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EXAMINING THE PROPOSED ABAWD RULE
AND ITS IMPACT ON HUNGER AND HARDSHIP

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 3, 2019

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NUTRITION, OVERSIGHT, AND DEPARTMENT
OPERATIONS,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:00 a.m., in Room
1300 of the Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Marcia L.
Fudge [Chair of the Subcommittee] presiding.

Members present: Representatives Fudge, McGovern, Adams,
Hayes, Schrier, Van Drew, Lawson, Panetta, Johnson, DesdJarlais,
Davis, Yoho, Bacon, Hagedorn, and Conaway (ex officio).

Staff present: Jasmine Dickerson, Kellie Adesina, Alison Titus,
Caleb Crosswhite, Ashton Johnston, Callie McAdams, Jennifer Till-
er, Dana Sandman, and Jennifer Yezak.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MARCIA L. FUDGE, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM OHIO

The CHAIR. Good morning. This hearing of the Subcommittee on
Nutrition, Oversight, and Department Operations entitled, Exam-
ining the Proposed ABAWD Rule and its Impact on Hunger and
Hardship, will come to order.

The purpose of today’s hearing is to examine proposed changes
to a long-standing USDA Able Bodied Adults Without Dependents,
or ABAWD, policy that will impact a significant number of SNAP
recipients. Such a change demands careful and deliberate consider-
ation. Today, we will have this long overdue conversation.

On February 1, I sent a letter to Secretary of Agriculture, Sonny
Perdue, outlining my serious concerns with the Department’s pro-
posed rule on ABAWDs. The proposed rule included a 60 day com-
ment period, which I now understand has been extended for a few
days. However, given the seriousness of this topic, I requested an
extension on the comment period so that there may be more time
to explore its potential impacts. The Department rejected the re-
quest and, instead, Secretary Perdue responded to me by saying,
and I quote, “The proposed rule . . . would encourage broader ap-
plication of the statutory ABAWD work requirement, consistent
with the Administration’s focus on fostering self-sufficiency and
promoting the dignity of work. I believe these proposed changes
support our mutual goal of improving the lives of those partici-
pating in SNAP.”

(1)
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Well, Mr. Secretary, I disagree. The goal of improving lives is
mutual. Your methods, though, are harsh, arbitrary, and mean.
There is no dignity in taking food from the poorest and most vul-
nerable of our citizens. It is dishonest and immoral for anyone to
assume or suggest that poor people do not want to work, especially
if that work only pays an average of $125 per month.

And before we go any further, I want to make it very clear. Peo-
ple want a hand up, not a hand out, and it is insulting to suggest
otherwise.

The proposal before us fails to consider that unemployment is not
the sole problem for ABAWDs. Many ABAWDs experience other
hardships, including lack of housing, undiagnosed mental illness,
learning disabilities, and poor health. The proposal before us
makes clear this Administration does not understand, nor care,
about the lack of access or barriers and hardships that keep many
from finding and securing long-term employment. The proposal
also tells me the Administration foolishly assumes everybody has
the same access to resources needed to escape the cycle of poverty.
If they just work 20 hours per week, it would solve their problems
and move them out of poverty, magically. Lifting yourself up by
your boot straps only works if you have boots.

What I want to know is what USDA actually knows about those
who will be affected by this rule? Based on the reports from our
witnesses, Mathematica in particular, we are most likely dealing
with the poorest of the poor. In fact, I am still waiting on my re-
quest for information during last month’s hearing with the Sec-
retary where I asked what percentage of ABAWD populations are
veterans, homeless, have mental or physical limitations, or lack ac-
cess to public transportation?

Were any of these factors analyzed or data collected before the
release of the proposed rule? Does the Department even internally
track this kind of relevant information to better inform its rule-
making and policy decisions? If they were, please present it to us.
It is time we call this what it is: a rush to accomplish a conserv-
ative political wish-list. If this was really about the dignity of work
and efficiency of the program, we would wait to see the final re-
sults from the 2014 Farm Bill, which provided $200 million for ten
employment and training pilot projects. It is ill-advised to issue a
rule without the supporting data or best practices learned from the
pilots, to better serve the ABAWD population.

USDA estimates that 755,000 people will lose benefits and pre-
dicts a savings in Federal spending on SNAP benefits of $7.9 bil-
lion over 5 years. What will happen to the 755,000 people? If the
Department is so eager to get people into jobs, will the Department
hire them? The unemployment rate in my district is 9.8 percent.
Where are the jobs? My Republican colleagues love to talk about
the surplus of jobs or low unemployment numbers, but we should
remember that there is a skills gap at play within this population
and many ABAWDs live in smaller, rural communities where jobs
are not as readily available. Was the skills gap taken into consider-
ation during formulation of this proposed rule? Low unemployment
rates do little to tell us whether jobless individuals in a specific
geographical area lack the necessary skills to obtain gainful work
in the community. However, the Department proposes to limit ex-
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isting state flexibility, to submit a variety of credible resources, and
support materials to help tell the story a Bureau of Labor Statistics
unemployment rate is unable to tell. A low unemployment rate
does not erase the existence of significant barriers to unemploy-
ment in our nation’s poorest communities.

Without the skills necessary to obtain gainful employment and
meet SNAP work requirements, what other options are there for
these individuals to put food on the table?

I am very concerned about the added burden these proposed cuts
to SNAP place on other low-income services and charities like food
banks. Every time Republicans trot out calls for welfare reform,
they argue the private-sector will pick up the slack. Let me ask
this, what does $7.9 billion in savings from SNAP mean if it in-
creases the demand for other low-income programs or local char-
ities that are already stretched thin? This proposed rule is nothing
more than another attempt by the GOP and the Trump Adminis-
tration to reintroduce the thoughtless House Republican SNAP pro-
visions that were rejected in the 2018 Farm Bill. We passed a bill.
Please follow the law.

The House and Senate passed a farm bill conference report by a
historic 369 votes, and the President signed it without delay. Let’s
just follow the law. Rehashing failed policies is an affront to the
democratic process and an utter waste of time. We have seen this
Administration and my colleagues reciting the same negative talk-
ing points about people who are on SNAP time and again, and I
am really very weary of it. Instead of proposing cruel and unsound
ideas without merit, let’s figure out how to help people in need.

Our job is to do the most for those who have the least. Let’s just
follow the law.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Fudge follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. MARCIA L. FUDGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM OHIO

The purpose of today’s hearing is to examine proposed changes to a long-standing
USDA Able Bodied Adults Without Dependents, or ABAWD, policy that will impact
a significant number of SNAP recipients. Such a change demands careful and delib-
erate consideration. Today, we will have this long overdue conversation.

On February 1st, I sent a letter to Secretary of Agriculture Sonny Perdue out-
lining my serious concerns with the Department’s proposed rule on ABAWDs. The
proposed rule included a 60 day comment period. However, given the seriousness
of this topic, I requested an extension on the comment period so that there may be
more time to explore its potential impacts.

The Department rejected that request and, instead, Secretary Perdue responded
by saying, and I quote:

“The proposed rule . . . would encourage broader application of the
statutory ABAWD work requirement, consistent with the Administra-
tion’s focus on fostering self-sufficiency and promoting the dignity of
work. I believe these proposed changes support our mutual goal of im-
proving the lives of those participating in SNAP.”

Well Mr. Secretary, I disagree. The goal of improving lives is mutual—his meth-
ods are harsh, arbitrary and mean.

There is no dignity in taking food away from the poorest and most vulnerable of
our citizens.

It is dishonest and immoral for anyone to assume or suggest that poor people do
not want to work, especially if that work only pays an average of $125 a month.

And before we go any further, I want to make it very clear: people want a hand
up, not a hand out, and it is insulting to suggest otherwise.
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The proposal before us fails to consider that unemployment is not the sole prob-
lem ABAWDs face. Many ABAWDs experience other hardships, including lack of
housing, undiagnosed mental illnesses, learning disabilities, and poor health.

The proposal before us makes clear this Administration does not understand nor
care about the lack of access or barriers and hardships, that keep many from finding
and securing long-term employment.

The proposal also tells me the Administration foolishly assumes everybody has
the same access to the resources needed to escape the cycle of poverty. “If they just
work 20 hours per week, it would solve their problems and move them out of pov-
erty.”!?

“Lifting yourself up by your boot straps” only works if you have boots.

What I want to know is what USDA actually knows about those who will be af-
fected by their rule?

Based on the report from our witness, Mathematica, we are most likely dealing
with the poorest of the poor.

In fact, 'm still waiting on my request for information during last month’s hear-
ing with Secretary Perdue, where I asked, “what percentage of the ABAWD popu-
lation are veterans, homeless, have mental or physical limitations, or lack access to
public transportation?”

Were any of these factors analyzed or data collected before the release of the pro-
posed rule? Does the Department even internally track this kind of relevant infor-
mation to better inform its rulemaking and policy decisions?

If they were, please present it to us.

It’s time we call this what it is: a rush to accomplish a conservative political wish-
list.

If this was really about the dignity of work and efficiency of the program, we
would wait to see the final results from the 2014 Farm Bill, which provided $200
million for ten Employment and Training pilot projects.

It is ill-advised to issue a rule without the supporting data or best practices
learned from the pilots, to better serve the ABAWD population.

USDA estimates that 755,000 people will lose benefits and predicts a savings in
Federal spending on SNAP benefits of $7.9 billion over 5 years.

What will happen to the 755,000 people? If the Department is so eager to get peo-
ple into jobs, will they hire them?

The unemployment rate in my district is 9.8 percent. Where are the jobs?

My Republican colleagues love to talk about the surplus of jobs or low unemploy-
ment numbers, but we should remember that there’s a skill gap at play within this
population and many ABAWDs live in smaller, rural communities where jobs are
not as readily available.

Was the skills gap taken into consideration during formulation of this proposed
rule? Low unemployment rates do little to tell us whether jobless individuals in a
specific geographical area lack the necessary skills to obtain gainful work in their
communities.

However, the Department proposes to limit existing state flexibility to submit a
variety of credible resources and support materials to help tell the story a Bureau
of Labor Statistics unemployment rate is unable to tell. A low unemployment rate
does not erase the existence of significant barriers to employment in our nation’s
poorest communities.

Without the skills necessary to obtain gainful employment and meet SNAP work
requirements, what other options are there for these individuals to put food on the
table? I am very concerned about the added burden these proposed cuts to SNAP
place on other low-income services and charities like food banks. Every time Repub-
li};:anT t{{ot out calls for welfare reform, they argue the private-sector will pick up
the slack.

Let me ask this, what does $7.9 billion in savings from SNAP mean if it increases
the demand for other low-income programs or local charities that are already
stretched thin?

This proposed rule is nothing more than another attempt by the GOP and the
Trump Administration to reintroduce the thoughtless House Republican SNAP pro-
visions that were rejected in the 2018 Farm Bill. We passed a bill—follow the law!

The House and Senate passed a farm bill conference report by a historic 369
votes, and the President signed the bill without delay. Follow the law!

Rehashing failed policies is an affront to the democratic process and an utter
waste of time.

We have seen this Administration and my Republican colleagues reciting the
sam&e I%egative talking points about people who are on SNAP time and again; I am
tired of it.
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Instead of proposing cruel and unsound ideas without merit—let’s figure out how
to help people in need.
Our job is to do the most for those who have the least.

The CHAIR. I would now turn to my colleague, my friend, the
Ranking Member, Mr. Johnson.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DUSTY JOHNSON, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM SOUTH DAKOTA

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you very much, Madam Chair, and I do ap-
preciate Ms. Fudge convening this hearing, and I want to thank
our witnesses for their participation.

For me, an important foundation of all of this Subcommittee’s
work on nutrition is, first, that we all want to improve the lives
of Americans who are facing hard times. I think that is obvious.
Second, that SNAP is an important poverty program. That is some-
thing worth maintaining, something worth holding up. Third, that
work and education are a critically important, a necessary part of
helping people realize opportunities to move out of poverty.

And so, each of us today on this dais is fighting for the same
goal. Madam Chair mentioned that. We all want to see the lives
of Americans improve. And a number of us on the broader Agri-
culture Committee on both sides of the aisle have experienced wel-
fare programs, poverty programs, on a personal basis. But whether
we have or we haven’t, we all want to make sure that we maintain
an effective and efficient social safety net.

And so, we are going to disagree about the best way to do that,
but the basic heart of the matter is intact. As a country, we spend
$1 trillion a year on 80 social safety net programs, and we want
to make sure they work. We are a nation of giving. We want to be
a nation of opportunity.

And so, able-bodied adults, the ABAWD population, we have
been talking about this population for a long time. I know there
have been a lot of hearings that have addressed this issue. I am
excited to have our witnesses today hit on them even more. But
from the welfare reform efforts of 1996, out of the farm bill discus-
sions of 2018, for decades, this group and the broader Congress has
been talking about ABAWDs, and we have made some progress.
But nobody here would say that our work is done, and so, I am ex-
cited to work together to try to find a way to do even better, to find
data-driven solutions for how we can improve the lives of these
ABAWDs.

You may have heard me say—because I say it a lot—that work
has dignity. Work is opportunity. Work is an American value that
we all need help to achieve. And I am excited to discuss today and
in the future how we really can work with the Administration,
work throughout Congress to try to make sure that able-bodied
adults really do have a good pathway from welfare to work, and
that is going to help us preserve these programs, this critically im-
portant SNAP Program, for our most in need friends and our most
in need neighbors.

As the Chair alluded to, my side of the aisle has talked a lot
about a record economy, record job openings, and I do think that
gives us a special opportunity to help people move out of poverty
and into work. For that reason, I want to applaud Secretary
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Perdue and USDA in taking this regulatory action to make work
an even more central component of this important program.

These proposed rules, they really are intended, honestly intended
to help work capable individuals seek new employment opportuni-
ties and be in a better position to realize their dreams. Now, some
states have taken too much flexibility. They have taken too much
liberty with the flexibility that Congress has given them, and I
know that has been a bipartisan sentiment in the past, that both
Democratic and Republican Members of the Agriculture Committee
have said that, and so, I am looking forward to working with my
colleagues to right size the amount of flexibility, to hold states ac-
countable, and move more people off poverty.

The term able-bodied, as we have talked about, is so key to this
discussion, and I want to make sure that we are working to em-
power and not stigmatize the ABAWD population. Of course,
Madam Chair is exactly right, that these folks have a certain num-
ber of challenges. There are barriers to unemployment. That isn’t
arguable. But despite those barriers, with help, they can still seek
employment. They can stabilize their income. They can move to a
place of even greater personal autonomy. That is the American
dream.

I think about during the farm bill discussions, there was a video
that came out—and I was a private citizen at the time, but I was
captivated by the video. It was about Latasha, and she was a
former E&T participant here in Washington. She completed a cer-
tification program back in 2012, has been working successfully
since. Her story is a story that should make us all proud. And with
help, with additional accountability, with states doing a better job
of managing their programs, there can be thousands more
Latashas out there realizing a better life. And we all know that
just ignoring the need for improvement, ignoring the need for a
forum doesn’t really improve anybody’s life. That is not leadership.
And so, let’s work with SNAP recipients. Let’s work with this Sub-
committee. Let’s work with the Administration to move even more
people from welfare to work.

And with that, Madam Chair, I yield and I welcome our wit-
nesses.

The CHAIR. Thank you very much, Mr. Johnson. I would ask that
all Members submit their opening statements for the record so that
we can begin with our witnesses as quickly as possible.

I would like to introduce and welcome our witnesses. We would
begin today with Ms. Karen Cunnyngham, Associate Director,
Mathematica Policy Research, Washington, D.C. Mr. Sam
Adolphsen, Vice President of Executive Affairs, Foundation for
Government Accountability, Naples, Florida. Ms. Lisa Hamler-
Fugitt, Executive Director, Ohio Association of Food Banks, Colum-
bus, Ohio; and Dr. Jay Shambaugh, Director of The Hamilton
Project, Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C.

Ms. Cunnyngham, you may begin. I would just bring your atten-
tion to the lighting system. The light will turn green when you
begin. You will have 5 minutes to give your testimony. When you
see the yellow light, it means you have 1 minute. When you see
the red light, we would like you to conclude as quickly as possible.

Thank you very much, and welcome.
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STATEMENT OF KAREN CUNNYNGHAM, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR,
MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Ms. CUNNYNGHAM. Chair Fudge, Ranking Member Johnson, and
distinguished Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for inviting
me to testify today. I am an associate director at Mathematica, and
have been conducting research on SNAP for government agencies
for 18 years.

I currently direct a project commissioned by the Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation to develop rigorous and objective estimates of
the effects of proposed changes to SNAP. Much of what I will
present today is based on findings from that project.

SNAP participants who are ages 16 to 59 that do not have a dis-
ability, and are not working at least 30 hours per week must reg-
ister for work unless they meet certain criteria, such as caring for
an incapacitated person. Work registrants who are ages 18 to 49
and don’t live with a child must work an average of at least 20
hours per week, or face a time limit of 3 months of benefits in a
3 year period. They are exempt from the time limit, however, if
they participate in a qualifying employment and training program,
or other meaningful work activity, have a percentage exemption
from the state agency, or live in a waiver area, an area for which
the state agency requested and received a Federal waiver from
time limits because of high unemployment.

USDA’s proposed regulatory change would eliminate or modify
some current waiver area criteria. For example, states would no
longer be able to request a waiver for counties with overall unem-
ployment rates less than seven percent. Table 1 in my written tes-
timony summarizes the proposed changes.

According to USDA’s Regulatory Impact Analysis, among the
SNAP participants who are ages 18 to 49 without a disability and
childless SNAP households and in a waiver area in Fiscal Year
2016, about %1 would be newly subject to the additional work re-
quirement and time limit. USDA further estimates that under the
proposed changes, between 755,000 and 851,000 of these people
would not meet the work requirements in 2020, and would there-
fore lose eligibility after 3 months.

