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Conference call begins at 12pm:

Jami Schlafer (JS): We’ll go ahead and get started.  I’d like to welcome everyone to today’s call “It’s About Getting Ahead: Strategies and Options for Eliminating Asset Limits.”  This is a follow-up to Dory Rand’s article in the March-April 2007 issue of the Clearinghouse Review Journal of Poverty Law and Policy.  My name is Jami Schlafer and I work with Dory at the Shriver Center and I will be moderating this call.

Jami Schlafer reads the biographies of the panelists.  For these biographies, please see separate document.  

Dory Rand (DR): Thank you Jami. Welcome everyone.  I’d like to take a minute to thank all the colleagues, editors and VISTAs at Shriver who helped me research, review, and comment on my paper.  Thank all of you for joining the call.  I’d like to put in a recommendation for subscribing to the Clearinghouse Review Journal.  We don’t often issue single articles, but we did it especially for this phone call.  

As anti-poverty advocates, we know our work is more than helping people just get buy on income-supports, although these are critically important.  It’s about getting ahead and getting out of poverty. Recently, the Center for America Progress in a report called “From Poverty to Prosperity” included wealth creation and the elimination of asset limits as part of its ambitious plan to cut poverty in half.  There are a lot of reasons why asset limit reform makes sense – we talk a lot about them in the paper – but basically, they’re confusing, they’re inefficient, and they’re counterproductive to goals of self-sufficiency and independence that the public assistance programs promote.  They’re inequitable.  

In the paper, we outline the legal bases for how states can eliminate asset limits or reform asset limits in state-administered programs. And as many of you know, when Congress changed the rules for Temporary Assist TANF and created the federal block grant, it eliminated any requirement for asset limits.  A lot of people, a lot of states don’t seem to know this.  So we’re talking about state-administered programs like TANF, Medicaid, and Food Stamps.  And because only a few states now have Medicaid limits, we’re not going to talk about Medicaid limits in this call, we are going to focus primarily on TANF and Food Stamps.  

I’d like to talk about some of the practical state issues in doing state asset limit reform.  The two primary methods for accomplishing asset limit reform are either through legislation or through administrative rules.  Each of these methods has advantages and disadvantages - there is no one right way to do it.  It may depend on whom you know, what kind of expertise you have, the political landscape is at the moment.  And within both of those methods, there are several approaches one can take to accomplish asset limit reform.  You can go for complete elimination of asset limits, you can raise the amount from the current low limits, or you can exempt categories of assets.  Sometimes these are done together where states start with a quest to eliminate asset limits and end up with some raising or exemption or both.

One common theme that have attempted asset limit reform, you’ll get typical push back along the lines of “will the state appear to be soft on welfare?” “Will case loads increase significantly?” “Will it cost too much?”  Sometimes when you make the argument that the administrative savings from getting rid of asset limits will save the state money, you’ll get push back from caseworkers or unions about whether these administrative savings will result in loss of jobs for agency’s staff.  All of these questions are all important.  Any of you attempting to reform asset limits in your state will have to have very good answers to all of these questions.   The more prepared you are to answer those questions and the more support you have from state agency and your policymakers, especially conservatives, the better your chances will be in passing asset limit reform. 

We outline some of the steps you can take at the end of the paper as far as who to contact, what kind of information to gather, and so on.  I want to give you a couple of examples of how these questions have derailed recent asset reform in a few states.  First, in Illinois.  We have had some success, as we’ve been able to expand exemptions for IDAs, incorporate exemptions for retirement accounts.  We ran into a roadblock a little over a year ago in the TANF and cash assistance programs and to further exempt all vehicles in the Food Stamps program.  And interestingly, although we had the complete support from IDHS approval of all legislators on the joint committee on administrative rules, and very limited cost estimates on the projected impact (cost estimates of 8 new cases per year), we ran into political objections with the governor’s office.  They said it was based on cost, but they also said it was based on timing.  The timing happened to coincide with the Governor’s re-election campaign and his announcement of his expansion of healthcare.  Didn’t want to have additional attacks or claims that he was soft on welfare.  That administrative proposal died and we’re hoping to bring that back to life in Illinois this year now that the Gov has been re-elected.

Another thing that has come up recently, the New America Foundation has been attempting to pass AB167 to eliminate asset limits for recipients and applicants in the CAL works TANF program.  There they have run into huge cost estimates from the state agency and an inability to get really good detailed information on how realistic those cost estimates are.  It sounds like they may go from a complete elimination route, like Colorado did, to a more of a raising limits and expanding exemptions route in order to cut down on the projected costs estimates.

