May 9, 2018
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515
Dear Representative:
On behalf of the below 167 organizations dedicated to advancing the health, economic security,
and opportunity of women and families and eradicating their barriers to success, we write to
express our opposition to the Agriculture and Nutrition Act of 2018 (H.R. 2). This bill’s proposed
changes to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) threaten the economic
security of women and families by proposing restrictions on categorical eligibility, mandatory
participation in the federal child support enforcement program, harsh expansions of work
requirements, and increased paperwork for families and states.
Millions of people across the country face challenges in feeding their families.1 Many people are
just one job loss, one schedule downgrade, or one sickness away from needing SNAP to help
feed their families. SNAP is critical in filling this need. In Fiscal Year (FY) 2016, SNAP served
more than 44.2 million people in nearly 21.8 million households on average each month.2 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 65.3 SNAP is also essential to women, who
make up 63 percent of SNAP adult recipients. SNAP serves a diverse group of people of every
race, age, sexual orientation, gender identity, and disability status in rural, suburban, and urban
areas of the United States.4
Congress should combat hunger and food insecurity by protecting and strengthening SNAP in a
bipartisan Farm Bill. Yet, H.R. 2 abandons that bipartisan approach and contains harsh
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proposals that would lead to more than 2 million individuals losing SNAP benefits altogether or
having them reduced.5
H.R. 2’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.
H.R. 2 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, who often have
significant expenses like child care and housing, to determine if they qualify for a SNAP benefit.
Many states have chosen this simplification option.6 The proposed change would take SNAP
away from low-income working people with children, re-impose a “cliff effect” when they
improve their earnings, eliminate their children’s direct connection to free school meals,7 and
significantly increase states’ administrative costs and burdens.
H.R. 2’s proposal requiring single parents to participate in the federal child support
enforcement program could harm single mothers, including survivors of domestic violence.
Currently, states decide whether or not SNAP recipients must participate in the federal child
support enforcement program, and only a few states have adopted the option. 8 Moreover,
single parents, most of whom are mothers, often have good reasons for deciding not to engage
with child support enforcement officials. Some who may receive support (whether through
informal arrangements or divorce-related agreements) may not want to jeopardize their
relationship with the noncustodial parent to pursue enforcement, especially if they know the
other parent cannot pay. Moreover, some parents, including survivors of domestic violence,
may decide that seeking a child support order and payment would put them or their children at
risk. Taking SNAP benefits away from single parents who decide that pursuing child support
enforcement is not in their family’s best interest asks them to make untenable choices between
basic food assistance and, in some cases, their physical safety.
H.R. 2’s proposals to expand work requirements threaten particular harm to women and
their families.
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The majority of adult SNAP recipients who can work, do work.9 And SNAP already contains work
requirements. The statute requires all working-age adults (with limited exceptions) to register
for work and accept a job if offered.10 In addition, individuals aged 18 to 49 who are not
students, pregnant, caring for a child or family member who is “incapacitated,” 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.11 Furthermore,
states can go further than the statute and impose tougher work requirements (up to 30 hours
per week) on most adult SNAP recipients and cut off benefits, including those for children in the
household, for people who do not meet the requirements.12
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,13 which is plagued
by unstable and unpredictable work schedules, nonstandard hours,14 part-time work,15 and few
benefits like paid sick leave.16 Women are also especially vulnerable to discrimination and
harassment at work,17 which can result in lost hours or job loss.18 Domestic violence survivors
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also face challenges obtaining and maintaining employment because abusers may ruin the
survivor’s credit score and rental history, sabotage transportation and child care arrangements,
and steal or control assets.19 Despite these significant obstacles facing low-wage working
women, H.R. 2 would expand work requirements in ways that would further penalize women
across the country who are trying to feed their families and find quality work.
Including people aged 50 to 59 years old in the work requirements will hurt older women.
H.R. 2’s proposal to impose stricter work requirements for people aged 50 to 59 years old
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). 20 Subjecting women
aged 50 to 59 years old to a work requirement will lead to families losing SNAP benefits and
increased food insecurity.
Including parents with children aged six and older in the work requirements will harm families.
H.R. 2 proposes imposing stricter work requirements for parents caring for a child six or older.
But parents with school-aged children also have significant caregiving responsibilities, including
during afterschool hours and school vacations, and when medical emergencies arise. Especially
if they are employed in the low-wage workforce, it would be challenging for these parents to
consistently meet H.R. 2’s proposed work requirements. Imposing work requirements on
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parents of school-aged children will likely lead to more families with children losing their food
assistance, which will negatively impact children’s development and health.
Increasing the weekly hours requirement will increase food insecurity.
As described above, the nature of low-wage jobs already makes it challenging to meet SNAP’s
current work requirement. Therefore, H.R. 2’s proposal to increase the number of hours from
20 to 25 per week could lead to more women and families losing their SNAP benefits.
Creating harsher time limits and sanctions will make more families lose SNAP benefits.
H.R. 2 proposes an unforgiving work requirement that would threaten to take food off families’
