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Understanding Food Stamp Program Caseload Decline 

I. Executive Summary 

• 	 Food stamp caseload have fallen by just over one-third since 1994. In July 1999, the Food 
, Stamp Program served 17.9 million people, lOmillion fewer than in 1994. 

• 	 Food stamp participation has fallen most sharply among legal i~igrants and unemplqyed 
childless adults, the two groups directly affected by restrictions under the welfare law. 
However, because welfare recipients ,are the largest group of food stamp recipients, they 
represent the largest share of the decline in the food stamp rolls. 

• 	 Assessing the causes of these declines is diffic,ult, ,but the best aVililable informatiqn.indicates 
that about 26 percent of the caseload'dedine is due to success of economic expansion and 
welfare refonn in moving people into jobs, 29 percent is due to a decline in participation 
rates among otherwise eligible individuals, 15 percent of the decline in food stamp 
participation over this period is due to new limits on immigrants and unemployed jobless 
adults, and roughly 30 percent is unexplained. 

• 	 A recent national survey found about two-thirds oflow-income.families wholeft food stamps 
appear to have been still eligible for benefits: ,84 percent of these food stamp leavers had at 
least one family member,employed full- or part-time. 

• 	 'These facts highlight the importance of increasing access of low-income working families to 
food stamps. Participation rates in the food stamp program among households with earnings 
have historically been about half that of families on cash assistance, and new actions taken 
by the Administration this summer are designed to increase participation among these 
families. ' 

II. Trends in Food Stamp Caseload Declines, 

In July 1999, the Food Stamp Program served 17.9 million pe~ple, a drop ofjust over one-third 
or 10 million people sinc~ 1994. Declines among legal immigrants ana childless unemployed 
adults, whose eligibility was limited by the 1996 law, showed the steepest declines, dropping by 
72 and 59 percent respectively, according to the 1998 caseload characteristics data; the most 
recent available (see Table 1). 

During that time period, the number ofwelfare recipients on food stamps dropped by 39 percent, 
a level about the same as the 36 percent decline in welfare rolls for the same period. Because 
welfare recipients are the largest single category of food stamp recipients, they represent 67 
percent of the ov~rall decline in the food stamp rolls. As a result, ,the share of th~ food stamp 
caseload comprised oflegal immigrants, childless unemployed adults, and welfare recipients has 
all gone down over the last four years. 
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Table 1 
Composition of Food. Stamp Caseload: 1994-1998 

Number Share of Number Share of Change Percent Share of 
1994 Caseload 19~.8 Caseload Change Decline <. 

1994 	 1998 

Legal permanent 1,453,0.0.0. 5% 40.5,0.0.0. 2% -1,0.40.,0.0.0. -72 % 13% 
residents 

Childless 1,30.9,0.0.0. 5% 539,0.0.0. 3% -770.,0.0.0. -59 % 10% 
unemployed. 
adults 

AFDCffANF 13,838,0.0.0. 49% 8,442,0.0.0. 43% -5,396,0.0.0. -28 % 67% 
participants 

All other 11,40.9,0.0.0. 41% 10.,583,0.0.0. 53% -826,0.0.0. -7% 10% 
participants 

All participants 28,0.0.9,0.0.0. 10.0.% 19,969,0.0.0. 10.0.% . -8,0.40.,0.0.0. -29% 10.0.% 

III. Factors Contributing to Food Stamp Caseload Decline 

At least three factors contribute to the de~line in food stamp participation: 

• 	 More people are working, due to the availability ofjobs in the growing economyand new work
focussed welfare mles. 

• 	 Eligible families leaving food stamps or declining to apply, because they no longer want to 
receive food stamps, are unaware they are eligible, or it is too difficult to apply. 

• 	 Changes ill program rules under welfare reform. restricted the participation of immigrants and 
unemployed childless adults. 

