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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
operating 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 can 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
requirements. '

The legislation the Agriculture Committee
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ACCORDING STATES MORE F!LEX!BILITY

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

. Itaccords states sweeping flexibility to set their own rule;-. governing the food stamp benefit
structure for families receiving cash assistance under the block grant that would replace AFDC.
States would have the option of replacing the vast majofity of food stamp rules that now apply
to AFDC famifies 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-
minations for their cash assistance and food stamp pro;,ramt. as they saw fit. This provision
‘represents one of the maost radical changes in the food stamp program’s history.

«  States would be permitted, again without having fo seek a waiver, to convert facd stamp
benefits to wage subsidies provided to employers. States could reguire food stamp recipients in

these wage subsidy projects to work for wages rather th!an receive food stamps.

: - |
« States would be accorded broad flexibility regarding the design and use of funds under the food

stamp employment and training program, which is designed to ensure that recipients meet
work requirements and to help them achieve self-sufficiency. Various prescriptive federal
requirements 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 have impeded state efforts to move to' electronic benefit transfer systems
(EBT), which can substantiatly reduce fraud and food stamp trafficking, would be repealed.

* Anarray 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 make these decisions themselves,

< States would, for the first time, be given the flexibility to go beyond federal ruies governing
work requirements. They would be given the option to subject families with very young
children to these requirements 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 tolnoncompliance with a rule of that
program. In addition, states would be allowed to use new tools to recover averissuances from
households that had received excess food stamp beneﬁté_ due to an error.

«  Inareas where the legislation does not explicitly accord States sweeping flexibitity, it allows
them to seek waivers from federal rules, and it greatly expands the scope of the waiver process.
Under current law, waivers that would result in the food stamp eligibility or benefit structure
being made more restrictive for any category of I'lOUthOldb can be granted only in limited
circumstances. The Agpricultiure Committee legislation would repeal this restriction and open
up virtually all aspects of the program and the benefit :.tructure to waivers. Moreover, the
Agriculture Department would be required to respond to state walver requests within 60 days
and to provide the Agriculture Committee with written justification anytlme 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 ta be protected if factors outmde of their control, such as a
national recession or fapid population growth, resulted in a rise in the number of poor households
qualifying for food stamps. :




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 incieases — such as during a recession or
when a state’s population grows rapidly — the program expands so househoids that
apply and meet the eligibility criteria may receive assistance. When poverty
subsequently declines, as 1t 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 percent 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 to 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
asszstance costs themselves.

This would present states with difficult dilemmas during recessions. State
revenues shrink during economic downturns. If the food stamp program is converted
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 unemployment 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 House considered the proposal to convert foad stamps to a block grant both in
the Agriculture Committee and.on the floor. The Cnmmllttee rejected the block grant 37-5,
On the floor, the vote was 316-114. On the floor as'well as in the Committee, a mawr:ty of the

Members of buth partle:, voted against the proposal. ! _ ]

. While the current food stamp benefit structure responds to economic and demographic
factors that increase or decrease poverty, a block grant would not.

Altocating Block Grant Funds Among States

These concerns are mtensxﬁed by a related problem — any formula used to
allocate block grant fiunds among states would have to be based on outdated data. The
most recent state-by-state poverty and income data are several years old.

If, for example, one wished to use state povertfg data to allocate block grant
funds for fiscal year 1996, the allocation would have to be based on a three-year
average of state poverty data for 1991, 1992, and 1993; those are the most recent such -

“data available. Butthese data would be three to five years old by 1996, and substantial
variation in state economic conditions and populatlon growth can occur during such a
period.

An alternate approach is reflected in a food stamp block grant proposal
developed in April by Governor Engler’s staff. [t would distribute block grant funds
based primarily on each state’s percentage share of federal food stamp expenditures in
fiscal year 1994. The amount of fundmg provided to a state'would generally equal
food stamp expenditures in the state in fiscal year 1994, adjusted for inflation.! This
approach, too, would pose problems.. Asthe years passed and 1994 receded farther
into the past, 1994 expenditure levels would become ihereasingly inadequate as a
- measure of relative need among states. Sharp inequities would develop.

During recessions, unenﬁpkoyment 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 pattern. At the same time, other states less sharply affected
. by the economic downturn could receive a share of block grant funds that substantially
- exceeded their share of the number of poor people natxonw1de The states hit hardest
by the recession wou}d 51mu1taneously face large declines in. state revenues and be

! A state would receivé funding equal to
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. 5

. |
|
|
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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 have 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 severely 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 deeper and more protracted.



Herbert Stein on Recessions and Means-’ﬁésted Benefit Programs

On May 31, 1995, the Baltimore Sun ran a story on weifa re reform that extensively cited the
comments of Herbert Stein, chairman of the' Council of Econamic Advisers under President -
Nixon and now a Senior Fellow at the American Enterpn:,e [nstitute,” According to the Sun,
Stein observed that the increase in means-tested benefits durmg recessions provides laid-off
workers the means to purchase essential goods and serviges, stimulates demand as a result,
and helps to keep businesses that serve these workers from going under during econemic
downturns, The article stated:

“’One reason the-Great'Depression lasted as long as it did and struck as many people
as it did was because government simply had no means of quickly intervening to reverse
it,” says Mr. Stein. ‘That’s one reason we built this :,y:,tem I'see very little appreciation of
that fact in Washington right now.’ ,

“Time and again, _he says, the existing system has rescued the economy and protected
working families from collapse at relatively low cost. Without it, he predicts that the
inevitable cycle of recessions in the U.S. economy w1ll be deeper, last longer and hit more

3 '
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* Jim Haner, “Cotinting the Cost.of Saving Maney on Welfar»:ie,” Baltimore Sun, May 31, 1995, page 1.

The effects could be particularly sharp on the retall food sector. One function .

- the food stamp program plays is to help maintain food 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 poor areas and have low profit
margins in jeopardy dunng economic downturns dué to the decline in food purchases
that would ensue.

Rainy Day Funds I

Some have suggested that these problems could be addressed th:ough a rainy
day fund that allows states 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':fraction of these problems.

, The amourit of funding that states would likely receive under a food 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.
states would leave large amounts of block grant funds unused and amass large
amounts of unspent funds. : : :. :




If a recession hit, it would almost certainly swamp whatever modest amounts
most states had been able to accumulate in these reserve funds, with state reserves
likely being exhausted in the first few 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.?

Prospecfs for Administrative Spvings

Yet another hope sornenme 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 achieved are likely to be modest.

'USDA conducted four demonstration projects in the 1980s to test the effects of
aligning food stamp and AFDC rules and simplifying and standardizing the food
stamp program. Food stamp.administrative savings ranged from near-zero to six
percent of administrative costs. Since federal 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 expenditures for
eligibility 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 applicants’ eligibility and thereby heightening the program’s s
vulnerability to error and fraud.

* The cash assistance block grant in the welfare bill approved by .the Senate Finance Committee alse
includes a “rainy day loan fund” of $1.7 billion from which states could barrow during a recession. [f such
a feature were added to a food stamp biock 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 ra:ny day loan fund.

