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Introduction

Ohio Works First (OWF) is Ohio’s version of the federal/state Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF) program. TANF was established by the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996. This year marks the 20t anniversary of the passage of the law.

TANF/OWE replaced the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, which had
operated since 1935. The purpose of OWF is to provide cash assistance, family support, and
employment services to families with children under 18 whose incomes fall below 50 percent of the
Federal Poverty Level (FPL).

National Trends

In a policy brief!, the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP) documented a decline in the safety
net for poor families with children since the onset of the Great Recession, as measured by the ratio of
families receiving TANF benefits per 100 families with children below FPL. This is referred to as the
TANFEF-to-Poverty-Ratio, or TPR. The CBPP reports that for every 100 families in poverty nationwide, 31
families received TANF benefits in 2006, but only 23 in 2014.2 This continues a longer term decline from
the inception of the TANF program in 1996, when 68 out of 100 poor families received benefits. The
CBPP report attributes the decline in the TPR to a growth in the number of families in poverty with a
simultaneous decline in the number of families enrolled in TANF.

The report also gives state-by-state trends in the TPR; Ohio’s ratio fell from 32.7 in 2005-2006 to 25.7 in
2013-2014; under the old AFDC program, the state’s ratio was 88.6 in 1994-1995. The report singles out
Ohio’s enrollment decline as due to a strategy of improving the state’s work participation rate by
sanctioning more families off the program.

1 Floyd I, Pavetti L, Schott L. TANF Continues to Weaken as a Safety Net. Washington, DC. Center on Budget and
Policy Priorities. October 27, 2015.

2 In both the CBPP report and in our own analysis for Ohio, the TPR (or TDPR) should not be interpreted as the
percent of those below poverty (or deep poverty) who are on TANF, as some TANF recipients, especially some of
those in child-only cases, are above poverty. We merely compare the number on TANF to the number below
poverty nationally, or below 50 percent of poverty in Ohio.



Ohio Trends

This paper applies the CBPP report methodology to Ohio counties for the 2005-2009 and 2010-2014
periods. Our data source for TANF/OWF enrollment is the Public Assistance Monthly Statistics (PAMS)
reports released by the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services (ODJFS). We took the annual
averages by county and averaged these over the five-year periods. The population below poverty is
taken from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) five-year samples for 2009
and 2014.

In our estimation of a comparable TPR for Ohio counties, we count only children and not adults on
TANF (OWF) because 76 percent of OWF caseloads statewide are child-only.® Our income measure of
50 percent of the FPL ($840 per month for a family of three in 2016) matches the income eligibility level
for OWF and is a common measure of deep poverty. We therefore rename our measure the TANF-to-
Deep-Poverty-Ratio (TDPR).The accompanying table and maps show the county-level TDPR for each
period and the change from one period to the other.

As more children have fallen into deep poverty in the aftermath of the 2007-2009 recession, fewer
children are receiving OWF benefits. In Ohio as a whole, the average number of children on OWF
declined from 135,800 in 2005-2009 to 128,700 in 2010-2014, a 5.2 percent decline. In the same time span,
the number of Ohio children in deep poverty increased 17.5 percent from 251,500 to 295,600. The
resulting statewide TDPR thus fell from 54.0 in 2005-2009 to 43.6 in 2010-2014, a decline of 19.2 percent.
This means that for every 100 children in deep poverty, 54 were receiving OWF benefits in 2005-2009,
but only 43 were receiving benefits in 2010-2014. This declining trend will most likely continue, as the
total number of children on OWF dropped below 100,000 in 2015 alone.

County-level TDPRs in 2005-2009 ranged from a low of 9.9 in Geauga County to a high of 88.8 in Gallia
County (see the maps and data table at the end of this report). In 2010-2014, Hancock County had the
lowest TDPR (10.1) and Ottawa the highest (94.2). The TDPR declined in 51 of 87 counties between the
two periods. Preble County had the greatest decrease, from 71.4 to less than half of that (29.5). Thirty-
six counties experienced an increase in their TDPR; Ottawa had the greatest increase, almost doubling
from 48.6 to 94.2.

The variation in TDPR among counties may be due in part to differences in application procedures
from county to county as well as variations in granting extensions beyond 36 months. Some counties,
especially in Appalachia, suffer deeper concentrations of poverty, which may pose a challenge to enroll
the eligible population.

Regionally, Ohio counties with the largest TDPRs in both periods have been either urban counties or
those rural counties in the southern and south-central parts of the state. Northwest rural counties
tended to have lower TDPRs. Of the nine most urban counties, all but Mahoning had lower TDPRs in

% Athens County Department of Job and Family Services, December, 2015. “Child-only” cases exclude adults from
the OWF grant. The most common of these cases are those in which the parent is on SSI, is a non-citizen
immigrant, or the child is living with an adult other than a custodial parent.

4 Pickaway County is excluded because its calculated TDPR exceeded 100.0 in 2005-2009.



2010-2014 than in 2005-2009 (see Figure 1). Southwest counties (excluding Hamilton) had increases in
their TDPRs, while the remaining rural counties had a variety of increases and decreases.

The fact that the number of children receiving OWF benefits is less than half the number of children in
deep poverty makes it clear that TANF/OWF has been insufficient in meeting its stated goal of
providing a safety net for the poorest families with children. The Comprehensive Case Management
and Employment Program (CCMEP), included in Ohio’s 2016-2017 state budget, could be a partial
remedy. The CCMEP will assess the employment and training needs of work-required TANF recipients
ages 16 to 24 and connect them with workforce services to help move them out of poverty. The
effectiveness of this and similar welfare-to-work programs will depend to some extent on the strength
of the local economy and the demand for unskilled and low-skilled workers. But, in the end, there is
substantial research to show that providing families with children even a small amount of cash, like
what would be provided via monthly TANF benefit ($195 per child in 2015), has significant benefits on
the children’s school achievement and their long-term success. Ohio should do more to ensure that
these children living in deep poverty, who are particularly vulnerable, get the TANF assistance they are
entitled to and need.

Figure 1. OWF Recipients Under 18
Per 100 Children Below 50% of FPL
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Map A

OWF Recipients Under 18
Per 100 Children Below 50% of Poverty
2005-2009 Average, by County

Rate 2005-2009
9.9-32.0
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Bl 4.5 - 62.0
I 2.1 - 100.8
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Map B

OWF Recipients Under 18
Per 100 Children Below 50% of Poverty
2010-2014 Average, by County

Rate 2010-2014
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Map C

Change in Rate of OWF Recipients Under 18
Per 100 Children Below 50% of Poverty
2005-09 to 2010-14 Averages, by County

Change in Rate per 100
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