, , 

Assessing the shareofthese factors is difficult. In particular, it is nearly impossible to 
disentangle what share of the decline is due to more people .working because ofeconomic growth 
versus the new welfare work rules. Similarly, it is difficult to discern how many of those newly 
working families left food stamps because they were unaware they were still eligible versus other 
reasons. However," working with the agencies and outside experts; we have been able to reach ' 
conclusions based on the best available information. . 

As shown in Table 2, we conclude that abol!t 26 percent ofthe caseload decline was due to 
success ofeconomic expansion and welfare reform in moving people into jobs, 29 percent was 
due to a decline in participation rates among otherwise eligible individuals, 15 percent of the 
decline in food stamp participation over this period was due'to new limits on immigrants and 
unemployed jobless adults, and roughly 30 perc,ent is unexplained. 
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. Table 2 
.Explaining the Drop in Food Stamp Participation: 1994-1998 . 

(thousands) 
Number of 

Participants '. 
Relative 

Contrib 
Net Charige in Participation 9,287 100% 

• Employment Growth 2,448 26% 
Less Participation by Eligibles 2,664 . 29% 
Welfare Reform Limits on: 

Immigrants 
Childless Unemployed Adults 

1,053 
327 

11% 
4% 

All OtherlUnknown 2,795 30% 

A. 	Employment Growth -- A USDA model of the relationship betWeen unemployment and 
participation suggests that about 26 percent ofthe decline in food stamp participants 
between .1994 and 1998 can be traced to the reduction in the number of unemployed 
over the same period. While it is not possible to separate the effects of a strong 
economy from the independent effects of welfare rMonn's success, the results of this 
model are consistent with other estimates by expert~ in the field that suggest that 
falling unemploYment rates can explain 28 to 44 perCent of the food stamp caseload. 

B. 	Falling ParticipationAmong Eligi~le Individuals -- Not all persons eligible for 
benefits actually participate in the program and USDA estimates that 29 percent of 
the decline in the rolls from 1994·,1998 is due to falling participation among those 
eligib le. Participation rates in the food stamp program among households with 
eami ngs have historically been abo1:lthalfthat of families on cash assistance, and thus 
the millions of individuals who have moved from welfare to work are far likely to 
receive food stamps even though they are still eligible. . 

C. 	Changes in Program Rules --The food stamp provisions of welfare refonn 
restricted the participation ofmany legal immigrants and unemployed childless 
adults. ~his group accounts for 20 percent ofthe decline during this period. 

IV. 	Characteristics of Families Leaving Food Stamps 

Newly released data from a nationwide survey co~ductedby the Urban Institute provides 
. interesting information about one subset ofindl"iduals leaving the food starn!? caseloads, 
families with children. The survey, conducted in 1997, gathered data on fainilies on welfare as 
well as low-income families not on welfare. Among its conclusions: 

, 

• 	 Two-thirds of families who left food stamps between 1995 and 1997 were probably still eligible, 
. since theiri ncomes were below 130 percent ofpoverty (the food stamp income eligibility 
threshold), though some of those with incomes below that level may have been ineligible due 
to assets, slich as owning a car worth mOre .than $4,650. 

. 	 . 
• 	 84 percent of families who left food stamps had at least one family member employed full- or 
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part-time .. 

• 	 Families who had left welfare between 1995 and 1997 were more likely than non-welfare 
families· to have also left food stamps. 

• 	 Families with children who left food stamps were more likely to be white; married, have never' 
received weI fare and have. at least one full time employee in their household. They also had 
higher.eamings and income levels. 

. 	 . 

• 	 Approximately two thirds of families who left food stamps said they did so because of earnings 
orajob. In addition, about 15 percent of families said they left food stamps because of 
administrativ~ problems or hassles. 

