrING STRUCTURES. AND 

LOGIC FOR SPECIFIC CENTRALIZED FUNCTIONS COULD STILL BE ACc;OMPLlSHED 

AND ,MEET THE DESIRED RESULTS FOR CERTIFICATION.. THE STATE WOULD 

RETAIN RESPONSIBILITY FOR POLICY COMPLIANCE STATEWIDE, SYSTEMS 

COMPLIANCE, AND FUTURE POLICY IMPLEMENTATION AND WOULD MAINTAIN 

ONE POINT OF CONTACT FOR BOTH THE FEDE,RAL AND STATE GOVERNMENTS. 

• 	 IMPLEMENT A COMPREHENSIVE RE-EXAMINATION OF ALL DATA COLLECTION 

AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS ACROSS PROGRAMS TO ASSESS THE 

SUFFICIENCY OF CURRENT RESOURCES. '. vlJl 

• 	 CLARIFY rnAT STATES HAVE AUTHORITY TO ELECTRONICALLY TRANSFER' ~P 
EMPLOYERS' WAGE wmrnOLDING PAYMENTS TO A CENTRAL LOCATION TO to\,~ 
CONTINUE LOCALIZED SYSTEMS OF qs>LLECTION AND ~SB~EME...!!f' .;.~~' 

.e~).• GIVE STATES THE AUTHORTIY TO SHARE PENALTIES WITH CHILD SUPPORT 
W:\.rv:t . 

ENFORCEMENT ~ COLLECTION AGENTS IN PROPORTION TO COMPLIANCE 

STATUS. V~ 
• IMPOSE A MORATORIUM ON PENALTIES UNTIL AGREEMENT IS REACHED ON THE ""'~ \ iV10 fI_ 

ABOVE ISSUES. f(~ 

45.2 CHll..n SUPPORT INCENTIVE PAYMENTS 

THE ENA~NT OF ,THE PRWORA REQUIRED HHS TO REPORT TO CONGRESS ON 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ,REVISING THE, CURRENT . CHILD SUPPORT INCENTIVE 
, ~,,:."~,; 

PA':(MENT$SYS1EM.THE NATION~S GOVERNORS SuPPORT DEVELOPING AN INCENTIVE 

, 	;S~~fEM~:~t;:~~SFLEXIBlLlTY·IN.nm:USE:\OF~CHn.ri·SUPFoRT:INCENTIW
: .'; 	 ';'.,'". ',.,,,' ,:t..:. 1 " -.' . 

FUNDS. AS wrm.THE CURRENT SYSTEM, STA1ES SHOULD ·BE. ABDE<W USE mESE 

FUNDS FOR ANY PURPOSE THEY DEEM APPROPRIA1E.. ..' 
r':-'; ",~ .: ......,I·:.Jl.... ~:r.J:J\ .l··~· .,.' " '\"~":'.. ,.... '. ;:".~'.,; ..):~,", ,', '.. 'j ':. 

, 'I, . 	,Tim~ limited (effectiveWinter·.Mee~g 199&-;WinterMeeting2000)., o, •• J . .' 
,.,,, 	 -. ?'" \':L '., .. ' . .., ;~. ' , . 
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PREPARED STATEMENT BY JOHN MONAHAN 

PRINCIPAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

ADMINISTRATION FOR cmi.DREN AND FA.MD:.JES 

U.s. DEPARTMENT OF BEALm AND HUMAN SERVICES 

BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AN]) MEANS 

SUBCOMMlIIEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES 


Mr. Chairman and Members ofthc Subcomminee, !bank you for providing the opportunity for me to testify today on child support 
enforcement systems penalties. As the Principal Deputy Assistant Secrer.ary for the Administration for Children and Families. nave 
worked closely with our ehild sapport enforcement staff and with staffofthis Subcomminee to find a way to ensure that every state 
puts inpIace a statewide computer system to track deadbeat parents and make them pay the child support they owe. As the Secretary 
statt:d last year, we very much welcome your leadership in fashioning a bipartisan solution to this important issue. 
Child support is a critical part of 'Welfare rdorm and President Clinton bas made improving enforeemenr and ~ child 
support coUections a top priority. In FY 1997, $12.9 billion in child support was coUected on behalfof the children of America This 
amount represents a 63 percent increase in child support collections since FY 1992. Significant increases since FY 1992 have also 
0CC1lITeCl in the nwnber of paying child support cases (48 percent) and in the number ofpaternities established. (249 percent. not 
including the 350,000 established through in-hospital paternity establishment processes). We are proud of Ibis Administration's 
record on child support enforcement but. as the President said in his State ofthe Union address on Tuesday night:, we must do more. 
He bas set a goal ofincreasing collections to $20 billion a year by the year 2000 through implementation of the tough new measures 
he C:alled for from the start and that were uItima.tcly en:acted. in the 1996 weltare rdorm law. The Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Rc::onciIiation Act (PRWORA) includes requirements for liceose revoCation. new hire rqx>rting and use ofquick 
enfon:ement techniques. However. these new rules can be implemented fuUy only ifevery state is fuUy automated. As requested in 
your isMr.ation,. my testimony will focus on automated systems compliance and the "Child Support Performance and Incentive Act of 
1998", inIroduced by Chairman Shaw and Ranking Member l,.e\-in~ 
Child Suppon Enforcement Information Systems 
Swewide 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 ofinformation. With a current national caseload. of20 million., we must move 
forward aggressively with new tecbnologies ifwe are to keep up with the maSsive volwne of information and transactionS· in every 
Stare and between States. ' 
The importance ofautomation has been reoognized since the i.nception ofthe child support program.. By the mid-1980's allchild 
support agencies had some leveJ ofautomation se1"ling families in their States. Now. newer technologies allow us to consider ever· 
more advanCed applications for child support information systems. With the Family Support Act of 1988. Congress acknowledged 
the increased importance ofautomation to child support and required statewide automated systems in air States by October, 1995 and 
later extended that deadline to October. 1997. 
AutOmated state child support progmms: . . . 
1) allaw a worker to initiate a case or automatically initiate acase for families receiving public assi~ . 
2) begin locating absent parents and tracking automated searches of State databases. such as'the Department of Motor Vehicles. and 
mer batd·T.O-find cases to rile FedemI Parent Locator Service; , 
3) tIaek, monitor and. report on effol1$ to establish paternity and support orders; 
4) acGept and process case updates and keep the caseworker informed about due dales and activitie:s;S) monitor compliance with 
support orders and. initiate enforcement actions such as wage withholding or tax TetU:nd offSet; 6) bill cases. process payments and 
make disbursements; and 7) maintain information for accounting. reporting and. monitoring. There are required safeguards to protect 
the secu:riry and privacy of this information. 
Status ofState System. Certification 
When Child Suppon Deputy DirectOr David Ross testified. before you in September, sixteen States were certified as having 

, operational child support enfon:emenl systems. As of today, thiny-eight States run-e informed US that they have statewide. 
operational child support systems that meet the furu::tional requirements set forth in the FamiIySupport Act of 1988. We have 
c:ertifiecl 22 of these States and are in the proa::ss ofconduain.g reviews or writing the c::ei1ification review reportsfor the remaining 
16 States. Four reviews have already been conducted. this year and 12 are scheduled in Febnwy and March. Many other systems are 
very close to completion. . 
While the focus oftod.ay's hea.nng is how to address State systems which have not 00cn oertified. rd like to acknowledge the States 
who 'Worked diligently to meet the October I, 1997 deadline and sucx:eeded They deserve our congratulations. 
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Meeting this certification requirement is eruciaJ.. While many States are using significant levels ofautomation to process child 
support cases as mey move toWards ce:r:tifica!iOD., a comprehensive and state'f;l.ide system is a necessaI)' foundation for new pro~isions 
to track parents across Stare lines and eDSUre they pay what they owe. It is much more e:flicient and economical to handle child 
support cases v.ith such a system. especially in an environmeot where greater man 30 percent of the cases involve more than one 
state. Penalty for Failure to Comply 
We are all av.-are that me cu.rrent statute c:anies extremely stiffpenalties for failure of a State to comply with thcchild support 
eDforcement State pIan requirement for having a comprehensive starewide child suppon system. By December 31, 1991. each State 
had to certi:.I.Y to us through its State pIan that it bad a systemmeeting F8.llli.Iy Support Act requirements. Any State without such a 
system in'place bas been notified that we intend to.disapprove its State pIan and informed ofits appeal rights. The financiaJ 
consequences for failure to meet the statutoty deadline is, after appropriate due process., ~.tlon ofall Federal child suppon 
enforcement funding. Ifa State is Dot operating a child 'support eDforcement program under an approved State pl.an. its TANF funds 
also would be in jeopardy. The statute provides the Secretary no latitude on this issue. Ao:ordingly .. we have issue4 letters to 16 . 
States providing notice ofour inteol to disapprove the.r child supPort enforcement stale plans. 
This is clearly not a sitlJation anyone M"OrS -.eliminating all Federal child suPPort funds would unfairly penalize child.ren who rely' 
on the State's CSE program. At the same time. however. because a State's failure to automate fully is UDaCX:eptable and has 
repercussions which reach beyond its own borders.. it is essential that Si.ates whicb have not complied, be held accountable, Moreover, 
this deadline baS breD extended by two years already. . 
We believe the proposal in !he bill under discussion incorporates this need for balance. The proposal creates an additional penalty 
that the Secretary may impose in lieu ofthe fullsanction, in the case ofa State' that bas made a good faith effort to meet the 
automation requirements and that en1etS into an approved co~e compliance plan for completion of its system. Such Srales 
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 (0 a maximum of 20 percent ofFedetal IV-D funding for failure to have a certified SYs£eat. These 
automatic and escaIating penalties will give StaleS a strong incentive to complete their child support s:y-stems quickly and will send a 
clear message about the importanCe ofautomation. We believe this proposal is tough but fair. 

" We support adding these new penalties precisely because we knowhow effective statewide computet SYSl:etns can help States collect 
e\I'en more child support for needy child.ren. It is for the same reason that we have serious conccrns with the provision ofme bill that 
may encourage stateS to 1lY inappropriately to link local computer systems instead ofcreating functioning stat~de systems. Where 
as linked S}-stems are not fully reimbursable Under current law. (his proposal e.\;pands current ",-aiver aumoril:y to permit HHS to fund 
all c:osts associated with linking multiple child suppo~'stems within a stale. with certain key safeguards. The proposal requires that 
States ~th linked county syste:msin 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 aJso be required to perform certain 
functions at the State level, like distn'butioD., use state.1oVide standardi:r.ed data elements., forms and definitions and to ensure seamless 
interstate and intrastaIe case processing. These elements are criticaL and we appreciate the Comminee's efforts to include these 
thoughtful elements. '. 
Experience shows. however. that meeting these elements will be difficult for most states. First.. developing sepanue systems and 
linking them together represent a major teehnological task. more complicaIOd then a singlesysteJn. Seoond,. for states which have 
missed the deadline for operating a certified system by October 1. J997, the paramount goal now is to take whatever stepS are . 
necessaty to instaIl an effective autorDated system. Wit:h.this new authority, some StatE:S may use precious time and resources to 
demonstr.ate that they can d~velop an approvable linked system., rather than move forward on a single stateWide system, We are very 
concerned that the ClODcepl ofa linked systemS is unproven and thus poses an Wlnecessary risk. offailure.lwant to be clear that ifthis 
waiver proposal is enaClCd..this Administration will set a rigorous standard of proofof cost neutrality and equal fUnctioDaIity. In 
order for mese waivers tobe:tost neutral. we will interpret this pro,,;$ion as giving me Secretary final authority in ensuring the 
reasonableness qf,theCOSl: esumatefor a Statewide system.. including estimateS ofbasdine COSts. In rMeowing the states' C:OSl: .. 