Mathematica used Fiscal Year 2017 SNAP quality control data
to examine the characteristics of SNAP participants who would be
affected by the proposed changes. Specifically, we focused on the
estimated 1.2 million SNAP participants who lived in a waiver
area, could be newly subject to time limits, and were not working
at least 20 hours per week. Among these SNAP participants, 97
percent lived in poverty, and 88 percent lived in deep poverty, com-
pared with 39 percent of other SNAP participants living in deep
poverty. Eleven percent were working, although less than 20 hours
per week, and another six percent lived with someone else who was
working. However, only ¥3 were living in SNAP households with
any reported income. Among those, the average household income
was $557 a month, 43 percent of the poverty level. The average
monthly SNAP benefit was $181 per person. Finally, these SNAP
participants were much more likely to live alone than other SNAP
participants, 78 percent compared with 23 percent.

The potential impact on these individuals would vary by their
circumstances and state. SNAP participants in the 17 states with-
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out waiver areas would not be affected by the proposed changes. In
other states, the state agency may offer slots in qualifying employ-
ment and training programs, or percentage exemptions to partici-
pants who would otherwise face a time limit.

In many states, however, some SNAP participants would be
newly required to work an average of at least 20 hours per week,
or be subject to the time limit. Both SNAP participants’ job readi-
ness and the local labor market will affect SNAP participants’ abil-
ity to find work.

Although the Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates the national
overall unemployment rate was 3.9 percent in 2018, some groups
were less likely to find work. For example, the unemployment rate
for young adults ages 20 to 24 was 6.9 percent, and the rate for
African American men was seven percent.

Policy decisions should be informed by the best data available,
and this proposed rule is no exception. Policymakers could gain a
more complete picture of the likely effects of the proposed regu-
latory change if detailed information on the areas that would no
longer qualify for a waiver were incorporated into state estimates
of the people potentially affected. In addition, examining unemploy-
ment rates for subgroups of a state population would provide valu-
able insights to the availability of jobs for SNAP participants, and
the potential for some groups to experience a disproportionate im-
pact from proposed changes. New data collection on the cir-
cumstances of people who lose eligibility for SNAP because of time
limits also could help policymakers understand whether and how
well policy objectives are being achieved.

Thank you. I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Cunnyngham follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF KAREN CUNNYNGHAM, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR,
MATHEMATICA PoLICY RESEARCH, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Addressing Proposed Changes to SNAP Waiver Area Criteria

Good morning, Chairwoman Fudge, Ranking Member Johnson, and distinguished
Members of the Subcommittee. Thank you for inviting me to testify at today’s hear-
ing, “Examining the Proposed ABAWD Rule and its Impact on Hunger and Hard-
ship.” I am an associate director in Mathematica’s Human Services Division and the
director of a project, commissioned by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, to de-
velop credible and objective estimates of the effect of proposed legislative and regu-
latory changes to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program—or SNAP. My
Mathematica colleagues and I are proud of this work, and appreciate the oppor-
tunity to apply our combined expertise in data, methods, policy, and practice to help
enhance understanding of SNAP, refine strategies for its implementation, and ulti-
mately improve the effectiveness of the program.

SNAP, the largest of the domestic nutrition assistance programs administered by
the Food and Nutrition Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), pro-
vides nutrition assistance to eligible, low-income people in need. The proposed regu-
latory change we are here to discuss today would affect a subset of the overall
SNAP population—about three percent of the 41.5 million who participated in the
program in Fiscal Year 2017. According to our analysis of Fiscal Year 2017 SNAP
Quality Control (QC) data, the vast majority of SNAP participants who could be af-
fected by the proposed rule are in deep poverty, and many live alone.

In my testimony today, drawn from a research brief produced for the Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation project, I will (1) outline the proposed regulatory changes, (2)
discuss the estimated impacts, (3) summarize the characteristics of SNAP partici-
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pants potentially impacted, and (4) suggest additional data collection and research
to help inform this discussion.!

Understanding the Proposed Regulatory Changes

Currently, SNAP participants ages 16 to 59 must register for work unless they
are already working at least 30 hours per week; have a disability; or meet other
criteria, such as caring for a young child or an incapacitated person. Work reg-
istrants who are ages 18 to 49 in childless SNAP households are subject to addi-
tional work requirements and a time limit: they must work an average of at least
20 hours per week to continue receiving SNAP benefits for more than 3 months in
a 3 year period. They are exempt from the time limits, however, if they (1) partici-
pate in a qualifying employment and training program or other meaningful work
activity; (2) have a discretionary exemption from the state agency; or (3) live in a
waiver area, an area for which the state agency requested and received a Federal
waiver from time limits because of high unemployment.

Table 1 shows how USDA’s proposed regulatory change would eliminate or modify
some current waiver area policies and leave others unchanged. In recent years,
states based most of their requests for geographic waivers on an area qualifying for
the extended unemployment benefits authorized during the Great Recession or expe-
riencing an unemployment rate at least 20 percent above the national average. After
SNAP time limits were reinstated following the Great Recession, some states have
requested and received waivers for all or parts of the state, while others have not
requested any time limit waivers at all. Table 2 illustrates how the prevalence of
state time limit waivers changed from 2009 through 2018. Currently, 17 states have
no waiver areas, either because no area in the state qualified or the state agency
chose not to request a waiver (Table 3). Although states with the highest unemploy-
ment rates in 2018—Alaska and New Mexico—had statewide waivers, others with
overall unemployment rates above the national average of 3.9 percent chose not to
apply for a waiver for any areas of the state.

Table 1. Waiver Area Policies

Current policy Proposed regulatory change

Criteria to establish waiver area

The U.S. Department of Labor designated the area as a Labor Surplus | Eliminated
Area based on a recent 24 month average unemployment rate that is
either (1) at least ten percent or (2) at least six percent and at least 20
percent above the national average

The Department of Labor determined that the area meets the criteria
for extended unemployment benefits, available to workers who
have exhausted regular unemployment insurance benefits during peri-
ods of high unemployment

Data from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) show the area had
a recent 12 month average unemployment rate greater than ten
percent

No change

No change

Data from BLS show the area had a recent 24 month average unemploy-
ment rate at least 20 percent above the national average

Alternate sources indicate a lack of sufficient jobs in an area, including
an unemployment rate estimated with data from BLS and the Census
Bureau’s American Community Survey; a low and declining em-
ployment-to-population ratio; a lack of jobs as a consequence of de-
clining occupations or industries; or an academic study or other publi-
cation describing the area’s lack of a sufficient number of jobs

The unemployment rate also must be
at least seven percent

The alternate criteria will be applica-
ble only to areas for which data
from BLS or a BLS-cooperating
agency are limited or unavailable,
such as a reservation area or U.S.
territory

Other waiver area policies

Waivers may be statewide

State agencies may combine data from sub-state areas, such as counties,
that are contiguous, share an economic region, or both

Waivers may extend beyond the fiscal year

Only waivers based on extended un-
employment benefits may be state-
wide

State agencies may combine data
only for areas collectively des-
ignated as Labor Market Areas by
BLS

Waivers based on a 24 month aver-
age unemployment rate may not
extend beyond the fiscal year

1 Cunnyngham, Karen. “Proposed Changes to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program:

Waivers to Work-Related Time Limits.” Issue brief submitted to

the Robert Wood Johnson Foun-

dation. Washington, D.C.: Mathematica Policy Research, March 2019.
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Table 1. Waiver Area Policies—Continued

Current policy Proposed regulatory change
Approval by governor not explicitly required Governor must approve waiver re-
quest

Table 2. Waiver Area Timeline

April 2009 to September 2010 Congress temporarily suspended the time limits through the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act.
October 2010 to December 2015 In Fiscal Year 2011, time limits continued to be waived based on ex-

tended unemployment benefits for 45 states, the District of Columbia,
Guam, the Virgin Islands, and some areas of five additional states.
By the end of Fiscal Year 2015, time limits were re-implemented in nine
states and in some areas of 13 other states.
January 2016 to Fiscal Year 2017 Few areas still qualified for extended unemployment benefits, but many
areas received time limit waivers based on other indicators of high un-
employment, such as an unemployment rate at least 20 percent above
the national average. Seventeen states had no waiver areas for most of
this time.
December 2018 Seventeen states have no waiver areas; seven states, the District of Co-
lumbia, Guam, and the Virgin Islands have time limit waivers for
their entire area; and the remaining states have waivers for some but
not all areas of the state.

Table 3. Current State Waiver Areas

No waiver areas Some waiver areas Statewide waiver
Alabama Missouri Arizona Massachusetts Pennsylvania Alaska
Arkansas Nebraska California Michigan Rhode Island District of Columbia
Delaware North Carolina Colorado Montana South Dakota Guam
Florida Oklahoma Connecticut Nevada Tennessee Louisiana
Indiana South Carolina Georgia New Hampshire Utah New Mexico
Towa Texas Hawaii New Jersey Vermont Virgin Islands
Kansas Wisconsin Idaho New York Virginia
Maine Wyoming Illinois North Dakota ‘Washington
Mississippi Kentucky Ohio West Virginia

Maryland Oregon

Source: The Food and Nutrition Service’s “ABAWD Waiver Status” reports available at https://
www.fns.usda.gov | snap [ abawd-waivers.

Discussion of Estimated Impacts

According to USDA’s Regulatory Impact Analysis of the proposed rule, an esti-
mated %1 of ABAWDs currently living in a waiver area would be newly subject to
a 3 month limit on their benefits.2 Some of them would increase their existing work
to an average of 20 hours per week, find work, or meet the work requirements by
participating in an employment and training program or workfare (that is, unpaid
work through a state-approved program). But USDA estimates that between
755,000 and 851,000 people in 2020, depending on future unemployment rates,
would not meet the additional work requirements and would therefore lose eligi-
bility after 3 months. For those living with others unaffected by the policy change,
the SNAP household could continue to receive benefits, but the amount would be
reduced; those living alone would lose all SNAP benefits. Nationally, the proposed
regulatory changes would result in a 2.5 percent reduction in spending on SNAP
benefits, according to USDA estimates.

The potential impact would vary by state and depends on a variety of factors, in-
cluding state agency policies, the local labor market, and the characteristics and cir-
cumstances of the participants. We used Fiscal Year 2017 SNAP QC data to esti-
mate state percentages of SNAP participants ages 18 to 49, without a disability, and
living in childless SNAP households who could be newly subject to a time limit (Fig-
ure 1). SNAP participants in the 17 states without waiver areas would not be af-
fected by the proposed changes because they already face time limits unless they
are engaged in meaningful work activities or are exempt for other reasons. In other
states, the state agency may offer a slot in a qualifying employment and training
program to participants who would otherwise face a time limit or use Federal “per-
centage exemptions” to exempt some SNAP participants from the time limit.

2 ABAWDs, or “able-bodied adults without dependents” are SNAP participants who are subject
to work registration, ages 18 to 49, without a disability, and living in childless SNAP house-
holds.
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Figure 1. Estimated impact by state

[ 1-27 percent

Il 28-52 percent
W 53-77 percent

Percentage of SNAP participants ages 18 to 49, without a disability, and
living in childless SNAP households who were potentially subject to a time
limit, lived in a waiver area, and did not work 20 hours per week.

Source: Fiscal year 2017 SNAP QC data.

Notes: States with a white background did not have waiver areas in Fis-
cal Year 2017. See appendix table for state percentages.

In many states with waiver areas, at least some SNAP participants living in those
areas would be newly required to work an average of at least 20 hours per week
to continue receiving benefits for more than 3 months. Both the local labor market
and SNAP participants’ job readiness will affect their ability to find work. Although
the national overall unemployment rate was 3.9 percent in 2018, according to BLS
estimates, that rate represents an average, and some groups are much less likely
to find steady work. For example, the unemployment rate for young adults ages 20
to 24 was 6.9 percent, and the rate for African American men was 7.0 percent. Ac-
cess to a well-funded and robust SNAP employment and training program—which
is not currently available in many areas—could help participants meet the work re-
quirements.

In addition, the characteristics and circumstances of SNAP participants will influ-
ence whether they lose eligibility for SNAP under the proposed change. For exam-
ple, certain SNAP participants are not required to register for work because they
care for an incapacitated person or meet other criteria; work requirements will not
change for these participants. On the other hand, some participants who newly face
a time limit might choose to forgo SNAP benefits and rely on other available re-
sources, such as food banks or family members, rather than comply with work re-
quirements.

Characteristics of SNAP Participants Potentially Impacted

Mathematica used Fiscal Year 2017 SNAP QC data to examine the characteristics
of SNAP participants who could face time limits on receiving SNAP benefits under
the proposed regulatory change. In Fiscal Year 2017, eight percent of all SNAP par-
ticipants (3.2 million people) were ages 18 to 49, did not have a disability, and did
not live with a child. Twenty-one percent of this group were working an average of
at least 20 hours per week, with the percentage ranging from nine percent to 36
percent across states. An estimated 1.2 million SNAP participants were not working
an average of at least 20 hours per week and would have faced time limits but
didn’t because they lived in a waiver area. Among these SNAP participants who
could be affected by the proposed regulatory changes:

e 97 percent lived in poverty, compared with 80 percent of other SNAP partici-
pants.

e 88 percent had household income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level,
compared with 39 percent of other SNAP participants.

e Among the %3 living in SNAP households with reported income, the average
monthly household income was $557, or 43 percent of the poverty level.
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e 11 percent were working, although less than an average of 20 hours per week,
and another six percent lived with someone else who was working.

5 percent lived with a person with a disability.

The average monthly SNAP benefit was $181 per person, compared with $120
for other SNAP participants.

e 78 percent lived alone (Figure 2), compared with 23 percent of other SNAP par-
ticipants.

Figure 2. Living situation of those potentially affected

With others, everyone subject
_to work requirements

With others, some not
subject to work
requirements

Source: Fiscal year 2017 SNAP QC data.

Data-Driven Decision Making

Objective, rigorously derived estimates of the potential impacts of proposed policy
changes can provide additional insight for policymakers like you, who are faced with
difficult decisions about how to allocate scarce resources in a way that helps the
people who are most in need. To conduct the analysis I just described, we used the
Fiscal Year 2017 SNAP QC data available at https:/ / host76.mathematica-mpr.com /
fns/. Details about the small amount of data cleaning we did to ensure that state
estimates aligned with state policy, and how we tabulated the data, are available
upon request.

Further analysis of existing data could provide additional insights into the likely
effects of the proposed regulatory change. For example, state estimates of the num-
ber of people potentially affected could be refined using county-level data from state
and Federal sources, incorporating more detailed information on which current
waiver areas would not qualify under the proposed criteria. Examining unemploy-
ment rates for subgroups of a state population would also provide valuable insights
into the availability of jobs for SNAP participants and the potential for some groups
to experience a disproportionate impact from proposed changes. In addition, new
data collection on the circumstances of people who lose eligibility for SNAP because
of time limits could help policymakers understand whether and how well policy ob-
jectives are being achieved. Finally, Mathematica’s evaluation of SNAP employment
and training pilots for USDA will provide important information on innovative
strategies for increasing employment and earnings among SNAP participants.

I'm grateful for the opportunity to share this evidence, as well as the companion
issue brief attached to my written statement, with you today. Thank you.

Table A.1. Estimated state percentage of SNAP participants that could
potentially be affected by proposed changes to waiver area criteria

SNAP participants T

Waiver areas Number (in Number (in

thousands) thousands)
Alabama None 0 0
Arizona Some 15 20
Arkansas None 0 0
500
Colorado Some 3 12
Somd P
Delaware None 0 0
[District of Columbia [Statewid 8 ﬁ
[Floridal [None 0 0
Georgi: [Some ﬁ
Hawaii Some B 1
Idaho Some | 1
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Table A.1. Estimated state percentage of SNAP participants that could po-
tentially be affected by proposed changes to waiver area criteria—Con-

tinued
SNAP participants T
Waiver areas Number (in Number (in
thousands) thousands)

Indiana None 0 0
Towa None 0 0
Kansas None 0 0

entucky [Some] 32) 54]
Louisiana [Statewide 56] 73]
Maine None 0 0
Minnesota Some 2 6
Mississippi None 0 0
Missouri None 0 0
Montana Some 8 28
Nebraska None 0 0
Nevada ) 2 5]
New Hampshire Some | 2
New Jersey Some 1 2
Soma
North Carolina None 0 0
North Dakota Some | 4
Ohio Some 4 4
Oklahoma None 0 0
South Carolina None 0 0
6
Texas None 0 0
Utah Some | 1
Vermont Some | 5

Wisconsin
Wyoming

0
0

TSNAP participants ages 18 to 49, without a disability, and living in childless SNAP households who were po-
tentially subject to a time limit, lived in a waiver area, and did not work 20 hours per week.

1-27 iercent

*Less than 500.

Source: Fiscal year SNAP Quality Control data.
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Proposed Changes to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program:
Waivers to Work-Related Time Limits

A rule proposed (https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2019/02/01/2018-
28059 | supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-requirements-for-able-bodied-
adults-without-dependents) by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) on Feb-
ruary 2, 2019, would reduce the number of non-disabled childless people age 18 to
49 who are receiving Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits.
Currently, SNAP participants in this group must engage in meaningful work activ-
ity or face time limits on their benefits. However, if a geographic area has an unem-
ployment rate that is at least 20 percent above the national rate or has other indica-
tors of insufficient jobs, states can request that USDA waive the time limit for
SNAP participants living in the area. The proposed rule would reduce the number
of areas qualifying for a waiver by imposing stricter standards—for example, states
would not be able to request a waiver for counties with unemployment rates less
than seven percent.

This issue brief, the third in a series of briefs analyzing the impact of proposed
changes to SNAP, provides background on SNAP work requirements, time limits,
and the proposed regulatory changes. The brief also sheds light on the characteris-
tics of SNAP participants who could face time limits on receiving SNAP benefits
under the proposed regulatory change. With support from the Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation, Mathematica conducted this analysis using SNAP Quality Control (QC)
data from Fiscal Year 2017, the most recent year for which data are available.

SNAP Participants Potentially Affected By Proposed Changes

In Fiscal Year 2017, an estimated 1.2 million SNAP participants were not work-
ing an average of at least 20 hours per week and would have faced time limits but
did not because they lived in a waiver area. Among these SNAP participants who
could be affected by the proposed regulatory changes:

e 88 percent had household income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level.

e About Y5 lived in SNAP households with reported income; the average monthly
household income of this group was $557, or 43 percent of the poverty level.

e 11 percent were working, although less than an average of 20 hours per week,
and another six percent lived with someone else who was working.