Furthermore, many states would likely be discouraged from borrowmg from such a fund becau:.e they
would have to pay the loan back in full and with interest. That could pose a fiscal burden for states in the
future. That this “rainy day” assistance would come to states in the form of a loan also means that if a
state’s food assistance costs mounted because the federal government had mismanaged the economy, the
state would eventually have to pay 100 percent of the additional food assistance costs that resulted.
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Furthermore, under a block grant, states might have to incur major #ew w adminis-
trative costs in one vital area, authorrzmg and monitoring retail food stores and -
investigating suspected cases of retailer abuse. Such tasks are now performed entrrely
by the federal government. ' :

Disparities Among States

Another importantissue is that converting food stamps to a block grant would -
end the program’s ability to help prevent the state variations in benefit levels provided
to poor children from growing substantially larger than they already are. Under
current law, food stamp benefits rise when a state reduces AFDC benefits and decline
~ when a state increases AFDC benefits, an aspect of the food stamp program that helps

keep state disparities from growing too wide. : :

The program ‘s strong role | in reducmg disparities among states can be seen by
comparing a state like Vermont, which pays high AFDC benefits, to'a low-payment
‘state like Mississippi. The AFDC benefits paid to 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 18 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-cectain result would be a widening of drsparrtres ’
among states over time. - : -

‘These mdemng disparities, in turn COuld mduce 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 poor families. -
Harvard professor Paul E. Peters'on,'one of the nation’s leading experts on federalism,
‘ warned in a recent essay that risks of a “race to the bottom” will become extremely
hrgh if both AFDC and food stamps are converted to block grants

Peterson noted that if'a poor famrly which has moved to a new state apphes for
AFDC benefits today, the federal government pays at least half of the new state’s costs
in providing the benefits. Under an AFDC 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 benefit'levels.
“Eventually, all states W1ll be racing to shift the cost of welfare to their neighbors,” he _
states. :




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 foed 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 will no longer rise to offset a portion of an AFDC benefit reduction. As
a result, “variation in state policy will increase” and “the race to the bottom can be
expected to accelerate.””

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 suppeort, 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,
particularly 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 to a 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, howevgr, that the current food stamp structure lessens .
interstate disparities to a greater 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 will lose much less federal

* Paul E. Peterson, “State Responses to Weifare Reform: A Race to the Bottom?,” Urban Institute, May
1995,



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 states that emerge as
winners under the AFDC block grant formula and are able toraise 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 mmgate 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 would the state’s federal block grant funding for cash assistance
prove inadequate, leaving the state with a fiscal hiole, but its food assistance block grant
funding would fall short by 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 peoplé nationally
during the recession of the early 1990s.

These i zssues seem not to be well understood. While some policymakers have
argued that converting food stamps to a block 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 mequltles and problems
would be heavily magnified rather than cushmned
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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 of rising 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 enrolled 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 of the 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 asina
recession. If food stamps had been converted to a block grant as well, the average cost
to New York of serving each new family would have soared to $685.31.°

A Safety Net for Children

If Congress converts AFDC to a block grant, maintaining the food stamp
structure will take on added importance for another reason. In the debate over the

% In percentage terms, New York now bears 34 percent of the cost of the combined AFDC/ food stamp
benefit package. {f 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 biock-
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; a state could run out of block grant funds and have to turn poor children -
away, they argued. A key 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.

1f 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 maintain food stamps as a national safety net if AFDC is block-granted was
emphasized by House Agriculture Committee chairman Pat Roberts when his
Commitiee 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 resources to combating food stamp
fraud. USDA operates a sophisticated computer system that identifies suspicious food
stamp redemption 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

. Afinal issue is the effect a block grant would have on the food and agriculturai
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 grant, particularly 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 other 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.” Such a block grant thus would
likely lead to reductions in food purchases totaling in the billions of dollars, with
attendant effects on the food and agriculture sector.

Moreover, the finding that foed sales decline 20 cents to 25 cents for each dollar

- that is cashed out comes from demonstration projects in which families 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 the block grant funds for a much broader
array of purposes. Under their proposals for food stamp and ATDC 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, the food stamp block grant sought by some govertiors
appears to be a not-very disguised form of revenue 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 purchases 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 does
food aid for the poor. The temptations for states to use cashed-out foed stamp 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 [nstitute}, and fames C. Ohls
{Mathematica Policy Research), “The Effect of Foad Stamp Cashout on Food Expenditures: An Assessment
of the Findings from Four Demonstrations,” December 1994,
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- Food Stamps: the Historical Re'c_:ord. -

In the 19608, team of doctors sponsored by the.Field Foundation examined hunger and
malnutrition among poor children in the South, Appalachia, and other impovérished areas.
They found a substantial incidence of hunger and nutritional problems, as did government
studies and surveys cond ucted durmg that pernod

Ten years [ater, the team of dactors went back to these areas. In a report they issued and
in testimony before the Senate Agriculture Committee, the doctors described the changes that
had occurred over the 10-year span. The reported that striking progress had been made and
the foud stamp program appeared to be the prmmpa[ reason for it.

“ Everywhere we looked in 1967 we found hungry children suffering from the diseases
that malnutrition causes,” the doctérs reported. “Now, in those same areas, there is nowhere
the same evidence of gmbb ma lnutntmn we saw then.”

”ln the Mlbblbblppl delta in the coal F:eldb of Appa lachia 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 child ren are not to be seen in such numbers today.”

The doctors reported.a 33% decline in infant mortah‘ty, 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 program does
more to lengthen and strengthen the lives of disadvantaged Americans than any other’
noncategorical social program” and “is the most valuable health dollar spent by the federal
government.” Develapments such as this led Senator Bob Dole at one point to term the food
stamp program the most unporta nt social program since Social Security.

Conclusion

Conversion of the food stamp program to a block grant would pose significant
risks for states, low-income families and children, and the food and agriculture sector,
including food retailers. States can be accorded substantial flexibility, and substantial
cost savmgs can 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 benetit 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 causing hardship.
Food stamp benefit levels are modest, and the combined AFDC/food 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 fulf of poverty line.
These realities limit the degree to which food stamp benetits 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 poverty 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 cther reasons, than on
states where the economy is robust and poverty is stable or declining.
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ALABAMA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING 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 fewer Alabama residents could have been served with the available
fundmg, a reduction of 56%. Abouwt half of those losing eligibility would have been children.

. Unlike the current Food Stamp Program a black 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 assnstance
OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
L A Foqd Stamp block graﬁt would eliminate the national nutritional safety net.
¢ A Food Stamp block graﬁt would eliminate the progfam’s e(;.onomic responsiveness.
. A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards.

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

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, ALABAMA
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

L If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted,
in 1990, Alabama would have lost $100 or $125 million (depénding on the AFDC funding
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994, But if Food 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 eack 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 STATISTICS IN ALABAMA:

During 1994, Alabama serve& about 550,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 13%
of the State’s population — compared to 200,000 through AFDC. o

. Among Alabama families receiving Food Stamps, nearly one-third were working poor,
another one-third were elderly or disabled, and about 60% contained children. Oniy 20% of

the food stamp families in Alabama received AFDC.

L Between 1990 and 1994 — a time when Food Stamp partic'ipation 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.
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ALASKA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Alaska would have
lost 48% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 (332 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%. Mare than half of those 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 wou}d 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 lirogram’s economic responsiveness.’
A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards.

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

" purchases and farm income.