V. 	 Caseloads :lnd Hunger 

Results of a recent survey commissioned by USDA show that despite unprecedented decreases in 
food stamp case10ads, hunger as measured by food security has changed little since 1995. A 
family is food secure ifthey had accessat'all times to enough food for an active healthy life, with 
no need for recourse to emergency f<?od sources or other extraordinary coping behaviors to meet 
their basic food needs. Food insecure households were 10.3 percent of all households in 1995 
and 10.2 percent in 1998. Households with children experienced food insecurity at more than 
double the ~ate for households without children (15.2 percent versus 7.2 percent). 

VI. Addressin the Situation 

The new executive actions announced by the Administration.in July are important first steps to 
make the Fooel Stamp Program more accessible to low-income working families. The new 
reporting options for states .should eliminate the need to require most working families to come 
into the food stamp office every three months while still assuring that states will have the 
infonnation they i1eed to m.ake accurate benefit deten:ninations. Th~ Administration's guidance 
on categorical eligibility should help prevent some families moving from welfare to work from 
losing eligibili ty. for food stampssolely because of a car they need to commute to work. 
USDA's new access guide is already providing a useful resource to state administrators, as well 
as other social service agencies that seek to assist these families, and USDA's public education 
campaign will help reach eligible r:ecipients through an enhanced toll-free hotline and 
infonnational m:lterials in a number of different languages. 

We are currenl1y examining further administrative options to encourage states.to help eligible 
working families access food assistance, aswell as possible proposalswe,cou1d suggest in the 
context oftheFY 2001 budget that would be helpful in'addressing the issue: 

http:states.to
http:Administration.in


'. 


I' 

To: Bruce 

From: Mickey. 


Here's why I think I disagree. Sorry it's so long winded and contentious., This is half to help me think this 
through. I was jarred by your position. I don't think it's an open-and-shut thing; it's even an interesting issue. 
I'd love to talk, which would help avoid crippling repetitive stress injuries. But my default position as of now is 
I use the vast power of kausfiles.com to criticize the HHSladministration position .. 

I. 	 I've always thought food stamps are welfare. 

a) 	 On the spectrum of cash benefits to non-cash benefits, they seem pretty close to cash they're 
, fungible in practice, you can buy what you want, you can live on them. For all practical 

purposes they are a cash benefit, not a non-cash benefit like Medicaid. (Day care would be 
somewhere in between, closer to noncash, I guess.) 

bl 	 You don't have to work to get this cash benefit, which is my definition of welfare. That's the 
"enormous moral gulf." Maybe childless adults now have to work. (For them, do we really 
want to push them to sign ,up for FS and take up scarce workfare slots and dollars? I don't· 
think so.) But adults with kids aren't required to work for FS, as I understand it. If you go otT 
AFDC and just take FS, you're home free, I think. In states without the full family sanction, if 
you refuse to work you get 2/3 ofyour benefit and FS and you're home free, (This is the 
problem Jason Turner, whom you shouldn't be snide about, has in NY, where there is only a 
partial sanction and families are just taking the sanction and living on the remainder. There are . 
as many mothers taking the sanction as in workfare.) Even in states that have a full family 
sanction, the welfare work test seems highly imperfect and porous. Of inner cities, in only a 
few places like Wisconsin and New York City are 100% of welfare mothers even close to 
being required to work, as I understand it (which is why you shouldn't piss on Jason). Time 
limits? Twenty pen;ent are exempted outright, and the time limits are easy for states to get 
around, as you know. So I don't think it's accurate to say "Everybody on welfare is going to 
have to go to work sooner or later," and it's certainly not accurate with respect to food stamps, 
no? 

2, 	 It's good if food stamps are stigmatized, 

a) There seem to be at least three views of the welfare state one could take here. 

I) 	 One is the Traditional View. which is that cash you don't have to work for is a dole, and since 
people should work if you take the dole you're doing a disreputable thing and not holding 
up your end. Part· of this view is the ideal, not just of work, but of self-sufficiency. 
Support yourself and you can hold your head up. 

