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SHOULD THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM BE BLOCK-GRANTED? 

by Robert Greenstein. 

In considering nutrition legislation earlier this month, the Senate Agriculture 
Committee faced three important questions regarding,the food stamp program. Should 
the program be converted to a block grant? Should states be given more flexibility in 
opera ting the program and freed from an array of current federal requirements? 
Should.program costs be reduced? 

A block grant is one means of increasing state flexibility and reducing cost, but it 
is not the only means of doing so. As the legislation approved by the Agriculture 
Committee demonstrates, state flexibility qm be substantially increased - and. 
program costs substantially reduced - without turning the program into a block grant. 

The box on the next page lists ways in which the Agriculture Committee 
legislation enhances state flexibility without converting the program to a block grant. 
The degree of flexibility the legislation grants to states is unprecedented. Furthermore, 
additional changes to increase state flexibility are in store. USDA has announced plans 
to overhaul federal food stamp regulations and sharply curtail prescriptive federal 
requiremen ts. . 

The legislation the Agriculture Committee 
approved also helps meet budget targets; it 
reduces nutrition program expenditures by $19 
billion over five years, with $16.5 billion of this 
$19 billion in reductions coming frqm the food 
stamp program. The bill produces food stamp 
savings about 50 percent larger than those that· 
would be generated under a food stamp block 
grant circulated by Governor Engler's staff in 
April. Using Congressional Budg'et Office 
baselines, that block grant would have yielded. 
savings of less than $11 billion over five years. 

The question of whether to convert the 
food stamp program to a block grant thus should 
not turn on the belief that a block grant is 
necessary to provide greater state flexibility or 
meet budget targets. The block grant decision 
should be made on its own merits. 
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ACCORDING STATES MORE FLEXIBILITY 
I 

To provide more state flexibility, the Agriculture Committee bill includes the following items. 

Itaccords states sweeping tlexibility to set their own rlll~s governing the fnod stamp benefit 
structure for families receiving cash assistance under th~ block grant that would replace AFDC. 
States would have the option of replacing the vast majority of food stamp rules that now apply 
to AFDC families and substituting their own rules- without having to secure a waiver - so 
long as the state changes do not increase federal costs. States could integrate benefit deter
millations for their cash assistance and food stamp proglrams as they sa~ fit. This provision 
'represents one of the most radical changes in the food s~amp program's history. 

States would be permitted, again without having to seek a waiver, to convert food stamp 
benefits to wage subsidies provided to employers. Statb could require food stamp recipients in 
these wage subsidy projects to work for wages rather th~n receive food stamps. 

. . . I . 
States would be accorded broad tlexibility regarding the design and use of funds under the food 
stamp employment and training program, whieh is desi'gned to ensure that recipients meet 
work requirements and to help them achieve self-sufficiency. Various prescriptive federal 
requireinents that now govern the program and make it more difficult for states to operate 
the program in tandem with work programs for AFDC families or with other job training 
programs in the state - would be repealed. 

Federal rules that !lave impeded state efforts to move toielectronic benefit transfer systems 
(EBT), which can suostantially reduce fraud and food stamp trafficking, would be repealed. 

An array of federal requirements regarding food stamp application forms, the application 
process, and how states should coordinate the food stamp program with other assistance 

, programs would be removed. States would be free to m'ake these decisions themselves. 
, I " 

States would, for the first time, be given the flexibility to go beyond federal rules governing 
work requirements. They w9uld be given the option to ~ubject families with very young 
children to these requirenlents and to impose stiffer disqualification sanctions. States also 
,would be' allowed to reduce or terminate food stamp benefits for households whose benefits are 
being reduced or terminated in another program due to!noncom pliance with a rule of that 
program. In addition, states would be allowed to use new tools to recover overissuances from 
households that had received excess food stamp benefitJ due to an error. 

, . 

In areas where the legislation does not explicitly accord ~tates sweeping tlexibility, it allows 
them to seek waivers from federal rules, and it greatly e~pands the scope of the waiver process. 
Under current law, waivers that would result in the food stamp eligibility or benefit structure 

I 

being made more restrictive for any category of househqlds can be granted only in limited 
circumstances. The Agriculture Committee legislation would repeal this restriction and open 
up ,virtually all aspectsof the program and the benefit st1ructure to waivers. Moreover, the 
Agriculture Department would be required to respond tb state waiver requests within 60 days 
and to provide the Agriculture Committee with written justifiCation anytime it rejected a state 
waiver request.. 

In short, the legislation accords states nearly as much flexibility as a block grant would, and 
. probably more flexibility than a block grant that had a number of strings attached to it. While securing 

this flexibility, states would continue to. be protected if factors oiltside of their control, such as a 
national recession or rapid population growth, resulted in a rise in the number of poor households 
qualifying for food stamps. 
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Block Grants, Recessions, Population Growth, and Changes in Need 

The 'food stamp program responds to changes in need. If more households 
qualify for food stamps because poverty increases such as during a recession or 
when a state's population grows rapidly -the program expands so hpuseholds that 
apply and meet the eligibility criteria may receive assistance. When' poverty 
subsequently declines, as it does during most economic recoveries, the program tends 
to contract. 

The food stamp program is especially responsive to increases in unemployment, 
far more so than the AFDC program is. Between June 1990 and June 1992 as the 
national unemployment rate climbed from 5.1 perceI}t to 7.7 percent, the number of 
people receiving food stamps rose more than five million. 

Under a block grant, the ability of the program to respond t9 fluctuations in the 
economy and changes in need would be lost. States would receive a fixed amount of 
funding at the start of the year. The amount would not rise if need increased. If 
unemployment or population rose, states would have to bear 100 percent of the added food 
assistance costs themselves. ' 

This would present states with difficult'dilemmas during recessions. St~te 
revenues shrink during economic downturns. If the food stamp program is conv~rted 
to a block grant and poverty subsequently rises, states would have to choose between 
such courses as: raising taxes or cutting other programs more deeply during a recession 
to free up funds for mounting food assistance needs; denying the newly unemployed 
poor entry into the food assistance program; placing the newly poor on waiting lists for 
extended periods; and cutting benefits across-the-board. 

A poor family or elderly individual applying for benefits in July or August of a 
year could be denied assistance for the remainder of the fiscal year because a state was 
running out of block grant funds while unemployment and poverty climbed. Two-· 
parent families with 'a worker who recently lost his or her job - a group whose, 
participation in the food stamp program rises sharply in recessions - could be affected 
with particular severity. They would be in greater jeopardy of being denied aid than 
long-term poor households already on the program. ' 

These problems would not be limited to periods of national recession. 
Individual states or regions often experience high levels of unemploymel1t at times 
when the ,national economy is, not - or not yet in recession. In addition,'wages for 
low:,paid jobs are continuing to erode in some states, in part due to international 
competition. This can push more working families in the state below the poverty line 
and make them eligible for food assistance. Some states also are experiencing 
substantial population growth that raises the number of poor people needing food aid. 
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Votes in the House on a Food Stamp Block Grant 

The Hou~e consideredti)e proposal to convert fo~d stamps to a block grant both in 
the Agriculture, Committee and"qn the floor. The Commi'ttee rejected the block grant 37-5. 
On the floor, the vote was 316-114. On the floor as'well ak in the Committee, a majority of the 
Members of both parties voted agail1st the proposal. I ' 

" I 

, i 

While th~ current food stamp benefit structure respoJds to eco~omic and demographic 
factors that increase or decrease poverty, a block grant would not. 

, i 

"j 

Allocating Block Grant Fun.d~ Among States 
I 
I 

These concerns are intensified by a related problem - any formula used to 
, , I 

allocate block grant f(mds among states would have to be based on outdated data. The 
most recent state-by-state poverty and income data a~e several years old. 

, ' I 

, , 

If, for example, one wished to use state poverty data to allocate block grant 
funds for fiscal year 1996, the allocation would have tb be based qn a three-year 
average of .~tate poverty data f.or 1991, 1992, and 1993;' those are the most recent such, 

'data ava"il~ble. But' these data 'would be three to five years old by 1996, and substantial 
variation instate economic conditions and populatio~ growth can occur during such a 
period. : 

An alternate approachis reflected in a food stamp block grant proposal 
developed in April by Governor Engler's staff. It would distribute block grant funds 
based primarily on ,each state's percentage share of fe(;ieral food stamp expenditures in 
fiscal year 1994. The amount of funding provided to a state'would generally equal 
food stamp expenditures in the statein fiscal year 1991, adjusted for inflation.1 This 
approach, too, would pose problems., As-the years passed and 1994 receded farther 
into the P?lst, 1994 expendifure levels would become i:{lcreasingly inadequate as a 

. measure of relative need among states. Sharp inequities would develop. 
, 

During {ecessions, unemployment and poverty levels climb sharply in some 
, states;, these states would be heavily disadvantaged by a block grant allocation formula 
tied to the 1994 distribution patter~. At the same time! other' states less sharply affected 
by the economic downturn could rece,ive a share pf blcj>ckgrant funds that substantially 
exceeded thejr share of tpe number of poor people nationwide. The states hit hardest 

, , " , I 

by the recession would simultaneously face large declines instate revenues and be 
I " 
I 

I , ' 


1 A state would r~ceive funding equal tothe higher of the state'sjfoodstamp expenditures in fiscal year 
1994 or average annual food stamp expenditures in the state from fiscal year 1992 through fiscal year 1994. 
In most states, fiscal year 1994 expenditures were higher. I 
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among the states least able to provide state funds to respond to the additional need the 
downturn created. 

The potential impacts of a food stamp block grant during a recessionary period 
can be seen by examining what would have occurred if the proposal developed by 
Governor Engler's staff had been enacted in the late 1980s 'and been in effect for the 
past five years. Had the proposal been enacted in 1989 and taken effect in 1990, block 
grant funding in fiscal year 1994 would ha ve been 36 percent below the amount of 
federal food stamp funding actually provided that year. Some states would have been 
cut far more than 36 percent, however, while other states were cut less. 

Seventeen states would have lost more than 40 percent of their food stamp 
funds. Seven states would have lost more than half their food stamp funds, including 
California and Florida, which each would have lost more than 60 percent. Yet while 
these states were losing heavily, some other states would have lost far less. Four states 
would have lost less than 10 percent of the federal money they received last year. One 
state would have come out ahead. . 

These highly differential effects would have occurred in part because in the 
years after 1989, unemployment climbed substantially in some states, and more people 
in the hard-hit states became poor and applied for food stamps. Another key factor 
was that the populations of some states grew sharply. These economic and 
demographic changes were uneven; increases in unemployment, population, and 
poverty between the late 1980s and 1994 varied widely across states. As a consequence, 
the block grant would have affected some states far more ~everely than others. 

Macroeconomic Efforts 

The conversion of food stamps to block grant status - and the consequent loss 
of an automatic federal response during recessions - also would have another 
noteworthy effect. It could weaken the national and state economies. The food stamp 
program functions as what economists call an "automatic stabilizer" - a federal 
program that helps to moderate economic downturns by infusing more purchasing 
power into state and local economies when recession sets in. As the single means
tested program that responds most strongly to economic downturns, the food stamp 
program is one of the more important automatic stabilizers in the federal government's 
recession-fighting arsenal. "The automatic stabilizer role played by the program would. 
be lost under a block grant structure. Converting the program to a block grant that 
does not respond to cyclical downturns in the economy could contribute to making 
recessions somewhat dee'per and more protracted .. 
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I 

Herbert Stein on Recessions and Means-T~sted Benefit Programs 

I 

" On May 31- 1995, the Baltimore Slin ran a story on welfare reform that extensively cited the 
comments of Herbert Stein, chairman of the'CounCiI of E~onomic Advisers under President' 
Nixon and now a Senior Fellow at the American Enterpri'se Institute.' According to the SU1I, 

Stein obs~rved that the increase in means-tested benefits ~uring recessions provides laid-off 
workers the means to purchase essential goods and services, stimulates demand as a result, 
and helps to keep businesses that serve these workers fr6m going under during e<:onomic 
downturns. The article stated: ' I 

'''One reason the GreatDepression lasted as long,as it did and struck as many people 
as it did was because government simply had no mea;ns of quick1y intervening to reverse 
it,' says Mr. Stein. 'That's one reason we built this system. I see very little appreciation of 
that fact in Washington right now.' ' ' 

" t j. 

