

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT 
HR 5861
“Jobs and Opportunity with Benefits and Services for Success Act”

A “segregated” work program for 
America’s poor families 

Eliminating the appearance of a program that pays poor families with babies & children to meet their basic survival needs.

[image: CCWRO Logo]


[image: ]
                             Kevin M. Aslanian,
Executive Director
Coalition of California Welfare Rights Organizations
1111 Howe Avenue, Suite 150, Sacramento, CA 95825-8551
Phone (916) 712-0071 Email: kevin.aslanian@ccwro.org

ccwro.org




SUMMARY OF HR 5861 AND TANF

HR 5861 changes the name from Temporary Assistance to Needy Families to “Jobs and Opportunity with Benefits and Services for Success Act”. Finally, an honest name for the current “segregated” program that for most part did not aid impoverished families with babies and children to meet their basic survival needs.

The new bill allows states to take 50% of the federal allocation and give it to the Child Care Block Grant, and 10% to Child Welfare Services. It allows states to use their 75% or 80% maintenance of efforts (MOE) money for anything they want in order to meet the four purposes of TANF, which often, if not always, has nothing to do with meeting the basic survival needs of the impoverished families with babies and children such as; housing, utilities, clothing and other basic necessities of life.

A fancy title like “Joining Opportunity and Benefits” is meaningless when the program is fundamentally flawed. The JOBS program will be operated by the state welfare offices and not the state employment or workforce development offices, thereby “segregating” TANF employment-seekers from non TANF employment-seekers. Welfare workers are not employment workers. Carpenters cannot be doctors. That is what the Soviet Union tried - to make workers be corporate executives. It did not work.

It has also failed miserably with TANF and it will fail with JOBS. TANF has been a boom for States and a nightmare for impoverished families with babies and children. Nationally, a meager 25% of the funds go to “payment to families” while under AFDC, 70% of the funds went to “payments to families”. The rest of the billions of dollars are a boom for states and welfare administrators. The authors of HR 5861 forgot that TANF was temporary assistance to needy families and not “aid to non-needy states”.

The TANF program has been the most inefficient program insofar as administrative costs are concerned and reaching impoverished families with babies and children who endure deep poverty. 



Table #1 below reveals that while less than 10% of the SNAP ( also known as food stamps) funds are used for administrative costs to get food stamps to over 44 million Americans, the TANF program used 75% of the TANF funds to get a mere 4 million persons help. 

TABLE #1 – TANF ADMIN COSTS COMPARED
TO SNAP (Food Stamp) ADMIN COSTS
SNAP
Payment to Needy Beneficiaries
All Other Costs-
Administrative Costs
Percentage of Administrative Costs
66.5 billion
$7.8 billion
10%
TANF
Payment to Needy Beneficiaries
All Other Costs-Administrative Costs
Percentage of Administrative Costs
$7 billion
$21.3 billion
75%


Table #2 below, reveals how much of the money needy families get each month, state by state. Nationally, the average TANF monthly benefit is equal to 10% of the federal poverty level. This is a clear case of “federal and state child abuse”.Nationally, the average TANF monthly benefit is equal to 10% of the federal poverty level. This is a clear case of “federal and state child abuse”.



HR 5861 does nothing to correct this deplorable two-decade long abuse of America’s impoverished families with babies and children.  In fact, HR 5861 allows states to continue to use most of its TANF/JOBS money for expenditures other than “payments to families”, rather than following the example of the SNAP program which makes sure at least 90% of the funds go to feeding people in need and not feeding state and welfare administrators.

While many states have a higher maximum aid payment, that does not represent what the impoverished family with babies and children are actually living on each month. In fact, most TANF families do not get the maximum aid for their family size. 

The state TANF programs are infested with sanctions, penalties and barriers to assure the needy get no help while making more money available for State Legislators and Welfare Administrators.
Now, TANF proponents and state administrators would argue that this does not correctly represent what is happening in their states, and they may be right, but states were at the table when the federal reporting process was developed. Beneficiaries and their advocate representatives were intentionally excluded. Table #2 is based on the FY 2016 Trump Administration reports. This is what states report to HHS and this is what HHS makes public.
TABLE #2 
	2016-2017 
	 Monthly 
Average 
Payments 
	 % of Federal 
Poverty Level 
	2016-2017 
	 Monthly 
Average 
Payments 
	% of Federal 
Poverty Level

