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Talking Pomts . 

~ .' The Child Support'Rnforcenient program is key to ~uring th&lt childrf~ri receive the financial 
suppon ofboth paren.ts. Irt. ad.rJJtion, child 5UPPOl't is an important sUJ'Pon for families who 
have moved from the welfare system to the workforce, helping these families to maintain . 
their independence. '., . 

» I I.U1derstand that there is renewed 8ttcnt,on and commitment.to the array ofchi.ld support 
issues facing California IU'ld I .pplo.\.\d you for that 8lld urge.: )TQU tQ wntin\.'l.c working towards 
developing a certifiable statewide automated child Sllpport,enforeement system and a 

. centralized State Disbursement Unit·(SDU). .I. look IOrwar<1 to teeeivlng Catlfonua's 
request for the alter.native p~att)· and its corrective eornpliance plan. for an automated 
stateMide syst.em. 

>- I commend you on efforts to understand the issues and to wotk together toward a. viable 
solution to the issues CaHtbmfa is taein.g. 

}IIo 	 I. along witb Assistant Sec~ta.ry Olivia Golden and OCS'E; Conrrnillll,dQUer Judge R.oss, am 
conuniTtM fnprovicfi"g whm.ever tcolmic:a1 B~~iRt:mce we ca." to C"!!lli'fornht In fIIll1'lpnl1. yonr 
efforts to ensure that 011 children axe supported by both parents. As an example, Assistant 
Secretary Oo14"='nJ' when ahc: was in Cilifomia oarli« thb y~a:r, ~OllUl.l:ittcd. tc;l;hnicAl 

. assistance in the Conn ofteclmology transfer 0ppMtunities, which would allow state stll:tfand 
lcgislatol"s and their staff to travel to other states to aGEl how their systems are oporated. 

.­
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Qs Illd As Oil SDU 

Q: We are pllUltling to lobby ConFess for relief fram thY': SDUt:r.i.\Q.lty, perhopsby folding tho 
SDUpenalty into the alternative penalty for automated CSE system.s. Would you support such a 
measw:e in Congress? ' , 

A; I hope that CalifonUa win focus its' efforts 'on implftmentingth~ SDU, rather than lobb~ing, 

because the operation ofan sou bas been shoWYI to get flaymentit to ~bildren faliter ~dmote 

efficiently than nOl'kcI>rib'ali:z;ed approaches~ .That being said, at this point l-lliS would not 

support Of C;ppoae SDU pCtlolty relieffoi Clllifc."!rnia. . 


Q: Ate other StQtes complying )'Iith the SlJU requirement? 

A: States are making consideraple pwgress in m~tins the SDU requirements, 1'he effective 
date for the SDU requirel11ent ww: Or.tober 1, 1998. However, if Q Sttlte PT.oCC1l9c:d child aupport 
payments through local courts when JI~WORA was t:nI.U!teti,.th(l State is not requited to establish 
its SDU until October 1. 1999~ , . ' 

Curr~nt1y, all Stat.es e"~t California cithm- have al\'operational SDU or have until October 1. 
1999 to implement an ~nl1. Tv.~nty-tw6.Strrtei Wld fcur ~~tQries have ~ucc.ssfuUy , 
implemented SOUs. The following states have until October 1~ 1999, to implement an SDU and 
&11 are at variO\Uistagos oftbr; implc;mcnta.tioll p'Q!..;t)~l); Alu.bwnti.; Florida; Oeorgia~ Illinol!lj 
lndilU'l.a; Kansas; KentuckY;'Lo\lisinna; MarylSlldj Michigan; Missisl:iippi; MissQuri~ Nebraska; 
Nevada; New Jersey; New Mexico; North Carolina; North Dakota; Ohio; Oklahoma; 
Pennsylvania; Rhode Island: South Carolina~ Toonessee; 'l'exas;Wisc~nRin: s."ci Wy,,11'line;, 

.Q. CouJd. California apply for an eXet1lptioD to the SIlU reql.lircment? 

A. The statute provides fo~ ""cmptions to be granted to States wishing to establish an SDU 
through ~'linked" local units, upon meeting certain criteria. 'To quality fot an cxc:mption,) a State 
ron~ pro'!!e thflt it wI be no mote cosdy; nor moi'e ,time;comH.unlng, to ;,stablisb or operate an 
SDU through linked local' units than to do,so through a central unit even ifgrMtod an 

, ~emptioll. the State ~uu~l ~~lt'i)luvitle une.lO(:3tion to which income..wlthholding monies shaLJ 
be:: sont. . " . 