"Time and again, he says, the existing system has:rescued the economy and protected 
working families fronl collapse at relatively low cost. Without it, he predicts that the 
inevitable cycle of recessions in the U.S. economy will be deeper, last longer and hit more 
people."3 

, " : . ' 

.3 Jim Haner, "Cottnting the Cost of Saving Money on Wei farf,1I Baltimore Sun, May 31, 1995, page 1; 

I 
I 

The effects could be particularly sharp on the ~etail food sector. One function ' 
the food stamp progra'in plays is to help maintain fogd purchasing power and retail 
sales during recessions. A food stamp block grant that did not respond to recessions 

, could place retail food outlets that are located in pOOl' areas and have low profit 
margins in jeopardy dudng economic downturns duk to the decline in food purchases 
that would ensue. 

Rainy Day Funds : 
, ; 

Some have sugg'ested that these problems could be addressed through a rainy 

day fund that allows ~tates to accumulate unspent block grant' funds and draw them 

down in subsequent years when need increases., Analysis shows, however, that a 

mechanism of this nature could address only a small/raction of these problems. 


, I 

The amount of funding that states would likely receive W:1der. a fo~d stamp block 
grant would almost certainly represent a substantial reduction from the amount of 
assistance that low-income households receive under: current law. It is unlikely that 
',' I ' 

states would leave large amounts of block grant funds unused and amass large 
amounts ofunspent funds. 'I· ' 

i 
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If a recession hit, it would alr:nost certainly swamp whatever modest amounts 
most states had been able to .accumulate.ih these reserve funds, with state reserves 
likely being exhausted in thefirsUew months of a recession. Over the three' fiscal years 
from 1990 through 1992 - when recession set in and unemployment rose - federal 
food stamp funding climbed $17.9 billion above the fiscal year 1989 level. Any state 
reserves would be quickly washed away in such a circumstance.4 

Prospects jor Administrative Savings 

Yet another hope sometime expressed by block grant proponents is that adminis- . 
trative savings could help fill these fiscal gaps. Analysis largely dispels this hope, as 
well. Whatever administrative savings might be achie~ed are likely to be modest. 

. :USDA conducted four demonstration projects in the 1980s to test the' effects of 
aligning food stamp and AFDC rutes and simplifying and standardizing the·food 
stamp program. Foodstamp.administrative savings ranged from near-zero to six 
percent of-administrative costs. Since fed,eral and state administrative costs combined 
equal 12 percent of total food stamp costs~ eliminating six percent of food stamp 
administrative costs means saving less than one percent of total food stamp expendi
tures. Savings of this magnitude are insignificant when compared to the increases·in 
cost that are routinely caused by recessions and population growth. 

. Among the reasons the potential administrative savings appear modest is that a 
very large share of food stamp administrative costs consist of expenditu'res for 
eligibilify workers who verify applicants' incomes and take other steps to prevent fraud 
and abuse and ensure that applicants qualify for benefits. (In addition; virtually all 
states already use joint application procedures for AFDC and food stamps.) Securing 
large reductions in administrative costs is likely to prove difficult without diminishing 
efforts to verify C!.pplicants' eligibility and therebY'heightening the program's ' 
vulnerability to error and fraud. 

4 The cash assistance block grant in the welfare bill approved by.the Senate Finance Committee also 
includes a "rainy day loan fund" of $1.7 billion from which states could borrow during a recession. If such 
a feature were added to a food stamp block grant, however, it, too, would have limited effect. The $1.7 
billion would be quickly be depleted during an economic downturn; as noted above, in the early 1990s, 
food stamp expenditures rose nearly $18 billion above the 1989 level, or more than ten times the $1.7 billion 
amount in the Finance Committee's rainy day loan fund. 

Furthermore, many states would likely be discouraged from borrowing from such a fund because they 
would have to pay the loan back in full and with interest. That could pose a fiscal burden for states in the 
fu~ure. That this "rainy day" assistance would come to states in the form of a loan also meaDS that if a 
state's food assistance costs mounted because the federal government had mismanaged the economy, the 
state would eventually have to pay lOO percent of the additional food assistance costs that resulted. 
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Furthermore,under a block grant, states might have to incur major new adminis
trative costs in one vital area, authorizing and monitoring retail food stores and .' 
investigating suspected cases of retailer abuse. Such tasks are now performed.entirely 
by the federal government. .:. ' 

Disparities Among States 

Another important issue is that conveJ;ting food stamps to a block grant would· 
end the program's ability to help prevent the state variations in benefit·levelsprovided 
to poor children from 'growing substantially larger than they already are. Under . 
current law, food stamp benefits rise when a state reduces AFDC.benefits ahddecline 
when a state Increases AFDC benefits, an 'aspect of the food stamp progra~ that helps 
keep state disparities from growing too wide. . . 

" . ' ~. 

The program's strong role in reducing disparities among states can be seen by 
. comparing ,a state like Vermont, which pays NghAFDC benefits, toa low-payment 
. state like Mississippi. The AFDC benefits paid t~ a family of three with no other . , 
income are five times higher in Vermont than in Mississippi. But when food stamps are 
.taken into account, the benefit ratio falls from 5:1 to 2:1. . , 

. . 
If the food stamp program is converted to a block grant, however, its benefits 

would no longer rise when a state reduced AFDC benefits and no longer decline when 
cash benefits"increased. The almost-certain result would be a widening ofdisparities 
among s~q.tes overtime. '. ' 

These widening disparities, iIi turn, could induce a growing number of states to 
reduce benefits to poor children and' their families because they feared that if they . 
allowed the disparities to grow too large between themselves and other states, they 
would become "welfare magnets" that attracted growing numbers of.pborfamilies .. 
Harvard professor Paul E. Peterson/one of the nation's leading experts on federalism,. 
warned in a recent essay that risks bf a "race to the bottom" will become extremely 
high if both AFDC and food stamps are converted to block grants. 

" .' 
Peterson noted that ifa poor family which has moved to a new state applies for 

AFDC benefits today, the federal government pays at least half of the new state's costs 
in providing the benefits. Under an APDC block grant, by contrast; the new state .. 
would bear all of the cost of providing benefits to the new arrival. Peterson observes 
that in such circumstances, states which pay above-average benefits are likely to fear 
they will attract too many'newcomers if they do not cut their benefiflE:ivels. , 
"Eventually, all states will be racing to shift the cost of welfare to'their neighbors/' he". 
states. . . " ' 
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How sharp the resulting downward spiral in benefit levels becomes, depends in 
no small part on what happens to the food stamp program. "Until now," Peterson 
explains, "interstate variation in the combined cash and food stamp benefit has been 
moderated by the design of the food stamp program, [since food stamp benefits] 
increase by one dollar whenever cash benefits are cut by three. This provision reduces 
by about one-half the extent of interstate differences in combined cash and food stamp 
benefits." If the food stamp program is replaced with a block grant, however, food 
stamp benefits wilino longer rise to offset a portion of an AFDC benefit reduction. As 
a result, "variation in state policy will increase" and lithe race to the bottom can be 
expected to accelerate."s 

It may be noted that the food stamp program lacked a national benefit structure 
in its early years. The federal structure was instituted under President Nixon, with 
bipartisan support, in part to, help address problems posed by large state disparities. 
The Nixon Administration moved to a national benefit structure when substantial 
disparities emerged among states and studies found hunger to be a serious problem, 
particularl y in some poor southern and Appalachian areas. 

Would Block-Granting Food Stamps Help Ease Problems Created by an AFDC 
Block Grant Formula? 

Recently, an argument has emerged that states adversely affected by some of the 
formulas for allocating funds under a proposed cash assistance block grant would be 
aided if the food stamp program were converted toa block grant at the same time. The 
argument is that federal funding per poor family (or poor child) under a cash assistance 
block grant like that approved by the Senate Finance Committee will vary from state to 
state but this variation will be reduced considerably if food stamps are block-granted as 
well. /' 

The contention that adding food stamps to a block grant would lessen disparities 
among states overlooks the fact, however, that the current food stamp structure lessens 
interstate disparities to agreater extent than a block-granted food stamp program would. This 
is because a food assistance block grant would be able to do little if anything to lessen 
disparities that developed or widened in the future. 

Any formula for allocating AFDC block grant funds will create winners and 
losers among states; some states will receive considerably less federal funding than 
they would get under current law, while other states either wi11lose much less federal 

5 Paul E. Peterson, "State Responses to Welfare Reform: A Race to the Bottom?," Urban Institute, May 
1995. 
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funding or receive more than they would get under current law. If the current food 
stamp structure is maintained, food stamp benefits will rise in states that are major 
losers under the AFDC block grant formula and reduce their cash assistance benefits as 
a consequence. Conversely, food stamp benefits will fall in sta~es that emerge as 
winners under the AFDC block grant formula and are able to'raise their cash assistance 
benefit levels; The food stamp program thus is positioned to play an important role in 
mitigating the problems and softening the inequities caused by an AFDC block grant 
formula. But if the food stamp program is itself converted to a block grant with fixed 
state-by-state funding levels, its ability to mitigate problems caused by an AFDC block 
grant formula will be lost. . 

Furthermore, turning food stamps into a block grant would substantially 
intensify the problems an AFDC block grant would cause for states that experience a 
recession or rapid population growth in coming years. These states would encounter' 
fiscal difficulty when rising unemployment or population growth led to increases in the 
number of families seeking cash assistance and federal funding'under the cash 
assistance block grant did not respond (or responded only partially). If the current 
food stamp structure remains in place, the fiscal stress these states experienced would 
be moderated, because federal food stamp funding would rise in accordance with the 
increased need. (Moreover,'if a state had to reduce cash benefit levels to accommodate 
its growing cash assistance caseload, food stamp benefit levels would rise to offset 
some of this reduction in benefits for poor families.) But if the food stamp program 
also had been block-granted, the state's fiscal,problems would be exacerbated rather 
than eased. Not only ~ouldthe state's federal block grant funding for cash assistance 
prove inadequate, leaving the state with a fiscal hole', but its food ?ssistance block grant 
funding would fall shortby a still-larger margin. During the last recession, total 
expenditures for food stamp benefits rose about three times as much as expenditures for 
AFDC,benefits did; the food stamp rolls climbed by five million people ,nationally 
during the recession of the early 1990s. ' 

These issues seem not to be well understood. While some policymakers have 
argued that converting food stamps to ablock grant would lessen problems that an 
AFDC block grant formula would cause for states, analysis indicates the opposite is the 
case. If the food stamp program remains outside,a block grant, the interstate inequities 
caused by an AFDC block grant would be mitigated somewhat. So would the 
problems states would encounter when their federal AFDC block grant funds failed to 
rise in response to increases in unemployment or state population. By contrast, if the 
food stamp program also is turned into a block grant, its ability to reduce the interstate 
inequities of an AFDC block grant and to ease problems in states hit hard by 
unemployment or population growth would be lost, and such inequities and problems 
would be heavily magnified rather than cushioned. 
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Effect on Southern States 

Some of the states that would be affected most severely by converting the food 
stamp program to a block grant are the same states that feel aggrieved by the funding 
formula in the Senate Finance Committee's cash assistance block grant - namely, 
southern and southwestern states. Under current law, if a recession or population 
growth results in more families applying for AFDC and food stamps in states like 
Florida, Mississippi, New Mexico, or Texas, the state pays between six percent (in 
Mississippi) and 23 percent (in Florida) of the total cost of the combined AFDC/food 
stamp benefit package for these families. (The figures for New Mexico and Texas are 
13 percent and 14 percent, respectively.) If AFDC but not food stamps - is 
converted to a block grant and these states' exhausted their federal block grant funds as 
a result ofri.sing unemployment or population growth, the states would bear between 
30 percent and 55 percent of the costs of the combined benefit package for new families 
that apply. But if both AFDC and food stamps are block-granted, these states would 

. bear 100 percent of the cost of providing cash and food assistance to poor families once 
federal block grant funds had been exhausted .. 

