Summary of P&L 102/2009 Call

Present on call:

Christine Jennings

Tommie

Christin Semprebon

Susan Paikin

Jeff Ball

Ruth Clark

Rob Velcoff

We discussed Section 104 of the Bayh bill.  Below is a summary of what we discussed.  Our take and concerns are noted in blue.  The Section by Section Summary of the bill is used below as a point of reference.  Feedback from Vicki Turetsky is provided in red.
Robyn Large asked Vicki if she could summarize her priorities.  Following are comments Vicki made that can help guide our P&L discussions:

1) Ramping up for TANF Reauthorization

2) Bayh bill will be a source for TANF Reauthorization, but

3) No one should assume that the Bay bill will be adopted in its entirety

4) Bayh bill has had involvement from President Obama and Vicki

5) TANF Reauthorization is two maybe three years away given the priority placed on passing new Health Care legislation
Sec. 104. Improved collection and distribution of child support.  It puts the control of the money in the hands of the child welfare agency; it eliminates the federal share; and it requires that the money be used for the child for whom the support was paid, rather than treated as general revenues.
Committee felt the burden is on child welfare to stop referral to IV-D based on case analysis and reunification efforts.  Jeff wants to match up language with original statute, but barring any newly identified concern, committee was in support of this.  A question did arise as to whether someone could block all referrals based on personal view of child support.
Making Child Support Pass through Mandatory in Five Years.   Improving child support pass through will start with the elimination of the $100 and $200 pass-through limits on federal cost-sharing in TANF, which would go a long way to remove a disincentive for states.  States would not have to pay a federal share on passed through support over $100 (one child) and $200 (two or more children).  If the state decides to pass through the state share of support to families, the federal government will give up its share as well. Because the federal government would not receive dollars from the states, more dollars get to the families.  Most collections for TANF families are around $250 per month.  

Committee was in support of eliminating requirement to pay federal share if State opts to pass through the State share.  No penalty to State.
In five years, the legislation calls for full pass-through of child support, collected on behalf of any family to the family itself and prohibits states from conditioning receipt of TANF on an assignment of support to the state. The limits are a disincentive to states wishing to pass through 100% of collections to TANF families. 
Committee had concerns over unintended consequences:

1) Would elimination of assignment result in elimination of auto referrals?
2) Would paternity establishment be negatively impacted?
3) Would child support become only a program for private cases?
4) Would child support be perceived as only a private debt collector and thus lose support as a necessary public agency?
Jeff pointed out that as an organization we would like to see more collaboration between IV-A and IV-D.  We see IV-D as part of a holistic approach to families tied in with child care, food stamps, and other programs.

Committee decided that a full board discussion was warranted at mid-year.

Committee also decided that this topic should be raised during 10/5/09 meeting with Vicki Turetsky to ask for guidance on whether we were reading this section correctly.  Vernon Drew, Robyn Large and Christine Jennings will be representing ERICSA.
Robyn asked Vicki if she could summarize her take on Section 104 since we had some concerns.  Vicki asked what those were.  Christine reiterated concerns as spelled out above.  In response Vicki stressed that:

1) Cooperation is left intact in the legislation

2) Cases will be referred to child support from TANF
3) Drawing distinction between public and private child support cases is outdated thinking; perception of need is similar in regards to both.  The program is not regarded on the Hill as a cost recovery program anymore but as a cost transfer program.
Expanding the purposes carried out by the child support program to allow for related activities currently performed by most state child support agencies.  Nearly all states now run fatherhood programs, help run high school education programs, help children obtain heath coverage and other activities not recognized by the statute. Sometimes child support funding is limited for these activities.  Clarifying the purposes statute would recognize these activities as allowable. 

Committee in support of repeal of DRA with respect to:

1) Matching on incentives

2) Fees on collections over $500

Due to time constraints the committee did not address:

1) Incarceration cannot be considered voluntary unemployment

a. Cannot disqualify order mod based on “voluntary unemployment”

b. Can temporarily suspend support obligation

c. Temporarily prohibit accrual of interest

2) Notice to CP of suspension; CP may request differently if NCP has known other source of income

3) Nothing to prohibit forgiving State debt owed

4) Request Review and Adjustment on arrears

5) HHS report on EITC age eligibility restrictions NLT 10/1/2010

Vicki recommended that we concentrate more on a higher level take of the Bayh bill rather than the individual sections.  In particular, 

1) What will be the public support for a changed program?  

2) How would the program transform to meet family needs more holistically, for example, opening up linkages to Access and Visitation and Workforce?  
3) What are philosophical and political differences among the States and at the different levels within a State (IV-D Director vs. caseworkers).  