2) 	 A second view is the New Deal view. It says work is good, non-work is bad, but modifies the 
ideal of self-sufficiency enough to allow accepting govemment benefits that are . 
conditioned on work, like Social Security (and later the EITC). How much the ideal of 
self-sufficiency has to be modified to accommodate these programs isn't clear - Social 
Security is rationalized as getting back contributions, the EITC is rationalized as a rebate 
of FICA taxes, In both cases the subsidy has at times been greater than that, but the cover' 
story persists and fudges the issue, In each case, however, the only respectable programs 
have been those limited to workers. AFDC and FS were the exceptions that proved the 
rule, as they say in law school, since they were hated by the public. . 

3) 	 The third view is the emerging Clinton/Primus synthesis. wnich values work but not 
necessarily self-sufficiency. It says that if you're working (how much? - big question) 
then it's perfectly OK to accept a subsidy ("work supports") in the form of cash. What's 
more, it should be respectable to accept that subsidy not just in the form of programs 
limited to workers (the EITC) but also in the form of programs, despised under views I 
and 2, that are available to workers and slackers alike (food stamps, T ANF under the 
revived eamings disregards). 

4) 	 There's a fourth possible view, of course, which is 'the straight old give-them cash, don't 
worry-about-work, liberal view, but I assume that's dead. 

b) Which of these views is better? I say the New Deal (#2). We know it works. People buy it, and 
live by it It draws on the traditional belief in self-sufficiency, which is a virtue, even beyond the 
virtue of work. It draws a sharp distinction between programs for workers (good) and doles (bad), 
and discourages people from going on the dole and becoming mired in the famous culture of 
dependency, It's why SSI checks are a different color from Social Security checks (which you have 
to have worked for), 

c) 	 VVhat about #3? 

http:kausfiles.com


I) 	 First, it requires people to overturn their previous, deeply held view that sell:sufficiency 

is a big virtue, and also their traditional view that AFDC and food stamps are bad doles. 

Now, they are told, ii's OK to be on food stamps (or TANF/AFDC) as long as you are 

working, even though there are a lot of disreputable non-workers in the same program. 

You throw out the tools you have (i.e. the popular beliefs) and have to construct new 

ones (the Clinton/Primus new man). W~y make this extra work for yourself? In the past, 

of course, this approach has never worked. Programs that mix workers and nonworkers 

have always been stigmatized by the public. Programs that sharply separate out 

nonworkers (EITC) have been accepted. You are fighting the historical record and one of 

the seemingly big lessons of the failure of give-them-cash liberalism. 


2) Second, it brings all sorts of people into contact w 
would be too proud to even know where the welfare office is. You say promoting food 
stamp participation is not going to be an incentive to stay on welfare. But it could have 
long-term, second-bounce effects that in practice will draw a lot more people onto 
welfare in the first place. I'm a single mom working in a store. I hear a commercial 
saying it's OK to get food stamps I really should. I go down to the food stamp office. 
There I also learn that I can qualify for two years of welfare and maybe after that an 
earned income disregard. So why not go on welfare and FS first,then later if I go to work 
at the Gap I'll be getting the wage plus FS plus welfare? Or, worse, I'm a young girl who 
has just graduated from high school. Why not go get my food stamps, have a kid, live 
with my mom and boyfriend and worry about going to work later? Food stamps are OK! 
They're good! ... Oh, I forgot, food stamps are good, but they're really only good if 
you're also working ....And TANF is never good, because .. why? How is TANF' 
different from food stamps? Because the stamps are nutritional. Oh. But my baby needs 
clothes too!... Again, you are asking people to make some distinctions they are not 
used to. How areJood stamps desligmalizedJor workers but not destigmatizedJor non
workers who are still eligible Jar them? IfFS are desligmatized. why nOI TANF too? 

How did the welfare explosion happen in the late 1 960s? When state and local welfare 

officials went on a campaign to encourage welfare and food stamp usc, remove stigma, 

boost take-up rates. The result: a triplingofthe rolls. With the 1996 reform, welfare was 

restigmatized in a big way, and the administrative push was reversed. The res'ult: the 

rolls are cut in half. Now you risk reversing, at least partially, the actual, practical 

process that brought you the success you are crowing about today. Will you be happy 

'when the rolls for both FS and TANF start to rise again? 