In concluding these initial comments, I want to suggest a practical solution is to go for a more gradual change in asset limits.  If it doesn’t seem politically possible or in the budget to elimination of asset limits in TANF or cash programs, then you can go to gradual changes by making the rules apply to recipients and not applicants, like California did last year.  You can raise limits instead of eliminate asset limits (like Colorado).  You can exempt categories of assets, particularly those that support work and self-sufficiency, like cars, 529 college savings plans, retirement accounts, and IDAs.

Finally, another way to achieve asset limit reform is to make it a part of a broader effort that has political support.  Ohio is a great example of that because they included asset limit reform as part of their TANF welfare reform package back in 1997.  And with that, I’ll transfer it over to our friends in Ohio to talk about how they did asset limit reform.  Thanks.

Paul Fraunholtz (PF):  This is Paul Fraunholtz and Beth Kowalczyk is with me.  I would reiterate 99% of what Dory talked about. I believe in the option of the pursuing asset limit reform through a broader policy context.   It’s a way to accomplish smaller pieces of the package by hooking it onto other things that already have momentum, speak another language, and tie into other initiatives that are going on.  That is exactly what happened almost 12 years ago in Ohio as Ohio began to take steps to implement welfare reform.  We were overachievers or a little more aggressive than other states.  We pursued a series of 17 federal waivers to the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (ADC) program prior to Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reform Act of 1996 (PRWORA) even being enacted (prior to Aug 1996).  We had state legislation in place to implement a mini-version of welfare reform prior to the creation of TANF at the federal level, that sort of national overhaul of the ADC program.  

It’s very difficult to talk about this specific policy construct out of context with the entire package of how Ohio approached public assistance programs, particularly cash assistance back 12 years ago.  And I really like what Dory said earlier  – the purpose of public assistance programs was to help individuals, families, low-income recipients and low-income citizens get ahead and get out of poverty.  

In Ohio, we took a strong and deliberate approach, which was the best way, was through work.  The entire package was put together around welfare reform, was to make work look more attractive to low-income families than being on public assistance.  This was done by constructing a series of not only incentives to move into the world of work, but also disincentives, which the audience on the phone call may think it weren’t the most helpful.  It was part of an entire package and Ohio was fairly aggressive in that the package included time-limited assistance - we took a lesser amount than the federal law allowed of 36 months, state legislation pushed for full engagement of all families in receipt of cash assistance to be engaged in activities designed to move them forward closer to work, and full family sanctions for failure to participate in the program or failure to follow the requirements of the self-sufficiency contract.  Coupled with that, Ohio instituted a very generous earned-income disregard for families who were successful at taking steps towards part-time, entry level, minimum wage jobs to gain work experience or step into the world of work, we disregarded $250.50 of their earnings so that they would not lose their full cash assistance benefits and the auxiliary benefits that came with being on the cash assistance program.  So they continued to make steps.  Also within that, we eliminated in the asset resource test for individuals who to participate in the program.  The concept was that if individuals wanted/needed to come onto cash assistance and the supports were in place to comply with the stringent work expectations and engagement coupled with the support, then it was irrelevant to system and caseworker to chase a bunch of paper and documents. 

There was also an understanding and an appreciation for the set up in Ohio - putting the work program at the county level for the development and implementation of work sites those places where individuals could go to meet their requirements, get the job skills, training, and education needed to move into work.  

There are vast differences county by county with most counties not having a sophisticated developed transportation system for low-income folks to move around and to get to places and therefore succeed in meeting those requirements.  So if a family came in w/ an automobile that was seen as less of a barrier that they could succeed and we should not be punitive around that.  If they had some financial resources available to them and they did need some cash assistance and they were going to comply with the expectations of requirements, well then that was fine, too.

Coupled with all of this, as most states were already moving in that area, as welfare reform took hold, there were large expansions in additional medical coverage, traditional Medicaid, CHIP, SCHIP, so on and so forth, so that families didn’t lose the additional medical coverage as they moved into work or were successful moving into work.  And there were also expanded investments in state childcare subsidy program so that there were childcare placements available and support for families while on cash assistance that were meeting their requirement, and then also moving ahead in taking steps into work.  