To translate the percentages into dollar terms, Mississippi paid an average of 
$24.38 per month for each new family that eprolled in AFDC and food stamps in 1993. 
If AFDC (but not food stamps) had been converted to a block grant and the state had 
exhausted its block grant funds, each new family would have cost Mississippi $116.14. 
If food stamps had been block-granted as .well, each new family would have cost the 

. state $390.80. 

All other states, including more affluent states, would face similar problems. For 
example, New York paid an average of $233.97 ofthe benefit cost of each new family 
that enrolled in AFDC and food stamps in 1993. This figure would have climbed to 
$467.94 if AFDC had been block-granted and the block grant funds ran out, such as in a 
recession. If food stamps had been converted to a block grant as welt the average cost 
to New York of serving each new family would have soared to $685.31.6 

A Safety Net for Children 

IfCongress converts AFDC to a block grant, maintaining the food stamp 

structure will take on added importance for another reason. In the debate over the 


6 Ln percentage terms, New York now bears 34 percent of the cost of the combined AFDC/food stamp 
benefit package. If AFDC were converted to a block grant and a recession set in and swelled caseloads, the 
state would bear 68 percent of the cost of providing benefits to new families. If food stamps were block
granted as well, the state's share of the cost of serving additional families after the block grant funds had 
been exhausted would rise to 100 percent. . 
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AFDC portion of the House welfare bill, Democrats on the House Ways and Means 
Committee criticized the cash assistance block grant as removing the safety net for poor 
children; astatecould run out of block grantfunds and have to turn poor children 
aw'ay, they argued. Akey part of the response of Republican members of the Ways and 
Means Committee was that food stamps would remain as the safety net of last resort. 

.If the food stamp program is converted to a block grant, however, there is no 
assurance the safety net will be there. A state could run out of food stamp funds, too, 
and have to turn poor families away or institute large across-the-board cuts. The need 

. to maintainfood stamps as a national safety net if AFDCis block-granted was 
emphasized by House Agriculture Committee chairman Pat Roberts when his 
Commitfee elected not to convert food stamps to a block grant. 

The food stamp program is indeed of particular importance to children. Over 
half of food stamp recipients are' children. More than 80 percent of food stamp benefits 
go to families with children. Much of the rest goes to the elderly and disabled. 

Those receiving the benefits are quite poor. Some 97 percent of the benefits go 'to 
households with gross incomes below the poverty line; more than half the benefits go 
to households with gross incomes below 50 percent of the poverty line. 

Concerns About Fraud 

Another concern is how conversion to a block grant would affect anti-fraud 
efforts. The federal government devotes substantial r,esources to combating food stamp 
fraud. USDA operates a sophisticated computer system that identifies suspicious food 
stampredemption patterns. Federal undercover agents visit the suspicious stores and 
gather evidence of illegal activity. If food stamps are converted to a block grant, much 
of this responsibility will shift to states. Few states will be able to match the anti-fraud 
capabilities and resources of this federal operation;' Both Republicans and Democrats 
on the House Agriculture Committee cited concerns about a weakening of anti-fraud 
efforts as one of the reasons they did not adopt a food stamp block grant. 

Effect on the Food and Agriculture Sector 

A final issue is the effect a block grant would have on the food and agricultural 

sector of the.economy. USDA studies in the 1970s found that the establishment of the 

food stamp program led to large increases in retail food sales in poor counties. This 

effect would be likely to lessen under a: block grantl particular! y if the. block grant 

entails the cashing out of food stamps. 
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Those governors who favor a .food stamp block grant do seek a cash block grant, 
under which states could use the funds for purposes oth~r than food purchases. 
Research findings from major USDA demonstration projects that have tested food 
stamp "cash-out" show that food expenditures decline 20 cents to 25 cents for each 
dollar of food stamp benefits which is cashed out.7 Such a block grant thus would 
likely lead to reductions in food purchases total~ng in the billions of dollars, with 
attendant effects on the food and agriculture sector. 

Moreover, the finding that food sales decline 20 cents to 25 c~nts for each donar 
, that is cashed out comes from demonstration projects in which f4milies were given cash 
benefits equal to their food stamp benefits. In these demonstrations, the families had 

,the same overall buying power. But those governors who wish to convert food stamps 
into a cash block grant seek authority, to use th~ block grant funds for a much broader 
array of purposes. Under their proposals for food stamp andAFDC block grants, states 
could withdraw some of the state funds they now provide for work activities and child 
care services for welfare recipients and supplant these state funds with food stamp 
block grant funds. The state then could take the state funds it had withdrawn from the 
work and child care programs and use those funds for anything from filing potholes to 
paying the salaries of state employees. 

When examined in combination with the cash assistance block grant that the 
Finance Committee has approved, thefood stamp block grant sought by some governors 
appears to be a not-very'disguisedform ofrevenue sharing. Under such a block grant, in 
which food stamp benefits would not necessarily be replaced fully with cash benefits 
provided to needy families, the decline in food purchas~s could be substantially larger 
than 20 cents to 25 cents for each dollar in benefits that had been cashed out. 

The risks of such a series of events transpiring are strong. In coming' years, state 
legislatures will face losses in federal funding in areas ranging from education to 
highways to health care as the federal government strives for budget balance. 
Programs such as these generally carry greater clout with state legislatures than do~s 
food aid for the poor. The temptations for states to use cashed-out food st~mp block 
grant funds in a manner that frees up state money to help plug other budget holes 
would be powerful. 

7 Thomas M. Fraker (Mathematica Policy Research), Alberto Martini (Urban Institute), and James C.Ohls 
(Mathematica Policy Research), liThe Effect of Food Stamp Cashout on Food Expenditures: An Assessment 
of the Findings from Four Demonstrations," December 1994. 
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Food Stamps: the Historical Record. 

In the 1 960s,··a team of doctors sponsored by the.Field Foundation examined hu;-iger and 

malnutrition an'long poor children in the South, Appalachia, and other impoverished. areas. 

They found a substantial incidence of hi.1l1ger and nutritional problems, as did government 

shldies and surveys conducted during t~at period .. 


Ten yeandater, the team of doctors ~ent back to these areas. [n a report they issued and 
in testimony before the Senate Agriculture Committee,the do~tors described the changes that 
had occurred .over the 10-year span. The reported that striking progress had been made.and 
the food stamp program appeared to be the principal reason for it. 

. "Everywhere we looked in 1967 we found hungry children suffering from the diseases 
that malnutrition causes/' the doctors reported. "Now, in those same areas, there is nowhere 
the same evidence of gross malnutrition we saw then." 

"[n the t0ississippi delta, in the coal fields of Appalachia and in coastal South Carolina 

where visitors 10 years ago could quickly see large numbers of stunted, apathetic children 

with swollen stomachs and the dull eyes and poorly healing wounds characteristic of 

malnutrition- such children are not to be seen in such numbers today." . 


The doctors reported a 33% decline in infant mortality, and stated that "infant deaths 
from diarrhea, influenza, and pneumonia, many related directly to poverty and malnutrition, 
have declined 50% or more." These changes. have not been due to any overall improvement 
in living standards, the doctors told the Senate Agriculture Committee, but rather to food 
programs and especially food stamps. The doctors stated that "the food stamp pn?gram does 

. more to lengthen and strengthen the·\ives of disadvantaged Americans than any other' 
noncategorical social program" and "is the most valuable health dollar spent by the federal 
government." Developments ·such!=is this led Senator Bob Dole at one point to tenn the food 
stamp program the most important social program since Social Security. 

. '. . ., 

Conclusion 

. Conversion of the food stamp program to a block grant would pose sigruficant 
.risksfor states, low-income families and children, and the food and agriculture sector, 
including food retailers. States can be accorded substantial flexibility, and substantial 
cost savings c~n be extracted from the program, without instituting a block grant and 
incurring these risks. The bill the Senate Agriculture Committee approved, which 
accords states very broad flexibility while continuing to protect them in recessions and 
when their populations grow - and which also ·extracts large cuts from the food stamp 
program (the average benefit loss would be more than $350 per family by the year 

. 2000)- shows this can be done. 
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There are, of course, limits to how much can be cut without ca using hardship. 
Food stamp benefit levels a're modest, and the combined AFDCIfood stamp benefit 
package for families in the median (or typical) state has fallen more than 25 percent in 
purchasing power since 1970. In fact, the purchasing power of the combined 
AFDC/food stamp benefit package has slipped so much that it has fallen back to the 
level of AFDC benefits alone in 1960, before. the food stamp program was created. 

In addition, more than half of food stamp recipients are children, and 56 percent 
of food stamp benefits go to households with gross incomes below halfof poverty line. 
These realities limit the degree to which food stamp benefits can safely be scaled back. 
The legislation, the Senate Agriculture Committee approved runs a serious risk of 
crossing this line, a risk that would intensify if the steep reductions in the bill are made 
still larger. 

But whatever amount of savings Congress wishes to extract from the food stamp 
program, food stamp funding is likely to be distributed more equitably and states, 
poor families, and the food and agriculture industry exposed to'less risk - without a 
block grant than with one. A block grant would force states with declining economies, 
rapidly growing populations, or pover:ty levels that are rising for other reasons, to 
choose between cutting benefits substantially or providing large amounts of state funds 
to meet the increasing need. Regardless of the level of food stamp assistance that one 
believes is appropriate and how much one believes the program should be scaled back, 
it is difficult to justify imposing more severe cuts on states with weak economies, 
growing populations, or increased numbers of poor people for other reasons, than on 
states where the economy is robust and poverty is stable or declining. 
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AlABAMA: EFFECTS OF BWl;K-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp.Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Alabama would have 
lost 41% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($287 million versus the $487 million the State 
actually received); 310,000 rewer Alabama residents could have been served with the available 
ruilding, a reduction or 56%. About halfofthose losing eligibility would haFe been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions: If Alabama's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend' State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD SI'AMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp blocJc grant would, :ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. ' . 


IF AIDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, ALABAMA 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD SI'AMP BLOCK GRANT 11IAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and.AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Alabama would have lost $100 or $125 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994; But ifFood Stamps were also block granted, 
Alabama would have lost $200 or $225 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State.. Currently, 
Alabama absorbs about 10% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is 

. block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Alabama would absorb 36% of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM SI'ATISI'ICS IN ALABAMA: 

During 1994, Alabama served about 550,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 13 % 
of the State's population - compared to 200,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Alabama families receiving Food Stamps, nearly one-third were working poor, 
another one-third were elderly or disabled, and about 60% contained children. Only 20% of 
the food stamp families in Alabama received AFDC; 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Alabama increased by 
20% as the State and national economies worsened - Alabama received $2.6 billion in 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 85% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 



. AlASKA.: EFFECTS OF BWCK-6RANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 


IC the Food Stainp Program had been converted to a block gra.i1t in 1990, AJaska would have 
lost 48% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($32 million versus the $60 million the State 
actually received); 29,000 fewer Alaska residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 64%. More than halfoftlwse losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Alaska's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and ·1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance: 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness.· 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

•. 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support fdod 

purchases and farm income. . 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, ALASKA 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT TIIAN UNDER TIlE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFOC block-granted, 
in 1990, Alaska would have lost $15 or $35 million (depending on the AFOC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Alaska would have lost $30 or $60 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Alaska 
absorbs about 40% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFOC is block
granted but the FoOd Stamp Program is kept as-is, Alaska would absorb 80% of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN ALASKA: 

During 1994, Alaska served 45,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 8% of the 
State's population - compared to 45,000 through AFOC. 

• 	 Among Alaska families receiving Food Stamps, nearly one-quarter_ were working poor, 

another one-tenth were elderly or disabled, and about 70% contained children. Almost 70% 

of the foOd stamp families in Alaska reCeived AFOC. 


• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Alaska increased by 
82 % as the State and national economies worsened -- Alaska received $480 million in Federal 
funds for AFOC and Food Stamps; about 47% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 	 . 

: , 
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ARIZONA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Arizona would have 
lost 62% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 (S166 million versus the $437 million the State 
actually received); 365,000 fewer Arizona residents could have been served with the available 
funding, areduction of 71%. More tlwn halfofthose losing eligibility would Iwve been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Arizona's population grows or its economy 

. worsens, as occurred between 1990.and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block gr~t would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness.· 

• 	 A Food Stanip·block grant would 'eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 
purchases and farm income. " . 