3) Third, with'the Clinton/Primus paradigm, you've lost a social·policing benefit. Suppose I 
deCide to cheat a bit and stay on food stamps without working. When food stamps are 
stigmatized, that's harder to do, since people look at me funny when I use them at the 
supermarket. But in the new Clinton-Primus world, there are no funny looks - so I can 
enjoyably get away with staying on food stamps and not working, even though that's still 
supposed to be disreputable. 

4) Fourth, the delinition of what counts as the "work" that relieves one of the stigma of 
accepting subsidies contains within it a slippery slope leading to abuse. Is 40 hours a 
week required, or 30, or 20, or I O? We all find it very easy to rationalize that we're really 
working very hard when maybe we're not. (I thought I was "working" when I was 
writing an unpublishable novel.) The old "self-sufficiency" ideal puts a natural check on 
this sort ofabuse, since if you are supporting yourself in the market it's a sure sign you 
are actually working, and if you abuse the idea of "work" too much you will have to rely 
on some sort of subsidy. Note that it's especially easy for single mothers (who have to do 
a lot of non-market work just to be parents) to tell themselves they are working and 
therefore "respectable" food stamp consumers when really they are dependent. And if 
they're respectable food stamp consumers, why not respectable T ANF consumers too? 
Etc,Which brings up ,another point: 

3. 	 Every argument you make about Food Stamps being a "work support" could also be made about T ANF/ AFDC 
-- and indeed is made by the Primus/Greenberg crowd. (Pushing T ANF 'support' on the working poor is 
their next step, after pushing food stamps on the working poor). The only difference is the size of the food 
stamp grant it's small-smaller thanTANF, or anyway too small to live on. Thus you argue noone will 
"become hooked on food stamps foTtife," and that it won't be possible to "remain dependent for life, 
totally detached from the world of work". But: 

A) 	 In the South, the food stamp check is much larger than the TANF check, no? Coupled with 

Medicaid, it may also be large enough to live on - i.e. to have a really miserable poor 

dependent life on'. Nick Lemann's Promised Land describes how after the food stamp program 




was initiated there was a reverse migration of African Americans back down to the South, 
where people found they could now live on the dole, which was mainly the food stamp check. 

B) 	 Even in the North, a dependency problem remains to some degree, bt:cause it's not clear that you 
can't carve out a really shitty life of dependency based on food stamps, Medicaid, and various 
hustles and loans from friends. You wouldn't think it would be possible I didn't think so. But 
Jason Turner says that's one of the things he's leamed in Wisconsin and NY - that it takes a 
lot less for people to live on than he thought. I don't know if he's right. The point is there is a 
non-trivial risk that for some people the food stamp check plus other supports is enough to 
maintain a (smaller, more miserable) culture of dependency. The risk is presumably the 
greatest for the "hard core" cases that are the ones now left on the rolls. If you remove the 
stigma, and start pushing food stamps, you'll make sure that potential is realized. 

C) 	 And of course the next Primus campaign will be to raise the FS benefit level-after all, it's a "work 
support" now. That will raise the level for both workers and non-workers, and raise the risk of 
dependency. Eventually there will be enough work supports to allow people to live on the 
supports without the work. 

4. 	 The new Clinton/Primus synthesis risks throwing away much of the political gains Clinton had made in 
stripping the Democrats of their old image as the party of the dole. 

A) 	 Whether or not the old categories of the Traditional and New Deal views make sense, they can now 
be the basis ofan attack on the Democrats. As even a liberal friend of mine said, upon being 
told ofthe new performance-bonus regs, "It's perverse to encourage self-sufliciency by 
encouraging people to be less self-suflicient': by accepting food stamps. You can see the 
arguments: "Clinton back to pushing welfare," etc. I'm currently planning to make some of 
them myself. Granted, food stamps are more popular than TANF. You could probably beat 
back any Republican assault. But the seeds ofdoubt will have been sown (as they should be). 
Why give the Democrats more money to spend? They may spend it on a dole again, they don't 
seem to have really sturdy moral barriers to that, etc. 

