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Children and Families Policy Forum 
Family Support Task Force 

Transportation Sub-committee 

Focusing on individuals newly entering the workforce, the Transportation Sub
Committee met four times fc;> review regional transportation, funding sources, 
demographic information on housing andjobs and alternatives to traditional 
transportation for affordability, accessibility and quality. 

Task Force participants (attachment) included policy makers, transportation 
providers, consumer representatives and Social Services and Community 
D~ve!opment Department representatives. 

Task Force Process: 
• Fact finding 
1• Issues identification 

Association for Housing and Community Development Committee's 
"California Housing Affgrdability Challenge" 

,. Recommendations 

Fact Finding-

Background information from individuals, departments, service providers 
and policy makers : 

,, Federal "Welfare to Wort<' and "Bridges to Work" programs 
,, Department of Transportation's !STEA & Next Tea provisions 
•· California's Welfare Conference Reform Agenda, Item #152 "Public Transit 

Finance" . 
• 

• HomeBase report to the Regional Steering Committee on Homelessness and 
Housing 

• Contra Costa County Social Services Department summary of regional 
transportation providers meeting 

• North Richmond Employment Collaborative summary 
• Schedules, routes and service descriptions 
• CalWORKs county plan and planning process 

Issues Identification-

Consumer/Workforce Issues: 

• In the Bay Area, 63% of low income families spend more than 50% of their 
income on housing 

• Housing and jobs are not contiguous. Jobs are located along the 1-680 
corridor and affordable housing is predominating in east and west county 
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• Only 10% of lower income families own cars leaving the remainder to rely on 
public transportation, ride-sharing or other options 

• Many available entry level jobs are swing shift, graveyard or weekends 
making access to child care and transportation difficult 

• Available public transportation generally accommodates traditional work day 
hours 

• Often getting to work involves multiple transportation options with 
uncoordinated schedules, high costs and long commute times ie. up to 4 
hours and $6/day 

Transportation Providers Issues: 

• · Providers differ in organization, governance, funding, service areas, 
operating costs and scheduling. This makes coordination difficult. 

• Assure that Social Service Dept. staff and others can assist clients with 
transportation planning via the Internet and printed schedules 

• Demographic information and service delivery plans help facilitate desired 
changes in transportation delivery 

• A key issue is to make transportation affordable for Welfare-to-Work 
participants 

• Fixed-route transit cannot meet special transportation needs. Providing for 
work-related exceptions, such as, child care locations and non- traditional 
work hours is critical. 

• Fixed-route planning is based on "productivity policy" (ridership) 
• Program pilots must be revenue-neutral to providers 

Policy Makers Issues: 

• The Transportation CoJllmission (MTC) worked with the legislative 
conference committee lo develop flexibile criteria for transportation subsidies 
to best meet community needs through the CalWORKs program. 

• Plan on a regional basis to meet the greatest needs and to link jobs to 
housing ie. improving Highway 4 

• To access limited discretionary funds, submit concrete requests including 
what is needed and why for Federal action through MTC & CCTA 

• Federal Funds bring constraints and special requirements ie. retrofitting 
vehicles used to transport children 

• Support coordination between Federal agencies and their funding streams ie. 
Dept. of Transportation, Health and Human Services, Dept. of Labor and 
Dept. of Agriculture 

• Work with Policy Makers to support desirable legislation ie. AB141 allowing 
employers tax incentives for purchasing bus passes for employees 

• Assist community-based-organizations in applying for grants to subsidize 
transportation 
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Issues for further investigation: 

• Tie into regional (Bay Area) planning to maximize service delivery and 
funding opportunities. NEXTEA's $100 million/year for six years will go to 
regions of 200,000 population for Welfare-to-Work transit projects 

• Develop regional coordination of transit entities for greater efficiency and 
service delivery 

• Share demographic information on housing, jobs and plans for service 
delivery with transportation providers through an overlay map 

• Implement tokens/vouchers and/or discounted passes modeled on Santa 
Clara County1s discounted monthly transit pass, the Regional Transit 

· Coordinating Council's discount card, Bishop Ranch's bus pass and AC's 
home to school service 

• Develop alternative transportation options ie. para transit (vans, shuttle 
buses, taxiis) 

• Connect biking and public transportation 
• Provide maintenance, lighting and helmets for bike commuters 
• Develop change facilities for bikers at places of employment 
• Investigate the use of child care funds for transporting of children to and from 

school and daycare 
,. Publicize car pool and van pool incentives to employees, employers and 

individuals 
,t Involve employers in the transportation planning and development process. 
•t Promote incentives to employers to improve the transportation delivery 

system, ie. 40% return to employer of revenue spent on passes, tax 
advantages from van pools, emergency vouchers for employees (up to 2 
ea/month to work late, etc.) 

1• Increase the focus on '?ommunity development and neighborhood 
preservation to increase economic opportunity 
Offer incentives for local jurisdictions to better plan and link jobs to housing 
ie. uProject Alpha" in San Diego incorporating homes, jobs and transportation 

Recommendations-

Short Tenn: 

◄• Investigate making transportation affordable and accessible using a 
token/voucher system. 

◄► Financial incentives to employers who make transit passes available to their 
employees 
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• Develop mechanisms for teaching consumers how to use the transportation 
system: 

1. Social Services/PIG give program participants transportation 
information in orientation with one-on-one follow up. 

2. Provide computer-assisted trip planning training to program 
participants 

3. Expand kiosks and Internet-based trip planning (Trans-Link) being 
tested by MTC 

• Ask transportation providers under what conditions services can be changed 
• Employers~obs locations, time frames, transportation support (Bruce 

Riordan/RIDES, Paul Maxwell/ TOM, B. McClaryrrransportation Authority) 

Priority issues for study and recommendation long term: 

• Planning 
• Identifying advocacy issues for policy makers 
• Investment priorities from social service agencies 
• Financial capabilities of transit agencies 
• Accessing funds through coordination of separate funding streams ie., 

Private Industry Council grants from Dept. of Labor, Childcare Development 
Block Grant for child care resources, etc. 

4 



Family Support Task Force 
Transportation Issue 

NAME ORGANIZATION ADDRESS PHONE FAX 

Anderson, Charles WESTCAT 601 Walter Ave,, Pinole, Ca 94564 724-3331 724-5551 
/ 

/,ubry, Rick Rubicon Programs, Inc. 2500 Bissell Ave, , Richmond, Ca 948o'4 235-1516 235-2025 

Baskett, Lynn Hosp. Council of NorCal 7901 Stoneridge Dr., Suite 500, Pleasanton, Ca 94588 227-3336 460-5457 

Bemhus, Sharon Shelter, Inc. 1070 Concord Ave., Concord, Ca 94518 827-3598 X 128 827-2028 

Bonsall, Lisa HomeBase 870 Market St., Suite 1228, San Francisco, Ca 94117 (415) 788-7961 

Bowlby, David Congresswoman Tauscher's Off.1801 N. California St., Ste 103, WC, Ca 94596 932-8899 932-8159 

Brenner, Summer WCCTAG 1 Alvarado Square, San Pablo, Ca 94806 215-3008 235-7059 

Carr, Nick Health Services Dept. 597 Center Ave., Suite 115, Martinez, Ca 94553 313-6814 313-6840 

Chandler, Linda CCC Private Industry Council 2425 Bisso Ln, , Concord, Ca 94520 646-5024 646-5517 

Chiverton, Kathy Supervisor Gerber's Office 309 Diablo Rd, , Danville, ca 94526 820-8683 820-6627 

Cromartie, Tim Senator Lee's Office 1970 Broadway, Suite 1030, Oakland, Ca 94612 286-1333 286-3885 

DeSaulnier, Mark Board of Supervisors 2425 Bisso Ln, Suite 110, Concord, Ca 94520 646-5763 646-5767 

Durkee, Joanne Mt. Diablo Unified School Dist 1266 San Carlos Ave, , Concord, Ca 94518 685-7340 X 2722 687-8217 

Estrada, Felicia CCC Youth Commission PO Box 1188,, Pittsburg, Ca 94565 427-1905 

Fabella, Danna Social Service Dept. 40 Douglas Dr, , Martinez, Ca 94553 313-1583 313-1575 

Flemer, Ann Metro.Transport.Comm. 101 Eighth St, , Oakland, Ca 94607 464-7744 4647848 

Foran, Mary Health Service Dept. 20 Allen St, , Martinez, Ca 94553 370-5010 370-5098 
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NAME ORGANIZATION ADDRESS PHONE FAX 

Gerber, Donna Board of Supervisors 309 Diablo Rd., , Danville, ca 94526 820-8683 820-6627 

Gleich, Jim AC Transit 1600 Franklin St, , Oakland, Ca 94612 891-7185 891-7157 

Goldberg, Lisa ABAG PO Box 2050, Oakland, Ca 94604-2050 464-7993 464-7970 

Goldsby, Bill Community Services Dept. 2425 Bisso Ln., Suite 120, Concord, Ca 94520 646-5939 646-5551 

H~tch, Carol Congressman Miller's Office 367 Civic Dr, Suite 14, Pleasant Hill, Ca 94523 602-1880 674-0983 

Hathaway, Sandy Saint Vincent de Paul 221 O Gladstone Dr, , Pittsburg, Ca 94565 439-5060 X 26 439-7863 

Hoffman, Kathy Congressman Miller's Office 3220 Blume Dr, , Richmond, Ca 94806 262-6500 674-0983 

Hoffman, Sara County Administrator's Office 651 Pine St, 10th Floor, Martinez, Ca 94553 335-1090 646-1353 

Jackson, Michael Community Development Dept. 651 Pine St., 4th Floor, Martinez, Ca 94553 335-1278 335-1299 

Kelley, Caroline County Administrator's Office 651 Pine St, 10th Floor, Martinez, Ca 94553 335-1017 646-1353 

Krieg,Jeanne Tri-Delta Transit 801 Wilbur Ave, , Antioch, Ca 94509 754-6622 X 224 757-2530 

Lacy, Sandy Supervisor Gerber's Office 309 Diablo Rd, , Danville, Ca 94526 · 820-8683 820-6627 

McBride, Janet ABAG PO Box 2050, Oakland, Ca 94604-2050 464-7955 464-7970 

··V'" 
Miller, Jeanette EDD, Labor Market Research 363 Civic Dr., Pleasant Hill, Ca 94523 602-15B8 602-5023 

Miller, Mary Kay Social Service Dept. 40 Douglas Dr, , Martinez, Ca 94553 313-1614 313-1651 

Omania, Gloria Assemblyman Torlakson's Off. 815 Estudillo Ave, , Martinez, Ca 94553 372-7990 372-0934 

Osborn, Lynn TRANSPAC 100 Gregory Ln., Pleasant Hill, Ca 94523 671-5249 609-8853 

Ponte, Steve Tri-Delta Transit 801 Wilbur Ave., Antioch, Ca 94509 754-6622 757-2530 

Ramacier, Rick The County Connection 2477 Arnold Industrial Way, Concord, Ca 94520-2630 676-1976 686-2630 

Renfrow, Kathy Homeless Task Force and Vista 1213 Grove Way, Concord, Ca 94518 676-8403 687-7918 

Riordan, Bruce RIDES 60 Spear St., San Francisco, Ca 94105 (415) 281-4313 (415) 543-5660 
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NAME ORGANIZJ~ TION ADDRESS PHONE FAX 

Roberts, Mary BART 800 Oak St,, Oakland, Ca 94612 464-6102 287-4760 

Sanchez, Lisa SWAT PO Box 5148, San Ramon, Ca 94583 275-2296 866-6173 

Scott, Ariadne Health Services Dept. 597 Center St., Suite 125, Martinez, Ca 94553 313-6818 313-6840 

~trisower, Suzanne Supervisor Uilkema's Office 651 Pine St, Room 108A,.Martinez, Ca 94553 335-1046 335-1076 \• 

Tandy,Scott Community Services Dept. 1220 Morello Ave, , Martinez, Ca 94553 313-7360 313-7385 

Thon, Leah TOT, Transit Planning 801 Wilbur Ave., Antioch, Ca 94553 754-6622 757-2530 

Vovakis, Ernie Community Development Dept. 651 Pine St, 4th Floor, Martinez, Ca 94553 335-1243 335-1299 

Wallace,Joe Health Services Dept. 597 Center Ave., Suite 100, Martinez, Ca 94553 313-6836 313-6841 

Ward, Paul Social Service Dept. 40 Douglas Dr, , Martinez, Ca 94553 313-1623 313-1651 
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Health Services Department 
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DO'M~ESTIC VIOLENCE AND WELFARE REFORM 

As Contra Costa County designs and implements programs to comply with 
welfare reform, the county must consider how these programs will impact victims 
ofdomestic violence. It is important to acknowledge the fact that a lMge,portion 
ofwomen who receive welfare benefits are or have been victims ofdomestic 
violence. Without the financisl assistance that wel.mre provides. many ofthese 
women would not have been able to leave their batterers. As welrare reform goes 
into effect and benefits become more difficult to obtain, many women may find 
themselves trapped in abusive relationships because they lacl: the economic 
resources to leave. As several recent studies have shown, domestic violence is a 
concern for a large number ofwelfare recipients:1 

• A study conducted in Pasaic County, New Jersey from 1995-97 found that 
of 846 female AFDC recipi~ who h.ad been man<lated to pruticipate in 
education, training, orjob-related activities, 14.6¾ reported that they 
were currently experiencing physical abuse from an intimate partnet" and 
57.3% reported that they had experienced abuse at some point in their 
adult lives. 