. estimates we 'WiJl baSe our determinaf:ion on such factors as the costS ofcompleting other certified system.S where the process has 
, been done efficiently. and the uansfer of existing systems. In addition. the burden of proofwill rest with the state applicant to ensure 

,I that any v.'8iver. approved would result in a system that meds the critical demands ofchildren for improved child support 
eDforcenienl We would be happy to continue to work with this Subcommittee to answer any questions about cost neutrality or the 
ability of these systems to meet child support'enforcement requirements.. Conclusion 
While we have serious resavations about the feasibility of the alternative system aspectS. including the potential costs., we 
nonetheless appredare the swift, opeD. bipartisan and balanced approach this Subcommittee has taken to examining child 
supportsystems compliance and penalties. We anxiouSly await enactment of the proposal, 
On our part. we will continue to work closet)' with the States and provide any assistance necessaxy to help tl\em in completing their 

. implementation efforts. Last year. ACF staffpJ'O\oided on-site assistance to every State and territory. States have found our assistance 
very helpful. and we have pledged on-going assistance. ' 
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In conclusion, Mr. Chairman., much progress bas been made in developing sratCwide automated child support systems. Continuing 
amomation,etfons are critical to fUture suc:c:ess in pfO'l-idin; support 10 America's children.. We must hold States accountable to ' 
ensure our O'\o-er~hing goal ofbuilding the Nation's strongest cbild support prOgJam e\I'U. The child support systemS periaIty 
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 
CBlEF, OmCE OF CJIILD S~ORT 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
BEFOn THE BOUSE COMMII"I':EE ON WAYS AND MEANS 
SUBCOMMlTfEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES 
SUBJECT - HEARING ON CBlLD SUPPORT AUTOMATION ISSUES 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members oftbe Subcommittee: Good morning and thank you for the opportunity to address a topic 
ofurgent concern to states. accountability for development and implementation ofautomation projects to conducttbe business of the 
Child Support Enforc:ement Pro;nun. In addition, I want to support the aIlawance offederal funding for alternative sYSlem ' 
configurations., which is currently restricted by federal regulation and comment on the restructuring of the child support incentives 
sy~ wbich will also b; a part ofIbis legislation, 
PemIties for Missed Automation Deadlines 
As everyone here knows, a number of states face enormous penalties under cummt law for failing to meet the automation 
requirementS ofthe Family Support Act and other states may face {be same peDalties in the future for failing to meet the upcoming 
deadlines for adWtionai development created in the Personal Responsibility and Wolk Opportun.ity Reconciliation Act of 1996. I 
appreciate the concern'shown by many members of Congress, the Administration and lhe advoCate community who realized that the 
penalties in current law would eliminate essential services to fiunilies who need temporaxy help to achieve the "ision ofthe Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act. and who ate now willing to discuss changing those penalties. The question 
we are all struggling with is flDding the appropriate punishment for the erime ofwling to meet the stalUtory deadlines which does 
not also cause irrep3I3ble damage to stales' prognuns and their ability to ever meet'the automation mandates. 
It is widely accepted and \\"ell..<focumented that the causes for delay or failure of themassive Family Support Act sySlems are many 
and that many entities. including states, federal oversight agencies and private sector vendors conb'ibutc:d to the widespread 
noncompliance with the original deadline ofOctober I, 1995 and the extended deadline ofOctober 1. 1997. As we look forv.'ard to 
the neJCt round ofsystemS 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 crisis is 
gobbllog up scarce programming resources and driving up the price ofSoftware expertise. States are still waiting for direction from 
the federal Ofiice ofChild Support Enforcement before they can pr9(:eed with some ofthe key changes. 1be funds that Congress 
appropriated ,to pay for these changes have still DOt been allocated (0 states. And the hoped-for reform in procurement and approval 
processes bas yet to materialize, 

Yet, it seems to be a fait accompli tbal penalties will ensue for those states who still are struggling to meet the Family Support Act 
ex:PecmtiODS and 'Who are unable to meet the new requiremenrs in accordanoe with the staDltory time lines. Why should states alone 
sboulder the blame. through the imposition ofpenalties. when no otber CODtnoUlor. to the problems Of lhe past and likely problems of 
the futme must do so? Why is aecountability a virtue e.~ uniquely ofstates? There is also a view tbat the penalties must be 
high. certainly higher than what states would propose.. in order to bring about the desired resu1t-5tatewide automation oftbe Child 
Support ED!orccmcnt Program. If·the situation was f.actuaIly analogous to what happens in the world ofemironmenral conc:ems, 
there might be some validity to this approach. In pressin; industry to install filletS 9n smokestacks, for example. the penalties have 
to exceed dle COS{ ofthe insudJation for them (0 malce economic sense. However •. lhe facts behind the failure to meet systems 
deadlines are much more complicated. and me costs already exist-in the ronn of lOS[ collections as weU as bigher prices for 
information leC:bnology re:sou.rces.. I cannot help bnt ask,. what is the policy position behind bigger is better with regard to penalties, 
given the c:la.mage those penalties ",ill wn::ak on Slate cbild support programs. As a prdCtical matter I ~ certainly supportive ofthe 
proposal ofthe Subcommittee (0 create a more realistic penally structure than the one currently in staDlte. I also support the concepts 
of increasing the penalty amounts year to year, ~d forgiving a substantial portion of the penalty when states come into compliance. I . 
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would,ask me Subcommittee to consider three changes to the proposal, howeVer. in lbe, interests offiDding a more appropriate 
balance 'betWeen the punishment ofthe crime and the delivery ofesSential services to the public. My recommendations are as 
foUov.'S: ' 
1. "Forgiveness" ofthe annual penalty would be a~e to Slates which are continuing development of their systems under a 
structured corrective action plan and have met the milestones ofthafplan for the year. For example. ifCalifomia' s plan states that 
25 percent of its caseload will be OIl the automated system by the end of me first year and meets that milestone, me 15 percent 
forgiveness would be applied for thal year. In any year in which the statcfidls to meet its milestones. the full penalty would be 
applied.In such a results based process. these measurable milestones can be thoughl ofas "deliverables" which the state must 
produce. The model is similar to the one now teCOnunended 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 iftotal success '\\"35 achieved, 
progress would be more closely monitored along the way. with incremental progress being significandy inc:ented. 
The Department ofHeaIth and Human Services (DHHS) has bad a great deal ofe.x-perience monitoring sWcS' corrective action plans 
as they relate to audit findings and would be able to determine ifspeci1ic measurable milestones have been meL Between 1984 and 
1994, the Office ofChild Support Enfon:ement (OCSE) conducted 154 state program audits and required corrective action plans of 

, states 114 times. For Dine states during that period, OCSE's foUow up revi~· found that the problems were not corrected and a 
sanction was ~ Seven of those states also fiiiled OCSE's second follow up revicw and were assessed a. larger penalty. Only one 
stale f.ailed the third follow up review. This process can work. In fact. the corrective action proc:cs:s is widely uSed by the DHHS in its 
oversight ofa large number ofhuman Service prog:ra:ms.. as well as by me United States Department ofAgriculture in the 
administration of the Food Stamp Program. 
2. The penalty strueture overall shoUld be reduced to a 2 percent initial penalty, '\\ith penalties increasing annually at 2 percentage 

point increments. 


The objective'ora financial sanction is to create pressure and motivation to compJete projects as quick1y as possible. 'J."here must be a 
balance between this goal and the risk ofdamagjng the program to the point that it cannot provide services. The penalty structure 
likely to be in the Subcommittee's bipanisan bill,as I understand il would cost California about $12 million in the curn:nt 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 players (state, federal, local and private sectOr entities) conuibuted to the failwe ofstares to 
complete their projects on time, yet only states, must pay the penalties. 

We believe that a lower overall structure meetS, the goal of underscoring the impo~ce of rapid project completion -a-ithout making 
it impossible for states to succeed.. ' 
3. States should be alJowed [0 choose whether to let the fedeTal govcrnmen[ keep the penalty payment, or to rein~-est it in their Child 
Support Enforcement Programs. Tbe reason behind automation is to improve program operations. In some states, inadequate 
resource allocation' has led to poor performance. In a penalty situation. it would make $eIlSe to al101N the Sl:8.te to invest its general 
funds in the amount of the penalty in the program.. rather than to write a cbeck to the federal government. depriving the Child 
Support Program of these resources. Funding for Alternative System COnfigumlions ' 
We also are strongly in support of lhe allowance offederal financial participation in the costs of an "alternative system 
coofiguration" which is now permined as a different way to meet the program mandates under the statule. COngress anticipated that 
some states would not meet~ program functionality required by the Family Suppon Act dlrough a "single statewide system" and 
allowed the SecretaIy ofDHHS to approve different technologies through a waiver process. In regulating this provision of the statute, 
DHHS decided to discourage'~tes from seeking sUch waivers by limiting the availability offederaI marching funds to a ~ 
system- and limi~ chang~:to other systems which would interface with the base system. DImS was sucoessful in its efforts to limit 
use ofthe waiv~-'O~-ahandfid ',bfstates requested appl'Q'\-'3l ofan alte:rnaIive system configuration and even fewer implemented 
them. Be:ca.uSe of its experience with~nglc &Wewide system development dforts which were not successfW,. California now believes 
that an alternative system configuration may be the best way in which it can meet the progl'3llUD3Iic functionality requirements of 
the Child Support Enforcement Program. We believe ,that advanc:cs. in technology may allow us to implement a "vi1tual statewide 
system" which would store aU essential data elements in a central site. accessible to aU program entities within and outside of the 
state under an alternative system configuration. ,We. would incorporate the manda,tes of the Personal Responsibility and Work 
OpportUnity Reconciliation Act. which drive t~ increased centralization,' particularly offinancial information, as we construct a 
star.cwide SYSl:em that closely interfaces the Los Angdes County sy"Stem 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 system. while providing seamless and uniform senice 
delivery. " ' . 

California recommends a statutory change to 42 U.S_C 6S2(d)(3) to allowfoderal financial participation for alternative system 
configurations approved by the Secretary at the teguIar matching rate that would be available for single statewide systems. Such a 
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ehange would allow California to automate its Child Support Enforcement Program statC\\ide and become certified as meeting state 

plaD requirements. 

