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Tanczng Points

> .The Ciuld Support ancrccmem pmgxam is key to ensuring that children receive the financial
support of both parents, In addition, child support is an important support for families who

have moved from the welfare system to the workforce, helpmg these families to maintain
their md:spendzncc, ' :

> 1 understand that there is renewed attention and commitment to the arrey of child support
" issues facing Californis and I appland you for that and urge you to continuc working towards |
developing a certifiable statewide automated child support enforcement system and a
~ centralized State Disbursement Unit (SDU). 1 1ook forward to receiving Calitormua’s

request for the alternative penalty and its corrective comphance plan for an antomated
statewide gystem. ‘

> 1 commcnd you on efforts to understand the issues and to woxk'toge-ther toward a viable
soluton to the issnes Calitom.{a Is mcing

» I, along thh Assistant Sscretary Olivia Gelden and OCS‘E Conmssmner Judgc Ross, am
commiﬁed to providing whatever technical assistance we ¢an to California 10 Ripport your

efforts to engure that sll children are supported by both pnr(.nts As an example, Assistant
Secretary Golden; when she was in California carliet this yeoar, committed technical

- assistance in the form of technology transfer apportunities, which would allow state staff and
legislators and their staff to travel to other states to see how their systems are operated.
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Qs und As on SDU

~ Q: We are planning to lobby Congress for relief from the '-’,DU pmalty, perhaps by folding tho
SDU penalty into the altcmanvc pcnaltv for automated CSF asyatms Would you support such &
mezasuxe in Congress? ,

A: Thope that California wm focus its efforts on unplamemmg. the SDU, rather than 1obbymg,
because the operation of an SDU hes been shown to get payments to children fastsr and moze
efficient]y than non-centralized approsches. - That being said, at this point HIHS would not
support of oppose SDU pcnulty rch cf fc)r Califoria.

Q: Are o}her States complying mth the SDU roqw:e.ment‘?

A: States are making considerable progress in meeting the SDU requirements. The effective
date for the SDU requirement was Qstaber 1, 1868, However, if a State proccased child support
peyments through locsl courts when PRWORA was éniacted, the State is not required to establish
its SDU until Octobcr 1,1999, .

Cm'rently, all States exoept Ca]ifbmia either have ay operational SDU or have until October 1,
11999 to implemeant an SDIT. Twenry-two States and four tarritories have succpsafully :
implemented SDUs. The following States have until October 1, 1999, to implement an SDU and ‘
all ate at various stagos of the implementation provess: Alubums; Florida; Georgia; Iinoeis;
Indiuna; Kansas; Kentucky; Lonisiang; Maryland; Michigan; Mississippi; Missouri; Nebraska;
Nevada; New Jersey; New Mexico, North Caroline; North Dakota; Ohio; Oklahomna;
Pennsylvania; Rhiode Istand: South Carcling: Tepnessee; Texas; Wisconsin: and Wyaming,

Q. Could Catifornie apply for an exemption to the SDU rcquircmem?

A The statute provides for cxemphom to be granted to States Wnshmg. to establish an SDU
through “linked" local units, upon meeting certain criteria. To qualify for an exemption, a State
et prove thet it will be no more cosily, nor more time-conswming, to eéstablish or operate an
SDU through linked local units than to do.so through a central unit, Even if granted an

© oxemption, the State must s(x’ﬂ provide vne lot.aucn 10 which mwmcuwithholdmg momes shall
bc sent.

‘ Cahforma has not submitted an exemption request from the SDUJ requirement; however, the
State has submitted several documents that cutline various options for irmplementing an SDU..
The State maintaing that the best approach is to design its stalewide mnomgted system 1o meet
both SDU and computet systems requirements. Due to the State’s desire to consolidate gystems
end SDU implementation, "the State does not envision full compliance with the SDU requirement
untl 2002 This ig 4 years beyond the statutorily required date for California.

- As background, eleven States have submxmd sxemption. xoqucsts howevcr, only Souths

Caroling’s request met the statutory test for an exemption to allow the State to use linked local
uuits, Reyuests from: Is.enmcky, Missourd, Indiana, Tennesiee and Wyoming were denied.
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Requests are pending in chada, Michigan and Texas. Missipsippi withdrew their request and
. subsequently has iraplemented an SDU. Georgia also withdrew. their request gnd the State is
‘wurkiug towards uu},nlemﬁzmmg a fully ceamalxm SDU.

