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5180 DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

ISSUE 1: CALWORKS - PROGRAM AND BUDGET REVIEW

1 Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch
Chief, Family Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social

Services
Tyler Woods, Department of Finance
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Chas Alamo, Legi sl ative Analystos Office

separate Al ssued in this agenda)

Public Comment (on any issue in CalWORKs not otherwise listed please as a

ISSUE 2. CALWORKS GRANT LEVELS, DEEP POVERTY, AND RELATED ADVOCACY PROPOSALS

1 Kristin Schumacher, Senior Policy Analyst, California Budget and Policy Center

1 Frank Mecca, Executive Director, County Welfare Directors Association of California

1 Rochella Mendoza, Parent Voices, Contra Costa Chapter

1 Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch
Chief, Family Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social
Services

1 Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

T Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystos

1 Public Comment
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ISSUE 3: CALWORKS SINGLE ALLOCATION AND RELATED ADVOCACY PROPOSALS

1 Wil Lightbourne, Director, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch
Chief, Family Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social

Services

Representative, Service Employees International Union

Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystos
Public Comment
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Frank Mecca, Executive Director, County Welfare Directors Association of California
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ISSUE 4: CALWORKS HOME VISITING GOVERNORG PROPOSAL AND RELATED ADVOCACY
PROPOSAL

1 Assemblymember Dr. Joaquin Arambula
1 Faraha Nia, Nurse Family Partnership Parent Alumna, Solano County
1 Angela Rothermel, Senior Policy Associate, Early Childhood, Children Now
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1 Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch
Chief, Family Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social
Services

1 Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

1T Chas Al amo, Legislative Anal ystos Offi

1 Public Comment
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ISSUE 5: CALWORKS HOMELESS ASSISTANCE AND HOUSING SUPPORT PROGRAMS AND RELATED
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Will Lightbourne, Director, Ali Sutton, Housing, Homelessness and Civil Rights
Branch Chief, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch Chief, Family
Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social Services
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T Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystods Offi
1 Public Comment
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ISSUE 6: CALWORKS SUPPORTIVE SERVICES ADVOCACY PROPOSALS

Kevin Aslanian, Coalition of California Welfare Rights Organizations

Mike Herald, Western Center on Law and Poverty

Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch
Chief, Family Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social
Services

1 Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

T Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystoés Offi
1 Public Comment
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ISSUE 7: CALWORKS SFIS REPEAL AND NEXT STEPS

91 Wil Lightbourne, Director, and Todd Bland, Deputy Director - Family Engagement
and Empowerment Division, Department of Social Services

Mike Herald, Western Center on Law and Poverty

Gina Da Silva, Government Affairs Manager, California Immigrant Policy Center
Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystodés Of fi
Public Comment
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1 Assemblymember Lorena Gonzalez Fletcher
1 Jessica Bartholow, Western Center on Law and Poverty
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1 Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch
Chief, Family Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social
Services

1 Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

1T Chas Al amo, Legislative Anal ystos Offi

1 Public Comment
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1 Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim McCoy Wade, CalFresh and Nutrition Branch
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Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystods Offi
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Assemblymember Dr. Joaquin Arambula
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Assemblymember Dr. Joaquin Arambula

Tracey Patterson, Director of Legislation, California Food Policy Advocates

Eli Zigas, Food and Agriculture Policy Director, San Francisco Bay Area Planning
and Urban Research Association (SPUR)

1 Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim McCoy Wade, CalFresh and Nutrition Branch
Chief, Department of Social Services

Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystodés Of fi
Public Comment
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ISSUE 12: CAL FOOD FUNDING AND RELATED ADVOCACY PROPOSAL

Assemblymember Dr. Joaquin Arambula

Andrew Cheyne, Director of Government Affairs, California Association of Food
Banks

Carly Finkle, Advocacy Manager, Food Bank of Contra Costa and Solano Counties
Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim McCoy Wade, CalFresh and Nutrition Branch
Chief, Department of Social Services

Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystods Offi
Public Comment
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ISSUE 13: FOOD BANK INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING REQUEST

Assemblymember Dr. Joaquin Arambula
Andrew Cheyne, Director of Government Affairs, California Association of Food
Banks
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1 Carly Finkle, Advocacy Manager, Food Bank of Contra Costa and Solano Counties

1 Wil Lightbourne, Director, and Kim McCoy Wade, CalFresh and Nutrition Branch
Chief, Department of Social Services

1 Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

T Chas Al amo, Legislative Anal ystos Offi

1 Public Comment
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ISSUE 14: FOOD FOR ALL ADVOCACY REQUEST

Tracey Patterson, Director of Legislation, California Food Policy Advocates

Gina Da Silva, Government Affairs Manager, California Immigrant Policy Center
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1 Will Lightbourne, Director, and Marcela Ruiz, Immigration Services Branch Chief,
Department of Social Services

Gina Da Silva, Government Affairs Manager, California Immigrant Policy Center
lliana Ramos, Department of Finance
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Public Comment (on any issue in Immigration Services not otherwise listed please
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ISSUE 16: ADVOCACY PROPOSAL REGARDING TEMPORARY PROTECTED STATUS

Assemblymember Miguel Santiago

Assemblymember Wendy Catrrillo

Will Lightbourne, Director, and Marcela Ruiz, Immigration Services Branch Chief,
Department of Social Services

lliana Ramos, Department of Finance

Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystos Offi
Public Comment
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ISSUE 17: ADVOCACY PROPOSAL REGARDING IMMIGRATION SERVICES CAPACITY BUILDING

1 Jesus Martinez, Ph.D., Member, Fresno County Legal Defense Fund Steering
Committee and Chair, Central Valley Immigrant Integration Collaborative (CVIIC)

1 Sally Kinoshita, Deputy Director, Immigrant Legal Resource Center (ILRC)

1 Will Lightbourne, Director, and Marcela Ruiz, Immigration Services Branch Chief,
Department of Social Services

1 lliana Ramos, Department of Finance

T Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystoés Offi

1 Public Comment
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ISSUE 18: ADVOCACY PROPOSAL REGARDING AN IMMIGRATION LOAN REVOLVING BOND FUND

1 Assemblymember Rob Bonta

1 Wil Lightbourne, Director, and Marcela Ruiz, Immigration Services Branch Chief,
Department of Social Services

1 lliana Ramos, Department of Finance

T Chas Al amo, Legislative Anal ystos Offi

1 Public Comment
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ISSUE 19: ADVOCACY PROPOSAL REGARDING YOUTH AND FAMILY CIVIC ENGAGEMENT INITIATIVE

91 Dr. Karen Bohlke, Director Government and External Relations, Martin Luther King
Jr. Freedom Center

Camila Chavez, Executive Director, Dolores Huerta Foundation

Will Lightbourne, Director, Department of Social Services

lliana Ramos, Department of Finance

Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystos Offi
Public Comment
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ITEMS TO BE HEARD

5180 DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

| IssUE 1: CALWORKS - PROGRAM AND BUDGET REVIEW

| PANEL

1 Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch
Chief, Family Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social

Services
1 Tyler Woods, Department of Finance
T Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystods Office
1 Public Comment (on any issue in CalWORKs not otherwise listed please as a
separate Al ssueod in this agenda)

BACKGROUND ON ANTI-POVERTY
PROGRAMS

This agenda wil/l cover il ssues and ppoeggyos al s
programs:

1 California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS), which is
California's version of the federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
program, intended to provide assistance to meet basic needs, such as shelter, food,
and clothing for low-income families with minor children.

1 CalFresh, formerly known as the Food Stamp Program and federally referred to as
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), which provides a benefit
amount to eligible low-income households, posted to a debit card, for the purpose of
purchasing food.

Poverty in California. California remains challenged by the highest rates of poverty
(including senior and child poverty) in the nation, vast income inequality, limited
economic mobility, and alarming trends of homelessness and hunger. According to the
California Budget and Policy Center in September 2017, around 8 million Californians
0 roughly 1 in 5 state residents (20.4 percent) 6 cannot adequately support
themselves and their families, based on the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM).
Nearly one-quarter of children (23.8%) live in families struggling to get by, a larger share
than for adults. One-third of Latino children (33.2%) live in poverty. Over one-quarter of
black children (25.7%) live in poverty. Latino and black children are more than twice as
likely as white children to live in families that are struggling to get by. Seniors are nearly
twice as likely to lack adequate resources and seniors of color are more likely than
white seniors to live in poverty. Nearly one-third of Latino seniors (32.4%) and nearly
one-quarter of other seniors of color (23.7%) struggle financially.