Child Suppon Incentive System 

With regard to the restructuriDg of child suppoIt iDeentives. which is also part ofthe legislation before the comminee., we 

wholeheartedly mppon the proposal to broaden !he criteria on which states earn incentives for child support coUections. We believe 

that the state and fede:raI members ofthe wotk group that developed the proposal clearly understood the importance ofabalanced 

incentive program which recogni.2:cs thaI the current single criterion ofcost effectiveness does DOt c:apture the full range ofactivity by 

which program sua::ess can be measured.. The five criteiia. paternities established. suppoIt orders established, current suppon' 

aillectai. 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 behalfoffamilies who exit the -weffiu:e rolls with 

collections for 13milies currently receiving public assistance, for incentive purposes. The current system caps the incentives a state 

can earn OD collections foT.families~ho have left. (or never received) public assistanc:e at 115 pen::entofincentives earned on 

aillec:tions for welfare families. As families leave wcl.fa:re, fulfilling the policy goal of -we113re refoiIn, the amount of incentives a 

state can earn also declines. 

100 proposal offers an excellent mechanism for addressing this "disincentive" for sucx:ess in helping families leave welfare. This is a 

~'el)' positive reamuncndation whicli 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 ofStale Child SUPPOIt Enforcement Administrators in 1994, when 

the public debate on welfare reform was shaping up. . 

It is estimated that nationwide about 40 percent ofthe collections now categorized as "non-welfare" coUeaions are acrually made on 

behalfoffamilies who fonnerly received public assistance. Grouping these collections with collections for current welfare redpien~ 

would solve the problem. many states now face.. where incenti~"C:S arc declining because of the sucx:ess ~ their welfare reform efforts 

to transition families to self sufficiency_We are concerned about the phase-in period. The proposal significantly changes the way 

child support program performance is evaluated and rewarded and therefore how programs will be structured to maXimize fuDding. , 

There is potential for dramatic swings in funding. with some states realizing large increases and others losing substantial amounts in 

!he s:pa.ce ofa single year. It is Dot clear that either scenario will lead to good prograin outcomes across the nation. We would 

recommend that the effects oCthe transition to the new sYstem be mitigated. such as by limiting the yeaN<>-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 ofthe new system not be held off until after implementation is 

complete. but ra.Iher be ongoing. In panicular. we would urge that program p:;rfOmtance be Cvaluated separately for the never 

-welfare and current and former welfare segments of the population to ensure that Services are not deteriorating in one. in favor ofthe 

other. . 

The inCClltive proposal 'Will require different reponing ofdata and. in some instances. a redefinition 'of data elements we now repon. 

These changes, which have been released. to states for comment,. will have to be incorporated in states' reporting systems well in 

advance ofthe implementation date. Wbether all of this can be done in time to begin reJX>rting in the Dev.· way by October 1. 1998 is 

questionable. Absent sound data reported Unifonnly from all states. the new incentive system will lack credibility. Whether a state 

has a c:erti:fied child support aUtomated system is not the issue; it is whether the state can modilY its reporting mechanisms to provide 

accurate data that ",ill be required. to support the incentive model. 


Conclusion 

The Child"$upport Enforcement Program has undergone. and is undergoing. significant change as it moves farther into the 

informatio~ age and playS a greater role in helping families achieve and maintain self sufficiency. All of the changes have 

contributed to improved program performaru::c. although not always at the same rate from state lOstate. The Family Support Act and. 

to an even greater extent. the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act. have mandated the innovations of 

some states on all S1aIeS in an attempt to ensure greater unifonnity ofset'-i~ nationwide. While this is a laudable goal. there are 

significant demographic differences among states and one size does not fit all. In e\''3luating states' performance. in mandating 

computer projec:r.s and in motivating states to meet deadlines I would hope that Congress "'ill .-ot assume a cookie cutter approach. 1 

am bopefid that opportunities to discuss the issues. such as this hearing toda)'. Win help all of us reach the policy thaI is beSt for the 

program~ for the nation's ebildren·in the Jongrun. ' 

Thank you again for the opportunity to discuss these important issues. I would be happy to answer any questions you nave. 

END . 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. WALLACE N. DUTKOWSKI, DIRECTOR. OFFICE OF CHU.D SUPPORT. 
REPRESENl1NG THE STATE OF MICHIGAN FAMLY INDEPENDENCE AGENCY BEFORE THE HOUSE WAYS 
AND MEANS lItl'MAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMI'I'TEE SUB.i'ECT - THE SBAW-LEVJN "CBILD SUPPORT ' 
PERFORMANCE AND INCENTIVE ACT OF 1998" ' 

INlRODUCTION 
The State ofMichigan respectfuLly thanks the subcommittee for the opportunity to provide' this written testimony regarding the 
Shaw-Levin Bill The State ofMichigan.wouJd 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 OUt Michigan Members ofthis 
subcOmmittee, Rep Dave Camp and Rep Sander Levin for their work on this important bill. Michigan feels this bill will moderate 
the current severe fisrca1 penaJuesfaced by States for failure to implement stale 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 
general. , ' , 
TODAY'S ENVIRONMENT Today in Michigan. every child support enforcement office is automated. Forty five (4S) enforcement 
offices (in Michigan these offices are called the Friends of the Court or FOCs) are using the swe developed Child Support 
Enforcement System.. or CSES. while nineteen (l9) FOCs are using,county developed systems. Does Michigan's CUrTent S)'Stem 
work? In the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement's 20th Annual Report to Congress, the m,ost recent data publicly available, 
among all states Michigan ranks: , 
- #1 in total distributed child suppon coIlec:tlons. (Table 4) ,- #3 in Public Assistance related child support collections. (Table 5) - #2 
in child suppo~ collections per dollar ~-pended. (Table 9) - One ofooIy 7 states report:ing program savings in Title IV-D. (Table J9) 
• 12 in collections per worker. (Even though our c:aseload 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 ofcertification. Could we do . 
better with an iinproved system? We believe wtC3n and tbal we will. ALTERNATE SYSTEMS DESIGNS Michigan is building an 
automated system that is constructed on the concept ofa 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 stale developed system. Michipn applauds 
the Subcommittee's efforts to include this ability with the language contained in theShawlbin Bill. Support ofMichigan's ability 
to select an alternate S}-stem design for our CSES de';elopmenl, is critical for the completion of our syStem. We believe this authority 
~as intended b)' Congress based on current TItle IV -D legislation. The further clarification in this bill that such alternative syStem ' 
designs are acceptable. is greatly appreciated. By utilizing an alternate system strategy. large countics in Michigan 'Will not have to 
surrender additional functionalil)' aIready built into their local systems. At tbe same time Michigan will be able to perfonn all the 
mandated functions required ofa federally certified system. The alternate system design concept is the key to our ability to build an 
improved automated system thaI will meet the original intent ofCongress. 
It is important to note that Michigan did nol, get to this position all by itself. Both the state and HHS must share responsibility for our 
lack ofcertification. When we begandeveiopment 'of CSES, we asked mrs for approval to build a system based on linking existing 
local systems. Our proposed desigJi \\'3S 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 wrinen, tt:stimony. The first graphic depicts the federal, single statewide systems 
design; the second provides a graphic depiction ofMj'chigan's proposed alternative system. Upon c:areful review you will notice how 
similar these two designs are.. There is little difference between our alternate system design and the federal requirement for a single 
system. ' 


Another key aspect ofour ~em design is that there is a single point of access for clients. the federal government and other stares to 

inIenK::t with our system. _B.9ih- the federal model and OUt alternative allow any case to be accessed from any Other location in the 

state. To the users aodthe C:dernaI world. our design looks and feels Just like a single statewide system. Is such a system possible? 

Absolutely! Usmg thiS alternate system design, we can establish linkages "'ith each FOe not U$ing the state developed system and 
rapidly make dlem a pan ofour stateV.ide- automated system. By utilizing alternative sySlems designs such as distributed or linked 
systems. the programmatic requirements for completion ofFSA88 and PRWORA c:3n be developed with newer rapid'application 
development tools and will be more readily adaptable to future policy changes. We strongly urge your continued suppon oftbis 
concept. 
ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS APPROAOl CREATES MANY ADVANTAGES To elate. the "one statewidcsystem" requirement for 
Federal oertification ofCbiId Support Enfon::ement S)"stems. remains one of the most prCMlent obstacles to completion ofthe FSA88 
requirements for the large states. States are trapped trying to balance the federnI regulations. state starutes and individual needs of 
varying sized counties. The fedem1ly mandated "one-me-fits-all" 'approach actually places large counties in the position ofhaving to 
aa::epl a stale based system that in many instances delivers less functionality than their current systemS. When the origina1 FSA88 
requirements were rde3scd. tecbnology options we:re limited to a mainframe central system approacb to accomplisb Child Suppon , 
Enforcement Since that time, tecbnology advancements have: made it possible to share data and computer applications ~ 
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many different systeins. Information pthertng and data excbange is DOW much easi,er to orchestrate at a much-reduced cost. We are 
all tmalliar with 2. c:om.momy used ,distributed or linked systems. !vfiI.Iioos ofIntemet users "'ith different types ofcompuler 
. equipment access the same programs and information on line. ATMs which allow instantaccess to several c:titferent banking 
institutions simulblD.eOUSly through similar programming and linkages belween sysrems are a pan ofour 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 ofa more "open- ~srems approach 
that allows communication with various systems architectures. a myriad ofgovernment agencies, and extemal otg,anjmtions such as 
credit bureaus, location databases. fmandal institutions, etc. Current industry standard communication languages enables the 
bridging ofmany different dala sources to create comprehensiveinformalionnec:essa.ry for Child Support Syste:ms to be: very effective 
in locating parents, establishing paternity, enforcement ofcoun orders and ultimately maximize collections of child support dollars. 
This flexibility offered by alternative systems strategies is imperative for the larger county..oased states to reach compliance. 
Alternative syst£rDs deSigns offer states the ability to meet the programmatic RquiIements while selecting the most logical and 
productive technology to fit their. specific environment. Ifa state can meet the federal specifications for a certified Child Support 

, Enforcement system. why does it maner -how" it was technologicalJyaccomplished? 
The following are benefits ofutiliz.i.n,g altematn-e syStems designs: - For larger county~ states,: the use ofalr.ernauve ~stems 
coo:tigurations otrers many economies ofscale. DistnDuted systems designs allow appropriate sizing of equipment to the me ofthe 
county ensuring the response time and capacity to handle sizable caseloads. ' 
- By utilizing an alternative system straIeg)'. large counties do not have to surrender additional functionality already built into their 
systemS to participate in the centralized functions necessa.Iy for compliance willl Federal regulations. One example ofthis 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 opemtions. But neither HHS nor Michigan will be spen~g the dollars needed to provide this enhanced. functionality to 
our other &2 counties. Imaging is not needed to meet certification, bu~ why must we force Oakland County to give up this 
functionality? 
- Alternative systemS configurations allow maximum flexibility between counties or offices ofvarious sizes. Larger counties may 
need things like imaging systems to meet their massive record keeping requirements while smaller counties with small caseloads 
may nOl 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 
disttibured or linJred systems.. the prognunmatic n:quirements for completion ofFSA88 and PRWORA can be, developedwith newer 
rapid application development tools and will be more readily acceptable to future policy changes. 
- Distn"buted systems can be built in layeI'$ and modules. Should a particular part of the' system rCquire updating, the resulting costS 

are morc incremen!al and less disruptive to the overall program. Furore policy modification also becomes a much less daunting and 
less expensive task to aocomplisb by utilizing an open systems strategy. 
- CounIy based child suppon offices ha"-e developed systems very intertl'ined with other county based functions such as automated 
court d6cke:ts. Large counties cannotjuswy dumping their existing systems as they are used for many adc:titional county based 
services.. They can link those S}'Stems into the centralized functions via distributed server environments 10 accomplish the required 