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDILESS OF FUNDING F()RMULA, ALASKA
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, Alaska would have lost $15 or $35 million (depending on the AFDC 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. Currentdy, Alaska
absorbs about 40% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC 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 AFDC. _

Among Alaska families receiving Food Stamps, nearty one-quarter were working poor,
another one-tenth were elderly or disabled, and about 70% contained children. Almost 70%

of the _foéd stamp families in Alaska received AFDC.

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

funding,



ARIZONA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to & block grant in 1999, Arizona would have
lost 62% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($166 million versus the $437 million the State
actually received); 365,000 fewer Arizona residents could have been served with the available
funding, a2 reduction of 71%. More than half of those losing eligibility would have been children.

®  Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot aufomatically 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 bhave to either reduce benefits

to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance.
OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD SI‘AMPlBLOCK GRANT:
. A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the notional nutritional safety net,
. A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate toe prograim’s econoimic responsiveness.
L | A Food SMp-'block grant would eliminate national eligibility aod benefit standards.

® A Food Stamp block grant would uitimately mean less money available to support food
purchases and farm income,

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, ARIZONA
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 mmntamed 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 mﬂhon

. A combined block grant shifts the costs of serv'mg new cases to the State. Currently, Arizona
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, 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, Arlzona 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 réceiving 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 famlhes in Arizona recewed 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.



' ARKANSAS: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Arkansas would have
lost 39% of its actuat Federal funding by 1994 (3137 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 half of those 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 Arkansas’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 el iﬁzinate the national nutritional safety net,

L A Food Stamp blocklg_ram would elirninate the ‘program’s; 2conomic responsiveness.

. A Food Stamp block gi‘ant would eliminate ‘national eligibility and benefit standards.

] A Food Stamp block grant would ultlmately mean less money avallable to support food
. purchases and farm income. :

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, ARKANSAS
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BDOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE;

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

Arkansas would bave lost $70 or $95 million.

® A combined biock grant shifis the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently,
Arkansas 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, Arkansas would absorb 41% of the
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost.

CURRENT FOOD STAMP 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 billionin -
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 79% of that total was Food Stamp Program

funding.



CALIFORNLA EFFECTS OF BLOCK—GMNTING FOOD STAMPS

" If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, California would have
lost 70% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($806 million versus the $2.6 billion the State ‘

. -actually received); 2.4 million fewer California residents could have been served with the
. available funding, a reduction of 76%. Abowt two-thirds of those losing eligibility would lmve

been children.

o Unhke the current Food Stamp Program a block grant cannot. auwmaucally 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 OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:

. A Food Stamp block grant would- elmunate the national nutntlonal safety net.
* A Food Stamp block grant would elmnate the program § economic responsweness
. A Food Stamp block grant .would-ohmmate‘nanonal ellglblhty 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 FoizMULA CALIFORNIA
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, California would have lost $1.5 or $1.9 billion {depending on the AFDC funding
formula used) in Fedéral funding in 1994.. But if, Food Stamps were also block granted,

California would have lost §3 or $3.6 billion.

e A combined .b_loclc grant shifts the costs of serv'mg pow cases to the State, Currently,
Califorpia 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, California would absorb 77% of the
cost; :f both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost.

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN CALIFORNIA

Durmg 1994 Callfomla served 3. 1 mllllon pwple through the Food Stamp Ptogram - about 10% of
the State's populatlon - compared 04 n:ulllon through AFDC '

‘0 . ;Among California famllles receiving Food Stamps about 15 % were workmg poor, another
" 2% were elderly or disabled, and about 85% contained children. About: 60% of the food

stamp families in Cal:forma received AFDC.

e _. Between 1990 and 1994 -~ a time when Food Stamp pamc1patlou in California increased by
_~ - 61% as the State and national economies worsened ~ California received $25 billion in
. Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 37% of that total was Food Stamp Program

"+ funding. -



COLORADO: EFFECTS OF BLOCKeGRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Colorado would have
lost 44% of 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 reduction of 56%. About half of those losing eligibility would have been children.

. Unfike 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:
0‘ A Food Stamp biock grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net.
" ® A Food Stamp bloci;: gfaqt would elMate the program'’s economic responsiveness.
® A Food Stamp block gr:ant'woul(.i 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, COLORADO
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

e  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, Colorade would absorb 58% of the
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost.

!
L

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 Colorado families receiving Food St;‘imps, about 30% were working poor, more than
one-quarter were eiderly or disabled, and about 60% contained chiidren. Only one-third of
the food stamp families in Colorado received AFDC ‘

®  Between 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp partmpatlon 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.
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CONNECTICUT: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-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 million versus the $169 million the
State actually received); 163,000 fewer Connecticut residents could have been served with the
avatlable funding, a reduction of 73%. About half of those losing eligibility would have been

children.

Unlike the current Food Stamp Pfogram a block grant cannot automatically restnd to
changes in population or economic conditions. If Connecticut’s population grows or its
ecopomy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to cither 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 biock grant would ef iminate 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 FORM'ULA, CONNECTICUT
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

If the current Food Stamp Progfam structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted,
in 1990, Connecticut would have lost $110 or $140 million (depending on the AFDC funding

- formuia used) in Federal funding in 1994, But if Food Stamps were also block granted

Connectlcut 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 AFDC/Food 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 STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN CONNECTICUT: -

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

Among Connecticut famﬂles 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-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a hlock grant in 1990, D.C. would have lost
58% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 (840 million versus the $94 million the State actually
received); 59,000 fewer D.C. residents could have been served with the available funding, a
reduction of 65%. More rhan half of those losing ehglbduy would have been children.

. Unlike the current Food Stamp Program a block grant cannot automatically 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.
()VEkALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
. A Food Stamp block gra.nt would eliminate the national nutritional safety net.
¢ A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate tﬁe prograrﬁ’s economic responsiveness.

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

L 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, D.C, WOULD
BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE CURRENT

. PROGRAM STRUCTURE;:

L If thecurrent 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 also 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 AFDC/Food 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 thrbugh the Food Stamp Program - about 16% ot the
District’s population -- compared to 110,000 through AFDC.

L Among D.C. tamilies receiving Food Stamps, about 5% were working poor, more than one-
fifth were elderly or disabled, and about 60% contained children. More than one-half 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 pational economies worsened -- D.C. received $740 million in Federal funds’
for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 49% of that total was Food Stamp Program tunding.



- 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 State
actually received): 40,000 fewer Delaware residents could have been served with the available
funding, a reduction of 68%. More thar half of those 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 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.

OVERALL EFFEC'i'S OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
¢ A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net.
L] A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the prpgram’s economic responsiveness.
® - A Food Stamp block grant would elitpjnate ‘national eligibility and benefit standards.

L] A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less money availabie to support food
~ purchases and farm income.

¥ 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:

e If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, .and AFDC block-granted,
. in 1990, Delaware would have lost $5 or $15 miilion (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 340 mﬂllon

¢ A combmed block grant shifts the casts of serving new cases to the State. Currenty,
Delaware absorbs about 28% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food 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 STATISTICS 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. :

e Among Delaware families receiving Food Stampé, 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.
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FLORIDA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted o & block grant in 1990, Florida would have-
lost 69% of ita m:hml Federal funding by 1994 ($439 milEon versus the $1.4 billion the State
actuzlly received); 1.1 million fewer Florida residents could have been served with the available
funding, a reduction of 76%. About half of those losing eligibility would have been children,

Unlike the current Food Stamp Progeam, a block grant cannot antomatically respond to
changes in population or eponomic conditions. If Florida's population grows or its econgmy

worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce benefits

to needy families or gpend Stata reventies on food aseistance.