In 1996, a Massachusetts study of734 women receiving AFDC found that 
19.5% ofthese women were currently experiencing domestic violence 
while 64.9% ofthem had been abused at some point in their adult lives. 

A study ofboth homeless and housed female AFDC recipients in 
Worcester, Massachusetts revealed that the incidence ofdomestic violence 
was high in both populations. Thirty two percent ofthe women had been 
abused within the previ<;ms 2 ye.ars, and 61 ¾ had experienced abuse at 
some point in their adult lives. 

• 

• 

While welfare receipt does not cause domestic violence, the economic 
constraints faced by battered women on assistance may make it particularly 
difficult to leave an abusive relationship. It is clear that the dynamics ofdomestic 
violence create barriers to employment. The studies cited above found that 
women who have experienced domestic violence are three times as lilce1y to :fuce 
active interference from their partner3 in-their work-related activities. These 
women also have higher rates ofdepression and post-traumatic stress disorder, are 
more likely to abuse alcohol or other drugs to cope with the violence in~lives, 
tend to have low self-esteem, display more symptoms of emotional distress., and 

1 ~ Jody, and Teen.an. Richanl M Trap~d by Pavertyffrap~dbyA~:New Evidence in 
the Rela6o,uhip ~Do,riestic Violence and Welf~. Pro~for~ oa Wclfarc, Wad:, and 
~ Vioknce, Chicago, 1<)97. 



have higher' rates ofphysical disability. These barriers may keep many women from meeting the 
new work requirements which are a part ofwelfue reform. 

Ifabused women are denied benefits, they may be forced to remain financially d~ 
upon their batterers and stay in a dangcroUs relationship. For this reason, as tho county designs its 
plan for implementwon ofwelfare reform., it must be particularly sensitive to domestic violence 
situations. · · 

Aspects ofwelfare reform that are ofparticular concern to victims ofdomestic violence include: 

• Identifying domestic violence 

• Implementation ofthe new work requirements and time limits 

• Child support enforcement 

• Issues for pregnant and parenting teens 

• Issues for immigrants 
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L nomcstic VIOience and Welfare Reform: Identifying Domestic Violence 

problem: 

For a number ofreasons, many women may not readily identify themselves to setvice providers as 
victims ofdomestic violence. A victim ofdomestic violence may be reluctant to discuss the issue 
with someone she feels may not talce her seriously, discount her experience, perceive her as 
deserving the abu5e» or blame her for staying with her abuser. Awoman may fear that disclosing 
abuse will jeopardize her safety and eliminate her means ofsupport. She may feel protective ofher 
batterer or stay in the relmonship hoping that the situation will improve. In addition, a woman's 
cultuntl. ethnic, or religious background may influence her willingness to speak lIDOtit domestic 
violenc.e. 

Rec:ommenda±ions: 

It is important thatDSS de:velop protocols requiring that: 

• Victims ofdomestic violence be given many opportunities to selj-iderrtify;2 

• Clear information dbout the possibilities ofexemptions and special servicesfor domestic 
violence and the proceduresfor applyingfor these exemptions andservices~ given to 
all women both orally and i'! writing, regardless ofwhether or not they admit to abuse;J 

• A list oflocal domestic violence referrals be given to al/women regardless ofwhelller or 
nat they self-identify, anda more comprehensive review ofavailable resources be done 
with a1J. women who do disclose abuse,· 

• All uifonnation that clients disclose be kept confidential in order to protect women's 
•safety;. 

• DSSworkers act in a supportive manner and -validate women's experiences with domestic 

2 ~ trainings ha-ve bo:n coodncted for DSS ~on~violalCC, the dq>aroner:it msy alsoWBIIi to 
coosuh-in.ipkmel3ting rou!ine screemns proccdurcs.. However, m&ny women mLJ not fccl. comfortable OS" safe disclosing 
8b.l~1o aDSS 'il/t'IO.T.r. Thcs:dixe, DSS mJld sttiYe to cre3te an c:nviromnenr. where women will be willing to ~)dc:otlfy, 
oot~rocircoomoocs mlkl & 'WOm!Il be pcmlized if3be does not disclose abuse initislly, particubrly if$be chooses 
to do 50 later. 

3Noti5c-#Jlim sb:cl:l ilXlooc, at rnn::rn:DllOl, ~ about Family Violence Option waivers which allow fur acy 
ix-isnimreqoix~ klbe~ifit~ A woman's~of abuse, good cause exi::epti005 to~in 'Wdfarc.. 
tX>-wock actMnes. good cawe ~ to establishment of~ty and child suppcrl oo:1e1's. irmxmatim fee immignm.ts 
on. the provisioas ofthe Violeooe Against Women Acl., and ceoeptioos to dee::oing requirements !oc immigrants 'Who are 
victims of abuse. 
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violence, emphasizing the fact that the abuse is not the woman 'sfault; 

• Welfare4 ~Workprograms encourage victims ofabuse to self-identify and refer ahu.se.d 
clients to appropriate services. 

All staff: including staffat Welfare-to-Work programs. should be trained on domestic violence 
and the effective implementation ofth~ protocols. 

Problem: 

Because domestic violence usually occurs in private settings, there arc often no 'Witnesses to the 
abuse other~ the two people who are involved. This needs to be taken into consideration when 
DSS det~what 'Will constitute proof that a woman has been abused. While it may seem 
reasonable to require evidence such as a police report to confum that a woman is being abused, 
such a requirement is unrealistic and would exclude many women who rightfully deserve the 
exemptions and services tlw should be provided to domestic violence victims. Women may 
choose not to llll!k:e police reports ifthey fear retaliation from their partner or ifthey have had 
prior experiences ofdiscrimi.n.atlon (particularly in communities ofcolor). 

RecommPJ}dstion: 

Documen:Jation such as use ofBattered Women's Alternatives• servi~ medical records, social 
service agency reports, restraining orders, testimony ofother witnesse~ or a woman's own 
testimony shouldbe taken as sufficientproofthat ahuse has occu"ed DSSshouldnever contact 
the perpetrator ofabuse or any other individual that the victim feels is unsafe to contact 

Il. Domestic Violence-. and Welfare Refonn: Work Requirements and Time Limits 

'froblem: 

The new I.aw requires that caIWORKs recipients work within 18-24 months ofreceiving 
assistance. Failure to comply with these regulations may result.in a reduction or loss ofaid. 
Domestic violence can be a serious obstacle to meeting this requirement. Women who are 
cmrent1y being abused a.re often unable to work outside ofthe home because their batterers will 
not let them. A batterer may make it difficult or even impoSS1"ble for his partner to educate herself 
or work by not allowing her to study, harassing her while she is at work, making~ miss 
appointments or classes, threatening her with physical abuse, etc. Additionally. many women who 
have experienced abuse suffer from post-trantn2tic stress disorder, low self-est~ depression, 
and lack ofjob skills, all of which may keep them from complying with work requirements. 

~ 

Recommendation: 
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Work ~quirements should be waivedfor women who are~rmable to meet them due to domestic 
violence. 

Problem: 

The new law imposes a five year lifetime limit on all benefits. Because weffiu-e can be critical for 
women trying to escape abusive relationships, strictly enforced ti.me limits on welmre aid could 
leave many women without tbf,i :financial means to leave their batterers. 

Recompw11datfon: 

Victims ofdomestic violence should be exempted from lifetime limits on benefits. 

Many women may want or need job assistance to estalllish and maintain independence from their 
batterers. 

Recommendation: 

Welfare-to-workprograms should be equipped to handle the needs ofdomestic vi.ole::nce vi.ctlms. 
Strategiesfor doing this include: · 

• Allowing victims ofdomestic viol.ence to self-identify during the process ofdesigning the 
initial empwyment plans that are required ofallparticipants. 

_._. · Ensuring that domestic violence se.n,ices are availahle to women who need them, ei'ther 
on-site or at an accessible community setting. and thatjob 'training programs are both 
flerible and sensitive to the safety issues that women may have. 

• Training all staffon the nature ofdomestic violence and the barriers that it may create 
for women so that they will be able to properly assist women who are victims ofabuse. It 
should not be the responsibility ofa woman seeking aid to advocatefor the waivers or 
special services that she needs. Rather, all DSS workers should be trained to bring up the 
issue ofdomestic violence with clients through notifying them ofdomestic violence 
exemptions. DSS workers should encourage women to disclose situations ofabuse in a 
sensitive and supportive manner. 

III. Domestic Violence and Welfare Reform: Child Support Orders 
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Under Welmre Reform, in order to rcecive CaIWORKs money, iadividwtls IIllllt comply with the 
child support enforcement agency to establish patcmity ofthcir child and establish and cmorce a. 
child support order. Individuals t!lJ.Y be exempted from this requirell}cnt only ifthey an,,deemed 
to bave "good Cl!USC." These requirements cm pose a seriow threat to women who areJ!i&ve 
been in an abusive relationship. For many women, cooperating with child support enfurce:nem 
may result in retaliniou from 11. ba.tter-cr or IDAY reveal to the batterer her location and the !oat.ion 
of her children. 

Recommendc;tfon: 

TM good= aemption should include cases where a woman has beai ahused. Whik this 
CU17'Qfl/y is the cc=, vayfew womm choose to use the good cause exemption,~most lib:/y 
because tJiey ~ not been informed thaJ ft is an option andso insuadchcxm lo pretmdthat 
they do not have tnfomraticn about thefatkrs oftheir childrm In ordufor the goodca= 
aemption to prouct abusedwomen, allwomen must be clearly informed that it is an option. 

Whµe llW1j' women ri.ll: violence by purn.mig child support, they rm.y not be able to a:ffuro not to 
collect child support, particularly a.s it becomes more md more difficult to get "''Clfu-e benefit!. 

R.ecommeodatiQB: 

Wc::vnot neulto be given tk option ofpursuing childsupport in a way that marimius their own · 
pasona! safety. Suggeste.dstrategi~ include: 

• In ~where ~cviolena isa eoncmt, the location ofthe woman andhu 
children should not be disclosed unless ordered by the COflrl. The woman sht:NldJ,,:n,e the 
option ofhaving mail tklivered to a government office or some other anonymous and 
secure location SQ that the batterer will not know where SM lives. 

• ifa woman wishes to pursue childsupport. she should u infonnedwhenever an action is 
takn on her case so that she will be aware that the lxrttere:r may be angry. 1hisway, SM 
can tak any sp«ia1precautions needed. 

• The woman shouldnot he required to appear in cowt 1111less ®SQ[ute!y 1ll!Ce.SSaJ'Y· ifsk 

4 Rob:x!3, Paw, l'=ing C1rild Sufpc,-t: Uo~ Vlok,,«, Ca:ila' fa-Law and Soci.a1 Poliq, W~ 1997. 

5 Summzrizal.frcmR.obcrts 1997. 
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Tk law alwws.for exceptions to tht:= rtup1irement.s wJu:n "sub.sta:niial evuknc.e crisJ.s ofarr act 
orfailure to act tJ,at pre;arts an i1tlminc,t oruri=harm iftk individual andha cJiild lived 
in the~ reslcknce wtth the mdividual's own parent or legal guardian." This atte:ria should 
be used to waive tk eligibility requiremerasfor CaILeam assistaJ-la when relancn.ship via~ 
is a factor. The Family Vioknc~ Option~ al.so be USLd to wan,e this requirc,s,mt. 
A.ddidonally.for the~oflmp~nting the law, batterd women's shelters skNld be 
consido-ed an appropriate adull~utting, and there should be enough flc:ibility within 
the regulations to al/aw a tun mother to m~ as quickly andasjrequenfly as she nads in order 
to escape abuse. 

7 



ECO;Ui ii;; WCECI IC- 510 313 6840 P.0§ 

Identifying Domestic Violence 

Problem: 

Lile,~ adult wo~ teens may be reluctant to disclose abuse. A teen may fear that disclosure will 
result in retaliation from her partner or that her children will be taken away from her. Previous 
insensitive responses from adults may lead a teen to feel that she will not be taken seriously when 
she discusses the abuse occurring within her relationship, or sho may feel that the abuse is her own 
fault and that she deserves to be treated viole.ntly. A teen may not want to incriminate her partner, 
or she may believe that she can change him. Cultural and religious beliefs may also keep a tee.n 
from discussing abuse. 

~ornn,end~tion: 

To establish whether or 1101 relationship violence is a concern in a teen app/icant;s life, DSS 
workers should encourage teens who are or have l>een in abusive relationships to self-identify. 
As a standardproce.dure, all teens should be irrformed ofthe possibilitiesfor exemptions and 
domestic vioknce services.. 

Work Requirements and Lifetime Ilmits on Assistance 

Problem: 

Acc:ording to the law, time spent on CaILearn assistaure by minor parents who are not considered 
heads ofhousehold should not be applied towards lifetime limits on assistance. Howevet", ifa teen 
mother is exempted from the adult-supervised living requirement due to a domestic violence 
situ.atio~ she may be considered a head ofhousehold and be subject to time limits. 

~mroenrurtion: 

Teen motherswho are imable to live in an adult-supervised household due to abuse should not 
be consideredheads ofhouseholds, and the time that they spend on CalLeam assistance while 
they are minors should not be counted toward lifetime limits. Additionally, the same aemptions 
that are provided to adult victims ofdomestic violence should also be made available to teens. 
(See pp.-1-5 oftltis dtxvment..) 