Q: Are there any other options available to States like California thet are 1mvmg axfﬁcuhy
: mplementmg the SDU besides & pcnuanent exempnon mquest”

Ay Ye.s, a number of States with October 1, 1999 oomphnnoe dates, mo]udmg Michigan and
Nevada, are facing poesible delays in complenng their SDUg because their statewide autémated
systems are pot complete. These States have consuitéd with Federal officials und are seeking &
time-lirnited exemption that will bring them to full compliance within a reascnable period. of
time. Regardless of whether States request a permanent or time-limited exernption, States must
still meet the statutory requirements for an mremphrm ie., cost and ttmmg,

Q: What will happen (o California ouw that the State is out ofcomphdrce with the SDU
requiremment?

A: (‘a’hfnmm has 60 days fo request a formal hearing regarding the disappraval of its state plan.
Regardless of California’s rationale for not submitting a time-limited exemption, Celifornia is
clearly not compliant with the Statc plan roquircment under the Social Security Act, and thus
ACF sent a Notice of Intent to disapprove Califoria’s State plan. 'When a State fails to comply
with the SDU requirement, its State plan is subject to disapproval by OCSE,

Q: What is the financial penalty that California is facing if the State’s IV-D plan is diaap;ﬁroved?

A: A determinavon that California’s IV-D plan is disapproved will result in suspension of all
Federal payments for the State™s child support enforcement program, and such peyments wiil
continue to be withheld until the State IV-D plan can be approved by OCSE, According to
preliminary FY 98 numbers, the Federal share of California’s IV-D expendiwres is
$235,601,000. Tn addition, in arder 1o he eligible far a block grant for Temporsry Assistance to
Needy Families (TANF), 2 State must certify that it will operate & child support enforcement
(IV-D) program. Therefore, TANF fanding would also be jeopardized if the Siate [uiled W enuct
the r;qmred oshﬂd support k:glslatxon on & txmcly basis. California's 1998 TANF Block Grant is
$3,733,817,784

i
3

Qs and As on Automated Syste’ms Reguircment

Q: De you support the efforts in. the California State legislamra 10 rmrgamze the child support
eﬁf‘omemmi system?

' A The organizational structuce of the child support eystem isa state decision, As such, we have
no position on pending state leglslatmn :

Q: What is the altemative penalty that California can request?
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: A: Tlm gmduate-d altemanvc penaity fcr autometed systems is 4% th{" first year. thcn 8%, 16%. |
- 25% and 30%. For California, thxs wauld be s ﬁ)llowa'

4% of FY 98 penalty bace ié - §11,964,063
8% of FY 99 penalty base i is - $26, 948 314

The FYZOOO penalty base can™ be cstabhshed unni we receive prc\qous year 's prendxmrea but »
we csnmaze CA's FYZODO to be appmxmatcly $358 zmllmn N

.
- Q' Whit is the carrent status of other stute child support cbmput& 5}'51::1115;? -

A Aimost 2]} states, even if not certified, are now opcrahng child suppoxt computer system
There are 3 states with results of cemﬁca.h On raviews pcndmg They are Alaska, District of
Colunbia, and Pennsylvania. There are 9 states and one temitory subject to penalty or state plan .
disapprovsl. They are Califernia, Indisne, Kansas, Mmhxgan, Nrbr&ka, Nevada, North Dakota,
Ohm South Carolina and the Vu'gm Islands, , .

- Qs Has ariy other state submitt{sd on alternative system coxuﬁgﬁrnﬁon thai was approved?

A: Not under the new requirements of the Child Suport Performance and Incentives-Act
(CSPIA) which was passed by Congrcss Iast year, Although Indxana Nebr&ska and Mm’bjgan
. are consxdmng it o ,

a

: O Whm about Y2K (Y ear 2000) problems facing C‘a‘hf‘nrma‘?

A: On Scptembor 14, 1998 we oonourmd wzth California's assertion thut uu cmergency exms
under 45 CFR 95.605 that warrantsd California’s immediately undertaking cerain limited S
interim system enhancements, including Year 2000 (Y2K) compliance while the State progresses -
toward implemnenting 2 Statewide system that meefs statutory and regulatory requirements. We

- approved federal funding for.software enhancerents necessary to make no morg than four
interim systems V2K and PRWORA-distribution compliant and migrate all remoining countics
to one of these interim “safe harbor” systems. We also authorized the State to procure and
implement the necessary hardware for child suppozr antomation in all counties to enswrs Y2K-
compliance as Jong as the hardware installed is cotapatible with the mtmm Wstem bemg ‘

- .rransitioped to as well as the evenmal statewide system. o ,
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States that may be affect'ed by the Feinstein' amendment

Very likely to take advantage of the Femstem provision
1. California
2. Ohio

3. Indiana

States unlikely fd be affected if they 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 exemptlon request and they haven’t requested the
alternative penalty yet. '

Possible 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 Femstem amendment - ‘