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FPNDING FORMULA, ARIZONA 
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT mAN UNDER THE 
CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 

• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program s~cture had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Arizona would have lost $170 or $195 ,million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Arizona would have lost $370 or $405 million.' 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Arizona 
absorbs 'about 19% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is~ Arizona would absorb 57 % of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN ARIZONA: 

, During 1994, Arizona served 510,000 people through the Food Stamp Program ..;.. about 13% of the 
State's population - compared to 315,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Arizona families receiving Food Stamps, one-quarter were working poor, nearly one
fifth were elderly or disabled, and about 70% contained children. Only one-third of the food 
stamp families in Arizona received AFDC. . . 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Arizona increased by 
61 % as the State and national economies worsened - Arizona received $2.6 billion in Federal 
funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 68 % of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 
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ARKANSAS: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS· 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Arkansas would have 
lost 39% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($137 million versus the $226 million the State . 
actually received); 161,000 fewer Arkansas residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 57%. Almost ludfofthose losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economi9 conditions. If ArkanSas's popUlation grows or its economy 
worsens, as Qccurred between 1990and 1994, the State would have to eitherreduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance .. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD S'fAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the pr9gram's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp. block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

. . 	 '. . 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support fuod 

. purchases. and farm . income. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, ARKANSAS 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD S'fAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Arkansas would have lost $30 or $50 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Arkansas would have lost $70 or $95 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Arkansas absorbs about 10% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, ArkansaS would absorb 41 % of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD S'fAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN ARKANSAS: . 

During 1994, Arkansas served 285,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 12% of the 
State's population -- compared to 110;000 through AFDC .. 

• 	 Among ArkansaS families receiving Food Stamps, about one-quarter were working poor, 

another 40% were elderly or disabled, and about 60% contained children. Less than 25% of 

the food stamp families in Arkansas received, AFDC .. 


• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Arkansas increased by 

20% as the State and national economies worsened -- Arkansas received $1.3 billion in 

Federal funds for AFDC and Food stamps; about 79% of that total was Food Stamp Program 

funding. . 




CALIFORNIA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 
. 	 . . 
. If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, California would hav~ 

lost 70% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($806 million versus the $2.6 billion the,State 
'actuallyreeeived); 2.4 million fewer California residents could have been served with the 

. available funding, a reduction of 76%. About two-lhirds 0/those losingeligibiJity would hove 

been clriJdrelJ.. 


• 	 ., Unlike the Current Food Stamp Program, a -block grant cannot ,automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If California's population grows or itS 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 'and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
'benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OFA FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

, 


, 	 I' 

.• A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's econoniic responsiveness. 
. 	 . 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would-eliminate "national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. . 


·IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, CALIFORNIA 
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FooU'STAMP BWCK.GRi\NT THAN UNDER THE 
CURRENT PROGRAMSTRUCTVRE: ' 

• 	 If,th~ current Food Stamp Program stru~re had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in .1990, California would have lost $1.5 or $1.9 billion (depending oli the AFDC funding 
formula used) "in Federal funding in 1994., But if.Food Stamps were also block granted, 
California would have lost $3 or" $3.6 billion. : 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
California absorbs about 38% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDe is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Calif9rniawouid absorb 77% of the 
cost; if both programs.are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS iN' CALIFORNIA: " 

During 1994, California seivf~{ 3.1mi.Ilion peoplerqro\lgh the Food Stamp Program' - about 10% of 
the State's population - compared' tQ"4 million through AFDC. . 

, ' ',., 

., :Among Califo~a families reCeiving Food:S~ps, about 15% were working poor, another 

'2% were elderly or disabled, ;,lIld about 85% contained children. About 60% of the food 

stamp families in California received AFDC. . 


, 	 .? 

• Between "1990 and 1994 - a time when Food stamp participation in California increased by 
6.1 %"as the State and nationalecononnes worsened':'" California received $25, billion in 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 37% of ~at total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. ' ' . . ; 
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COWRADO: EFFECTS OF BWCK.£lRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Colorado would have 
lost 44% or its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($134 million versus the $236 million the State 
actually received); 150,000 fewer Colorado residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a r~uction of 56%. Abo~ IuJIf ofthose losing eligibiJity would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Colorado's population grows or its 
economy worsens;as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, COWRADO 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 , If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Colorado would have lost $55 or $80 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding.in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Colorado would have lost $105 or $145 million. . 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Colorado absorbs about 26 % of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food stamp Program is' kept as-is, Colorado would absorb 58% of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

\ 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN COLORADO: 

During 1994, Colorado served 270,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 7% of the 
State's population - compared to 135,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Colora90 families receiving Food Stamps, about 30% were working poor, more than 
one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and about 60% contained children. Only one-third of 
the food stamp families in Colorado received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Colorado increased by 
21 %as the State and national economies worsened -:. Colorado received $1.6 billion in' 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 67 % of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. ' 

http:funding.in


CONNECTICUT: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Connecticut would 
have lost 65% of its actual Federal' funding by 1994 ($59 milUon versus the $169 milUon the 
State actually received); 163,000 fewer Connecticut residents could have been served with the 
available funding, a reduction of 73%•. About halfofthose losing eligibility woUld have been 
children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or econoinic conditions. If Connecticut's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A F90D SfAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliIninate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available.to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, CONNECTICUT 
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD SfAMP BLOCK GRANT TIIA.N UNDER:I1IE 
CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 

• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block:.granted, 
in 1990, Connecticut' would have lost $110 or $140 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Connecticut would have lost $210 or $245 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Connecticut absorbs about 40% of the cost for each new AFDCIFood Stamp case. If AFDC 
is block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Connecticut would absorb 81 % of 
the cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD SfAMP PROGRAM SfATlSflCS IN CONNECTICUT: 

During 1994, Connecticut served 225,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 7% of 
the State's population - compared to 200,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Connecticut faoiilies receiving Food stamps, about 10% were working poor, about 
one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and about 60% contained children. More than one-half 
of the food stamp families in Connecticut received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Connecticut increased by 
67% as the State and national economies worsened - Connecticut received $1.7 billion in 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 40% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 
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D.C.:' EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANT1NG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, D.C. would have lost 
580/0 of its' actual Federal funding by 1994 ($40 million versus the $94 million the State actually 
received); 59,000 rewer D.C. residentS could have been served with the available funding, a 
reduction of 65%. More t~n half ofthose losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automaticaJly respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If D.C.'s population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 

. to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

, • A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• .' 	A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• . 	 A Food Stamp block grant ~oula. eliminate nationaJ eJigibility and benetit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support tood 
purchases and farm income. 

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, D.C. WOULD 
BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT TIlAN UNDER TIlE CURRENT 

. PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 

• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, D.C. would have lost $40 or $45 million (depending on the AFDC funding formula 
used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were aJso block granted, D.C. would 
have lost $80 or $90 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, D.C. 
absorbs about 32 % of the cost for each new AFDCIFood Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, D.C. would absorb 64.% of the cost; if 
,both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN D.C.: 

During 1994, D.C. served 90,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 16% of the 
District's population -- compared to 110,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among D.C. families receiving Food Stamps, about 5% were working poor, more than one
tifth were elderly or disabled, and about 60% contained children. More than one-haJf of the 
food stamp families in D.C. received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in D.C. increased by 46% 
as the State and national economies worsened -- D.C. received $740 million in FederaJ funds' 
for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 49 % of that total was Food Stamp Program fund ing. 



,
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--DElAWARE: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp .Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Delaware would have 
lost 61% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($20 million versus the $52 million the Sta~e 
actually received); 40,000 fewer Delaware residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 68%. More than ludl01those losing eligibility would hove been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes-in population or economic conditions. If Delaware's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues' on food assistance. 

OVERA,LJ:. EFFECTS OFA FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• -A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• . 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate~ational eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC -IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, DELAWARE 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Delaware would have lost $5 or $15 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994~ But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Delaware would have lost $25.or $40 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currendy, 
Delaware absorbs about 28% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Delaware would absorb 56% of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISDCS IN DELAWARE: 

During 1994, Delaware served 60,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 8% of the 
State's population- compared to 40,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Arilong Delaware families receiving Food Stamps, nearly one-quarter·were working poor, 
about one-quarter were 'elderly or disabled, and about 65% contained children. Only 40% of 
the food stamp families in Delaware received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Delaware increased by 
78 % as the State and national economies worsened - Delaware received $320 million in 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 65% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 



FLOBIlJk EFFBCTS OF BWCK-GBANTINO-FOOD STAMPS 

If the-Food Stamp Program bad hem amverted 10 a block ......t in 1990. Plonda would have
lost 69., of its adual Federal funding by 19M ($439 mIIIioD versus die $1.4 biDioD the State 
actually received); 1.1 million fewer J.ilmida residents could ba"e beeD served with the available 
funding, a reductiOn of 76%. A1IDIIt 1uiU'"tIuIu loria, ellrlbility wollltl .,e Ne. dUI4rM. 

Ii 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant C8IIDOt automaticaIly resporul to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Florida"s population grows or its ecooomy 

< worsens, as occurred betweel11990 and 1994. the State would have to either reduO' benetit& 
to needy familie& or spend. State revenues OD. food assistam:e. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BJ.AJCK.GIIANT: 

< e 	 A Food stamp block graDt: would eliminate the natioDal Dlltritionai safety net. 

e 	 A Food Stamp block: grant would eliminate the program·s economic respoDSiveness.< 

.. 	 A Food Stamp block g:t'81J! would eliminate national eUpbilhy and. benefit standards. 

8 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases aad farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BI..ClCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMDLA, FLORIDA < 

WOULD BE WOBSB OFF tJNPER A JOOD STAMP BLOCIC GRANT T.BAN UNDBR TIlE 
CllIUlENT PROGRAM STRUC'I1IRE: 

elf the current Food Stamp Program strueture had beeIl maintained, and AFDC block..granted, 
in 1990, Florida would have lost $445 or $535 million (depending 011 the AFDC fWlding 
formula used) in Federi1 funding iD 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Florida would have lost $1.2 or $1.3 biDlon. 

.. 	 A combined. block grant shifts the costa of aerving IIBW cases to the State. Cm'eDtIy, Florida 
absorbs about 24" of the cost Cot each new AFDClFood Stamp (318. IfAFDC is blocl::

< granted but the Food Sramp Program is kept as-is, Florida Would absorb 53 % of the cost; if 
both programs are block-panted the State would. bear 100" of die additional t'OSt. -

CtJIlRENT FOOD SlAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN FLORIDA: 

< During 1994, Florida served 1.5 mOtion people through the Food Stamp Program - about 119& of 
the State's population - compared to 940,000 through AFDC. 

II 	 AmoJlg Florida families receiving Food Stampa, about one-quarter were working poor. about 
one--tbird were elderly or disabled~ and about 60" eontained children. Only on.e-tb..ird of the 
food stamp families in Rorida received AP1)C. 

. 
o 	 _Between 

~ 

1990 aDd 1994 - fa rime when Food &amp participation in Florida increased by 19" 
as the State aad oatiow econOmies woiseoed - Plorida received $7.8 billion in Pederal fu.nds 
fOr AFnc and Food Stamps; about 72" of that total was Food Stamp Program funding. 



.' 


GEORGIA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Georgia would have 
lost 58% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($310 million versus the $744 million the State 
actually received); 575,000 fewer Georgia res.idents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 69%. About halfoJ those losing eligibiJity would luzve been children. 

• 	 UnJike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Georgia's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State, would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. . 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANf: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benetit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available. to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, GEORGIA 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCKGRANT THAN UNDER TIlE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program 'structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Georgia would have lost $165 or $240 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Georgia would have 'lost $445 or $540 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Georgia 
absorbs about 19% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Georgia would absorb 50% of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN GEORGIA: 

During 1994, Georgia served 830,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 12% of the 
State's population -- compared to 540,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Georgia families receiving Food Stamps, one-fifth were working poor, about one-third 
were elderly or disabled, and almost two-thirds contained children. QnJy 40% of the food 
stamp families in Georgia received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Georgia increased by 
55% as the State and national economies worsened -- Georgia received $4.5 billion in Federal 
funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about68% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. . 



