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CUTTING FOOD ASSISTANCE IS
A BAD DEAL FOR WOMEN AND
FAMILIES

The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) helps feed millions of
women and families.

Millions of people across the country face challenges in
feeding their families.! Many people are just one job loss, one
schedule downgrade, or one sickness away from needing
SNAP to help feed their families. In a recent poll, 39 percent
of voters said that they had problems having enough money
to buy food.?

In Fiscal Year (FY) 2016, SNAP served more than 44.2
million people in nearly 21.8 million households on average
each month.* SNAP serves people in every community, and
SNAP participation is particularly high in rural America.*
Half of children in the U.S. will receive SNAP at some point
during childhood, and half of all adults will do so at some
point between the ages of 20 and 65.° SNAP is particularly
important to women:

*«  Women are 63 percent of adult recipients;®

«  White women are 24 percent of nonelderly adult
recipients and 32 percent of elderly adult recipients;’

*  Women of color are 34 percent of nonelderly adult
recipients and 31 percent of elderly adult recipients;®

* 18 percent of non-elderly women recipients are women
with disabilities;®

e 58 percent of all SNAP households with children are
headed by a single adult, 92 percent of them by women;°©

e 44 percent of SNAP recipients are children," (3.5 percent
of whom have a disability);"?
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* 34 percent of bisexual women, 32 percent of lesbians,
and 24 percent of straight women between 18 and 44
report participating in SNAP;* and

e About 15 percent of transgender national survey
respondents participate in SNAPM

SNAP is critical to the economic security and
well-being of women and families.

SNAP is one of many critical programs that help keep
low-income women and families out of poverty. The
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) lifted an
estimated 8.4 million people, including 3.8 million children,
out of poverty in 2015, resulting in a 17 percent reduction in
the poverty rate. SNAP also reduced poverty by 20.9 percent
for non-Hispanic Blacks, 17.6 percent for Hispanics, and 15.5
percent for non-Hispanic Whites®

In addition, SNAP leads to improved health outcomes for
families,’® as well as improved education, economic self-suffi-
ciency, and other positive outcomes for children who grow up
in families with low incomes.”

Current SNAP proposals would harm women and
families.

In December, Republicans in Congress passed, and President
Trump signed into law, a tax bill that gives massive new

tax cuts to the rich and big corporations, while adding $1.9
trillion to the deficit.® Now these same Republican leaders
are expressing alarm at the deficit and proposing to cut

or restructure programs, such as SNAP, that are vital for
women and families. For example, Trump’s FY 2019 budget,
an Executive Order on “Economic Mobility,”” and a recent
request for comment from the Food and Nutrition Service,*
all seek to limit access to this critically important program.

And in particular, the Farm Bill recently passed by House
Committee on Agriculture would seriously threaten food
security for millions of women and families, if enacted.
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The House Farm Bill’s proposal to restrict categorical
eligibility would cause some working women and
families to lose access to SNAP, and would increase
administrative burdens for many others.

The bill proposes a $5 billion ten-year cut to SNAP food
benefits by eliminating a state option (broad-based
categorical eligibility) that allows states to adjust SNAP
asset tests and to screen families with gross incomes
slightly above 130 percent of the poverty line to
determine if their net incomes (after expenses for shelter,
child care, or certain other basic expenses) qualify them
for a SNAP benefit. Many states have chosen this simpli-
fication option.?’ The proposed change would take SNAP
away from low-income working people with children,
exacerbate the “cliff effect” when they improve their
earnings, eliminate their children’s direct connection to
free school meals,?? and significantly increase states’ ad-
ministrative costs and burdens.

The House Farm Bill’s proposal to eliminate the
connection between SNAP and LIHEAP would cut SNAP
benefits for many families.

The Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program
(LIHEAP) helps an estimated 6.3 million households
heat their homes.?® Currently, states have the flexibility
to use a Standard Utility Allowance for households
receiving LIHEAP benefits (instead of requiring each

of those households to provide documentation of their
utility costs in order to receive the utility cost income
deduction). This deduction helps families receive higher
SNAP benefits, recognizing the need for families to heat
their homes and eat. The House Farm Bill proposes to
eliminate this LIHEAP-SNAP connection for households
without an elderly member, increasing the paperwork
burden for families struggling to make ends meet—and
cutting SNAP benefits by an estimated $5.3 billion over
ten years.?*

The House Farm Bill’s proposals to expand work
requirements threaten particular harm to women and
their families.

The majority of adult SNAP recipients who can work, do
work.?> And SNAP already contains work requirements:
individuals aged 18 through 49 who are not students,
pregnant, caring for a child or incapacitated person, and
do not have a disability cannot receive SNAP for more
than three months in a 36-month period if they do not
work or participate in a work training program for at least
20 hours a week. States can currently waive these time

limits for recipients in high unemployment areas.

It is already challenging for many unemployed or
underemployed workers to meet SNAP’s current

time limits. Women are overrepresented in the
low-wage workforce,?® which is plagued by unstable
and unpredictable work schedules, nonstandard
hours,?” part-time work,?® and few benefits like paid

sick leave.?® Women are also especially vulnerable to
discrimination and harassment at work,*® which can
result in lost hours or job loss.® Domestic violence
survivors also face particular challenges obtaining and
maintaining employment.*? Moreover, many unemployed
or underemployed adults subject to SNAP’s work
requirements face considerable barriers to employment.
The House Farm Bill proposes harsh changes to SNAP’s
work requirements, including:

* Including people aged 50 to 59 in the work
requirements. This would be particularly harmful
for older women, who face longer periods of
unemployment. In March 2018, 23 percent of
unemployed women aged 45 to 54 years and 31
percent of unemployed women aged 55 to 64
years had been unemployed for six months or more
(compared to 22 percent for unemployed women
aged 20 to 64 years old).*3

e Subjecting parents with children aged six and older to
the work requirements. The Farm Bill would change
the exception to the work requirement for parents,
exempting only parents caring for a child under age
six from SNAP’s work requirements. But parents with
school-aged children also have significant caregiving
responsibilities, including during afterschool hours and
school vacations. The conditions of low-wage work,
combined with caregiving and shortages of quality,
affordable child care, would make it challenging for
parents with school-aged children to consistently
meet SNAP’s work requirements. Imposing work
requirements on parents of school-aged children
will ensure that families with children will lose food
assistance, which will negatively impact children’s
development and health.

* Increasing the weekly hour requirement from 20 to 25
hours for Fiscal Year 2026 and beyond. As described
above, the nature of low-wage jobs already makes it
challenging to meet SNAP’s current work requirement,
so increasing the number of hours from 20 to 25 per
week could lead to many women and families losing
their SNAP benefits.
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Creating harsher time limits and sanctions for failure
to meet the work requirements. The House Farm

Bill would shorten the time period to meet work
requirements from three months to one month. In
addition, it would bar individuals from receiving
SNAP initially for one year, and subsequently for three
years, for failing to meet the work requirements. But
unemployed women age 16 and older experienced a
median 9.6 weeks of unemployment in March 2018,34
meaning that in many cases, unemployed women are
almost guaranteed to exceed the time limit and face
sanctions.

Instead of seeking to prevent
women and families from getting
the food assistance they need, the
Administration and Congress should
combat hunger by protecting and
strengthening SNAP.

As a nation, we should fight hunger by helping
families struggling to make ends meet put
food on the table. Congress should increase

SNAP benefits so fewer families have to choose
between food or other necessities. In addition,
Congress and the Administration should invest
in workers and families in order to help families
attain economic self-sufficiency.

In addition, the House Farm Bill’s proposal is vastly
inadequate to guarantee that employment training
programs could serve the millions of additional individuals
who would be subject to the new, expanded work
requirements.*® Overall, it is estimated that over a million
people would lose SNAP benefits under the House Farm
Bill.*¢ Taking away food assistance will not help women
find jobs any faster; it will just increase hunger for more
women and families.
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