. Child Sypport Enforcement and Statutory Rape 

Problem: 

Many ofthe concerns surrounding child support enforcement for adults also apply to teens. An 
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additional issue which may be ofparticular concern to teen mothers is that ifthe father oftheir 
child is 18 or older, the information that they disclose may be used to prosecute their partners for 
statutory rape. Wrthin the context ofthe state ofCalifornia's recent programs to crack down on 
statutory rape and the provisions within the welfare law which also call for an increased 
prosecution ofstatutory rape, it is poSSI."ble that infonnation revealed to social sernce agencies 
about the partners ofteen mothers could be obtained by local District Attorney «statutory Rape 
Vertical Prosecution Units" and used to press charges ofunlawful sexual intercourse. Adopting a 
criminal justice approach to statutory rape which is not sensitive to the· social context in which 
these relationships occur can be harmful to teen parents in several ways. Indi.scrimin!tely 
prosecuting fathei-s may prevent these men from providing teen mothers with the :financial 
assistance and/or partnership that they need. Criminal prosecution may also deter teen parents 
from seeking assistaT\Ce and may add to the distrust ofthe criminal justice system which e,clsts in 
many low.income communities and communities of color, especially ifthese cases are dravm 
primmly from w_e1furc recipients. 

Recommendatmn: 

Information collectedfor childsupport or other services shouldnot be usedto prosecute 
statutory rape without the teen mother •s consent. The same eremptions to the childsupport 
enforcementprovisions which are available to adult women who have experienceddomestic 
violence shouldalso be made available to teen mothers. (See pp. 6-7 ofthis docume11t..) 

V. Domestic Violence and Welfare Reform: Issues of Concern to Immigrants 

Problem: 

As a result ofwelfare ref~ legal immigrants will no longer be eligib!e for some welfare ~ts. 
This will have a serious impact on immigrant women who are in situations ofdomestic violence. 
Many ofthese women are financially dependent upon their batterer. W:tthout the assistance that 
welfiu-e provid~ they may be unable to leave an abusive relationship. Immigrant women already 
face many obstacles which compound situations ofdomestic violence. These include 
discrimination, language barriers, and the inseositivity ofmany services to cultural differences. 
The new wdfare measures simply add another obstacle, making it even more difficult for 
immigrant women to escape domestic violence. 

Rewmmen®ti,ons: 

DSS workers need to inform all immigrant w~who are in situations ofdomestic violena of 
the possibilitiesfor exemptions to these measures and the proceduresfor applying for these 
exemptions. There cue currently several situations in which immigrant women may be eligible for 
assistance: 

9 



• There are three exemptions within the welfare rej'onn law through which immigrants may 
~ eligiblefor aid. lmmigrCJJ11s can receive (!_Work exemption if they have worked in the 
U. S.for a total of40 quarters. Qti&-ters o./work·'done by a spouse may be eow1ted i/the 
indJviduaJhas notfiledfor a divorce. A military exemption is available to an immigrant 
who is orwhose spouse is a veteran or on active duty. Immigrants who have 
refugee/asylee status are aw eligible for a temporary exemption. DSS workers should 
assist immigrant women in documentingwork quarters or military service done by their 
spouses andbe sensitive to the fact that ifa woman has recently left her 'batterer she may 
110t have all ofthe. doaane:ntation necessary in herpossession. In these instances, 
requir~for documentation shouldbeflexible, and ifnecessary a woman ·s own 
testimony should be counted as proofofquarters worked by herself or her spouse. 

• The Violence Against Women Act allows lxIJteredwomen who are married to a U.S. 
citizen or legal resident to applyfor reside.ncy without the cooperation ofhu husband. A 
provision within the new immigration law allows women who have applied for permdnent 
residency under the Violence Against Women Act. who no longer live with their batt.erl!l's, 
andwho can demonstrate a "substantial cmmection" between the 112edfor bme_fits and 
domestic violence to be eligible for welfare ~ DSS workers should be sensitive 
to thefact that it may be difficultfor a woman to leCNe her 'batterer before rec.eiving any 
financial assistance. Therefore, implementation ofthese requirements should all.ow 
women someflexibility in meeting these requirements. 

• Family Violence Option waivers may also 'be used to help immigrant women receive 
welfare aid 

Because a woman who has left her batterer may notpossess tlre docwnents need to prove her 
immigration status, all women should be given benefits during the time it 'takes to establish proof 
oftheir eligibility. In cases where battered fmmigrpnt women are unable to receive exemptions, 
DSSworkers should be ahle to make appropriaie referrals to domestic violence services along 
with services which will help them applyfor residency under the Violence Against Women Act, 
andapplyJar citizenship. Services should be available to women in theirfirst languages, mid 
DSSprotocols and stafftrainings shouldaddress issues around respectfor cultural differences. 

Under welfare reform laws, when an immigrant applies for assistance, her sponsor's income~ 
resources shall be deemed available to the immigrant for her first three yearn in the United States. 
For many immigrant women who are victims ofdomestic violence, their spongor may also ~ their 
batterer. When this is the situation, a woman may find herselfeconomically trapped in an 8hti.sive 
relationship because she is ineligiole for welfare assistance. 

~mmeodation: 

https://resUe?.qy


The Family Violence Option should be ~ to waive the deeming requirements in siblations 
where a woman's sponsor is also her batterer. 

Problem: 

Welfiu'e reform makes all undocumented immigrants ineligiole for aey form ofaid. DSS workers 
are required to report all undocumemed immigrants to the INS. Undocumented women who are 
victims ofdomestic violence will be adversely affected by these measures and will be unable to 
receive any kind ofsupport or assistance ifthey choose to leave their batterers. 

Re&Q~: 

Allwomen should be irifonned that ifthey are undocumented, they may be reported to the. INS. 
They should also k informedofthe services that are available to then,.. The U. S. Attorney 
General has designated certain servicesfor which all women, regardless oftheir immigration 
status, are eligible. These include domestic violence agencies, public health services, soup 
kitchens, crisis counselin~ andshort term shelter. DSS workers should be able to refer 
undocumented immigrants to appropriate services. 
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A federation of religious communities, churches and non-profit organizations have met on the 
following points regarding welfare reform. Represented are: 
• The Contra Costa Interfaith Sponsoring Committee (CCISCO) representing 30 

churches (25,000 parishioners) 
• The Contra Costa Interfaith Alliance representing 30 churches and ten non

profit organizations 
• Greater Richmond Interfaith Program representing 27 churches 

1. Regarding "workfare" 
• insure equal pay for equal work 
• insure no displacement of current workers 
• insure no reprisals for unionization ofworkers 
• include college, adult schools, non-profit job training classes, and treatment 
centers for substance abuse 
• provide benefits to churches and non-profits who agree to be a "community 
service site" 
• provide clear instruction for matching the physical and mentally challenged with 
appropriate Jobs 

2. Ease "time constraints" as far as the Federal law allows using waivers wherever possible 

3. Develop a plan within the county plan for private sector and non-profit job creation 

4. Develop a funding program for job training in the private and non-profit sectors 

5. Include special programs to meet the needs of those who are illiterate and/or non-English 
speaking 

6. Include plans for quality childcare and low cost and safe transportation 

7. Monitor the utility companies to enforce the laws ol?liging them to work out minimum or 
non-payment plans for lo-w--income users. • 

8. Include pre-natal care for non-qualified immigrant mothers 

9. Develop a plan to accurately track the positive and negative success rate of those who are 
removed from public benefits 

10. Meet with other East Bay counties, especially Alameda, to work toward a consistent plan 

11. Increase services to lowincome families who have members involved in the justice system 

12. Include a comprehensive plan to improve food security 

13. Take active steps to enforce and increase low income housing 

14. Fund more 24 hour hot lines for those whose benefits are cut and train the operators 

15.. Meet with us for further discussion on these issues before the plan is finalized 



To: Christina Linvilie 

Nov.24.1997 

From: Cm-olyn Krantz 

RE: Meeting tomorrow morning 

In the meetipg with the clmrehes today a few suggestions. were made about the ~da. for IMlM'OW. 
Oclow arc the suggestions with appropriate time restraints so we can get through all ffte pc;,i.nts. The 
group W3rltcl wsd it up in dialogue f.uhion so tha:t we ax.ud get through it. Most ofm have not found 
copies of the documl!flt av:iiW>fe in libraries, so we may need another meeting to be more thorough in the 
Plan°$ d,M:lopinrrol. ' 

Jnterfaitll C~litioos aad Couty Mffting Agelda-Nev. 25, 1'97 

Introduction$ and credential-Carolyn Krantz:- 5 min. 

Specific Concerns: teo minutes eadt 

i. Job Devtlopment- Sue Renfro 
...idt=ntify partoinbips in tilt: private sector" 
-identify local bboc market needs" 
identify jooo which pay a living wage 

Counly Response 

:Z. Job T..._ini•g- Sr. Stella Goodpasture 
~collaboration with public/private agencies" 
"pre-employment community service plan" 

County Response 

J. Qoitlity Oiildutt-- Marty McCa.rth) 
County Response 

4. Sdc aod Affordable Transportation-Ethel Dot$on 
County Response 

S • .Mf'ordable ,alld 1'ru11itiooal Heming-Sheron Bemhus 
County ResJX)l)se 

6. ~nt and Utility Voucllers-- Ethel Dotson 
County Response 

7. Food Security-Sr. Stella Goodpasture 
County Response 

!. Acces., to Healt)t Se:rviceit-8'. Stetla Goodpasture 
County Response 

9. Eligibility, exemptions and tracking- Carot}n Krantz 
Coi.mty R.~ 

Should we meet again? Discussion of future interaction between County Social Sa-vices and the Interfaith 
Coalition:;- 5 rnin. · 
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JOINT RF$PONSE OF CONTRA COSTA LEGAL SERVICES 
FOUNDATION AND T.EIE EMPLOYMENT LAW CENTER TOT.HE 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
DRATI' COUNTY CalWORKs PLAN 

--..... 
NOTE:-For ease of incorporating these commen~ our responses follow the 
order of the county plan. Following those responses are additional comments; 
these comments are no less imporbnt and are .listed in a separate grouping 
wlely because they do not directly apply to speciiic sections listed, or are 
concerm that apply to the plan as a whole. 

PLAN RESPONSES 

1. caIWORKS Tmpiemrntation Objectlves (p. 3) 
Add as an objective that the cmmty will actively work toward assuring 

that all CalWORKS components provide equal and meaningful access to all 
participants, by requiring extensive training of all county employees an.d 
subcontractors and rigorously enforcing anti--discrlminati.on and ADA 
provisions and other employment rights. ~ the Employment Law 
Center's mailing entitled "Assuring Compliance with CalWORKS 
Employment Related Provisions.,.) 

2. Refugee semces (p. 8) 
The county -plan should provide WTW components andlor ancillm:y 

services that include nam.:rali22tion assistance for non-citizens as part of any 
refug~ employment ~ :program. 

3. Service Delivery Moge1 (p. 18) 
We have a concern about using the Medi-cal program as the method by 

which the county will provide employment retention ~ces. This will only be 
effective to the degree that the family continues to receive Medi-Cal. The 
potential exists that families may not receive Medi-Cal (for example if the 
family receives health care coverage through. the employer er as child/spousal 
support), and therefore lose their ability to access the county's employment 
retention services. 

~n:That the county specify a plan for providing 
employment retention services to families not on Medi-Cal1 by designating an 
".Employment Rct:Jltion Services'° unit. The fumilies thu$ can fully access 

https://anti--discrlminati.on


Contra Cost.a. CaIWORKs Comments 
Page2 

services without regard to receipt -0f a.:ledi-Cal. Intemally, the county· can 
divide the staff into Medi-Cal and non-Medi..caI staff. 

4. Ope StQJ> Career Centers (p. 11). 
The coonty "One Stop'• Cen.tet locations list two centers for Concoro 

and none for .Martinez or Hercules. 
Recommendation: The county needs to have a one--stop <.:en~ in 

Martinez and Hercules. It should add these center if possible; if tbis 
necessitates a reduction in othe.r locations, Con<:ord should be .reduced to one. 
Additionally, the county needs 1o assure that transportation to these centers 
e::cists (as with all CalWORKS oomponents.) ~ Transportation comments. 

All cellters should be culturally and linguistically accessible 'to 
participants. 

5. Welfaw to Work Activities (p. 17) 
The ~unty should include in "'other services:1' 1) SIPs leading to 

employment; 2) time .in which an adult participant is in counseling needed to 
enable the adult to participate in caIWORKs or employment; 3) the time a 
homeless adult :recipklnt needs to obtain mutable housing (i.e. for homeless 
families and families living in substandard housing, when such housing affects 
the family's ability to successfully participate in wrwtemployment activities). 

6. Toe Model as a "working ;practi~ {p. 18) 
The county should include recipients and local welfare advocates on its 

Personnel and Operational t.ask groups. This 1Niil meet, oo a more manageable 
level, the county's obligation to receive public mput into the development of its 
plail. Additionally, we recommend that the Staff Development Task Force 
:include members who speci2liz.e in employment training/placement services and 
disability requirements (such as identifyillg and assisting recipients with phy~ 
and mental disabilities). 

The Operation.al Task Group shoukl continue to ~ afrer the 
development of the operational plan, to review the progress of the countfs 
programt and to make recommendations for improving the program. The Task 
Force .:findings should be made av.tiiable to the public. 

7. Enrollment Ph,ase,-In {p. 13) 
The county dces not set forth the crltcria/mauis by which. it will phase in the 
enrollment of recipients into CalWORXs. As the. 24-month "clock" for a 
reclpient,s welfare-to-work ("W'rW..) services begins to run from the 
signing of a wrw plan, after which the recipient will meet his/her hours by 
community ~ work, it is important to maximiz.e tbe ability of recipients 

https://Operation.al
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to atte:id educational and training programs. The timing of enrollment thus . _ 
is vital. 