HAWAll: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Hawaii would have 
. lost 45% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($90 million versus the $163 million the State 

actualJy received); 63,000 fewer Hawaii residents could have been served with the available 

funding, a reduction or 55%. AbiJut halfofthose losing eligibiliJy would have been children. 


• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Hawaii's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. . 

. OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

. • A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, HAW AIl 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Hawaii would have lost $55 or $65 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Feder:ufunding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Hawaii would have lost $105 or $120 million. .' 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Hawaii 
absorbs about' 33 % of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Hawaii would absorb 65 % of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN HAWAII: 

During 1994, Hawaii served 115,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 10% of the 
State's population -- compared to 65,000 through AFDC. 

•. 	 Among Hawaii families receiving Food Stamps, about 15% were working poor, about one
third were elderly or disabled, and half contained children. Only one-third of the food stamp f 

families.in Hawaii received AFDC. 

• 	 .Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Hawaii increased by 49% 
as the State.and national economies worsened -- Hawaii received $985 million in Federal 
funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 62 % of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 
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IDAHO: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 


If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Idaho would have lost 
33% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($42 million versus the $62 million tile State actually 
received); 42,000 fewer Idaho residents could have been served with the available funding, a 

. reduction of 52%. About halfofthose losing eligibility would have been.children: 

• 	 UnJike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically ~eSpond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Idaho's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994;· the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. ....., 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, IDAHO 

·WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT TIIAN UNDER TIlE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 . If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Idaho would have lost $5 or ~20 million (depending on the AFDC funding form~.la 
used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, Idaho would. 
have lost $15 or $30 million. . . 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Idaho 
absorbs about 16% of the cost tor each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Idaho would absorb 54% of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN IDAHO: 

During 1994, Idaho served 80,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 7% of the 
State's population --compared to 30,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 . Among Idaho fami! ies receiving Food Stamps, over a third were working poor, more than 
one-quarter were elderlY'or disabled, and two-thirds contained children. Only one-quarter of 
the tood stamp families in Idaho received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994:- a time when Food Stamp participation in Idaho increased by 39% 
as the. State and national economies worsened -- Idaho received $390 million in Federal funds 
tor AFDC and Food Stamps; about 69%' of that total was Food Stamp Program funding. '. 
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ILLINOIS: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS· 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Illinois would have 
lost 31 % of its actual Federal funding by 1994 '($778 million versus the $1.2 billion the State 
actually received); 520,000 fewer Illinois residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 44%. About halfofthose losing eligibility would hove been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp PrograI11, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Illinois' population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's ,economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benetit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, ILLINOIS 
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE 
CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 

• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Illinois would have lost $210 or $290 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Illinois would have lost $320 or $410 million. . 

• 	. A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Illinois 
absorbs about 30% of the cost tor each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Illinois would absorb 59% of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN ILLINOIS: 

During 1994, Illinois served 1.2 million people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 10% of 
the State's population -- compared to 935,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Illinois families receiving Food Stamps, over 10% were working poor, almost 30% 
were elderly or disabled. and over half contained children. Only about 40% of the food 
stamp families in Illinois received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Illinois increased by 17 % 
as the State and national economies worsened -- Illinois received $7.7 billion in Federal funds 
tor AFDC and Food Stamps; about 67% of that total was Food Stamp Program funding. 



INDIANA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 


If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Indiana would have 
lost 51% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($218 million versus the $441 million the State 
actually received); 344,000 fewer Indiana residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 67%. About ha/fofthose losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 Ui11ike the current FO'od Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic' conditions. If Indiana's population grows or its economy 

. worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benetit standards . 
. . 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 
purchases and farm income. . 

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA; INDIANA 
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN .UNDER THE 
CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 

• 	 . If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Indiana would have lost $120'or $155 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Indiana would have lost $275 or $~ 15 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs' of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Indiana 
absorbs about 19% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Indiana would absorb 51 % of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

'CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN INDIANA: 

During 1994, Indiana served 520,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 9% of the 

State's population ~-·.compared to 280,000 through AFDC. . 


• 	 Among Indiana families receiving Food Stamps, almost one-third were working poor, almost 
,one quarter were elderly or disabled, and two-thirds contained children. Only 35% of the 
:food stamp families in Indiana received AFDC. 

" , . 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time w~enFood Stamp participation in Indiana increased by 67% 
as the State and national economies worsened -- Indiana received $2.6 billion in Federal funds 
for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 69% of that.total was Food Stamp Program funding. 



IOWA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

" ' 
If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a bl~ck grant in 1990, Iowa would have lost 
25% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($115 million versus the $153 "million the State 
actually received); 83,000 fewer Iowa r~idents could have been served with the available , 
funding, a reduction, of 42%. Almost half ofthose losing eligibility w0':Ld have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automaticaJly respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions~ If Iowa's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 

. to needy f.;milies or spend State revenueS on tood assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the nationaJ nutritionaJ safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food ,Stamp block grant would eliminate nationaJ, eligibility and benetit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support tood 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, lOW A WOULD 
BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE CURRENT 
PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 

• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Iowa would have lost $35 or $45 million (depending on the AFDC funding formula 
used) in Federal funding in 1994. But ifFood Stamps were also block granted, Iowa would 
have lost $50 or $55 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Iowa 
absorbs about 24% of the cost tor each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted blJt the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Iowa would absorb 64% of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100%, of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN IOWA: 

During 1994, Iowa served 195,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 7% of the 
State's population -- compared to 125,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Iowa families receiving Food Stamps, over a quarter were working poor, more than 

'one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and nearly two-thirds contained children. Only about 

. 40% of the food stamp families in Iowa received AFDC. . 


• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time wheri Food Stamp participation in Iowa increased by 15% 

as the State and nationaJ economies worsened -- Iowa received $1.3 billion in FederaJ funds 

tor AFDC and Food Stamps; about 55% of that totaJ was Food Stamp Program funding. 




KANSAS: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTlNG.FOOD STAMPS 


If the Food Stamp Program had b~n converted to a block grant in 1990, Kansas would have 
lost 47% of i~ actual Federal funding by 1994 ($82 million versus the $153 million the State 
actually received); 114,000 fewer Kansas residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 60%. About Iwlf ofthose losing e/igibuiJy .would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Kansas's population grows or its economy 
worsens. as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on tood assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block ,grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and b~~etit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDCISBLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, KANSAS 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT.TIlAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: . 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Kansas would have lost $60 million in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps 
were also block granted, Kansas would have lost $105 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Kansas 
absorbs about 25% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Kansas would absorb 63 % of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN KANSAS:

During 1994, Kansas served 190,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 8% of the 
State's population -- compared to 110,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 A.mong Kansas families receiving Food Stamps, one-fourth were working poor, almost 30% 
were elderly or disabled, and 60% contained children. Only ~bout one-third of the tood . 
stamp families in Kansas received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Kansas increased by 34% 
as the State and national economies worsened -- Kansas received $1.16 illion in Federal funds 
for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 61 % of that total was Food Staf!lp Program funding. 



KENTUCKY: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Kentucky, woul~ have 
lost 25% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($331 million versus the $443 million the State 
actually received); 229,000 fewer Kentucky residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 44%. About 40% ofthose losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Kentucky's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benetits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benetit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. ", / 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS, OF FUNDING FORMULA; KENTUCKY 

WOULD BIj: WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER TIlE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program strucnire had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990. Kentucky would have lost $80 or $130 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granteq, 
Kentucky would have lost $10,5 or $160 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Kentucky absorbs ab9ut 13 % of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case.', If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Kentucky would absorb.43 % of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN KENTUCKY: 

During 1994, Kentucky served 520,000 people through the FOQd Stamp Program -- about 14% of the 
State's population -- compared to 295,000 through AFDC. ' 

• 	 ' Among Kentucky families receiving Food Stamps, one-tourth were working poor, more than 
one-third were elderly or disabled,' and 60% contained children. Only about one-third of the 
tood stamp families in Kentucky received AFDC. ' ' 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Kentucky increased by 
14% as the State and national economies worsened -- Kentucky received $2.9 billion in 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 71 % of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 
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WUISIANA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Louisiana would have 
lost 29% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($486 million versus the $682 million the State 
actually received); 328,000 fewer Louisiana residents could have been served with the,a'vailable 
funding, a reduction of 43%. About 40% ofthose losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp ,Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Louisiana's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benet its to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

'OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would el iIilinate the national nutritional safet~ net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp blo'ck grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. ' 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, LOUISIANA 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK G~ TIlAN UNDER TIlE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: ' 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, ' 
in 1990, Louisiana would have lost $75 or $145 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
tormula used) in Federal funding in 1994.. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Louisiana would have lost $125 or $195 million. ' 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the Stine. Currently, 
Louisiana absorbs about 10% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Louisiana would absorb 39% of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear ,100% of the additional cost. 

, " 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN LOUISIANA: 

I 

During 1994, Louisiana served 755,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 18% of 
the State's population -- compared to 380,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Louisiana families receiving Food Stamps, almost 30% were working poor, about 
one-third were elderly or disabled, and nearly two-thirds contained children. Less than one
third of the food stamp families in Louisiana received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Louisiana increased by 

4% as the State and national economies worsened -- Louisiana received $4 billion in Federal 

funds tor AFDC and Food Stamps; about 80% of that total was Food Stamp Program 

funding. 




MAINE: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 


If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Maine would have lost 
52% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($56 million versus the $116 million the State actually 
received); 89,000 fewer Maine residents could have been served with the available funding, a 
reduction of 65%. About 40% ofthose losing e/igibuiJy would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to ' 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Maine's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD SfAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate ~e national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveneSs. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and fann income. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, MAINE 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD SfAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM SfRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-grantoo, 
in 1990, Maine would have lost $30 or $35 million (depending on the AFDC funding formula 
used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, Maine would 
have lost $70 or $75 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases. to the State. Currently, Maine 
absorbs about 24% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Maine would absorb 64% of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD SfAMP PROGRAM SfATISTICS IN MAINE: " 

During 1994, Maine served 135,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 11 % Of the 
State's population - compared to 80,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Maine families receiving Food Stamps, one-fifth were working poor, almost one-third 
were elderly or disabled, and ove~ half contained children. Only about one-third of the food 
stamp families in Maine received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - atime when Food Stamp participation in Maine increased by 45% 
as the State and national economies worsened -- Maine received $880 miilion in Federal funds 
for AFDCand Food Stamps; about 57 % of that total was Food Stamp ~rogram funding. 



MARYLAND: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 


Ir the Food Stamp -frogram had been converted to a block grant in 1990~ Maryland would have 
lost 50% of itS actual Federal funding by 1994 ($184 million versus the S:,371 million the State 
actually reCeived); 230,000 fewer Maryland residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of, 59~•. About ludf ofthose losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 UnJike the curren~ -Food Stamp Program, a block grant C3nnot automatically respond to 
changes in popula,tion or economic conditions. If Maryland's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would· have to either reduce 
benetits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional' safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsi~eness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benetit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, MARYLAND 

WO~D BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT TIIAN UNDER TIlE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
. in 1990, Maryland would have lost $125 or $135 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Maryland would have lost $245 or $260 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Maryland absorbs about 29% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food stamp case.. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Maryland would absorb 58% of the 
cost: if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 1 00% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN MARYLAND: 

During 1994, Maryland served .390,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 8% of the 
State's population -- comparedto 280,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Maryland families receiving Food Stamps, over 10% were working poor, almost one
quarter were elderly or disabled, and over 60% contained children. Less than half of the food 
stamp families in Maryland received AFDC.' 

.• . Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Maryland increased by 

53% as the State and national economies worsened -- Maryland received $2.5 billion in 

Federal funds tor AFDC and Food Stamps; about 61 % of that total was Food Stamp Program 

funding. 




MASSACHUSETIS: EFFECTS OF BWCK-6RANl1NG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Massachusetts would 
have lost 53% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($167 million versus the $356 million the .~ 
State actually received); 259,000 fewer Massachusetts residents could have been served with the 
available funding,a reduction of 59%. Almost halfofthose losing eligibility would have been. 
children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Massachusetts' population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional. safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant.would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate· national. eligibility and benefit standards. 

'. 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income .. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, . 