ASSEMBLY BUDGET COMMITTEE 7
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California Has the Highest Poverty Rate of the 50 States
Under the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)
State Poverty Rate Under the SPM, 2014-2016

25% e
California

‘/20.4%
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1048
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California Budget
& Policy Center

Source: US Census Bureau '
‘ Irdepemdens Anafyeis. Shared Prosperitg

Hunger in California. California faces a hunger crisis affecting 1 in 8 people statewide,
including 1 in 4 children. Two of America's hungriest cities are Bakersfield (#1) and
Fresno (#5).

| GOVERNOR® BUDGET PROPOSAL

Major provisions for the CalWORKspr ogram i n the Governoro6s Bud

1 Caseload Changes. The 2017-18 Revised Budget includes $5.0 billion in total
funding for the core CalWORKSs programs in 2017-18, a net decrease of $157.5
million ($152.8 million in Temporary Assistance for Needy Families [TANF] and GF)
from the 2017 enacted Budget. The expenditure decrease is primarily due to a
continued decline in the CalWORKs caseload projections. In 2017-18, the
CalWORKs caseload is projected to decline by 5.9 percent from the previous year to
425,855 average monthly cases. This represents a 5.6 percent decrease from the
caseload projections in the 2017 enacted Budget.

ASSEMBLY BUDGET COMMITTEE 8
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CalWORKs Budget Summary

All Funds (Dollars in Miliions)

Change From 2017-18

201718 201819
Revised Proposed Amount Percent

Cash Grants 52,892 52724 5174 -6%

Single Allocation

Employment services §328 $313 -314 -2%
Cal-Learmn case management 20 149 -1 -4
Eligibility determination and administration 330 351 -28 8
Stage 1 child care 318 324 G 2
Single Allocation augmentation 180 187 7 4
Subtotals ($1,726) ($1,694) -$32) (-2%)
Other County Allocations

Mental health/substance abuse services £129 $129 — —
Expanded subsidized employment 134 134 — —
Housing Support Program 47 47 [ -
Family Stabilization Program 47 47 — —
Subtotals ($356) ($356) =) =)
Home Visiting Initiative - 827 527 —
Other® £ §17 -84 -19%
Totals $5,002 $4.819 5183 -4%

*Primarily includes various state-level contracts

The 2018-19 Governoro6s Budget | tal duhdingl fersthe $ote. 8
CalWORKs programs, a net decrease of $183.4 million ($179.3 million decrease in
TANF and GF) from the revised budget for 2017-18. The CalWORKSs caseload is
projected to decline by another 5.9 percent to 400,777 average monthly cases in
2018-19. Arguably, the types of cases that remain on the caseload face the most
difficult barriers to employment. As a counter-cyclical program, the caseloads fall in
better economic times and are anticipated to rise if and when the economy
experiences a downturn.

ASSEMBLY BUDGET COMMITTEE 9
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CalWORKs Funding Sources
{Daliars in Millions)

Change From 201713

201718 2018-19
Revised Proposed Amount Percent

Federal TANF block grant funds 2127 $1,938 -5139 -9%
State General Fund 455 552 97 21
Realignment and other county funds? 2420 2,328 92 4
Totals §5,002 54,819 -£183 -4%

2Primarily various realignment funds, but alzo includes county share of grant payments, about 380 million.

TANF = Temperary Agsistance for Meedy Families.

CalWORKs Caseload Now at Historic Low
Average Monthly Caseload (In Thousands)

Projection

Historic Low

200203 2004-05 2006-07 200808 20M0-1 2ma-13 2014-15 20817 2ma-13

Moba: 2017-18 and 2018-19 data reflect the edminisiration's casaload foracast prepared as part of the 2078-18 Govesnor's Budged.

1 Single Allocation Reduction. The CalWORKSs Single Allocation -- also referred to
as the CalWORKSs program administration block grant to counties -- reflects the cost
to provide eligibility administration, employment services, Stage One Child Care to
individuals in the CalWORKs Welfare to Work (WTW) program, and Cal-Learn
Intensive Case Management. The Single Allocation total reflects a net $31.8 million
decrease for 2018-19. This decrease reflects the projected caseload declines

ASSEMBLY BUDGET COMMITTEE 10
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combined with increases for newly enacted legislation, including Diaper Assistance,
Domestic Abuse Homeless Assistance, and Child Support. According to the
Administration, absent the increases for legislation, the Single Allocation would have
decreased by $54.5 million.

This was the subject of considerable legislative attention last year and the 2017
Budget required the Department to work with representatives of county human
services agencies, the County Welfare Directors Association (CWDA), and other
stakeholders to develop recommendations for initial changes to the budgeting
methodology for the CalWORKs Single Allocation. This will be discussed further
under Issue 3 of this agenda.

1 Home Visiting Initiative. The Governor's Budget proposes a new Home Visiting
Initiative for CalWORKSs families to begin January 2019. DSS states that this is an
evidence-based, voluntary program model that pairs new, first-time parents, under
the age of 25 who are pregnant or parenting a child under two years of age, with a
nurse or trained professionalwh o makes regular visits
provide guidance, coaching, and access to prenatal and postnatal care and other
health and social services. The goals of the CalWORKs Home Visiting Initiative are
to: (1) help young families reach self-sufficiency by improving family engagement
practices; (2) support healthy development of young children living in poverty; and
(3) prepare parents for employment. This will be discussed further under Issue 4 of
this agenda.

1 TANF Transfers. The DSS budget continues to transfer $1.0 billion in TANF to the
California Student Aid Commission (CSAC) for Cal Grants and $136.3 million to
California Department of Education (CDE) through Title XX in 2017-18. In 2018-19,
the DSS budget transfers $1.1 billion to CSAC and $80.6 million to CDE through
Title XX, in addition to a $42.2 million TANF transfer to CDE for Early Education
Expansion.

How Does the State Spend Its TANF Block Grant Funds?
Annual TANF block gran®—8$3.9 billion

Early Education Grant Program

oos | stagez | Trioa p— Si2Milon |
Child Welfare Services Resarve for Home | paglonal |chid care| TANF
$364 Million Visting initiative | canters | 581 Mion |$8s mmon|  Other Transfers
$132 Millan 77 Millicn £113 Million

Cal Grants Tultion Assistance CalWORKs Program
%1.1 Billion $1.9 Billion

8 5018-19 proposad amount. Includas $207 milllan In TANF carmy-In from prior years.
TAMF = Temporary Assktance for Neady Famillas and DDS = Departmant of Developmental Services.

ASSEMBLY BUDGET COMMITTEE 11
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State and Federal Goals for CalWORKs

State Statutory Goals of CalWORKs

\/ Reduce child poverly in the state.
\/ Achigve the goals of TANF.
\/ Meet the requirements of federal law.

Federal TANF Goals
\/ Provide assistance to needy families so that children can be cared for in their own homes.
\/ Reduce the dependence of needy parents by promoting job preparation, work, and marriage.
\/ Prevent and reduce the incidence of out-of-wedlock pregnancies.

v’ Encourage the formation and maintenance of two-parent families.

TANF = Temporary Assistance for Meedy Families

1 Work Participation Rate (WPR) Update. The i mprovements in Caldi

have eliminated several years of penalties through the federal corrective compliance
process and lowered projected penalties from $1.8 billion to a projected $40.2
million. While California continues to exceed the all-families WPR requirement of 50
percent, the state continues to fail the two-parent WPR requirement of 90 percent.
Recently, the Administration for Children and Families (ACF) notified DSS that
California is subject to a reduced penalty of $8.8 million for Federal Fiscal Year 2016
for failing the two-parent WPR. Subsequent letters from ACF will detail the results of
the corrective compliance plans for FFY 2012 and 2013, for which FFY 2016 was
the compliance year.

1 Implementation of the CalWORKs Oversight and Accountability Review (Cal-
OAR). In recent budget legislation, the Legislature established a framework for a
new performance measurement system for CalWORKSs, to be known as the
CalWORKs Outcomes and Accountability Review, or Cal-OAR. Under Cal-OAR,
data on various performance indicators will be collected and published, and counties
will regularly undergo self-assessment and develop system improvement plans with
targets for the performance indicators. Budget legislation directed DSS to convene
a workgroup, and that process began in the fall of 2017, to develop plans for how
Cal-OAR will operate. The graphic on the next page from the LAO illustrates at a
high level the Cal-OAR process.

ASSEMBLY BUDGET COMMITTEE 12
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Major Features of Cal-OAR

Annual Report to the Legislature

Department of Social Services Review and Oversight

YEAR 1 YEAR 2
County
> Self Assessment Annual County Annual County

County System Progress Report Progress Report

Improvement Plan

Regularly Published Performance Measure Data

( ,J

Cal-OAR = CalWORKs Qutcomes and Accountability Review.

1 Continued Review of SB 1041 Changes and Scrutiny of the RAND Evaluation.
In 2011 and 2012, the Governor and Legislature enacted significant changes to the
state rules that govern allowable welfare-to-work activities and that reduced the
lifetime time limit. These vast changes are being reviewed in a multi-year evaluation
effort, funded with $8.9 million in state funds over several years, by the RAND
Corporation in partnership with the American Institutes for Research (AIR).
Advocates requests included later in this agenda speak to these changes, in
particular the 24-month welfare-to-work services clock, reduced from an original 60-
month clock, but with additional flexibility on work activities.