Another thing that was fairly significant in Ohio structure, that as feds devolved TANF and block grant to states, at the same time ca program was overhauled in Ohio, we also designed and implemented through legislation a complementary program to ca program that was called the Prevention, Retention & Contingency Program (PRC).  The state allocates mini blocks each counties in order to establish based on community needs a series non-assistance benefits and support to help the families on cash assistance meet emergencies and those who aren’t on it not to lose ground or slip into cash assistance or to enter ca world.  And any kind of work supports a family needs to be successful.

Another main principle the state emphasized or tired to live out, as they developed this program for folks who were around 12 years ago, the ADC program excessively process oriented and complicated and caseworker and agencies were “nickeled ad dimed” over forms and all kinds of documentations.  One of the guiding principles in the concept was program simplification.  When there were places we could get rid of unnecessary burdensome, bureaucratic activity that had no benefit to anyone, we did that.  This is where it made sense that was mentioned earlier by Dory.

One of the things I was thinking of, is the whole concern expressed earlier, that states have had making a point of administrative savings, and then unions and agencies had concern over jobs for caseworker.  I would posit where we tried to go in Ohio. Was that it wasn’t a loss of jobs, but new jobs, b/c the responsibilities (had changed). We were trying to convert a system from eligibility focus to one that now has a mission and an outcome to facilitate transformation change at the family and recipient level to prepare them in an urgent, a time-limited way.  Some caseworker did it better than others some agencies better than others, but I don’t think it’s a necessarily a loss of work force but rather a different makeup of what the roles needed to do.  

Beth Kowalczyk (BK):  This is Beth Kowalczyk and I am kind of giving two perspectives here.  One is at the time this took place; I was a brand new statewide welfare advocate.  It was really an initiative brought by the state and we really didn’t have to do a whole lot about it.  The discussion I heard and that the legislature actually bought, there really were few people denied b/c of resource limits.   They were few in number of denials due to resource limits.  When you look at our caseload, there are many reasons why case load decline, but there hasn’t been an increase in caseloads due to resource limits.

The other thing is really the practical reality w/ resource limits with this day and age, and with CRA requirements, one of the things you can point to in the picture is cars and transportation.  In Ohio, most people rely on cars to get where they need to go.  It was the argument at the time and continues to be, you can’t get a car that will reliably get you to work under the resource limits that has been set at the time.  That was another compelling public argument that was made. The advocates applauded this decision.

 I’m also here to talk about what we’ve done since then with respect to Food stamps.    Paul mentioned the complicated possessing at ADC and we still have it for food stamps.  One of the things we look at in Ohio, how to, now that we don’t have administrative work w/ respect to Ohio Works First (OWF) or cash assistance eligibility, how can we align food stamps along the lines of OWF as much as possible to increase efficiencies.  And also for food stamps, and anyone who’s heard this before, payment accuracy or error rate.  That actually taking advantage of simplified income and resource provisions in the 2002 farm bill actually help you with you with payment accuracy. Those are the things we’ve looked at and taken advantage of in the food stamps program to some degree.  Those include eliminating the vehicle limits for food stamps that was done in 2002 after the farm bill was signed.  We also exclude resources such as retirement plans and IDA and we’ve excluded as income student financial assistance.  We’ve also looking at other things we can do to align the program as much as possible.  

Lastly, Paul mentioned PRC program, the county administered TANF program.  We do extend categorical edibility for Food Stamps to people who are found eligible edibility for PRC.  That’s another area and there is a lot of talk about expanding categorical edibility where possible.  Stacy will talk about that as well. .  That is my brief summary of things that we’re working on now to improve client outcomes, administrative efficiency, and payment accuracy for the state.  

PF:  There, for folks who are involved in the fed level on TANF, there is a definitely a push to increase and develop a QC process. A lot of language we’ve heard is that they are holding up the Food Stamps QC process as the gold standard to be used across many needs based programs.  TANF ca recipients and the system that administers the program will benefit by adopting this policy in that by eliminating the requirement, you not require individuals to submit it, not require caseworker to examine it or include it, and then it’s not a part of QC structure.  The more documentation you put on folks the more potential errors every single piece of paper provides you with another opportunity for an error. 