	U.S. TOTAL
	 $           165 
	10%
	MISSOURI
	 $           141 
	8%

	ALABAMA
	 $             96 
	6%
	MONTANA
	 $           163 
	9%

	ALASKA
	 $           383 
	22%
	NEBRASKA
	 $           173 
	10%

	ARIZONA
	 $             92 
	5%
	NEVADA
	 $           155 
	9%

	ARKANSAS
	 $             82 
	5%
	NEW HAMPSHIRE
	 $             97 
	6%

	CALIFORNIA
	 $           140 
	8%
	NEW JERSEY
	 $           319 
	18%

	COLORADO
	 $           145 
	8%
	NEW MEXICO
	 $           176 
	10%

	CONNECTICUT
	 $           252 
	15%
	NEW YORK
	 $           373 
	22%

	DELAWARE
	 $           146 
	8%
	NORTH CAROLINA
	 $           130 
	8%

	DIST.OF COLUMBIA
	 $           781 
	45%
	NORTH DAKOTA
	 $           122 
	7%

	FLORIDA
	 $           171 
	10%
	OHIO
	 $           149 
	9%

	GEORGIA
	 $           247 
	14%
	OKLAHOMA
	 $           108 
	6%

	HAWAII
	 $           241 
	14%
	OREGON
	 $             61 
	4%

	IDAHO
	 $           236 
	14%
	PENNSYLVANIA
	 $           147 
	8%

	ILLINOIS
	 $           153 
	9%
	RHODE ISLAND
	 $           204 
	12%

	INDIANA
	 $           104 
	6%
	SOUTH CAROLINA
	 $           112 
	6%

	IOWA
	 $           121 
	7%
	SOUTH DAKOTA
	 $           184 
	11%

	KANSAS
	 $           130 
	8%
	TENNESSEE
	 $           101 
	6%

	KENTUCKY
	 $           140 
	8%
	TEXAS
	 $             72 
	4%

	LOUISIANA
	 $           122 
	7%
	UTAH
	 $           184 
	11%

	MAINE
	 $             32 
	2%
	VERMONT
	 $           159 
	9%

	MARYLAND
	 $           216 
	12%
	VIRGINIA
	 $           173 
	10%

	MASSACHUSETTS
	 $           151 
	9%
	WASHINGTON
	 $           144 
	8%

	MICHIGAN
	 $           179 
	10%
	WEST VIRGINIA
	 $           154 
	9%

	MINNESOTA
	 $           173 
	10%
	WISCONSIN
	 $           194 
	11%

	MISSISSIPPI
	 $             77 
	4%
	WYOMING
	 $           294 
	17%


Source: HHS OFA Report


TANF Unobligated Funds

For 2016-2017, states had over $3 billion unobligated TANF funds that states sat on while impoverished families with babies and children endured deep poverty which impedes the development of a child’s brain in early ages, resulting in blatant “Federal and State Child Abuse”. Thus, the long-time cry for increased TANF block money for States would not help poor babies and children, but it would be very beneficial for state budget writers and the welfare administrators. TABLE #3 reveals the benefit levels had States used the unobligated funds to issue payments to families living in deep poverty rather than hoarding the money while children living in deep poverty endured irreparable harm for life.

TABLE #3 – Average Assistance Payment for a TANF Family of Three (3) with 2016-2017 Unobligated TANF Dollars
	2016-2017 
	Average TANF 
Payment 
	Benefits with unobligated month
	2016-2017
	Average TANF 
Payment
	Average Benefits with unobligated month

