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IN BRIEF

@ State offices will be closed
every first, second and third Fri-
days of each month until July 1,
2010.

@® DSS’s Welfare-to-Work Di-
vision lost 17 positions including
five filled positions. DSS em-
ployees lost about 15% of their
income. These cuts made more
money available to the general
fund (GF) from money designated
to serve impoverished families on
welfare.

@ Judy Gold of the Public Inter-
est Law Project (PILP), Susan
Kim and Katherine Siegfreid of
Bay Area Legal Aid and pro bono
lawyers Grace Carter, Jason So-
nota and Michael Stevens of Paul,
Hastings, Janofsky and Walker
LLP filed a lawsuit against Contra
Costa County for unreasonable
delays (sometimes six (6) months)
in issuance of General Assistance
under Welfare and Institutions
Code Section 17000. The lawsuit
is entitled Lugo v. Contra Costa
County Board of Supervisors and
can be found at: http://www.cc-
wro.org/index.php ?option=com_
docmané&ltemid=104. Judy Gold,
a former welfare advocate, has
returned to her passion again.
She started off as a welfare advo-
cate, then got a law degree, a job
at a big law firm in San Francisco
and now has come back to fight
the injustices in the welfare sys-
tem. You can read about Judy in
the March 2009 California Lawyer

Magazine.

@® San Diego County asked
DSS whether or not San Diego
County can impose Stage Two
Child Care Attendance Report-
ing requirements on Stage One
child care recipients. On May
27, 2009, DSS Child Care Bu-
reau responded as follows:

“The Manual and Policy Proce-
dures (MPP) does not currently
have regulations regarding at-
tendance reporting or atten-
dance sheets for Stage One
Child Care. Counties may cur-
rently develop their own policies
regarding attendance report-
ing and attendance sheets for
Stage One Child Care that are
applied consistently to clients
and that do not conflict with cur-
rent regulations.”

How does a County develop
policies that are consistent with
nonexistent state regulations?

@® On May 27, 2009, the federal
Department of Health and Hu-
man Services (HHS) published
regulations implementing the
change in how States use TANF
carryover funds. Previously, all
carry-over funds had to be used
for payments to families and
for supportive services. P.L.
111-5 now allows States to use
the carry-over money for any
reason. It does not have to be
used for impoverished families.
It can be used by States to bal-

ance their budgets. It should
be noted that, according to an
HHS statistical report, about
30% of the TANF money is
used for payments to families.
The remaining TANF money is
used for the welfare bureau-
cracy and to balance the state
budgets.
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@ PLACER COUNTY
TAKES OBAMA STIMU-
LIS REFUND FROM RE-
CIPIENT WITH AN IM-
PROPER NOA. Ms. L.C.
of Placer County received
a tax refund from P.L. 111-5
which was meant to stimulate
the economy. Placer County
sent a notice of action (NOA)
stating that she had “unre-
ported property exceeding
program limits” and took the
money away from her. Lat-
er, L.C. found out that the al-
leged excess property was a
car. This was an inadequate
NOA. See ACIN 1-151-82 for
adequacy of a NOA. The no-
tice also violated the require-
ments of the consent decree,
Knight v. Saenz that can be
found at: http:,//www.ccwro.
org/index.php?option=com_
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docmané&ltemid=105.

This consent decree requires
the NOA to inform the recipi-
ent that he or she can submit
alternative proof that the prop-
erty had a lesser value. The
NOA that Ms. L.C. received
did neither. It did not even
mention that the alleged ex-
cess property was a car.

® Santa Clara County
Denies Good Cause for
Not Having Proof of Tak-
ing Injured Child to Hos-
pital and Tries to Sanc-
tion. Ms. N.A. of Santa Clara
County received a NOA im-
posing a sanction for not sign-
ing a WtW plan on 4-1-09. She
told the welfare-to-work work-
er that she took her injured
child to the hospital that day.
The County demanded verifi-
cation. She did not have proof
that she went to the hospital
in her possession. However,
Medi-Cal paid for the hospital
visit. Thus, the County could
have verified that the hospital
submitted a bill for that day. In
addition, the county has the
“responsibility” to assist appli-
cants and recipients with gath-
ering information. See MPP
§40-107. The county found
Ms. N.A. had no good cause.
Had she neglected her injured
child and gone to the WtW
appointment, she could have
been charged with felony child
neglect.

Since she wanted to avoid
the sanction, she considered
the compliance plan which
required that she attend job

club. What she did not do was
sign the WtW plan.

The law and regulations, MPP
42-721.43 provides that the
sanction shall stop if the “
noncomplying individual per-
forms the activity(ies) he or
she previously refused to per-
form; or if the activity that the
individual originally failed to
perform is no longer avail-
able or appropriate, the county
must specify another appropri-
ate activity for the individual to
perform”. The activity that she
did not perform, allegedly with-
out good cause, was not sign-
ing the WtW plan.

Santa Clara County wanted her
to go to job club that would take
more than a hour of travel each
way by bus. Thus, she was re-
mote. The county defended it’s
compliance plan which violates
state laws and regulations.

® County Refuses to Pay
Supportive Services to
Homeless Working Mom
Who Meets Federal Par-
ticipation Rates- County
Threatens to Call CPS -
Wants to Stop Aid for Not
Having an Address. M.L.
of Sacramento County and her
three kids are homeless. She
found a job in Alameda Coun-
ty without assistance from the
WtW program. She is working
and saving money to find hous-
ing for her family. On 4-22-09,
the worker issued a notice of
action stating, “As of 4/30/2009,
the County is stopping your
cash aid. Here’s why: You are

not living at the last address you
gave. You will get another notice
about Medi-Cal.”

Meanwhile, M.L. works and
turns in her TEMP 2145’s asking
for child care. None of the child
care requests have been acted
upon by her worker.

The worker informed M.L. that
welfare workers are mandated
reporters and she may have
to report her to CPS for being
homeless. This is a violation of
W&IC Section 300 which pro-
vides that, “No minor shall be
found to be a person described
by this subdivision solely due to
the lack of an emergency shelter
for the family.”

She could have lost her kids had
she not filed for a state hearing.
The folks at hearing did a con-
ditional withdrawal and DHA is
no longer trying to take away
her benefits. However, M.L. still
has not received child care and
transportation.

M.L. has now found permanent
housing, notwithstanding the
barriers erected before her by
Sacramento County Welfare De-
partment, such as not giving her
a 10 day NOA, not paying child
care, not paying transportation
and threatening to take her chil-
dren away.

She has been working and meet-
ing the federal work participation
rates for months. We'll see if she
gets her mileage for working (not
bus fare) and her childcare paid
after so many months.

Statistic of the Month

JANUARY THROUGH MARCH, 2009 FOOD STAMP EXPEDITED SERVICES
PERCENTAGE OF CASES NOT ACTED UPON WITH THE THREE (3) ISSUANCE
AS REQUIRTED BY STATE LAWS AND REGULATIONS IN MANY LARGE COUNTIES

Santa Barbara 25.68%
Santa Clara 10.61%
Santa Cruz 19.23%
Solano 27.27%
Sonoma 33.33%

Placer 15.58%
San Diego 15.66%
San Francisco 28.13%
San Joaquin  13.33%
San Luis Ob. 22.22%
Tulare 29.85%

Source: State Department of Social Services
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