Stacy Dean (SD):  Thanks Jami.  All the folks before me have gotten to talk about why liberalizing or eliminating asset tests is a good thing to do and I get to talk about the detailed mechanics of how to do that in the Food Stamps program.  What I want to talk about is, I’ll briefly summarize the rules and flexibilities, and there are a lot of paper on our website, I’ll be happy to talk to others more and really dory’s piece is the authoritative piece on all the mechanics.  The bottom line is that despite the fact that it is a 100% federally funded benefit, although states share administrative costs, and rules are generally prescribed from federal level in Food Stamps, in a way that they’re not for TANF or Medicaid, here is enormous flexibility on the asset front in Food Stamps. The issue is the way that one achieve it the flexibility, the rules around it, they are confusing.  There are multiple rules and you had to think about them and how they are going to dovetail together.  That confusion, I think, has deterred states from taking up the flexibility and in some cases final regulations aren’t out yet to clarify what the actual flexibilities are.  That’s also held some states off.  So it’s been a little bit of a mixed bag, but I think, when I’m done, you’ll realize there is more flexibility there than you might have otherwise thought.

I’m going to run through three general areas of state flexibility on asset tests.  The first is vehicles, very briefly.  Second, what counts towards the limits, and last, the flex to set the asset limit of 2 – 3 K.  The first on vehicles, the reason why I’m not spending time is that all 51 states including DC, have taken advantage of flex in the Food Stamps vehicles test.  Fed rule for cars, may not own a vehicle that has more than a fair market value of $4,650.00 with some additional exemptions for specific use vehicles, but states are allowed to import the rules that they use in their TANF ca assistance programs the purpose of vehicles.  And there is another flex that I’ll get to later.  51 states, including Idaho, have taken that flexibility.  Thirty have eliminated it all together, 15 states exclude more than one vehicle and 6 have raised $4650 to $8000 equity instead.  When you use that flexibility in Food Stamps, you can’t make anyone worse off.  For example, you can’t flip from $4650 fair market value test to a  $4650 equity test because that may make one person worse off.  States tend to do, is combine, say their single vehicle exclusion, apply that to the first vehicle and apply Food Stamps rules to all vehicles thereafter or exclude all cars.  We’ve seen a lot of movement there and we’d like to see the last six states that haven’t gone far enough go a bit further and I can talk about that if someone has a question.

The next set of flexibility, or issues, is around countable asset tests.  In Food Stamps program, the federal rule is that households may not have more than $2,000 in financial assets, like cash, savings and the like and if households contain an elderly or disabled member, the amount is $3,000.  Generally, those limits haven’t changed since they were set in 1986, they are not set to inflation, and their value is eroding.  There is strong bi-partisan agreement that they are too low.  Hopefully, we’ll see movement this year.  

The question here is speaking to flexibility, and Beth touched on this a little bit.  The states in 2002 got some flex on what counts towards the asset limit.  I know we have some lawyers on the phone, the code site to all of the rules that details what counts towards asset limits is 7USC 2014G.  There is a lot of prescription of what’s in and what’s out.  In 2002, congress did give states the authority to align what counts and what doesn’t count towards the fixed limits of $2 – 3K to what they’re using in TANF cash or their family Medicaid program, meaning program under the 1931 Medicaid.  That’s not completely open-ended, in the sense of, for example, if you exclude savings accounts in TANF or Medicaid, you still have to count them in Food Stamps.  There still are restrictions.  For the little around the edges things, i.e., different treatments of funeral agreements and burial plots, there is flexibility to conform.   

The one big item that we believe that congress gave the states the authority to conform the treatment of is IRAs.  401k’s are excluded in food stamps, but IRAs are not.  We believe that under this option that if you exclude IRAs under TANF Cash and 1931 Medicaid program, you out to be able to it under Food Stamps.  Four states, including Ohio, are doing it now, a lot of states have been holding back b/c believe it or not, final regulations haven’t been published on this option and the proposed regulations were a tad confusing.  The USDA asserts that there was the intent to let states exclude IRAs and hopefully that will become clearer when the final rules are out.