B) 	 In particular, aren't you throwing out the hard-won lesson that programs for workers are popular and 
programs that aren't work-tested are unpopular because the non-workers taint the whole 
program? (Social Security is a badge of honor, welfare of dishonor.) Instead you are trying to 
pass off a dole as a "work support." Good luck. But why take the political risk? Are you really 
gaining so much that it justifies it? 

5. If the new regs just rewarded states that removed barriers to FS, fine. That was the '96 deal (though Jason T. 
may have some legal arguments . who knows what Rector wrote into the fine print! You do, I guess.) 1 agree 
that people who want FS should be able to get them, and adminstrators like Jason shouldn't make it 
gratuitously difficult. But if many working-poor people think it's shameful to go on FS, the government should 
respect that and not try to convince them it's not a dole (when it is, under several commonly-accepted and 
legitimate definitions). Don't base the reward on how effectively the states push food stamps onto people who 
might resist them for legitimate ideological reasons (and also because they just don't think they need food 
stamps). 

lfyou're going to further supplement the incomes of the working poor, which I support, do it 
through a program that is restricted to workers, like the EITe. 

In this view, Clinton should be the president who turned a liberal welfare state into a work-tested state, and 
thereby regained the public's confidence and paved the way for dramatic expansions. He shouldn't be the 
president who in his final year in oflice fudged the issue and tried to create this weird new paradigm that would 
make old non-work tested programs somehow respectable again. 

Back to you. 
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Bruce N. Reed 
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Bill Clinton Wants You on 
Welfare! 
By: Mickey Kaus 
Posted Tuesday, Dec. 14, 1999, at 8:50 p.m. 
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President Clinton ended the welfare program called Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) in 1996. Since , . 
then, caseloads in the main federal welfare program, now 
known as Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF), have fallen to less than half their previous levels. 
Clinton reminds us of this at every opportunity, as well he 
should. His major political achievement has been cleansing the 
Democrats of their previous, not-unjustified image as the 
pro-dole party. 

So could Clinton now 'really be pushing people back onto the 
dole? In a small but significant way, the answer is yes. The 
announcement was buried in the President's weekly radio 
address of December 4. After boasting "We've changed the 
culture of welfare from one that fostered dependence to one 
that honors and rewards work," Clinton unveiled three new 
"high-performance'bonuses"--extra money that will be used as 
a carrot to induce states to do certain things. One will reward 
states that get more poor children into two-parent families. 
(No problem there.) One will reward states that enroll more 
poor children in Medicaid. (Good idea!) But a third will 
reward states that show the biggest "improvement in the 
percentage of, low income families eligible for Food Stamps 
who get them."· 

That one seems like a really bad idea. 

Why? Clinton's Department of Health and Human Services 
(HHS), which proposed the regulations implementing the new 
food stamp bonuses, says they will promote the goal of 
"ending the dependence of needy parents on government . 
benefits." But wait a minute. The proposed bonus tries to get 
states to go out and sign more people up for government 



benefits--namely food stamps. 

And food stamps are a peculiar benefit, in that, if you have 
children, you can get them whether or not you work. Indeed, 
you can make no attempt to even find a job or support your 
family, and you'll still qualify for $230 a month in food stamps 
(for a two-person family) or $329 (for a three-person family) 
or $419 (for four). In southern states, this food stamp benefit 
typically exceeds the regular monthly TANF benefit. Food 
stamps are also fungible--although the stamps can only be 
used to buy food, they work just like cash. You buy food with 
them as if they were cash; they are traded informally as if they 
were cash. 