tables if individuals are unable to meet the work requirement in a single month. In addition, the
initial sanction for failing to meet work requirements within a month would be a one-year bar
from receiving SNAP benefits, unless the individual later gains employment for 20 hours a week
or qualifies for an exemption. Subsequent failures would result in a three-year bar. The onemonth time limit will have an especially harsh impact on women, given that unemployed
women age 16 and older experienced a median period of unemployment that was more than
twice that amount of time (9.6 weeks) in March 2018.21 Consequently, in many cases,
unemployed women are almost guaranteed to exceed the time limit and face sanctions.
H.R.2’s Employment and Training proposal will not help people find work—it will just increase
hunger.
In an attempt to mitigate the impact of the expanded work requirements and harsher time
limits and sanctions, H.R. 2 provides additional funding for SNAP’s Employment and Training
(E&T) programs and purports to guarantee a job training slot to anyone subject to the SNAP
work requirement. However, H.R. 2’s E&T proposal is set up to fail. It is underfunded,
establishes unrealistic time frames, and it cuts SNAP benefits. The end result is that instead of
gaining skills and quality jobs, millions of families will risk losing their SNAP benefits under this
proposal.
In order to meet the proposal’s guarantee of a training slot for all those subjected to the SNAP
work requirement who are not working 20 hours per week, about three million slots each
month in job training programs would need to be available.22 However, states would likely be
21
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unable to leverage their existing employment training systems, which are much smaller in
scope23 and already severely underfunded, to serve the three million additional people every
month.
From the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program, we know that mandatory
work programs can be quite costly, due to the need for monitoring and verifying
participation. In 2016, the median state spent nearly $5,000 on work activities and monitoring
for each mandatory TANF participant.24 If SNAP E&T programs were similarly costly, $15 billion
in investments each year would be required to serve the three million additional people who
would be subject to H.R. 2’s new work requirements.25 The funding proposed in H.R. 2,
however, amounts to only $30 per month per participant, which is vastly inadequate to ensure
those who would be subject to the proposed expanded work requirements would receive
quality job training services. Moreover, the E&T funding in H.R. 2 would be financed by SNAP
benefit cuts—a terrible tradeoff where SNAP benefits are cut for some families to finance
unworkable and untested26 E&T programs for other families.
In sum, the expanded work requirements proposed in H.R. 2 will not help women find quality
jobs any faster; they will just take away food assistance and therefore increase hunger for more
women and families.
H.R. 2’s proposals to increase paperwork burdens will have harmful ripple effects.
H.R. 2 contains several proposals that will increase paperwork requirements for families, who
are struggling to feed their families and find quality work, and states, which will need to process
the additional paperwork and track compliance with the expanded work requirements. Creating
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higher administrative burdens increases the chances that families struggling to feed their
families will lose their access to SNAP.
For example, H.R. 2 proposes to eliminate a valuable connection between the Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) and SNAP. LIHEAP helps an estimated 6.3 million
households heat their homes.27 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. H.R. 2 proposes to eliminate this LIHEAP-SNAP
connection for households without an elderly member, resulting in an extra burden upon those
households to provide documentation for their utility cost before receiving a deduction. This
will increase the paperwork burden for families struggling to make ends meet, lead to more
paperwork for states to process, and cut SNAP benefits by an estimated $5.3 billion over ten
years.28
In addition, SNAP already contains paperwork requirements that can harm people with
disabilities. Though the existing work requirements include an exemption for people with
documented medical conditions, too many state agencies fail to help individuals prove they are
exempt, even if they have difficulty obtaining the necessary records or verification from a
doctor. Consequently, this exemption does not consistently protect this population from the
harsh consequences of the current three-month time limit. Subjecting more people to work
requirements and increasing the amount and frequency of paperwork required to demonstrate
their exemption eligibility will place SNAP benefits at risk for many families.
Furthermore, studies evaluating work requirements in the TANF program found that sanctions
commonly occurred because of paperwork glitches and hard-to-navigate requirements.29
Unfortunately, the work requirement proposals in H.R. 2 create a large risk of similar
consequences—families could be locked out of their SNAP benefits for one year, then three
27
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years, because of increased paperwork requirements associated with work requirements.
Increasing bureaucratic red tape does not help get more people quality jobs—it will only
increase food insecurity.
Instead of seeking to prevent women and families from getting the food assistance they
need, Congress should combat hunger by protecting and strengthening SNAP.
As a nation, we should fight hunger by helping families struggling to make ends meet and put
food on the table. Congress should increase SNAP benefits so fewer families have to choose
between food and other necessities, as well as invest in workers and families in order to help
families attain economic self-sufficiency. Expanding harsh work requirements, cutting SNAP
benefits, and increasing paperwork burdens on states and families struggling to find quality
work, put food on the table, and pay for other necessities will undermine, not increase,
families’ economic self-sufficiency. We urge you to vote NO on H.R. 2.
Sincerely,
State/Local Organizations
Alabama
YWCA Central Alabama
Arizona
Arizona YWCA Metropolitan Phoenix
Northern Arizona Council of Governments
California
4Cs of Alameda County
California Child Care Resource and Referral
Network
Fremont Family Resource Center
Legal Aid at Work
Los Angeles County Department of Mental
Health
Mercy Brown Bag Program
Pacifica's Environmental Family
Pathways LA
Western Center on Law and Poverty