A greater share of these SNAP participants lived in poverty (97 per-
cent) compared to other SNAP participants (80 percent).
o 5 percent lived with a person with a disability.
e The average monthly SNAP benefit was $181 per person.

Age Living situation
18to 21 With others, everyone subject

to work requirements

With others, some not
subject to work
requirements

30to 39
27%

Source: Fiscal year 2017 SNAP QC data.

Under the proposed rule, an estimated 34 of these SNAP participants would be
newly subject to a 3 month limit on their benefits, according to USDA. Some of
them would increase existing work to an average of 20 hours per week, find work,
or meet the work requirements by participating in an employment and training pro-
gram or workfare (unpaid work through a state-approved program). However, USDA
estimates that 25 (755,000 people in 2020) would not meet the additional work re-
quirements and would therefore lose eligibility after 3 months. For those living with
others unaffected by the policy change, the SNAP household could continue to re-
ceive benefits, but the amount would be reduced; those living alone would lose all
SNAP benefits.

SNAP Work Requirements and Current Waiver Policy

Currently, SNAP participants age 16 to 59 must register for work unless they are
already working at least 30 hours per week, have a disability, or meet other criteria,
such as caring for a young child or an incapacitated person. Work registrants who
are age 18 to 49 in childless SNAP households are subject to additional work re-
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quirements and a time limit: they must work an average of at least 20 hours per
week to continue receiving SNAP benefits for more than 3 months in a 3 year pe-
riod. However, they are exempt from the time limits if they (1) participate in a
qualifying employment and training program or other meaningful work activity, (2)
have a discretionary exemption from the state agency, or (3) live in a waiver area,
an area for which the state agency requested and received a Federal waiver from
the time limits due to high unemployment (see waiver area timeline). In recent
years, states based most requests for geographic waivers on the area qualifying for
the extended unemployment benefits authorized during the Great Recession or expe-
riencing a high unemployment rate. Currently, 17 states have no waiver areas, ei-
ther because no area in the state qualified or the state agency chose not to request
a waiver (see map).

Snapshot: Some SNAP Participants Age 18 To 21 Could Be Affected By the
Proposed Changes

In 2017, about 498,000 SNAP participants were age 18 to 21, did not
have a disability, and were in a childless SNAP household. Some of
these young adults would newly face time limits under the proposed
rule changes.

e One-third lived in a waiver area and did not work an average of at least 20
hours per week; these are the young adults who might lose their SNAP
benefit because of the proposed changes.

o Slightly less than %2 lived with a parent and ten percent lived with another
relative, a spouse, or a peer; the remainder—about 40 percent—did not
share food resources with another person.

e 23 percent worked an average of 20 hours per week or more (enough to
avoid time limits on their benefits), six percent were working fewer hours,
and 17 percent were not working but lived with someone who was.

e The average monthly benefit was $142 per person.

Source: Fiscal year 2017 SNAP QC data.

USDA'’s proposed regulatory change would eliminate or modify some current waiv-
er area policies and leave others unchanged, as shown in the table below.

Waiver area policies

Proposed regulatory

Current policy change

Criteria to establish waiver area

The Department of Labor (DOL) designated the area as a Labor Surplus Area based | Eliminated
on a recent 24 month average unemployment rate that is either at least ten per-
cent or at least six percent and at least 20 percent above the national average

DOL determined that the area meets the criteria for extended unemployment bene- | No change
fits, available to workers who have exhausted regular unemployment insurance
benefits during periods of high unemployment

Data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) show the area had a recent 12 month | No change
average unemployment rate greater than ten percent

Data from BLS show the area had a recent 24 month average unemployment rate at | The unemployment rate
least 20 percent above the national average also must be at least

seven percent

Other waiver area policies

Waivers may be statewide Only waivers based on
extended unemploy-
ment benefits may be

statewide
State agencies may combine data from sub-state areas, such as counties, that are | State agencies may com-
contiguous, share an economic region, or both bine data only for

areas collectively des-
ignated as Labor Mar-
ket Areas by BLS
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Waiver area policies—Continued

Proposed regulatory

Current policy change

Waivers may extend beyond the fiscal year Waivers based on a 24
month average unem-
ployment rate may
not extend beyond the
fiscal year

Estimated Impact

The proposed regulatory changes would result in a 2.5 percent reduction in spend-
ing on SNAP benefits nationally, according to USDA estimates. The potential im-
pact varies by state and depends on a variety of factors, including state agency poli-
cies, the local labor market, and the characteristics and circumstances of the partici-
pants. For example, SNAP participants in the 17 states without waiver areas would
not be affected by the proposed changes because they already face time limits unless
they are engaged in meaningful work activities or are exempt for other reasons. In
other states, the state agency may offer a slot in a qualifying employment and train-
ing program to participants who would otherwise face a time limit or use Federal
“percentage exemptions” to exempt some SNAP participants from the time limit.

In many states with current waiver areas, at least some SNAP participants living
in those areas will be newly required to work an average of at least 20 hours per
week to continue receiving benefits for more than 3 months. Both the local labor
market and SNAP participants’ job readiness will affect their ability to find work.
To provide some perspective, 21 percent of non-disabled childless SNAP participants
age 18 to 49 worked an average of at least 20 hours per week, according to the Fis-
cal Year 2017 SNAP QC data. The percentage ranged from nine percent to 36 per-
cent across states.

In addition to job readiness, other characteristics and circumstances of SNAP par-
ticipants will influence whether they lose eligibility for SNAP under the proposed
change. For example, certain SNAP participants are not required to register for
work because they are caring for an incapacitated person or meet other criteria;
work requirements will not change for these participants. On the other hand, some
participants who newly face a time limit may choose to forgo SNAP benefits and
rely on other available resources, such as food banks or family members, rather
than comply with work requirements.

Which states are more likely to be affected by the proposed changes?

G S
"am{ LN

[ 1-27 percent
B 28-52 percent y
B 53-77 percent 5
Percentage of non-disabled childless SNAP participants age 18 to 49 who
were potentially subject to a time limit, lived in a waiver area, and did not
work 20 hours per week.
Source: Fiscal year 2017 SNAP QC data.
Note: States with a white background did not have waiver areas in Fiscal
Year 2017.
Differences in State Use of Waiver Areas

Since SNAP time limits were reinstated after the Great Recession, some states
have requested and received waivers for all or parts of the state while others have
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not requested any time limit waivers. The waiver area timeline illustrates how the
prevalence of state time limit waivers changed from 2009 through 2018; the call-
out box on the left shows state use of waiver areas in Fiscal Year 2017. While states
with the highest unemployment rates in 2017—Alaska and New Mexico—had state-
wide waivers, others with overall unemployment rates above the national average
of 4.4 percent chose not to apply for a waiver for any areas of the state.

State Waiver Areas in Fiscal Year 2017
No waiver areas

Alabama Missouri
Arkansas Nebraska
Delaware North Carolina
Florida Oklahoma
Indiana South Carolina
Towa Texas
Kansas Wisconsin
Maine Wyoming
Mississippi

Some waiver areas
Arizona New Jersey
Colorado New York
Connecticut North Dakota
Georgia Ohio
Hawaii Oregon
Idaho Pennsylvania
Kentucky South Dakota
Maryland Tennessee
Massachusetts Utah
Michigan Vermont
Minnesota Virginia
Montana Washington
New Hampshire West Virginia

Statewide waiver
Alaska Louisiana
California Nevada
District of Columbia | New Mexico
Guam Rhode Island
Illinois Virgin Islands

Waiver area timeline

April 2009-September 2010 Congress temporarily suspended the time limits through the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act.

In Fiscal Year 2011, time limits continued to be waived based on ex-
tended unemployment benefits for 45 states, the District of Columbia,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands and in some areas of five additional
states. By the end of Fiscal Year 2015, time limits were re-imple-
mented in nine states and in some areas of 13 more states.

Few areas still qualified for extended unemployment benefits, but many
areas received time limit waivers based on other indicators of high un-
employment, such as an unemployment rate at least 20 percent above
the national average. Seventeen states had no waiver areas for most of
this time.

Seventeen states have no waiver areas; seven states, the District of Co-
lumbia, Guam, and the Virgin Islands have time limit waivers for
their entire area; and the remaining states have waivers for some but
not all areas of the state.

October 2010-December 2015

January 2016-Fiscal Year 2017

December 2018

Sources

Mathematica used Fiscal Year 2017 SNAP QC data to produce the estimates
shown in the second half of page 1, the Snapshot on page 2, and the second para-
graph and map on page 3. The underlying assumptions and key variables used are
available upon request. USDA’s estimated impact of the proposed regulatory
changes, mentioned at the top of page 2 and the first sentence of page 3, are drawn
from the Regulatory Impact Analysis of the proposed rule. Finally, information on
state waiver areas was compiled from FNS’s “ABAWD Waiver Status” reports.

This brief series was created by Mathematica in collaboration with the Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation to analyze the impact of proposed changes to SNAP.
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Many individuals made important contributions, including Carmen Ferro, Sarah
Lauffer, Joshua Leftin, Gwyneth Olson, and J.B. Wogan from Mathematica; Gina
Hijjawi from RWJF; and Adam Zimmerman from Burness. Two other briefs in this
series can be downloaded from Mathematica’s website:

Proposed Changes to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program: Heating and
Cooling  Standard  Utility = Allowances and Earned Income  (htips://
www.mathematica-mpr.com [ our-publications-and-findings [ publications / proposed-
chgnges-to-the-suppZemental-nutrition-assistance-program-heating-and-cooling-stand-
ard)

Simulating Proposed Changes to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program:
Countable Resources and Categorical Eligibility (https://www.mathematica-
mpr.com [ our-publications-and-findings [ publications [ simulating-proposed-changes-
to-the-supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-countable-resources)

For more information about Mathematica’s work in this area, contact
Senior Researcher Karen Cunnyngham at KCunnyngham@mathematica-
mpr.com or (202) 264-3480.

The CHAIR. Thank you very much.
Mr. Adolphsen—obviously, you are not getting a yellow light for
some reason, so when you see the red light, just please try to wrap

up.

STATEMENT OF SAM ADOLPHSEN, VICE PRESIDENT OF
EXECUTIVE AFFAIRS, FOUNDATION FOR GOVERNMENT
ACCOUNTABILITY, NAPLES, FL

Mr. ADOLPHSEN. Chair Fudge, Ranking Member Johnson, Mem-
bers of the Nutrition Subcommittee, thank you for the privilege of
testifying.

I was brought up in a household that believed in hard work. My
dad was a landscaper. My mom cleaned houses. A job was a point
of pride, and I can still remember getting that first paycheck from
a tough day raking blueberries in rural Maine.

For many of us, that is our story. Work is central to our lives.
It provides dignity and purpose. The growth of our communities is
built on people living this experience, living the American dream.
And work is key to achieving the long-term goal of the food stamp
program, lifting people out of poverty. That is why Congress and
President Clinton passed bipartisan work requirements for able-
bodied adults on food stamps in 1996. They recognized the power
of work, and they were right. Where work requirements have been
implemented, those leaving the program doubled their incomes in
just 1 year. And they didn’t just go to work in retail or fast food.
They went back to work in more than 1,000 different industries.

Now, these figures aren’t extrapolations or anecdotes. Our ex-
perts studied the actual earnings of 600,000 able-bodied adults who
left food stamps after work requirements were implemented in
Florida, Kansas, and Arkansas.

One young man in Arkansas—I will call him Nolan—reported no
income while on welfare, $0. After work requirements were imple-
mented, Nolan soon left the program. Then Nolan got a job. Within
1 year, he was earning $63,000, and by the end of 2 years, he was
making $93,000. Work requirements work.

Unfortunately for millions of able-bodied adults on food stamps,
this isn’t the experience at all. And government bears a big part
of the blame. When I was Chief Operating Officer of the food stamp
agency in Maine, before we reinstated work requirements, I had
1,000 state employees helping fill out food stamp applications. But
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no one helping fill out job applications. We were letting people like
Nolan down. Government should be giving a hand up, not just a
hand out.

The loopholes created at the Federal agency level have gutted
the 1996 law, allowing work to be waived across the country by
gerrymandering areas and using old economic data.

I want you to remember two numbers, 2.6 million and 7.6 mil-
lion.

First, 2.6 million. There are 2.6 million able-bodied adults on
food stamps who will be waived from the work requirement this
year, and three out of four don’t work at all.

Second, 7.6 million. There are 7.6 million available jobs today,
and the lowest unemployment rate in 50 years. Employers are des-
perate for workers.

To be clear, Federal law allows waivers only when there are not
enough jobs, or unemployment is at least ten percent. But just 23
of the 1,100 counties and cities that waive work requirements have
unemployment at or above ten percent. One California waiver
county has 2.2 percent unemployment, and Ohio’s waiver has more
than doubled since 2017, even as its unemployment rate declined
to near record low levels. Waivers from work shouldn’t be so easy
to get in the best economy in decades.

Some have claimed that Congress rejected the type of changes
proposed here by the Trump Administration, but the bipartisan
2018 Farm Bill, like every other farm bill since 1996, reaffirmed
the original work requirements, and it did not codify the current
regulations that have allowed the waiver abuse.

It is clear that the status quo does not reflect Congressional in-
tent. Even Chairman Collin Peterson correctly pointed out that the
loopholes have allowed states to “undermine Federal law.”

The Trump Administration has the authority and the duty to fix
the regulation and return waivers to their original purpose of ex-
empting only those individuals in truly economically depressed
areas. The track record of work requirements is clear. They work.
And when this rule is implemented, we can all be confident that
hundreds of thousands of Americans, people just like Nolan, will
move from welfare to work and experience their own American
dream.

Thank you. I am happy to answer any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Adolphsen follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SAM ADOLPHSEN, VICE PRESIDENT OF EXECUTIVE AFFAIRS,
FOUNDATION FOR GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY, NAPLES, FL,

Examining the Proposed ABAWD Rule

Chair Fudge, Ranking Member Johnson, and Members of the Committee, thank
you for the privilege of testifying. I am Sam Adolphsen, the Vice President of Execu-
tive Affairs at the Foundation for Government Accountability (FGA). FGA is a non-
partisan research organization dedicated to helping millions of individuals achieve
the American Dream.

Prior to joining FGA, I served as the Chief Operating Officer of the Maine Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services. In that role, I oversaw operations for Maine’s
welfare programs, including the food stamp program. My duties included direct
oversight of the food stamp eligibility and policy office.

I was fortunate to be brought up in a household that believed in hard work. My
dad was a landscaper and my mom cleaned houses. I knew from a young age that
work is not a dirty word—it is a good thing. A job was a point of pride, and I can
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still remember that first paycheck from a tough day raking blueberries in coastal
Maine. I'm sure you remember your first job, too, and what it taught you.

For so many of us that’s our story-work is central to our lives. It provides us with
dignity and purpose. The growth of our communities and our nation as a whole is
dependent on people experiencing this—living their American Dream.

And it is the key to achieving the long-term goals of the food stamp program: to
help lift people out of poverty. Unfortunately, for millions of able-bodied adults on
food stamps, this isn’t the experience at all. Work isn’t even in the picture and food
stamp rules allow long-term dependency with no accountability.

The law is clear: work requirements should be the standard for able-bodied adults
with no children. And where the law is followed, work requirements have proven
to move people from welfare to work and leave them better off. But despite an econ-
omy desperate for workers, loopholes in Federal food stamp rules continue to permit
work requirements to be waived in states across the country, leaving millions of
able-bodied adults with no kids on the sidelines.

Work Is Key to Achieving the Food Stamp Program’s Goals

In 1996, Congress passed—and President Clinton signed—commonsense, bipar-
tisan welfare reform. As part of that reform, most able-bodied, childless adults were
required to work, train, or volunteer part-time as a condition of food stamp eligi-
bility.! These requirements applied to non-pregnant adults who are mentally and
physically fit for employment, who are between the ages of 18 and 50, and who have
no dependent children or incapacitated family members.2 Able-bodied adults who re-
fused to meet these requirements were limited to just 3 months of food stamp bene-
fits every 3 years.3

When it was first implemented in the 1990s, this commonsense work requirement
moved millions of able-bodied adults from welfare to work and spurred rapid eco-
nomic growth.4 Analyses of state-level implementation have reached similar conclu-
sions.58 But this progress has been undermined by Federal loopholes that have al-
lowed states to weaken and waive the requirements for millions of adults, even dur-
ing periods of sustained economic growth.9-10 States, which bear little of the cost for
the program, continue to take advantage of these loopholes with regularity despite
the booming economy. United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Secretary
Sonny Perdue recently noted in a hearing before Congress that the waivers, “were
abused in Georgia,” and he believes, “are being abused in many places.” 11

As a result of these loopholes, most able-bodied adults receiving food stamps are
not required to work. According to state data, nearly 63 percent of able-bodied
adults without dependents on the program—some 2.6 million adults—will be waived

17 U.S.C. 82015(0) (2016), Attps://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/USCODE-2016-title7 /pdf/
USCODE-2016-title7-chap51-sec2015.pdf.

2]bid.

31bid.

4Kenneth Hanson and Karen S. Hamrick, “Moving public assistance recipients into the labor
force, 1996-2000,” U.S. Department of Agriculture (2004), hitps:/ /www.ers.usda.gov /webdocs |
publications /4683249356 fanrr40.pdf.

5Jonathan Ingram and Nicholas Horton, “The power of work: How Kansas’ welfare reform is
lifting Americans out of poverty,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2016), https://
thefga.org | wp-content /uploads /2016 /02 | Kansas-study-paper.pdf.

6 Jonathan Ingram and Josh Archambault, “New report proves Maine’s welfare reforms are
working,” Forbes (2016), https:/ /www.forbes.com /sites/theapothecary/2016/05/19/new-report-
proves-maines-welfare-reforms-are-working.