R.e.commendam:m; The county should set priorities fur enrollment, 
starting with wlunteers. The county should provide all WIW services tD 
interested recipients, including everyone in a Sll'1 but nQ1 have those 
recipients sign the wrw plan until the end of 1998. Recipients who wish to 
maximize their education and/or training time should be enrolled last. The 
county should inform recip.ien~ ofthe advantages/disadvantages ofenrolling 
early, and enroll recipients accordingiy. All recipients currently in SIP 
programs should be enrolled in December, 1998, unless otherwise 
requested. 

8. Orientation (p. 18) 
The plan should include in its orientation, under "work activities" the 

education apt.ions. 

9. Intensive Case M~em (p. 19) 
A. Child,Wel[MtServfoes; The plan s12.tes that inrensive case 
manage..-nMt shall .iooludi; ""open to child. welfure services." It is :not 

. clear what this means. 

Recommendarlon: Toe plan. should ci.arlfy what intensive case 
management services covers. P~garding child welfare services 
("CWS~), "WTW child welfare case management services should assist 
families in recciving services th.at are part of the Juvenile Court 
~unification plan, and otherwise coonli.nating with the CWS worker. 
Unl~s case services .manager must refer the fumily to CWS under 
current reporting laws, the manager shou.Id not involve CWS unless the 
family agrees to receive these service&, aJld :rach services cannot be 
provkle.d without the involvement of the CWS depart:me.nl Both DSS 
and CWS ~l be bound by confidentiality laws. . 

B. ABE and E,~L: The plan states that participants shall be assigned to 
ABE and ESL, "where education is needed to become employed.• 
UnderW & I §11325.22(b)(3)) a participant "who looks basic literacy or 
mathematics skills, a high school diploma or general educational 
developmait certificate, or .EilgJish language education .. ,~ shall be 
a&'iignoo to participate 1n adult basic education as mmmPJ:iate and 
n~ fo:r remoya! of~ individuars bm;rier:s to enm\Qlment... 

Recommendation: The county must enroll participants in ABE or 
ESL components, not just when it is likely to lead 10 employment, but 
ltlOre specificaJ.ly, whenever it ls "appropriate and necessary1t to remove 

https://specificaJ.ly
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barriers to employment 'The county should specify how it will identify 
participants n~g AJ3E/.ESL. 

, -

The plan also states that AB.E'JESL services 'Will be concur.rent 
with. other work activities. This fa more restrictive than what is required 
by lawt and may be inappropriate depending on the individuars 
circumstances. Mew.ants haye the,rlght to have a wrw plan that is 
tailQied to their indlvi<Jyal needs, and which m~ts the I@Uj~ Qf 
CalWO:p;Ks, If ABFJESL components are too time consutning and/or 
the individual \J.lill not benefit by the classes being combined with other 
WTW activities, the educational component cannot not be combined with 
the other activities, absent the participant's knowing and voluntary 
consent. 

Recommendation: The plan must be changed to state that when 
appropriate, and agreed t? l;,y the participant, AJ1EfESL components 
shallbe concurrent with other work activities. 

10. ~ Month &tension (p. 19) 
The plan rclers to the "18-24 month,. time period for person entering 

Cal.WORKS after the new prog:mm is implemented. This reference does not 
meet the requirement that th.e plan set forth the criteria for the 6 month 
extension. This is required information for a county plan under CaIWORKs. W 
& I 11454(d). . 

Recommendation: The county should list :as the criteria for extending the 
WTW time that sny participant who is in compliance with WTW activities who 
had not obtained employment $.lfficlent to terminate aid s.hall be able to 
continue in WTW activities fut 6 months. 

11. Pivetsion (p. 20) 
The county &tates that it is developing its criteria for diversion. 
&commmdatum: Diversion should be available to assist fum:Ilies who 

have ~ short-term need for funds to prevent them turning to welfare. This 
should include the need for rent, car repair, relocation funds to move to an out
of-c.ounty job, funds to end homcl.essnes~, etc., as well as funds to find 
employment (such purchase of tools for a tradei transportation to look for/attend 
work, etc.}. The diversion criteria must be made available to all applicants fur 
caIWORKs prior to making an application. 

12. Immu;nim!Lons (p. 20) 
The county plan must provide for transportation :for families needing this 

supportive service in on:fur to obtain rhe required immunizations. The county 
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must set forth the criteria for exempting families from immWlizations based on 
medica1/religious grounds. 

. -

13. School Attendance (p. 20) · 
Tbe c:ounty should establish a method ofverlfyjng school attendance 

directly from the school, wirh the parenrs~ Only if the school fails to 
provide the verification should family's be asked to obtain it. Under any 
verification plan1 the county phln must set forth that the county will assist 
parents who are unable to obtain school verification (mcluding, but not limited 
to families who cannot get the verification because of diSabilitieK, transportation 
problems, time ]imitations related to the parent's wrw activity). The county 
mould also specify in the plan tl\at the. good cause/conciliation prowions apply 
prior to sanctions. 

14. Substans.,e Ahure (p. 22) 
The county has not ~ developed the; speci:fics of tltis program. Toe 

county must receive public input o.n this p1an component when it begins to work 
on this section. In developing its plan, the county should consult with 
professionals who work in the field ofsubstance abuse as well as recipients in 
rewvery. The plan should state the specifics of to whom, when,. where and 
how these services will be provided. Any plan should prov.ide for linguistic and · 
cultural appropriate services. 

Appropriate Staffin1: 
The county plan should specify the minimum educational/training 

background of workers who will diagnose whether a participant has a substance 
abuse problem. 

Recommendafion: Only licensed Clinical Social Workers who have 
received specific training in working with persons with substance abuse 
problems should be allowed to diagnose substance abuse problems. Staff from 
the "Dual Diagnosis" program should not be authorized to m3ke this magnosis. 

Confidentiality 
The plan should specifically refer to, and require, that all county 

workers and subcontractors a:re in compliance with the California Confidential 
'.Medical Information Act (Civil Code §56). 

Licensing, 
The county plan should provide that only licensed substance abuse 

treatment programs., and licensed counselors, be used. 
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Tran$%1!'.(ation 
'The <:aunty must assure that participants referred to assessment or 

treatment for substance abuse receive necessary transportation services. 

15. Mental He;!lth (p. 23) 
The county has not yet developed the specifics of this program. The 

county must receive public input o~ this plan component when it begins to work
on this section. In developing its plan, the..coon ould consu!t:wi-tb---- I
professionals who work in the field of !

\
 ~{\J ,. 
\J;' bl,\.

ubs~ abuse ~ recipifflts in 
recovery. The plan should state the · cs o to whom., when,. where 311d how 
these services will be provided. Any plan should provide for linguistic ~ 
cultural appropriate services. 

-
~,,_t c1.. 

The county plan St'lould state that the county, :its subcontractors and any 
other entity receiving TA.t'W funds through the county program shall be in 
compliance with the Federal Mental Health Systems Act of 1980 (42 USC 
§9501). 

Eost-(d\lWQBXs Servi.;es (p. 24) 
The county does not set forth what meJltal health 3erVices will be 

provided aftet an adult participant ~s the 60 month ti.me 'limit. 
Recommendation: The county shouki include mental health services as 

part of its servkes for adulrs "leaving» Cal.WORKs~ including those who are 
Iooing aid as a result of the 60 month time limit. 

Transoortatioo. 
The county must assure that participants referred to assessment or 

treatment for mental health receive necessary transportai:ion services. 

16. Child Qire (p 2S) 
Disabled Children 
Generally, the plan doe$ not make any reference to child care for 

disabled children; it should do so. In particular, the plan should reference the 
Amerlcans with bisabilities Act {ADA) requitement'i (both that file agency and 
its subcontractors -not discriminate against families with children with disabilities 
in W'f:W .activities and that child C2,re placements make reasonable 
accommo&tions in order to accept chil~ with disabilities. The Child Care 
Law Center can provide the county with e::ttensive information about the ADA 
and cbild care. The county also should specifically reference the pay 
diffe--.re.ntials for children with special needs> as well as requiring that the child 
care roordinators/referral agency inform participants of thls, so they can better 
~.ss child care. 
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The county should infonn parents with severely disabled children of the ·
exemption for parents who need to take care of incapacitated household 
members that interferes with a recipieslt's ability to participate in WTW 
activities. For those parents who -volunteer to participate in spite of eli2fullity 
for me exemption, the rounty should work closely with the parent(s) to obtain 
child care that provides for the child's special needs. 

 -

Evening and Weekend Cam 
The county plan also should reference the·availability of a pay 

. differential for weekend and evening child care, as well as requiring that the 
child care coordinatorsireferral age.noy inform participants of this, so they can 
better access child care. 

Referral Agces:s (p. 26) 
The county must provide phone sites., with transportation) for families 

who need child care, but do not have ph~. 

Time Lim.its 
When advising ~ts of their right to/qoalliicatio.n for an e.xemption 

based on new child or cltild care, the county plan should provide that the WTW 
worker shall discuss with the parents the relevant time-limits (18/24 month and 
60 month), and the effect of the exemption on that time limit. 

funding 
If insufficient TANF funds exist for child care for 11 and 12 year olds, 

or Stage 2 child care, the county should provide funds for this care. 

Standards fot Child care 
The county plan should adopt the standards of quality and available child 

care set forth in the Child C.are law Cen.ter document, attached. 

Non- and Limired-Enwsh meaJcipg and Immigrant chilgren 
The plan should indicate how it will work with parem:s to assure that 

child care is linguistically and oulturally appropriate. 

Component Chwges/Weyk Inteo:Y,ptj.on 
The county should set forth criteria :foi-provkling child care when a 

WTW component or employment is/will be intemlpted for short periods, to 
guarantee that the family does not lose their p~t. 

Si-M~ 1: (p. 27) 

https://Inteo:Y,ptj.on
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The county needs to set forth the cnterla for determining whether a 
family shall be in Stage 1 or Stage 2 child care, by definirtg what a "'stable 
situation" is. Because of the funding concentration in Stage 1, and to maximize 
continuity of cliild care/minimize problems for recipients, ~ reoommend that 
no participant in a training program be listed as having a "'stable situation.,. 
Additionally, no employment should be considered stable unless/until the 
recipient has held the position for more than six months and1 in. addition, is not 
on probation. Also1 the volume of recipients with problems receiving payments 
from the county for child care under the AFDC (GAIN/NE:r) program, reads us 
to recommertd that the county should not administer the child care program at 

sm:stage. 

Stag~ 1-2 (p. 27-28) 
The county plan _provides fur a cen1ralized wait list for subsidized care 

only for Stage 3 recipients. The COUllty should~, within the limits of the 
law, for a ceninili.zed v.·ait list for CalWORKs participants regardless of which 
stage child care they are receiving. The wait times am very long, and having 
one list will increase the chance that when a :participant reaches Stage 3 that a 
slot will be open. (If possi'ble; participants who reach the top of the wait list 
prior to entering Stage 3 should defer the slot to a St.age 3 partlclpant, but not 
lose their ".ranldng~ on the list.) 

~\~.~ 
Stage 2 (p, 26; 27-28) uF•;' 

The. county plan states~ on p. 26, that families will move to Stage 2 child 
care when '"-working full-time and no longer receiving"~ aid.... ,. The 
CalWORKs is broader than this, as the standard is "~ble fut aid.,. See 
ACL <;n~73. Given. the 60 month limit, families may not be receiving aid, 
although eligible. Time in whlch these families receive child care assistance 
does not count towards the two-year li.mit oo transitional child care. 

Child Qrre for 11-12 year olds (p. Z9) 
We commend the county's inclusion of child care fur children up to 12. 

The county should correct footnote 40, however, which states that CalWORKS 
allows child care only through age 10. CalWORKs ~cally provides for 
child care for children aged 11 and 12: W oG I §1t323.2(a)(l)(b). 

Additionally2 CalWORKs mandates that counties coordinate with school 
districts on the availability of after school a@viti.es. (AB 1542 §12; Ed. Code 
~8481). The plan should set :forth what efforts the COllllty will make to locat.e, 
llst and develop county after school progranu. 'The county's operational plan 
should set forth that case managers should wo.ck with parents to ammge 
resources f~ clukb-cn over 12. The county should grant good cause for non-
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participation if the parent(s) cannot .find suitable after-school adul~ superviSioo 
of children over 12 who are at risk if left without adult supervision. 

S~-2 (p. 29) 
The county plan should list priorities for child care in Stage '3, in the 

event that there is insufficient funding. We recommend that families needing 
child care to assist them in complying with a reunifu:ation/CPS plan get fust 
priority. The COW1ty plan should provide that subsidized child care slots for 
non-CalWORKs children shall not be eliminated in onler to provide the slots for 
CalWORKs families. 

17. Tl'a:Qw;rtation {p 29) 
The plan must provide transponation for all required calWORKs 

components, as well as assuring that all participants can ~ all of the 
county's CalWORKs seNices, including, but not limited to: Substance Abuse, . · 
Mental Health, and Education oompo,ne:nts. · 

Recommendation: CalWORKs requires children to attend school and 
obtain immunizations. Older children not in school must participate in welfare
to-work (""WTW.,,) activities. The plan therefore must provide for 
transportation for children, in the form of bus/BART pass for in-rounty 
transportation, and as otherwise nec:essary for out-of-county trips. Children are 
also required to be immunized. The county therefore must provide) for families 
needing such supportive services, transpomuion to obtain immunizations. The 
county must provide for transportation to One Stop Career Centers, and any 
other 80:Vice which the county provides, inclucling any wrw component 
Cal.WORKs transportation must be accessible to persons with disabilities. 