. standardized processes required for fiDancials, collections and enforcement. 
- An additional advantage using a distributed system strategy is the disaster recovery tc:chniques than am be applied to ensure that 
even ifone county ~stert1 is Dot functioning. all other counties can continue to function. Similarly. backups ofcounty specitic data 
between counties ensures I3pid dalarecovety in case ofsystem failure ensuring that clients checks will not be uD.dulydelayed. By 
adopting a more flextble approach to "hoW· a "statewide system"- is accomplished. the long·term goals of maximi7.ed enforcement· 
and collc:ctions can be more quickly realized. Specific Child Support functions can still be "centralized" to meet the progtammatie 
goals necessary for the FSASS and PWRORA requirements without being SO restrictive. Linked or distnDuted systems are capabJe of 
enforcing the specific proc:edUItS and logic required for collections. distribution of support payments, disbursement offunds, 
timeliness ofpayments and notifications to clients. . 
Relaxation of the system based. certification requirements will foster the use ofadvanced. rechnologies. This will,allow states to 
establish Sl'.atev.ide data warehouses as repositorieS for data and allow states to link to additional state and local.systems. This will 
greally assist us in meedn.g the newly required PRWORA functionality, States witl still retain responsibility for stateWide policy 
compliance. systems compliance, furure policy implementation and will continue to be the single point ofcontact for interstate cases 
and the federal government.­
PRWORA AND 11fE YEAR 2000 With the advent of the PRWORA requirements, states that are in the process of completing the 
FSA88 requirements lite1'3l1y have to complete the requirements and then modify them to riled some ofthe new PRWORA 
requirements. This is wasteful ofcritical resoutces from both a staffand funding perspective. We suggest this situation can be 
rectified through a comctive action plan approach. The date established for completion of the PRWORA requirements, October 2000 
is already in jeopardy. as Child Support Enforcement Systems must undergo Year 2000 modifica.rions during this same period of 

Please contact LallY McSwain if you would like to receive the WR Daily Report bye-mail or if you have questions about 
articles found in this publication. (Imcswain@acf.dhhs.gov Ie-mail) or 202-4:01 -I 230(voice)). . 

mailto:Imcswain@acf.dhhs.gov
http:maximi7.ed
http:necessa.Iy
http:comprehensiveinformalionnec:essa.ry


,. Welfare Reform 0ailJ Repon - Feb1'l101'Y 2., 1998 (pAGE 26) 

.time. HHS and Congress should reconsider the PRWORA deadJine in light of the Y2K problems facing all levels ofgovernment, as 
Vw'Cllas both the public and pm.."3le sector. . . . ' 
We are pleased this subcollllDitiee is reeommendhlg a chaDge to the current fiscal penaIt;Y for DO[ meeting the FSA 8S system. 
deacDine The Federal Financial Participation and incentive money Title IV-D provides to Michigan largely funds the performance 
mentioned earlier. Even the 4% penalty proposed in the bill this subcommittee is p~singwould cost Michigan $6.44 million 
dollars in the c:u.rrent fiscal year. This penalty will not help Michigan cOmplete our system, nor mainmin services to families. In fact 
it will result in a reduction in services to our clients and lost fe\<"eDue to both the state and federal governments. A 4% loss in 
productivity due ro the 4% sanction would result ina loss ofabout $43 million in coUections not going to families. 106 paternities 
not being established and 11,300 chlld suppan c::ases not being enforced. The.key question that needs to be addressed. is v.iIat do you 
wantfrom a penalty? If it is to encourage stales to complete their systems. then a modification in the existing penalty language 
should be made. . 
As an altemative to the proposal contained in this bill. we recommend the subcommittee adopt the Comctive Action Plan (cAP) 
proc:ess as a m.odel fOf addressing the systemS dead1ine peo.3Ity issue.. The CAP process has a successful track record when used for 
making oorrec:t.iODS in other parts of the Title IV-D program. The focus oCthe CAP process is on fixing.tlle problem identified and 
the CAP process is well established. We recommend (bat you approve a process whereby each state not yet certified is required to 
develop a 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 ofthe annual CAP 4eliverablcs. Hthe sta.te 
completes all requirements in its CAP scheduled for the year, me srate would be eligible for a 75% reduction in the penalty. Hthe 
state mils 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, - Certi1ied in April - June; 80010 forgiven, - Certified in Jan - March: 8S% forgiven,. and - Cenified in Oct - Dec: 
90% forgiven. A graduated penalty would further encourage stares to complete.their systems as quickly as posSible. Michigan feels' 
that this process is more likely to lead to Slates reaching certification more quickly lhan the "certification only" penally forgiveness. 
lNCENlTVE PAYMENTS Michigan's child support program acrue\<'ed the results listed above in spite ofbaving lost. approximately 
$20 million in federal incentive payments since FY.92. These payments were lost. due to the dramatic reduction in the c:aseload 
brought about because ofour suoeessful welfllre reform effon To Strengthen Michigan Families. The current incentive ptQ(".eSS 
contains a -cap· on incentive earnings whiCh links the amount of incentive to the amOWlt of support collected for families on 
assisrance. This "cap" has created a goal conflict between the child .suppan P.rogI3ID and fami~y i~ndence. As more flnnilies 
become financially independent their child support payments do not count towards the state's incentive earnings. Therefore,. the 
beaer welfare reform works by reducing the welfare ro~ the more funding the cblld support program loses. Under .welfare rdonn. 
the current child support incentive formula has actually become a "disincentive- for stales. Because ofMichigan'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 ~'3D.ts to ac:knowledge the worl<: members ofthis committee have put into this 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 to reward states 
for the results they produc:c, not the activities they perform. The proposed new incenti,.-e strud::urc docs just that. Michigan strongly 
supports this results-based program focus. The incentive formula included in this bill may not be perfu::t. but it is a muc:h.improved 
system when compared to the current formula. 
a.oSING Michigan wantS to emphasize that our performance shows that we are committed to providing tile best child support 
program we can. We are ~ngfor more systems flexibility so that we can continue our excellent performance. Thcsc issues are . 
complex and require thou~ttUI and serious COnsideration by me Congress. We look forward to working with the Members of the 
Ways and ~Subcommittee on this important issue. 
END . '. 

Please contact Larry McSwain if you would nice to receive the WR Daily Report bye-mail or if you have questions about 
ctticles found In this publication. (Imeswoin@acf.dhhs.gov fe-moilJ or 202-401-1230{voice)). 

mailto:Imeswoin@acf.dhhs.gov


Cynthia A. Rice 01/30/98 08:58:58 AM 

Record Type: Record 

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 avoid severe penalties for 

failing tocomputerize their child support systems under bipartisan 


legislation. 


l)nder current law, states that failed to put systems in place by last 

fall are supposed to lose aU 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, Illinois, 
Indiana, Maryland, Michigan, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, 

Pennsylvania and South Carolina, plus the District of Columbia and the 

Virgin Islands. . 


The legislation, which is siJpported 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 c'omputerized 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 job 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 functioning statewide. 
, 

The rest of the states and territories have had their systems certified 

or they are ready to be certified. 


, \ 

No state would lose its welfare money for failing 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, California would lose about 
$340 million this year. Michigan would lose $106 million, and Maryland would 
lose $59 million. 

\ 

Under the new legislation, California's penalty 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 aid 
state child support coll~ctlon programs. 

The new system, which has wide support, would reward states that do the 

best job collecting paymerits. . 


The House was expected to vote on the bill by early March .. 
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l05TH C'O:\GRESS H R 
,2n SE~lOX •• 3 130 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

lIr. SHAW (for hinu"elf and ')lr. LE"X) introduced thl' (ollo\\;nfr bill: which 
w~s refel'1'\.>d to the Committee on ___________ 

A BILL 

To 	provide for an alternative penalty procedure for States 

that fail to meet Federal child support data processing 
, 	 , 

requirements, to refonn Federal incentive payments for 
effective child support performance, and to' provide for 

a more flexible penalty procedure for States that violate 

inteJju~sdictional adoption requirements. 

1 Be it enacted by t~ Senate and Howe of Representa­

2 tives ofthe United States ofAmerica in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 


4 
 This Act may be cited as the "Child Support Per­

5 formance and Incentive Act of 1998": 

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

. I 
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1 SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTs. 

2 'The table of contents of this Act is as follows: 

·Set-. 1. Short title. 
Set. 2. Tahlt' of contents. 

TITLr; I-CHILD St"PPORT DATA PRO('ESSI~G REQt"lRE:\IE~TS 

St'{" 1 01.· Alternati\'(, penRlt~· proc:>ednre. 
Sec: .10:2 . .Authorit~· to wah-e single StatE!'ride automated data procegsing ~nd 

information retrie,'al system rt<)Uirement. 

TITLE II-CHILDSt'PPORT IXCEXTIYE SYSTE)I 

Sile. 201. Ineenth-e payments to States. 

TITLE III-ADOPTIO~ PRO'lSIO~t) 

S,,(·. :~Ol. )[ore flexible penaln,' proredure to be H»plied for failing to pt'rmit 
interjurisdictional adoption. 

~. :~02. Tet~hnit:81eoM'eetionli. . 

3 TITLE I-CHILD SUPPORT DATA 
4 PROCESSING REQUIREMENTS 
5 SEC. 101. ALTERNATIVE PENALTY PROCEDURE. 

6 (a) I~ GE~ERAL.-Section 455(a) of the Social Secu~ 

7 rity Act (42 U.S.C. 655(&» is amended by adding at the 

8 end the following:. 

9 U(4)(A) If­

10 H(i) the Secretary determines that a State plan 

11 under section 454 would (in the a.bsence of' this 

12 

13 

paragraph) be disapproved for the failure of the 

Sta.te comply with section 454(24)(A), and that the 

14 State has made and is continuing to make a good 

1S . faith effort to 80 comply; and 

16 ."(ii) the State has submitted to the Secretary 

17 a corrective compliance plan that describes how 'the 

January 2B. 19S18 (2:35 p.m..) 
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1 . State will achieve· stich compliance, which has· bee~ 

2 ,approved by the Secretary, 

3 then the Secretary shall not di~approve the State plan 

4 under section :454, and the Secretary shall reduce the 

5 amount otherwise payable to the State under paragraph 

6 (l)(A) of this subsection for the fiscal year by the penalty 

7 amount. , ' 

: 8 "(B) In this paragraph: 

9 "(i) The term ,'penalty amount' means, with re-

IO spect to a failure of a State to, comply with section 

11 454(24)­

12 "(I) 4 percent of the penalty base, in the' 

13 case of the 1st fiscal year in which' such. 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 "(m) 16 perce~t of the penalty base, in 

18 the case of the 3rd such fiscal year; or 

19 "(IV) 20 percent of the penalty base, In 

20 the case of the 4th or any subsequent such fis­

21 .cal year. 

