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Talking Points 

~ Tho Child Support'Enforcement program is key to ensuring thnt childr~ receive the financial . 
;uppon ofboth parent:i. In lldcUtion. child liUPport Is an important suppOrt for families who 

.' have moved from the.welfare system to the wClrkforce, helping these families to maintain 
. their indepe11denCC. 

)- I under&tand that there is renewed attention and commitment to the array ofchild support 
issues facing ClI.lifornilllUld I ttpplo,ud y()u for that and urge; you to continue working toward!J 
developing a certifiable statewide automated child sn.pport enforcement system and a 
centralized State Disbursement Unit (SDU). 1 look tinward to receiVIng Ca.UJ:orola·s 
requm for the altema.tive penalty and its corroctive com.pliance plan. for an automated 
statemide system.. 

» I commend you on efforts to tmderstand the iS$ues and to work together toward l viable 
solution to the issues CaUfomla is 1kcing. 

:> 	 I. i.Uong with Assistant See~tary' Olivia Golden and OCS'E COmnll!Jsiouer Judge Ross, am 
('.ommittM tn providing whatever teClhnica11l~~iRtance we ca.n to c.:a.HforniR 10 AItJ'lP()rt your 
efforts to ensure that rut childreo. ate supported by both parents. As an example. Assistant 
Secretary Qolden, when she was in Californill. C8X'UCC thb year, "ommittc:d toclmiclll 
assistance in the form ofteC:hnology tJ'ansfer oppnnunitios, which would allow sttl,te staff s.nd 
legisiarors and their staff to traveil0 other ~tate!> to see how their systems are operated. 
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Q: We are planning to lobby ConSl'~£s for relid fram th.~ SDU J)lt\Mty. perhaps by folding the 
snu penalty into the alternative penalty for automated CSE sy~tom.$. Would you support such a 
measUIe in CODgfess?· . 

A; I hope that California. will foew; its efforts on implementing th~ SDU, rather than lobbying, 
because the operation ofan SDU has been shown t.o set payment" t.o ~hildTen fat;t~l' Mld mote 
efficiently than. non-ccmtralized approaches.· That being stUd, at this point HHS would not 
BUpport or oppose SDU per\o.lty relioffor California. 

Q: Axe other Slates complying with the SllU requirement? 

A: States are making considerable progress in meating, the SDU requirements. Tho effective 
date for the SDU requirttnent Wsa.& Oc.tober 1. 190a. However, if" State proccssed child ~"Pport 
payments through.looal courts when PRWORA was enacted, the State is not required to establish 
its SDU Wltil October 1. 1999. 

Currently, all States except California either have an operational SDU or have until October 1. 
1999 to itnplement nn ~nll. Tv.'llnty-tw() St~~ ehd four tt\rrltQrie. have ~ucc*&sful1y 
implemented SOUs. The following States bave until October It 1999, to implement an SDU and 
.U arc at varioUJ; $tagos ofth~ implomentZLtioll pfQ\;~~::i: Al~bwnl:l.i Florida; Oeorg\a~ llUnoi&; 
lndiwla; Kan.sas; Kentucky; Loui$inna. Maryland; Mlchigan; Mississippi; Mwouri; Nebraska; 
Nevada; New Jersey; New Mexico; North Carolin&.; North Dakot:a; Ohio; Oklahomai 
Pennsylvtmi~ Rhode Island: South Carolina; Tmmessee; Texas; Wisconsin: II.nn WyoTJ'line. 