Once 24 months of assistance under the more flexible state rules are exhausted,
adult recipients may continue to receive assistance but are required to participate
under the federal welfare-to-work rules, which are relatively less flexible and
generally have a heavier emphasis on employment, as opposed to education,
training, and other activities intended to remove barriers to employment.
Understanding the complex rules instituted under SB 1041, the clocks, and when
they ti ck aebn rdveaed in thdr RANE interim reports to be a major
challenge for both CalWORKSs clients and county workers.

FEEDBACK FROM ADVOCATES

The Western Center on Law and Poverty and the Coalition of California Welfare Rights
Organizations (CCWRO) urged the committee to agendize the condition of the
CalWORKs program. These advocates state that despite multi-billion surpluses

ASSEMBLY BUDGET COMMITTEE 13
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forecast for the 2018-19 budget,t he Admi ni strationds Cal WORKs

contains recessionary diversions of TANF funds that should have long ago been
eliminated.

In particular, they are concerned about the use of federal TANF funds for programs that
do not benefit CalWORKSs families. The Governordés proposed
is $7.4 billion available for CalWORKSs, but only $5.1 billion is directed to families living
on an maximum CalWORKs grant equal to 42% of the federal poverty level. The
proposed budget shifts $1.155 billion in TANF outside of the program. This represents
a $94 million increase in use of TANF including $42 million being directed to the K-12
budget to fund Early Education Expansion. By far the largest outside expenditure is for
CalGrants at more than $1 billion annually. The budget also includes a $364 million
transfer of TANF funds to Title XX programs.

Additionally, in the past several state budgets there has been a dramatic reduction in
the CaWORKSs caseload. If the economy remains the same in the 2018-19 budget the
CalWORKs caseload will fall below 400,000 cases, the lowest level since the program
began in 1998. The baseline CalWORKSs budget is being reduced from $6.375 billion to
$6.139 billion and virtually all of that decline is due to a $331 million reduction in grant
funding. In sum, more than $1.5 billion is being diverted away from CalWORKSs that
could be used to significantly reduce the poverty that families experience.

| STAFF COMMENT

CalWORKSs has undergone vast changes over the past several years, some of which
contracted the program's limits (i.e. restricting the number of months a case can receive
supportive services to address employment barriers) and others that attempted to
address those same stability issues for families, such as the creation of the Family
Stabilization, Housing Support, and expanded Subsidized Employment components.
Last year, in the 2017 Budget, the state adopted the CalWORKs Oversight and
Accountability Review effort, which is proceeding to promote best practices in service
delivery. The Governor's Budget introduces a long-sought effort to create a Home
Visiting program for certain CalWORKSs parents. Continued attention on how to improve
the long-term outcomes for CalWORKSs recipients and their children i with the goal of
advancing the chances of a child being able to break the cycle of poverty that they
might have been born into T is ongoing in the current budget cycle.

Staff Recommendation:

All issues in CalWORKSs are recommended to be held open, pending the May Revision

budge

and decisions to be made -oubhedrigs towand bhe Gnedmi t t e e

2018 Budget.

ASSEMBLY BUDGET COMMITTEE 14




SUBCOMMITTEE NO.1 ON HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES APRIL 4, 2018

| ISSUE 2: CALWORKS GRANT LEVELS, DEEP POVERTY, AND RELATED ADVOCACY PROPOSALS

| PANEL

Kristin Schumacher, Senior Policy Analyst, California Budget and Policy Center
Frank Mecca, Executive Director, County Welfare Directors Association of California
Rochella Mendoza, Parent Voices, Contra Costa Chapter

Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch
Chief, Family Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social
Services

1 Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

T Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystoés Offi
! Public Comment

= =4 -8 -4

| BACKGROUND

The California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) program is a

ce

critical component of Cali forni a6 $he tolilovimgt vy

background on CalWORKs grants has been provided by the California Budget and
Policy Center.

CalWORKSs supports about 860,000 children throughout the state by providing families
with modest monthly cash grants, while helping parents overcome barriers to
employment and find work. The state made a number of cuts to CalWORKSs during and
after the Great Recession, including reducing grant levels and eliminating the annual

state cost-of-living adjustment (COLA). Recent year sd budget s

increased CalWORKSs grant levels, but this has not been adequate to restore cuts made
in prior years.

If grant levels had been adjusted for inflation each year beginning in 2007-08, the
maximum grant in 2018-19 would be $983, which is $269 higher than the proposed
value of $714. Because the state has not restored the value of CalWORKSs grants, the
purchasing power of the maximum grant will be 27% lower than in 2007-08. Advocates
contend that this severely reduces the resources that parents could use to provide food
for their family, keep their homes warm, or avoid an eviction.

For a decade following the implementation of welfare reform in 1998, the annualized
maximum grant for a family of three hovered just above the deep-poverty line, defined
as 50% of the federal poverty line. In 2008, however, the value of this grant
dropped below the deep-poverty line. Absent a significant grant increase in the 2018-19
fiscal year, this grant will equal just 41.2% of the poverty line, leaving it below the deep-
poverty line for the eleventh straight calendar year.
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The Governords pr opd$does ndt inadegse tCal\WWAQRKs gealftsl o8
reinstate the COLA. If grant levels remain frozen, the proposed maximum monthly
grant for a family of three in a high cost county would be $9 lower than in 2007-08,
without adjusting for inflation.

The CalWORKSs Grant Has Lost More Than One-Quarter
of Its Purchasing Power Since 2007-08
Maximum Monthly CalWORKs Grant for a Family of Three in a High-Cost County

$1,000 = Maximum Monthly
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Seurca: Budget Cemar analysis of Dapartmant of Social Senices data

Without an Increase in 2018-19, CalWORKs Grants Will Be
Below the Deep-Poverty Line for the Eleventh Straight Year

Annualized Maximum Grant for a Family of Three as a Percentage of the Federal Poverty Line
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ADVOCACY PROPOSAL

Advocates have requested support for an effort to end childhood deep poverty in the
CalWORKs program. They state that CalWORKSs grants are simply too low to support
the healthy growth and development of our state 6 s p o or e s tThecctrrert
average CalWORKs grant of $556 for a family of three is 33 percent of the federal
poverty level (FPL). When children live in deep poverty (defined as below 50 percent of
the FPL), they endure hardships that impair their ability to thrive and impact their
capacity to learn, develop and thrive as children and throughout their lifetime.

They state that childhood deep poverty has a short-term impact on educational success
and classroom environments at schools with a high-density of very poor children. Over
the long term, it also reduces the strength and capacity of our future workforce. Thus,
deep poverty increases the likelihood that childhood impairments will result in adult
dependency on safety net services. Deep poverty is so dangerous for children because
they live in households where basic needs go chronically unmet. Children living in
these conditions not only experience the depravity of not having their needs met, but
are also deeply impacted by the toxic stress that results from chronically unmet needs.
One study found that growing up in deep
chances than neonatal exposure to cocaine.

Growing up with unmet basic needs not only impacts the physical health of a child, but
also their mental health and future potential. This is, in part, because parents who are
unable to adequately care for their children are more likely to experience maternal
and/or parental depression, a condition associated with reduced maternal-child
interaction known to undermine school readiness among poor children. Deep poverty
al so harms childrends brain devel opment
succeed in school and in life. These challenges have been documented to reduce the
ability of children to cope during difficult situations, the very skill they will need most as a
child living in poverty or a young adult trying to exit it.

Ulti mately, deep poverty damages a chil
intergenerational cycle of poverty. Children who are born in deep poverty are three
times as likely to be deeply poor at age 40 than children not born in deep poverty.
Simply giving families more money, and ensuring grant levels help families rise above
the harmful impact of deep poverty will produce positive results for the most
impoverished in our state. Even if we end deep poverty among CalWORKs families,
many of our recipients will still live in poverty and be unable to afford basic necessities
at times; however, the impact of toxic stress on the health and well-being of
impoverished children will be markedly reduced when we ensure they have a basic level
of subsistence that they will not drop below.

The advocates supporting this proposal include:
1 Alameda County Community Food Bank
1 Black Women for Wellness
9 California Welfare Directors Association
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California Hunger Action Coalition

California Latinas for Reproductive Justice

California Church Impact

California Pan-Ethnic Health Network (CPEHN)
Californians for Disability Rights Inc

California Partnership

Chil drend6és DEdifermase Fund
Coalition of California Welfare Rights Organizations
Friends Committee on Legislation of California

Jewish Family Service of Los Angeles

Jewish Council for Public Affairs (JCPA)

Lutheran Office of Public Policy - California

National Association of Social Workers i California Chapter
National Council of Jewish Women-California
Parent Voices California

PolicyLink

ST. Anthonyds Foundat.
Western Center on Law and Poverty

on

=2 =2 -0_8_9_9_40_92_9_°2_2_2_-29_-2°_-2_-2._-2°_-2-

In addition, the Western Center on Law and Poverty and the Coalition of California
Welfare Rights Organizations are calling on the budget committees to reinstate the Cost
of Living Adjustment (COLA) for CalWORKSs. They urge the Subcommittee to take early
actions supporting COLA restoration to
CalWORKSs grant increases a priority in the 2018-19 budget.

fOne of the reasons the CalWORKSs grant has declined so precipitously is that the
Legislature and the Governor did not provide cost of living increases for most of the
1990s and t Bethe2tih® he GalWORKs COLA was repealed in 2009,
CalWORKs grant levels were also being cut and the combination of the two left the
CalWORKSs grant in its current state of deep poverty.