22 "(ii) The term 'penalty base' means, with re­

23 spect to a failure of a State to comply with section 

24 454(24) during a fiscal year, the amount otherwise 

January 28. 19518 (2:35 p.m.) 

'" 
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'I payable to the St~te under paragraph (1 )(Al' of this 

2 subsection for the preceding fiscal year. 

3 "(CHi) The Secretary shall waive a penalty under 

4 this paragraph for. any failure of 8. State to comply with, ' 

5 section 454(24}(A) during fiscal year 1998 if­

6 "(I) by December .31, 1997, the State has sub­

7 rnitted to the Secretary a request that the Secretary 

8 certify the State as having met the requirements of 

9 such section; 

10 "(II) the Secretary has provided the cerlin­

11 'cation as 8. result of a review conducted pursuant to 

12 the request; and 

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

14 "(ti) If a State with respect to which a reduction is 

15 made under this paragraph for a fiscal year achieves ~m· 

'i6 pliance with section 454(24)(A) by the beginning ,of the 

17 succeeding fiscal year, the Secretary shall increase the 

18 amount otherwise payable to the State under paragraph 

19 (1)(A) of this subsection for the succeeding fiscal year by 

20 an ~ount equal to 75 percent of, the reduction for the 

21 fiscal year. 

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

23 reductiOll that, in the abs'ence of this clause,' would' be re­

24 quired to bema4e under this paragraph by reason of the 

25 failure of a state to achieve compliance with section 

January .28, 1998 (.2:35 p.m.) 
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1 454(24)(B) during the fi~cal year, by an amount equal. 

2 to' 20 percent of the amount of the otherwise required re- . 

3 duction,' for 'each State performance measure described in ' 

4 section 458A(b)(4) with respect to which the applicable 

5 percentage under section 458A(b)(6) for the fiscal year 

6 is 100 percent, if the Secretary has made the determina­

.7 tion described in section 458A(b)(5)(B) with respect to the 

8 State for the fiscal year. 

9 '''(DLThe preceding provisions of this paragraph (ex­

10 cept tor subparagraph (e)li» shall apply, separately and· 

11 independently, to a failure, to comply with section 

12 454(24)(B). in the same manner in which the preceding 

13 provisions apply to a failure to comply with section 

14 454(24)(A)."., 

15 (b) IXAPPLIC..~l1.1ITY OF PEXALTY UXDER TANF 

16 PUOOU..UI.-Section 409(a)(8)(A)(i)(m)of such Act (42 

17 U.S.C. 609(a)(8)(A)(i)(m», is amended by inserting 

18 "(other than section 454(24»" before the semicolon. 

19 SEC. 102. AUTBOBITY TO WAIVE SINGLE STATEWIDE AUTO­

20 MATED DATA PROCESSING AND INFORMA~ 

21 TlON R.ETlUEVAL SYSTEM REQumEMENT. 

22 (a) Ix GE~ER.AL.-Section 452(d)(3) of the Social 

23 Security Act (42 U.S.C. 652(d)(3» is amended to read 
." 

24 as follows: 

January 28. 11il9S (2:35 p.m.) 

~ ,. <?i'" .. , ...... ,. • ' 
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1 "(3) The Secretary may waive any requirement of 

2 paragraph (1) or any condition specified under· section 

3 454(16), and shall waive the .single statewide system re­

4 quirement under sections 454(16) and 45~ with respect 

5 to a State if.­

6 "(A) the State demonstrates 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

10 "(i) for purposes of section 409(a)(8), to 


11 achieve 'the paternity establislunent percentages 


12 (as defined in section 452(g)(2» and other per­

13 formance measures that may be established by 


14 the Secretary; 


15 "(ii) . to submit data under . section 


16 454(15)(B) that is complete and reliable; 


17 "(iii) to substantially comply with the re­
, I 

18 quirements of this part; and 

19 "(iv) in the case of a request to waive the 

20 single statewide system requirement, to-­

21 "(I) meet all functional requirements 

22 of sections 454(16) and 454A; 

23 "(ll) ensure that calculation. of dis­

24 tributions meetS the requirements of sec­

2S tion 457 and accounts for distributions to 

January 28. 1998 (2:35 p.m.) 
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1 children in different families or in different 

2 States or sub..State jurisdictions, and for 

3 distributions to other States; . 

4 "(m) 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 management; 

8 "(IV) ensure that standardized data 

9 . elements, forms, and definitions are used 

1 0 throughout the State; 

11 "(V) complete the alternative system 

12 ih no more time than it would take to com­

13 plete a single statewide' system that meets 

14 such requirement; and 

15 "(VI) process child support cases as 

16 quickly, efficiently, and effectively as such 

17 cases would be processed through a .single 

18 statewide system that meets such require .. 

19 ment; 

20 "(B)(i) the waiver meets the criteria. of para­

21 graphs (1), (2), and (3) of seCtion 1115(c); or 

22 "(ii) th~ State provides assurances to the Sec- . 

23 retary that steps will be taken to otherwise improve 

24 the State's child support enforcement program; and· 

January 28, H)9S (2:36 p.m.) 

. ,,' . -', r' ,. 
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1 ,"(0) in the case of a request to waive the single 

2 ' stat~de system requirement, the State has submit­

3 ted to the Secretary separate estimates of the total 

4 cost of'a single statewide system that meets such re-

S quirement, and of any such alternative system or ' 

6 systems, which' shall include estimates of the cost of 
" ' 

7 developi!tg and completing the system and of operat­

8 ' ing and maintaining the system for 5 years, and the 


9 , Secretary has agreed with the estima~es.". 


10 (b) PAYllEXTS TO STATEs:"':"'Section 455(8)(1) of 

11 such Act (42 U.S.C. 655(a){1» is amended­

12 ' , (1) by striking "and" at the end, of subpara­

13., graph (B); 

14 (2) by striking the semicolon at the end of sub-, 

15 ' paragraph (C) and inserting ", and"; and 

16 (3) by inserting after'subparagraph (0) the fo1­

17 lowing: . 

18 "(D) equal to, 66 percent of the sums expfmded 

19 :by the State during the quarter for an alternative 

20 ' statewide system for which a', waiver has been grant­

21' ed under section 452(d)(3), but only to the extent 

22 that the total of tP-e sums' so expended by the State . , 

23 on or after the date of the enactment of this sub· 

+4 ,paragraph does, riot exceed the least total cost esti· 
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1 m~te 'submitted 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) IxGE~EIL\L.-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.4&8A. INCENTIVE PAYMENTS TOSTATES~ 

10 "(a) Ix GEXEIL\L.-In addition to any other pay­
, " 

11 ment under this part, the Secretary shan, subject to sub­

12 section (f), make an incentive payment to ,each State for 

13 each fiscal year in an amount detennined under subsection 

14 (b). 

15 "(bl A,)lOt"XT OP IXCEXTIYE PAYlIEXT.­

16 ' , "(1) Ix UEXEIL\L.-The incentive paym~nt for 

17 a State for a fiscal year is equal to the, incentive 

18 payment pool for the fiscal year, multiplied by the 

19 State incentIve payment share for the' fiscal year. 

20 "(2) IXCEXTI\""E l>.A\,)IExT POOL.­

21 "(A) Ix <:iEXEHAL.-In paragraph (1), the 

22 term 'incentive payment pool' means- ' 

23 ."(i) $439,000,000 for fiscal year 

24 2000~ 

January 28, 1998 (2:35 p.m.) 
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1 "(ti) $446,000,000 for fiscal year 

2 2001; . 

3· "(iii) $468,000,000 for fiscal year 

.. 4 2002; 

5 "(iv) $479,000,0'00 for fiscal year . 

6 2008; 

7 H(V) $473,000,000 for fiscal year 

8 2004; 

9 "(vi) $465,000,000 for fiscal year 

10 2005; 

11 "(vii) $478,000,000 for fiscal year 

12 2006; 

13 "(viii) $490,000,000 for fiscal year 

14 2007; and 

15 "(ix) for any succeeding fiscal year, 

16 the amount of the incentive payment pool 

17 for the fiscal year that precedes s~ch sue· 

18 ceeding fiscal year, multiplied by the per­

19 centage (if any) bY'whlch the CPlfor such 

20 preceding fiscal year exceeds the CPI for 

21 the 2nd precedin~ fiscal year. 


22 
 "(B) CPI.~For purposes of subparagraph 

23 (A), the CPI fora' fiscal year is the ave'rage of 

24 the Consumer Price Index for the 12-month pe­

25 riod ending on September 80 of the fiscal year. 

January 28. 1998 (2;35 p.m.) 
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1 As used in the preceding sentence, the term 

2 'Consumer Price Index' means the last 

3 Consumer Pr~ce Index for all-urban consumers 

4 published by the Department of Labor. 

S "(3) STATE IXCEXT!\,'E PAY:\IEXT' SIL\nE.-In 

6 paragraph (1), 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 

1 0 "(B) the 'sum of, the incentive base 

11 amounts for all of the States for the fiscal year. 

12 "(4) I:XCE:XTf.\"'E BASE ~"IorXT.-In paragraph' 

13 (3), the term 'incentive, base amount' means, with 

14 respect to a state and a fiscal year, the sum of the 

15 applicabie percentages (determined in accordance 

16 ~th paragraph (6» multiplied by the corresponding 

1 7 maximum incentive base amounts for the State for 

18 ' the fiscal year, with respect to each of the following 

19 measures of State performance for the fiscal year: 

20 "(A) The paternity establishment 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 arrearage payment performance 

level. 

"(E) The cost~effectiveness ,performance 

level. 

"(5) MA.xun~:u I~CE~TI'\"E BASE .UIOt-XT.­

"(A) Ix GEXERAL.-For purposes of para­

graph (4), the maximum incentive base amount 

for a State for a fiscal year is-

4'(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 

. H(ii) 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 'REQrlRED TO BE COlIPLETE 

A..'\D RELL\.BLE.-Notwithstariding subpara· 

. graph (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 

202 456 5561;#13 
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1 submitted ·pursuant to s~ction 454(15)(B) for 

2 the . fiscal year and which is used. to determine 

3 the perf'ormance level involved is complete and. 

4 reliable. 

5 "(C) STATE COLLECTIO~S B.A::)E.-For 

6 purposes of subparagraph (A), the State collec­

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

8 of­

9 "(i) 2·times the sum of­
,", 

10 "(1) 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 involved is required to be as· 

IS signed to the' State pursuant to part. 

16 A or E of this title or title XIX; and 

17 u (n) the total amount of support 

18 collected during the fiscal year under 

19 the State plan approved under this 

20 part in cases in which the support ob· 

21 ligation involved was so assigned but, 

22 at the time 9£ collection, is not re­

23 quired to be 80 assigned; and 

24 U(ii) the total amount of support col­

25 , lected during the fisCal year under the 

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

1 State plan approved under this part in all 

2 other cases. 

