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In Brief each county has their own scanning system. Sacra-
mento County uses a system called FileNet which does 
not talk to the CalWIN system where case actions are 
taken.. 

Sacramento County’s corrective action plan is to re-
mind staff that they need to have the SAWS1s, SAWS2 
and QR7s in the CalWIN system and to adopt some 
policies and procedures to make sure the forms are en-
tered in CalWIN.  We wonder what the old policy was 
and how the new policy is different.  . This information 
is not included in the so-called “corrective action plan”

u Yolo County was cited in a federal audit for not hav-
ing an IEVS report in the casefile. The audit points out 
that this a repeat condition from 2009. In 2009 there 
were 13 cases without an IEVS report while in 2010 
there were 4. Maybe in 2020 all cases will have an 
IEVS report. This is like Yolo County receiving a QR-7 
that did not answer 4 questions. What would happen to 
that family? All aid would be terminated immediately 
for failure to submit a complete QR7. What happens 
to Yolo County when they fails in 13 cases and fail a 
year later in four (4) cases? Yolo County contends that 
it made significant progress by reducing the number of 
IEVS errors from 13 to 4. We wonder why this same 
standard does not apply to processing QR7?

Kevin Shephard of VWRO is advocating for welfare 
recipients in Los Angeles County. On December 16, 
2011 Kevin went to the Rancho Park office with a per-
son needing help with food stamps.

On December 16, 2011 Kevin was ordered by Acting 
Director of the DPSS Rancho Park Office Mr. Americo 
Garza not to assist the poor because he is poor and on 
welfare.  Mr. Garza contends that a welfare recipient 
helping another welfare recipient is a “conflict of inter-
est.”  Mr. Garza made clear that if Kevin approached 
someone struggling with a welfare process he be would 
be arrested.
He was told that he could only assist the person he 
came in with and was ordered to sit next to the person 
he was with and not to try to help anybody. “It appears 
that Los Angeles County has a county ordinance pro-

u TANF was reauthorized for 60 more days on De-
cember 23, 2011 by HR 3765. The TANF reauthoriza-
tion was part of the payroll tax extension and unem-
ployment insurance benefits extension package. This 
was a clean extension of TANF with no riders. This 
extension ends March 1, 2012.

u Homeless Assistance - On 10-4-11 Gary Alvarez of 
Fresno County asked DSS about homeless assistance 
eligibility in this situation: “… a client with one child is 
living with her father in the City of Sanger. Her father 
evicts her from his home stating that he cannot afford 
to keep them on, client and child are now homeless. 
Client applies for an get temporary homeless, but later 
request permanent homeless to move into an apartment 
owned her father in the City of Reedley?”

On 10-17-11 DSS responded “…The client was not re-
turning to the same house or apartment she lived in pri-
or to becoming homeless. As long as the client meets 
all other Homeless Assistance eligibility requirements, 
she should have been approved for permanent home-
less assistance.”

u On 9-21-11 Kasey Rogers of Riverside County 
asked DSS about a CalWORKs recipient who “ … 
owns several horses. None of which are income pro-
ducing. Would the horses be considered property and 
the value counted in the property determination or 
would they be considered pets like a cat or a dog?”

On 10-14-11 DSS responded “ Animals that are kept 
as pets have not value and would not be considered 
and counted as property. In this case, the horses are 
excluded as personal property, because the horses are 
not used as a resource that producing income to sup-
port the family.”

u In a recent federal audit, Sacramento County was 
informed that in four (4) CalWORKs cases there were 
no SAWS1s, SAWS 2 and QR7s. It is ironic that af-
ter spending billions on computer systems that prevent 
cases from going forward when mandatory forms are 
not in the system that an audit can find these forms 
are missing from cases.  One possible reason is that 
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Los Angeles County DPSS forbids 
poor people to help other poor people 
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mulgated by Mr. Garza prohibiting welfare re-
cipient from assisting other welfare recipients” 
said Kevin Shepard.

Kevin continued to say that “next thing I know 
two sheriffs are standing in front of me laugh-
ing. After talking to Americo Garza then seeing 
two sheriffs pop up standing in front of me I felt 
like I was in the Soviet Union so I went home.”

Ms. B1DP678 receives Food Stamps in Los 
Angeles County.  Ms. B1DP678 is working and 
actually has a job during the Great Recession. 
She submitted her quarterly report to DPSS, 
but DPSS did not like the report. Next thing 
she knew people at work knew she was get-
ting Food Stamps. How did this happen? DPSS 
asked the employer to verify her income for the 
quarterly report.

Ms. B1DP678 was livid. Her confidentiality 
was violated by DPSS. Her scheduled promo-
tion at work was down the drain – food stamp 
recipients are not promoted some places.

She contacted Garegin Manasarian, DPSS IEVS 
supervisor for the Rancho Park office who told 
Ms. B1DP678 that DPSS can mail a letter to her 
employer anytime without her consent request-
ing income information.

On Friday, December 16, 2011 she spoke with 
Deputy Director Americo Garza. Ms. B1DP678 
said “Mr. Garza position, to put in succinctly, 
was aggressive and arrogant especially when I 
asked what right does DPSS have to contact my 
employer.  My conversation resolved nothing, 
but it did raise some questions about confiden-
tiality.” 

Mr. America Garza also told Ms. B1DP678 that 
she should not seek assistance from any person 
from welfare rights. It appears Mr. Garza does 
not like welfare recipients getting assistance 
from somebody of their choosing.

We called Mr. Garza and he confirmed that it is 
DPSS policy not to allow poor people to help 
other poor people because it is a violation of 
confidentiality, but saw nothing wrong with 
happened to Ms. B1DP678.

California Welfare-to-Work Update

Periodically CCWRO updates its readers of the progress that 
California’s welfare-to-work (WtW) program is making during 
the current Great Recession. 

Whle counties receive about $1.3 billion to opreate a WtW pro-
gram that includes child care and providing the working poor 
on CalWORKs transportation, the number reveal that about 
43% of the participants still do not receive transportation in 
California. 

The devastating WtW sanctions reduced the fixed income of 
CalWORKs that is in the same dollar amount that it was in in 
1985 is reduced by at least 25% or more causing undue hard-
ship on innocent children who are the real victims of this “sanc-
tion program”. Research reveals that most sanctions are caused 
by the  fact that the participant was not denied supportive 
services that the needed, such as child care and transportation.
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How Much Do We Spend and What Do We Get?
2010-2011 Welfare-to-Work Services Appropriation

$878,783.000
2010-2011  Welfare-to-Work Child  Appropriation

$489.569.000

& The Outcomes?

Los Angeles County DPSS 
Violates Confidentiality of 

Working Poor Getting 
Food Stamps.