7Nicholas Horton and Jonathan Ingram, “Work requirements are working in Arkansas: How
commonsense welfare reform is improving Arkansans’ lives,” Foundation for Government Ac-
countability (2019), https:/ /thefga.org /wp-content/uploads/2019/01/ Work-Requirement-are-
Working-in-Arkansas-How-Commonsense-Welfare-Reform-is-Improving-Arkansans-Lives-1-9-
19.pdf.

8 Nicholas Horton and Jonathan Ingram, “Commonsense welfare reform has transformed Flo-
ridians’ lives,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2019), https:/ /thefga.org/wp-con-
tent /uploads /2019 /03 FloridaTrackingStudyResearchPaper-3.1.19.pdf.

9Sam Adolphsen, et al., “Waivers gone wild: How states have exploited food stamp loopholes,”
Foundation for Government Accountability (2018), htips://thefga.org/wp-content/uploads/
2018/ 06 | Waivers-Gone-Wild-6-5-18-update.pdf.

10 Jonathan Ingram, et al., “How the Trump administration can cut down on waivers gone
wild,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2019), https://thefga.org/wp-content/
uploads/2019/02 /| LMA-Memo-FoodStampWaiversGoneWild-2.20.19.pdf.

11House Committee on Agriculture, “Full House Agriculture Committee hearing with Sec-
retary Perdue on the state of the rural economy,” U.S. House of Representatives (2019), https:/ /
www.youtube.com [ watch?v=m8t4etV1X8g.
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from the work requirement in Fiscal Year 2019.12-13 With no work requirement in
place, few able-bodied adults on the program actually work. Just two percent of
able-bodied adults without dependents on food stamps work full-time, while roughly
%4 do not work at all.14-15

These waiver loopholes have trapped millions of able-bodied adults in dependency.
But these loopholes have also allowed state agencies to skip out on their duty to
engage these adults and help put them back on the path to self-sufficiency. The
work requirement was designed not just to require work or work activities by the
recipient of the program, but also to require the administering agency to engage
with able-bodied adults.16

In my role as chief operating officer at the Maine Department of Health and
Human Services, I saw firsthand how—until we restored the work requirement
statewide-agency bureaucrats would simply send out benefits on autopilot instead
of engaging with adults to help reconnect them with their community. By waiving
the work requirement for able-bodied adults, the food stamp agency’s responsibility
to help people get back on their feet and move beyond welfare program dependency
is also waived, making that important assistance more optional for the agency.

When Enforced, Work Requirements Promote Independence

These commonsense work requirements have a proven track record of success.
After Kansas restored these work requirements in 2013, the number of able-bodied
adults without dependents on the program dropped by more than 75 percent.l?
Those able-bodied adults went back to work in hundreds of diverse industries and
their incomes more than doubled within a year.18 Better still, those higher incomes
more than offset lost welfare benefits, leaving them financially better off.19

Maine experienced similar successes after restoring the work requirement in
2014.20 The number of able-bodied adults without dependents on the program
dropped by more than 90 percent and average wages more than doubled within a
year.21

When Arkansas followed suit in 2016, able-bodied adult enrollment dropped by 70
percent.22 Those adults saw their incomes more than double in the year after leav-
ing the program and then more than triple in the second year.23 Higher wages more
than offset lost food stamp benefits, leaving individuals better off than when they
were trapped in dependency.24

These adults moved into many diverse industries, touching virtually every corner
of the American economy. After Florida restored the work requirement in 2016,
able-bodied adults without dependents found work far beyond the fast food or big

12 Jonathan Ingram, et al., “How the Trump administration can cut down on waivers gone
wild,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2019), hitps://thefga.org/wp-content/
uploads/2019/02 /| LMA-Memo-FoodStampWaiversGoneWild-2.20.19.pdf.

13 Jonathan Ingram and Nicholas Horton, “How the Agriculture and Nutrition Act of 2018
would rein in workrequirement waivers gone wild,” Foundation for Government Accountability
(2018), https:/ [thefga.org | wpcontent/uploads/2019/01/ How-the-Agriculture-and-Nutrition-Act-
of-2018-would-rein-in-work-requirement-waivers-gone-wild.pdf.

14 Author’s calculations based upon data provided by the U.S. Department of Agriculture on
enrollment and work status of able-bodied adults without dependents. See, e.g., Food and Nutri-
tion Service, “Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program quality control database,” U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture (2016), https:/ | host76.mathematica-mpr.com/fns/PUBLIC_USE/2015/
qcfy2015_st.zip.

15Council of Economic Advisers, “Expanding work requirements in non-cash welfare pro-
grams,” Executive Office of the President (2018), https:/ | www.whitehouse.gov [ wp-content /
uploads/2018/07 | ExpandingWork-Requirements-in-Non-Cash-Welfare-Programs.pdf.

167 U.S.C. 82015(d), https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/USCODE-2016-title7 /pdf/ USCODE-
2016-title7-chap51-sec2015.pdf.

17 Jonathan Ingram and Nicholas Horton, “The power of work: How Kansas’ welfare reform
is lifting Americans out of poverty,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2016), https://
thefga.org | wp-content /uploads /2016 /02 | Kansas-study-paper.pdf.

18 Ibid.

19 Ibid.

20 Jonathan Ingram and Josh Archambault, “New report proves Maine’s welfare reforms are
working,” Forbes (2016), hitps://www.forbes.com /sites/theapothecary/2016/05 /19 /new-report-
proUez-&naines-welfare-reforms-are-working.

211bid.

22 Nicholas Horton and Jonathan Ingram, “Work requirements are working in Arkansas: How
commonsense welfare reform is improving Arkansans’ lives,” Foundation for Government Ac-
countability (2019), htips:/ /thefga.org /wpcontent/uploads/2019/01/ Work-Requirement-are-
Woris}lg-in-Arkansas-How-Commonsense-Welfare-Reform-is-I mproving-Arkansans-Lives-1-9-
19.pdf.

23 Ibid.
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box retail industries.2> In fact, these adults found work in more than 1,000 different
industries.26 Better still, they used those initial jobs as stepping stones to other jobs
in higher-paid industries. Nearly 70 percent of those who initially found work in the
fast food industry or at temp agencies left those industries within a year, moving
from lower-wage industries to higher-wage industries over time.27

Work also provides powerful benefits far beyond the nominal value of earned
wages. Work can help build new and positive social relationships, help individuals
gain new skills, create new experiences that lead to future employment opportuni-
ties and higher incomes, and serves as the single best path out of poverty.28 It could
even help solve major public health concerns like the opioid crisis.2® Work is a key
predictor of success for someone recovering from substance abuse.

Employers, and the Economy, Desperately Need Workers

At 3.8 percent, the nation’s unemployment rate is hovering at its lowest point
since 1969.3° The unemployment rate has stayed at or below four percent for 12 con-
secutive months, with some states seeing unemployment rates as low as 2.4 per-
cent.31-32 Since June 2017, 19 states have hit new record-low unemployment levels,
including some who waive work requirements across their state.33

More Americans are working today than at any point since the Bureau of Labor
Statistics began tracking employment statistics.?¢ Average earnings have reached
nearly $28 per hour—the highest level ever recorded.35 Nearly 34 of all individuals
now finding work were pulled off the sidelines and back into the labor force—a
record high.36

But even today’s booming economy is not enough: employers are searching des-
perately to fill a record-high 7.6 million open jobs.37 At least %5 of small businesses
have unfilled job openings, the highest rate in 50 years.3®8 Employers are offering
signing bonuses, student loan repayment, company cars, relocation fees, and more
to find and retain talent—at all skill levels.3 For our economy to continue growing
and thriving, we need the adults currently receiving food stamps and sitting on the
sidelines to rejoin the workforce.

Despite some concerns of a “skills gap,” the reality is that millions of jobs require
little specialized education, training, or experience. In fact, according to the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, nearly %4 of the job openings that will occur over the next decade
require a high school education or less.4? Nearly four out of five job openings require

25 Nicholas Horton and Jonathan Ingram, “Commonsense welfare reform has transformed Flo-
ridians’ lives,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2019), htips://thefga.org/wp-con-
tent/ Izpéoads/ 2019/03/ FloridaTrackingStudyResearchPaper-3.1.19.pdf.

261 "

27 Ibid.

28 Sam Adolphsen and Jonathan Ingram, “Three myths about the welfare cliff,” Foundation
for Government Accountability (2018), https:/ /thefga.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/Three-
myths-about-the-welfare-cliff-2-28-18.pdf.

29 Jonathan Ingram and Sam Adolphsen, “How moving able-bodied adults from welfare to
work could help solve the opioid crisis,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2019),
https:/ | thefga.org [wp-content [ uploads /2019 /03 | Opioid DeathsMemo-ResearchPaper-
DRAFT4.pdf.

30 Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Labor force statistics from the current population survey,” U.S.
D%paztglent of Labor (2019), https:/ / data.bls.gov | timeseries | LNS 14000000.

11bid.

32 Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Current unemployment rates for states and historical highs and
lows, seasonally adjusted,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), hitps:/ /www.bls.gov/web/laus/
lauhsthl.htm.

33 Ibid.

34 Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Labor force statistics from the current population survey: Sea-
sonally adjusted employment level,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), https://data.bls.gov/
timeseries /| LNS12000000.

35 Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Employment, hours, and earnings from the current employment
statistics survey: Average hourly earnings of all employees,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019),
https:/ | data.bls.gov | timeseries | CES0500000003.

36 Council of Economic Advisers, “Economic report of the President together with the annual
report of the Council of Economic Advisors,” Executive Office of the President (2019), https://
www.whitehouse.gov | wp-content [ uploads /2019 /03 /| ERP-2019.pdf.

37Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Job openings and labor turnover survey: Total nonfarm job
openings,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), https:/ /data.bls.gov [ timeseries | JTS00000000JOL.

38 Sam Adolphsen, “There has never been a better time for welfare reform,” Foundation for
Government Accountability (2018), hitps://thefga.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Its-Time-
To-Get-To-Work-FINAL.pdf.

39 Ibid.

40 Ibid.
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no training or less than a month’s training on the job, while a whopping 87 percent
require no prior experience.4!

Loopholes Have Allowed States To Waive Work Requirements

When Congress passed the food stamp work requirements into law in 1996, it
gave the Secretary of the United States Department of Agriculture the authority to
waive work requirements in areas that had unemployment rates above ten percent
or otherwise lacked job opportunities for these able-bodied adults.42

Despite these narrow parameters set forth by Congress, Federal rulemaking led
to a regulation that is far more expansive than intended, creating loopholes and
gimmicks for states to continue waiving work requirements for millions of able-bod-
ied adults, even during periods of record economic growth.43 As a result, these com-
monsense requirements are waived wholly or partially in 33 states and the District
of Columbia.** As a result, nearly 2.6 million able-bodied adults who would other-
wise be required to work, train, or volunteer have those requirements waived alto-
gether.45

Although the statute specifies that the waivers should only apply to areas with
high unemployment that lack a sufficient number of jobs, regulatory loopholes allow
states to waive work requirements in areas with record-low unemployment by com-
bining and gerrymandering them with areas with somewhat higher unemployment
rates.#6 These loopholes also allow states to use data from years ago, even when
that data has no connection to current economic conditions.4” If that weren’t bad
enough, the regulation creates an alternative waiver option even in areas with un-
employment rates below ten percent. Under this option, states can qualify for a
waiver so long as their unemployment rates are 20 percent above the national aver-
age during a 2 year period, no matter how low that rate is and no matter how many
open jobs are available.48

Of the more than 1,100 counties, towns, cities, and other jurisdictions where work
requirements are currently waived, just 23 have unemployment rates above ten per-
cent.#?® More than 800 of these jurisdictions have unemployment rates at or below
five percent and nearly 200 have unemployment rates at or below three percent.50
The waived jurisdictions have unemployment rates as low as zero percent—meaning
work requirements are waived in areas with literally no unemployment.5! Despite
claims that these areas are facing severe job shortages, the 33 states currently
waiving the work requirement have more than a combined 3.7 million job openings
posted online.52 These states are expected to experience nearly 13 million job open-
ings per year over the next decade.?3

Loopholes Have Expanded Work Requirement Exemptions

Regulatory loopholes have also exempted hundreds of thousands of able-bodied
adults from the work requirement in direct conflict with Congressional intent.
Shortly before leaving office, the Clinton Administration created new exemptions for
able-bodied adults who reside in households with children—regardless of whether

41]bid.

427 U.S.C. 82015(0)(4)(A) (2016), https:/ /www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/ USCODE-2016-title7 / pdf/
USCODE-2016-title7-chap51-sec2015.pdf.

43Sam Adolphsen, et al., “Waivers gone wild: How states have exploited food stamp loopholes,”
Foundation for Government Accountability (2018), htips://thefga.org/wp-content/uploads/
2018/ 06 | Waivers-Gone-Wild-6-5-18-update.pdf.

44 Jonathan Ingram, et al., “How the Trump administration can cut down on waivers gone
wild,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2019), https://thefga.org/wp-content/
upfg?gii/2019 /02| LMA-Memo-FoodStampWaiversGoneWild-2.20.19.pdf.
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46 Sam Adolphsen, et al., “Waivers gone wild: How states have exploited food stamp loopholes,”
Foundation for Government Accountability (2018), htips://thefga.org/wp-content/uploads/
2018/ 06 | Waivers-Gone-Wild-6-5-18-update.pdf.
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48 Ibid.

49 Jonathan Ingram and Sam Adolphsen, “FNS-2018-0004-5999,” Opportunity Solutions
Project (2019), htips:/ /solutionsproject.org /wp-content/uploads/2019/03/OSP-Comment-and-
supplement.pdf.

50 Ibid.
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52 Author’s calculations based upon data provided by Haver Analytics on February 2019 job
postings gathered from more than 16,000 Internet job boards, corporate boards, and other job
sites.

53 Author’s calculations based upon data provided by state labor market information agencies
on average annual projected job openings over the next decade.
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they are parents or caretakers—as well as 50 year old able-bodied adults who would
otherwise be required to work, train, or volunteer under the statute.54-55

These exemptions conflict with the plain meaning of the food stamp statute, Con-
gressional intent, prior interpretation by state agencies, and even Food and Nutri-
tion Service’s own interpretation of the same terms.56-57

The Proposed Rule Would Help Address Waiver Abuse

The proposed rule represents a significant improvement over the status quo.58-5°
By closing some of the most egregious loopholes that have led to widespread waiver
abuse, the proposed rule brings waiver guidance more in line with statutory require-
ments that have been enshrined in law for more than 20 years. Under the proposal,
states can continue to request waivers in areas that lack sufficient jobs but will not
have as many avenues to abuse the process.

The first major area of change in the proposed rule is an attempt to reduce gerry-
mandering abuse. Federal law allows the Secretary to grant waivers in areas that
lack sufficient jobs, but does not define “areas” for waiver purposes.®® States have
used this ambiguous language to gerrymander jurisdictions together to form “areas”
solely to maximize the number of able-bodied adults waived from the work require-
ment.6! Illinois, for example, combines 101 of the state’s 102 counties into a single
“area,” while California combines all but three counties into a single “area” for waiv-
er purposes.®2 These waived jurisdictions do not form a single, local region with a
shared economy. Instead, they just happen to the jurisdictions that, when combining
data, just marginally meet the current regulatory thresholds for waivers.

The proposed rule attempts to limit this abuse by only allowing states to combine
jurisdictions together for waiver purposes if they form labor market areas.63 The
purpose of this change is to “target waivers to jurisdictions with a demonstrable
lack of sufficient jobs,” as required by the statute.64¢ But even this could be subject
to abuse. States could still seek waivers in jurisdictions that have sufficient jobs and
in areas where there are sufficient jobs within commuting distance.®>

One solution the Trump Administration could take to solve this remaining prob-
lem—and better align the proposed rule with the food stamp statute—would be to
prohibit states from combining jurisdictions for waiver purposes at all and to elimi-
nate waivers for jurisdictions located in commuting zones with sufficient jobs.66

The second major change in the proposed rule sets a minimum unemployment
floor for states seeking waivers. Although Federal law defines high unemployment
as above ten percent, existing regulations allow waivers whenever an area’s unem-

54 Jonathan Ingram, et al., “Why the Trump administration should move able-bodied adult sib-
lings from welfare to work,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2019), hétps://
thefga.org | wp-content | uploads /2019 /03 | ABAWD-Siblings-to-Work-Research-Paper-
DRAFTG6.pdf.

55 Jonathan Ingram, et al., “Closing the food stamp loophole that allows 50-year-olds to avoid
work,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2019), hitps://thefga.org/wp-content/
uploads/2019/01/50-Year-Old-Food-Stamp-Loophole-Memo-1.24.19.pdf.

56 Jonathan Ingram, et al., “Why the Trump administration should move able-bodied adult sib-
lings from welfare to work,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2019), hitps://
thefga.org /wp-content /uploads /2019 /03 | ABAWD-Siblings-to-Work-Research-Paper-
DRAFT6.pdf.

57Jonathan Ingram, et al., “Closing the food stamp loophole that allows 50-year-olds to avoid
work,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2019), https://thefga.org/wp-content/
uploads/2019/01/50-Year-Old-Food-Stamp-Loophole-Memo-1.24.19.pdf.

58 Jonathan Ingram, et al., “How the Trump administration can cut down on waivers gone
wild,” Foundation for Government Accountability (2019), hitps://thefga.org/wp-content/
uploads/2019/02 | LMA-Memo-FoodStampWaiversGoneWild-2.20.19.pdf.

59 Jonathan Ingram and Sam Adolphsen, “FNS-2018-0004-5999,” Opportunity Solutions
Project (2019), https:/ /solutionsproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/OSP-Comment-and-
supplement.pdf.
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ployment rate is 20 percent above the national average, with no minimum floor.67-68
This guarantees that at least some portion of the country will always be granted
waivers, even during periods of unprecedented economic growth.

The proposed rule attempts to address this abuse by setting a minimum floor of
seven percent unemployment.®® But even this may not be enough to stop states from
pursuing waivers in areas with sufficient jobs.

A minimum unemployment rate of seven percent only truly matters during a pe-
riod of near full employment, as the threshold would only activate when the na-
tional unemployment rate falls below 5.8 percent for a sustained 2 year window.70
This threshold is just slightly above the historical average “natural” unemployment
rate—the level most economists agree is “full employment”—and just below the av-
erage unemployment rate over the last 70 years.7!