	U.S. TOTAL
	 $165 
	 $235 
	MISSOURI
	N/A
	N/A

	ALABAMA
	 $96 
	 $325 
	MONTANA
	 $163 
	 $471 

	ALASKA
	 $383 
	 $903 
	NEBRASKA
	 $173 
	 $572 

	ARIZONA
	 $92 
	 $123 
	NEVADA
	 $155 
	 $208 

	ARKANSAS
	 $82 
	 $286 
	NEW HAMPSHIRE
	 $97 
	 $603 

	CALIFORNIA
	N/A 
	N/A
	NEW JERSEY
	 $319 
	 $439 

	COLORADO
	 $145 
	 $314 
	NEW MEXICO
	N/A
	N/A

	CONNECTICUT
	 N/A 
	 N/A
	NEW YORK
	 $373 
	 $408 

	DELAWARE
	 $146 
	 $208 
	NORTH CAROLINA
	 $130 
	 $186 

	DIST.OF COLUMBIA
	 $781 
	 $1,307 
	NORTH DAKOTA
	 $122 
	 $323 

	FLORIDA
	 $171 
	 $233 
	OHIO
	 $149 
	 $156 

	GEORGIA
	 $247 
	 $305 
	OKLAHOMA
	N/A
	N/A

	HAWAII
	 $241 
	 $1,258 
	OREGON
	 $61 
	 $61 

	IDAHO
	 $236 
	 $1,006 
	PENNSYLVANIA
	 $147 
	 $424 

	ILLINOIS
	 $153 
	 $289 
	RHODE ISLAND
	 $204 
	 $257 

	INDIANA
	 $104 
	 $1,521 
	SOUTH CAROLINA
	N/A
	N/A

	IOWA
	 $121 
	 $141 
	SOUTH DAKOTA
	 $184 
	 $488 

	KANSAS
	 $130 
	 $132 
	TENNESSEE
	 $101 
	 $645 

	KENTUCKY
	 $140 
	 $234 
	TEXAS
	N/A
	N/A

	LOUISIANA
	 N/A 
	N/A  
	UTAH
	 $184 
	 $1,114 

	MAINE
	 $32 
	 $180 
	VERMONT
	N/A
	N/A

	MARYLAND
	 $216 
	 $216 
	VIRGINIA
	 $173 
	 $405 

	MASSACHUSETTS
	 $151 
	 $151 
	WASHINGTON
	 $144 
	 $192 

	MICHIGAN
	 $179 
	 $399 
	WEST VIRGINIA
	 $154 
	 $459 

	MINNESOTA
	 $173 
	 $315 
	WISCONSIN
	 $194 
	 $512 

	MISSISSIPPI
	 $77 
	 $448 
	WYOMING
	 $294 
	 $1,825 


N/A – No unobligated money



Section by Section Analysis of HR 5861

Section 4: Re-Naming of Program. 

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: HR 5861 would re-name the former ADC/AFDC/TANF program, designed to aid poor families, into an anti-family, segregated work program for persons under 200% the federal poverty level. The Temporary Assistance Program for Needy Families will now be the “Jobs and Opportunity with Benefits and Services for Success Act’’.

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: This bill would put the final nail in the coffin in the only program that aids America’s impoverished families with babies and children to pay for housing, clothing, heat to cook and eat. This is now a segregated employment program operated by welfare administrators masquerading as employment administrators.

Section 5: Helping More Americans Enter and Remain in the Workforce.

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section extends the “non-assistance payments” to persons and families to promote healthy marriages and responsible fatherhood, and access to child care, which is where most of the money goes, into year 2023. 

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: This would help very few poor families with babies and children to meet the basic survival needs. 

It fails to make sure that the funds are used for needy families and not the families and persons living on incomes between 150% of 200% of the federal poverty level.

However, the reality is that most of the TANF money is used to provide “non-assistance payments” to families who do not qualify for “assistance payments”. 

Congress should limit JOBS Success money to only “assistance payments” and enact another law for the non-real-needy families and persons to get “non-assistance payments”.






Section 6: Expecting Universal Engagement and Case Management.

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section restates and codifies the existing practice. The parent shoulders the burden of the obligations to meet any of these, often unreasonable, obligations without a mandate to verify that they have necessary supportive services, which would result in loss of all “assistance payments” for the family in most states.
  
RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: This section requires every parent receiving “assistance payments”, who is work eligible, to enter into a plan called a “personal responsibility plan” implying that TANF beneficiaries are irresponsible and need to be whipped into submission to the state welfare administrators to become responsible. The reality is that welfare recipients would rather work than even deal with the often abusive welfare system of America.

This provision has zero equitable accountability provisions for State Welfare Administrators. All of the harsh and life-threatening consequences are solely imposed upon the babies and children of impoverished families. The process is set up to force the parent into total submission (dependency) to the state welfare administrators while giving the parent very little input on how they want to achieve “opportunity and self-sufficiency”. You cannot achieve independence when the program, allegedly designed to lead you to independence, forces you to become totally dependent on the welfare administrators when formulating your path to independence. 

Finally, this bill provides that the state agency “may” refer a parent with employment barriers such as mental health or opioid issues for services. If the state decides that they don't want to refer an individual with opioid and mental issues for services, then the individual will fail, and the state agency could sentence the family to deep poverty by terminating their benefits knowing well all the time that the individual was not capable meeting the demands of the welfare administrators. This will make more money available for State Welfare Administrators for “non-assistance payments”.