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:

@

A Foed Stamp block grant would eliminate the national mairitional safety net.
A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the pmgraﬁ’s €conomic responsivensss.
A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards,

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

IF AFDC IS BLGCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, FLORIDA
WOUIDBEWOBSEOWUNIJEBAFDDD E‘I‘AMP BIDCKGRANTTHANUNDERTHE
CURRENT FPROGRAM SI’RUC'HIRE ) 7

'\ ]
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If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted

in-1990, Floridz would have lost $445 or $535 million (depending an the AFDC funding
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994, But if Food Stamps were also block granted,

Florida would have lost $1.2 or $1.3 billion.

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

absorbs ahout 24% of the cost for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC iz blocle-
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Florida would absorb S3% of the cost; if
both programs are block-grunted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost.

CURRENT FOOD STAMP FROGRAM STATISTICS IN FLORIDA:

During 1994, Florida served 1.5 million people through the Food Stamp Program — about 11% of
the State's popnla.non compared to 940,000 through AFDC.

o

Amaong Florida families receiving Food Stamps, about one-quarter were working poor, about
one-third were eidea'ly or disabled, and about 60% contained children. Only one-third of the
food stamp fmmhes in Florida received AFDC

-Betwem 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp participation in Florida increased by 9%

as the State and national economies worsened — Florida received $7.8 billion in Federal funds
for AFD{ and Food Stamps; abont 72% of that total was Food Stamp Program funding.



GEORGIA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING 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 residents could have been served with the available

funding, a reduction of 69%. About half of those losing eligibiity would have been children.

. Unlike the current Food Stamp Pfogram, 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 elther 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 wm;[d eltminate the national ﬁutritional safety net.
. A Food Stamp block graﬁt 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 uitimately mean less money availabie to support food
purchases and farm income. '

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-CRANTED REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, GEORGIA
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

. If the current Food Stamp Program's'trucmre had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted,
in 1990, Georgia would have lost $165 or $240 miilion (depending on the AFDC funding
formula used) in Federal funding in [994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted

Georgia would have Iost $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 receivin'g Food Stamps, one-fifth were working poor, about one-third
were elderly or disabled, and almost two-thirds contained children. Only 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 about 68% of that total was Food Stamp Program

‘ fundlng



HAWAII: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMFS

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 (890 million versus the $163 million the State
actually received); 63,000 fewer Hawaii residents could have heen served with the available
funding, a reduction of 55%. About half of those losing eligibility would have been children.

e Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot autométically 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 BLQCK GRANT:
L A Food Stamp block grant wouid eliminate the nationai nutritibnal safety net.

: 0 A Food Stamp block grant wlould eliminate the program’s economic responsiveness. .
® A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards.

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

IF AFDC 1S BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, HAWAII
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 biock~grémted,
in 1990, Hawaii would have lost $55 or $65 million (depending on the AFDC funding
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also biock granted,

Hawaii would have lost $105 or $120 million.

. A combined block grant shifs 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 ong-
third were elderly or disabled. and half contained children. Only one-third of the tood stamp

‘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% ot that total was Food Stamp Program

funding.
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IDAHO: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a hlock grant in 1990, Idaho would have lost
33% of its. actual Federal funding by 1994 ($42 million versus the $62 million the State actually
received); 42,000 fewer 1daho residents could have been served with the available funding, a

" reduction of 52%. About half of those 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 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 ultlmately mean less money available to support food
purchases and farm income. .

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, IDAHO
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 méintained and AFDC block-granted,

in 1990, Idaho would have Jost $5 or $20 million (depending on the AFDC funding formula

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 for 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 S'i‘ATISTICS IN IDAHO:

During 1994, Idaho served 80,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 7% of the
State’s popu!at:on -- compared to 30,000 through AFDC.

Among Idaho tamilies receiving Food Stamps, over a third were working poor, more than

'one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and two-thirds contained Chlldren Only one- quarter of

the food stamp families in Idaho received AFDC

Between 1990 and 1994 — a time when Food Stamp partu:rpat:on in Idaho increased by 39%
as the State and national economies worsened -- [daho received $390 million in Federal funds
for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 69% of that total was Food Stamp Program tunding.
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ILLINOIS: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS -

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Illinecis 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 half of those losing eligibility would have been children.

® Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automaticaily respond to
changes in population or economic conditions, If lilinois' 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 o food assistance,
OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
L] A Food Stamp block grant would elih:inate the national nutritional safety net,
L A Food Stamp bloék grant would eliminate the program's economic responsiveness.
. A.Food Stamp block grant woula eliminate national eligibiiity and benefit standards.

* A Foed 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:

L If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC biock-granted,
in 1990, Iilinvis would have lost $210 or $290 million (depending on the AFDC funding
formula used) in Federal funding in [994. But if Food Stamps were also biock granted,

Hlinois would have lost $320 or $410 million.

® A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, lllinois
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, lilinois would absorb 59% of the cost; if
both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additionai cost.

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN ILLINOIS:

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

o  Among llinois families recei(;ing 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 IHinois received AFDC.

®  Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Illinois increased by [7%
as the State and national economies worsened -- Illinois received $7.7 billion in Federal funds
for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 67% of that total was Food Stamp Program funding.



INDIANA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Indiana wouid 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%. Abowt half of those 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 Indiana’s population grows or its economy
“worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State wouid have to either reduce benefits

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

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
L A Food Stamp block grant would éliminate the national nutritional safety net.
. A Food Stamp block graht would eliminate the p'rogram‘ls economic responsiyeuess.
. A Food Stamp block grant wouid eliminate nétional_ eligibility aﬁd benefit standards.

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

IF AFDC 15 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
tormula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were aiso block granted,

lndlana would have Iost $275 or $315 mllhon

L] 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 160% of the additional cost.

' CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN INDIANA:

Durmg 1994, Indiana served 520,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -~ about 9% of the
State’s populanon -- compared to 280,000 through AFDC, . o

. ®  Among Indiana families receiving Food Stamps, almost one-third were working poor, almast
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 when ‘Food Stamp participation in Indiana mcreased by 67%
as the State and national economies worsened -- Indiana received $2.6 billion in Federal fiinds
for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 69% of that total was Food Stamp Program funding.



IOWA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Iowa would have lost
25% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($115 million versus the $153 million the State
actuaily received); 83,000 fewer Iowa residents could have been served with the available
funding, a reduction of 42%. Almost kalf af those losmg e!:gzbduy would have been children.

. Untike the curcent Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatica]ly respond to
changes in population or economic conditions, If Jowa’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:
L A Food Stamp block grant rwould elimiﬁate the nation_al nutritional safety 'ne‘;.
. A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate tﬁe program’s economic responsiveness.
o A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards.

