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The P&L Committee met on August 18.  The topics for the meeting are addressed below.  The committee will revisit these topics during our next scheduled P&L call scheduled for October 20, 2011.  Committee calls are scheduled for the 3rd Thursday of each month.

1) Current take on Congress with respect to the child support program.  Vernon Drew led this discussion.  The major points covered included:

a. The Child Support program may be better served at this time by not bringing attention to itself.  Given that other programs did not have supplemental funds, it may not be advisable to push on restitution of matching on incentives.  We might inadvertently ask for further scrutiny of the program’s funding.  
b. If the program does come under further scrutiny, then arguments could be brought to bear about cost avoidance, how 66% funding pays for employees who do casework, the child support program’s impact on poverty, and its expanded mission and its impact on other programs, and how the expanded use of the FPLS by other agencies speaks to the cost effectiveness of the program.
c. TANF Reauthorization.  Will not happen this year. Congress will most likely continue as is.
d. The Menendez Bill. OCSE (Vicki Turetsky and Mary Butler) testified in June.  We need to look into whether we have the latest version of the bill.

2) The U. S. Supreme Court Turner decision.  Some discussion points:
a. OCSE is looking at best practices when counsel is not provided.
b. Comparison of what different states/counties are doing currently.
c. In South Carolina, civil contempt is the first order of enforcement. Clerks of court are empowered by law to make decisions.
d. Following our meeting, members shared pertinent material via email. 

3) A child support case that the Appeals Bureau of the Office of Nassau County in New York asked ERICSA to weigh in on because they believe the Family Court decision violated the purpose and intent behind the UIFSA statute.  Some of our discussion points:
a. Our focus should be on the appeal.  This involves the court’s requirement for the 8-year old child to travel to New York to determine whether the request for genetic testing should be granted.
b. The issue concerning the relationship of the child to the parent is not part of what they are requesting us to weigh in on.
c. The court date was extended to June 2012 so there is not the rush to respond they initially thought was needed.  This gives us more time to review their request for ERICSA’s support.
  
 
Respectfully submitted,
Christine Jennings, Vice President of Policy and Legislation