. . , 

. Ca.1iforniahas notstibmitted'an exemption l'~li~!ilt from the SDU reql.lirern~t; h~wev~, the 
State has submitted several docum.ents that outline various optiOilSfof implementing anSDU., 
The State l'llninuuna that the best 'ppro8(':h is to'dcsigl.' its $~l~will~ automated system to meet 
both SDU ~d computer systems requirements. Due to' the State's desire to consoliditte systems 
end SDU implementation, the State does not envision full compliance with 'the SOU rcquiremeJ\t 
unti120D2. This i1.l4 years beyoTtd the statutorily required date for California . 

.	As bae.lcground. eleven State. have submitted exemption, toquc:sl:l5, -howevcc,only SvutlJ 

Carolina's re.quest met the statutpry test for an exemption t(') allow the State to use linked. local 

uuihl. R.t4u~~t!i from,Kentucky. M!ssoUrl~ Indiana, Tenneg~ee and Wyoming were denied. 
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Reql.lCl'ts 3r~ pft'uliuS in Nevada, Miebigao. and Toxu. Mi.$$iIDtippi withdrew their requ~!lt and 
sublequently has' implemented an SDU. Georgia ateo withdr~w their reques1 and the State is 
wuckiu.i toWat'dlS u.1lpl"'t»eutl.nga. fUlly centrali:t«l sDU. 

Q: Are there any other options 'available to States like California. that are having difficulty 
implementin,e the SDU besides a permanent.exemption ~uest? 

AI Ye3. 0. number or States with October 1, 1999 oomplianoe dntollt inoludinl Miobisan and '. 
Nevada, are fa.cing por,sible delays in completitlg their SDUs because their statewide au.tOmated 
systems are not complete. These States have consulted vntb Federal officials iltld are s~eking a 
time·limited exemption that wm bring tb.em to full e.ompliance 'within a reasonable period of 
time. Regardless ofwhether States requ~Jt a penn.anerrt Qr tirne-lLmited eXeJnption, States nlllst 
5till meet.the ~t.atutory re.quirements for ltIl ~"emptkJIl, i.e.• eost and timin&. . 

, 

Q; What wil1happtrn. tu CalilbmilS noW lhat the Stiite iti out ofcQmpllmlce with the SDU 
requirement? 

A: ("!alifnmia hili 60 d8.)Is to requ.e8t a formal hearing regarding the di~al"J1rnval ofit.A Rtat.e 1"llan. 
Rcsardlesa ofCalifornia's rationale for not submitting a time-limited exemption, California itl 
clearly not compliant with the Stllte plllll r.equirement underth~ Social Security Aet, and. thus 
ACF sent a Notice of Irtt.Bnt to disapprove CaJifomia's State plan.\Vhen a State fails to comply 
wtlb the. ~l)U l'equiremen~ its State p!en i~ sUbject to olsapproval by OC~B. 

Q: What is the financial penalty that California is facing if the State's IV-D plan is disapproved? 

A: A determination that CaHfornia's IV-D plan is diaapprov(·Jj will result in suspension of aU' 
Fed.eral payments t'br the State's chUc.1 suppOrt enforcement prclgrllln, an4 fiuch payments will 
continue to be withheld until the State IV·D plan can be approved by OCSE. According to 
preliminary FY 98 numbers) the Fed.era! share of California'g IV·D oxpenditures is 
S?:I:Ci,n01.000_ 1n AlMitiM, in orner t() he eelieih1e fio:lr ~ blf.ll'.k $rAlit fur !empoTIlr)' Assistance to 
Needy Families (TANF), a State must certify that it will operate a'child support enforcement 
(IV·D) program. Thcrefofl~. tAN"F iunding wOIlld'al.8(1 b::: jeopaldi2.r;:;O If UlI::; Si~Lt'; Iwl~u t.u t:nucl . 
the required ohild support 1~gi81ation Otl a timely basis. California· s 1998 TANF Block Grant is 
$3.733.817,784. .-

Qs ond As on AutomDtocl Systems RequlrclDcnt 

Q; Do you iUpport the effOr\i in tbe caIiromlli State legi~lature to reorBanize the child support 
enforcement system? . 

A: The o:tsani;r;ational stru.dure Qftbe chill.i support II'ystem 11 a state datis)on. As sach, we han 
1)0 position on pending state legislation. 

Q: What is the a1tern~tive penalty that California can rtquest? 

1I00/too~ 10:01 .' 66/6T/i;O 
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A: The gradua~eO altemative peruuty for automated 'Yst~s is 4% th~' first year, then 8 %. 16rc • 

. 25% and 30%. For Califorrua. this would be as follows: . ' 


4% ofFY 98 penalty baQe iii. - $ t 1,.1)64,063 

8% ofFY 99 pena1tyba..~e i6 .. $26,948,314 


tTht' FY2000 penalty base can't:bc established until we rreeive pre\rious year $ expenditure!l~ but 
we estimate CA'$ PY2000 to be approximatclySS8 million. : ' ", ,f '. 