3 "(6) DETER~II~ATIOX OF APPLICABLE PEH­

4 CE~TAGES BASED OX PERFQR)['-\~CE LEYELS.­

5 "(A) PATER~lTY ESTABLISIDIE~T.-

6 "(i) DETERlII~.-\TIO~ OF PATERXITY 

. 7 .ESTABLISHlIEXT PERFOR)L-\XCE LE\'"EL.­

8 The paternity establishment performance 

9 level for a State for· 8, fiscal year is, at· the 

10 option of the State, the IV-D paternity es­

11 tablishment percentage detemuned 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 "(ii) DETERlfIXATIO~ OF APPLICABLE 

16 PERCEXTAGE.-The 'applicable percentage 

17 with respect to a .,state's paternity estab­

18 lishmentperformance level is as follows: 

"If the paternity wtabUahment performance level II: The applicable 
pereentale Is:At leaR: 	 But le81 than: . 

••1 

~O~ .... , .... , ........... : ............... . 

79~· ..................................... . 

7~'ft: .........................,............. 

77'/r........................................ 

76~· ., .......... " ............. , ...., ..... . 

75~..... : ................................ . 

7"~: ............ , ......... , .............. . 

7:llft- ..................................... . 

72% ...:......... ,......................;. 

71~ ...................................... 

70~ ..... ' .............................. .. 

ti9?1: .................:.:................. , 


~O~ .................................... '. 

79?t ................... , ........ , ....... .. 

7K% ...................................... 

77~ ..... ~ .. , ... : ... : .... ~ ............... . 

7tiSl: ...................................... . 


.75% ...................................... 

74% ...........:.~ ...................... .. 


.	739(.............. : ........................ . 

7::!% ..........;........................;.. . 

71~ .................................... .. 

70%, ................... : ................. . 


100 . 
g~ 

96 
!l.J 
9') 

90 
8~ 

~6 

8~ 

~2 

80 
79 
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"If the patemity eitabU.bment perfOl"llWlee level is: ' The appUcable 
, At leut: ' But leas thaD.: ' percenta,e tI: 

6~~ ............... ; ................ :;.... 699' ....................... " .........;... ' 7:'. 

67~ ....... ............................... '6~$t .......................... , ........... '. ii 

66~ .................... :.................. 67'ft- ....................... :.............. ' i6 

!:ii)?f ....................................... ,llti'it .......... ;........................... iii 

6-!1fi ........... ............. ......... ..... 659(, ................... ................... 7.j. 

6:i~ ....................................... 64% ......................... ............. 7a 

62$1 ....:.. ............................... 6::1% ...................................... 72 

61~ ............. .................. ....... 629' ............... ~. ..................... 71 

60')f. ...................................... 61!h- ...................................... 70 

59~ ................... ................... 60«),... ................................... 69 

51\?t ...................................... a9?t ...................................... 6~ 

577c ' ...................................... , 58):1, .............................. ,....... 67 

l)69f ...................................... 5~9t ...... ~............................:.. 66 

55% ...................................... 56$r ..................... ~................ ,S;) 

:;i~ .... .................................. 55% ..................... ,................. 64 

5:i~' ...................................... 5"'~' .~.................................... ' 6:l 

529'- .................................. ~... i):J'/l' ...................................... 62 

nllft: ...................................... ;,2/ft- ..................:................... 61 

50% ...................................... !119f ."................................... tiD 

OSf .....................:.................. :;U7~. ..................................... o. 


, , 

1 Notwithsts.nding the preceding sentence, if 

2 the pa~rnity establishment perfonns.nce 

3 level of a State for' a fis,cal year is less 

4 than 50 percent but exceeds by at least 10 

5 percentage points the paternity establish­

6 ment performance le:vel 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 &nce level is 50' percent. . 

11 "(B) ESTABLISJ:DIEXT OF CHILD ~rJ>POHT 

12 ORI)ERS.-, 

13 H(i) DETERllIXATIOX Of' srpPOHT 

14 . ORDER PERFOn~L\'''\'CE LEVEL.-The sup· 

January 28. 1998 (2:35I).m.) 
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1 port order performance level for a State 

2 for a fiscal year is the percentage of. the 

3 total number of cases under the State plan 

4 approved u~der this part in.which there is 

5 a support order during the fiscal year . 
". 

6 "(ii) DETERlUXATIO~ 01" APPLICABLE., 

7 PERCE~TAGE.-The applicable percentage 

8 with respect to a State's support order per­

9 formance level is as follows: 

"If the support order performanae levelll!i: The appUoable 
percentage u:Alleut: 	 But lUI than: 

t'109f. • ................................... .. 100 

i9~ ................................. ~.... ~~ ...................................... 98 

7~~. ...................................... 79~ ...................................... 96 

j7lft ...................................... 78~ ...................................... 94 

ili~ ...................................... 77% ...................................... 92 

7;)~ ...................................... 76~ ...................................... 90 


7"'~ ...................................... 75c.il- ...................................... 88 

7:i?f ....................................... 7~Ijt ...................................... N6 

72~ ...................................... 7~~ ...................................... tl.J 

i1~' .............. ~.................... ~.. 72~ .... ~................................. 82 

70~ ...................................... 71% ................... , .......... :....... . 'SO 

6H~ : ................................ ;.... 70~· ..................~................... 79 

6~~ ...................................... 699f; ...................................... 78 

67~ .........................~.;.......... 6~% .... ,................................. 77 

66~ ...................................... 67~ .... ;.................................. 76 

t);;7r ....................................... 66% ....................................... 75 

6.&*1'. ...................................... 65~ ...................................... 74 

I:i:~~ ''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''. 6490 ................. ; ................ :... 7:-1 

1i:!7r ...................................... 6:i% ...................................... 72 

6]~. ...................................... 6291:' ...................................... 71 

tiO~ ...................................... 615f; ....................................... 70 

5H~ ...................................... 60?,c ....................................... 69 

;;ri~. ...................................... 59~ ...................................... 6~ 


:;7~ ...................................... 5~?l: ...................................... 67 

:;f)~. ....................................... 57~ ...................................... , 66 

:;;)~ ............... :...................... 56% ...................................... 65 

;)~7(: ..............................,....... 55% ...................................... 64 

ii:J?t: ...................................:.. 549'- ....................................... 6:~ 


:;~?', ........;................;.........~.. 5~% ....................................... '62 

:;1~ ...................................... :;2% ......................................... 61 

50'11'. ...................................... 51% ...................................... 60 
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MIf the aupport oreler performance levella: The appUcable 

,percentage illAtleat: But Ieli. ttum: 

09f ........................................ 50% ...................................... O. 


1 Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, if 

2 the support order performance level of a 

3 'State for a fiscal year is less than 50 per­

4 cent but exceeds by at least 5 percentage 

5 points the support order performance level 

6 of the State for the immediately preceding 

7 fiscal year, then the applicable 'perCentage 

8 with respect to the State's support order 

9 perfonnance level is 50 percent. 

10 '''(0) OOI.JLECTIOS'S O:S C,[,URES'T CHILD 

11 

12 "(i) DETERlII~ATIO!\ OF Ct:RRE~T 

13 PAY~IE~T PERFOR:.\L\XCE LEVEL.-The 

14 current payment, performance level for a 

is State for a fiscal year is. equal to the total 

16 amount of cummt support collected during 

17 the 'fiscal year under the State pla.n ap­

18 , proved under this part divided by the total , 

19 , amount of current support owed during the 

20 fiscal year in all cases under the State 

21 ' plan, expreB8ed as a percentage. 

22 "(ll) :OETERlII~ATIO~ .o.~ .APPLICABLE 

23 PERCEXTAGE.-The applicable' percentage 

January 28. 19Va (2:35 J).m.) 
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1 with respect to a Sta.te's current payment 

2 perfonnarice level is as follows: 

4111Jt tbe CUl.'HDt paymellt penoZ'lDlUlce level II: The appl10able
percental. lazAt leut: But leas tban: 

~OSl ..................................... . 

79~· ............. ,....................... . 

78s;t .,..................~ ................. 

17t;f. ..................................... . 


'76?<: ................................ ; ..... 

75% ................................... ; .. 

74% ,.................................... . 

73?C ...................................... . 

729f: ...................................... 

71 $f.................................. : .... 

70% ..................................... . 

69% ..................................... . 

61\Sl ~ ..................... , ..:,.....:..... 

67% ...............'....................... 

66% ................ : ............... : ..... 

85~ ........"' ........... ~............... 

ti~$f: ...................... : ............... . 

6S~ .... " ........ '.. '......." ........ ''' .. ~: 


ti2% ..................................... . 

61% ..................................... . 

60?,..................... : ................. 

59~ ...................................... 

.1)8% ......... ~ ............! .............. . 


57~' ...............................~...... 

56% ............................... : ..... . 

55~, .......... ~ ................. ! •• 
" ..... ,.: ....... . 


!)49f: ............................... : ...... 

:;:i~..................................... .. 


51% ...................................... 

50% ..................................... . 

49~ ...................................... 

4l4% .........'.....~...................... 

47ift: ................ , ................... .. 

46% ...................................... 

45~ ............................... ~...... 

44~....................................... : 

";~~....................................... 


. 42$t. .................... : .......... ~...... 

41~' ...................................... 

"'0% ...................................... 

0% ........................................ 


100 
80?i .......~ ...................... , ..... .. ~)~ 


79% ..................... ; ............... . mi 

7t1?t. ..................................... . U4 

77St .......~ ........ , .................... . 92 

76% ...................................... 90 

1i>'jt ..................................... .. ~~ 


74~ .................................... .. tl6 

73~ .................................... .. 1'14 

72?t. ..................................... . ·~2 


71c;t .............................. : ...... . ~O 


70% ...;.......... :.: ... ;..... ,:.......... 7A 

69~ ..................................... .. 7I'! 

6riSl ..................................... . 1i 

67~ ..................................... . 76 

6ti?; .............................. ; ...... . 

6i)~ .................................... .. 


'ti4?; .......... : ......................... .. 

63% ..............................~ ..... .. 

62~ ..: ................................. .. 

61?t ................... : ................. . 

60~ ........ : ............................. . 

59% ................ : .................... . 

·i)8?t .................................... .. 

57~ .:................................... . 

:;6% ................,................... .. 

55% ..................................... . 

54~ ...................................... 

5S~......................... : ............ . 

5:!~ ..................................... . 

51~ ............................... ~ .... .. 

50% ....................................... 

"9~ ............................ : ........ . 

411?t .................................... .. 

47% ...................................... , 

"6~ ...................................... 

45% ..................................... . 

.J.!5': ...................................... 

4:i~k ..................................... . 

42'.N ................................ ' ..... . 

41?t ..................................... . 

40S+- ..................................... . 


Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, if3 

4 the. current payment perfonnance level of a 
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1 State fora fiscal year is less ,than 40 per;' 

,2 cent but exceeds by at least 5 percentage 

3 points the current payment performance 

4 lever of the State for the immediately pre .. 

5 ' ceding fiscal year, then the applicable per· 

6 centage with respect to the State's current 

7 payment performance'level is 50 percent. 