8. Kansas- same as Nebraska -

Unilikely

9. North Dakota — Has SDU, scheduled to be compliant by Sept 99

10. Virgin Islands - Has 'SDU, 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.

> relu om SDU i, b Wé” W copi 5o
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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 approved — penalty taken : ) ? . % L(B /t%‘ A

Indiana — CCP approved - penalty pending**

Next Steps: None needed. o ‘ A w :MLQ/ ZC ‘

Requested Alternative System Penalty ;
Nebraska — CCP submission incomplete** % > | Ml’ (/A
Nevada — CCP not submitted ‘ , .
Virgin Islands — CCP not submitted , »'%;»Z} Nﬂﬁ’dz”j
Ohio- CCP not submitted B O
Michigan — CCP not submitted S </C

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

State has not Requested Alternatlve System Penalty
California

> S. Carolina** MW "‘{WMV

‘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 a State
plan disapproval hearing. (NOTE: CA has sent a letter of intent indicating that they will
request the alternative system penalty and squit the CCP on June 15th)

Reviewed in FY98 - Will Not be Certified

Alask
D?}S a'-"if\o’\’\éq %Wﬂﬂuﬁdﬂm&‘“’//}

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 w1thm 60
days, schedule State plan dlsapproval hearing.

** State may request altemative ~system configuration waiver
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- Status of States with Uncertified CSE Systems

N

RequestedApproved |Penalty |Meetings |Comments
States|Penalty |CCP Taken
KS |Yes Yes 14-Apr |On-site
ND |Yes Yes 14-Apr |On-site
Yes Yes 14-Jul |Yes, Likely to request Alternative
Systems Config
NE [Yes Pending Yes, 12/9¢Alternative System Config
Lt. Gov  |ACF requested additional info
NV  |Yes Yes, 4/12/42 on-site meetings to assist
Governor [NV staff in submitting CCP
OH |Yes Draft = | Yes 3/5/99Submitted June 7th
submitted | ‘ :
M |Mailed Yes 12/98 |Mailed June 2nd, We have Fax
June 2nd But requesting penaity taken in
last quarter and use TANF
CA |Ltr of intent Yes - |will submit by mid-June
Not final | |
vi Yes Gov & 2 on-site meetings to provide
A.G. 4/8/94TA related to CSE system
Isc INo Yes, 3/99 | Meetings with Elizabeth Paterson
PA |[No State\:/vide as of 2/99
Review 4/99 May be
certifiable-still analysing
AK  |N/A yet Report should be sent 6/7/99
Likely to be compliant before State
Plan Disapproval hearing complete
DC  |N/A yet Report likely to.be sent 6/14/99
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Child Support Systems Requirements and Penaltiés

June 10" Meeting Agenda

Update on states' progress in meeting child support systems requiremen“tys'

Update on implementation of graduated penalties for non-compliant states
Update on California
Discussion of the Administration's position on the Feinstein bill

Discussion of possible alternatives for addressing California and other states whlch may miss
the 10/1/99 state dlsbursement unit (SDU) deadline
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106TH CONGRESS
18T SESSION S. 1 0 33

To amend title IV of the Social Security Act to coordinate the penalty
for the failure of a State to operate a State child support disbursement
unit with the alternative penalty procedure for failures to meet data
processing requirements. ‘ '

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES :
May 13, 1999

Mys. FEINSTEIN introduced the following bill; which was read twice and
- referred to the Committee on Finance

To amend title IV of the Social Security Act to coordinate
the penalty for the failure of a State to operate a State
child support disbursement unit with the alternative pen-
alty procedure for failures to meet data processing re-
quirements.

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

This Aet may be cited as the “Child Sﬁppor't Penalty

A~ W N

Fairness Aet”.
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SEC. 2. ALTERNATIVE PENALTY PROCEDURE FOR FAILURE

TO OPERATE STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT.

(a) IN GENBRAL—Section 455(a)(4) of the Social
Seeurity Act (42 U.S.C. 655(&)(4))' 1S ::imended by adding
at the end the followings |

| “(E) The Secrétaiy,may not disappr(;{fe a
State plan under section 454 against a State
with respect to a failure t:o"eomply with secﬁon
454(27’) for a fiscal year as long as the Stat§
18 recéiving ia '}Jellait}f under this pal“agi'apll with
respect ﬁo a failure to comply with either sec-
fion 454(24)(A) or 454(24)(B) for the fiscal
year.,”. | o |

(b) BFFECTIVE DATE.—The .améndment made by
thi}é se‘etion shall take effect as if included in the amend-
ments made by secﬁon 101 of the Child Supgbrt Perform-

- ance and Incentive Act of 1998.. K
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