The Trump Administration could strengthen the rule even further—and more
closely align with the food stamp statute—by raising that threshold to ten percent.
This would better target waivers to areas that have objectively high unemployment
and lack sufficient jobs.

The Proposed Rule Better Reflects Congressional Intent

Although some have claimed the proposed rule was “specifically rejected” by Con-
gress in the 2018 Farm Bill, nothing could be further from the truth. The House-
passed version of the farm bill made significant changes to the work requirement,
but those changes were materially different from the proposed rule. The House-
passed bill eliminated the time limit for able-bodied adults without dependents en-
tirely, focusing instead on strengthening the work registration requirements for a
broader group of able-bodied adults. It created new waivers and exemptions from
the work registration requirements, but the qualifications for those waivers were
materially different from those in the proposed rule. In short, the changes in the
proposed rule were never even considered by Congress.

Far from rejecting the changes proposed by the Trump Administration, the 2018
Farm Bill left in place the original work requirements first enacted in 1996. Those
statutory requirements serve as the basis for the proposed rule, which simply seeks
to close unlawful loopholes created through regulatory guidance. It is undisputed
that the current regulatory framework does not reflect Congressional intent. Even
Chairman Collin Peterson noted last year that the loopholes have allowed states to
“undermine Federal law” by abusing these waivers.72

By leaving in place those statutory requirements exactly as first enacted in 1996,
Congress signaled that it did not wish to codify the unlawful waiver expansions cre-
ated through regulation. This left in place the authority—and the duty—of the
Trump Administration to return these waivers to their original purpose.

Work Will Improve Lives and Boost the Economy

The proposed rule represents a significant step forward in moving able-bodied
adults from welfare to work and realigning Federal regulations with statutory re-
quirements. It would not simply require millions of able-bodied adults without chil-
dren to work—the rule will also encourage state agencies to do a better job of actu-
ally engaging with individuals and putting them back on the pathway to self-suffi-
ciency and better lives. The requirement will help connect able-bodied adults who
are out of work with employers who desperately need workers to fill open jobs. For
those who cannot work immediately, it will connect individuals to available job
training or educational opportunities. Whether through work, training, or volun-
teering, these adults will be better connected to their communities. This will ulti-
mately move millions more able-bodied adults from welfare to work and from gov-
ernment dependence to independence.
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able-bodied adults without dependents,” U.S. Department of Agriculture (2018), hitps://fns-
prod.azureedge.net | sites | default / files | snap | ABAWDtoOFR.pdf.

70 Jonathan Ingram and Sam Adolphsen, “FNS-2018-0004-5999,” Opportunity Solutions
Project (2019), https:/ /solutionsproject.org /wp-content/uploads/2019 /03 /OSP-Comment-and-
supplement.pdf.

1]bid.

72 Chuck Abbot, “Food stamp revisions possible but not radical change, says key House Demo-
crat,” Fern’s Ag Insider (2018), hitps:/ /thefern.org/ag insider/food-stamp-revisions-possible-not-
radical-change-says-key-house-democrat.
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ATTACHMENT

More Than 2,567,550 Able-Bodied Adults Have No Food Stamp Work Re-
quirements

. work requirements waived in entire county

s ol
B work requiremen
TheFGA.org @TheFGA work reguirements v
I | work requirements enforced in entire county

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture.
The CHAIR. Thank you. Ms. Hamler-Fugitt.

ved in part of county

in Indian reservations

STATEMENT OF LISA HAMLER-FUGITT, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
OHIO ASSOCIATION OF FOODBANKS, COLUMBUS, OH

Ms. HAMLER-FUGITT. Thank you. Good morning, Chair Fudge,
Ranking Member Johnson, and distinguished Members of the Sub-
committee. Thank you for convening this hearing today and invit-
ing me to testify on the Trump Administration’s proposed rules re-
lated to unemployed or underemployed adults without dependents
participating in the SNAP Program.

My name is Lisa Hamler-Fugitt, and I serve as the Executive Di-
rector of the Ohio Association of Food Banks, Ohio’s largest chari-
table response to hunger. We distributed over 200 million pounds
of emergency food last year in an attempt to fill the gap for hungry
Ohioans, but SNAP provides 12 times as much food while infusing
resources into local communities.

The Administration’s proposed rule would limit access to SNAP
for adults with very limited resources without improving their
overall employment outlook or health outcomes. Based on my Asso-
ciation’s firsthand experience operating the SNAP Work Experience
Program, which provides services exclusively for clients required to
find work under the current SNAP rule, I am here to provide you
with my perspective on the impacts that this proposed rule would
have in Ohio.
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Currently, 38 of Ohio’s 88 counties have waived SNAP time lim-
its due to high unemployment. If the proposed rule were to take
effect today with the seven percent threshold for waiver eligibility,
only three Ohio counties would qualify for the waiver. These three
counties account for less than one percent of Ohio’s current SNAP
population, meaning that nearly all would be subject to the time
limit if the proposed rule went into effect.

Unfortunately, we know from our extensive experience that those
subject to the time limit have profound barriers to employment.
The Work Experience Program conducts in depth, comprehensive
client assessments to determine the client employability and iden-
tify barriers to employment. Over the first 2 years of our program,
we completed over 5,000 in depth interviews and gathered informa-
tion on 5,500 self-reported employment and skills assessments. Our
results represent the state’s most comprehensive and up-to-date
data available on this population.

Our single largest and biggest takeaway is the term ABAWD is
a complete misnomer for who this population is. One in three cli-
ents reported a physical or mental limitation ranging from back in-
juries to heart conditions to depression to PTSD. Many participants
appear to be marginally or functionally illiterate, and likely experi-
encing significant learning disabilities. Additionally, many clients
appear to have social and/or cognitive impairments, difficulty com-
municating, and a tendency to engage in repetitive behaviors, all
signs of autism spectrum disorder. We believe that there are high
levels of undiagnosed autism and other developmental disabilities
in this population. One in three clients have no high school diploma
or GED. Nearly Y2 reported that they do not have reliable trans-
portation, whether through a personal vehicle, public transit, or
ride sharing with family or friends. And 60 percent report that
they do not have a current, valid driver’s license. About 5 of our
clients had felony convictions, a stigma which can follow someone
for a lifetime, even if their release is meant to suggest that they
have been rehabilitated.

Many of our clients are parents or caregivers with responsibil-
ities that can serve as barriers to employment, and one in four of
our clients had children that were not in their custody and many
spent time parenting those children on a regular basis while the
custodial parent works. Additionally, one in ten reported they are
caregivers for family, friends, or relatives. In addition to these
issues, many of our clients face other challenges which makes find-
ing employment difficult.

We serve hundreds of individuals who have aged out of the foster
care system, only to find themselves living in homeless shelters,
with friends, or on the street. Many other clients are experiencing
challenges like homelessness and language barriers. These individ-
uals face daunting challenges in finding employment, even when
general unemployment rates are low, which is exactly why Con-
gress gave states the option to waive the time limit in areas where
there were insufficient jobs for those who were subject to the re-
quirement.

I would like to share just one story of a client, a Somalian ref-
ugee who relies on public transportation and requires an inter-
preter to fulfill his mandatory work requirements. Due to a paper-
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work error, he was mistakenly cut off his SNAP benefits and was
sent to our local food pantry network to get food, until his case
could be sorted out. Sadly, this case is not unique. Tens of thou-
sands of real people like him are slipping through the cracks.

We know all too well that harsh and arbitrary time limits are
misguided and only increase hunger and hardship. The proposed
rule would shift the burden of providing food from the Federal Gov-
ernment on to cities, states, and local charities like mine. It would
be harmful to the local economies, grocers, retailers, and the agri-
culture community by reducing the amount of SNAP benefits and
dollars available and economic activity.

The CHAIR. Please wrap up for me.

Ms. HAMLER-FUGITT. Most importantly, the rule sidesteps the
will of Congress, which rejected these changes when it enacted the
2018 Farm Bill.

We hope that we can work together to stop these harmful policies
from taking effect, and I would be happy to answer any questions
you may have.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Hamler-Fugitt follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LISA HAMLER-FUGITT, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, OHIO
ASSOCIATION OF FOODBANKS, COoLUMBUS, OH

The findings of our comprehensive assessment of able-bodied adults with-
out dependents can be found at our website at: http://ohiofoodbanks.org/
wep | WEP-2013-2015-report.pdf.

Good morning, Chair Marcia L. Fudge, Ranking Member Dusty Johnson, and dis-
tinguished Members of the U.S. House Agriculture Subcommittee on Nutrition,
Oversight, and Department Operations.

My name is Lisa Hamler-Fugitt and I serve as the executive director of the Ohio
Association of Foodbanks, Ohio’s largest charitable response to hunger. My associa-
tion represents Ohio’s 12 Feeding America food banks and their more than 3,500
member hunger relief charities. Our mission is to provide food and resources to peo-
ple in need and to pursue areas of common interest for the benefit of people in need.
Last year, the association distributed 216 million pounds of food to more than two
million low-income Ohioans—one in six of our hungry friends and neighbors.

Thank you for convening this hearing today and inviting me to testify on the
Trump Administration Proposed Rule: Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP): Requirements for Able-Bodied Adults without Dependents RIN 0584-AE57.

This rule would limit the ability of states to waive the 3 month time limit that
applies to unemployed and underemployed Able-Bodied Adults Without Dependents
who receive benefits through the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP).

I'm here today to provide you with our association’s firsthand experiences oper-
ating the SNAP Work Experience Program that serves only work-mandated unem-
ployed and underemployed Able-Bodied Adults without Dependents in Franklin
County, Ohio. The program began in SFY 2014, when the Administration of then-
Governor John Kasich eliminated the statewide waiver and instead applied for a
limited number of exemptions for only 16 predominantly rural, white counties. The
Administration did not request exemptions for eligible cities where minority commu-
nities are concentrated and unemployment is high. Ohio had a statewide waiver
that had been in place since mid-2000, when the Ohio General Assembly enacted
legislation to compel the State of Ohio to apply for and implement the waiver.

Current Ohio Landscape

Ohio Counties Waived in FFY 2019
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Adams, Ashtabula, Athens, Belmont, Brown, Carroll, Clinton, Columbiana,
Coshocton, Crawford, Cuyahoga, Erie, Gallia, Guernsey, Harrison, Highland,
Hocking, Huron, Jackson, Jefferson, Lawrence, Lorain, Lucas, Mahoning,
Meigs, Monroe, Morgan, Muskingum, Noble, Ottawa, Perry, Pike, Richland,
Ross, Scioto, Trumbull, Vinton, and Washington

In FFY 2019, there are 38 counties in Ohio where the time limit has been waived
due to high unemployment. Based on unemployment data obtained from the U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics, the 24 month average unemployment rate in each of the
counties was greater than 120 percent of the national unemployment rate during
the same 24 month period.!

If the proposed rule were to take effect today with the seven percent threshold
for waiver eligibility, only three Ohio counties would qualify for a time-limit waiver
(according to BLS unemployment data over the most recent 24 month period avail-
able).2 These three counties—Adams, Meigs, and Monroe—account for less than one
percent of Ohio’s SNAP population. If the geographic distribution of ABAWDs
matches that of the broader SNAP population, over 99 percent of Ohio’s ABAWDs
would now be subject to the SNAP time limit (up from 52 percent under current
policy). In effect, the rule would add additional barriers blocking Ohioans in the
poorest parts of the state from accessing basic nutrition.3

Current Policy If Proposed Rule Took Effect Today
Federal Fiscal Year 2019 Based on Most Recent BLS 24 Month
(10-1-2018 to 9-30-2019) Average Unemployment Data

- Waived from Work Requirement @% Top 15 Highest County Poverty Rates
Not Waived from Work Requirement 1'@1 Top 15 Highest County Food Insecurity Rates

@ onio's Eight Largest Urban Areas

Map by The Center for Community Solutions.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau. (2018) American Community Survey 5 year
estimates, poverty status in the past 12 months. Feeding America. (2018).
Map the meal gap 2018: overall food insecurity in Ohio by county in 2016.
Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2018). Local Area Unemployment Statistics,
January 2017-December 2018. Author’s analysis, assuming waiver eligi-
bility floor of seven percent county unemployment rates.

10hio Department of Job and Family Services FAL-171 Federal Fiscal Year 2019: Able-Bod-
ied Adults without Dependents, htip:/ /jfs.ohio.gov/ofam|/FAL-171-FFY-2019-ABAWD-
090718.stm.

2Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2018). Local Area Unemployment Statistics, January 2017-De-
cember 2018.

3 Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program: Requirements for Able-Bodied Adults without
Dependents [RIN 0584—AE57] The Center for Community Solutions, March 26, 2019.
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Americans want to work. The proposed SNAP able-bodied restrictions will
hurt many who want to work but can’t for a whole host of reasons—often
because there are no jobs for them.

However, living in a county where the time-limit has been waived does not ex-
empt ABAWDs from their obligation to participate in the labor force. Ohio admin-
isters a mandatory SNAP Employment and Training (SNAP E&T) program that is
inclusive of ABAWDs. Under SNAP E&T, ABAWDs must participate in education/
job training, job search/job readiness activities, or work experience or else be subject
to a sanction, regardless of whether the individual lives in a county where the time-
limit has been waived.

Background: How Did We Get Here?

Under the 1996 welfare law, adults aged 18-49 who are not physically or
mentally unfit for work or caring for a minor child are eligible to receive Food
Stamp/Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits for only 3
months in a 36 month period, unless the individual meets certain work require-
ments. These individuals are known as Able Bodied Adults Without Depend-
ents (ABAWD) and are required to work at least 20 hours a week, participate
in qualifying work or training program activities for at least 20 hours a week,
or live in an area with high unemployment where the 3 month limit is tempo-
rarily waived.

On the request of a state SNAP agency, the law also gives the USDA the au-
thority to temporarily waive the time limit in areas that have an unemploy-
ment rate of over ten percent or a lack of sufficient jobs. The law also provides
state agencies with a limited number of percentage exemptions that can be
used by states to extend SNAP eligibility for ABAWDs subject to the time limit.
The Department proposes to amend the regulatory standards by which the De-
partment evaluates state SNAP agency requests to waive the time limit and to
end the unlimited carryover of ABAWD percentage exemptions.

When signing the welfare law in 1996, President Clinton singled out this as
one of the bill’s most harmful provisions and called for it to be substantially
changed.

The Administration’s proposed rule RIN 0584—-AE57 would encourage broader
application of the statutory ABAWD work requirement and is intended to cir-
cumvent the will of Congress.[?]

SNAP Is Essential for Ohio

The households served by our statewide emergency food assistance network rep-
resent diverse circumstances and challenges. Clients face a wide array of obstacles
to food security, such as health issues, education levels, housing instability, unem-
ployment/underemployment, disabilities, and insufficient income and resources.

Our association recognizes that hunger is merely a symptom of poverty and we
engage in other efforts to eradicate poverty and hunger. For more than a decade,
we have provided services to connect low-income Ohioans with nutrition benefits
and other work support programs. Knowing first-hand that hunger and health are
directly linked, the association partners with the Ohio Department of Job and Fam-
ily Services and the USDA Food and Nutrition Service as the state’s SNAP outreach
grantee. The association and our member food banks administer and conduct out-
reach and education on this critical food assistance program. We work on the front
lines—reaching hungry Ohioans where they work, live, pray, play and learn.

For more than 25 years, we have advocated for equitable public policy at the state
and Federal levels to decrease hunger in Ohio. We work with local, regional, and
national partners to inform policymakers, media, and other stakeholders about the
issues facing Ohio’s families.

We know that SNAP is the first line of defense against hunger in our state and
nation—in fact, our charitable network could never respond to the lack of adequate
access to nutritious food on our own. In December 2018, Ohio SNAP issuance was
$165 million, which provided supplemental food assistance benefits to 1.3 million

4 http:/ | jfs.ohio.gov/ofam | FAL-171-FFY-2019-ABAWD-090718.stm.

[5]President William Clinton, Statement on Signing the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, August 22, 1996, htip:/ /www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/
?pid=53219.
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Ohioans living in 660,000 Assistance Groups. These households received an average
olf; i$(1124.468 in SNAP benefits per person, per month. Nearly %2 (43 percent) were
children.

To get SNAP benefits, households must meet certain tests, including resource and
income tests. Benefits are limited to a person with net income at or below 100% FPL
(monthly net income of no more than $1,041 per month for a household of one and
$1,409 for a household of two people). The program also has work and work reg-
istration requirements for everyone 16 to 60 years of age.

In October 2013, 1.8 million Ohioans were receiving SNAP to help
feed their families.! As of December 2018, enrollment had fallen to 1.3
million, a decline of more than 26 percent.i

i“Statement on the November 1st Cuts to the SNAP Program,” Food Re-
search and Action Center. hAttp://frac.org/statement-on-the-november-1st-
cuts-to-the-snap-program/ .

iiQhio Association of Foodbanks analysis of Ohio Department of Job and
Family Services Public Assistance Monthly Statistics. http:/ /jfs.ohio.gov/
pams [index.stm.

The Beginning and Approach of Ohio’s Work Experience Program in
Franklin County, Ohio

The association was approached in late 2013 by the Franklin County Department
of Job and Family Services (FC[DIJFS) to assist them in the development of a proc-
ess to screen and evaluate an estimated 12,000 Franklin County SNAP recipients
that would be affected by the state’s decision to reimpose the ABAWD work require-
ment and time limit.

The goals of this partnership, which began as a pilot program, were multifaceted,
including not only assisting recipients in meeting the Federal work requirement in
order to maintain their food assistance, but also providing them with meaningful
work experience and job training and enhancing their ability to secure sustainable
employment in order to become economically self-sufficient. To do that we needed
to understand the barriers and challenges these Ohioans already face.

The association developed and utilized a Work Experience Assessment Portal to
conduct in-depth, comprehensive interviews and assessments designed to determine
employability and identify barriers to employment. The data collected included: age
and gender demographics, access to reliable transportation, methods of communica-
tion and identification, housing and living situations, criminal history, education
completion, physical and mental health disabilities and limitations, employment his-
tory, and dependent and family relationships. These findings provided us with a
deeper understanding of the issues and challenges participants face and provided
us a framework for identifying and recruiting the types of community organizations
that we needed to partner with that could help and host participants in order for
them to meet the work requirements.