L g 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, [OWA WOULD
BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE CURRENT

PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

e If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been mazintained, and AFDC block-granted,
in 1990, lowa would have lost $35 or $45 million (depending on the AFDC funding formula
used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, lowa would

have |ost $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 for each new AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is biock-
granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, fowa 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, lowa served 195,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 7% of the
State’s population -- compared to 125,000 through AFDC.

] Among [owa ramllles receiving Food Stamps, over a quarter were workmg poor, more than
‘one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and nearly two-thirds contained children. Ounly about

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

L Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participation in Iowa increased by 15%
as the State and national economies worsened -- lowa received $1.3 billion in Federal funds
for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 55% of that total was Food Stamp Program tunding.



KANSAS: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had heen converted to a block grant in 1990, Kansas would have
lost 47% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($82 miilion 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%. Abous half of those 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 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 food assistance.
OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
] A Food Stamp block grant would climina'te the pgtional nuritional safety net.
. A Food Stamp block gfant_ wc.)u'!d. eliminate the prograrﬁ’s economic responsiveness.
® - A Food Stamp block gl;ant would eli_minaté national eligibility-and béﬁeﬁt standards.

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

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

If the current Food Stamp ngram structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted,
in 1990, Kansas would have lost $60 million in Federal funding in 1994, But 1f 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 STATIST[CS 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,

> Among Kansas families receiving Food Stamps, one-fourth were working poor, almost 30%
were elderly or disabled, and 60% contained children. Only about one-third of the food

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 Stamp Program funding.



KENTUCKY: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Kentucky would have
lost 25% ol 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, & reduction of 44%. Abour 40% of those losing eligibility would have been children.

» Uniike 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
ecanomy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce

benefits to needy tamilies or spend State revenues on food assistance.
OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
. A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate thé national nutritional safety net.
. A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program’s economic fesponsiveness.
L A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards.

¢ A Food Stamp block grant wou[d uitimately mean less money available to support food
purchases and farm incoime. B :

iF AFDC 18 BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA; KENTUCKY
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

L If the current Food Stamp Program structure 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 blo;k granted,

Kentucky would have lost $105 or $160 l’m“lOl‘l

¢ A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently,
Kentucky absorbs about 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, Kenucky would absorb.43% of the
cost; it 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 Food Stamp Program - about 14% of the
State’s population -~ compared to 295,000 through AFDC.

LIS 'Among Kéntucky families receiving Food Stamps, one-fourth were working poor, more than
one-third were elderly or disabled, and 60% contained children. Oniy about one-third of the

food 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 tunds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 71 % of that total was Food Stamp Program

funding.
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LOUISIANA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to 2 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 available
funding, a reduction of 43%. About 40% of those 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
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 nutriﬁ'onall safety net.
L A Food Stamp block grant would elimin.gte 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, LOUISIANA
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

. It the current Food Stémp .Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC bilock-granted, -
in 1990, Louisiana would have lost $75 or $145 million (depending on the AFDC funding
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. . But if Food Stamps were aiso block granted,

Louisiana would have lost $125 or $195 million.

. A combined block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. 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% ot the
cost; if both programs are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost.

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN LOUISIANA:

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. :

L] Among Louisiana tamilies receiving Food -Stan'ms, 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
tunds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 80% of that total was Food Stamp Program

tunding.



' MAINE: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING 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%. Abouwt 40% of those losing eligibility would have been children.

L Uniike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automaticélly 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 STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
o A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate th_gl national nﬁtritional safety net.
] A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate thé program’s economic responsiveness.
e A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards.

L 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, MAINE
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, 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.

L 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 AFDC/Food 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 STAMP PROGRAM SFAﬁSTICS IN MAINE:

During 1994, Mame served 133, 000 people through the Food Stamp Program — about 11% of the
State 5 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 over half contained children. Only about one-third of the food

stamp families in Maine received AFDC.

. Between 1990 and 1994 — a time when Food Stamp participation in Maine increased by 45%
as the State and national economies worsened — Maine received $880 million in Federal funds
for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 57% of that total was Food Stamp Program funding.



MI’LAND EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANZING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Slamp Program 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 $371 million the State
actually received); 230,000 fewer Maryland residents could have been served with the available
funding, a reduction of 59%. About half of those losing ehgrbzlu’y would have been children.

L Unlike the current Food Stamp Program a block grant cannot automattcally respond to
changes in population or economic conditions. I 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 cevenues on food assistance.
OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
* " A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritioual's;afety net.
L A Food Stamp block grant wottid etiminate the program’s economic responsi\{en'ess.
L4 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 tarm income. :

IF AFDC 1S BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, MARYLAND
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, Maryland would have lost $125 or $135 million (depending on the AFDC funding
tormula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted

Maryland wou!d have lost $245 or $260 million.

L A combined block grant shtfts 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 100% of the additional cost.

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN MARYLANb:

During 1994, Maryland served. 390 {00 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 8% of the
State’s population ~- Lompared to 280,000 through AFDC,

® Among Maryland tamtltes receiving Food Stamps, over 10% were workmg poor almost one-
guarter were ¢lderly or disabled, and over 60% contamed children. Less than half of the food

“ stamp families in Maryland received AFDC.

-® . Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participatios in Maryland increased by
53% as the State and national economies worsened — Maryland received $2.5 billion in
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 61 % of that 1otal was Food Stamp Program

funding.



MASSACHUSETTS: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had heen converied 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 half of those losing eligibility would have been.
children. : - o

‘ 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 exther 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_safetj net,
A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program’s economic responsiveness.
A Food Stamp block grant weuld 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 formula 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. Currenty,
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 MASSACHUSETI‘S:

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

haif of the food stamp families in Massachusetts received AFDC,

Between 1990 and 1994 ~ a time when Food Stamp pamcnpatlon in Massachusetts increased
by 27% as the State and national economies worsened — Massachusetts received $3.6 billion
in Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 42% of that total was Food Stamp

Prog‘ram funding.



MICHIGAN: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If 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 (3543 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 half of those losing eligibility would have been children.

. Unfike 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 Sta:ﬁp block grant wo;lld eliminate the national nutritional safety net.
. A Food Starﬁp block grant wouid_ eliminate the progr.al'n’s ecpnorhic responsiveness.
» A Food Stamp block grant woulrd eliminate nationai eligibility and benefit standards.

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

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS. OF FUNDING FORMULA, MICHIGAN
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM ST RUCTURE

. 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 were also block granted
Michigan would have fost $295 or $490 million,

. A combined biock grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently,
Michigan 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, 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 MICHIGAN:

During 1994, Michigan served | million émple through the Food Stamp-Program -- about 11% of
the State’s population -- compared to 760,000 through AFDC.

L Among Michigan families receiving Food Stamps, almost 20% were working poor, more than
20% were eiderly or disabled, and 60% contained children. One-half of the food stamp

families in M:uhlgan received AFDC.

L Berween 1990 and 1994 - a time when Food Stamp pamcnpatlon in Mlchlgan increased by
12% as the State and national economies worsened -~ Michigan received $8 billion in Federal
tunds for AFDC and Food Stamps about 53% of that total'was Food Stamp Program

tunding.



MINNESOTA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-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 Federai funding by 1994 (3133 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%. Abowt half of thase 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 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. ‘

OYERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
L 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 wouid elim-i'nate national eligibility and benefit standards.