8 "(D) COLLECTIO~S O~ CHILD srpPOUT 

9 ARREARAGES.­

10 U(i) DETERltIXATIO~ 01-" .ARREARAGE 

11 PAYltE~T PERFORllA..~C~ LEVEL.-The ar­

12 rearage payment performance level for a 

13 ' State for a fiscal year is equal to the total'. 

14 number of cases under the State plan ap-

I S proved under this part in which payments 

16 of past-due child support were received. 

17 during the fiscal year and part or all of the 

18 payments were distributed to the family to 

19 whom the past-due child support was owed 

20 (or, 'if all past-due child 8llpport owed to 

21 . . the family was. at the time of receipt. sub· 

22 ject to an assignment to the State, part or 

23 .all (jf the paYments were re~ned by the 

24 State) divided by the total number of cases . , 

25 under the State plan in which there is 

I 

January 28, 1998 (2:35 p.m.) 
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1 past-due child support, expressed as a per· 

2 centage. 

3 U(ii) DETER:\IIXATIOX OF APPLICABLE 

4 PERCE~TAGE.-The applicable percentage 

5 . with respect to a State's arrearage pay­

6 ment performance level is as follows: 

"If the 81'1'e8l'8fe PaYment performanoe level III. The applloable
Percental., un. iAt least: But leu than: 

809(......................... ~ ............ . 

79$" ..................................... . 

789(: ..................................... . 

77'Jt. .................................. ' ... . 

761ft. ..................................~ .... 

75~ ..................................... . 

74% ...................................... 


100 
80~ ....~................................. . fltl 
79% ................ ; ......., ............ . US 
78% ..................................... . 94 
77% ......... : ........................... . 92 
76?t .................................... .. 90 
i:)'lt ..................................... . Hii 

7:i'# ...................................... . .7-l~ .................................... .. 86 

721ft ..................................,... 

71 Sl ................................~..... 

iO% .................................. , .. . 

697t ..................................~ .. . 

6/1%...................................... . 

67% ....................... : .............. . 

66% ..................................... . 

65~. ; ................................. ~ .. . 

6.J~. 


ti:l~ ..................................... . 

6:l?f; ........... ; ...................... ~... 

619' ...................... ~ ............... ~ 

607t ..................................... . 

;;~% ...................................... 

:;15% .................................. ; ... 

57% .................................. , ... 

i)6~.• ~ .................................. .. 


:1!)7t ..... : .............................. .. 

i)-4~ ...................................... 


5;i~ ...................................... 

;):z~: , ............. "., ......"," ... t .... ~ ..... I~.'. 


51){ ..................................... .. 

50% .................................;,... 

...91ft ...................................... 

4$~ .......................... ; .......... . 

47Si ....................................... 

46% .;.................................... . 

-I:!S% ............................ : ..... ~ ... 

:l-l){.......................... : .......... .. 

-I::i~ .................. ; ........... ~...;;.•. 

4:l91 ~ .................................... . 


7a$t ..................................... . N4 

,72% ........ : ........................... .. s2 

715': ...................................... 80 

70% ...................................... 79 

695t ................ : ................... .. 78 

68% ....................................... 77 

67r;il: ...................................... 76 

66lft- ...................................... 75 

65% ........ ; ............................ . 74 

6.J~ ..................................... . 73 

6;3~ ...... , ......................., ....... 72 

62% ..; .................................. : 71 

61~ ....: ................................ . 70 

.SO?: ...................................... 69 

59~ ...................................... . 68 

5H?f; ...................................... 67 

57% ............................. : ....... . 66 

56~ .................................... .. 65 

51)% ............. , ...................... .. 64 

54~ ..................................... . 83 

53~ ............ : ........................ . 62 

5:,2~ .................................... .. 61 

519V: ..................................... . 60 

50$t .................................... .. i;9 


4Q$t ..................................... . 58 

48% ...................................... 57 

"7~ ...................................... ;;6 

"6% ..................................... . 55 

459f: ..................................... . 54 

4-l1ft; ...................................... 53 

43~ ................................... : .. 52 
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IIIlt the arrearage payment performance level lsi The applicable 

At le.at: But leu thans percentage il: . 

.41~ ........ " ........................ ,'.... 429(­ ....................................... i;1. 
'40~ ................................ :..... 41~ .......... ;........................... !iO 

q~ ....................:.'.................. ol0?!, ...............................:...... . o. 

1 Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, if 

2 the arrearage payment performance level 

3 of a, State for a fiscal year is less than 40 

4 perc~nt but exceeds' by at least 5 percent­

5 age points the arrearage payment perform­

6 ance level of the State for the immediately 

7 preceding fiscal year, then the applicable 

8 .percentage with .respec~ to the State's ar­

9 rearage payment performance level is 50 

10 percent. 

11 "(E) COST-EFFECTIYE~E8S.-

12 . "(i) DETER:\IIXATIOX OF· COST..EF· 

13 FECTIVE~ES8 PERFOR)L\~CE LEVEL.-·The' 

14 cost.;effectiveness performance level. for a 

15 State for a fiscal year is equal to· the total 

16 amount collected during the nscalyear 

17 under' the State plan approved under this 
, ' . . 

18 part'divided by the tot,a! amount expended 

19 during the fiscal year under the State plan, 

20 expressed as a ratio. 

21 "(ti) DETER:\IINATIOX OF APPLICABLE 
\: ~ 

22 PERCEXTAGE.-The applicable percentage 

January 28,195118 (2:35 p.m.) 
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1 with respect to a State's cost·effectiveness 

2 performance level is as follows: 

-If the cOlt eff"ti~n... perfol'lUJlGe level 15: The applicable 
pereentap 1~:At least: But leu than: 

5.00 ....... : ....... :....................... .. .................... i ...................... . 100 
4.50 ..... : ............................ ;... -4.99 ..............................~ ...... . 90 
,tOO ......................... :............ 4.50 ..................................... . AO 
:i.50 . ........ ......... ..... ......... ...... ·tOO ..................................... . 70 
3.00 ...................................... 3.50 ..................................... . 60 
2.1;0 .................... :................. ;~.OO ..................................... . 50 
2.00 ..... , ...... ,.. ,.... " .. " .......... ,..... 2.50 ............................................,... 40 
0.00 .. ................... ................. 2.00 ..: .................................. . O. 

3 "(c) TRE~\TlIEXT 01" l~'TERST.ATE COLLECTIOXS.­

4 In computing incentive payments under this section, sup­

5 port which is collected by a State at the request of another 

6 State shall be treated as having been collected in full by 

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

8 rying out a special project assisted under section 455(e) 

9 shall be excluded. 

10 U(d) AnlIlXISTRATIVE PRoVlsIO~s.-The amounts 

11 of the incentive payments to be made to the States under 

12 this section' for a fiscal' year shall be estimated by the Sec­

13 retary at or before the beginning of the fiscal year on the 

14 basis of the best information available. The SecretarY shall 

15 make the payments· for the fiscal year, on a quarterly basis 

16 (with each quarterly" payment l?eing '~de no later than. 

17 the beginnlng of the quarter involved), in the amounts so 

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

19 payments or underpayments which ,the Secretary deter-

January 28. '998 (2:35 p.m.) 
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1 mines were made under this section to the States involved 

2 for prior periods and"with respect to which adjustment has , 

3 not already been" made under this subsection. Upon the 

4 making of anr estimate by the Secretary under the preced· 

5 ing sentence, any appropriations available for payments 

6 under this section are deemed obligated. 

7 "(e) REOl:L..\TJO:ss.-The Secretary shall prescribe 

8 such regulations as may be necessary governing the cal· 

9 culation of incentive payments under this section, includ­

10" ing directions for excluding from the calculations certain 

11 closed cases and cases over which the States do not have 

12 jurisdiction. 
"' 

13 "(f) REl:\\~STl[E~T.-A State to which a payment 

14 is made under this section shall expend the full amount 

15 of the payment­

16 "(1) to carry out the State plan approved under 

17 this part; or 

18 "(2) for any activity (including cost-effective 

19 contracts" with local agencies) approved by the Sec­

20 retary, whether or not the expenditures for which 

21 are eligible for reimbursement under this part, which 

22 may contribute to improving the effectiveness or effi­

23 ciency of the State program operated under this 

24 part.". 

202 456 5581:#24 
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1 (b) TR.A.~SITIO~ RrLE.-Notwithstanding any other 

2 provision of law­

3 (1) for fiscal year 2000, the Secretary shall rea 

4 duce by l/S the amount otherwise payable to a State 

under section 458 of the Social S~urity Act,. and 

6 shall reduce· by 2/3 the amount otherwise payable to 

7 a State under section 458A of such Act; and 

8 (2) for fiscal year 2001, the Secretary shall re­

9 duce by 2/a the amount otherwise payable to a State 

under section 458 of the Social Security Act, and 

11 shall reduce by l/S the amount otherwise payable to 

12 a State under. section 458A of such Act. 

13 (c) REGrL,ATIoxs.-Within 9 m6nths after the date 

14 of the enactment of this section, the Secretary, of Health 

and Human Services' shall prescribe re~ations governing 

16 the implementation of B~ction 458A of the Social Security 

17 Act when such section takes effect and the implementation 

18 of subsection (b) of this Election. 

19 (d) STL'DIES.­

(I) GE~ER.AL REVIEW OF XEW IXCEXTIVE PAY· 

21 )lEXT SYSTEll.­

22 (A) Ix OEXERAL.-'The Secretary of' 

23 Health and Human 'Services shall conduct a 

24 study of the implementation of the incentive 

p~ent system established by section 458A of 

J&nuary 28. '99~ (2:35 p.m.) 
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the Social Security Act, in order to identify the 

problems and successes of the system. 

(B), REPORTS TO THE CO~OREHS.-

. (i) REPORT O~ \·,.\.RL\TIO~S l~ ST.ATE 

PERFORl1A..""C~ ATTRIBrTABLE TO DElIO­

GWIUC VARL\BLES.-Not later than Oc­

tober 1, 2000, the'Secretary shall submit 

to t)le Congress a report that identifies any 

demographic or economic variables that ac­

. count for d.i:f!erences' in the performance 

levels achieved by the States with respect 

to th~ performance measures used in the 

system, and contains the recommendations 

of the Secretary for such adjustments to 

the system as may be necessary to ensure 

that the relative performance of States is 

mea:8ured from a baseline that takes ac­

count of any such variables. 

(li) I~TERI)l REPORT~-Not later than 

March 1, 2001, the Secretary shall submit 

to the Congress an interim report that con­

tains thefind.ings of the study required by 

subparagraph (A). 

. (iii) FIXAL REPORT.-Not later than 

October 1, 2003, the Secretary shall sub­
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1 	 mit to. the Congress a final report that 
, 	 , 

2 contains the flnal findings of the studyre· 

3 quired by subparagraph (A). The report 
. . 

4 shall include, any recommendations for 

S ' 	 'eha~s in the system that, the Secretary' 

6 determines would improve the' operation of 

7 the child support enforcement program. 