CalWORKs families are among the least able to absorb losses of income or price
increases because they have few savings or assets to fall back on. When the cost of
l'iving increases and grants
often or are less nutritious and utilities get turned off. When gr ant s
housing prices rise families become homeless. According to Los Angeles County the
percent of CalWORKSs families experiencing homelessness has more than tripled in the
last decade. Homelessness is worse now than at any time during the recession. 0

Homelessness Among LA County CalWORKs Families Has Tripled

Number of CalWORKs | Homeless CalWORKs | Percent of Homeless

Cases Families CalWORKSs Families
July 2006 152,722 5,487 3.5 percent
December 2017 134,285 15,213 11.3 percent
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CalWORKs Caseload and CalWORKs Homeless Families

Comparison Chart

Los Angeles County
July 2006 — December 2017
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Families .
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The California Budget and Policy Center compared the maximum CalWORKSs grant for
a family of three to the median rent for a two-bedroom apartment from 2006 to 2018 for
both high-cost counties and low-cost counties. The Center finds, not surprisingly, that
rents have far outpaced grants in recent years. For example, the maximum monthly
grant for a family of three in a high-cost county in 2018 ($714) covers just 43% of the
median monthly rent for a two-bedroom unit ($1,658). This is down from covering 61%
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of the cost of rent in 2006, when the maximum monthly grant was $723 and the median
rent was $1,180. Viewed another way, the maximum monthly CalWORKs grant for a
parent with two children now falls $944 short of covering the monthly cost of a two-
bedroom rental, more than double the gap of $457 in 2006. Even in low-cost counties,
median rents have exceeded maximum grant levels in recent years, although the gap
between rents and grants is somewhat narrower than in high-cost counties.

The Median Rent in High-Cost Counties Has Far
Outpaced Maximum CalWORKSs Grants in Recent Years
Maximum Monthly CalWORKSs Grant Compared to Median Monthly Rent for a Two-Bedroom

§1,700 | Monthly Median Rent
in High-Cost Counties

1,500 ] Maximum Monthly

(CalWORKSs Grant for

a Family of Three in

1,300 High-Cost Counties
1,100
900

700 _v

0
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Mote: Rent reflects gross rent, which includes utilities and fuels. For 2017 and 2018, rent is estimated
based on the compound annual growth rate between 2011 and 2016. The Governor's proposed budget
assumes no increase to CalWORKs grants in the 2018-19 fiscal year.

Source: Department of Social Services; Budget Center analysis of US Census Bureau, American
Community Survey data

The Median Rent in Low-Cost Counties Has Far
Outpaced Maximum CalWORKSs Grants in Recent Years
Maximum Monthly CalWORKs Grant Compared to Median Monthly Rent for a Two-Bedroom

§1,100 | Monthly Median Rent
in Low-Cost Counties

] Maximum Monthly
Cal\WORKs Grant for
a Family of Three in

900 Low-Cost Counties

700 —\/—_——

0
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2074 2015 2016 2017 2018

Mote: Rent reflects gross rent, which includes utilities and fuels. For 2017 and 2018, rent is estimated
based on the compound annual growth rate between 2011 and 2016. The Governor's proposed budget
assumes no increase to CalWORKs grants in the 2018-19 fiscal year.

Source: Department of Social Services; Budget Center analysis of US Census Bureau, American
Community Survey data
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STAFF COMMENT

Poverty among Californiab6s children and
the statebs current and f ut urosenwost marginalizeo
reliant on safety net programs remain at historic lows, providing insufficient means for
families to meet the demands of daily life, most notably high housing costs. While there
have been milestone investments in recent years, homelessness is increasing in
California and our state continues to hold the distinction of having the highest poverty
rate among all 50 states. Raising grants remains a core advocacy request among anti-
poverty partners. Cost of living adjustments (COLAS), allowing for grants to retain their
basic purchasing power and keep pace with inflation, for both CalWORKs and SSI/SSP
remain absent since their statutory removal during the Great Recession.

Grant levels, in spite of the modest increases in recent years and the repeal of the
Maximum Family Grant (MFG) policy, remain at historically low levels and don't keep
pace with inflationary trends. For many families, this grant is below 50 percent of the
federal poverty level, meaning that the family is by definition living in "deep poverty."
Given the evidence on the long-term effects and brain damage caused by poverty for
children, and the multiple barriers that many families face in poverty, the level of the
grants becomes an important tool to assist with the possibility that a family can
effectively break the cycle of poverty.

A COLA in the program to allow the grants to keep pace with inflation and a paced,
phased-in approach to grant increases, akin to the method adopted for the minimum
wage, may be a concept for the state to consider. A California Necessities Index (CNI)
COLA of 4.04% in 2018-19 would result in a grant increase of $29 (from $714 to $743
per month for an assistance of unit of 3 in a high-cost county for non-exempt maximum
aid payments). The half-year cost for this, assuming an effective date of January 1,
2019, would be roughly $65 million, and the full-year cost for 2019-20 would be $130
million.

In addition, Assembly Bill 1520 (Chapter 415, Statutes of 2016) directed DSS to
convene The Lifting Children and Families Out of Poverty Task Force, the purpose of
which is to develop recommendations to reduce child poverty rates, especially for
children living in deep poverty. The Task Force will issue its final report by November 1,
2018 and is intended to be a high-level policy document to inform the next
Administration and the Legislature.

Staff Recommendation:

Hold open.
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| ISSUE 3: CALWORKS SINGLE ALLOCATION AND RELATED ADVOCACY PROPOSALS

| PANEL

1 Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch
Chief, Family Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social
Services

1 Frank Mecca, Executive Director, County Welfare Directors Association of California

1 Representative, Service Employees International Union

1 Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

T Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystoés Office
1 Public Comment

| BACKGROUND |

The Governor 0s ithes degrey t$1.7pbillionvin funding for the county single
allocation in 2018-19. The single allocation encompasses three main categories of
funding that are used to run the CalWORKSs program: (1) employment training and other
services intended to help participants obtain employment, (2) eligibility determination
and administration of the program, and (3) Stage 1 subsidized child care available to
parents who are working or participating in employment training.

As part of the annual budget process, the administration proposes statewide funding
amounts for each category in the single allocation separately, based on established
methodologies that adjust funding from prior years based on caseload projections,
assumed costs per case, and adjustments for policy changes. After the statewide
amounts are determined through the budget process, funds for each category are
allocated to individual counties. Single allocation funds generally must be spent by
counties within the fiscal year and unspent funds are carried forward to the following
year as part of that yeards overall TANF bl oc

Although single allocation categories are budgeted and allocated to counties separately,
counties can, and do, spend their total single allocation funds flexibly across the
categories. As a result, actual spending on the individual single allocation categories
often differs from the amounts allocated to counties in the state budget. This flexibility
allows counties to adapt to local factors that may not be well reflected in the process
used to determine and allocate the statewide single allocation amount.

On the one hand, counties tend to spend less than their budgeted allocation to operate
CalWORKs. On average, since 2001-02, counties have spent about $100 million
(roughly 5 percent) less each year than was allocated. In some years, this amount has
been higherd above $200 milliond as it was in 2012-13 and 2013-14, or lower, as it was
in the years before the recent recession and as it was in 2016-17, the most recent year
of data. Lower spending than was allocated may result from challenges counties face in
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administering the program, such as difficulty ramping up staffing, services, and facilities
at the pace that additional funding is provided. Counties also budget the CalWORKs
program with some caution because county general fund money must be used in the
event that counties spend more than their allocation.

At the same time that counties spend less than their overall budgeted allocation,
counties spend beyond the amount budgeted for the eligibility administration component
of the single allocation while spending less than the amount budgeted for employment
services. These budget trends indicate that the single allocation may not correspond
well with actual county spending on CalWORKs. Recognition of these issues led the
Legislature to request, as part of the 2017-18 Budget Act, that the administration and
county officials update the budgeting methodology for the single allocation.

| GOVERNOR® BUDGET PROPOSAL

The CalWORKs Single Allocation -- also referred to as the CalWORKs program
administration block grant to counties -- reflects the cost to provide eligibility
administration, employment services, Stage One Child Care to individuals in the
CalWORKs Welfare to Work (WTW) program, and Cal-Learn Intensive Case
Management. The Single Allocation total reflects a net $31.8 million decrease for 2018-
19. This decrease reflects the projected caseload declines combined with increases for
newly enacted legislation, including Diaper Assistance, Domestic Abuse Homeless
Assistance, and Child Support. Absent the increases for legislation, the Administration
states that the Single Allocation would have decreased by $54.5 million.