L A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean [ess 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 THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

. It 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 shitts 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 progeams are block-granted the State would bear 100% of the additional cost.

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN MINNESOTA:

During [994, Minnesota served 320,000 people through the Fbod Stamp Program -- about 7% of the
State’s population -~ compared to 220,000 through AFDC.

. Ah-nong Minnesota families receiving Food Stamps, almost 20% were working poor, more
than one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and almost two-thirds contained children. One-half

of the food stamp families in Minnesota received AFDC.

L Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Stamp participétion 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 toral was Food Stamp Program

funding.



MISSISSIPPI: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If 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 reductlml of 41%. About 40% of those losing ellglblllty would have been children.

. Unlike Lhe current Food Starmp Program a block grant cannot automatwally 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 10 needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance. :

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
L A Food Stamp block grant wciuld eliminate the national nutritional safety net.
® A Food Siainp block grant would eliminate the program’s economic responsiveness.
. A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibi]ity-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, MISSISSIPPE
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE

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

Mississippi would have lost $55 or $95 million.

L 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 AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC 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 100% -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 —~ ¢ompared to 250,000 through AFDC. '

®  Among Mississippi families féceiving Food Stamps, 30% were working poor; more than 40%
were elderly or disabled, and about 60% contained children. Only about one-quarter of the
food stamp families in Mississippi received AFDC.

®  Between 1990 and 1994 — a time when Food Stamp participation in Mississippi increased by
2% as the State and national economies worsened -- Mississippi received $2.4 billion in
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 83% of that total was Food Stamp Program

funding.



MISSOURI: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to 2 black grant in 1990, Missouri would have
lost 50% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($255 million versus the $50% million the State
actually received); 375,000 fewer Missouri residents could have been served with the available
funding, a reduction of 63%. Almost half of those losing eligibility would have been children.

¢  Unlikethe current 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 elther reduce benefits
10 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 eliminatg the program’s economic responsiveness.
. A Food Stamp bloc}c gram would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards.

L A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean less mouey available to support food
purchases and farm income,

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-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
biock-granted htit the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, Missouri would absorb 51% of the
cost; it 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 through AFDC.

®  Among Missouri tamxhes receiving Food Stamps, almost one-quarter were working poor,
nearly 30% were elderly or disabled, and nearly 60% contained childrea. Only one-third of
the food stamp families in Missourli received AFDC,

* Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time when Food Séamp paniéipation in Missouri increased by
37% as the State and national economies worsened -~ Missouri received $3.1 biilion in
Federaf tunds for AFDC and Food Stamps about 70% of that total was Food Stamp Program

fundmg



MONTANA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had heen converted to a block grant in 1990, Montana would have
lost 36% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 (340 million versus the $62 million the State
actually received); 36,000 fewer Montana residents could have been served with the availahie
funding, a reduction of 50%. Abows 40% of those 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 BLOCK GRANT:
. A Fc;od Stamp block grant would elimipate the national nutritional safety net,
L A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program’s economic responsiveness,
. A Food Stamp Elqck 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, MONTANA
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, Montana would have gained $5 million or lost $20 million (depending on the AFDC
funding formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food 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 AFDC/Food 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, Montana served 70,000 people through the Food Stamp Program -- about 8% of the
State’s population ~ compared to 40,000 through AFDC.

L] Among Montana families 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-GRANTING 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
actuglly received); 58,000 fewer Nebraska residents could have been served with the available
funding, a reduction of 52%. About half of those 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 Nebraska’s population grows or its
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would hdve 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 nationat 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, NEBRASKA
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, Nebraska 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 miilion.

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 AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC 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 STATISTICS IN NEBRASKA:

During 1994, Nebraska served 110,000 people through the Food 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 mcreased 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 BLOCK-GRANTING 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%. Abowt half of those losing eligibility would have been children.

. Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot ainomatically respond to
changes in populaticn 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 wouldl eliminate the national nutritional safety net.
. A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program s economic responsiveness.
.0 A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national elngnblhty and benefit standards.

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

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, NEVADA
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 bloék-granted,
in 1990, Nevada would have lost $25 or $35.million (depending on the AFDC 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 AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC 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 STATISTICS 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 AFDC. _

. Among Nevada families receiving Food Stamps, almost one-qu_anér 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 AFDC.

L Between 1990 and 1994 -- a time 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 HAMPSHIRE: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, New Hampshire would
have lost 75% of 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 half of those 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 New Hampshire’s population grows or its
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have w 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 eiigibility 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, NEW
HAMPSHIRE 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 maihtained, 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 miliion.

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 HAMPSHIRE:

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 particij)ation in New Hampshire
increased by 24% as the State and national economies worsened — New Hampshire received
$345 miltion in Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 58% of that total was Food

Stamp Program funding,



NEW JERSEY: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING 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 couid have been served with the
available funding, 2 reduction of 60%. About haif of those losing eligibility wow'a_' have been

children.
o Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant carnot automat:cally 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 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 ultlmately mean less money avallable to support food
purchases and farm mcome

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, NEW JERSEY
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, 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 aiso 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 AFDC/Food 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 FOODP 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.

. Between ._199d»and 1994 — a time when Food Stamp participation in New Jersey increased by
. 43% as the State and national economies worsened -~ New Jersey received $4 billion in
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 55% of that total was Food Stamp Program

funding.



NEW MEXICO: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING 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 half of those losing eligibility would have been

duldren

* Uniike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot 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
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 eco'nomic responsiveness.
® A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards.

L A Food Stamp block grant would ulnmately mean less money avaﬂable to support food
purchases and farm income,

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLFSS ‘OF FUNDING FORMULA, NEW MEXICO
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

® If the curremt Food S-tamp 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 mitlion.

L 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 10 105,000 through AFDC.

L Among New Mexico families receiving Food Stamps, almost one-third were working poor,
about one-quarter were elderly.or disabled, and 70% contained children. Only one-third of
the food stamp famxhes in New Mexico received AFDC. :

e Between 1990 a.nd 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. -
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NEW YORK: | EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING 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 (31 billion versus the $2.1 billion the State
actually received); 1.2 million fewer New York residents could have been served with the
available funding, a reduction of 57%. About 40% of those losing eligibility would have been

children.

L Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, 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 families or spend State revenues on food assmtance

!

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 eiigibility and benefit standards.

o A Food Stamp block grant would ul'timately mean less money available to support food
purchases and farm income.

iF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, NEW YORK
WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

L If the current Food Stamp Program 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 bllllon

L 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 AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is
block-granted 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 throﬁgh the Food Stamp Program - about 12%
of the State’s population -- compared to 1.5 million through AFDC.

L Among New York families receiving Food Stamps, almost 10% were working poor, nearly
one-third were elderly or 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.



NORTH CAROLINA: EFFEC‘ﬁ OF BLOCK-GRANTING 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 actually received); 431,000 fewer North Carolina residents could have been served with the
available funding, a reduction of 69%. Almost half of those losing eligibility would have been

children.

Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond o
changes in population or economic conditions. If North 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 S;hmp 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 uitimately mean less money available to support food
purchases and farm income, _

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, NORTH
CAROLINA WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BI.OCK GRANT THAN

UNDER THE CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

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

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

cost.