There is a word for cash-like benefits you can get whether 
you work or not. The word is welfare. Pushing food stamps 
on poor people is unlikely to move people off of welfare 
because food stamps are welfare. As a veteran liberal welfare 
expert told me, upon hearing of the'new bonus, it's "perverse 
to say we want you to move people to self-sufficiency and 
then say we want you to sign them up for more welfare." 

Because food stamps are a form of welfare, they--like AFDC 
and TANF benefits--have traditionally been stigmatized, even 
among those who are eligible to get them. This stigma is the 
natural flip side of the work ethic: if you "honor and support 
work," in Clinton's phrase, then you are at least slightly 
dishonored and ashamed to get a handout that goes to people 
who don't work a lick. Low-income workers, especially, have 
been reluctant to sign up for the benefits to which they are 
legally entitled. As noted by HHS, "only 39 percent of 
individuals with earnings who are eligible for food stamps 
benefits participate in the Food Stamp Program. compared to 
a participation rate of 71 percent overall." Some of those who 
don't claim their· benefits may be less-poor workers whose 
small food stamp allotment isn't worth the hassle of applying. 
But many are undoubtedly people who are simply proud that 
they don't depend on a handout. It's hard to deny that this 
pride is, in some sense, a good thing. 

Clinton's new plan in effect dismisses the food stamp stigma 
as an archaic relic. This represents a small-but-telling victory 
for those Democrats--I call them Money Liberals--for whom 
getting cash to the poor, not uph5J(fing the work ethic, is the 
most important thing. Since the 1996 reform, their central 
strategy--promoted, most importantly, by Wendell Primus 
and Robert Greenstein of the Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities--has been to destigmatize old welfare programs 
such as food stamps by repackaging them as "work supports" 
that can boost the incomes of the millions leaving welfare for 
low-paying jobs. 

Sure enough, Clinton declared food stamps "critical supports," 
and vowed to "hold states accountable and make sure families 



get the benefits they need." To qualify for a bonus under his 
new.regulations, states would be required, not just to make it 
easy for families who leave welfare (TANF) to keep getting 
food stamps, but to actively "encourage food stamp 
applications even if the TANF application halts." In effect, 
states would be saying "Sign upllt's good to get food 
stamps." Stigma, schmigmal 

Maybe I'm overreacting, but I think Clinton is courting 
disaster here. While food stamps might help support some 
welfare mothers during a transitional period between TANF . 
and. pure self-sufficiency, removing the food stamp stigma 
risks encouraging a far greater number to become dependent. 
in the first place. Suppose you're a Single mom working at the 
Gap. You're proud not to be on welfare. You don't even 
know where the welfare office is. Then you hear a "public 
service announcement" of the sort the new HHS regulations 
encourage. It tells you that food stamps are respectable, that 
you're a fool not to go down and claim what you're entitled to. 
So you find out where the welfare office is, and there you also 
learn that if you quit your job you can qualify for two years of 
TANF welfare. If you go on TANF, and then later go back to 
work at the Gap, you get to keep not only food stamps but a 
bit of your welfare check too. Hmmm. Sounds appealing. 

Or worse, you're a young girl who's just graduated from high 
school. You've never had a job. Why not have a kid out of 
wedlock, collect your $230 a month in stamps, live with your 
mom and worry about going to work later? Food stamps are 
OK! They're good! The government says so. 

True, the Clinton administration is trying to say that food 
stamps· are really only good if you're also working at least 
part-time, but that's kind of a complicated message to get 
acrqss. One deterrent to food stamp use, remember is the 
Che9kout-line Factor--people tend to look at you funny when \ 
you whip out your food stamp card to buy your groceries. If 
food stamps are destigmatized, though, nobody will look at 
you funny--even if you really aren't working at all. The sales 
pitch designed to "support" workers will also protect shirkers. 
In practice, how could the government hope to destigmatize 
food stamps for the former group but not for the latter group 
(who are, under law, also entitled to them)? 