Q. Could California. apply for an exemption to the snu requirement? 

A. The statute provides for ~cmptions to be granted to States wis1.1.ing; to establish an SDU 
through "linked" local units. upon meeting c.ertain criteria. To qualify for an exemption, a State 
n:m~ pre",e that it will be !10 more cosily, nQr more time·conslU:ning, to flstablisb or operate an 
SDU through linked local units than to cit) so through a central unit. Even ifgranted an 
c;xomption, the State lUu::;l ~~lt'in()vhIe une location to which income-wlthholding monies shalJ 
be Bont. • 

California has nQt submitted an exemption reqllE"J;t from. the SDU requirement; ho'wEiver, the 
State has submitted several docum.ents that outline various options for implementing an SDU. 
The State nloinuuDJ that the best IIppl'oac:h is to .dcsign its liilb.ll;whle auromttted system to meet 
both SOU and computer systems requirem~ts. Due to the State's desir~ to oonsolidate systems 
and SDU implementation, the State d()e~ not envision full compliance with 1he SDU requirement 
until 2002. This io 4 years bCYOTld the statutorily required date for California. 

As bac.kground. eleven StatibA have subnuttetd 6Xemptiotl toqucst5; hOWOVCT, only SUUtll 

Carolina's re-quest met the sU\t1ltory test for an ex(~mptioI\ tc allow the State to use linked. local. 
u.u1tlil, Rt:l(ut:l:il& from Kentucky, M!ssouri, Indiana, Tenne5~ee and Wyoming \veredenied. 
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__ --l".-....."'w.~ IW. ~uu. ueorgia also withdrew theU' reques1 atld the State is 
wor:k..W.g towal'd~ ullpl¢tll<ntUug a fully celltraUt«! SDU. 

Q: Are there any other options available to States like California that are having difficulty 
implementin,e the SDq be.<:;ides a permanent exemption request'? 

AI Y03, 0. nwnbcr (IfSWe& with October 1, 1999 QC)mplianoo dntoD, inoluding Miohigan and 
Nevada. am facing possible delays in completing their snus because their statewide alltomated 
systems are not complete. These States have consulted v.1m :Federal officials find. are Sf:.eking a 
time-limited ex~ttl.ption that will bring th.cm to full c.ompUance 'c\1thin a reasonable period of 
time. Regardless ofwhether States request a pe·nnanent or time-limited exomption, States filllSt 
itill meetthe statutory requirements for M. (':xempti,(Jll, i.e.., eost and timing. 

Q; What will happtm to Cu.1itomia nuw lhl:Jl the Stat!: i6 out ofcQmpliunce with the snu 
requirement? 

A: C":alifomla. ha.& 60 da.:ys 10 requost Ii funnal hearing reganUng the di~al'\"t'oval of'it.A Rt.at.e t'l1an. 

Regardless ofCalifornia's ra.tionale for not submitting a time-limited e"emption, Ctllifomia io 

clearly not complimt with the Sta.tc pll.Ul requirement under tb~ Social Security Act, and. thus 

ACF Bent a Notice oflnt.ent t.o disapprove Califomiats State plan. When a State fails to comply 


. with the SDU, requiremt'.nt, its State plan h: SUbject to dlsapproval by OCSB. 
, 

Q: What is the financial penalty that Califorrua is facing if the State's IVuD plw it) disapproved? 

A: A determination that California's IV-D plan is disapprov('.cj will result in suspension of all 
Federal pa.yments t'or the Stlte'5 cW.ld suppOrt enforcement program, aIld r.ruch paymonlS wUl 
continue to be withheld untit the State IV..D plan can be approved by OCSE. Aeeording to 
preliminaryFY 98 numbers, the Fed.era! share of California's IV·D oxpenditures is 
$3~:'i.nOl.OOO. 1n Mititin", in orotr to he l!1i81n1e ft)r ~ hlo('k s;r~nt fur TempoTllt'y As:;ifmwce to 
Needy Families (TANP)/ a State.must certify that it win operate a. child support enforcement 
(IV·D) program. T'hc;refor~, t:AN"F ful1ding WCluld., \I::: jeopall.1lz,~ if UlI;:; Sil\Lt: fllile;:;u lu t:lUl,I,;l 
the required child support legislation on. a timely basis. California's 1998 rANF Block Grant is 
$3.733.817,784. :. 