YWCA Pasadena-Foothill Valley
YWCA Silicon Valley
Colorado
Jewish Family Service of Colorado
Connecticut
YWCA Hartford Region
YWCA New Britain
Florida
Farmworker Association of Florida
Your Plate Health & Wellness Center
Hawaii
YWCA O'ahu
Illinois
Community Organizing and Family Issues
(COFI)
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Parents Organized to Win, Educate and
Renew - Policy Action Council - Illinois
(POWER-PAC Illinois)
YWCA Elgin
YWCA Kankakee
YWCA of the Sauk Valley
YWCA of the University of Illinois
Indiana
Indiana Alliance for Retired Americans
Indiana Institute for Working Families
Marian University
Middle Way House
YWCA Muncie
Iowa
YWCA of Black Hawk County, Waterloo, IA
Maine
Maine Women's Lobby
YWCA of Mount Desert Island
Maryland
Maryland National Organization for Women
Montgomery County Community Action
Board
Public Justice Center
Massachusetts
YWCA Boston
YWCA Cambridge
YWCA Central Mass., Inc.
YWCA of Lowell
Michigan
Housing Services Mid Michigan
YWCA Kalamazoo

Minnesota
Lutheran Social Service
Missouri
Empower Missouri
Healthy Nevada
New Jersey
Anti-Poverty Network of New Jersey
God's Army Ministries of NJ
New York
City Harvest
Congregation Rodeph Sholom
Food For All
Greater Rochester Community of Churches,
Inc.
Kids R Kids Feeding Program, Inc.
Network of Religious Communities Food
Pantry
New York Paid Leave Coalition
Sisters of Mercy
Urban Pathways
YWCA Binghamton & Broome County
YWCA NorthEastern New York
North Dakota
United Way of Grand Forks, EGF & Area
YWCA Cass Clay
Ohio
YWCA Alliance
YWCA Columbus
YWCA Dayton
YWCA Mahoning Valley
YWCA of Van Wert County
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Oregon
Family Promise of Washington County
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania Council of Churches
Sisters of Saint Joseph of Chestnut Hill,
Philadelphia, PA
Women's Law Project
YWCA Westmoreland County
Rhode Island
Blackstone Valley Community Action Program
YWCA Rhode Island