CURRENT FUOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN NORTH CAROLINA:

During 1994, North Carolina served 630,000 ;Seople through the Food Stamp Program ~ about 9%
of the State's population — compared to 500,000 through AFDC.

Among North Carolina families receiving Food Stamps, about one-quarter were working
poor, more than one-third were elderly or disabled, and 60% contained children. Less than

+ 40% of the food stamp families in North Carolina received AFDC,

Between 1990 and 1994 — a time when Food Stamp participation in North Carolina increased
by 50% as the State and national economies worsened — North Carolina received $3.5 billion
in Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps about 64% of that total was Food Stamp

Program funding.



NORTH DAKOTA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTWG FOOD STAMPS

> 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% of those losing ehg:bdt.ty would have been

children.

L Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically respond to
changes in poputation or ¢economic conditions. If North Dakota’s population grows or its
ecopomy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have 10 either reduce
benefits to needy families or spend State revenues on food assistance.

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:

o A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net;

. A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program’s economic responsivencss.
e 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, NORTH
DAKOTA WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN

UNDER THE CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

®  [f the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted,
in 1990, North Dakota wouid have gainéd $1 million or lost $15 miilion {(depending on the
AFDC funding formula used) in Federal funding 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 t0 the State. Currently, North
Dakota 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, 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 NORTH DAKOTA:

During 1994, North Dakota served 45,000 people thrdugh 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 chleren Oniy one-

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

K Between 1990 and 1994 — a time when Food Stamp participation in North Dakota increased
by 16% as the State and national econonies worsened — North Dakota received $280 million
in Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 61% of that total was Food Stamp

Program funding,



OHIO: EFFECTS OF BLOCK;GRANTTNG FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Ohio would have lost

" 33% of its actual Federa! 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% of those losing eligibility would have been children.

. Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automaticaily respond to
changes in populaticn 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 BLOCK GRANT:

® A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate th;: national nutritional safety net.

] A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the prdgram’s economic responsiveness.
. A Food Stamp block grant would elimin;.:xlte national 'eligibijity and beueﬁt standards.

. A Food Stamp block grant would ultunately mean less money available to support food
purchases and farm income, :

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

PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

. If the current Fobd Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-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 bloclc 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 AFDC/Food 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 OHIO:

-Durmg 1994, Ohio served 1.2 million people through the Food Stamp Prograrn - 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 containgd children. Only about 40% of the food

stamp families in Ohio received AFDC.

L 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 total was Food Stamp Program funding.



OKLAHOMA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING 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 half of those 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 Oklahoma’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:
o A Food. Stamp block grant would efiminate 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.

o 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 THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE:

. If the cui;rent Food Stamp Prbgram structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted, -
in 1990, Oklahoma would have lost $65 or $100 million (depending on the AFDC 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,
QOklahoma 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, 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 AFDC.

. 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 AFDC.

. 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 billion in Federal
funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 66% of that total was Food Stamp Program

funding,



' OREGON: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING 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 versus the $259 million the State
actually received); 162,000 fewer Oregon residents could have been served with the available
funding, a reduction of 57%. Almost half of those losing eligibility would have been children.

* Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automaticaily resf)ond to
changes in population 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.
e | A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program’s economic responsiveness.
® A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national &igibuity and benefit standards.

® A Food Stamp block grant would ulumately 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 THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE

. If the current Food Stamp Program structure bad been maintained, and AFDC block-granted,
in 1990, Oregon would have lost $95 or $100 million (depending on the AFDC funding
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 AFDC/Food 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 Program -~ about 9% of the
State’s population — compared to 160,000 through AFDC.

L Among Qregon families re;:eiving Food Stamps, more than one-quarter were working poor,
about ope-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.

.o 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.



PENNSYLVANIA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant ih 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 half of those losing eligibility would have been

children.

Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automatically. res'pond to
changes in population or economic conditions. If Pennsylvania’s popuiation grows or its
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce

. benefits to needy famiiies 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,
PENNSYLVANIA 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, Pennsylvania would have lost $285 or $335 million (depending on the AFDC
funding formuia used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block
granted, Pennsylvama 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 AFDC/Food 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 biock-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-haif contained children. About one-third

~ of the food 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
Federal funds for AFDC and Food Stamps about 62% of that total was Food Stamp Program

funding.



RHODE ISLAND EFFECIS OF BwCK-GRANTﬂVG FOOD STAMPFS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Rhode Island would
have last 56% of its actusl Feders! funding by 1994 ($36 million versus the $82 million the State
actually received); 60,000 fewer Rhode Island residents couid have been served with the
available funding, a reduction of 64%. About half of those losing eligibility would have been

chddren

. 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 BLOCK GRANT:
® A Food Stamp bloék grant would eliminate th'e_nationa] nul.ritioll-lzil safety net.
] A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program’s economic responsiveness.
® A Food Stamp block Qant-would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards.

. A Food Stamp block grant would vitimately mean less money avzulable to support food
purchases and farm income.

IF AFDC IS BIDCK—GRANT‘ED REGARDLFSS OF FUND[NG FORMULA RHODE
ISLAND 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, Rhede Island would have lost $35 or $40 million (depending on the AFDC funding
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted,

Rhode Istand would have lost $65 or $30 million.

o A combmgd block grant shifts the costs of serving new cases to the State. Currently, Rhode
Island 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, Riode Island would absorb 70% of
the cost; if both programs are block-granted the State 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 o 70,000 through AFDC. :

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

] I‘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 CAROLINA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, South Carolina would
have tost 43% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($182 million versus the $321 miilion the
State actually received); 237,000 fewer South Carolina residents couid have been served with the
available t‘undmg, a reductmn of 61%. About haif of those 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 South Carolina’s population grows or its
economy worsens, as occurred between 1990 and 1994, the State would have to either reduce
benefits t0 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 uitimately mean less money available to support food
purchases and farm income. ‘

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, SOUTH
CAROLINA WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN

UNDER THE CURRENT PROGRAM S'I'RUC'I'URE

If the current Food Stamp Program structure had. been maintained, and AFDC block-granted,
in 1990, South Carolina would have lost $40 or $75 million (depending on the AFDC 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 AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC 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 CAROLIN_A:

" 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 AFDC.

Among South Carolina families receiving Food Stamps, more than one-quarter were working
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 AFDC

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 AFDC and Food Stamps; about 75% of that total was Food Stamp

Program funding.



SOUTH DAKOTA: EFFECTS OF BLOC’K-GRANTZNG FOOD STAMPS

If the- Food Stamp Program had been converted 10 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 heen served with the
available funding, a reduction of 39%. Almost half of those losing eligibility would have been

ckildren.

®  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 famﬂles or spend State revepues on food assistance.

OVERALL EFFECTS OF A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
® A Food Stamp block graﬁt would eliminate the national nutritional safety uet;
® A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate’ the program’s economic responsiveness.
L] A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and beneﬁt standards.

. A Food Stamp block grant- wm:ld ultlmately mean less money available to support food
purchases and farm income. ;

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

e - If the current Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted,
in 1990, South Dakota would have gained $4 million or_lost $10 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 $2 million or lost $15 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 AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC is
block-granted but the Food Stamp Program is kept as-is, 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 SOUTH 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 participation in South Dakota increased
by 58% as the State and national economies worsened — South Dakota received $315 million

in Federai funds for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 68% of that total was Food Stamp
Program funding.