8 (2) DE\"ELOPlIEX,T. 01" lIEDIC'.AL srpPORT I,~-

9 CEXTI\'"E.­
, ! 

10 (A). Ix GEXEuAL.-The Secretary of 

11 Health and Human Services, in consultation 

12 with State' direc~ors of programs operated 

13 . under part D of title IV of the Social Security 

14 Act and· representatives of children potentially 

15 eligible for medical support, shall' develop a per­

16 fonnance measure based on the effectiveness of 

17 States in. establishing and enforcing medical 

18 support obligations, and shall make 'ree­

19 onunendations for the incorporation of the' 

20 measure,., in a- revenue neutral manner, into the 

21 incentive payment system e8tablishe~ by section 

. 22 	 ·458A of the Social Security Act. 

23 . (B)REPORT.-Not later than October 1; 

24 1999, the Secretary shall submit to ~he Con­

2S gress a, report that describes the, performance 

January 28,1998 [2:35 p.m.) , 
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1 measure and contains the recommendations re­

2 quired by subparagraph (A). 

3 (e) TECHXICAL ~IEXD)IEXT8.-

4 (1) Ix GE="iERAL.-Section 341 of'the Personal 

5 Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation ' 

6 Act of 1996 (42 V.S.C, 658 note) is amended­

7 (Ar by ,striking subsection' (a)' 8.nd redesig­

8 nating Subsections (b), (c), and (d) as sub­

9 sections '(a), (b), and (c), respectively; and 

10 (B), .in subsection (c) (as so redesig­

11 nated)-'' 

12 ' (i) by striking paragraph (1) and in­
. ' 

13 Berting the following: 

14 "(1) CO="iFOR)II="iG A.'lE~ln'rEXT~ TO PRESEXT 

15 SYSTEll.-Tqe amendments made by subsection (a) 

16 of this ~ection 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."; and 

20 (ii) in paragraph (2), by striking 

21 "(c)" and inserting " (b)". 

22 (2) EFli'ECTIYE DATE.-The amendments made 

23 by this section shall take effect as if included in the 

24 enactment of section 341 of the Personal Respon- . 

January 28. 199B (2:35 p.m.) 
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1 sibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation· ACt of 

2 1996. 

3 (f) ELIlIIXATIOX OF PREDECESSOR IXCEXTI\"E PAY· 

4 )IEXT SYSTE:\I.­

5 .(I) REPE,AL._Section 458 of the Social Secu­

6 rity Act (42 U.S.C. 658) is repealed. 

7 (2) COXFORlIlXG A),IEXDlIEXTS.­

8 (A). Section 458.A of the Social Security 

9 Act (42 U.S.C. 658a) is redesignated as section 

10 458. 

11 (B)·. Subsection (d){l) of this section IS 

12 amended by striking "458A" and inserting 

13 "458". 

14 (3) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made 

I IS by this subsection shall take effect on October 1, 


16 2001. 


17 (g) GEXERAL: EFFECTIVE DATE.-Except as other­
(' 

18 wise provided in this section, the amendments made by 

.19 this section sh~ take effect on October 1, 1999~' 

January 28. 1988 (2:36 p.m.) 
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1 TITLE III-ADOPTION, 
2 PROVISIONS 

I ' 

3 SEC. SOl. MORE Fy'ExmLE PENALTY PROCEDURE TO BE AP­

4 ",PLlED FOR FAD..ING TO PERMIT INTERJURIS­. . ' , .' 

',DICTIONAL ADOPTION. 

6 (a) Section 474(d) of the Social Security; Act (42 " 

7 U.S.C~ 674(d», is1limended in each of paragraphs (1) and 

5 

" , \" '. 

8 , (2) by inserting "or subsection (e) of, this section;) aft~r 

9 "section 471(8)(18)". 

10 (b) Section 474(e) of such Act (42 U.S.C: 674(e)) 

11 is aniended- '" 

12 (1) by striking all that' precedes, paragraph (1)· 
.. ' , 

f3 ' and inserting the following: 


14 ' '," (e) As a condition of reCeiving fund~ under'thispart, 


15 a State shall not,....:.."; , 


16 (2) in paragraph,(l), by striking "denied or d~-, 


17 ,'layed" and ~sertmg "deny or delay"; and 


18 (3) in p,aragraph (2), b;r striking "faiied" and 


1 9 inserting "fail". 


'20' (c) RETROACTIYITy.-,The amendments made by this 

21' sectiorishall 'take: effect as, if included iIi, $ection 202(b)" 

22 , of the ~doption and Safe Families Act'of 1997. 
. ' " . ' . ., 

, 23, SEC. 802. TECHNlC!.U~,CORRECTIONS. 


24 
 Section 473A(c)(2)(B) .of the Social Security Act (42, , ' 

25 U.S.C. 673b(c)(2)(B» is amended-, 

. January 28.1998 (2:35 ~.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 "July 1, 1998", 

J 

.Il1nuary 28, 1998 (2:35 p,m,) 

n, .• "!' ... ' ..., '''~, .-,., ..., 
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~')!!~~~~-~-~~~-n-~~~-S;~te's Bid for LOwe~Child Support . 
..' Penalty (Washn)By Melissa Heary and''virginiaEllis .' 

(c) 1998,.Los Angel~ Times' . .. . '.' .' , . 
.WASHINGTON Under intense pressure trom ~Iif~a state'and .. " 

. '~, . coUnty offi~ials, the prlncipalauthotofUte 1996 welfare refonn I~~' is 
,"',' ready to,propoSe changes to thelandrriarkme8surethatcO~Jd shield. ." 

"CalifOrnia troma devastating $4 billion penalty inJ998 :aJone.· .' . . 
. LeSs than 18 rrionths after the welfare law wasenacte!L Rep. Clay .. ' . 

.Shaw; R-Fla., says ConSress muSt scale back theautomaticperialties. it 
\i.·o~ld impose on states that fail to build centralized, computer sYstemS 
hltrac~ parentS who owe child support:. " . '. ; .' . .' 

Shaw is set to propose a new penalty formula that. could reduce.the 
. ~inction Calitornia faces this year from a p~iected $4 billion to about 

$1 ():8 trtillio;l..Shaw also hope,:; to relax the law's requirement that 

states build strictly integrated, <;entralizedsysteffiS. ~ . ." 


Shaw's proposal would ~ California's path tocomplian~ by . 

rillo\ving the stilteto establish a loosely linked netwc;>rk ofdiSsm,rihir 


. coUnty child-support enfoicement systems~ .... , .. ..{ 

'. Shaw,~hllirman of the House Ways and Means C~ttee's .' 


sUbcoriunitt~.on hwrianresources, i1ckriowledged in an intelvieW that 

'. his draft plan is designed specifically to bail ¢alifornia bur ofits '. .' 

'falJuretomeet thewelf~ laws requirements for a Singlc, statewide 


compUter system for child-8).lppoTt 6lforcCinent:" .... . . . 
. The stnte already has missedihe first deadline fOt-creating such,a '; 


. svstem; imd its efforts tobuild one have beenstymi~ by massive '. 

'tci:hnicnl andpolitic'al 'problems. ..'.. .,. '.' . .', 
 motherhop~g,loget child~Stipport from ilfatherliving inSanDi, ..' .. It;s'not entirelVfair to those who really busted th¢irbacksto get the 

migQt have to deal wilhtwodiStinctsvstemsthat d~n'i eaS-il\' " 
job done ~d tried to comply;" sa.i4Shaw~ who interids to ail' his .' .' cOmmunicate with each other and whichmovhavevastlv difterew
'proposals later this month. ':However, California's probl~ are ,more '. .riileS and regulations. '. . . ~. ". . . " 
.iriunense than many oth¢Tstates', and, there will be some penalty. . The~elfare reformla~, ~tout to.fix 'that prob,lem. mandating tl
involved. But it won't take sCi inuch money out ·that it wilJbe ··ea~hst8fe have a." ;seairiles,s~'systetlith8t would track an absent 

:tremendouSly ..egressiv~.~ ..' ' . .'. ' .' I.. . '. '. ". · parent's moves·from county to coUnty lind make it~asV to track
. . Sbawisproposal, which already bassj>arlc:ed coll!r?versf;COt1les as' .. . wheth~that p8rent~as kept up .with child~suppoJ1pa:vme~ts, ; . 
California's child~sUpport enfOt"Cement effQJ1lailguishes'indisarray.....•....: . Alili.ougltthestate of Calitorrua.has'spent $ ioOmiiIion to build 
Colifoniiacoliects,Suppoi:t for less than 14perccm~of.thefamilies~at.:,: ..a ~mputer system' th!!t would SatisfY the requirements of the welt: 
apply for it, ~d JrriilliOrichildren receiveno~g trom the ab~t .••• ' .... .. '. law, Gov. Wilson in Noveniber abandoned the prqject and cancell 
pru-ent .... ' ..' ...... ... ,. '.' ....•.... ' ~ . ,r". $1 O~'rrulli(;)Ji contract. with computergian{ Lockh~-Mnrtin [MS,
Mi!n~ exp~fault California's Sy~tem of COWlty~~riistereq . \. . .' WilsOli'saction can1eafterhis adritinistration conclud~ thai it WOI 

child-sUpport enforcement. whoSe parts ~,not.linked tbgc$er ~y a' coStmor:e to corr.ectproblemswith the LOckheed System than to 
~il~~~ colilp~ter:systcml.As a r~sult. forinstimce, a Sacram~t9; .... •... ',' lOUl)cba rieweffort; .. . '..... '. ., 

. . .' . '.: 

.' Bl;ll'with ¢at new effort riot yet under '/fay, the state i~ nearlyCer' 
tOrefu$in oUt-of-compliance with the welfare lliwfor ~veral more 
yeafs~ And under theterms ofthe law nOw on the books that 
irimlcti6noouldeost Califoniia i~ entire welfarc= biock ~ant for ell 

, ye8itliatitS svStein fails to meet thetederalstandard: . 
' UJn4erSha;"s plan.the.sa.TeUlfy of the U,S, DepUrtmeni oj' Heul' 

.•.• IUld Human Si<rVic.::s still would' have III sanction Caliti.)Jl'liu li)reuc 
•y¢arit.l~ilsto institute an. intewatedsysteril ti.~r tracking nOJ1-clIstoo 
parents.,~utf:h~ secretOry would have the I~iittide t(ladopt UI~ss . 

. "puIlitive formula; d~mg th~ state for'4: percent of Its t~eral, 
, child"support eIuorcement blOCk grant oranout $12millilln in.the 

. fltst y6iir of nQn-compliari~; . . . . 
The,amount·of thelesS~punitive sanction would increase over 

co~utive Years from ~,*cent or $24 million in Californiu's cas. 
of the bloCk grant 10 theSCC9nd year, Itin ceiling or20 perCc!1l1 $(,0 

·miUioriin Calitomiu in the.. tifth yearo(noIH:orilpliuncc . 
U~aStat~ initiaUytails toni,ci=t tJi~ retllliremeOls oi'thc lu\\ hili com 

.. into compliance laier within the Sanie'yc!ui'. Shuw'" piun WlllIld 11110\1 

'. the HHS Sec~tary t~, retum75 perceJllnf uSlate'spenllll,; IlIihlll ~Iit 

http:colilp~ter:systcml.As
http:sUbcoriunitt~.on
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