So this gives states conformity on what counts and what doesn’t.  IRAs is the biggest items on the list of things the states can exclude. Last authority for flexibility is around what is the asset limit. This may surprise some people:  nine states have no asset test in the Food Stamps program, despite the federal rule.  And three states have raised the amount from $2 – 3K to a different limit.  There is authority in the food stamp act, the regulation for this - 7CFR273.2J2, is the option that Beth motioned called categorical eligibility.  Under this option, which has been in the statute for 10 years, states cannot adopt or import the asset limits that they use in TANF funded-benefit, doesn’t have to be TANF cash assistance, if the entire caseload as a matter of policy, they may only use that asset test for households that actually receive the TANF funded benefit.  But, while it is solely up to the states, states have found creative way to offer the entire Food Stamps caseload a benefit that is offered with TANF dollars.  The case of ND, I believe, the information and referral services to a broad array of low-income services, so when a household applies for Food Stamps, they are also simultaneously processed for a TANF funded brochure that talks about categorical edibility, therefore there is no asset test in ND, MI, DE, WA, OR, and so on and so forth.  So it is an option, it does come with some steps to it and it doesn’t feel clean, so some states have been concerned about taking it up.  But if in your policy manual you simply say that every Food Stamps household will be processed for this second benefit, and it’s sort of part of your Food Stamps application, you can confirm categorical edibility and therefore bring into the Food Stamps program the asset test that you used in whatever this TANF funded benefit is.  Three states have used it to raise the limits, 5,7,15K in lieu of 2 – 3K.

How do you pitch this any or all of these to bi-partisan audiences?  I think that the panelists before me have addressed it well. To some extent, I don’t think you identify someone who hasn’t always been a champion of low-income issues.  You find someone who believes the national savings rate is too low and if they support preferred tax treatment, you try to engage them in the notion well if you’re for preferred tax treatment savings vehicles like IRAs, Roth IRAs, and education IRAs, etc, we’re hoping that you can have some consistency in your sense of the importance of savings.  Let me tell you how there are some enormous disincentives to saving for low-income families.  We’ve had a lot of success at the federal level with this.  Senator Saxby Chambliss, a very conservative Republican from GA, and Representative Jeff Flake, a conservative Republican from AZ, have been proponents for a more favorable treatment of assets in the public assistance programs.

DR:  I’d like to follow up on last point.  The state advocates need to understand that if they raise or eliminate for Food Stamps, that there isn’t generally an additional cost to the state since the programs are federally funded, but that there may be an administrative cost of an increase caseload.

SD:  That’s generally true.  There are a few cases where that is an exception, but that’s right.  The cost argument is not one that you should face at the state level.  But for administrative costs for an increased caseload, on the other hand, there is a savings for having to ask a lot fewer questions and certainly a reduced risk of penalty.  One of the things states always say to me “well, we don’t get that many asset errors.” But I reply “yes, but when you get one, it’s a big error because the case isn’t two or three dollars off, the entire case would not be ineligible.”  States always nod and acknowledge that one asset error can throw off the entire state in terms of penalties.  

JS:  I’d like to let Rourke O’Brien talk about pending introduction of national legislation about eliminating asset limits for public benefits programs.  

Rourke O’Brien: Thanks Dory and Jami for setting up the call.  Thanks Dory for writing the article.  It’s the absolutely the best resource at the moment out there on a broad stroke.  I just briefly wanted to share what’s happening with recent developments at the national level.  I know that Stacy Dean is quite involved in Food Stamp reauthorization process that she talked about Chambliss has a bill seeking to liberalize the asset limits there.  I wanted to make this group aware of what we at New America have been working with an office in the House that would we expect the bill to be introduced after Memorial Day recess.  It will go a step further in the process of making asset limits something that policymakers are more aware of and actually part of the discourse.  In addition to exempting certain accounts for retirement, education savings accounts in Food Stamps, it also goes a step further in exempting vehicles and increases asset limits and indexing it to inflation.  But beyond the Food Stamps program, this bill has elements that will entirely eliminate the asset test in SSI, SCHIP, and TANF.  We’re working out right now the logistics on how that will exactly happen.  It would probably be a system where states become eligible for high performance bonuses if they comply with this regulation under TANF, etc.  We understand and well aware that the price tag associated with this is going to be astronomical, as is the backlash from a lot of interested parties.  The point of the bill is to generate discourse on this topic and get out the reasoning and rhetoric behind everyone’s efforts to liberalize asset limits.  We’re trying to make the case of self-sufficiency and the point of income supports programs is to enable people to become economically independent.  The point of the bill going to be to make that case and raise awareness that these asset limits are really presenting quite a disincentive to save in all of these programs.  Through Dory and Jami, I hope to circulate more information

(NOTE:  when more information becomes available, we’ll be uploading documents to our website: www.povertylaw.org)

JS:  We did get two pre-submitted questions: 

Submitted by Sandi Gordon, Attorney at Law, Land of Lincoln Legal Assistance Foundation, Inc.