If enacted, this reduction would follow a $160 million reduction that happened in the
2016 Budget and a near $140 million reduction that was included, in spite of the partial
restoration, in the 2017 Budget for CalWORKSs local programs.

|ADVOCACY PROPOSAL

The County Welfare Directors Association of California (CWDA) requests support of the
CalWORKSs program by restoring the $56.5 million that is proposed to be cut from the
Single Allocation in 2018-19. (Staff is requesting clarification between the $54.5 million
and the $56.5 million figures at the time of this writing.) CWDA states that the
Administration has provided a $187 million increase for 2018-19 to the Eligibility
component of the Single Allocation, which includes continuation of the $108 million
augmentation provided by the Legislature in the current year plus another $79 million to
fully fund current county expenditure levels for CalWORKSs eligibility activities.
However, this increase is more than offset by funding reductions to the Employment
Services and Child Care components of the Single Allocation due to continued caseload
declines.

CWDA contends that, as of the May Revision last year, the CalWORKs Single
Allocation was facing the prospect of a $248 million (13.3 percent) reduction in 2017-18
compared to the prior year, due to caseload declines. A reduction of that magnitude
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would have had devastating effects on the CalWORKSs services and administrative
infrastructure. To mitigate these impacts, the Legislature restored $108 million of the
proposed $248 million reduction, and directed DSS to work with CWDA to develop a
new budgeting methodology for the Single Allocation. The goal was to stabilize the
current service levels while a new budgeting methodology could be developed to
address the dramatic funding swings that can occur each year with a caseload-driven
budgeting methodology.

CWDA states that good progress has been made on the new budgeting methodology
since enactment of the 2017 Budget last summer. DSS and CWDA developed an
ambitious timeline for development that will have the bulk of the work done on a new
met hodol ogy for the Eligibility component of
Revision, with work on the Employment Services and Child Care components to
immediately follow. This timeline has a logic. CalWORKSs eligibility work is more easily
defined and quantified, and the Eligibility component of the Single Allocation has been
clearly underfunded for most of the past two decades because of the lack of any cost
adjustments. In contrast, employment services are more complicated to budget. In
addition to the type and amount of employment services varying by case, employment
services overall are evolving with implementation of the CalWORKs Outcomes and
Accountability Review (CalOAR) and CalWORKs 2.0, a CWDA-led initiative to transform
CalWORKs client engagement. Completing development of the new budgeting
methodology for the Eligibility component first provides the time to see what
performance measures will be incorporated through the CalOAR process and for
CalWORKs 2.0 practice changes to be implemented in more counties so that we can
ensure the budgeting methodology appropriately incorporates those measures and
practices.

The proposed $56.5 million reduction, if adopted, would be on top of the $140 million
reduction to the Single Allocation that counties have already experienced in the current
year and another $156 million reduction taken the year prior, resulting in a 17.4 percent
reduction over the three-year period. Counties have already enacted service
reductions, and have stopped hiring both welfare-to-work and eligibility staff and
eliminated positions. This has led to reductions in subsidized employment programs,
employment services, family stabilization services, support for the Housing Support
Program, availability of supportive services, like child care, and to lengthening
application processing times. With another $56.5 million reduction, counties are
planning for further service and staffing reductions and are expressing serious concerns
about maintaining participant engagement and their Work Participation Rates.

CWDA contends that another $56.5 million reduction to the Single Allocation in 2018-19
will leave counties woefully unprepared for the inevitable next recession. It is imprudent
to erode the basic minimal infrastructure necessary to deal with what we know will be a
spike in demand for CalWORKs. The Legislature and the Governor are prudently
pl anning for t hat recession with t he statebd
significant disruption and delay in the core anti-child poverty safety net program when
that next recession occurs. In addition to the further programmatic destabilization that a
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$56. 5 mil |l ion cut would yield, it wi ||
profound service reforms that are currently underway. This cut will further degrade
services at the same time that the Legislature adopted CalOAR to establish and
improve outcomes in the CalWORKSs program.

The Service Employees International Union, Western Center on Law and Poverty and
the Coalition of California Welfare Rights Organizations all write in support of the
proposed restoration of the CalWORKs Single Allocation by $56 million. Consistent
with earlier concerns about the declining level of state support for the CalWORKs
program, continued reductions to the Single Allocation threaten to reduce the availability
of services that clients need to succeed in welfare to work.

These advocates state that, in recent years, county human service departments have
been required to add many service components that are putting increased demands on
workers. The On-line Client Assessment Tool (OCAT), Family Stabilization, the
Housing Support Program, increased eligibility for the Homeless Assistance Program,
and subsidized employment have all added new work for counties. Each of these
worthwhile efforts can only be successful if there is adequate staff to implement them.
Increasing the funding will preserve the current level of service to clients while the
Administration and the counties develop a new funding formula for the future.

|STAFF COMMENT |

The Administration has indicated that it will address the Single Allocation issue in the
upcoming May Revision. The Subcommittee may wish to ask for a more explicit
description of what this response could look like and if it will respond to the concerns
raised by the counties, labor, and anti-poverty advocates.

Staff Recommendation:

Hold open.

ASSEMBLY BUDGET COMMITTEE 25

al

SO



SUBCOMMITTEE NO.1 ON HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES APRIL 4, 2018

ISSUE 4: CALWORKS HOME VISITING GOVERNORG PROPOSAL AND RELATED ADVOCACY
PrRoOPOSAL

| PANEL

Assemblymember Dr. Joaquin Arambula

Faraha Nia, Nurse Family Partnership Parent Alumna, Solano County

Angela Rothermel, Senior Policy Associate, Early Childhood, Children Now

Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch
Chief, Family Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social
Services

Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystos Offi
Public Comment

E
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| BACKGROUND

The Governor's Budget proposes a new Home Visiting Initiative for CalWORKSs families
to begin January 2019. DSS states that this is an evidence-based, voluntary program
model that pairs new, first-time parents, under the age of 25 who are pregnant or
parenting a child under two years of age, with a nurse or trained professional who
makes regul ar visits in the participan
access to prenatal and postnatal care and other health and social services. The goals
of the CalWORKs Home Visiting Initiative are to: (1) help young families reach self-
sufficiency by improving family engagement practices; (2) support healthy development
of young children living in poverty; and (3) prepare parents for employment. This will be
discussed further under Issue 4 of this agenda.

In a full year of implementation, this initiative assumes that a monthly average of 6,522
families will be served and the families entering the program will engage for up to 24
months. The monthly cost for home visitation services is assumed to be $500 per
participating case. The first-year cost in 2018-19 includes $19.6 million for conducting
home visitations, $4.5 million for child care, $2.2 million for employment services, and
$0.4 million for county administration. The total implementation costs for the initial year
are estimated at $26.7 million and will be $52.5 million annually after the initial ramp up
year.

ce

The 2018-19 Governoros Budget al so mlentabl i s he

be used toward funding the Home Visiting Initiative through calendar year 2021. The
cumulative cost of the Home Visiting Initiative is approximately $158.5 million through
2020-21. DSS will work with counties to establish outcome measures and evaluate the
initiative to determine if it should be continued beyond December 31, 2021.
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A display from the LAO showing the Governor's approach on the use of TANF funds
and how it relates to the Home Visiting investment is included below.

Governor’s Plan to Spend Freed-Up TANF Funds

TANF Funds Available Relative to Enacted 2017-18 Budget (In Millions)

New Augmentations

Transfer to CDE for early education grants 542
Home visiting initiative 27
Home visiting initiztive reserve 132
Total §201
Additional TANF Used to Offset General 526
Fund®

Total Freed-Up TANF Funds %226

Z|ncludes the net effect of the TAMF transfer to California
Student Aid Comission for tuition assistance, and other
fransfers.

Total does not add due to rounding.
TANF = Temperary Assistance for Needy Families; CDE =

Califoria Depariment of Education; and MOE =
maintenance-of-effort

|ADVOCACY PROPOSAL

Anti-poverty and child development advocates have submitted a proposal to adopt the
Gover nor 6 s Cal WORK snitidicerard invest an additiongl $50 million per
year to ensure greater availability of voluntary evidence-based home visiting services
for CaWORKs families with a pregnant woman or young child. These advocates
include:

Western Center on Law and Poverty
California Latinas for Reproductive Justice

Black Women for Wellness and In Our Own Voice: The Nati o n a | Bl ack
Reproductive Justice Agenda

Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP)

County Welfare Directors Association of California

Chil drendés DCc€dlifernice Fund

Children Now

Nurse-Family Partnership National Service Office

= =4 =4

E R I

T h ey sQuaorganjzatiéns are leaders in the fight against child poverty in California.
We are writing to urge you to adopt t he
evidence-based early home visiting program for first-time, young pregnant women and
parents served inthe[ Cal WORK s ] PNVepagkr tratnyéu allocate an additional
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$50 million to extend and enhance the reach of these services i proven to positively
impact family well-being, health and economic self-sufficiency i to additional families in
which parents are older than 25 and/or in which there is a child under age two, even if
that child has older siblings.