Qs ond As on AutomBtoci Systems Requlrcl11cnt 

Q; Do you support the effot'ti in the caIifom\e. State legitlature t(') reorg;f\llize the child support 
enforcement system? 

A: The ¢'tganizatitmal &tr\.l.chu;e Qftbe child support liystem iii: It stata, d~cisiou, As such. we hav~ 
110 position on pending state legislation. . 

Q: What is the': alternative penalty that California can f('.quest? 
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...-J'U Q,UU •.>V'l~. ror California. this would be as followa: 

4% ofFY 98 peniltybau ii; - S11l"Q64.063 

8% ofFY 99 penalty base is - $26,948,314 


The FY2000 penalty base can't be established until we receive previous year's expenditures, but 
we estintete CAJ&PY2000 to be approximately SS8 million. 

A: Almost all &tate6. even ifnot certified. are DOW operating chUdsuPPOlt computer systems. 
There are 3 states with results ofcertiilcation reviews pending. They are Alaska. District of 
Columbia. and Pennsylvania. There are 9 states and ono temtory subject to pcualty or state plan 
Ois:approval. They are California, Indisna, KAnSClS. Michigan, NcbrMka, NOVAda. North Dakota, 
Ohio, South Carolina and the Virgin Islands. 

Qt Has any other state submitted an alternative system ~Ollfiguro.tion that was approved? 

A: Not under the new requirements ofthe Child Suport Petfonnance and Incentives Act 
(CSPIA) which WM pUled bj' Congr.ess last year. All1lOUgh Indiana, Nebraska and Michigan 
arc considering it 

Q: What about Y2K (Year 2000) probletm facing l:Rlifomia? 

A: On September 14> 1998 we OOOQUfrcd with California!S MS·C·rtiC)jl tlml au crnt:rgenc), exists 
under 45 CPR. 95.605 that warranted California's immediately und&ztakjng certain limitoo 
interim system enhancements, including Year 2000 (Y:lK) complianoe while the State rrosross~s 
toward implementing a Statewide systom that meets statutory and TelUlatory l'e,quirements. We 
approved federal funding for software enhancelfAents necessary to make no mON than four 
interim ~p.rrl!; Y,.K ftnd P~WORA-distribution compliant:md migrn.to wl r~llining counties 
to ODe of these interim "safe:harbot' systems. We also authorized the State to procure and 
implement the nece:ssary hanlwure Ibr child suppon: automalion in all counties to e-.nstQ'e Y2K 
compliance as long as tho hardware installed is ooropatible with the interim !'.ystem beini 
trAtUitiooed to as well 8l\ the everrtual statewide system. 

. :)J(l J,a~al1G RKSV &o·or 66/IlT/\jO~(lO/~OO~ 
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~tates that may be affected by the Feinstein amendment 

Very likely to take advantage of the Feinstein provision 
1. 	 California 
2. 	 Ohio 
3. 	 Indiana 'OAlL1q'1 

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

SOU 
6. 	 South Carolina- we granted them an SOU exemption request and they haven't requested the 

alternative penalty yet. '10v .. 

Possible but only ifwilling 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 
8. 	 Kansas- same as Nebraska 

Unlikely 
9. 	 North Oakota - Has SOU, scheduled to be compliant by Sept 99 
10. Virgin Islands - Has SOU, chance of being compliant by Sept 99 
11. Alaska- Has SOU, scheduled to be compliant by Sept 99 hasn't requested penalty 
12. OC- Has SOU, 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. 