TENNESSEE: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Tennessee would have
lost 30% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 (3315 million versus the $627 million the State
actually received); 473,000 fewer Tennessee residents could have heen served with the availabie
funding, a reduction of 64%. About 40% of those 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 Tennessee’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 ihe national nutritional safety net.
. A Food Stamp block grant-wouldleliminate th_e program’s economic responsiveness.
. A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit stﬁndards.

® 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, TENNESSEE
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, 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,

L 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 AFDC/Food Stamp case. [f 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:

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

L] Among Tennessee families receiving Food Stamips, more than one-quarter were working poor,
about one-third were elderly or disabled, and about 60% contained children. Only about one-

fourth of the food stamp falmhes in Tennessee received AFDC.

®  Between 1990 and 1994 — a time when Food Stamp participation in Tehnassee 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 BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to 2 block grant fn 1990, Texas would have lost
57% of iis actual Federal funding by 1994 ($1.1 billion versus the $2.5 billion the State actuaily
received); 1.8 million fewer Texas residents could have been served with the available funding, a

reduction of 68%. About half of those losing eligibility would have been children.

L 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 eli.ﬁ:jn.;ite the national nutritional safety net.
. A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program’s economic 'resbonsiveness.
® A Fooﬁ Stamp block gfant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards.

. ® A Food Stamp block grant would ult:mately 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 S'I‘RUCTURE

e  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 AFDC/Food 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 chnldren 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 pational 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.



UTAH: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted (o a block grant 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%. Abowt half of those 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 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 BLOCK GRANT:

A Food Stamp block graﬁt would eliminate the national nutritional safety net.
A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program’s economic responsiveness.
A Food Stamp biock 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-GRAN’I'ED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, UTAH 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, Utah would have lost $20 miilion 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 AFDC/Food 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 STAM]' PROGRAM STATISTICS 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 eiderly 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 mational economies worsened -~ Utah received $800 million in Federal funds

for AFDC and Food Stamps; about 59% of that total was Food Stamp Program funding.



VERMONT: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-_GRAMING FOOD STMS

If the Food Stamp P‘mgram had been converted to a block grant in 1990 Vermont would have
lost 60% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($20 million versus the $48 miilion the State
actually received); 46,000 fewer Vermont residents could have been served with the available
funding, a reduction of 72%. About 40% of those losing eligibility would have been children.

Unlike the current Food Stainp ?mgram a block grant cannot automatically r%b’ond to
changes in population or economic conditions. 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 STAMP BLOCK GRANT:

L J

A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the national nutritional safety net.
A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program’s economic responsjveness.
A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards.

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

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, VERMONT
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, Vermont would have gained $10 million or lost $20 million (depending on the
AFDC funding formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also
block granted, Vermont would have lost $10 million or $40 million. _

A combined block grant shifts the costs of 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 additionai cost.

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS 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 recéwmg 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 in 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.



VIRGINIA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had heen 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 residenis could have been served with the available
funding, a reduction of 69%. Almost half of those 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 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 woulci eliminate the national nutritional 'sai’ety 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 ultm:ately mean less money avaxlable to support food
purchases and farm income.

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, VIi%GINIA
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, Virginia would have lost $90 million or $135 mitlion (depending on the AFDC
funding formula used) 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 AFDC/Food 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 would bear 100% of the additional cost.

CURRENT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS IN VIRGINIA:

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

Among Virginia families recéiving Food -Stamps, 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 Vu’glma received AFDC.

Between 1990 and 1994 — a time when Food St.amp participation in Virginia increased 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.



&

WASHINGTON: EFFE’C.‘IS OF BLOCK-GRANIYNG I'UOD STAJ]H’S

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 19'90, Washington would
have Jost 54% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($195 million versus the $421 million the
State actually received); 284,000 fewer Washington residents could have been served with the
available funding, a reductlon ol’ 61 %. Almost half of those losing ehglbddy would have been

children.

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 foed 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 eligibiliry and bepefit standards.

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

purchases and farm income.

IF AFDC IS BI.OCK-GRANTED, REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, WASHINGTON
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, 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,
Washington would have lost $365 or $410 mﬂlron

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 AFDC/Food Stamp case. If AFDC

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 STATISTICS IN WASH]NGTON:

During 1994 Washington served 470,000 people through the Food Stamp Program ~- about 3% of
the State’s population — compared to 390,000 through AFDC. :

'Among Washmgton families recewmg 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.



WEST VIRGINIA: EFFECTS OF BLOCK-—GRANHNG'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 fundmg, a reduction of 46%. About half af those 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 BLOCK GRANT:

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

* A Food.StaI-np block grant would eljminate the program’s economic responsiveness.
e -I A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and beﬁeﬁt standards.

° A Food Stamp block grant would ultimately mean  less money avallable to support food
purchases and farm income. i

IF-AFDC IS BLOCK-GRANTED REGARDLESS OF FUNDING FORMULA, WEST
VIRGINIA WOULD BE WORSE OFF UNDER A FOOD ST AN[P BLOCK 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
formula used) in Federal funding in 1994. But if Food Stamps were also block granted, West

Virginia would have lost $75 or $115 million.

L 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 WESI' VIRGINIA:

During 1994, West Virginia served 320 000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about IB%
of the State’s population — compared to 145,000 through AFDC.

o Among West Virgim'a families receiving Food Stamps, more than 10% were working poor,
almost one-quarter were elderly or disabled, and almost 90% contained children. Almost

._80% 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 économies 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
actually received); 155,000 fewer Wisconsin residents could have been served with the available
funding, a reduction of 47%. About half of those losing eligibility would have been children.

L] 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 BLOCK GRANT:
. A Food Stamp i)lock grantl\muld eliminate the national nutritional sﬁfery net.
. A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate the program’s écondmic lresponsiveness.
L] A Food Stamp block grant would eliminate national eligibility and beueﬁtléltandzirds.

L A Food Stamp block grant would ultlmately mean less money availabie to support food
purchases and farm income.

IF AFDC IS BLOCK-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
Wisconsm 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 AFDC/Food 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 FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATiSTICS IN WISCONSIN:

During 1994, Wisconsin served 330,000 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 participatioi] 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 BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD STAMPS

If the Food Stamp Program had been converted to a block grant in 1990, Wyoming would have
lost 34% of its actual Federal funding by 1994 ($20 million versus the $30 million the State
actually received); 17,000 fewer Wyoming residents could have been served with the available
funding, a reduction of 50%. Abowt half of those losing el:gabddy would have been children.

. Unlike the current Food Stamp Program, a block grant cannot automaticaily r&spond 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 P’(?OD STAMP BLOCK GRANT:
* A Food Stamp blocﬁ grant would eliminate the national nuiritional 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 uitimately 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 UNDER A FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT THAN UNDER THE

CURRENT PROGRAM SI‘RUCTURE

. If the cucrent Food Stamp Program structure had been maintained, and AFDC block-granted
in 1990, Wyoming would have lost $1 or $10 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 AFDC/Food 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 STAMF PROGRAM STATISTICS IN WYOMING'

During 1994, Wyoming served 335,000 people through the Food Stamp Program - about 7% of the
State’s population — compared to 20,000 through AFDC,

L 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 increased 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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