We further request changes to the proposed process of enrolling families in the Home
Visiting Initiative. The current proposal essentially only allows for one cohort of parents
to join the Home Visiting Initiative by proposing a limited eligibility window that closes
shortly after the program is initially implemented. We believe the initiative should have
open and continuous enroliment for eligible parents or caregivers so that parents who
find out too late or who become pregnant after the window closes will not unnecessarily
miss out on this valuable support. As such, voluntary evidence-based home visiting
should be a permanent feature of the CalWORKSs program, and should not be limited to
first-time moms or caregivers under the age of 25 or those who happen to be eligible
during the enroliment window.

Il n order to build wupon the Governoros
enhancements are needed to be incorporated into the program. Specifically, there
should be an allowance for initial one-time costs related to the expansion of local,
evidence-based home visiting programs. This includes resources for costs such as
training new home visitor staff, program materials, and equipment.  Another
enhancement needed is a one-time allowance of $500 per participant in the form of
ANew Parent Supporto for the pdimecostsesuctoas
cribs, car seats, and childproofing supplies for the home.

We would highlight that [DSS] should build in reasonable time for counties to ramp up
their programs. In fact, DSS has successfully executed similar programs using this
approach to implementation, such as family stabilization or the housing support
program. Depending on the magnitude of the overall program expansion, this time
period may need to be up to one year. However, to do this as expeditiously as possible,
the Department should prioritize expansion of home visiting program models that meet
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services evidence-based criteria under the
Maternal, Infant, Early Childhood Home Visiting statute. Due to locally specific capacity
variances, the Home Visiting Initiative should state preference for expansion of existing
locally located evidence-based home visiting programs but also allow for initiation of
new sites in counties where locally located evidence-based home visiting programs are
not already in place or otherwise infeasible for expansion.o

These advocates emphasize that voluntary, evidence-based home visiting program
models, such as Early Head Start Home-Based Option, Healthy Families America,
Nurse-Family Partnership, and Parents as Teachers, have a robust, proven evidence
base. These models are backed by decades of research demonstrating effectiveness

at promoting childrenbés health and devel

Research also indicates that the success of home visiting programs relies on
implementation support practices including: workforce development and training for
home visiting staff, continuous quality assurance evaluation processes, partnerships

ASSEMBLY BUDGET COMMITTEE 28

Budge

assi s

Op men



SUBCOMMITTEE NO.1 ON HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES APRIL 4, 2018

with entities that can aid in problem solving, and strong leadership to guide each step of
implementation. They contend that these components are necessary in the current

proposal, and when implemented with fidelity to their model standards, these programs

can prevent childrends involvement with soci
corrections systems, which in turn has the potential to result in considerable cost

savings for states.

The advocates underscore that research shows that voluntary home visiting programs
help us to support families with infants and toddlers to get the best start while also
meeting the goals of the federal TANF block grant and the CalWORKSs program. Below
are the positive effects detailed by the Center for Law and Social Policy and the Center
on Budget and Policy Priorities in a brief on the topic:

1 Home visiting programs effectively support healthy child development, beginning
in the prenatal period. Pregnant women who receive home visiting have better
birth outcomes, and home visiting programs have a positive impact on breast
feeding, immunization rates, infant hospitalizations, and maternal depression and
stress.

T Home visiting programs i ncr e@tsdesotvariolsdr en 6
home visiting programs have shown positi
development and behavior, higher grade point averages and achievement scores
at age nine, and higher high school graduation rates from high school.

S
\Y

1 Home visiting programs enhance parenting skills. Research shows that home
visiting programs help parents increase positive parenting actions and reduce
negative ones, have more responsive interactions, create more developmentally
stimulating home environments, engage in activities that promote early language
and literacy, and know more about child development.

1 Home visiting programs can improve family economic self-sufficiency. By
helping parents enroll in educational and training programs and pursue
employment, home visiting programs can help counteract the negative
consequences of economic insecurity. Studies have found that compared with a
control group, more parents participating in home visiting programs work, are
enrolled in education or training, and have higher monthly incomes.

STAFF COMMENT

The adoption of a Home Visiting Initiative in the Governor's proposal is being hailed as a
welcome program facet that is evidence-based and trauma-informed. The outcomes for
similar programs have shown to have long-term, positive effects for young children and
their parents. The Assembly may wish to consider how to expand on the Governor's
approach per the recommendation of advocates, which could mean allowing more
families to participate (e.g. those with multiple children, not limiting the benefit to the
first-born child), providing additional supports for what a home visitor might see as an
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immediate need for the family (e.g. such as the purchase of a crib, car seat, or modest
microwave), and making the program a permanent part of the CalWORKSs program.

Staff Recommendation:

Hold open.
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ISSUE 5: CALWORKS HOMELESS ASSISTANCE AND HOUSING SUPPORT PROGRAMS AND RELATED
ADVOCACY PROPOSALS

|PANEL
1 Assemblymember Miguel Santiago
1 Will Lightbourne, Director, Ali Sutton, Housing, Homelessness and Civil Rights

Branch Chief, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch Chief, Family
Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social Services
1 Tyler Woods, Department of Finance
T Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystoés Office
1 Public Comment

| BACKGROUND

CalWORKs Homeless Assistance Program (HAP). The CalWORKs Homeless
Assistance Program (HAP) was established to help CalWORKs families meet the
reasonable costs of securing housing. Homeless Assistance (HA) includes temporary
HA, which helps families pay the costs of temporary shelter, and permanent HA, which
helps families secure housing or prevent eviction. Homeless CalWORKs families may
receive either temporary or permanent HA, or both. As of January 1, 2017, HA is
available once every 12 months; previously, HA was a once-in-a-lifetime benefit.

Temporary HA provides a payment of $65 per day for a family of four or fewer, and an
additional $15 for each additional family member, not to exceed $125 per day.
Temporary HA is provided for up to 16 consecutive calendar days. While receiving
temporary HA, the family must provide proof that they are actively searching for
permanent housing. Following the 16-day period, even if the family did not receive all
16 days, the temporary shelter benefit is considered exhausted. In 2016-17, the
expenditure for these services was $36.8 million and aided 46,073 families.

Permanent HA helps families secure housing by providing security deposit costs,
including | ast monthos rent, or helps famild.|
months of rent arrearages. A permanent HA payment may not exceed two times the

total rent amount and the monthly rent cannot exceed 80 percent of the total monthly

household income. In 2016-17, the expenditure for these services was $6.5 million and

aided 4,445 families.

If the family meets the criteria for an exception, a family may receive a second HA
payment within a 12-month period. Exceptions to HA include cases of domestic
violence, medically verified physical or mental illness (excluding substance abuse), or a
fire or other natural catastrophe beyond the family's control. Cases based on an
exception are limited to one payment of temporary, permanent, or both in a 12-month
period.
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CalWORKs Housing Support Program (HSP). In 2014, SB 855 created the
CalWORKs Housing Support Program (HSP) to assist homeless CalWORKSs recipients
secure permanent housing and reach self-sufficiency. In 2014-15, $20 million was
allocated for the program; the allocation increased to $35 million in 2015-16 and to $47
million in 2016-17 and 2017-18. Since it began, the program has expanded to 49
counties and it has housed 8,364 families.

Counties were given the flexibility to design their own program, based on the needs of
the community. County HSP plans differ in eligibility requirements, services offered,
and the duration of a family's eligibility. Housing subsidies may range from a month to
several months, depending on the individual needs of the family. In following core
components of a Rapid Re-Housing program, HSP offers financial assistance and
several wrap-around supportive services, including:

Financial assistance

Rental assistance

Security deposits

Utility payments

Moving costs

Motel and hotel vouchers

Housing stabilization and relocation

Landlord recruitment

Case management

Housing outreach and placement

Legal services

Credit repair

=4 =2 =0_9_49_9_49_42_9_-2_2_-2-

Counties are required to use evidence-based models, such as Rapid Rehousing, to
assist families in quickly obtaining permanent housing by offering financial assistance
and wrap-around services to foster housing retention. As of July 2019 counties will be
required to follow a Housing First model, in which people experiencing homelessness
are connected to permanent housing swiftly and with few to no treatment preconditions,
behavioral contingencies, or other barriers. DSS requires programs to collaborate with
local homelessness Continuums of Care to meet the needs of the local community.

GOVERNORG BUDGET PROPOSAL

No changes are included as part of t he
programs.

ADVOCACY PROPOSAL

The Subcommittee is in receipt of the following proposal from Assemblymember Miguel
Santiago and Assemblymember Brian Maienschein for the HAP program, to increase
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the voucheramountande |l i mi nate the Aconsecutive dayo
included on the following page.

We, Assemblymember Santiago and Assemblymember Maienschein, in a joint effort with the
County Welfare Directors Association of California, the Coalition of California Welfare Rights
Organizations, and Western Center on Law and Poverty, respectfully request an increase of the
benefit pay for temporary shelter to $85 per day for a Cal WORKs family of up to four and include
an annual cost-of-living increase. For additional family members, we request the $15 per day
remain the same as long as the total daily benefit does not exceed $145. We also request to
eliminate the requirement that the benefit be used within 16 consecutive days.