Our recruitment process for developing new sites involved calling, mailing, e-mail-
ing, and visiting numerous nonprofit and faith-based organizations in Franklin
County. Each organization is required to sign a Memorandum of Agreement, estab-
lishing a strong partnership that also holds these organizations accountable for re-
porting hours for clients. The Work Experience Program Host sites (WEP) provided
each participant with a volunteer assignment intended to provide training, edu-
cation, and on-the-job work experience that would be beneficial in their search for
future employment. Some sites even report hiring WEP participants at their organi-
zations when they had open positions available.

Prior to the participants being placed at a WEP host site, they were required to
attend a three-part clinic to conduct an FBI/BCI background check and meet with
possible employers and other employment service providers who helped secure iden-
tification, develop resumes, and demonstrate job search opportunities.

After clients complete the assessment and attend the clinic, participants are
placed at a qualified WEP host site to complete their monthly work requirement
which allows them to maintain their SNAP benefit eligibility for the duration of
their participation.

Our interest in the ABAWD participants did not end when they exit our program.
We are concerned about the well-being and long-term outcomes of our clients. The
association conducted a post-WEP client study to examine the course of clients after

6 http:/ | jfs.ohio.gov | pams [ Case-Load-Summary-Report--December-(002).stm.
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they exited the program. The findings of this report provide information about post-
participation employment status and the most common causes of failure to comply
with mandated ABAWD work requirements and WEP involvement.

During the project’s pilot period, from December 10, 2013 through September 1,
2015, WEP Assessment Specialists completed in-depth interviews with 4,827
ABAWD participants and gathered information from 5,434 self-reported employ-
ability and skills assessments. Over the nearly 2 year pilot, the information ob-
tained represents the most comprehensive and up-to-date information collected
about this misunderstood population. These findings offer instructive, meaningful
insight into who these individuals are and what is required in order to help address
the barriers and challenges they face as they attempt to secure stable employment.
These findings have provided the association with a framework that continues to
guide our Work Experience Program partnership with the Franklin County Depart-
ment of Job and Family Services that is now in its sixth year of operation.

ABAWD—“Able-Bodied”—Is a Complete Misnomer for Who This Population
Really Is

“Able-bodied” indicates that clients are not medically certified and/or documented
as physically or mentally unfit for employment. As part of the association’s assess-
ment, clients are asked to self-report disabilities or limitations, both physical and
mental. Our findings identified elevated rates of participants with undiagnosed and
untreated mental and physical limitations and disabilities. Clients who self-reported
they were disabled with a physical or mental condition that rendered them unable
to work required access to a doctor or medical professional who could provide the
necessary documentation. Other clients were clearly disabled and required more in-
tensive support services to complete an application for SSI or SSDI.

1in 3 self-reported
a physical or
mental limitation

70% of those 30% of those

clients indicated a G clients indicated a
physical limitation mental limitation

25% of those clients indicated their
condition limits their ability to perform
daily activities

Nearly one in ten clients requested special accommodations such as work assign-
ments that require no heavy lifting, or no standing/walking for long periods of time.

One in six clients reported that they had filed for Supplemental Security Income
(SSI), or Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI).

Most Common Types of Physical and Mental Limitations Reported:

e 18.3 percent—Back Injuries

e 6.0 percent—Respiratory Difficulties

e 5.9 percent—Knee Injuries

o 3 percent—Diabetes

o 2.8 percent—Shoulder Injuries

o 2.5 percent—Arthritis

e 2.3 percent—Heart Conditions

e 10.1 percent—Depression
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e 9.3 percent—Bipolar Disorder
e 8.1 percent—Anxiety

e 3.1 percent—Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD)
e 1.5 percent—Schizophrenia

According to the Ohio Department of Health, Adverse Childhood Experiences
(ACEs) are a critical public health issue. ACEs are potentially traumatic experiences
and events ranging from abuse and neglect to witnessing violent behavior and living
with someone who has a problem with alcohol or drugs. Ohio is among five states
where as many as one in seven children have experienced three or more ACEs—
a significantly higher ratio than the national average.

The association’s WEP Assessment Specialist reported when conducting assess-
ments that many participants appeared to be marginally and functionally illiterate,
and likely experiencing significant learning disabilities. This prompts a deeper ex-
amination of social promotion policies that may exist in schools.

Additionally, while assessing and observing clients, WEP Specialists noted that
many clients appeared to have social and/or cognitive impairments, difficulty com-
municating, and a tendency to engage in repetitive behaviors, all signs of autism
spectrum disorder. Since autism is a more recently identified disorder and has be-
come a well-recognized ailment effecting one out of every 68 kids, it is highly likely
that the ABAWD population may have high levels of undiagnosed autism, and cer-
tainly warrants further exploration.

Client Story: Mary is a 22 year old part-time college student who is studying
to earn a Pharmacy Technician degree in hopes of one day becoming a Phar-
macist. She is the first in her family to go to college and she has applied for and
receives student loans that cover the cost of her tuition, books, and housing. She
also receives SNAP and Medicaid benefits. Mary doesn’t own a car and relies on
public transportation and catches rides with family and friends or she walks.
Mary also helps her mother care for younger sisters. Mary works for a large
drug store chain which is on a bus line near the school she attends. When she
was hired for the job, the store manager promised Mary she would work between
20 and 26 hours per week. Mary adjusted her class schedule to accommodate her
work schedule, but unfortunately when the store sales began to lag behind pro-
Jections, Mary’s hours were cut in half, causing her to lose her SNAP benefits
and leaving her with no way to feed herself. She has been pleading with the
store manager to schedule her for additional hours, as this is a 24 hour/7 day a
week store. Mary was told that she would need to be on call, but there are no
guarantees that she will be called into work. The loss of SNAP benefits now
threaten Mary’s dreams and hopes and she is considering dropping out of school
if she can’t secure additional hours and regain her SNAP benefits.

Employment

There is limited employer demand for the “hardest to employ” groups, such as
thoslg with criminal records, lengthy periods of unemployment, or other barriers to
works.

Working 20 or more hours of paid employment per week, every week, qualifies
an ABAWD to receive SNAP. Unfortunately, many clients were unable to identify
how many hours they work per week because they are employed through a tem-
porary employment agency (including day labor and labor pool agencies), which
means clients may not have consistent work on a weekly basis.

11.3% Currently working
8.3% Working in-kind for rent or housing
24% Dismissed or fired from a job

While some have described this population as “takers”—our research found that
nearly eight in ten ABAWD clients have never been eligible for unemployment
compensation benefits.

Education

While the unemployment rate in Ohio is declining, clients in this population may
not meet the educational standards for the jobs becoming available. Analyzing the
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statistics collected on education, we find how limited the prospects are for clients
to enter the workforce in a position that will pay a sustainable living wage.

Thirty percent of clients have no high school diploma or GED.

Although 69.2 percent of clients have graduated from high school or have earned
a GED, only 38.1 percent have attended college.

A very small portion of clients (11 percent) who have attended college went on
to earn a degree.

More than one million adults in Ohio do not have high school diplomas.
Ohio’s Adult Basic Education Programs only have the capacity to serve approxi-
mately 7,000 Ohioans each year.

1 https:/ [ obm.ohio.gov | Budget [ operating | doc [ fy-20-21 | BlueBook _BookOne
BudgetRecommendations FY20-21.pdf.

Transportation

Clients are supposed to receive a monthly travel stipend from their FCDJFS case-
worker. Many clients report that they have not received the stipend. This could be
due to an inaccurate mailing address, the inability to contact their caseworker, or
a delay in dispersing of funds. Some clients report that the travel stipend is not
enough to cover travel to and from work sites. Some clients do not have bank ac-
counts and have to pay a service fee to cash the check they receive from FCDJFS,
leaving an insufficient amount to purchase a monthly bus pass which the stipend
should cover.

Suspended Driver’s Licenses

In 2017, 1.1 million Ohioans had a suspended driver’s license—nearly 12 per-
cent of those old enough to drive in the state. Some suspensions have nothing
to do with driving. If you don’t pay your child support, you can lose your li-
cense. You can also lose it for dropping out of high school or getting caught
smoking as a juvenile. It can be suspended if you miss a court date or fail to
pay court fines on misdemeanor charges.

https:| |www.daytondailynews.com [ news [ state--regional | ohio-fee-amnesty-
for-suspended-drivers-has-started-but-only-lasts-six-months | 5qgQck20VI2e3Mm
EFRIINTM/

Just 57 percent of clients report they have reliable access to transpor-
tation. This can be a personal vehicle, public transit, or utilizing friends and family
members for transportation.

Only 40 percent of clients have a valid driver’s license, which indicates that
clients are either using public transportation or are driving without a license. Some
clients may not be able to obtain a driver’s license if they owe child support and
have had their driving privileges suspended, or if they have outstanding tickets or
unpaid fines which they may be unable to resolve with their limited income.

Fewer than one in five clients report having car insurance, inferring that
some are driving without insurance which can be attributed to a variety of factors,
including affordability.

One in four clients do not live near a bus stop or bus line.

About 15 percent of clients report they have been documented as Driving Under
the Influence (DUI) or Operating a Vehicle Impaired (OVI). Having a DUI/OVI on
an individual’s driving record can affect their ability to obtain employment or hous-
ing, result in higher car insurance which they may be unable to afford, and/or lead
to loss of driving privileges.

Criminal History
As part of the assessment, clients are asked to complete an FBI/BCI background
check. An overwhelming 96 percent of clients agreed to comply with this request.

Clients who declined a background check do not qualify to participate in WEP with
the Ohio Association of Foodbanks.

Long-term impact of encounters with criminal justice system
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People with criminal justice (CJ) system involvement are more likely than
the general population to face poverty, homelessness, unemployment, and poor
health conditions, even before arrest. For example, people returning to their
communities after incarceration are three to six times more likely to be diag-
nosed with a mental illness and about 50 percent experience chronic health
conditions such as asthma and hepatitis.

http:| | www.georgetownpoverty.org wp-content | uploads /2019 /02 | Unwork-
able-Unwise-20190201.pdf.

Domestic violence can happen in any household regardless of socioeconomic sta-
tus, race, age, or any other demographically defining factor. Studies show that do-
mestic violence is three times as likely to occur when couples are experiencing fi-
nancial strain. 11.2 percent of clients reported having domestic violence charges.

A history of criminal activity or previous incarceration can have a tremendously
negative impact on someone. They miss out on many opportunities, job related or
otherwise. The stigma of a felony conviction can follow someone for a lifetime, even
if their release is meant to suggest that they have been rehabilitated.

Client Story: At 15 years old, David was sentenced to 15 years in prison.
Now, at 30 he has been released and was eager to start his life over. He was
nervous during the assessment, but the WEP Specialist was able to get him to
relax as he told his story. Later, he called our office to thank the Specialist for
being so kind and understanding during the assessment and for also believing
in him. He was thrilled to tell her that he learned to drive and is now enrolled
at Columbus State Community College.

35.8 percent of the clients in our program have felony convictions; some clients
have multiple felonies, or a combination of felonies and misdemeanors.

12.8 percent of clients are on probation or parole which means they may not
qualify for services offered through legal aid, such as record sealing.

A recent report from the Kirwan Institute found that one in four people incarcer-
ated in the State of Ohio were between the ages 18 to 24. The incarcerated popu-
lation from the 18 to 24 age group in Ohio has grown nearly 70 percent in recent
years. Prison intake data from Franklin County indicate that the median age of first
arrest for those entering the state correctional system in 2012 was 19 years old.

Other Issues Facing the ABAWD Population

Youth Aging Out of the Foster Care system

5 percent of the clients had aged out of the foster care system and reported
they were living with friends, in homeless shelters, or on the street.

Homelessness and Housing

Clients experiencing homelessness, health problems, language barriers and a
lack of stable employment to fit their skill set make up nearly 12.7 percent of
clients who reported other barriers standing in the way of employment.

Non-Custodial Parents and Caregivers

According to the USDA definition of an ABAWD, it is assumed that all cli-
ents do not have dependents. We found that clients with children, although not
in their custody, still spend time parenting their children on a regular basis
while the custodial parent works.

One in four clients (23.5 percent) indicated that they had children not in
their custody.

Nearly one in five clients (18 percent) indicated that they owe child support.

An under-employed or unemployed noncustodial parent who loses SNAP may
need to divert his or her income from child support payments in order to stay
afloat financially. This would be devastating given that child support rep-
resents more than %2 of the income of the families in poverty who receive it.
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Having the status of caregiver to a relative should potentially exempt an in-
dividual from the work requirement. Caregivers can often replace the services
of a Medicaid or Medicare home-healthcare provider. Nearly 13 percent of cli-
ents indicated that they are caregivers for a parent, friend, or relative.

Employment & Job Seeking Needs

Client Story: Dahman speaks only Somali and requires an interpreter or
translator to fulfill his mandatory work activities and assignment. He has no
transportation and relies on public transportation. Dahman returned to the JFS
office attempting to find out about his food assistance benefit. Dahman had a
large open wound on his arm that is draining, making it impossible for him to
participate in any form of activity. Unfortunately, his County caseworker had
not changed his employability plan or there had been an administrative delay in
updating his care record, causing him to be sanctioned and to lose his SNAP
benefits. Dahman was sent to a local food pantry to get food until his case could
be sorted out and a new WEP placement could be located for him.

Ohio Means Jobs Registration

In an effort to offer more job seeking resources to clients, they are referred to
Ohio Means Jobs (www.ohiomeansjobs.com). When asked if clients were already reg-
istered with Ohio Means Jobs 74.1 percent reported they were not registered, and
most clients reported they have never heard of the website.

Additional Barriers

To ensure a client is able to perform the duties assigned to them, we inquire
about any supportive services they may need to successfully complete their work as-
signment. Over 15.7 percent of clients report needing supportive services. The most
common services requested were language interpretation (especially for Somalian
refugees) and help with transportation.

Churn Rates Are High

When a client is no longer a participant in WEP due to a sanction, they may need
to apply for a state hearing to overturn their sanction. Nearly 66 percent of clients
reported taking this step to overturn their sanction, or reapplied for food assistance
in another way after exiting WEP. It is estimated that there is a 3 month churn
window, which is the average amount of time it takes for WEP participants to reen-
ter SNAP after exiting the program.

The amount of churn generated by the most common causes of noncompliance cre-
ates increased work as an average two out of every three participants, including
those who identified some form of employment, must restart the entire process by
reapplying through their case worker for SNAP benefits.

Food Pantry - 81%

"Asking"

Family Support - 80% [}  Farhandive.
etc.) - 18%

Soup Kitchen - Homeless Shelter -

18% 10% Church - 10%
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Food Sourcing Strategies of Clients Who No Longer Received SNAP Benefits

If a client is not receiving food assistance due to a loss of SNAP benefits, they
look for food elsewhere. When asked, “How are you providing food for yourself in
the absence of food benefits,” clients gave multiple answers to the question, reflect-
ing an increased demand on our emergency food network.

Conclusion

Based on our experience, we know that harsh and arbitrary time limits are mis-
guided and only increase hunger and hardship. This proposed rule is harsh and un-
fair. It denies vulnerable people food benefits at a time when they most need it and
it does not result in increased employment and earnings. By time-limiting food as-
sistance to this group, Federal law clearly intends to shift the burden of providing
food to these unemployed individuals off of SNAP and onto states, cities, and local
charities like ours. We can’t meet the demand for emergency food assistance now—
this rule will make a bad situation far worse. This rule will increase food insecurity
among populations that are suffering from a lack of services, opportunities, and ac-
cess to basic human needs.

These individuals face daunting challenges in finding employment even when gen-
eral unemployment rates are low. Our findings illustrate why Congress gave states
the option to waive the time limit in areas where there are insufficient jobs for those
subject to the rule. Without providing any evidence to the contrary, the rule pro-
poses to limit the ways in which a state can demonstrate a lack of sufficient jobs
for the individuals subject to the time limit. It does this by eliminating Labor Sur-
plus Areas, low and declining employment-to-population ratios, and seasonal unem-
ployment, and requiring recent unemployment rates to be at least seven percent.
But the Department fails to explain how it determined that the proposed new stand-
ards relate to employment opportunities for those subject to the rule, particularly
given the significant barriers to employment facing this population that I've just
shared with you.

Proposed rule undermines existing law

The proposed rule would:

e Take food away from 755,000 low-income Americans, cutting food benefits
by $15 billion over 10 years (based on the Administration’s own estimates).

e Not result in improvements in health or employment among the affected
population (based on the Administration’s own estimates).

e Fuel rates of hunger and poverty by denying vulnerable people nutrition
assistance at a time when they most need it.

e Harm the economy, grocery retailers, and agricultural producers by reduc-
ing the amount of SNAP dollars available to spur local economic activity.

e Sidestep Congress, which rejected these changes when it enacted the 2018
Farm Bill.

The Department’s commissioned reports as well as other research, including the
association’s WEP program results, paint a clear picture of individuals in this tar-
geted group who have common characteristics that distinguish the group from other
unemployed adults. These characteristics—including high poverty rates, health
issues, and few supports—make finding and keeping employment a unique chal-
lenge. The Department simply asserts that the time limit will increase employment
for this population but does not acknowledge its own research showing that this is
not the case. While all aspects of the rule strike us as arbitrary, this disconnect be-
tween the agency’s basic knowledge of the affected population and the assertions
about how the proposed policy would increase employment is particularly sur-
prising.

Additionally, adequate work training slots do not exist even for the ABAWDs al-
ready impacted by the work requirements as currently imposed. This rule would
subject hundreds of thousands of additional people to a requirement to fulfill work
training if unable to secure paid employment, without acknowledging that avail-
ability of work training slots is grossly inadequate.