18. Comm\,lllizy Sei:Yi@(p. 31) 
fo developing the Community S~("CS") program, the county 

should get extensive pubJ.ic input,. particulatly from recipients and non-profits 
who will be the most impacted by this provision, The county must specify that 
Community Service ("CS*) work hours shall be limited by the minimum wage 
di"iided into the family grant (with other participation hours being n:iaoe up 
through WTW activities that will lead to employment). It also must specify that 
CW placements shall only be made when it has been detennined that the 
placement will provide the participant with job skills leading to unsubsidized 
employment .uid will comply with anti-dispJacement provisions. ~ W & I 
§11324.6. 

Contra Costa's operational plan should provide for prevailing wages for 
community .serv:i.;e work. Otherwise, the :influx of community service workets 
will depre.ss wages, teSulting in displacement ofworke:rS. Also, it is only fair 
that people doing equal work get equal pay. The prevailing wage, of course, 

https://depre.ss
https://CalWOR.Ks
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can take into acrount the community service worker's job skills and experience.• 
T.raining wages, if customary. would also be appropriate. If the resultant hours 
of participation (based upo11 dividing the grant by the prevailing wage) is below 
the required number ofhours, the county can have the participant make up the 
additlooal hours in activities that will increa-se the recipients skills and 
employment opportunities~ such as education, and tzaining, as long as the 
person ls not _perfonning. employment services. 

19. Dom§'tic Violence (p. 32) 
Toe county should follow the recommendauons set forth in 1he 

California Alliance Again:tl Domestic Violence mailing tllat went to all county 
welfare directors, as well as those from the County Health Department. 

20. Transitloninz off of fil!! (p. 38) 
CalWOR.Ks requires tllat th~ county set forth its pbm for assistlilg 

families transitioning off of aid, specifically in.eluding families leaving 
CaIWORKs as a result of time limits. The Contra Costa Plan, however, only 
refers to families tranmtioning off "'due to employment.,. 

Recom:mendation.: All post-aid services must be equally available to 
adult.s losing TANF aid due to time-limits.. 

21. Job Creatioo (p. 40) 
D.e county should include job creation th:t'ough the HUD Section 3 

program. (This program requires entities receiving HUD funding1 including 
CDGB funding, to provide jobs fur the development> operation and cteiUion of 
federal housing. This includes maintenance and repair work, as well as 
construction jobs.) 

Also, the agency and its CalWORKs service contractors are not 
roeotioned in the job creation section. · 

Recommendt:Jti()l],: The agency and its subcontractors should be listed in 
the state plan as committed to hiring workfare employees when openings occur. 
The agency sh.ould also eliromate subcontractors who demomtrate a hi.story of 
not birin,g workfare participaats. (The plan should provide that all such 
subcontractors are bound by confidentiality laws.) 

Overall, the county should state in its plan that job creation will 110t 
merely be job refemus or operating .subsidies for current employers. (Providing 
funds to give employers ta."t breaks and operating subsidies doe.s not create new 
jobss but merely tfuplaces current employees and drives wages down.) Job 
creation must create ~jobs, which the employer otheffii~ would not have 
provided, with a commitment of the employer to hire recipients who 
successfully participate in their progra:ins. 

https://CalWOR.Ks
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22. Hours of Pgrticipation (p. 42) 
The county draft plan opts to accelerate participation hou:n to 26 hours 

at the outset. 
Reccmmendmion: Given the limited number of slots, the need to develop 

specifics of many areas of the county plan, the need for employee tramlng, the 
need for transportation and cllild care, the county should not opt to exceed the 
mininuun number of hours on an across--tb&board basis. Individuals shoold be 
:informed that they may exceed the .minimum number ofhours, and gi\'en an 
opportunity to volunteer for more hours, should they desire to do so IOI' clilld 
care reasons or program component~ 

To meet the county's concern regarding a meaningful job services 
~eoce, the plan should state that the hours requirement will commence at 
20 houn, unless the participant is in the jobs services phase, in whicli case the 
hours shall be 26. · 

ADDITIONAL RESPONSF.S 
Grievance Procedures 
The county is required to list the local-level grievance procedures, in 

addition to the state hearing :rights~ which will be availahle fur certain W'IW 
issues. W & I §11327.8. Contra Cosw.,B plan fails to di~ its local 
grievance procedure, and needs to be corrected. 

Employment Assessment, 
The ~nty plan should provide for a full employment assessment for 

those locatingjobs at the job search stage,. This will assist participants with job 
skills in identifying areas for future job search/skill development, in order to 
assist them in becoming self-sufficient and to minimize the likelihood of a future 
need for aid. 

JQ.Q Search 
The county should provide an exemption from job search (which is 

pennissmle if agreed to by the participant),. when the participant is in a SIP or 
vocational training. 

Additionally> the county plan should state that job search. should be 
meaningful, and the criteria! in addition to SIPsfvocational training, under 
which aparticipant will not receive benefits from perfonning ajob search, and 
may proceed to assessme:it/another stage ofWIW activity~ 

Cj.vjl Ri~hts 
The coonty plan should specify that it, all its contractors~ and any other 
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entity receiving TANF funds through the county program are in compliance 
with civil rights provisions, including, but not limited to: the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 (42 use §2000E); the A:rchitectmal Barriers Act of 1968 (42 use 
§4151); the Rehabilitation Act of 191.3, as amended, (29 USC §701); the ADA 
(42 USC §12101); the Civil Rights Act of 1991 {42 USC §1981); the Federal 
Mental Health Systems Act of 1980 (42 USC §9501); Family and Medical 
Leave k:t (29 use §2601). The county additionally should require that~ 
same CalWORKs providers shall be providing Workers' Compensation, and 
when applicable, U°"--m.ployment/SDI, FICA aod other deductions. 

The oounty plan should state, and the county estwmh, a civil right! 
compliance oversight rommittee. This committee should include participants, 
members of the relevant communities, and professionals. 

The County plan should list agencies with expertise in th~ programs as 
partners in developing th~ plan. Examp~ are! the Pacific Disability and 
Business Technical Assistance Center; the Bazelon Center for Mental Health 
I.a.w; and the Employment Law Center. · 

Homeless recipient..,;; 
The county should have a specific pl.an for asfilsting homeless recipients. 

1n doing so, the county should refer to the 1991 Contra Costa Continuum of 
Care Homeless Plan. 

Certify.ing_reciplents: The county should arrange with EDD to be a 
certifying agency for the welfare tax credit fur employers. 

JQb placements: Toe county, in its operation.al plan, should specify 
standards for job placements. This would include the requirements of all 
applicable laws, such as Health mid Safety! Workers' Compensation, and anti
discrimination laws. T'.ae plan should also require that subcontractors have all 
staff t!ailled in employment laws that would govern their program services to 
recipients, as well as ~pients' workers rights (such as :reasonable 
accommcdations for physical and mental disabilities). Srandards for job 
placementi would also include prevailing wage and equal pay for equal work; 
the right of.recipients to organize; that the placements will provide actual job 
skills; and the opportunity for training and advancement. 

:Educati9tJ~ The. county should m.oomize recipients• ability to obl:ain 
education. To do so, Contra Costa should take as expansiv~ a position as 
possible on WTW activities. .Finishing a BA program should be presumed to 
lead to employment. Study time and transportation to/from school and child 
care. should be inclu@ in WTW .activ.ities. 

https://operation.al
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Recipient Information! The county opemtlonal plan imould :require the . 
agency and its subcontractors to make .informati0rt available to recipients on 1) 
available benefits; 2) exemptions; 3) strategies to maximize educatlonal 
opportunities; 4) list of employm~t and other legal rights; S) advocacy refemu 
lists. Tne county should also list the PIC and JTPA service areas and available 
services. 

-

Disr>Jacement Grieygnoo ;erocedore: the county is reqwred to have such a 
procedure. ~t should be set out in the operational plan. 

Seryice Integration Sites 
These sites should not include Probation as an identifiable agency 

permanently located at the site. The sites should be accessible for probation 
appointments arranged in advance by a participant on probation, and have a 
mtan.s of reporting requiroo infonnatio,n •. A permanently staffed, identifiable 
probation area could act as a deterrent to adults on probation who are complying 
with their wrw plan who are on probation. 

Educational Programs 
The county will need to provide a list ofprograms in the community 

colleges which "lead to employment• {:N & I §11325.23.) 

Am,raisalstAssessm~ts 
The county plan should specify that appraisals and assessments will be 

linguistically and culturally appropriate. 

Tntlnia~ 
The county plan should state what trainings will occur, and at what 

frequency these trainings should take pl.ace. Training will be needed to assure 
that the county. its subcontractors~ mid entities :receiving TANF funds through 
the county program are in compliance with anti-discrimination and employment 
laws. 

Overaj]. Obligations 
The county plan should set out its overarching obligations, such as 

applicant/recipient confidentiality; language access; due -ptoceSS (notice and 
rights to grievance and state hearings), and that these rights apply to all 
CalWO~ services (such as PIC/JTPA). 

Referrals 
The county plan should state that it will develop, and make readily 

accessible to participants (to everyone at Orientation and on an on-going at 

https://11325.23
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WTW sites). a list of referrals. Thi& list should include CBO service providers, . 
legal advocates, disability and employment tights advocates~ and othcn deemed 
appropriate by the county. 

_ 

Citizenship Ptomms 
The county plan should provide WTW components and/or ancillary 

~ces that include naturalization assistance for non-citizens. This should be 
part ofany xd'ugee empl.Oyment services program, but also include services to 
fumilies which have (}ne or more fumily member who is not a citizen. 

Home Visits 
The county plan should provide for home visits (only upon consent of 

· participants), for the purposes of determming .non-compliance with a WTW plan 
or other aancfumable Cal.WORKs requirement prior to imposing sanctions. 
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The "Unavailability of Child Care" Work Exemption Language 
COWJ.ty Level Factors for Considerntlon 

Under Federal and California state law, welfare recipients must be excused from maodatory 
partlcipating in welfare to work activities when appropriate child care is "unavailable." When child 
care is 11unavailat,Ie'' for a child under six years old, Federal Iaw prohibits states from terminating 
or reducing TAJ.'\TF assistance for single custodial parents.1 California.'s new welfare law 
implementing its TA:NF block grant (AB 154Z or nCalWORKSJf) allows a "good cause" exemption 
from participation in welfare to work activities. if child care is not "reasonably available11 for a child 
under 10 years old.2 

During state welfare negotiations, CCLC submitted the following language to Senate staff, in 
• order to ptovidc the state with guidance m defining the "unavailability'' of child care for purposes of 
the work exemption. This language was nm incorporated in.to smt.e law; instead, this taSk has been 
delegated to county welfare departments to create their own criteria. We are providing you with 
this language to provide yon with some guidance in assisting your county welfare department in 
defining this crinma at the local level. The following language complies with the statutory 
exe:m.ption as requ,ired by Federal law. 

"Unavailability of appropriate child ca.re ¼'ithin a reasonable distance from the individual~s 
home w work site.,,. 

1. Whether or not child care is a "reasonable dist.ance" from a client's borne or worksite 
shall include. but is not limited to, a consideration of the following f~tors: (a) whether or 
not a client bas an imlepender..t means of tr-ansponation, and :if not. {i) the availability of 
public transportation, (ii) the cost of public transp0rtation1 (iii) the hours of public 
transportation operation in rciationship to a client's work, education, or training schedule, 
and (iv) a weighing of the ltreasonablenesslt of the time involved in transporting oneself from 
home. to child care to worksite. yersus the actual hours of work. 

(b) If the client has an independent means of transportation. such as a car, or other 
assistance, whether or not child care is a "reasonable distance" from a client,s home or 

1 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act Qf 1996, P.L. 104-193, 
§ 4fi7(e)(2). The TANF (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families) block grant replaced the 
pirior AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) program. All balded and italicized text 
that follows is language ex~ted from P_L. 104-193, § 407(e)(2). 

2 As amended by AB 1542, Welfure and Institutions Code§ 11320.3(f)(3). 
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worksite shall include, but is not limited to. a comideration of the following factors: (i) the 
reliability of the vehicle or otJ?er t:ra:nsportatio~ (ii) transpOrtation costs, including costs 
involved in maintaining and ensuring the reliability of the transportation. (iii) the commuting 
time from the client's home to the child care facility to the work site. 

2. Definitions: "A.pp;ropnate child care11 under this subdivision shall include, but is not 
limited to, a consideration of the following factors; (a) reliability and consiste:acy of child 
care m:rangeroents, (see subsection~ regardlng inclusion of legislative intent language, 
below], (b) availability during the client's hours of work, education, or training, (c) the 
availability of licensed child care if the client wishes, (d} the availability of child care which 
addresses any special needs of the clrild (e) care that meets minimum health and safety · 
guidelines. (t) culrural and/or linguistic appropriateness. and (g) developmental and age 
a.ppro_vriateness of the avaHable care. 

3. Legislative Intent language to include somewhere, something to the effect that Given 
substantiated research which demonstrates the link between (1) the reTulbility and stability of 
child care arran,gemenrs, and (2) the ability of a family to move towards and maintain long
term. employment and self-sufficiency., child care shall~ considered "inap_pWQriate" and 
"unsuitable, 11 if the child ca.re maiigement results in an unreasonable nnmber of interruptions 
and breakdowns, so as to int.erfere, or is likety to intelfere with. a client's attendance at 
work, education, or training. 