STATES WHOSE CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS 
. I 

o MAJS 
ARE NOT YET CERTIFIED 

' .. '., 

- r;/r~ l~J$UVJ~~ 
. 4~ el<Vi)... () -iu~' I(i' IAlternative System Penalty Taken ] 

Kansas - CCP approved - penalty taken ? ~ r( UJM{.{) oV\ ~. <.JJ~ e 
. N. Dakota - CCP approved '- penalty takenJ. !y»(/Y>P Ji ~~.~> 

Indiana - CCP approved - penalty pending** ~. . "y ,J' \V J 

Next Steps: None needed. (. ~ 0r·' t/1 ~ ..' I· kq'J ~- \0 fq I (;;-(11 
Requested Alternative System Penalty M rt{AlijCtk w~ ! . aJ~{), ..~ 

Nebraska - CCP submission incomplete** . \) \ ., C4i~ fCv(J , 
~ Nevada - CCP not submitted ~ \1( N\ L JI J ~ j'J \ ~h/1 g/~. ~ 

Virgin Islands - CCP not submittedlLt lJ.",J..o·S1wl~· ~Jtf\lr i ~{t <{ 
)( Ohio- CCP not submitted 'i! v2 4 t 10. -- otJ 

I( Michigan - cCP not submitted ~oA'''0N'''-Q . tl-O'r ~ u. \ 9 ~. ~ It'l-oi:~~ 
Next Steps: Notify State that if it fails to submit/perfect corrective ~pliance Plan..t. c~J.f 
(CCP) within the next 45 days, we will schedule a State plan disapprovaf.pearing. (';p' ..l\'CflA\ 

\ --tu b {.n "2 ~ 

6'State has not Requested Alterna,tive bSystem. Penalty . aLb 1. 0E 1 8 
~ California_ Gjir:l ~~ t,...L, f1v;.rI' . ~~9 tv' o'~~v\".-t"¥~ 

. "'. Ltf!J;,1..\ I"X~~- v-h~.~· -"') cA1\lG~ ~ frJD. 'r{(~;\-v~(~ ~'" i.J!.. t1f~~"(jk )~.. 

Next Steps: If State hasn't submitted a request for the alternative penalty and a 
corrective compliance plan ~otify the State that we are scheduling a State 
plan disapproval hearing. (NQIE>GA:b.as sent a letter of intent indicating that they will 
request the alternative system penalty and submit the CCP on June 15th) 

Reviewed in FY98 - Will Not be Certified 

Alaska --- ~()"h-eved. 

D.C. -- v4 (Q'1 ~ (i~.:...(~~-0 

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 yv;t 'DL.V'·~ ~ c~..(.r v\*v.k::,-·~ 


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. 

** State may request alternative system configuration waiver 

y ~ YH.l r l~ C&<rA rll~{"'" 4( \',,\ :::~ (V<o/O .~. 
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Status of States with Uncertified CSE Systems 

CommentsRequestec Approved 
States Penalty CCP 

Penalty 
Taken' 

Meetings 

KS 

NO 

IN 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

14-Apr 

14-Apr 

14-Jul 

On-site 

On-site 

Yes, 

NE Yes Pending Yes, 12/9~ 
Lt. Gov 

NV 

OH 

Yes 

. Yes Draft 
submitted 

Yes, 4/121 
Governor 

Yes 3/5/9~ 

MI Mailed 
June 2nd 

Yes 12/98 

CA Ltr of intent 
Not final 

Yes 
. 

VI 

SC 

Yes 

No 

Gov& 
A.G.4/8/9 

Yes, 3/99 

PA No 

AK N/A yet 

DC N/A yet 

Likely to request Alternative 
Systems Config 

Alternative System Config 
ACF requested additional info 

2 on-site meetings to assist 
NV staff in submitting CCP 

Submitted June 7th 

Mailed June 2nd, We have Fax 
But requesting penalty taken in 
last quarter and use TANF 

Will submit by mid-June 

, 

2 on-site meetings to provide 
TA related to CSE system 

Meetings with Elizabeth Paterson 

\ 

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

Report should be sent 6nl99 
Likely to be compliant before State 
Plan Disapproval hearing complete 

Report likely to be sent 6/14/99 