TIMING - §608(b)(3) provides that within 180 days of the enactment of this bill all TANF recipients should have a plan that outlines what the individual has to do and says nothing about what the state agency has to do. For applicants it requires a plan within 60 days. Under current law, States have 90 days to do the plan.

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: It is unclear how States would implement this section within 180 days. There is no requirement that the individual has to actually have child care and transportation, if they need it, before they are commanded by state welfare administrators to come to a meeting to develop a plan. 

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: This section impedes the ability of the individual to achieve the goals of this legislation. They are forced to submit to the inefficient process of in-person plan development rather than a more cost-effective process using the 21st century tools available for state welfare administrators. There is no provision that the plan can be done electronically for rural families or telephonically for persons with transportation challenges. It allows States to use the 19th century methods to operate a program in the 21st century.



PENALTIES -  §608(b)(4) provides for unconscionable penalties that state welfare administrators impose upon impoverished babies and children living with their parents that amounts to “federal and state child abuse”. These penalties are terminating all benefits to the family – period. 

The concept “who shall work shall eat” was the
primary talking point of V. Lenin of the failed Soviet
Union. That same talking point is being used in 2018 by United States lawmakers and welfare administrators.
___________________________



ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: There have been no equitable sanctions imposed upon state welfare administrators by the federal government in the history of TANF. In fact, state non-compliance TANF penalties have always been a joke compared to the penalties that the state welfare administrators slam upon impoverished babies, children living with their natural parents.

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: The concept “who shall work shall eat” was the primary talking point of Vladimir Lenin of the failed Soviet Union. That same talking point is being used in 2018 by United States lawmakers and welfare administrators for HR 5861. These unconscionable full family state penalties and sanctions have devastated millions of families in America. They are barbaric and inhuman.



PERIODIC REVIEWS- §608(b)(5) provides that State shall review and assess the individual’s participation in the state TANF program.

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section is rather rigid without any real purpose –have individuals, already participating, meet with the welfare worker? For what? The law already requires that individuals make satisfactory progress in their assigned activity. This should be the individuals’ option and not the government option. 

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: Many individuals in the TANF program are already working and meeting the TANF work participation requirements (WPR). Requiring a working person to take a day off every 90 days to meet with the “welfare worker” could lead the employer to wonder who is this person working for? Me or the welfare office? There are also transportation and child care challenges that many participants face that would often lead to penalties and sanctions – which is what many TANF recipients think the TANF program is all about in the first place – and they are right.

Periodic Reviews should be the individuals’ option and the government should be there to accommodate rather than imposing its will on the low-income citizenry. 






Section 7: Promoting Accountability by Measuring Work Outcomes.


PERFORMANCE & ACCOUNTABILITY BY MEASURING WORK OUTCOME - §607 provides for accountability by measuring work outcomes. 

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section provides that the federal government and each state government would decide how to measure the success of a program designed to help TANF beneficiaries achieve self-sufficiency. 

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: It is hard to have faith in a program that is developed and measured by the program operators without the meaningful and full participation of the “people” - beneficiaries of the TANF program and their representatives.



PUBLICATION OF STATE PERFORMANCE ON HHS ONLINE DASHBOARD -  §607(b) would require HHS to publish state performance data on a dashboard.

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section requires HHS to publish performance data for each state. 

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: It would be nice to see what State says they are doing. However, each state would be able to negotiate with HSS as to what their performance requirements would be, thus making it impossible to measure one state against another state. Would this information be required to be submitted under penalty of perjury by state officials? States and counties often make reports and then assert that the reports are not reliable, or they do not reflect what is really happening with the program. 




MODIFICATION OF RULES FOR DETERMINING WHETHER AN INDIVIDUAL IS ENGAGED IN WORK -  §607(c) participation requirements for TANF recipients. 

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section provides for the 20/30/35/55-hour participation requirements for TANF participants in activities selected by the state welfare administrators. 

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: These participation requirements exclude giving credit for TANF beneficiaries who on their own, without any prodding from the State paid welfare administrators, embark upon an activity that should lead to self-sufficiency. This section ignores the immense desire of TANF beneficiaries to achieve self-sufficiency on their own without big brother government telling them what they can and cannot do as if they cannot think for themselves.




MODIFICATIONS TO ALLOWABLE WORK ACTIVITIES -  §607(d) participation requirements for TANF recipients. 