4. Definitions; "Avallable child care": At a m.inimmn. a client shall have~ child 
care options. one of which shall be an option to obtain licensed child care. Clients shall 
have the option to choose the type of child care-setting1 including family day care, in horn;e, 
or center-based care. 'l1lese provisions can be supported pursuam to federal law that 
recipients of CCDBG shall have "equal access" to cllild care, as to those families who are 
not receiving subsidized child care. · 

nvnavaf/abili.ty or 'IOJSttitaMlity of infomuil child Ctfl'e lJJ a relativt or under other {lTT(fflgements. tt 

5. Definitions: "llnsuitabilh;y" of mfonnal arrangements and clrlld care by relatives. 
Child ca.re shall be considered "unsuitable," if: (a) the child care arrangement Js so nnstabie 
and unreliable. as is to likely result in a series of interruptions, or breakdown 1n the 
arrangement. {b) the provider fails to meet miaimum health. and safety standards~ (c) the 
child care arrangement does not address the special needs of a child with disabilities. 

"Unavailability ofQJ)propriat~ and affordable. formal child care a.rrangements. '' 

6. Def'toitions: "Affordable child care"; At a minimum, child care ~osts which result in 
a family co-pay exceeding 10% of a furnily's income, sh.all not be considered "afforoable." 
"Affordability" of child care, shall also include a consideration of transportation and other 
associated costs. · 

c:\jcg\unav.dl.fin 
November W97 
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TO Christina Linville 
Welfure Reform Planning 
Socim SertllCe Department-510-313-1758 

l-ROM Gwen Watson 
League ofWomen Voters 

DATE November 3.0, 1997 

SUBJECT Critique of CalWORKs County Plan Draft 

My compliments to you, Jolm, and your stafffor completing the rough draft ofContra 
Costa's CalWORKs. It is written in a style that is easy for the lay person to understand. 

Some ofthe great innovations are~ One-Stop Career Centers; Continuing to Assist 
Families Transitioning offaid; exploring ways to make transportation more a-vailablet 
affordable:, and acceSS1ble to CalWORKs participants; and the intent to provide child care 
f:or 11-12-year-olds-even though the State only allows for child care through age 10. 

My co~ fall into three broad areas that seem to need more attention: 

Jobs With Inadeqna.te Wage§ 
The Reform emphasizes employment. What rd like to see added to the 
employmentjob statements in CalWORKs documents is jobs with wages that can 
support a family or wages that permit a worker to be self-sufficient. To 
simply state that WIW moves former AFDC recipients into jobs ignores the 
:important tact that most entry-level jobs cannot support a funrlly or permit a 
worker to be selfsufficient. Low-wage jobs doom wot"king people to a life of 
po\'erty and dooms CalWORKs to :fu.ilure. 

Objective iii for 1998 CalWORKs Implen..xmtati.on states. ''Achieve at Jeast 2,500 
employment placement5; with at le8Si: 30% ofthose resulting in exits due to 
employment." rd reooxmrend that this phrase be added after the words 
employment placements: "of full-time emplo-v·mcnt with wages adequate for 
sustaining a familY." 

Objective xi states, ''Participate in activities that create jobs (add here: full-tiw~ 
jobs that provide :adequate wages) and promote ecooomic development iI1 the 
county. 

!13 39\;id OS.LIJM 1-G/r\9 £8909Z501!;:; 
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Beuth C:are For the Working Poor 
Those workers who do not qualify for MediCal and whose employer does not 
ofrer healthcare as abenefit are normally refused entry into an HMO if~e are 
pre~ing conditions. The Kennedy~baum. (sp?) Bill deals with this ~ 
oJlly when moving from a job that o:frered healthcare to a new job. But for those 
workers wbo are entering the work force and work for firms that do mt offer 
medical hisnrance, and have pre-existing medical conditions, they will lose out on 
this coverage. (On page 39 ofthe Plan it states '"re:furrals to public health and 
mental health. services;n it isn't clear whether or oot pre-existing conditions apply 
here). 

Objective iv's second statement is ''Specifically, work to increase access to, 
capooity and quality ofchild care and ttansportation services." (What about 

· healthcare?) 

Aff9rdable Housing 
I did not find that this issue is handled in the CalWORKs draft. Yet it is oo 
es$elltial to the stability ofa fumily. 

Z0 39\;;ld 0S.Lt'M M3M9 c8'309Z6019 
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December 1, 1997 

Ms. Christina Unvme, 
Welfare Reform Planning 
Contra Costa County Socia\ Service Department 

Re: CalWORKs County Plan 

Dear Christina, 

Enclosed are comments on the first draft of our county's 
CalWORKs draft. 

As Contra Costa County prepares to implement the changes as 
outlined, it is important the county also prepare to monitor the 
impact on homelessness in our communities, and on the 
1ndivldual homeless people. 

Under Section VI, Child Care and Transportation Services, 
increased transportation seivices are outlined. but does not 
address that no sanctions apply which require travel to and 
from place of employment or activity more than two hours 
round trip (AB 1542, Sanclion/conclliation process:} Will child 
care be in the area local to the \t'vTW participant or will child 
care be outside the area and how does the individual allocate 
this with travel time to and from work? 

Under Section Viti, Community Service Plan, it states tha.-t need 
for CS will increase over time; unmet need could he met 
1hrough CS activities. What will happen to individuals who fall 
into this category at the beginning ot 1998 while tha county 
collaborative ls discussing these issues and how to address 
them? 

It appears that there is mention of data collection efforts to be 
undertaken which address the impact of Ca.\WORKs on 
homelessness under Section X (Performance Outcomes to 
meet Locally Estabfished Objectives). Under CalWORKs, 
Contra Costa County will be required to track the areas 
outlined below. 

https://ATI.AJI.Gl
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"'WeJ1are to Work §.l.lcwss - including rate of movement Into 
employment, earnings of CalWORKs participants and those 
who have left the program, and job retention rates 

"'Child support payroeot ao2 collection re.tea 

~Child v:&U·being - including foster care entries, at-risk births, 
school achievement1 child poverty, and child abuse reports 

*Demand for GA 

*,Support service suQply, nemand, and utm;zation by
Ca.lWORKs recipients 

•~umber o:f Identified tamilie$ a.frecteg by ctomestt9 violence 

•,t..oca!ly-j9emtjfied outcorn~!S - in addition to th~ above, which 
may reflect goals for CalWORKs implementation or possibftl 
negative outcomes the community wishes to monitor. These 

 outcomes shall be identified within our county plan, along with 
the data the county intends to collect to monitor these 
outcomes and the method of data collection. 

·

Not being familiar with the Social Service !M/GAIN Redesign, I 
am not sure the above required items areN,1ilJ be covered as it 
is not that cfear. 

The draft provided by you is large1 complex. and l sm sure can 
m; overwhelming, even to those of you who are involved in the 
re-structuring process considering the time frame involved. I 
wish 1had 1ha luxury of more tfme to review this draft and give it 
the attenti-ori is justly deserves. But given the deadline for 
comment/suggestions, it just Isn't there. 

Sincerely, 

Rob Draim 
Community Outreach Coordinator 
Secretary/Treasurer 
Association of Homeless and Housing 

Setvice Providers 



Family and Human Services Committee 
Public Comment on the County Plan 

December 8, 1997 

• Job development and creation 

• Funding for provision of necessary activity 

• Collaboration with private sector 

• Child care capacity and funds 

• Transportation services 

• Jobs-Housing proximity 

• Multi-year implementation and impacts to the community 

• Collaboration ,vi.th labor organizations and their apprenticeship programs 

• Use lessons learned from SSD Demonstration Projects, SIT, PIC One-Stops, 
etc. 

• Share the experiences of CalvVORKs graduates to help future participants 

• Utilize One-Stop resources to benefit entire community 

• Expand positive collaborative processes 

• Develop means to coordinate the full range of CalWORKs activities 
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County Plan Budget 
1997/98 State Fiscal Year 

Section 1 

Total FCS State General Fund County Funds * Other** 

Food Stamp Administration 
(For County MOE Purposes) 5,985,477 2,992,738 2,094,917 897,822 

* When combined with food stamp administration, the total level of estimated county funds for CalWORKs administration and services should meet the requirement 
of Section 15204.4 of the W&I Code which specifies that counties expend an amount for these programs that, when combined with the amount expended for 
the administration of the food stamp program, equals or exceeds the amount expended for corresponding activities in 1996/97. 

** If other sources of funding are being made available for an activity, please identify on a separate page. 



County Plan Budget 
1997/98 State Fiscal Year 

Section 2 

Note: The following categories are for information purposes only and are not an indicator of specific claiming categories 

Total TANF/State General Fund CCDBG 

TOTAL CalWORKs Admln & Services 
Items (A) thru {D) 31,973,789 24,834,233 0 

(A) TOTAL CalWORKs Single Allocation 

Items (1) thrum 27,590,324 24,348,508 0 

(1) Benefit Administration 15,626,624 12,384,808 

(2) Program Integrity {Fraud) 1,513,091 1,513,091 

(3) Staff DevelopmenURetraining 593,706 593,706 

(4) Welfare-to-Work Activities 7,652,221 7,652,221 

(5) Cal Learn 837,386 837,386 

(6) Child Care - 1st half of 1997/98 1,367,296 1,367,296 

m Other Activities "' 

(B) Child Care - 2nd half of 1997/98 3,717,842 

(C) Mental Health Treatment 359,796 179,898 

(D) Substance Abuse Treatment 305,827 305,827 

Title XIX 

179,898 

0 

179,898 

• When combined with food stamp administration, the total level of estimated county funds for CalWORKs administration and services should meet the requirement 
of Section 15204.4 of the W&I Code which specifies that counties expend an amount for these programs that, when combined with the amount expended for 
the administration of tho food stamp program, equals or exceeds the amount expended for corresponding activities in 1996/97. 

If other sources of funding are being made available for an activity, please identify on a separate page. 
"' Please Identify "other activities• on a separate page, 

County Funds • other•• 

3,241,816 

3,241,816 

3,241,816 



OTHER CONTRA COSTA AGENCIES FUNDED 
TO SERVE CalWORJ<s PARTICIPANTS 

· Agency Amount Funding Timeframe 

Community Colleges $1,588,484 1997-8 State Fiscal Year 

Adult Education and Regional Occupational 
Centers/Programs 

$ 762,260 1997-8 State Fiscal Year 

Federal Welfare-to-Work Funds1 
: 

,[ Contra Costa Service Delivery Area 
,[ City of Richmond Service Delivery Area 

$1,137,9342 

798,821 

1998-9 Federal Fiscal Year 

1Federal Balanced Budget Act of 1997 

2Does not include state matching funds; amounts could be somewhat different ($1,315,243 for 
Contra Costa SDA, 716,347 for Richmond SDA) if an alternate criteria is used. 



California Department of Education 
Specialized Programs Branch 

Regional Occupational Centers and Programs 
& Adult Education Funding 

Funding Formula Requirements 

Sources: The 1997-98 State BudgetAct,AB 1578 and AB 1542 

1. Funding is Average Daily Attendance (ADA) based and shall be distributed at each agency's base 
revenue limit. 

2. Funding distribution must be related to the Instruction and Job Training Plan (IITP) to be 
developed in each county. Participants include County Superintendent of Schools, school 
districts with Adult Education programs, Community Colleges, and other job training providers 
including Regional Occupational Centers and Programs (ROCP). County plans shall be 
approved by the County Welfare Director. 

3. Funding is derived from two sources: 

(a) $25 million (from Proposition 98 [1995-96 settlement]) 
The $25 million is one-time money that will be expended over the 1997-98 Fiscal Year. 
The Legislative Analyst's Office indicates that although this is one-time funding for 
1997-98, it is the intent of the Legislature that this funding will be built into future State 
Budgets.) 

(b) $17 million Temporary Aide to Needy Families (TANF) funds (formerly Greater Avenues 
to Independence (GAIN) ADA. 
The $17 million is an annual allocation composed of $8.5 million in federal TANF 
funding and $8.5 million in state match. 

4. Funding must support education and training services which assist eligible CalWORKs famUy 
members become employed, reach self-sufficiency, and reduce dependency on public assistance. 

5. Funding may be spent on ROCP or Adult Education programs and services. 

6. The $25 million is restricted to providing programs and services which are "not generally 
available to persons which are not members of an eligible family." 

7. The Superintendent of Public Instruction will develop the method for determining the 
maintenance of effort relative to the number of individuals served during 1997-98 Fiscal Year in 
Adult Education programs. 

8. Funding is made available to ROCP and Adult Education providers when the existing ADA CAP 
is reached, and all JTPA 8%-50% funding is encumbered within the respective county. 



Calworks Funding Formula by County 
Allocations 

I I 

COUNTY co. Co.¾ of Total AFDC Co. Percent Co. Funding Adi Co. Fund ' ' 
NAME CODE St Adi Po~ Nov-96 of State AFDC of State AFDC of State AFDC I I 

' ' 
; NOTE 

ALAMEDA 1i 4.30% 31.026 4.00% s 1.700.592 s 1.686.146 s 650,000 '13 agencies below $50,000 

Al.PINE I 21 0.00% 33 0.00% s 1,809 s 50.000 s 289. 187 Oriainal Allocation of tho 13 
AMADOR 3 0.10% 361 0.05% s 19.787 s 50.000 s 360.813 Amount to be adiusted 

BUTTE I 4 0.61% 7,317 0.94% s 401 058 $ 397,651 

CALAVERAS 5 0.11% 825 0.11% s 45.220 s so.coo 0.68%1% of State AFDC of the 13 
COLUSA ' 6 o.osci,~ 318 0.04% s 17,430 s 50,000 s 42,114.187 IAdiusted amount to be ororate< 

CONTRA COSTA 7 2.70% 14 026 1.81% s 768,791 s 762,260 · I 

DELNORTE 8 0.08% 1,185 I 0.15% s 64,952 s 64.400. 
ELDORADO ; 9 0.42% 1,994 0.26% s 109.295 s 108,366 , i 
FRES..0 ' 10 2,24% 30 804 3.98%! S 1,688.424 s 1.674.081 ! 