MASSACHUSETTS WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT 

THAN UNDER THE CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Massachusetts would have lost $145 or $215 million (depending on the AFDC 
funding fo~ula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block 
granted, Massachusetts would have lost $285 or $370 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Massachusetts absorbs about 38 % of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If 
AFDC is block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Massachusetts would 
absorb 75%·of the cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the 
additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN MASSACHUSETTS: 

During 1994, Massachusetts served 440,000 people, through the Food Stamp Program - about 7% of 
the State's population - compared to 360,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Massachusetts families receiving Food Stamps, more than 10% were working poor, 

about one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and almost two-thirds contained children. About 

half of the food stamp families in Massachusetts received AFDC. 


• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when FQOd Stamp participation in Massac~usetts increased 

by 27% as the State and national economies worsened - Massachusetts received $3.6 billion 

in Federal funds for AFDe and Food Stamps; about 42 % of that total was Food Stamp 

Program fjmding. . 




.. 


MICHIGAN: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

Ir the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Michigan would have 
lost 39% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($543 million versus the $894 million the State 
actually received); 503,000 fewer Michigan residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 49%. About halfofthose losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Michigan's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness.. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. " . 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, MICIDGAN 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:, 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Michigan would have lost $135 or $295 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
tormula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps wereaJso block granted, 
Michigan would have lost $295 or $490 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs ofserving n,ew cases to the State. Currently, 
Michigan absorbs about 29% of the cost for each newAFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Michigan would absorb 67% of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. . 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN MICIDGAN: 

During 1994, Michigan served 1 million people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 11 % of 
the State's population -- compared to 76O,()()0 through AFDC. 

• 	 Amo'ng Michigan families receiving Food Stamps, almost 20% were working poor, more than 
20% were elderly or disabled, and 60% contained children. One-half of the food stamp 
families in Michigan received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Michigan increased by 
12 % as the State and national economies worsened -.:. Michigan received $8 billion in Federal 
funds tor AFDC and Food Stamps; about 53% of that total'wasFood Stamp Program 
funding. 



MINNESOTA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 


If the Food Stamp Program had been converted' to a block grant in 1990, Minnesota would have 
lost 48% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($133 million versus the $257 million the State 
actually received); 185,000 fewer Minnesota residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 58%. About halfofthose. losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 . UnJike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Minnesota's population grows or its . 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benetits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block' grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would elimfnate national eli,t?ibility and benetit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, MINNESOTA 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER TIlE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC blOCk-granted, 
in 1990, Minnesota would have lost $90 or $100 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in. 1994. But if Food Stamps were also blOCK granted, 
Minnesota would have lost $170 or $185 million .. 

.• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Minnesota absorbs about 33 % .of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Minnesota would absorb 72% of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear' I 00% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN MINNESOTA: 

During 1994, Minnesota served 320,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 7% of the 
State's population -- compared to 220,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Minnesota families receiving Food Stamps, almost 20% were working poor, more 
than one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and almost tw()-thirds contained children. One-half 
of the food stamp families in Minnesota received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Minnesota increased by 
21 % as the State and national economies worsened -- Minnesota received $2.4 billion in 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 49% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 



.. 


MISSISSIPPI: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 
, ' 

Ir the Food Stamp Program had 'been converted to a block grant in 1990, Mississippi would have 
lost 23% of its 'actual Federal funding by 1994 ($320 million versus the $417 million the State 
actually received); 207,000 fewer Mississippi residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 41%. About 40'10 ofthose losing eligibility would iuJve been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Mississippi's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to neePY families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately, mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AIDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, MISSISSIPPI 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT 11IAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCfURE: ' 


• If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
; in 1990, Mississippi would have lost $45 or $85 million (depending on the AFOC funding 
formula used) in Federal, funding in 1994.. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Mississippi would have lost $55 or $95 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Mississippi absorbs about'6% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFOC is 
block..:granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Mississippi would absorb 29% of the . 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear l00%-of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN MISSISSIPPI: 

During 1994, Mississippi served 510,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 19% of 
the State's population -- Compared to 250,000 through AFOC . 

• - Among Mississippi families receiving Food Stamps, 30% were working poor, more ,than 40% 
were elderly or disabled, and about 60% contained children. Only about one-:quarter of the 
f<XXi stamp families in Mississippi received AFOC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Mississippi increased by 

2% as the State and national economies worsened - Mississippi received $2A billion in 

Federal funds for AFOC and Food Stamps; about 83 % ,of that total was Food Stamp Program 

funding. . 	 



.'. 


MISSOURI: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Missouri would have 
lost 50% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($255 million versus the $509 million the State 
actually received); 375,000 fewer Missouri residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reductiQn of 63%. Almost hoifofthose losing eligibiJiJy would /w.ve been children. 

• 	 UnJike,the c~rrent Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Missouri's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benetit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK·GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, MISSOURI 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted" 
in 1990, Missouri would have lost $100 or $155 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Missouri would have lost $250 or $315 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Missouri absorbs about 20% of the cost for each ,new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Missouri would absorb 51 % of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN MISSOURI: 

During 1994, Missouri served 595,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 11 % of the 
State's population -- compared to 350,000 ~rough AFDC. 

• 	 Among Missouri families receiving Food Stamps, almost one-quarter were working poor, 

nearly 30% were elderly or disabled, and Qearly 60~ contained children. Only one-third of 

the food stamp families in Missouri received AFDC. 


• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Missouri increased by 
37% as the State and national economies worsened -- Missouri received $3.1 billion in 
Federal funds tor AFDC and Food Stamps; about 70% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 



MONTANA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block: grant in 1990, Montana would have 
lost 36% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($40 million versus the $62 million the State 
actually received); 36,000 fewer Montana residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 50%. About 40% oflhose losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Montana's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on· food assistance. . . 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A FoodStanip bl~ck grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

.• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. . 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, "MONTANA 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT mAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


.• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Montana would have gained $5 million or lost $20 million (depending on the AFDC 
funding formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But ifFood Stamps were also block 
granted, Montana would have lost $5 or $35 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Montana absorbs about 18 % of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as~is, Montana would absorb 63 % of the 
cOst; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN MONTANA: 

During 1994, Mon~ served 70,000 people through the Food S~pProgram - about 8% of the 
State's population:... compared to 40,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Montanafamilies receiving Food Stamps, almost one-third were working poor, over 
one:-fourth were elderly or disabled, and almost 60% contained children. About one-third of 
the food stamp families in Montana received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Montana increased by 
26 % as the State and national economies worsened - Montana received $460 million in 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 59% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 



.. 


NEBRASKA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990,· Nebraska would have 
lost 35% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($55 million versus the $85 million the State 
actually received); 58,000 fewer Nebraska residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 52%. About Iud/0/those losing eligibiliJy would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Nebraska's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. . 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AIDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED,. REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, NEBRASKA 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT 11IAN UNDER TIlE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Nebras~a would have lost $2 or $25 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula Used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Nebraska would have lost $15 or $40 million. ' 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new ,cases to the State. Currently, 
Nebraska absorbs about 22 % of the cost for each new AFDCIFood Stamp case. IfAFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Nebraska would absorb 59% of the' 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTIc:S IN NEBRAsKA: 

During 1994, Nebraska· served 110,000 people, through the ~ood Stamp Program - about 7% of the 
State's population - compared to 55,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Nebraska families receiving Food Stamps, more than one-third were working poor, 
30% were elderly or disabled, and more than 60% contained children. Less than one-third of 
the food stamp families in Nebraska received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Nebraska increased by 
,17% 	as the State and national economies worsened - Nebraska received $615 million in 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 62 % of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 



NEVADA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp' Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Nevada would have 
lost 69% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($29 million versus the $94 million the State 
actually received); 75,000 fewer Nevada residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 78%. About halfofthose losing eligibility would have "been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Nevada's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block gran~ would eliminate the program's e,conomic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IFAFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, NEVADA 
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE 
CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCri.JRE: 

• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFOC block-granted, 
in 1990, Nevada would have lost $25 or $35. million (depending on the AFOC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Nevada would have lost $70 or $85 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Nevada 
absorbs about 28 % of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFOC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Nevada would absorb 57% of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISfICS IN NEVADA: 

During 1994, Nevada served 95,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 7% of the 
State's population -- compared to 40,000 through AFOC. 

• 	 Among Nevada families receiving Food Stamps, almost one-quarter were working poor, about 
one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and more than 60% contained children. Less than 20% 
of the food stamp families in Nevada received AFOC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a ~ime when Food Stamp participation in Nevada increased by 94% 
as the State and national economies worsened - Nevada received $495 million in Federal. 
funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 74% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 



. . 


NEW HAMPSmRE: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, New Hampshire would 
have lost 75% or its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($12 million versus the $48 million the State 
actually received); 53,000 fewer New Hampshire residents could have been served· with the 
available funding, a reduction of 86%. About holf ofthose losing eligi/Jility would have been 
chUd~n. 	 . 

• 	 Unlike the current Food stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If New Hampshire's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. \ 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLoCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's .economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

. purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC ISBLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, NEW 

HAM.PSJiIRE WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT 'DIAN 

UNDER THE CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCI1JR.E: 


• If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, New Hampshire would have·lost $20 or $30 million'{depending on the AFDC 

. funding formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. 	 But if Food Stamps were also block 
granted, New Hampshire would have lost $45 or $60 million .. 

.. A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, New 
.Hampshire absorbs about 37% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food .Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, New Hampshire would absorb 73 % 
of the cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional 
cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN NEW HAMPSIDRE: 

During 1994, New Hampshire served 60,000 people through the.Food Stamp Program -- about 5% 
of the State's population - compared to 35,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among New Hampshire families reCeiving Food Stamps, almost one-quarter were working 

poor, about one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and almost 60% contained children. Only 

about one-third of the food stamp families in New Hampshire received AFDC. 


• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in New Hampshire 

increased by 24% as the State and national economies worsened - New Hampshire received 

$345 million fu Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 58% of that total was Food 

Stamp Program funding. 




.. 


NEW JERSEY: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 


If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, New Jersey would 
have lost 52% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($261 million versus the $539 million the 

. State actually received); 324,000 fewer New Jersey residents could have been served with the 

available funding, a reduction of 60%. AboUl hoIfoftlwse losing eligibility would have been 

chiUtren. . 


• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If New Jersey's population grows or its . 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either. reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eiiminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards .. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AIDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, NEW JERSEy . 
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT mAN UNDER THE 
CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 

• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, New Jersey would have lost $160 or $210 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, New 
Jersey would have lost $340 or $400 million. 

• 	 . A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, New 
Jersey absorbs about 20% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, New Jersey would absorb 40% of 
the cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN NEW JERSEY: 

During 1994, New Jersey served 545,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 7% of 
the State's population - compared to 370,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among New Jersey families receiving Food Stamps, about 10% were working poor, 

more than one fourth were' elderly or disabled~ and 60% contained children. About half of 

the food stamp families in New Jersey received AFDC. 


• 	 BetweenJ990·and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in New Jersey increased by 
43 % as the State arid national economies worsened - New Jersey received $4 billion in 
Federal funds'ror AFDC and Food Stamps; about 55 % of that'total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 



.. 


NEW MEXICO: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANT1NG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, New Mexico would 
have lost 49% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($106 million versus the $208 million the 
State actually received); 153,000 fewer New Mexico residents could have been served with the 
available,funding, a reduction of 63% • .About hIIllolthose losing eligibility would have been 
children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a blocklgrantcannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If New Mexico's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
henefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food ,assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• . A 	Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

'. 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

. . • 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less inoney available to support food 
purchases and farm income. 

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, NEW MEXICO 
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE 
CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 

• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, New Mexico would have lost $80 or $100 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, New 
Mexico would have lost $150 or $175 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, New 
Mexico absorbs about 16% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, New.Mexico would absorb 60% of 
the cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN NEW MEXICO: 

During 1994, New Mexico served 245;000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- abOut 15% of 
the State's population -- compared to '105,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among New Mexico families receiving Food Stamps, almost one-third were working poor, 

about one-quarter were el~erly.or disabled, and 10% contained children. Only one-third of 

the food stamp families in New Mexico received AFDC. 


• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in New Mexico increased by 
55% as the State and national economies worsened -- New Mexico received $1.3 billion in 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 67% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. . ' 	 . 

http:el~erly.or
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NEW YORK: EFFECTS OF BWCK-6RANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, New York would have 
lost 50% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($1 billion versus the $2.1 bUnon the State 
actuaJly received); 1.2 milUon fewer New York residents could have been served with the' 
available"funding, a reduction of 57%. About 40% o/those losing eligibility would have been 
children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Sta:rDp Prograin, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If New York's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as. occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy fainilies or spend State revenues on food assistance. " 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional" safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, NEW YORK 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT TIlANUNDER TIlE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Prograin structure had been" maintained~ and AFDC block -granted, 
in 1990, New York would have lost $1.2 or $1.4 billion (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding 'in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, New 
York would have lost $1.9 or $2.2 billion. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, New 
York absorbs about 37% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-grante4 but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, New York would absorb 74% of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN NEW YORK: 

During 1994, New York serVed 2.2 million people through the Food StampPrograin - about 12% 
of the State's population - compared to 1.5 million through AFDC. 

• 	 Among New York families receiving Food Stamps, .almost 10% were working poor, nearly 
one-third were elderlyor disabled, and one-half contained children. Less than 40% of the 

"food stamp families in New York received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in New York increased by 

39% as the State and national economies worsened - New York received $17.4 billion in ' 

Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 47% of that total was Food Stamp Program 

funding. 
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NORTH CAROLINA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD_STAMPS 


If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, North Carolina would 
have lost 54% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($241 million versus the $524 million the 
State actualJy received); 431,000 fewer North Carolina residents could have been served with the 
available funding, a reduction of 69%. Almost hill! o!tlwse losing e1igibilily would luJve been 
children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
cbanges in population or economic conditions. If Nortb Carolina's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp bl_ock grant would eliininate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, NORTH 

CAROLINA WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN 

UNDER THE CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and MDC block-granted, 
in '1990; Nortb Carolina would have lost $135 or $195 million (depending on the AFDC 
funding formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block 
granted, Nortb Carolina would have lost $315 or $390 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Nortb 
Carolina absorbs about 17% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Nortb Carolina would absorb 49% 
of the cost; if both programs are blOCk-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional. 
CO&' 	 . 

CURRENT FOoD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN NORm CAROLINA: 

During 1994, Nortb Carolina served 630,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about.9% 
of the State's population - compared to 500,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Nortb Carolina families receiving FOod Stamps, about one-quaner were working 
poor, more than one-third were elderly or disabled, and 60% contained children. Less than 

. 40% of the food stamp families in Nortb Carolina received AFDC: 

• 	 Between 1990.and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Nortb Carolina increased 

by 50% as the State and national economies.worsened - Nortb Carolina received $3.5 billion 

in Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 64% of that total was Food Stamp 

Program funding. 
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NORTH DAKOTA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 


J If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, North Dakota would 
have lost 41% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($22 million versus the$38'million the State 
actually received); 26,000 fewer North Dakota residents could have been served with the 
available funding, a reduction of 56%. About 40% ofthose losing eligibility would have been 
children. 	 ' 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If North Dakota's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to, either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: . 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program'~ economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food.Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility 'and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultiriJately mean less money available, to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AIDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, NORTII 

DAKOTA WOULD BE WORSE .OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT mAN 

UNDER TIlE CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, North Dakota would have gained $1 niillion or lost $15 million (depending on the . 
AFDC funding formula used) in Federal fundiJig in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also ' 
block granted,. North Dakota would have lost $5 or $20 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, North 
Dakota absorbs about 19% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, North Dakota would absorb 65% of 
the cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN NORTII DAKOTA: 

During 1994, North Dakota served 45,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 7% of 
the State's population -- compared to 20,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among North Dakota families receiving Food Stamps, almost 40% were working poor, 

nearly 30% were elderly or disabled, and more than 60% contained children. Only one

quarter of the food stamp families 'in North Dakota received AFDC. 


.• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in North Dakota increased 

by 16% as the State and national economies worsened - North Dakota received $280 million 

in Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 61 % of that total was Food Stamp 

Program funding. 
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OHIO: EFFECTS OF BWCK~RANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Ohio would have lost 
. 33% of its .actual Federal funding by 1994 ($769 million versus the $1.2 billion the State actually 
received); 603,000 fewer Ohio residents could have been served with the available funding, a 
reduction of 48%. About 40% ofthose losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Ohio's population grows or· its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate ~ationaleligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money avai~able to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARoLESS OF FUND~G FoRMULA, omo WOULD 
BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE CURRENT 
PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 

• 	 If the. current Food Stamp Program structure,had been maintained, and AFDCblock-granted, . 
in 1990, Ohio would have lost $350 or $370 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, Ohio 
would have lost $525 or $550 million. . 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State." Currently, Ohio 
absorbs about 21 % of the cost.for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Ohio would absorb 54% of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN OIHO: 

. During 1994, Ohio served 1.2 million people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 11 % of the 
State's population -- compared to 900,000 through AFDC. ' 

• 	 Among Ohio families receiving Food Stamps, about one-fifth were working poor, 30% were 
elderly or disabled, and more than one-half contained children. Only about 40% of the food 
stamp families in Ohio received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Ohio increased by 14% 

as the State and national economies worsened -- Ohio received $8.6 billion in Federal funds 

for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 62 % of that toW was Food Stamp ,Program funding. 
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OKLAHOMA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 


If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Oklahoma would have 
lost 44% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($181 million versus the $324 million the State 
actually received); 223,000 fewer Oklahoma residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 59%. Almost ludfofthose losing eligibility would hove been children. 

, • 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes mpopulation or economic conditions. If Oklahoma's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy fan;rilies or spend State 'revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL, EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. ' 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 'A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate'national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. ' 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF ,FUNDING FORMULA, OKLAHOMA 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT mAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM 'STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFOC block-granted, 
in 1990, Oklahoma would have lost $65 or $100 million (depending on the AFOC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
'Oklahoma would have lost $140 or $185 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Oklahoma absorbs about 16% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Oklahoma would absorb 55% of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN OKLAHOMA: 

During 1994, Oklahoma served 375,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 12% of 
the State's population -'compared to 170,000 through AFOC. 

• 	 Among Oklahoma families receiving Food Stamps, almost one-quarter were working poor, 
almost one-third were elderly or disabled, and nearly 60% contained children. Less than one-
third of the food stamp families in Oklahoma received MOC. . 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Oklahoma increased by 
41 % as the State and national economies worsened - Oklahoma received $2 billionin Federal 
funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 66% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 
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. OREGON: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Oregon would have 
lost 41% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($154 million .versw; the $259 milUon the State 
actually received); 162,000 fewer Oregon residents could have b~ served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 57%. Almost JudI01 those losing eligibility would haYe been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in poPl,1lation or economic conditions. If Oregon's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the. State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD. STAMP BLOCK GRANT: . 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, OREGON 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT mAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained; and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Oregon would have lost $95 or $100 million (depending on the AFDC fundmg 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Oregon would have lost $155 or $160 million. . 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Oregon 
absorbs about 24 % of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Oregon would absorb 64% of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN OREGON: 

During 1994, Oregon served 285,000 people through the Food Stamp ~ogram - about 9% of the 
State's population ..... compared to 160,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Oregon families receiving Food Stamps, more than one-quarter were working poor, 
about one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and more than one-half contained. children. Less 
than one-third of the food stamp families in Oregon received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Oregon increased by 32% 
as the State and national economies worsened - Oregon received $1.8 billion in Federal funds 
for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 61 % of that total was Food Stamp Program funding. 
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PENNSYLVANIA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS' 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Pennsylvania would 
have lost 45% of its .actual Federal funding by 1994 ($596 million versus the $1.1 billion the 
State actually received); 686,000 fewer Pennsylvania residents could have been served with the 
available funding,' a reduction of 57%. About hill/0/tlwse losing eligibility would hove been 
children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Pennsylvania's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 
. 	 . 

• . 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money' available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, 

PENNSYLVANIA WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT 

THAN UNDER TIlE CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Pennsylvania would have lost $285 or $335 million (depending on the AFDC 
funding formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block 
granted, Pennsylvania would have lost $560 or $625 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Pennsylvania absorbs about 29 % of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC 
is blOCk-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Pennsylvania would absorb 64% 
of the cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional 
cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN PENNSYLVANIA: 

During 1994, Pennsylvania served 1.2 million people through the Food Stamp Program - about 10% 
of the State's population - compared to 715,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Pennsylvania families receiving Food Stamps, almost 15% were working poor, one
quarter were elderly or disabled, and more than one-half contained children. About one-third 
of the fuod stamp families in Pennsylvania received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Pennsylvania increased 
by 27% ,as the State and national economies worsened - Pennsylvania received $7.5 billion in 
Federai funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 62 % of that total waS Food Stamp Program 
funding. 



RHODE ISLAND: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 


If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant iii 1990, Rhode Island would 
have lost 56% of its actual Federal funding bY,1994 ($36 million versus the $82 million the State 
actually received); 60,000 fewer Rhode Island residents could have been served with the 
available funding, a reduction of 64%. About /rolf ofthose losing eligibiliJy would have been 
children. 	 ,. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Rhode Island's population grows or its 
economy-worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues' on food assistance.' 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp blo~k grant would eliminate the. national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. . 

'. 	 . 

IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTEi>, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, RHODE 

ISLAND WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK.GRANT mAN 

UNDER THE CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current FoOd Stamp'Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Rhode Island would have lost $35 or $40 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
fonnula used) in Federal funding in 1994. Bilt if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Rhode Island would have lost $65 or '$80 million.' 

• 	 A combiIied blo'ck grant shifts the costs of serving ,new cases to the State. Cu.rtently, Rhode 
Island absorbs about 32 % of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Rhode Island would absorb 70% of 
the cost; if both programs are block-granted the Stat~ would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN RHODE ISLAND: 

During 1994, Rhode Island served 95,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 9% of 
the State's population - compared to 70,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Rhode Island families receiving'Food Stamps, less thah 10% were working poor, one
quarter were elderly or disabled, and almost two-thirds contained children. Less than one-half 
of the food stamp families in Rhode Island received AFDC. 

• 	 . Between. 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Rhode Island increased 

by 46% as the State and national economies worsened':" Rhode Island received $700 million 

in Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 48% of that total was Food Stamp 

Program funding. 




SOUTH CAROUNA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

Ie the Food Stamp Program had been conv.erted to a block grant in 1990, South Carolina would 
have lost 43% oC its actual Federal Cunding by 1994 ($182 million versus the $321 million the 
State actually received); 237,000 Cewer South Carolina residents could have been served with the 
available Cunding, a reduction oC 61% ~ About hoi/0/those losing eligibility would hove been 
children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If South Carolina's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 
purchases and farm .income. 

IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, SOUTH 
CAROLINA WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT 'DIAN 
UNDER THE CURRENT PROGRAM STRUC'nJRE: 

• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had. been maintained, and AFOe block-granted, 
in 1990, South Carolina would have lost $40 or $75 million (depending on the AFOC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 

. South Carolina would have lost $120 or $160 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, South 
Carolina absorbs about 12% of the cost for each new AFOClFood Stamp case ..If AFOC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, South Carolina would absorb 40% of 
the cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN SOUTH CAROLINA: 

. 	During 1994, South Carolina served 385,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 11 % 
of the State's population - compared to 215,000 through AFOC. 

• 	 Among South Carolina families receiving Food Stamps, more than one-quarter were worki..ilg 
poor, one-third were elderly'or disabled, and almost two-thirds contained' children. Less than 
one-third of the food stamp families in South Carolina received AFOC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in South Carolina increased 
by 29% as the State and national economies worsened - South Carolina received $1.9 billion 
in Federal funds for AFOC and Food Stamps; about 75% of that total was Food Stamp 
Program funding. 
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SOUTH DAKOTA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

Ifthe Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, South Dakota' would 
have lost 25% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($34 million versus the $45 million the State 
actually received); 21,000 fewer South Dakota residents could have been served with the 
available funding, a reduction of 39%. AJmost hoIfofthose losing eligibility would hIIve been 
children. 

