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Affinity Group Meeting Notes
January 25, 2016

	Participant states: New York, California, Florida, Texas, Colorado
Participants: Bob Korcinski, Tamara Schmidt, Monie Solado, Molly Grant, Katarina Morony, Karmina Barrales, Patricia Gonzalez, Stephanie Gehres
State Capacity Building Center:  Harriet Dichter, Desiree Reddick-Head, Meb Phillips, Michelle Sanchez



Purpose of the meeting: Explore issues and questions related to the NPRM for CCDF from the perspective of the Affinity group states and prepare for the participating states to comment on the NPRM. 
Issue 1: Phase Out on Eligibility
Graduated phase out suggests 2 years of service (12 mos. of initial service with 12 mos. of phase out) where they had been considering 3 mos. for phase out.  The federal webinar provided a chart that was surprising. 
Some states thought they would be in good shape. For example, in one state they had a  House Bill last year requiring 90 day minimum up to 6 months for a phase out at redetermination.
12 mos. eligibility is not an issue, but the 12 mos. graduated phase out is an issue.  Many on the call felt it is a serious over reach of the law.
What would states want the phase out to look like?  States thought they should either define themselves or have a minimum, possibly 3 months.  Another option--see NPRM give states the options to find other alternatives for families as they phase out (i.e. Head Start, pre-k) rather than just a strict 12 mos.  Maybe different lengths of time for different ages since there are more options for older children.
12 mos. is a financial burden and not what was expected from reading the reauthorization language
Concern that the proposed graduated phase out is more than what was anticipated/ planned for.  
Concern about not being able to serve children on the wait lists. 
Leads to potentially fewer children served.
States are trying to help families reach self-sufficiency, are providing them time to increase contribution. There are many families at 100% of poverty level who will not get services because we are serving families longer.  With no additional funding it is a burden on states and to those who remain on the wait list.
Emphasis on anticipated impact on programs.  This rule will likely impact the number of families states are able to serve as they serve these families for longer periods of time.  May not even be able to continue to serve the same number of families currently being served due to financial impacts in other areas.
CO - House bill at state level requires a minimum 90 day transition and up to 6 mos. at the county discretion.  This is a huge jump that essentially ensures 24 months of services for families. 
If there are multiple job changes during the transition period would they get an additional 12 mos.? For example 6 mos. into the transition period they lose or change jobs, do they then get an additional 12 mos.?  No one knows the answer to this. People need to look at this further and if no answer then a question posed to clarify.  A huge concern for Texas, we have asked this and received a response that there is no limit to the number of times a 3 month period is allowed during the 12 months of eligibility.
Issue 2:  Discontinuing of benefits within the 12 months period 
Some counties require mandatory child support cooperation - what action could they take if NPRM now mandates the 12 months
Counties close cases for a variety of reasons; can we no longer close cases in this 12 month period of time? 
Issue 3:  Increase in parental fee during 12 month period
What about families who go from part time to full time; no job to a job?  What are the rules that will apply here? 
Issue 4: Relationship of Eligibility and General Rules around CCDF vs TANF Rules for Underlying TANF Participation
Florida has not had time to go in depth but TANF is concerned that child care continues when TANF is discontinued.  Question as to the interpretation that this applies to TANF? Has raised the question up about when TANF and CCDF funds are co-mingled, how does this apply?
Which rules apply of TANF and CCDF funds are co-mingled (not when TANF funds transferred to CCDF) to fund subsidized child care? 
Issue 5: Eligibility across County lines is difficult when each county has a different financial situation.  
If a family moves to a county who is out of funding how do they continue services to that family? 
Proposed solution-in Florida, the allocations to coalitions are legislated. May use this to possibly request a waiver while they address the issue of either local or statewide reserves
What about setting up reserve accounts? Can the state set up a reserve and then transfer funds to the county in need?
Is there any data on how often moves across county lines occur and what kind of reserve funding would be needed? CO/NY don't think this data is available.  FL don't have a lot of people moving between coalitions.  Have talked about possibility of the state holding some money in reserve that can be distributed to the coalitions for these types of circumstances.  FL will look into getting the data they have and sharing it to see what the numbers look like which might make solutions easier to institutionalize.
Issue 6:  When do the new eligibility 12 month rules take effect? 
How does this take effect?  Are all current families grandfathered into these regulations or do new families that come in have these rules and existing families finish out under the old rules?  What would happen to the family if there is redetermination in August and the new rules go into effect in November? Would the 12 months start at redetermination or the start of the new rule?
Training section does address grandfathering in so some of that language might be useful to propose in this section.
Can there be a phased in approach for states? 
Issue 7: Timing of the NPRM is a burden on the states.  
Difficult timing when states are preparing for State Plan changes and revising rules to meet the need of developing State Plans.  Can't put that on hold until NPRM is finalized.  So have to finalize new set of rules and then revise again to implement NPRM.
Note:  There is a section that addresses the need for legislative session and allows states time to get it implemented. This is a temporary waiver.
Issue 8:  Other Issues including certification, contracts and grants, consumer statements
Does everyone have to have a certification in CPR and First Aid? (Emphasis on certification rather than training.)  No one read the draft to require this.
Are contracts and grants required, even though certificates provide full access? All read the regulations to require grants and contracts.
Question as to “consumer statement” and comment on whether providers should be linked to substantiated incidents of abuse and neglect, serious injuries and death.  This needs more exploration.
Next Steps:
1. Regroup next week to identify any other issues and to discuss how the group would like to move forward with feedback on the NPRM.
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