GLEN'./ 11: 0.08% 712 0.09% s 39.026 s 50.000 i 

HUMBOLDT 12 0.40% 3.770 I 0.49% s 206.641 s 204,885 I i 

IMPERIAL 13 0.37% 1.290 I 0.94%! S 399,578 s 396.184 ! 
INYO 14 0.06% 420 I o.050,:,I s 23,021 s 50.000 ' 
IIER-I 15 1.83% 21 461 . 2.77%! s 1,176.317 s 1,166.324 ' 
KINGS 16 0.34% 3.452 I 0.45% s 189.2fo s 187.603 ! 
JAKE 17 0.17% 2.369 0.31% s 129;349 s 128,746 i 
LASSEN 18 0.09% 872 I 0.11%! S 47,7'96 s 50.000 . 
LOS ANGELES 19 29.78% 250.021; I 32.26%1 S 13,704 3t2 S 13.587.967 ! 
MADERA 20 0.30% 3,378 I o.44',,I s 185,154 s 183,582 
MARIN 21 0.77% 1,310 0.17°/.! s 71,803 s 71,194 • i 
MAP.IPOSA 22· 0.05% 392 , 0.05%! S 21.~86 s 50 000 ' I 
M:NCOClNO 23 0.27% 2,597 0.34% 1 S 142,3-46 s 141.137. : 
McFraJ 24 0.60¾1 10.298 I 1 _33~;,' S 564,452 s 559.657 , ' 
M:JC:CC 25 Q.03% 391 I 0.05% 1 S 21.760 s 50.000 
IJCtO 26 0.03~0 88 I 0.01%: S 4,82.3 s 50.000 I 

~'P'flEPEY 27 1.40%, 6.467 I 0.83% 1 s 354,468 s 351.457 

tl_A_PA 28 0.37j; 1.202: o.1si,: s 65,864 s 65.324 I 
I 

tl§.'{flDA 29 O.26~e 953 I 0.12%, s 52,236 s 51.792 I 

g!WJGE 30 8.10(10 34,568 i 4.46%
1 

S 1_594j•j5 s 1.878.640 ' 
Pl.ACER 31 o.se~;,, 2.612 0.34%! S 143, rs0 s 141,952 : 
PLUMAS 32 0.07~0 408 : a.as%! s 22.353 s 50.000 
RNERSICE 33 3.93%! 31,370 i 4.05~0 1 s 1.719447 s 1.704.841 

.SACRAMENTO 34 3.50%1 46,592 : 6.01%\ S 2.553,793 s 2.532,099 
~BENITO 35 0.12% 953 ! 0.12%. S s2;225 I s 51.792 ' 
SAN BERNARDINC 36 4.77~0 ss.397 I 7.15%11 s 3.036.411 s 3,010 617 
S#JDIEGO 37 8.39%, 56.266 I 7.26'··' S 3.oa4.o42 I s 3.057.844 I 
SftN FRANCISCO 38 2.43% 10.as9 I 1.40~1.I S 595;o/,o s 590.689 i 
SftN JOAQUIN 39 1.62% 19.358 I 2.50%[ $ 1.os1:041 s 1,052,034 I 
~~ LUIS OBISPO 40 0.73% 3.212 j 0.41%! S 176,056 s 174,560 
SftNMATEO 41 2.18%

1 

3.834 \ 0.49~,I s 210,149 $ 208.363 : 
SANT A BARBARA 42 1.24%, 5,726 ! 0~74% s 313,853 s 311.186 i 
SANTA CLARA 43 5.03% 23.887 3.08 11/0! S 1,309.290 s 1,298.168 
SANTACRUZ 44 0.77% 3,253 0.42%! S 178,3.03 I S 176.788 
SHASTA 45 0.49% 6,236 0.80°1,I s 341.ao1 Is 338,903 i 
SEFPA 46 0.01% 55 I 0.01¾! S 3.015 s 50.000 · l 

SISKIYC:U I 47 0.15% 1.645 I 0.21%1 S 90,165 s 89.400 ' ! 
SOLANO ' 48 L14% 8,042 1.04%1 S 440,797 s 437,052 ! 
SONOMA 49 1.30% 5,548 0.72%! S 3o4.o96 I s 301.513 · i 
STANISLAUS I 50 1.25% 13.723 1.77%! S 752,183 s 745,793 : I 
SUTTER 51 0.22% 1 649 0.21•1,I s 90,3_85 $ 89.617 I 
TEHAMA 52' 0.17% 1,744 0.23'/, 1 S 95.592 s 94,780 i : 
TRINITY 53 0.04% 395 0.05%: S 21,651 s 50,000 i 
TULARE ) 54 1.05% 15,449 1.99%i S 846.788 s 839.595 I I ' ruot.UMNE 55 0.16% 1.173 o.1s•;,I s 64 294 s 63.748 : I 
VENTURA 56 2.25% e.ses I 1.11%\ S 469,518 s 465,530 , I ! 

YOLO 57 0.47% 4,152 0.54%1 S 227,579 s 225.645 ; I ! 
YUBA 58 o.2oa:. 2,899 0.37%/ S 158,899 s 157,550 ! I I 

I I I 
Tolals 100.00¾ 774.924 100.00%1 S 42.475 000 S 42.477 457 I ' 

... -: -.r ..... 

~ stiles 
9/18/97 
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Application for 
CalWORKs Funding 

Application Due: November 14, 1997 

California Community Colleges 
CalWORKs Unit 
1107 9th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

t -
\, 



Appendix·A 
California Community Colleges · 

Welfare Reform· Funding For CalWORKs R~cipients -· 1997-98 Fiscal Year ' • .. 

'-

Total Coordinat!on, Additional 
1995-96 Welfare Job Devlmnt, · Child Care, 
AFDC Refqnn & Curriculum Work Child Work Study, 

lSTRICT Headcount Allocation Development study Care . or tnsfruct.ion 
. '" 

l.LAN HANCOCK 1,418 $ 659,388 $ 158,253 $ ·184,629 $ 151,659 $ 164,847 
NTELOPE VALLEY 1,759 817,958 196,310 229:028 188,130 .204,490 
ARSTOW ·329 152,989 36,717 42,837 35,187 38,248 
UTTE 1,848 859,344 206,243 240,616 197,649 214,836 

.ABRILLO 857 398,516 95,644 111,584 91,659 99,629 
ERRITOS 2,002 930,956 223,429 260,668 214,120 232,739 
HABOT-LAS POSITAS 1,229 571,501 137,160 160,020 131,445 142,876 
'::habot College 1,057 
Las Positas College 172 
HAFFEY 1,693 787,267 188,944 220,435 181,071 196,817 
ITRUS 1,223 568,711 136,491 159,239 130,804 142,177 
OAST 2,752 1,279,715 307,132 358,320 . 294,334 319,929 
';oast/ine College 798 \ \ 

So/den West College 957 
'Jrange Coast College gg7 
OMPTON 1,662 TT2,851 185,484 216,398 177,756 193,213 
ONTRACOSTA 3,416 1,588,484 381,236 444,TT6 365,351 397,121 
C.fJh.~ Costa College 1,419 
t;:i1a1)6 Valley College 744 
Los Medanos College 1,253 
ESE.RT 1,on 500,819 120,197 140,229 115,188 125,205 
~CAMINO 2,006 932,816 223,876 261,188 214,548 233,204 
:ATHER RIVER 147 100,000 24,000 28,000 23,000 25,000 
JOTHILL-DEANZA 1,610 748,671 179,681 209,628 172,194 187,168 
::>eAnza College 1,218 
=oothill College 392 
~MONT-NEWARK 369 171,590 41,182 48,045 39,466 42,897 
=>hlone College 
AVILANJT 426 198,095 47,543 55,467 45,562 . 49,523 
LENDALE 1,535 713,795 171,311 199,863 164,173 178,448 
ROSSMONT-CUYAMACA 2,188 1,017,448 244,188 284,885 234,013 254,362 
~uyamaca College 560 
~rossmont College 1,628 --
ARTNELL 778 361,780 86,827 101.298 83,209 90,446 
~PERIAL 1,617 751,926 180,462 210,539 172,943 187,982 
ERN 2,850 1,325,287 318,069 371,080 304,816 331,322 
Sakersfield College 1,582 
';erro Coso College 647 
CoriefV11/e College 621 
~TAHOE . 264 122,763 29,463 34,374 28,235 30,691 
,ssEN 600 279,008 66,962 78,122 64,172 69,752 
:>NG BEACH 3,104 1,«3,400 346,416 404,152 · 331,982 360,850 
::>SANGELES 14;521 6,752,449 1,620,588 1,890,691 1,553,066 1,688,106 
I=" '_Los Ange/es 2,221 
'----· ."l.ngeles City 2,775 
!.os Angeles Harbor 848 
!.os Angeles Mission 693 
!.os Angeles Pierce · 764 

. 
i--l"



Total Coordination, Additional 
1995-96 Welfare · Job Devlmnt. . 

.. 
Child Care 

AFDC Reform & Curriculum .. Work Child Work Study, 
tSTRICT Headcount Allocation Develo12ment Study care or Instruction .• 

~:: . .-., 
'.>- Angeles Southwest 2,038 · ..!. ·;9 
:>s Angeles Trade-Tech 2,361 -- .-r· 

.os Angeles Valley 1,685 
West Los Angeles 1,136 
)S Rlos· 6,852 $3,186,268 S 764,704 ·$ 892,155 $ 732,842 '· $ 79$,56';~,. 
.merican River College 2,461 
onsumnes River College 1,561 
acramento City College 2,830 

ARIN 671 312,024 74,886 87,367 · 71,766 78,005 
ENDOCINO-LAKE: 620 288,308 69,194 80,726 66,311 72,077 
ERCED 2,502 1,163,462 279,231 325,769 267,596 290,866 
IRA COSTA 918 426,882 102,452 119,527 98,183 106,720 
)NTEREY PENINSULA. 472 219,486 .52,677 61,456 50,482 54,871 

T. SAN ANTONIO 2,051 953,741 228,898 267,047 219,360 238,436 
T. SAN JACINTO 797 370,615 88,948 1Q3,772 85,241 .. 92,654 . 
APA 545 253,432 60,824 70,961 58,289 63,358 

RTH ORANGE 1,849 859,809 206,354 240,747 197,756 214,952 
~ypress College 922 
=ulferton College 927 
ALO VERDE 215 . 100,000 24,000 · ·28,000 23,000 25,000 
ALOMAR 1,426 

-, 
663,108 159,146 185,670 152,515 165,777 

ASADENA 2,310 1,074,180 257,803 300,770 247,061 268,546 
RALTA 4,873 2,266,007 543,842 634,482 521,182 566,501 
o/tege of Alameda 1,021 

.aney College 2,254 

([) \ 't College 1,285 
v, .... a College 313 
A.NCHO SANTIAGO 4,013 1,866,096 +47,863 522,507 429,202 466,524 
EDWOODS 1,012 470,593 112,942 131,766 108,236 117,649 
IOHONDO 1,363 633,812 152,115 177,467 145,m 158,453 
IVERSIDE 2,246 1,044,419 250,661 292,437 240,216 261,105 
A.N BERNARDINO 3,204 1,489,901 · 357,576 417,172 342,677 372,476 
';fa'fton Hill College 499 
San Bernardino Va.lley College 2, 705 
AN DIEGO 11,040 5,133,741 1,232,098 1,437,447 1,180,760 1,283,436 
Ssn Diego City College 8,977 
San Diego Mesa College 1,522 
en Diego Miramar College 541 
AN FRANCISCO 4,078 1,896,322 455,117 530,970 436,154 474,081 
A.N JOAQUIN 2,874 1,336,447 320,747 374,205 307,383 334,1.12 
AN JOSE·EVERGREEN 2,354 1,094,640 262,714 306,499 251,767 273,6'60 
:verg-een Valley College 1,159 
San Jose City College 1,195 
A.N LUIS OBISPO 454 211,116 50,668 59,112 48,557 52,779 
:;uesta College 
AN MATEO 924 -429,672 103,121 120,308 98,825 107,418 
~a College 244 
College of San Mateo 338 
Skyline College 342 
ANTABARBARA 792 368,290 88,390 103,121 84,707 92,072 
ANTA CLARITA 230 106,953 25,669 29,947 24,599 26,738. 
1 \MONICA 1,234 573,826 137,718 160,671 131,980 143,450 
EtoluOIAS 1,537 714,725 171,534 200,123 164,387 178,68 
HASTA·TEHEMA-·TRINITY 1,752 81-4-,702 195,528 228,117 187,381 203,676 
iERRA 824 383,171 91,961 107,288 88,129 95,793 

1SKIYOU JOINT 466 216,696 52,007 60,675 49,840 54,174 

!