. 	 . 
• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 

changes in population or economic cOnditions. If South Dakota's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

. 	 . 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• A Food Stamp block grantwould eliminate'the program's economic responsiveness. 

• A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and be~efit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant -would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm incop1e. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRAN'fED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, SOUTII 

DAKOTA WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STA,MP BLOCK GRANT THAN 

UNDER THE CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


•. 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, South Dakota would have gained S4 million odost SIO million (depending on the 
AFDC funding formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also 
block granted, South Dakota would have gained S2 million or lost SIS million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, South 
Dakota absorbs about 20% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as7is, South Dakota would absorb 65% of 
the cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN SOUTII DAKOTA: 

During 1994, South Dakota served 55,000 people through the FOod Stamp Program - about 7% of 
the State's popUlation - compared to 25,000 through AFDC . . 

• 	 Among South Dakota families receiving Food Stamps, more than 40% were working poor, 

more than one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and two-thirds contained children. Less 

than 30% of the food stamp families in South Dakota received AFDC. 


• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participatjon in South Dakota iricreased 

by 58 % as the State and national economies worsened - South Dakota received S315 million 

in Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 68% of that total was Food Stamp 

Program fu~ding. 
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TENNESSEE: EFFECTS OF BIDCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block. grant in 1990, Terinessee would have 
lost 50% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($315 million versus the $627 million the State 
actUally received); 473,000 fewer TenneSsee residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of·64%. About 40% ofthose losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically resp()nd to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Tennessee's population growsor its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the' State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stainp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. , 


IF AIDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGAIiDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, TENNESSEE 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT 'DIAN UNDER TIlE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Tennessee would have lost $140 or $180 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Tennessee would have lost $320 or $375 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Tennessee absorbs about 13 % of the cost for each new AFDCIFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Tennessee would absorb 39 % of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN TENNESSEE: 

During 1994, Tennessee served 735,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 14% of 
the State's population - compared to 410,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Tennessee families receiving Food Stamps, more than one-quarter were working ~r, 
about one-third were elderly 'or disabled, and about 60% contained children. Only about one
fourth of the food stamp families in Tennessee received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp partiCipation in Tennessee increased by 
39% as the State and national economies worsened - Tennessee received $3.5 billion in 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 76% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 



TEXAS: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING. FOOD STAMPS 


If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990; Texas would have lost 
57% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($1.1 billion versus the $2.5 billion the State actually 
received); 1.8 million fewer Texas residents could have been served with the available funding, a 
reduction of 68%.' About halfofthose losing· eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Texas's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

.' 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm' inCome. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, TEXAS WOULD 
BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE CURRENT 
PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 

• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Texas would have lost $670 million or $580 million (depending on the AFDC 
funding formula uSed) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block 
granted. Texas would have lost $1.5 billion or $1.6 billion. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Texas 
absorbs about 14% of the cost for each new AFDCIFood Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Texas would absorb 39% of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN TEXAS: 

During 1994, Texas served 2.7 million people through the Food Stamp Program -- about '15% of 
the State's population -- compared to 1.1 million through AFDC: 

• 	 Among Texas families receiving Food Stamps. one-third were working poor, more than 20% 
'were elderly or disabled, ·and two-thirds contained children. Only one-fourth of the food 
stamp families in Texas received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Texas increased by 45% 
as the State and national economies worsened -- Texas received $12.2 billion in Federal funds 
for AFDC and Food. Stamps; about 84% of that total was Food Stamp Program funding. 
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UTAH: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 


If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grot in 1990, Utah would have lost 
41 % of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($61 million versus the $103 million the State actually 
received); 72,000 fewer Utah residents could have been served with the available funding, a 
reduction of 56%. About 1uJJ/0/those losing eligibility would ha~e been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Utah's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block gr.ant w~:)Uld eliminate the.program's economic 'responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FlJNDING FORMULA, UTAH WOULD 
BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT THAN UNDER TIlE CURRENT 
PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 

• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Utah would have lost $20 million or $35 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, Utah 
would have lost $40 million or $55 million. 

, • 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Utah 

absorbs about 16% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is block

granted but the Food stamp Program is kept as-is, Utah would absorb 63 % of the cost; if 

both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 


CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISI'lCS IN UTAH: 

During 1994, Utah served 130,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 7% of the 
State's popUlation - compared to 60,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Utah families receiving Food Stamps, almost one-third were working poor, more than 
20% were elderly"or disabled, and two-thirds contained children. Only about one-third of the 
food stamp families in Utah received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Utah increased by 28% 

as-the State and national economies worsened -,Utah received.$800 million in Federal funds 

for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 59% of that total was Food Stamp Program funding. 
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VERMONT: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to' ablock grant in 1990, Vermont would have 
lOst 60% of its actual Federal, funding by 1994 ($20 million versus the $48 million the State 
actually received); 46,OOOfewer'Vermont residents could have been served with the available 
funding,a reduction of 72%. About 40% ofthose losing eligibility would have been children. 

( 
• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block,grant cannot automatically respond to 

changes in population or economic conditio~. If Vermont's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD SI'AMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food'Stamp' block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, VERMONT 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD SI'AMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained. and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Vermont would have gained $10 ~l1ion or lost $20 million (depending on the 
AFDC funding formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But ifFood Stamps were also 
block granted, Vermont would have lost $10 million or $40 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the Costs o{serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Vermont absorbs about 32% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Vermont would absorb 79% of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the addition~ cost. 

CURRENT FooD SI'AMP PROGRAM SI'ATISI'ICS IN VERMONT: 

During 1994, Vermont served 65,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 11 % of the 
State's popUlation - compared to 35.000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Vermont families receiving Food Stamps, more than 20% were working poor, more 

than one-third were elderly or disabled, and more than half contained children. Only one

third of the food stamp families in Vermont received AFDC. 


'. 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation iD Vermont increased by 

68% as the State and national 'economies worsened ..:... Vermont received $390 million in 

Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 48 % of that total was Food Stamp Program 


,funding. 	 ' 
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VIRGINIA: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990,Virginia would have 
lost 56% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($217 million versus the $489 million the State 
actually received); 375,000 fewer Virginia residents could have been served with the available 
fun~ing, a reduction of 69%. Almost hDlf ofthose losing eUgibUiJy would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Virginia's population grows or its economy 
worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits 
to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would "eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, VIRGINIA 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT 11IAN UNDER TIlE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Virginia would have lost $90 million or $135 million (depending on the AFDC 
funding fonnulaused) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block 
granted, Virginia would have lost" $255 million or $310 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Virginia 
absorbs about 29% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is block
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Virginia would absorb 58 % of the cost; if 
both programs are block-granted the State wo~ld bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN VIRGINIA: 

During 1994, Virginia served 545,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 8% of the 
State's population - compared to 290,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Virginia fcimilies receiving Food Stamp~. more than a quarter were working poor, 
nearly 30% were elderly or disabled, and almost 60% contained children. Only a quarter of 
the food stamp families in Virginia received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Virginia iricreased by 
58% as the State and national economies worsened - Virginia received $2.7 billion in Federal 
funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 75% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 
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WASHINGTON: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Washington would 
have lost 54% of its actual Feder~1 funding by 1994 (5195 million versus the 5421 million the 
State actually received); 284,000 fewer Washington residents could have been served with the 
available funding, a reduction of 61 %. Almost Iwl/0/those losing eligibility would have been 
cliiJdren. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Washington's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp. block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm incom~. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS Of FUNDING FORMULA, WASHINGTON 
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BUleK GRANT TIIAN UNDER THE 
CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 

• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Washington would have lost $195 or $230 million (depending on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Washing.:on would have lost $365 or $410 million. . 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
. Washington absorbs about 32% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. IfAFDC 
is block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Washington would absorb 71 % of 
the cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISflCS IN WASHINGTON: 

During 1994, Washington served 470,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 9% of 
the State's population - compared to 390,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Washington families receiving Food Stamps, slightly more than 15% were working 

poor, almost one-fourth were elderly or disabled, and more than 60% contained children. 

Less than one-half of the food stamp families in Washington received AFDC. 


• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Washington increased by 
37% as the State and national economies worsened - Washington received $3.4 billion in 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 50% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 
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WEST VIRGINIA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, West Virginia would 
have lost 36% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($170 million versus the $268 million the 
State actually received); 149,000 fewer West Virginia residents could have been served with the 
available funding, a reduction of 46%. About hoIfoftlwse losing eligibility would have been 
children. " 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
'changes in population ,or economic conditions. If West Virginia's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. ' 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

.' 	A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

•. 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. • 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, WEST 

VIRGINIA WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT THAN 

UNDER THE CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


· • 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
'in 1990, West Virginia would have lost $35 or $70 million (depending on the AFDC funding. 
forniula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, West 
Virginia would have lost $75 or· $115 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, West 
Virginia absorbs about 11 % of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, West Virginia would absorb 47% of 
the cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN WEST VIRGINIA: 

During 1994, West Virginia served 320,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 18% 
of the State's population - compared to 145,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among West Virginia families receiving Food Stamps, more than 10% were working poor, 
rumost one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and almost 90% contained children. Almost 
,~O% of the food stamp families in West Virginia received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in West Virginia increased 

by 23% as the State and national economies worsened - West Virginia received $1.7 billion 

in Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 71 % of that total was Food Stamp 

Program funding. ' 




WISCONSIN: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS 


If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990,. Wisconsin would have 
lost 32% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($172 million versus the $252 million the State 
actuaHy received); 155,000 fewer Wisconsin residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 47%. About ludfofthose losing eligibility would have been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions .. If Wisconsin's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BWCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BWCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, WISCONSIN 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER. THE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, 
in 1990, Wisconsin would have lost $30 or $105 million (depending.on the AFDC funding 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Wisconsin would have lost $55 or $150 million. 

• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, 
Wisconsin absorbs about 28 % of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is,' Wisconsin would absorb 71 % of the 
cost; .if both programs are block-granted the State would. bear 100% of the additional ·cost. 

CURRENT FQOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN WISCONSIN: 

During 1994, Wisconsin served 330,0Q0 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 7% of the 
State's population - compared to 295,000 through AFDC. . 

• 	 Among Wisconsin families receiving Food Stamps, 20% were working poor, almost one-third 
were elderly or disabled, and almost two-thirds contained children. About one-half of the 
food stamp families in Wisconsin received AFDC. 

• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Wisconsin increased by 
15% as the State and national economies worsened - Wisconsin received $2.6 billion in 
Federal funds' for AFDC and Food 'Stamps; about 44% of that total was Food Stamp Program . 
funding. . 	 . 
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WYOMING: EFFECTS OF BWCK-GRANTlNG FOOD STAMPS 

If the Food Stamp Program had been mnverted·.to a block.grant in 1990, Wyoming would have 
lost 34% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($20 million vet"Sus the $30 million the State 
actually received); 17,000 fewer Wyoming residents could have been served with the available 
funding, a reduction of 50%. About holfoftlwse losing eligibility would luzve been children. 

• 	 Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to 
changes in population or economic conditions. If Wyoming's population grows or its 
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce 
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues· on food assistance. 

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT: 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness. 

• 	 A F~ Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards .. 

• 	 A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money available to support food 

purchases and farm income. 


IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, WYOMING 

WOULD BE WORSE OFF ~ER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER TIlE 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE: 


• 	 If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained; and AFDC block·granted, 
in 1990, Wyoming woUId have lost $1 or $IO.million (depending on the AFDC funding .. 
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, 
Wyoming would have lost $5 or $15 million. . 

.• 	 A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State; Currently, 
Wyoming absorbs about 20% of the cost for each new AFDClFood Stamp case. If AFDC is 
block·granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Wyoming would absorb 58% of the 
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost. 

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN WYOMING: 

During 1994, Wyoming served 35,000 people.through the Food Stamp Program - about 7%·ofthe 
State's population - compared to 20,000 through AFDC. 

• 	 Among Wyoming families receiving Food Stamps,more than one-third were working poor, 

20% were elderly or disabled, and more than two-thirds contained children. Less than one

half of the food stamp families in Wyoming received AFDC. 


• 	 Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Wyoming iDcreased by 
20% as the State and national economies worsened - Wyoming received $235 million in 
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps;· about 57% of that total was Food Stamp Program 
funding. 
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