YWCA Clark County
YWCA Olympia
YWCA of Spokane
Wisconsin
YWCA Madison
Regional Organizations/State Coalitions
Family Values@Work
Washington-Virginia District, CME Church
YWCA National Capital Area
National Organizations

South Carolina
Harvest Hope Food Bank
South Carolina Appleseed Legal Justice Center
YWCA of the Upper Lowland, Inc.
Tennessee
NOAH
Texas
Education Equals Making Community
Connections
Texas These Are They
UUFHC
Utah
YWCA Utah
Vermont
Hunger Free Vermont
Vermont Network Against Domestic & Sexual
Violence
Washington
El Centro de la Raza

National Women’s Law Center
9to5, National Association of Working
Women
A Better Balance
Alianza Nacional de Campesinas
American Federation of State, County, and
Municipal Employees (AFSCME)
American Federation of Teachers
American Psychological Association
Asset Building Strategies
Casa de Esperanza: National Latin@ Network
for Healthy Families and Communities
Center for Community Change Action
Center for Law and Social Policy
Center for Popular Democracy Action
Coalition of Labor Union Women
Coalition on Human Needs
Congregation of Our Lady of Charity of the
Good Shepherd, US Provinces
Daily Kos
Division for Early Childhood of the Council for
Exceptional Children (DEC)
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Equal Rights Advocates
Every Child Matters
Families USA
Feminist Majority
Food Research & Action Center (FRAC)
Friends of the Earth
Futures Without Violence
Hadassah, The Women's Zionist Organization
of America, Inc.
Health Care for America Now
Hispanic Federation
In Our Own Voice: National Black Women's
Reproductive Justice Agenda
Justice in Aging
Labor Project for Working Families in
partnership with FV@W
LIFT
MAZON: A Jewish Response to Hunger
MomsRising
Movement Advancement Project
NAACP
National Advocacy Center of the Sisters of the
Good Shepherd
National Asian Pacific American Women's
Forum (NAPAWF)
National Association of Counsel for Children
National Association of Social Workers
National Center for Law and Economic Justice
National Center for Lesbian Rights
National Coalition for the Homeless
National Council of Jewish Women
National Domestic Workers Alliance
National Employment Law Project
National Health Law Program
National Institute for Reproductive Health
National Latina Institute for Reproductive
Health

National Latino Farmers & Ranchers Trade
Association
National LGBTQ Task Force Action Fund
National Low Income Housing Coalition
National Organization for Women
National Partnership for Women & Families
National WIC Association
National Women's Health Network
NETWORK Lobby for Catholic Social Justice
Peace and Justice Team of Congregation of
Saint Joseph
PFLAG National
Phenomenal Woman Action Campaign
Planned Parenthood Federation of America
Poligon Education Fund
Prosperity Now
Restaurant Opportunities Centers United
Sargent Shriver National Center on Poverty
Law
Sexuality Information and Education Council
of the United States (SIECUS)
Sikh American Legal Defense and Education
Fund
Sisters of the Holy Cross
Sisters of the Presentation of the Blessed
Virgin Mary
Social Security Works
The Employee Rights Advocacy Institute For
Law & Policy
The National Crittenton Foundation
United Church of Christ, Justice and Witness
Ministries
Voices for Progress
Women's Institute for a Secure Retirement
(WISER)
Woodstock Institute
YWCA USA

11