': Q: 'What is the current s1:atwl of other at,,\o c.hilclsupport eOIllPut~ l>y51~lllS? 
• • •• 4 " 

A: Almost an states. even ifnot cenifie4. are DOW operating childsuppQlt computer systems.. 
There are 3' states with results ofcertification reviews l'endiui' They are Alaska. District of 
Columbia, ILnd Pennsylvania. There are 9 states and one territo1)' subject to penalty or stat.e plan , 
disapproval They are Califbrnia. Indisna, KnnsC5, MiClhigftl\):NcbI'aEk~ Nevada, North Dakota, 
Ohio, South Carolina and the Virgin Islands. ' 

Q: Has any other state submitted an ~terl)ative SyStetJl cOllfi~ation that Was approved? 

A: Not under the De-w, requirements ofthe Child SuportPenonnance and J;oc:entives Act 
(QSPlA) which was pUled by Congress last year. AlthouWl Indiana, Nebraska and Michigan 
~~~~~ . ' , 

/" '\. 

Q: What about Y2K (Year 2000) problems facing l:Alif'ornia? 

A: On ScpteJnber 14~ 1998 we OOllo1.ltt'od with California· s US~lti.()A~ th!Jl lUi cmt:rgency exists 
under 4~ CPR. 95.605 that warranted Cllifomials imInediately undertaking cenain limited 
interim system enhancements, iti,eluding Year 2000 (Y2K) compliance whilethe State proB;ressts 
toward implementing a Statewide system thl\~meets statuton' and reguJalor~/r,e,cluirements. We 

, approved federal funding for.sof\:ware enhancements necessary to make nomore than four 
interim ~tt'\1n~ V7.x. ftndP~WORA-distriJ;Jution compliant :mdmigmte all rl);\moining counties 
to ODe of these interim ··safe'harbol" systems. We also authorized the State toprocure and 
implement th~ l)eC¢SlSw:y hanlwl:Irt: nlr child. suppoJt automation In all counties 1.0 enswe Y2K 
compliance as long as tho hardware installed is compatible with the interim ~vstem beiUi< ", , 
transitiooed to as wellu the eventllw statewide system. " 

'.', 

., I • 
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States that may be affected by the Feinstein amendment 

Very likely to take advantage of the Feinstein provision 
1. 	 California 
2. 	 Ohio 
3. 	 Indiana 

States unlikely tei be affected if the v maintain SDU exemption 
4. 	 Michigan "":we are working with them on a SDU Exemption request 
5. 	 Nevada- we granted them an SDU Exemption request and they have issued the RFP for the 

SDU . 

6. 	 South Carolina- we granted them an SDU exemption request and they haven't requested the 
alternative penalty yet. 

Possi ble but only if willing to accept 16% penalty in FY 2000 
7. 	 Nebraska- except they are trying to have their system compliant by Sept 99 so they wouldn't 

be under a penalty in FY 2000 and thus not eligible for Feinstein amendment 
R. 	 Kansas- same as Nebraska . 

Unlikely 
9. 	 North Dakota - Has SDU, scheduled to be compliant by Sept 99 
10. Virgin Islands -':HasSDU, chance of being compliant by Sept 99 
11. Alaska- Has SDU, scheduled to be compliant by Sept 99 hasn't requested penalty 
12. DC- Has SDU, scheduled to be compliant by Sept 99 hasn't requested penalty 
13. PA- Has contracted for SDU and is not under penalty so ineligible unless they fail 

certification. . 
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STATES WHOSE CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS 

. ARE NOT YET CERTIFIED 

Alternative System Penalty Taken 

Kansas - CCP approved - penalty taken 

N. Dakota - CCP approv.ed - penalty taken 

Indiana - CCP approved - penalty pending** 


1\ 

Next Steps: None needed. 

Requested Alternative System Penalty 

Nebraska CCP submission incomplete * * 

Nevada - CCP not submitted 

Virgin Islands - CCP not submitted 

Ohio- CCP not submitte~ 


Michigan - CCP not submitted 


Next Steps: Notify State that if it fails to submit/perfect corrective compliance plan 
(CCP) within the next 45 days, we will schedule a State plan disapproval hearing. 

State has not Requested Alternative System Penalty 

California _ "'" AJh,,-,"
---? S. Carolina** CJ1~v{?&",IY~" 

Next Steps: If State hasn't submitted a request for the alternative penalty and a 
"corrective compliance plan by June 15, notify the State that we are scheduling aState 
plan disapproval hearing. (NOTE: CA has sent a letter of intent indicating that they will 
request the alternative system pepalty and s~bmit the CCP on June 15th) 