In closing, the Department’s proposed rule does not provide the analytical infor-
mation needed to justify the policy change and to evaluate the proposed rule’s likely
impacts. Because of the deficiencies in reasoning and analysis, the proposed rule
fails to answer basic questions related to the impact of the change and the people
whom the proposed rule would affect, and so does not contain the information and
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data necessary to fully evaluate the proposed rule or to comment on key aspects on
the Department’s justification for the rule.

The proposed rule would increase food insecurity and poverty in Ohio, as
well as stifle economic activity. By scaling back one of the nation’s most effective
poverty-reduction programs, the rule would exacerbate hardship and reduce eco-
nomic activity in areas that are already economically disadvantaged compared to
the rest of the country.

The proposed rule undermines states’ ability to respond to economic hard-
ship. By imposing artificial definitions of what it means for an area to “lack suffi-
cient jobs,” the rule would undermine states’ discretion to provide hunger relief in
economically disadvantaged areas.

The intent of the proposed rule is not supported by evidence. Though the
USDA predicts that subjecting more SNAP recipients to work requirements would
result in higher workforce participation rates, there is a lack of evidence to support
this theory. In fact, existing evidence suggests that SNAP enrollment improves em-
ployment outcomes.

The proposed rule would have a disparate impact on people of color in
Ohio. The rule would make it even more unlikely that Ohio counties where people
of color are concentrated would receive a time limit waiver.”

The Ohio Association of Foodbanks requests that USDA consider each of
these points and withdraw the proposed rule.

ATTACHMENT
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Executive Summary

For almost 2 years, the Ohio Association of Foodbanks has been assisting able-
bodied adults without dependents (ABAWDs) receiving Supplemental Nutrition As-
sistance Program (SNAP) benefits in Franklin County with meeting the Federal
work requirement to maintain their food assistance as part of an ongoing partner-
ship with the Franklin County Department of Job and Family Services (FCDJFS).
The association has been able to grow this Work Experience Program (WEP), offer-
ing more services and resources to ABAWDs in need. WEP provides work experience
and job training for participants who are currently unemployed or underemployed,
as a means to enhance their ability to secure sustainable employment.

Prior to assigning a client in a job placement within our network of partner non-
profit and faith-based organizations, the association meets with each ABAWD to
perform an in-depth assessment. To date, we have assessed close to 5,000 individ-
uals. The data we have collected through these assessments continue to reinforce
what we have been able to identify as key barriers for many of our clients as they
seek gainful employment. Our findings indicate that many of our clients struggle
with accessing reliable transportation, unstable living situations, criminal records,
education, and both physical and mental health problems. Our deeper under-
standing of these issues has led us to partner with organizations that can help
ABAWDs navigate through many of their challenges, giving our clients a better
chance at improving their lives and supporting themselves.

The data has prompted many recommendations to FCDJFS including but not lim-
ited to: providing additional funding for programs that support WEP participants
and low-income households; expanding enrollment of nationally certified educational
programs as well as programs for youth aging out of foster care; and creating an
employment pipeline into strategic aspects of the job market.

Assessment of ABAWDS in Franklin County

When Franklin County Department of Job and Family Services (FCDJFS) case-
workers make the determination that a client receiving SNAP benefits meets the
criteria to be considered an able-bodied adult without dependents (ABAWD) and is
required to work under Federal regulations, the client is referred to their local op-
portunity center to meet with an Ohio Association of Foodbanks Work Experience
Program (WEP) assessment specialist. Each specialist completes a comprehensive
interview with each client using a series of questions on the Work Experience As-
sessment Portal. The assessment is designed to determine employability and iden-
tify barriers to employment.

The assessment process is part of an ongoing contract targeting clients who are
subject to a strict, 3 month time limit in every 36 month period for SNAP eligibility.
As we approach the second anniversary of this program, we have closely examined
the data collected from 4,827 ABAWDs and gathered from 5,434 self-reported em-
ployability and skills assessments that took place between December 10, 2013 and
September 1, 2015. Over the past 2 years the information obtained for this ongoing
project represents the most comprehensive and up-to-date information collected
about this misunderstood population. These findings offer instructive, meaningful
insight into who these individuals are and what will be needed to address the bar-
riers and challenges faced by these individuals as they attempt to secure stable em-
ployment.
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Monthly Assessments
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The chart depicts the number of ABAWD assessments performed by association
staff for each month. Clients coming in for an initial assessment each month appear
in blue, second time visits in any given month appear in orange, and clients who
are completing the assessment for the third or more times appear in gray.
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Gender & Age Distribution
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“Women B Men
From the total population of 4,827 ABAWDs surveyed, 1,880 clients (38.9%) were
female, and 2,945 clients (61.0%) were male. Two clients preferred to be identified
as transgender.
The chart represents a distribution of the ABAWDs based on age and gender. This
distribution does not include the 507 clients (176 female and 331 male) for which
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there was no age listed, nor does it include the 83 clients (31 female and 52 male)
who were over 50 at the time of the assessment and therefore exempted from the
program.

Veteran Status
Percentage of Clients Reporting Military Service
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Only 156 clients (3.2%) reported that they were veterans. While veterans make
up a relatively small percentage of all ABAWD clients, they represent a significant
portion of the male population over the age of 35 as represented in the chart. As
we encounter veterans, we are able to help them find resources designated to assist
them with housing, employment, and shelter.

Communication

Communication is critical to clients participating in WEP, and maintaining a reli-
able form of communication with clients has continued to be a challenge as FCDJFS
and the association communicate with clients primarily by mail. Since we started
collecting mailing information in April 2014, 65 clients have indicated that they do
not have a mailing address, while 31 clients provided a mailing address and identi-
fied themselves as homeless. Additionally, 152 clients have provided a mailing ad-
dress that is known to be a homeless shelter, check-in center, or mental health facil-

ity.

e Faith Mission (245 N Grant Ave ) 16 Clients

e Friends of the Homeless (924 E. Main St.) 21 Clients

e Open Shelter (61 E. Mound St.) 24 Clients

e Holy Family Soup Kitchen and Shelter (57 S. Grubb St.) 17 Clients

e Star House (1621 N. 4th) 4 Clients

e YWCA (595 Van Buren) 17 Clients

e YMCA (40 W. Long) 39 Clients

e Southeast Community Mental Health Center (16 W. Long St.) 10 Clients

e North Central Mental Health (1301 N. High St.) 4 Clients

This indicates that at least 248 clients (5.1%) of our ABAWD clients are dealing
with housing insecurity. These numbers do not capture the homeless clients who

provide the mailing address of a relative or friend, and do not specifically identify
that they are homeless.
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Types of Communication Reported
Communication Avenues

Address
Only Address
Phone 2% __and Email

Only
1%

2%

4,625 clients (95.8%) listed phone numbers

1,800 clients (37.3%) listed e-mail addresses

4,381 clients (90.8%) listed mailing addresses

65 clients (1.3%) reported not having an address

380 clients (7.9%) were assessed before address information was asked

While 95.8% of clients reported having phone numbers, this does not mean that
they have continuous access to a phone. Clients using subsidized government pro-
vided cell phones often run out of wireless minutes before the end of the month,
or in many other cases their personal phones have been disconnected, or phone
numbers are frequently changed due to using prepaid cellular devices. We can only
assume that if we are unable to contact clients via phone, potential employers are
also unable to reach them.

The association always offers clients the opportunity to register for an e-mail ad-
dress as a viable, dependable alternative to a phone. Because most major employers
require clients to fill out job applications online, having an e-mail address is critical
to the application process. We encourage clients to visit their local libraries to check
their messages, but find that some clients may not have reliable or readily available
community-based access to the Internet. In this process, we also find that many cli-
ents struggle with using technology and computers.

Additional information gleaned from the 531 repeat ABAWD clients rein-
forces our findings, and provides insight into other forms of stable communica-
tion for this population. This 11% of ABAWD clients who have taken the as-
sessment more than once shows:

e 47% (253) have changed their phone number between assessments

e 34% (181) have changed their addresses between assessments

This transiency can have real consequences for ABAWD clients who are sanc-
tioned (cut off from their benefits) because they did not receive an appointment

or assignment notice from FCDJFS which required action to avoid a disruption
in their benefits.

Client Locations

While the clients who have reported addresses represent 58 different [ZIP Clodes
in Franklin County, over 55% of clients come from nine [ZIP Clodes:
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43223: 141 clients (7.0%)
43224: 140 clients (6.9%)
43211: 137 clients (6.8%)
43232: 133 clients (6.6%)
43204: 123 clients (6.1%)
43206: 117 clients (5.8%)
43207: 116 clients (5.7%)

43205: 112 clients (5.5%)
43219: 104 clients (5.1%)

Criminal History

As part of the ABAWD assessment, clients are asked if they are willing to com-
plete an FBI/BCI background check. Over 96% of clients agree to comply with this
request.

A history of criminal activity or previous incarceration can have an incredibly
damaging impact. The stigma of a felony conviction can follow someone for a life-
time, even if their release is meant to suggest that they have been rehabilitated.
These restored citizens miss out on many opportunities, job related or otherwise.

e Over 35.8% of the clients in our program reported having a felony conviction.
Some clients have multiple felonies, or a combination of felonies and mis-
demeanors.

e Close to 12.8% of clients are on probation or parole which means they may not
qualify for services offered through legal aid, such as record sealing.

e 541 clients (11.2%) have indicated that they have domestic violence charges.

e 709 clients (14.7%) reported having DUI or OVI violation. These types of viola-
tions can severely limit a client’s ability to secure employment.
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Percentage of Clients Reporting Felonies

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10% I I
o M
18-21 22-25 26-29 30-33 34-37 3841 42-45 46-49
= Women 8% 14% 22% 26% 25% 28% 26% 24%
= Men 11% 31% 36% 49% 57% 56% 55% 53%
= Women = Men
Forms of ID

To apply for jobs, housing, and government benefits, to vote, or to obtain a driver’s
license, most agencies usually require two forms of Identification (ID). Because the
association requires all participants to have an FBI and BCI background check to
be placed at one of our host organizations we offer vouchers for clients to receive
government issued state IDs when they indicate that they do not already have an

ID.
e 4,578 clients (94.8%) have some form of state Identification.

© 1,963 (40.7%) of clients have indicated that they have a driver’s license.
o 2,615 have indicated that their primary form of identification is a state ID.

© 206 clients 4.3% indicated that they did not have any form of state identifica-
tion.

* 4,369 clients (90.5%) reported having access to their Social Security card.
© 370 clients (7.7%) do not have access to their Social Security card.
* 3,969 clients (82.2%) reported having access to their birth certificate.
© An additional 752 (15.6%) do not have a birth certificate.
Forms of ID
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State ID Driver's License  Social Security Card  Birth Certificate No Form of ID



45

Transportation

To assist with transportation, clients receive a monthly travel stipend from
FCDJFS in the form of a $62 check. Many clients report that they have not received
the travel stipend. This could be due to an inaccurate mailing address, the inability
to contact their caseworker, or a delay in dispersing of funds. Some clients report
that the travel stipend is not enough to cover travel to and from work sites. Some
clients do not have bank accounts and have to pay a service fee to cash the check
they receive from FCDJFS, leaving an insufficient amount to purchase a monthly
bus pass which the stipend should cover.

2,749 clients (57.0%) said they have access to reliable transportation, whether it
is their own vehicle, the COTA bus system, or a ride from friends and family mem-
bers. It is important to note that the use of a friend or family member’s vehicle may
not always be reliable. Owning a vehicle may pose its own challenges for low-income
populations, as the car could break down and the client may not have the means
to fix it.

40% of clients said they do not have reliable transportation.
3,565 clients (73.9%) indicated that they live near a bus stop.
610 clients (12.6%) indicated that they did not live near a bus stop.

Only 40% of clients indicated that they have a valid driver’s license, which indi-
cates that clients are either using public transportation or are driving without
a license.

© Some clients may not be able to obtain a driver’s license if they owe child
support and have had their driving privileges suspended, or if they have out-
standing tickets or unpaid fines which they may be unable to resolve with
their limited income.

® 904 clients (18.7%) indicated that they did have car insurance.

© An additional 3,232 clients (67.0%) indicated that they did not have car in-
surance, inferring that some are driving without insurance which can be at-
tributed to a variety of factors, including affordability. As it is the law to
maintain car insurance for any vehicles owned, some clients could be making
the tough choice to pay for utilities, food, or medicine instead of car insur-
ance.

Disabilities & Limitations

“Able-bodied” indicates that clients should not be medically certified and docu-
mented as physically or mentally unfit for employment. As part of the assessment,
clients are asked to self-report disabilities or limitations, both physical and mental.

o 598 ABAWD clients (12.4%) have self-reported a disability. Of these clients, 261
clients (44%) have indicated that they are not able to work and earn $1,010 a
month, which could make them eligible for disability benefits.

© 74 clients (12%) indicated that they are able to work and earn $1,010 per
month.

Percentage of Clients Reporting Disability
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e 1in 3 ABAWD clients (32.5%) have self-reported some type of physical or men-
tal limitation. Of these clients, 25% (392) have indicated that their condition
limits their ability to perform daily activities.

e 70.3% (1,102) indicated some type of physical limitation.
e 30.1% (471) indicated some type of mental limitation.

Most Common Types of Physical and Mental Limitations Reported:

e Back Injuries 18.3% e Depression 10.1%

o Respiratory Difficulties 6.0% ¢ Bipolar Disorder 9.3%

¢ Knee Injuries 5.9% e Anxiety 8.1%

e Diabetes 3% e Post-Traumatic  Stress Disorder
o Arthritis 2.5% (PTSD) 3.1%

o Shoulder Injuries 2.8% e Schizophrenia 1.5%

e Heart Conditions 2.3%

Additionally, a small percentage of clients reported physical difficulties due to
crimes of violence.

e 27 reported physical difficulties as the result of gunshot wounds.
e 4 clients reported physical difficulties as the result of stab wounds.

Physical or Mental Limitations
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Social Security and Health Care

One in five ABAWD clients (18.6%) have reported filing for Supplemental Secu-
rity Income (SSI) or Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI). Of these clients,
most have reported filing in the last 2 years:

o 82 (9%) reported filing in 2015
e 333 (37%) reported filing in 2014
e 155 (17%) reported filing in 2013
114 (13%) applied in 2012

o 223 (25%) applied in 2011 or earlier

One in four clients (25.0%) indicated said they were under a doctor’s care, and
1,347 clients (27.9%) indicated that they were currently on medications.

Nearly six in ten clients (58.2%) have reported already applying for Medicaid,
although all clients may be eligible to receive this expanded necessary health cov-
erage due to their low-income status. 1,950 clients (40.4%) said they had not applied

for Medicaid. As part of our outreach process, we invite health care navigators to
our monthly WEP events to help clients sign up for health coverage.
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Children & Families

According to the USDA definition of an ABAWD, it is assumed that all clients do
not have dependents. We found that clients with children, although not in their cus-
tody, still spend time parenting their children on a regular basis while the custodial
parent works.

e 1 in 4 clients (23.5%) indicated that they had children not in their custody.

o 868 clients (18.0%) indicated that they owe child support.

e 86 clients (1.8%) indicated that they need childcare.

Having the status of caregiver to a relative should potentially exempt an indi-
vidual from participating in WEP. Caregivers can often replace the services of a
Medicaid or Medicare home-healthcare provider. 618 clients (12.8%) indicated that
they are caregivers for a parent, friend, or relative.

Education

Percentage of Clients Reporting Not Completing HS or GED
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Many of the clients in this population have not earned a degree or certification
to work in industries that pay more than entry level wages.
e 3,342 clients (69.2%) report having earned a high school diploma or GED.
e 1,424 (29.5%) of clients report never having graduated high school.
Of those students that did not earn a GED or high school diploma:
e 121 (2.5%) report having attended last in the 12th grade
404 (8.4%) report having attended last in the 11th grade
316 (6.5%) report having attended last in the 10th grade
190 (3.9%) report having attended last in the 9th grade
e 86 (1.8%) report having left school before high school
e 5 clients (0.1%) report never having attended school before

College Education

Of the students who earned either a high school diploma or GED, an additional
1,324 (28%) attended college, and an additional 520 (11%) earned some type of de-
gree or certification.
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Highest Level of Education of ABAWD Clients

Employment

Working 20 or more hours of paid employment per week, every week can exempt
an ABAWD from participating in WEP.

e 547 clients (11.3%) indicated that they are currently working.

© 16 clients (2.9%) indicate that they are working less than 10 hours per week
62 clients (11.3%) indicate that they are working 10-20 hours per week

75 clients (13.7%) indicate that they are working 20-30 hours per week

34 clients (6.2%) indicate that they are working 30-40 hours per week

23 clients (4.2%) indicate that they are working over 40 hours a week

337 clients (61.1%) did not indicate how many hours they were working

O O O O O

At least 91 clients (1.9%) reported that they generally work for temporary em-
ployment agencies (including day labor and labor pool agencies). These clients
may be unable to identify how many hours they work per week due to inconsistent
scheduling and availability of consistent job assignments. Because of this, clients
may not be able to regularly fulfill the 20 hour work requirement to qualify for an
exemption.

Most Common Employment Industry

e Warehouse Work (including pick/pack, forklift)

e Customer Service

e Food Service (including fast food, restaurants, cooking, and food preparation)
e Janitorial and Cleaning

e Construction (including carpentry, masonry, drywall, and electric)
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Employment History

Having gaps in a résumé can influence an employer’s decision in the hiring proc-
ess, which can negatively impact a client’s chances of obtaining employment. Of the
4,284 clients who reported the time since they were last employed, 1,579 (36.8%)
reported working last sometime within the current year. An additional 1,216 clients
(28.4%) reported working last in the previous year, 665 clients (15.5%) reported
working last within the last 2-3 years, 429 (10.1%) reported working last within 4—
6 years, 204 (4.8%) reported working last within the last 7-10 years, 109 clients
(2.5%) reported working last between 11-15 years, 34 clients (0.7%) reported work-
ing last within the last 16—20 years, 12 clients (0.3%) reported working last over
20 years ago, and 36 clients (0.8%) reported having never worked before.
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In-Kind Work
Just as traditional employment can exempt a client from participating in WEP,
in-kind work may qualify clients from an exemption as well. 402 clients (8.3%) re-
ported working in-kind for food or housing.
67 clients (16.7%) reported working less than 10 hours per week
84 clients (20.9%) reported working 10 to 19 hours per week
82 clients (20.4%) reporting working 20 to 29 hours per week
21 clients (5.2%) reported working 30 to 39 hours per week
28 clients (7.0%) reported working 40 or more hours per week

120 clients (29.8%) did not report the number of hours they were working per
week

Employment Assistance

The ABAWD assessment screens for additional assistance or equipment clients
may need to perform tasks at their worksite.

e 435 clients (9.0%) indicated that they needed special accommodations at
their worksite in order to do a job. The most commonly requested accommoda-
tions were no heavy lifting and no standing or walking for long periods of
time.

e 757 clients (15.7%) indicated that they need supportive services to obtain em-
ployment. The most commonly requested services were language interpreta-
tion (especially for Somalian refugees) and help with transportation.

