MEMO
To: Representative Pingree and Representative Poliquin
Regarding Concerns about the Impact of H.R. 2 on SNAP in Maine
_____________________________________________________________________________________

SNAP is a lifeline for hungry families, and particularly in Maine. Restricting access to SNAP will
have a disproportionately harmful impact here given our demographics and geography. We
have the highest proportion of citizens over age 65i, the fifth highest rate of disabilityii, the third
highest proportion of veteransiii, and because we are a rural state with one of the lowest
average weekly wages in the nationiv and have relatively high rates of deep child povertyv. SNAP
plays a critical role in putting food on the table for tens of thousands of these needy Mainers.
This memo provides background information about SNAP in Maine and details the likely
harmful outcomes should certain changes in the proposed House Farm Bill (H.R. 2) become law.
SNAP supports Maine families and businesses
What happens to SNAP in Congress matters greatly to Maine. Our State already has a high rate
of food insecurity—currently seventh highest in the nation. Even worse, we rank third worst
overall for very low food security—these are Mainers struggling with chronic hunger. More
than one-in-five (23.3%)vi Maine children live with food insecurity and that number increases to
27.2% in rural areas like Washington County and 28.4% in Piscataquis Countyvii. The proposed
Farm Bill changes would further increase these already shameful rates by cutting SNAP benefits
by more than $17 billion over the next ten years.viii
Many Mainers rely on SNAP to put food on the table:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Adults aged 60 and older make up 27.4%ix of Maine’s SNAP households.
Those with disabilities represent 34.9%x of Maine’s SNAP households.
About 10,000 veterans, or 9% of Maine’s estimated veteran population participate in
SNAPxi.
SNAP serves a higher percentage of people in rural areasxii that typically experience
greater rates of food insecurityxiii.
41% of SNAP recipients live in working familiesxiv; and
34.9% of SNAP households include a child, representing approximately 66,000
childrenxv.

Moreover, SNAP is vital to our economy and to the more than 1,500 retailersxvi, including many
in rural areas, that participate in the SNAP program. SNAP injects more than $250 million
dollars into Maine’s economy annually; every five dollars in SNAP spending generates around
$9 in economic activity, according to the USDA.xvii
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Specific concerns with the SNAP provisions of H.R. 2:
The facts provided above underlie our deep concerns about the following proposals in H.R.2:
1. Eliminating “categorical eligibility” would remove state flexibility and harm working
families and children. Over 40 states currently use this state option to support work.xviii
Nationally, about 90% of the benefits of this option go to working families.xix Maine
adopted categorical eligibility as a state option in 2000 and has used it effectively ever
since to mitigate the effects of the “welfare cliff”, helping families make strides to move
out of poverty and toward financial security while meeting their basic needs. This cut
would undermine the ability to put food on the table for thousands of Maine’s lowest
wage working families.
Moreover, because participation in SNAP is used to directly certify children for school meal
programs, eliminating, eliminating categorical eligibility could also result in these students
losing access to free school meals—a serious blow to their wellbeing and to their
prospects for educational success. CBO scores for a similar proposal in 2014 estimated
that 280,000xx school children nationally would lose access to free meals that stave off
hunger and boost success in school should categorical eligibility be repealed.
2. Eliminating the so-called “heat and eat” state option for all households without elderly
members would have a harsh and disproportionate impact on low-income Mainers,
particularly those with disabilities. Maine first adopted this option in 1995 and uses it to
enable SNAP participants who also receive federal energy assistance through the LowIncome Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) to claim the “standard allowance”
for the cost of utility expenses without the burdensome process of collecting months of
paperwork. Current law gives states the flexibility to consider out of pocket heating
costs that reduce a family’s ability to purchase food when calculating the amount of its
SNAP benefit in a most efficient manner. It also recognizes that energy expenses can be
difficult for households to document and costly for the state to verify. The elimination
of this option would impact people with disabilities the most, with many losing many
between $80 to $120 a month in food assistance.
3. Mandating custodial and non-custodial parents to comply with certain child support
activities to access needed food assistance is a flawed policy that puts children at risk, is
costly and complex to administer, and fails to promote economic stability for children or
families. Federal law currently gives states the option to deny SNAP to custodial families
that do not cooperate in the collection of child support, and to non-custodial parents
that miss required payments. While 10 states and territories adopted all or part of this
option in the last 14 years, only six (including Guam) continue to apply it. xxi The Maine
legislature debated and rejected this option last year.
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In 2014, the State of Utah studied the value and potential impact of mandatory child
support cooperation in SNAP. It determined that implementation would be costly,
requiring between $3.2M and $3.6M for staffing and technology enhancements. More
importantly, it found that implementation would cause 7% to 37% of families to lose
food assistance while potentially increasing child support payments for only 0% to 9%.