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section provides what are federally acceptable work activities.

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: These participation requirements exclude giving credit for TANF beneficiaries who on their own, without any prodding from the State paid welfare administrators, embark upon an activity that should lead to self-sufficiency. This section ignores the immense desire of TANF beneficiaries to achieve self-sufficiency on their own without big brother government telling them all the time what they can and cannot do as if they cannot think for themselves.



Section 8: Targeting Funds to Truly Needy Families.

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section provides that JOBS funds cannot be used for families and persons who having income in excess of 200% of the federal poverty level and allows states to use all the money they want for case management. It would also allow 50% of the federal allocation be transferred to the Child Care Block Grant, and 10% to Child Welfare Services. It also allows states to use their 75%/80% maintenance of efforts money for anything the States want that meets the four purposes of the TANF/JOBS purposes 

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: This section makes it crystal clear that the real purpose of HR 5861 is to gives States absolute access to federal money to do whatever they want to do except for assuring that 80% of the JOBS money goes to “payment to families” and not payments to states and state welfare administrators for “non-assistance payments”.



Section 9: Targeting Funds to Core Purposes.

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section requires that 25% of the federal funds and 25% of the state MOE be used for JOBS eligible families for expenses such a payments to families, case management, transportation and other supportive services

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: This provision in no way makes any improvements for meeting the basic survival needs of America’s impoverished families living in deep poverty. Congress could not even make sure that a meager 25% of the federal block grant be designated to meet the basic survival needs of America’s impoverished families living in deep poverty in the form of “payment to families”- it left a big loophole for States to use that money for many things, other than “payments to families”.


Section 14: Strengthening Accountability through HHS Approval of State Plans.

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section would require the State to write up a State Plan and submit it to HSS and Department of Labor (DOL) for approval. Currently, state plans are submitted to HHS and DOL, but there is no requirement for HHS to approve or disapprove the plan. It is just paper shuffling. The plans shall be publicly available.

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: Rarely do State plans really tell the public what the State is going to do with the money they get, but it is better than having no information at all. 

None of these plans would reflect what the beneficiaries of the program want because the beneficiaries and their advocate representatives are excluded from the process. It is top down.
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Section 15: Aligning and Improving Data Reporting

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section would require the State to report to HSS work activities in which individuals are participating and employment outcomes.

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: This reporting only applies to less than 25% of the beneficiaries of the TANF/JOBS program receiving “assistance payments”. The majority of the beneficiaries of the TANF/JOBS federal block grants and MOE do not receive an “assistance payment”, thus, there is nothing to report. What happens to the people who get the “non-assistance payment”? Who cares!



Section 16: Technical Corrections to Data Exchange Standards to Improve Program Coordination.

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section would establish an interagency workgroup established by OMB to consider state perspective for data exchange.

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: Again, Congress has excluded the program beneficiaries and their advocate representatives from the process. Including beneficiaries and advocates would assure that any data collected would correctly and honestly reflect the true impact that this program has on the lives of impoverished families with babies of children who endure deep poverty.









Section 17: Set-Asides for Economic Downturns.

ANALYSIS OF THIS SECTION: This section would allow states to set aside 15% of their TANF/JOBS allocation for three years.

RECIPIENT IMPACT STATEMENT: States should not be allowed to hoard money unless they are issuing “assistance payments” that is at least 100% of the federal poverty.  To hoard federal dollars while babies and children are enduring deep poverty is certified 21st century child abuse.



The effective date of HR 5861 is October 1, 2018




ABOUT CCWRO

The Coalition of California Welfare Rights Organizations, Inc. (CCWRO) is a statewide nonprofit organization represents beneficiaries of public benefits throughout the State of California since 1982.

CCWRO provides consultation, information and representation on issues relating to means-tested public benefit programs such as: CalWORKs, Food Stamps, General Assistance, SSI, Welfare to Work and other Public Assistance Programs.

CCWRO maintains current information on the status of pending or recently enacted state and federal legislation and regulations which we have identified as being important to beneficiaries of means-tested public benefit programs.

CCWRO also collects and monitors statistical information relating to means-tested public assistance programs throughout California and to some extent nationally. 
CONTACT PERSON
Kevin Aslanian – Email: kevin.aslanian@ccwro.org

Tel. (916) 712-0071 Fax (916) 736-2645
1111 Howe Ave, Suite 150, Sacramento, CA 95816
www.ccwro.org
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