Reviewed in FY98 - "Viii Not be Certified 

Alaska 

D.C. -----nD"'~ ~(kX,J 01. ~ f\Jl£{-J..c 

Next Steps: Issue final certification report and letter offering alternative penalty. If State 
fails to request alternative penalty in 60 days, schedule State plan disapproval hearing. 

Review'Pending 

Pennsylvania 


Next Steps: Complete review of distribution test deck results; If system is certifiable, no 
further action is necessary. If system is not certifiable, then issue negative report and 
inform State of alternative penalty. If State doesn't request alternative penalty within 60 
days, schedule State plan disapproval hearing~ 

U State may request alternative system configuration waiver 

http:approv.ed
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Status of States with Uncertified CSE Systems 

Requestec Approved 
States Penalty CCP 

Penalty 
Taken 

Meetings Comments 

KS Yes Yes 14-Apr On-site 

ND Yes Yes" 14-Apr On-site 

IN Yes Yes 14-Jul Yes, Likely to request Alternative 
Systems Config 

NE Yes Pending Yes, 12/9E Alternative System Config 
Lt. Gov ACF requested additional info 

NV Yes Yes, 4/121 2 on-site meetings to assist 
Governor NV staff in submitting CCP 

OH Yes Draft r 

submitted 
Yes 3/5/9~ Submitted June 7th 

MI Mailed 
June 2nd 

Yes 12/98 Mailed June 2nd, We have Fax' 
But requesting penalty taken in 
last quarter and use T ANF 

CA Ltr of intent 
Not final 

Yes Will submit by mid-June 

VI Yes Gov& 2 on-site meetings to provide 
A.G.4/8/9 T A related to CSE system 

SC No Yes, 3/99 Meetings with Elizabeth Paterson 

PA No 
, 

Statewide as of 2/99 
Review 4/99 Maybe 
certifiable-still analysing 

AK N/A yet Report should be sent 617199 
Likely to be compliant before State 
Plan Disapproval hearing complete 

DC N/A yet Report likely to,be sent 6/14/99 



Child Support Systems Requirements and Penalties 

June 1 OthMeeting Agenda 

I 

II 

III 

Update on states' progress in meeting child support syste111s requirements 
. , . 

Update on implemen~ation ofgraduated penalties for non-compliant states 

Update on California 

IV Discussion of the Administration's position on the Feinstein bill 

V Discussion of possible alternatives for addressing California and other states which may miss 
the 10/1/99 state disbursement unit (SDU) deadline 



II 

106'1'I-1 CONGRESS 
1ST SESSION S.1033 


'1'0 amend title IV of the Social Seeul'ity Aet to cO()J'dinatc the penalty 
fo!' the failul'c of a State to operate a State child support disbUl'semellt 
unit with the altel'native penalty pl"Ocedme [OJ' failums to meet da.ta 
pmcessing I'equil'ements, 

IN 'rHE SENA'rE OF 'rHE UNl'rED S'rA'rES 

MAY 13, H)99 . 

lVII's, FEiNS'l'gIN intl'(iduced the followillg bill; which was read twice and 
l'efen'ed to the Committee on Finllrtce 

A BILL 

To amend title IV of the Social Securitv Act to coordinate 

. " 

the penalty for the failure of a State to operate a State 

child support disbursement unit with the alternative pen­

alty pi'ocedure for failures to meet data processmg re­

quirements, 

1 Be 'it enacted by the Senate and Flouse of Representa­

2 tives of the Unrited States ql'Amerrica 'in, Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 


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


5 Fairness Act". 
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SEC. 2. ALTERNATIVE PENALTY PROCEDURE FOR FAILURE 

TO OPERATE STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT. 

(a) IN GENERAIJ.-Section' 455(a)( 4) of the Social 

Security Act'( 42 U.S.C. 655(a)( 4)) is amended by adding 

at the end the following: 
) , 

"(E) rrhe Secretary, may not disapprove a 

State plan under section 454 agaiI'.lst a State 

with respect to a failure to' comply with section 

454(27) for a fiscal year as long as the Stat~ 

is receiving a penalty under this paragl'aph with 

respect to a failure to comply 'with either sec­

tion 454(24)(A) or 454(24)(B) for the fiscal 

veal'. " . " ' 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The; amendment made by 

this section shall take effect as if included in the amend­

ments made by section 101 of the Child Support Perform­

ance and Incentive Act of 1998. 

, 0 

-S 1033 IS 