:
A
C
S
!
!
l
!
t

O

:
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Total Coordination, Additional 
· . 1995-96 Welfare· Job Devlmnt, .Child Care 

. AF.DC Reform & Curriculum Work .Child Work Study, 
tSTRICI Headcount Allocation · DeveloQment Stud:t Care · or Instruction · 

--

~1 
~ OCOUNTY 

.. 
965 448,737 107,697 125,646 · 103,210 112,184 

ONOMA 1,622 754,251 181,020 211,190 173,478 188,563 
Santa Rosa Junior College 
:OUTH ORANGE 765 355,735 85,376 99,606 81,819 88,934 
1rvfne Valley COiiege 310 .. ~-
Saddleback 'COiiege 455 
OUTHWESTERN :1,584 736,580 176,779 206,242 169,413 184,146 
TATE CENTER 4,403 ·2,047,451 491,388 573,286 470,914 511,863 
t=resno City College 3,434 
Kings River College 969 
ENTURA COUNTY 1,600 744,020 178,565 208,326 171,125 186,004 
\1i;,orpark COiiege 257 
Oxnard College 676 
Ventura College 667 
ICTOR VALLEY 1,968 915,145 219,635 256,241 210,483 228,786 
7ESTHILLS 491 228,321 54,797 63,930 52,514 57,080 
7ESTKERN 249 115,788 27,789 32,421 26,631 28,947 
raft College 
JEST VALLEY-MISSION 1,060 492,914 118,299 138,016 113,370 123,229 
Mission College 515 
West Valley College 545 
!>SEMITE 2,929 1,362,023 326,886 381,366 313,265 340,506 
::;o/umbia College 261 
'Aodesto Junior COilege 2,668 
UR~ 2,299 1,069,064 256,575 299.,338 245,885 267,266 

TATE TOTAL $65,000,000 $15,600,000 $18,200,000 $14,950,000 $16,250,000 

Dte: 
ich district's allocation is equal to the greater of $100,.000 or approximately $465.01.for each AFDC welfare recipient enrolled 
the district in 1995-96. Of the district's total allocation, 24 percent is for coordination, job development and curriculum 

!Velopment and redesign; 28 percent is for work study; 23 percent is for· child care; and 25 percent is for additional child care, 
ork/study or unfunded instructional activities for CalWORKs recipients . 

.:seal Servlces:8/26/97:RM 
elfare.doc 

.•. 
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' 1H.R. 2( Nclforc to Work Programs 

Legislative Analyst's Office, November 17, 1997 

H.ll. 2015 
Welfare-to-Work Program 
Fisfcal Overview 

LAO 
ss,-efJtNw 

H.R. 2015 Welfare-to-Work Program 
Fiscal Summary 

(Dollars In Millions) 

Total Nationwide Funding for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1998 $1,500.0 

Set asides for Native Americans and evaluation. 1.8% (27.0) 

Remaining balance. 1,473.0 

368.3 Allocated for competitive grants. 25.0 

Allocated to formula grants for states. 75.0 1,104.8 

Total Formula Grant for California (Maximum Allotment) 17.2% $190.4 

• Projects likely to help long-term recipients (state discretionary funds). 
15.0 28.6 

• Allocated to Private Industry Councils (PICs)a/service delivery areas (SDAs). 
85.0 161.9 

• State must expend $1 in matching funds to receive $2 in federal funds. 



H.R, 2015 Welfare to Work Programs 

Funds Allocated to PICsa $161.9

• Funds must be spent on eligible individuals and activities (see page 2). 

• For recipients on Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (T ANF) for 30 or more months and that meet two 
of the three specified conditions, or certain noncustodial parents. 

70.0% 113.3 

• TANF recipients (or noncustodial parents ofTANF recipients) who have characteristics associated with 
long-term welfare dependence. 

30.0 48.6 

Competitive Grants (Total Nationwide Funding Available) $368.Jb 

• Eligible applicants are: (1) PI Cs� (2) cities, counties, and other political subdivisions; and (3) private entities in conjunction with 
PICs or political subdivisions. 

• The Secretary of Labor shall award grants based on effectiveness in: 

• Expanding knowledge on transitioning the least job-ready T ANF recipients into employment. 

• Moving the least job-ready T ANF recipients into nonsubsidized employment, especially in labor markets with a shortage of 
low-skill jobs. 

• In awarding grants, the Secretary of Labor shall consider the needs of rural areas and cities with large concentrations of poverty and 
may consider the following factors: 

• The track record of the applicant in moving individuals with employment barriers into work. 

• The ability of the applicant to leverage other resources. 

• Plans of cooperation with other entities. 



H.R. 2t .Velfare to Work Programs 3 

• Use of former TANF recipients as mentors, case managers, and service providers. 

• Funds must be spent on eligible individuals and activities (see page 2). 

aMay be allocated lo a different entity ii'the Department of Labor approves slate waiver request. 

bNntionwide amount. No specific allocation to states. 

H.R. 2015 Welfare-to-Work Block Grant Programs 
Eligible Individuals and Allowable Activities 

All Welfare-to-Work funds (competitive grants, allocations to PICs, and the 15 percent state discretionary fonds) must be spent on eligible 
individuals according to the 70/30 rule described below, and on allowable activities. 

• Eligible Individuals 

At least 70 percent must be spent on recipients ofTANF on aid 30 or more months and who meet two of the following three 
conditions: 

(i) No GED and low reading or math skills 

(ii) Requires substance abuse treatment 

(iii) Poor work history 

or; on noncustodial parents for which the custodial parent meets the above requirements. 

Up to 30 percent may be spent on TANF recipients (or noncustodial parents ofTANF recipients) who have the characteristics 
associated with long-term welfare dependence (school dropout, teen pregnancy, or poor work history). 

• Welfare-to-Work Eligible Activities Are: 



H.R. 2015 Welfare to Work Programs Page4 

□ Community service or work experience programs. 

□ Job creation through public or private sector employment wage subsidies. 

□ Contracts with public or private providers of readiness, placement, and post-employment services. 

□ Job vouchers for placement, readiness, and post-employment services. 

□ Job retention or support services if such services are not otherwise available. 

Requirements for State Match for Formula Grants 

• States shall receive $2 in Welfare-to-Work formula grant funds for each $1 in state matching expenditures (up to the state maximum 
allotment). 

• Once awarded, states have three years to spend the federal funds. 

• State matching funds must be: 

□ In excess of funds used for the T ANF match. 

□ Spent on Welfare-to-Work eligible recipients and activities. 

• It is difficult to estimate how much current state spending counts toward the required match. 

□ Depending on whether certain expenditures outside the Department of Social Services are countable toward the 
maintenance-of-effort (MOE), California is likely to be $30 million to $70 million above the MOE floor in 1997-98. 

0 Detennining which current expenditures are for Welfare-to-Work eligible individuals and allowable activities are difficult to 
estimate without seeing the regulations. 

□ The countable match in the current appropriation could be up to $70 million. 

• Local match opportunities should be explored. 
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H.R. 2015 Welfare-to-Work Program 
Options for Allocating Funds to 
Private Industry Councils (PICs)/ 
Service Delivery Areas (SDAs) 

• Federal law establishes three allocation factors: 

□ Excess poverty (number of persons in poverty above a 7.5 percent threshold). 

□ Adults receiving T ANF for 30 months or more. 

□ The number of unemployed persons. 

• Federal law requires that the first factor ( excess poverty) be weighted at least 50 percent. 

• States may weigh one of the other two factors up to 50 percent, or any combination of the other two factors where the total does not 
exceed 50 percent. 

• States may use excess poverty as the sole factor. 

• The attached sheet shows three examples ofhow funds can be allocated. To create the allocation factor for each SDA, the raw 
numbers for each factor within each SDA are expressed as a percent distribution with respect to the entire state. 

• Determining the allocation formula is a policy issue for the Legislature and the administration. 

H.R. 2015 Welfare-to-Work Grant 
Program 

Comparison of Potential 
Allocations to Service Delivery 
Areas (SDAs)(a) 



H.R 2015 Welfare to Work Programs Pagc6 

Percent Allocation 
Distribution Allocation Percent Allocation Assuming 50% 
Persons in Assuming Distribution Assuming 50% Percent Excess Poverty/ 

Poverty Above Excess Poverty of Long-term Excess Poverty/ Distribution 50% 
7.5% Factor TANF 50% Long Term Unemployed Unemployed 

SDANAME Threshold Weighted 100% Recipients T ANF Receipt Persons Persons 

ALAMEDA (excluding Oakland) 0.00% - 1.88% $1,521,614 1.77% $1,430,237 

OAKLAND 2.80 $4,527,624 2.41 4,212,936 1.25 3,277,196 

MOTHER LODE 0.12 191,573 0.39 413,068 0.43 440,769 

GOLDEN SIERRA 0.00 - 0.76 618,064 1.18 955,887 

BUTTE 1.36 2,193,177 1.00 1,904,228 0.66 1,628,436 

NORTH CENTRAL COUNTIES 1.28 2,068,970 1.17 1,978,555 1.29 2,076,618 

CONTRA COST A ( excluding 
Richmond) 0.00 - 1.41 1,137,934 1.63 1,315,243 

RICHMOND 0.50 814,602 0.48 798,821 0.38 716,347 

FRESNO 6.19 10,014,666 4.21 8,411,284 4.33 8,507,462 

HUMBOLDT 0.78 1,265,669 0.54 1,071,000 0.41 963,442 

IMPERIAL 1.19 1,918,947 0.88 1,669,231 1.51 2,181,284 

KERN/INYO/MONO 3.39 5,487,707 2.62 4,861,229 3.26 5,381,527 

KINGS 0.59 953,767 0.43 822,085 0.50 880,081 

NORTEC 0.81 1,309,546 0.95 1,427,511 0.86 1,351,924 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY(b) 13.11 21,216,998 11.7 20,079,441 11.46 19,879,887 

FOOTHILL 0.61 986,232 0.57 953,775 0.74 1,089,647 

VERDUGO 0.81 1,304,893 1.85 2,150,369 0.91 1,392,720 

CARSON/LO MIT A/TORRANCE 0.00 - 0.40 321,049 0.65 524,660 

LONG BEACH 2.57 4,153,563 2.24 3,886,213 1.39 3,205,160 

LOS ANGELES CITY 26.18 42,370,397 11.49 30,485,159 14.67 33,058,325 

MADERA 0.59 947,673 0.42 816,024 0.65 997,778 

MARIN 0.00 - 0. 19 I 50,550 0.39 316,233 

MENDOCINO 0.35 567,186 0.35 567,718 0.32 542,329 
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MERCED 1.47 2,374,778 1.32 2,258,530 1.19 2,150,464 

MONTEREY 0.83 1,345,556 0.80 1,318,604 1.76 2,095,828 

NAPA 0.00 - 0.16 133,099 0.31 251,549 

ORANGE ( excluding Santa Ana and 
Anaheim) 0.00 - 3.07 2,487,308 3.29 2,659,235 

RIVERSIDE 3.01 4,865,121 3.96 5,640,749 4.49 6,069,245 

SACRAMENTO 3.33 5,395,078 5.86 7,442,796 2.93 5,069,289 

SAN BENITO ( c) 0.05 - 0.11 129,102 0.26 247,262 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 3.05 4,929,164 5.83 7,181,626 3.76 5,504,735 

SAN BERNARDINO CITY 1.63 2,643,912 1.56 2,580,902 0.68 1,875,364 

SAN DIEGO 5.75 9,3 I 1,529 7.47 I 0,699,970 5.83 9,370,5 I 7 

SAN FRANCISCO 2.45 3,958,00 I 1.49 3,186,890 1.68 3,337,367 

SAN JOAQUIN 2.54 4,112,456 2.58 4,142,193 2.40 3,996,751 

SAN LUIS OBISPO 0.69 I, 117,086 0.38 865,513 0.51 968,209 

SAN MATEO 0.00 - 0.52 418,494 1.13 912,765 

SANTA BARBARA 1.20 1,939,334 0.68 1,520,150 0.97 1,753,063 

SANT A CLARA ( excluding NOV A) 0.56 900,805 3.06 2,924,393 2.25 2,268,744 

NOVA 0.00 - 0.39 315,862 0.62 503,099 

SANTACRUZ 0.45 724,633 0.44 714,974 1.03 1,196,023 

SHASTA 0.60 976,370 0.80 1,133,852 0.63 998,471 

SOLANO 0.00 - 0.96 775,435 1.17 948,700 

SONOMA 0.00 - 0.72 579,673 0.90 725,899 

STANISLAUS 1.61 2,609,120 1.94 2,874,785 2.45 3,288,206 

TULARE 3.13 5,066,999 2.01 4,159,724 2.26 4,366,216 

VENTURA 0.00 - 1.05 853,169 2.40 1,940,523 

YOLO 0.88 1,416,801 0.52 1,127,846 0.49 1, I 03,692 

SOUTH BAY 0.92 1,486,162 1.36 1,840,151 1.31 1,799,588 

SELACO 0.08 126,755 1.13 975,157 1.08 940,207 

ANAHEIM 0.54 881,193 0.71 1,019,000 0.63 950,882 
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• 
SANTAANA 2.04 3,302,286 0.80 2,296,193 0.99 2,448,914 

Subtotal--Allocated to SDAs 100% $161,776,329 100% $161,854,000 100% $161,854,000 

Additional State Discretionary( c) $77,671 - -
Total Funds $161,854,000 $161,854,000 $161,854,000 

Source: Department of Social Services (DSS) and Employment Development Department (EDD) provided the factors used to calculate these potential allocations to 
SDAs. 

Note that poverty data is based on 1990 census, TANF receipt data is for recipients in FFY 1997 who had at least 30 months of aid since 1987. 

Unemployment data is based on 1996 annual averages. 

(a) Assumes Califomia rcccivt1s the maximum grant of $190,417,000 and allocates 85 percent to SD As. 

(b) Excluding allocations to other SDAs within LA county shown in this table: LA City, South Bay, Carson/Lomitafforancc, Long Beach, Verdugo, Foothill, and 
SELACO. 

( c) Pursuant to I I.R. 2015, no ullocation for SDA under $100,000; such funds redirected to state discretionary "15%" allocation. 

Relrn·n rto_L:~0 Hom(• _P~u?~' 
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