In other words, the loss of income to poor families would not offset the amount
expected from child support payments.xxii
More troubling still is the danger of exposing victims of domestic violence and their
children to greater risk under such policies. In some cases, domestic violence issues may
make it too dangerous for a victim to comply with mandatory child support
requirements. While “good cause” provisions are typically included to protect against
harm, these do not always work. Over the years, many Maine parents have chosen to
forgo needed assistance rather than risk the danger inherent in provoking an abuser.
Finally, there is no evidence that such mandatory child support requirements will
increase the financial ability of absent parents to actually make child support payments.
Evidence suggests that about 70% of child support debt is held by those with no income,
or income of $10,000 or less.xxiii For those with income who do not pay, states already
have substantial enforcement mechanisms. In Maine, child support can be withheld
from wages, intercepted from state and federal tax returns, recovered by placing liens
on real and personal property, and by suspending motor vehicle, fishing, or other
recreational licenses.
4. Helping people who can work get jobs is an important goal, but harsh time limits and the
proposed work requirements will not help us reach that goal. H.R. 2 requires that all
SNAP participants who are not seriously disabled or raising a child under age six show
that they are either working or engaged in a work program for 20 hours a week or lose
food assistance. Maine’s recent experience provides a cautionary tale with which to
evaluate this sweeping and dangerous proposal. In January 2015, Maine eliminated all
waivers that had previously protected certain SNAP participants from a 3-month time
limit in areas where jobs were scarce. In the first three months after this policy was
implemented, approximately 9,300 individuals lost their SNAP benefits, representing
80% of those newly subject to this time limit. Maine’s State Office of Policy and
Management (OPM) followed these individuals for one year after their termination from
SNAP. OPM’s data shows that employment rates rose by only four percentage points for
those terminated. During this same period, unemployment rates dropped by nearly the
same amount, meaning that the cuts had little or no effect in promoting employment.xxiv
Moreover, two-thirds of those terminated remained unemployed at the end of that
year, with neither wages nor food assistance.xxv This failed policy should not be
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replicated in the rest of the nation, and expanded to impact for those raising children
and those of an age where some work limitations may naturally occur. Being hungry
does nothing to remove barriers to employment, it only makes life more difficult for
those affected.
5. Creating a massive, untested and drastically underfunded Education and Training (E&T)
program with slots for those unable to find a job on their own is no solution or antidote
to the harm that this policy would create. H.R. 2 would provide states with $1 billion a
year to implement this new program for the approximate three million SNAP
participants who will need a work slot.xxvi That equals approximately $30 per person per
month.xxvii Chairman Conaway has stated that H.R. 2 offers SNAP beneficiaries a
springboard to a good paying job. Yet this promise cannot be kept with the proposed
E&T program. The funds that would be appropriated represent only a fraction of what it
actually costs to provide employment, training, and work supports in Maine’s TANF
program, which spent an estimated $7,000 annually, or $600 monthly per person in
2016.xxviii Maine’s spending for TANF employment and training services is slightly higher
than the $5,000 per person spent in the median state.xxix Moreover, Maine’s successful
Competitive Skills Scholarship Program (CSSP) that provides skills training along with the
opportunity to access post-secondary degrees and credentials in high demand jobs for
people with incomes below 200% of the federal poverty level, has an average per
participant cost of approximately $7,600 annually.xxx
USDA has invested considerable resources in examining how to increase the
effectiveness of its current SNAP E&T Program. In 2016 it published a best practices
report finding that “stand-alone basic skills instruction and job search assistance
programs fall short of helping participants achieve lasting self-sufficiency. In contrast,
more intensive services that combine several components simultaneously or
sequentially appear to be more promising in helping participants achieve the desired
improvements in employment and earnings.”xxxi Clearly H.R. 2 does not come close to
providing the resources needed to implement such effective programming.
In the 2014 Farm Bill, Congress authorized several pilot programs to test new strategies
to determine the most effective ways to help SNAP recipients gain and retain
employment that leads to self-sufficiency. Maine has been invited to join this group of
states working to develop evidence that will demonstrate which approaches are most
effective in meeting this Congressional goal. It would be far more prudent to learn from
the lessons of these pilot projects to determine which evidence-based strategies are
most effective before creating a massive new program that does not have the resources
to improve participants’ skills, overcome their barriers to employment, and enable them
to secure and a good-paying job.
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As Mainers working to end hunger, we ask for your support in stopping dangerous cuts to
SNAP, our nation’s most effective anti-hunger program, which lifts people out of poverty,
boosts health, helps with children’s ability to learn, and gives people a helping hand when they
are trying to get back on their feet.
Thank you for considering these concerns. For more information, please contact Kathy Kilrain
del Rio, Policy Analyst, Maine Equal Justice Partners, at kkilraindelrio@mejp.org or 207-6267058, ext. 210.
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