The CalWORKSs Homeless Assistance Program (HAP) provides temporary assistance to families
who are eligible for CalWORKs. Specifically, HAP provides payments for a hotel/motel for
homeless families for up to 16 consecutive days. California took a step forward in 2016 when it
approved a change in CalWORKs HAP to lift the once-in-a-lifetime restriction on temporary
housing benefits, making this assistance available once every twelve months. Although this was an
improvement, there is still work to be done to ensure our state is adequately helping homeless
families.

The current statutory benefit rate is $65 for a family of four, with an additional $15 per day for
each additional family member up to a maximum of $125 daily. Increasing the benefit rate to $85
with a COLA would amount to a $5 increase per person. The daily rate was increased over ten
years ago from $30 (1987) to $40 (1999) to $65 (2006). Because the average hotel/motel rate has
increased every year, today $65 is not enough to meet the actual cost for staying at a sate, well-
kept hotel/motel room. This is especially evident in metropolitan communities, such as those we
represent in Los Angeles and San Diego. In fact, according to the Federal CPI Inflation Calculator,
$65 dollars in 2006 has the same buying power as $78 in 2017.

We represent communities with high populations of homeless tamilies and children and we are
concerned that the current benefit rate is not sufficient. Thus, we are joining efforts across party
lines to ensure California’s CalWORKSs families have dignified and affordable shelter.

Staff Recommendation:

Hold open.
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| ISSUE 6: CALWORKS SUPPORTIVE SERVICES ADVOCACY PROPOSALS

| PANEL

)l
)l
)l

Kevin Aslanian, Coalition of California Welfare Rights Organizations

Mike Herald, Western Center on Law and Poverty

Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch
Chief, Family Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social
Services

1 Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

T Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystoés Offi
1 Public Comment

| BACKGROUND

Background information on the CalWORKSs program and supportive services is included
under Issue 1 of this agenda.

|ADVOCACY PROPOSAL

The Subcommittee is in receipt of the following proposals regarding CalWORKs
supportive services from the Western Center on Law and Poverty (WCLP) and the
Coalition of California Welfare Rights Organizations (CCWRO).

1.

Restore CalWORKs 60 Month Clock

In the 2012 Budget, the Legislature and the Governor reduced the maximum time on
aid from 60 months to 48 months. WCLP and CCWRO state that California is now
aligned with policies adopted by a minority of states that do not allow TANF
recipients the federal maximum of 60 months on aid.

These advocates contend that at the time of change, the state was running a multi-
billion deficit and the Governor was intent on showing that all aspects of state
government were being reduced to manage the problem. As a policy matter this
change was not grounded in research or evidence that recipients could successfully
transition from assistance to self-sufficiency in fewer than 60 months. In practice,
what it has meant, they argue, is that recipients in education programs in particular
are being steered into programs that take less than 48 months to complete, even if
this is not the first or second choice of the recipient, or their 48 month clocks are
ending before they receive their degree.

WCLP and CCWRO are requesting that the Legislature restore the CalWORKSs time
limit to the full 60 months. With the caseload at a historically low point the budget
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impact will be minor, but the impact on families striving to get through their
CalWORKs program will be enormous.

2. Request for Trailer Bill Language for WtW Self-Initiated Program (SIP)
Students and Counting of Study Time

WCLP and CCWRO state that current DSS policy on counting of study time hours

for students is inconsistent in that it precludes recipients in self-initiated programs

(SIPs) from counting their hours. When students dondét have eno
the 20 or 30 hour requirement they are compelled to do additional activities to avoid

a sanction.

WCLP and CCWRO are proposing that the Legislature amend the Welfare and
Institutions code as follows to clarify that all students can count their study time
hours towards their work requirement:

Al11325.3¢QA If gadigipation in educational or vocational training, as
determined by the number of hours required for classroom, laboratory,
study time provided for by educational or training institution, or
internship activities, is not at least 30 hours, or if subparagraph (B) of
paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 11322.8 applies, 20 hours, the
county shall require concurrent participation in work activities pursuant to
subdivisions (a) to (j), inclusive, of Section 11322.6 and Section
11325.22.0

Staff Recommendation:

Hold open.
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| ISSUE 7: CALWORKS SFIS REPEAL AND NEXT STEPS

| PANEL

1 Will Lightbourne, Director, and Todd Bland, Deputy Director - Family Engagement
and Empowerment Division, Department of Social Services

Mike Herald, Western Center on Law and Poverty

Gina Da Silva, Government Affairs Manager, California Immigrant Policy Center

Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystos Office
Public Comment

E I

| BACKGROUND

As part of the 2017 Budget, the Governor and Legislature agreed to discontinue the use
of the Statewide Fingerprint Imaging System (SFIS) for CaWORKs. The stated
purpose of the system, which originally required that recipients in CalWORKs and
CalFresh provide their fingerprints to receive benefits, had been to prevent duplicate aid
in the programs. Multiple reports from the Bureau of State Audits (BSA) over the years
disproved this purported purpose and emphasized that the cost of the system, over $12
million annually in total funds, far outweighed any benefit it might have provided to
program integrity. This was evident particularly when contextualized by the program
components that already are in place to verify identtyandval i date a clientds
compounded by personalized program rules that make it difficult to successfully commit
duplicate aid in multiple counties. The repeal for CalFresh was executed previously,
through signed legislation in 2011 (Asm. Fuentes, AB 6, Chapter 501, Statutes of 2011),
and was adopted for CalWORKSs in budget-related legislation last year.

As part of the repeal, it was agreed that a stakeholder process would be convened to
consider possible automated, non-biometric identity verification methods that might take
the place of SFIS, if these were to meet certain continuing conditions, outlined in
Welfare and Institutions Code Section 10831. DSS was required to consider how any
new methods of identify verification would impact applicant or recipient experiences and
make application and eligibility practices more efficient.

DSS issued a report, meeting the statutory deadline of November 1, 2017, and
recommended an opti on t hnawledge BaséduAdteedtificatibne u s e
(KBA)" to verify identify for applicants applying remotely, utilizing $8 million General

Fund for these purposes. Recently, in mid-March 2018, the Administration withdrew its

KBA option and instead has indicated that it wishes to pursue an approach that would

require a CalWORKs applicant applying remotely to come into the office to verify

identify before issuing benefits.
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The ability to apply remotely has been enabled through the signing of SB 947 (Senator

Pan, Chapter 798, Statutes of 2016), which allows for a county to allow applicants for

CalWORKs and CalFresh to apply remotely and opt out of the requirement for an in-

of fice visit, al so cal | Bpecifitalyethe méwdagv @authbrgaesf a c e |
the county human services agency to conduct this personal interview telephonically or

through electronic means. There currently is no different or new requirement for
CalWORKs implied in this new statute that would distinguish enrollment processes or
requirements from those in the CalFresh program.

In addition, the Administration has embarked on a venture called the Application Hub,
which Sub. 1 will hear about at its April 25, 2018 hearing. The Hub is a new topic for
the Legislature, but has been underway within the Administration as a planning effort for
over a year. DSS states that it is exploring electronic options to streamline and
modernize the processes for obtaining required verifications for CalFresh and
CalWORKs eligibility. "The goal is to make the verification process fast, accurate, and
efficient for both clients and program staff." To this end, DSS has awarded a contract to
Social Interest Solutions (SIS) to assist in analyzing the current environment of eligibility
verifications for CalWORKSs and CalFresh, engage stakeholders, perform an alternative
analysis of electronic verification systems being used in California and other states, and
outline recommendations for moving forward in the short and long term.

FEEDBACK FROM ADVOCATES

In the discussions and written feedback from several anti-poverty and immigrant rights
advocates received after the Administration's November 2017 report was issued, it was
clear that a CalFresh-like approach for CalWORKSs identify verification was the preferred
method, with as much simplicity and parity in program access fostered as possible to
assure that those in need from vulnerable, underserved communities can access the
benefits for themselves and their children.

In addition, the Subcommittee is in receipt of more recent feedback from the Western
Center on Law and Poverty (WCLP) and the Coalition of California Welfare Rights
Organizations (CCWRO). WCLP and CCWRO reiterate rejection of a KBA option, call
for improvements in the eligibility and enrollment process, and encourage focus on the
Application Hub Project as a method to bring multiple data sources and technologies
together to make eligibility determination and access to benefits quicker and more
accurate.

|COUNT|E36F|LE CLEARANCE PROCESS

For background purposes, below is description of the current “file clearance process"

that counties use to verify identify and validate information about clients and families.
Countiescurrentyconduct #Afil e c¢clearancedo and check a
sources.

ASSEMBLY BUDGET COMMITTEE 37




SUBCOMMITTEE NO.1 ON HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES APRIL 4, 2018

What is a file clearance? A fAf i |l e ¢l ear anc eweran applipationisor me d

received for a public assistance program including Medi-Cal, CalWORKSs, and CalFresh,
prior to that application being processed for an eligibility determination.