“I have clients that are defendants in a foreclosure case.  I want them to save money (the money they would be using for monthly mortgage payments), so that we will be in a good position for settlement.  The husband is on social security disability and Medicare and the wife is on Medicaid.  Can they save more than $2000 without jeopardizing her Medicaid benefits?”

DR: Sandi is an attorney at IL Land of Lincoln.  In Illinois, we do not have Medicaid asset limits, but if the type of disability benefits the husband is on is SSI, then there is a $2K asset limit that she would want to avoid going over because that would jeopardize the SSI benefits and the Medicaid benefits that piggy back on SSI eligibility.  I am not an expert on Medicare, I don’t believe there is a $2K asset limit there, but I invite others on the call to weigh in on that.

Victor Panoff (VP):  This is Victor Panoff from FL; there is no asset limit for Medicare.  Florida is a 1634 state.  We peg our Medicaid eligibility to the related SSI eligibility.  And so the assets that are accumulated in the household could be counted against the person in Florida.

DR:  I know that disability advocates are on the phone.  Do you have anything else you’d like to add to this conversation?

VP:  Elizabeth? Am I right on that?

DR: Maybe we lost her. There was another pre-submitted question that I’ll just answer.  Again, I’m not an expert on this issue. 

Submitted by Diane Paulson, Senior Attorney, Medicare Advocacy Project 

“I would like to know what strategies and options there are for eliminating state asset tests in Medicare Savings Programs (MSPs):  Qualified Medicare Beneficiaries (QMBs), Specified Low-Income Medicare Beneficiaries (SLMBs) and Qualifying Individuals (QIs)”

We asked our colleague at Legal Assistance here Nelson Saltman to help us out on this one, and he consulted with Trish Nemore with the Center for Medicare Advocacy in DC.  Their response is “the elimination of asset tests for those programs requires a Medicaid State Plan Amendment.  In addition, if IL eliminates the asset test for one of these programs, it must eliminate the asset test for all of those programs.”

So for people who are interested in the Medicare issue, there is some additional complicating factors that we did not cover in this call.  And we did not cover the federal asset limits issue.  We know our friends at CLASP, center on budget, new America are working on the federal level asset issue so if you have questions, we may not be able to answer them today, but can find out for you.

(Are there) any other questions on the TANF and food stamp issue that we covered today?  Are any of the other states on the call thinking about going forward with rule changes or legislation in the near future?

Don Baylor: “This is Don Baylor in TX.  We just yesterday, the senate decided to approve a relaxation the asset limits for CHIP asset limit.   You know that TX is one a handful of state that actually has an asset limit for CHIP.  Both the household assets got doubled from $5,000 to $10,000, and both vehicles also were relaxed in terms of asset limits.  We expect the Governor to sign it in the next couple weeks.  

DR:  We also know that in Arkansas, our colleagues were able to relax the 529 college savings plan as part of the a new children’s saving account program they’re working on there.  Does anyone else from other states have updated information on recent asset limits that we didn’t cover in the paper or on the call?

Barb Gorzinksi:  Hi, my name is Barb Gorzninksi from Washington State.  We have a statewide asset building coalition that’s looking at this issue.  It’s been a struggle for us to get all this information together.    I think Dory’s paper triggered a lot of people to start investigating that and get that information so that we know what we’re looking at for the next legislative session.

DR: What about NM?  Are you on the call?  Homer Robinson?  Or Georgia?  Florida?  Are you working on any asset limit issues?  

VP:  Yeah, there have been some proposals.  Again, Elizabeth would be better to speak about that.

DR:  Ok, we can follow up after the call.  We would really appreciate it if those of you who take steps on this issue going forward could keep us in the loop and share your information.

Elizabeth Jennings (EJ):  This is Elizabeth and I wasn’t prepared to speak today.  We are researching how to make some suggestions at the state level.  We haven’t formalized that, so this call has been very helpful.

Daniel Dodd (DD):  This is Daniel Dodd from Savannah, Georgia.  If there is anyone interested in this, this is something that the poverty reduction initiative is interested in. So if you could contact us. 

DR:  Jami is going to follow up (after the call) so that we may share everyone’s contact information.

JS:  For those who didn’t hear, you can send your contact information to Meg Dunne at megdunne@povertylaw.org.  so that we can get out the list of participants, contact each other, provide you a link to the survey.  If you could take five minutes to fill out the survey.  We’ll also be sending out a transcription of the call in the next couple weeks.  If anyone has any more questions on this topic, please ask.  If not, thank you for joining us today.”
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