Workforce Development

In an effort to offer more job seeking resources to clients, they are referred to
Ohio Means Jobs (www.ohiomeansjobs.com). 7 in 10 clients indicated that they were
not registered to work through Ohio Means Jobs website. This shows that the out-
reach for the Ohio Means Jobs website has been ineffective in reaching this popu-
lation.

We assist clients with creating résumés so they are able to take them to career
fairs and apply for jobs that require résumés.

e 2594 clients (53.8%) indicated that they did not have a current résumé.

e 2,183 clients (45.2%) indicated that they would like help to write or update
their résumé.
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e 2410 clients (49.9%) indicated that they were not interested in help to write
or update their résumé.

Unemployment Compensation Benefits

Many job applications ask if applicants have ever been fired or dismissed from
a previous position. One in four clients (24.0%) reported having been previously
fired or dismissed from a job. When this question appears on a job application
it can be a deterrent for employers to hire an applicant.

We inquire if clients have ever received unemployment compensation benefits, as
this can qualify them for an exemption in participating in WEP if they are still re-
ceiving it. Nearly eight in ten clients (78.3%) reported that they have never re-
ceived unemployment compensation benefits.

e 886 clients (18.4%) reported that they are receiving or have received unemploy-
ment compensation, ranging in time from 1984 to February 2015.

Work Experience Program

Immediate program goals for WEP participants are to actively ensure viable work
opportunities for ABAWDs in Franklin County to fulfill the work requirement to
maintain their SNAP benefits and prepare ABAWDs for reentry into the workforce.
The long-term goals and objectives for WEP participants are focused on decreasing
unemployment among Franklin County ABAWDs to break systemic cycles of poverty
and hunger and ensure clients can become economically self-sufficient.

Consistent Outreach

Many clients
who attend our
monthly job and

resource fair

leave with jobs!

During the initial ABAWD assessment at the FCDJFS opportunity centers, clients
are given information about job openings and job fairs in Franklin County. When
we find that one of the many barriers the assessment is meant to capture is stifling
a client in their attempt to secure employment, we refer them to clothing banks,
resources for homelessness, mental health facilities, educational opportunities, and
food pantries.

All new clients are required to attend a WEP employment and resource fair their
first month in the program. We bring together employers (with assistance from
FCDJFS Workforce Development and Franklin County Economic Development),
health care navigators and certified application counselors, Legal Aid Society of Co-
lumbus lawyers, workforce development agencies, GED and adult education or voca-
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tional training organizations, and many more stakeholders to ensure we are able
to offer clients a variety of valuable services.

At this event, clients also receive a required background check for their job place-
ments. They participate in hands-on activities and receive assistance with filling out
job applications and creating or updating résumés, assistance with using computers,
and referrals to obtain suiting for job interviews.

WEP Volunteer Host Sites
Type of Host Sites

Community
Garden
5%

e

Education
11%

Faith
Based
28%

Parks &
Recreation

5% \ Healthcare
Food Pantry | 5%
3%

The recruitment process for developing new sites involves calling, mailing, e-mail-
ing, and visiting numerous nonprofit and faith-based organizations in Franklin
County. Each organization is required to sign a Memorandum of Agreement, estab-
lishing a strong partnership that also holds these organizations accountable for re-
porting hours for clients.

Each volunteer experience through WEP is intended to give participants training,
education, or experience that would be beneficial in an ABAWD’s search for future
employment. Some sites even report hiring WEP workers when they have open posi-
tions available.

A list of possible volunteer roles could include but is not limited to:

Janitorial Work
Painting
Grounds Maintenance & Landscaping
Warehouse Positions
Office and Clerical Work
Manual Labor
Customer Service
Food Preparation and Service
“One of our WEP clients began working at the Broad Street Food Pantry
in October 2014 as part of the Ohio Association of Foodbanks Work Experi-
ence Program. From the time she started, she demonstrated excellent work
ethics—never missing a day, always working hard and making sure that

customers were served efficiently, the shelves kept full, and the pantry kept
clean and neat. Last winter when our assistant moved on to another job, our
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WEP client was one of the first candidates we identified. After a thorough
search, we hired her for the permanent position.”
KATHY KELLY-LONG, Broad Street Food Pantry Director.

WEP participants paint a mural at Fusion Bakery and Cafe.

Placements

Our network of nonprofits, workforce development partners, and faith-based orga-
nizations make it possible for Franklin County ABAWDs to obtain their required
work hours through volunteer service or job readiness activities, while also offering
work experience. Placements are made at these organizations after clients have
completed a background check at the WEP monthly employment and resource fair.

The Ohio Association of Foodbanks requires clients to have a background check
to ensure that we are not placing clients in situations that may compromise the in-
tegrity of our partners, and to protect their clients and staff in the event of a known
conflict of interest. Clients are not eligible to be placed at a volunteer host site until
their FBI/BCI background check is received.

Through the assessment process we gather an inventory of job skills from each
clients. We are able to determine what jobs would best suit that client, and strategi-
cally place them at sites where we believe they will thrive. We do make accommoda-
tions for any client that is already volunteering in the community, and make an at-
tempt to bring their volunteer site on as a host organization so that the client can
maintain their relationship with that organization.

AB[AJWD Placement Compliance

At times, it can be very difficult to place clients at a volunteer site. If the host
location is not on the bus line or if it is not easily accessible by public transpor-
tation, clients can have a hard time getting to their placement. Some host sites even
require a college education or degree, which many of our clients do not have. Some
sites have a list of restricted felonies which would limit a large portion of our clients
from volunteering with those sites. The same is true for workforce development pro-
grams. Many clients do not meet the minimum education requirements to enroll in
such programs, or struggle with passing an entrance exam.

The Ohio Association of Foodbanks placement specialist makes every effort to
place all clients, no matter how limiting their personal situations may be. Even with
the best effort to make sure that a client’s skills match the site’s needs, and that
the location is less than an hour bus ride from their address, not all clients report
to their assigned placements each month. In order for a client to remain compliant
with WEP they must report to their worksite for 23 hours per month. When a client
fails their work requirement hours they are sanctioned and at risk of losing their
monthly SNAP benefits.
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ABAWD Placement Compliance
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Recommendations

As we bring light to the situations this population faces, we are able to make the
following insightful recommendations which are supported by the findings of the
WEP assessment data. These recommendations have been presented to FCDJFS
after the first analysis of this information. They are meant to encourage other gov-
ernment organizations to consider a further examination of the implication of pro-
grams like WEP.

Program Next Steps

The specific program needs of the Ohio Association of Foodbanks will enhance the
overall client experience while strengthening relationships with our partners.

e Coordinate with other Departments of Job and Family Services statewide in an
effort to replicate the positive results we have seen in Franklin County, to ex-
pand this program to other metro and rural areas.

e Increase the efficiency of our program in order to enhance client satisfaction
and success while working with very limited resources.

e Coordinate with Franklin County to offer more opportunities for clients to con-
nect with available employment and training.

e Improve quality assurance measures and outcomes as well as communication
channels between the Ohio Association of Foodbanks, clients, host sites, and
Franklin County Department of Job and Family Services.

Increase Oversight To Improve Effectiveness
e Analyze the expenditures of Workforce Development Programs funded by
FCDJFS compared to outcomes. WEP at the Ohio Association of Foodbanks has
proven a 24% success rate, compared to a 16% success rate of similar govern-
ment funded workforce programs in Franklin County.

Provide Additional Funding to Organizations Supporting WEP
e When clients fail a WEP assignment and do not have access to their food stamp
benefits, they may begin utilizing the services of their local emergency food pro-
grams. This warrants more emergency funding to be provided to Mid-Ohio
Foodbank to support the purchase, acquisition, and distribution of additional
food for Franklin County food pantries, soup kitchens, shelters, and churches
who are feeding the individuals affected.

e Ut[illize banked months of exemptions (estimated at 405,000) to re-enroll par-
ticipants in the food assistance program while Departments of Job and Family
Services work to establish additional work experience program infrastructure.
Provide additional funding to the Ohio Association of Foodbanks to support the
cost of emergency vouchers for transportation, travel vouchers, and basic needs.
e To increase interest in becoming a part of the host site network, there needs

to be more incentive for organizations to serve ABAWDs through WEP. By of-
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fering operating support to the nonprofit and faith-based organizations that are
providing WEP services and slots, we can motivate more sites to partner with
the Ohio Association of Foodbanks, while current sites may be able to effectively
increase their capacity to serve more ABAWDs.

e Provide supplemental support for the continuation, expansion, and analysis of
workforce development programs operated by the Ohio Association of
Foodbanks for young adults aging out of the foster care system. All youth who
successfully complete these programs either enroll in school or start working,
which in many cases exempts them from partic[ilpating in WEP as ABAWDs.

e Improve the funding and training of a specialized unit dedicated to the imple-
mentation of this work requirement and the ABAWD population’s specific
needs.

Study the Social and Economic Impact of WEP
e Monitor and report on the impacts to well-being, health, and safety of clients,
WEP host site staff/volunteers, and the community at large.
e Conduct an Economic Impact Analysis on the loss of food assistance/SNAP ben-
efit issuance on the Franklin County economy.
e Provide funding for comprehensive case-management, longitudinal tracking of

employment, wages, public assistance participation, and well-being of the
ABAWD population.

Provide More Work Support Opportunities for ABAWDs

e Expand enrollment, participation, and successful completion of nationally cer-
tified programs such as the FastPath program at Columbus State Community
College, including ServSafe, customer service, advanced logistics, and STNA.

e Create an employment enterprise or pipeline into strategic aspects of the job
market. This will help harder-to-employ individuals find opportunities to gain
sustainable employment.

e Prioritize Workforce Investment Act funding to provide education, training, and
supportive services to ensure a seamless delivery of services.

e Establish a relationship with the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Cor-
rection in order to address the specific concerns of the employer community in
regard to the future employment of felons.

e Examine opportunities to secure additional USDA/SNAP Employment and
Training funds to enhance service delivery.

Examine and Evaluate the Needs of Special Populations

e Provide support and funding for a study on the mental and physical health sta-
tus and outcomes of the ABAWD population and their utilization of Medicaid.

e Fund person-centered, community-based case management of ABAWDs apply-
ing for SSI/SSDI, and supportive services including Legal Aid assistance to non-
custodial parents and individuals with criminal charges and felony convictions.

e Convene a study group to examine the impact of temporary and day labor em-
ployment services and its effects on this population.

e The Ohio Association of Foodbanks will continue to analyze assessments and
data including current and previous encounters with the criminal justice sys-
tem, community impact, and these associated costs.

Host Site Partner Organizations

Without the support of our wonderful network of nonprofit and faith-based organi-
zations we could not offer so many meaningful volunteer opportunities to ABAWDs
in Franklin County. We extend our sincere gratitude to each organization for their
continued partnership and dedication to serving the community.

Agora Ministries J. Ashburn, Jr. Youth Center

Authority of the Believers King Arts Complex MLK

Beatty Recreation Center Kingdom Alive Word Church

Brice UMC Libraries for Liberia Foundation

Bridge Community Center Long Lasting Community Development

Broad Street Food Pantry Loving Hands Learning Center

Broad Street UMC Lutheran Social Services Ohio Benefit Bank—South
Calhoun Memorial Temple Lutheran Social Services Ohio Benefit Bank—West

Cat Welfare Association Magic Johnson Bridgescape Academy—New Beginnings
Catique Mock Rd University for Children

Center for Family Safety National Parkinson Foundation Central & Southeast OH
Chalmers P. Wylie VA Ambulatory Care Center New Salem Baptist Church and Community Development
Charitable Pharmacy of Central Ohio, Inc. NNEMAP, Inc.

Child Development Council of Franklin County Ohio Association of Foodbanks

Christ Harvest Church Ohio Business Development Center



City of Whitehall

Clintonville Beechwold

Colony Cats (& dogs)

Columbus Arts Technology Academy
Columbus Chosen Generation Ministries
Columbus Growing Collective

Columbus Humanities Arts & Technology Academy
Columbus Urban League

Community Kitchen, Inc.

Core Resource Center, Inc.

East Columbus Development Company
EL Hardy Center

Family Missionary Baptist Church
Franklinton Gardens

Genesis of Good Samaritans Ministries
Glory Praise & Help Center

55

Ohio Empowerment Coalition

Pri-Value Foundation

Project Redeem

R.F. Hairston Early Learning Center
Reeb-Hossack Community Baptist Church
Seven Baskets Community Development Corp
Shiloh Christian Center

Short North Stage at The Garden Theater
Society Of St. Vincent De Paul

Soldiers of Life Food Pantry

Somali Bantu Youth Community of Ohio
Southeast Friends of the Homeless
Southeast, Inc.

St. Dominic Roman Catholic Church

St. Marks United Methodist Church

St. Philip Episcopal Church Food Pantry

Greater Ebenezer Cathedral of Praise and Kingdom Kids Daycare St. Stephens Community House
Habitat for Humanity’s ReStore Stoddart Avenue Community Garden
Hands On Central Ohio Temple Israel

Heart Food Pantry Trinity Assembly

Heart of Christ Community Church United House of Prayer

Helping Hands Health And Wellness Center, Inc. Unity of Columbus

Holy Family Soup Kitchen Welcome Home Ohio

House of Refuge for All People Wesley Church of Hope UMC

HUB Community Development Corporation

The CHAIR. Thank you very much. Dr. Shambaugh.

STATEMENT OF JAY C. SHAMBAUGH, PH.D., DIRECTOR, THE
HAMILTON PROJECT, AND SENIOR FELLOW, ECONOMIC
STUDIES, BROOKINGS INSTITUTION; PROFESSOR OF
ECONOMICS, GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Dr. SHAMBAUGH. Chair Fudge, Ranking Member Johnson, and
Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to join in
this important discussion. My name is Jay Shambaugh. I serve as
the director of The Hamilton Project, the Senior Fellow of Economic
Studies at the Brookings Institution, and as a professor of econom-
ics at George Washington University. I am here to provide evidence
regarding SNAP, a program that lifts millions of Americans out of
poverty, reduces food insecurity, improves economic security, and
acts as a crucial fiscal automatic stabilizer.

Research shows that SNAP is a highly effective program. It also
shows that work requirements keep people out of the SNAP Pro-
gram, but have little or no impact on work. The proposed rule
takes a number of steps to reduce the flexibility of states in using
waivers or exemptions from work requirements. The proposed rule
and its impact analysis are correct, that the changes will reduce
SNAP participation, but provide literally zero evidence that the
changes would increase employment.

Agencies may change regulations when there is compelling public
need and when benefits outweigh costs. In my remaining time, I
would like to highlight three areas where the proposed rule fails
to meet this standard.

First, in theory, work requirements are in place to motivate
those who do not want to work to do so. But very few ABAWDs
on SNAP, 1.4 percent, are “not interested” in working. The vast
majority are, in fact, in the labor force. However, their labor mar-
ket experience, as is true for many low paid workers, is highly un-
stable as participants tend to cycle in and out of full-time employ-
ment.

In the research I have conducted with my Brookings colleague,
Lauren Bauer, which has been provided to the Committee, we find
that 75 percent of ABAWDs over 2 years are labor force partici-
pants. Over V5 of those in the labor force would satisfy the work
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requirements at some points in time, but not at other points in
time over that 2 year window, almost as many would consistently
satisfy the work requirement.

Of those who generally work but sometimes do not, the majority
are not working due to “work related reasons.” That is, they lost
a job or couldn’t get enough hours in a given month to satisfy the
work requirement. We also find that the title “able-bodied” is a
misnomer for some of this group, as 80 percent of ABAWDs who
were not in the labor force at all over the 2 year window list health
and disability as the reason they are not working. These are people
who should be eligible for exemptions but could fail to receive
them.

Based on the characteristics of the targeted population, the Fed-
eral Government should not be impeding states’ ability to apply for
waivers from work requirements in areas where there is evidence
of a lack of sufficient jobs or limiting states’ ability to use exemp-
tions to address individual cases.

Second, the proposed rule fails to consider the effect of the pro-
posed changes in the face of a deteriorating economy. Consider that
when the economy was shedding 300,000 jobs a month in 2008,
states successfully applied for waivers to work requirements state-
wide or for distressed regions using geographies and indicators that
USDA would deem invalid under the proposed rule. Our analysis
provided to the Committee demonstrates that the rule would have
reduced waiver eligibility early in the Great Recession.

In 2008, the State of Ohio was granted a work requirement waiv-
er for the entire state for 2 years. By the proposed rule, Ohio could
not apply for the statewide waiver, the 20 percent rule they used
would be compromised by an excessively high unemployment rate
floor, and the extended time period granted would be denied. Our
submitted analysis shows the proposed rule takes a waiver system
that is already too slow to respond to an economic downturn and
makes it worse.

Last, the goal of the proposed rule is to incentivize work, but the
consequences of the rule is to, in fact, incentivize ABAWDs to re-
side in distressed economies if they want to avoid time limits. Work
requirements are applied to places of residence. Individuals want-
ing to move to places with a stronger economy would risk their food
resources because they would suddenly face work requirements.
Reducing the statewide or geographic grouping waivers could lower
labor mobility.

In conclusion, the evidence recommends against expanding work
requirements, whether through restricting states’ ability to apply
for waivers or extending exposure to sanction to parents or older
Americans. There are better ways to encourage work within the
SNAP Prog