Why is a file clearance performed? The purpose of a file clearance is to ensure that
none of the people on the application are already active in a case to avoid opening
duplicate cases and/or identifying potentially fraudulent activity. The file clearance also
allows the identification of past benefit receipt to check information being provided and
avoid creating duplicate records for the same person.

What data are checked? County staff run the file clearance electronically against

several databases:

A MEDS i The database maintained by the Department of Health Care Services
(DHCS).

A CalHEERS i If an application is for Medi-Cal, it is also checked through the
CalHEERS system operated by DHCS and Covered California.

A SCI i Statewide Client Index, the database that produces Client Identification
Numbers.

A SAWS i Their SAWS system.

What pieces of information are matched? The file clearance process uses several

pieces of data i it does not rely solely on the Social Security number.

A MEDS i The data are on six different screens in the MEDS system and include case
name, SSN, Client Identification Number, receipt of special programs such as
categorical Medi-Cal through Foster Care or Adoption Assistance, and Case Serial
Number. The county File Clearance procedures also include a specific review of any
CalFresh information contained in MEDS.

A CalHEERS i Medi-Cal applications are checked through CalHEERS to determine if
t hereds an existing acti ve -Calrand/prrAdvanced
Premium Tax Credits.

A SCli Client Information Number and SSN are the two primary data elements used.
The SCI clearance is done after the MEDS clearance.

A SAWS i The clearance in SAWS is the final step in the file clearance process. A
case can contain only one cash program and one CalFresh program, cannot have
more than one Assistance Unit of a specific program type, and cannot have more
than one active program of the same type. These rules further assist in detecting
and deterring duplicate aid fraud.

What electronic verifications are checked? Data for each applicant is also checked
through various electronic matches, including Applicant Income and Eligibility
Verification System (IEVS), which checks for data against Employment Development
Department (wages and unemployment or disability benefits), Social Security (Social
Security benefits and Supplement Security Income), Immigration and Naturalization
Services (lawful status for non-citizens), and Franchise Tax Board (interest and
dividends). For MAGI Medi-Cal, data is also verified against the federal hub, which
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validates income based on federal tax information, citizenship status, and Social
Security Numbers.

How do CalWORKs, CalFresh,and Medi-Cal verify enroll eesd iden

Requirements for | Acceptable documents Acceptable documents At the federal level, P.L.
proof of include, but include but aj109-171,the
applicantla driver 6s | i (aSocial Security card or Deficit Reduction Act of
identity identification card other document containing 2005, instituted specific
a government issued photo | the Social Security number | requirements for proof of
ID a driver's license, identity and citizenship
a passport a work or school ID, (listing attached)
USCIS (INS) documents an ID for health benefits or
for another assistance
(CW 2200) program,
a voter registration card,
wage stubs, or
a birth certificate
(MPP 63-300.5(e)(3))

How do the programs ensure that enrollees are properly enrolled? A variety of
eligibility factors are considered for each
circumstances. These are generally summarized on the relevant application forms.

Application SAWS 2 PLUS (note: allows | CF 285 or SAWS 2 PLUS Single Streamlined

Form(s) for one application form for Application or SAWS 2 PLUS
CalWORKs, CalFresh,
and/or Medi-Cal)

While this is not an exhaustive list -- additional verifications may be required for unusual
circumstances, such as someone who has a trust) -- in general, the following
verifications are required, as indicated on the application forms.

Identity Il dentificatidqldenti fi cat i g Proofofidentityper DRA
License, State ID card, License, State ID card, requirements and/or as
passport) passport) verified by electronic

sources

Relationship Birth certificates for CalFresh defines Self-attestation
everyone applying for households as those
cash aid people who purchase and

prepare food together;
individuals are not
required to be related.
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Residency

Proof of where you live
(rental agreement, current
bill with your address
listed)

Where you live (a rental
agreement, current bill
with your address listed)

Self-attestation

Social Security

Social Security numbers

Social Security Numbers

You must provide a Social

everyone in your
household for the past 30
days (recent pay stubs, a
work statement from an
employer). NOTE: If self-
employed, income and
expenses or tax records.

everyone in your
household for the past 30
days (recent pay stubs, a
work statement from an
employer). NOTE: If self-
employed, income and
expense or tax records.

Number for everyone applying for (see note below about Security number (SSN) if
aid (see note below about | certain noncitizens) you have one and wish to
certain noncitizens) apply for health insurance.

We use Social

Security numbers (SSNs)
to check income and other
information.

Resources Money in the bank for all Money in the bank for all Not an eligibility factor for
the people in your the people in your MAGI; proof is required for
household (recent bank household (recent bank Non-MAGI programs
statements) statements)

Earnings Earned income of Earned income of Proof of income, or as

verified by electronic
sources

Unearned Income

Unearned income
(Unemployment benefits,
SSI, Social Security,
Vet eranods ber
support, worKk
compensation, school
grants or loans, rental

income, etc.)

Unearned income
(Unemployment benefits,
SSI, Social Security,
Vet erands ber
support, wor K
compensation, school
grants or loans, rental

income, etc.)

Proof of unearned income,
or as verified by electronic
sources
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Immigration Status

Lawful immigration status
ONLY for legal
noncitizens applying for
benefits (an Alien
Registration Card, visa)
NOTE: Certain
noncitizens applying for
immigration status based
on domestic violence,
crime prosecution or
trafficking may not need
this proof. They also may
not need a Social Security
Number.

Lawful immigration status
ONLY for noncitizens
applying for benefits (an
Alien Registration Card,
visa) NOTE: Certain
noncitizens applying for
immigration status based
on domestic violence,
crime prosecution or
trafficking may not need
this proof. They also may
not need a Social Security
Number

Proof of Satisfactory
Immigration Status per
SIS requirements and/or
as verified by electronic
sources

Immunizations

Proof of immunizations for
children six years of age
or younger

Not required

Not required

Property

Vehicle registration for
vehicles owned by you or
someone you are applying
for

Not required

Not an eligibility factor for
MAGI; proof is required for
Non-MAGI programs

| STAFF COMMENT

The possible policy directive that the Administration is considering would redefine the
parameters of SB 947, preempt work being contemplated in the Application Hub project,
and create a new bifurcation that would distinguish enroliment between CalWORKSs and
CalFresh, the state's two primary poverty-fighting programs.

The Subcommittee may wish to respond to the current conversation about identify
verification in two ways:

1. Require codification of the file clearance process for CalWORKSs. Currently, the
file clearance process and related documentation as outlined in this agenda are
not captured in state law. Staff could be directed to draft language to be
considered as part of the 2018 Budget that would do this and satisfy WIC 10831.

2. Request assistance from the LAO in drafting Supplemental Report Language that
could be adopted related to the MEDS Modernization Project, asking for this
project to consider a MEDS improvement that could further the real-time
verification methods that would enhance eligibility and create more efficiencies
across all major programs reliant on MEDS, including CalWORKSs.
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These two actions would negate the need for and replace the possible All County Letter
directive regarding remote access for CalWORKs applicants that would be better
contemplated in the ensuing Application Hub conversation.

Staff Recommendation:

Hold open.
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| ISSsUE 8: CALWORKS DIAPER BENEFIT PROPOSAL

| PANEL

)l
)l
)l

)l
T
1

Assemblymember Lorena Gonzalez Fletcher

Jessica Bartholow, Western Center on Law and Poverty

Will Lightbourne, Director, and Kim Johnson, CalWORKs and Child Care Branch
Chief, Family Engagement and Empowerment Division, Department of Social
Services

Tyler Woods, Department of Finance

Chas Al amo, Legislative Analystods Offi
Public Comment

| BACKGROUND

Beginning April 1, 2018, diaper benefits will be included as a welfare to work (WTW)
supportive service in accordance with AB 480 (Asm. Gonzalez Fletcher, Chapter 690,
Statutes of 2017). Under the new law, any WTW patrticipant who is participating in an
approved WTW plan will be eligible. The benefit will be issued monthly, for $30, to
assist with diaper costs for each child who is under 36 months of age.

Program components not covered in the chaptered bill, and what the proposal from
Asm. Gonzalez Fletcher responds to be in part, are:

1. Distribution of diapers outside of the county offices (free distribution without a
receipt and from a venue like a family resource center or other non-profit service
providers).

2. Availability of diapers for those not in WTW, e.g. sanctioned and exempt
participants, timed off adults with young children, and others in the child-only
caseload. This is a significant portion of the caseload, though it is unclear how
the distribution of parents with young children who might be eligible falls among
these groups.

3. Provision of diapers for children over the age of 36 months. An expanded benefit
could serve children older than 36 months without an upper age limit.

ADVOCACY PROPOSAL

The Subcommittee is in receipt of the following proposal from Assemblymember Lorena
Gonzalez Fletcher:
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Staff Recommendation:

Hold open.
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