How did the welfare culture grow in the first place? It 
happened in the late 1960s, when state and local officials 
embarked on a campaign to encourage welfare and food 
stamp use--to remove stigma and boost "participation rates." 
The result? A tripling of the welfare rolls. This "welfare 
explosion" wasn't undone until the 1996 reform sent the 
opposite message. Now Clinton risks reversing, at least 
partially, the actual, practical process that brought him the 
caseload declines he's crowing about today. Will he be happy 
when the rolls for food stamps and TANF start to rise agair:t? 



The arguments the administration now makes about food 
stamps, of course, can easily be made about basic 
welfare--TANF--too. Can't it, too, provide a "critical 
support" for those who've just gone to work but don't earn 
enough to make it all the way out of poverty? Shouldn't we 
encourage those people to stay on welfare, albeit at a lower 
benefit level, rather than make a harsh, clean break? Don't 
they "need" an ongoing TANF check to "complete the 
transition to self-sufficiency," as HHS puts it? You say food 
stamps are different because they are "nutritional"? Don't 
babies need clothes as well as food? 

In fact, these arguments are already being made by Money 
Liberals around the country. The next campaign, once TANF 
and food stamps have been redefined as respectable "work 
supports," will be to make those benefits more generous. But 
in a welfare program, the same benefit levels apply to workers 
and non-workers alike. If benefits are raised, it will be 
increasingly possible for at least some part of the population 
to piece together enough "work supports" to live on the 
supports without the work. Not to live well, of course, but the 
problem of dependency has never been about people living 
well. 

Clinton seems to be ignoring one of the hard-won lessons of 
liberalism's collapse, which is that programs to help poor 
workers should actually be restricted to workers. These 
"work-tested" programs make society's values (Le. the work 
ethic) unmistakably clear. Not coincidentally, these 
programs--including unemployment compensation, Social 
Security and the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), all of 
which you have to work to get--have been politically 
unassailable, while welfare programs are either unpopular or 
actively despised. And when a benefit is restricted to 
workers, Congress can make it more generous without the 
risk of creating a culture of dependency. 

If the administration wants to get more money to the working 
poor--as it should--why not do it through measures restricted 
to the working poor, like an expanded EITC and a higher 
minimum wage, rather than through food stamps? Until then, if 
working-poor people think they need food stamps and want 
to claim them, fine-~the states shouldn't make that difficult (as 
some, allegedly, have done). But if a working-poor American 
sees food stamps as an undignified handout, that judgment, 
too, deserves respect. The government shouldn't make it a 
goal to push benefits onto people who think food stamps are 
welfare by another name. They're right, after all. 

* If you read the fine print, the "bonus," which amounts 
to $20 million, is to go to the states that show the greatest 
"improvement" in the percent of low-income working 
families receiving food stamps. That restriction doesn't save the 

\ 
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plan, however. The working poor are the group of eligible recipients 
who are most likely to stigmatize the receipt of welfare. They. are a 
key group we don't want to slip into dependence. And removing the 
stigma for them is likely to remove it for everyone, including the 
non-workers who remain eligible for food stamps. 

To read the HHS regulations on the new food stamp 
bonus, click here. 

Join The Fray What did you think of this article? 



. ew York welfare 
YORK - Mayor Rudolph 

W.Giu~ 
city's sweeping welfare reform put 
up a stout defense of the program 
yesterday before a largely skepti
cal audience of civic leaders. way to apply them." 

"Mal~}e 

·ef defends moves~J 
'cording to the city, the number of 
foud-stamp recipients in the city we try to help have an excess of dropped to just uver 1 million last 

om and lack of incentives and boundaries. . July, compal'cd with 1.2 million a 
rear .earlier.I think we need to· help people mobilize Michael Meyers, executive di
reciorofthe New York Civil Hights their internal resources and in some disciplined 
Coalition, said he thinks Mr. 
Thrner is on a "shurt leash" from 
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Human Resources Commis
sioner Jason A. Thrner has been 
repeatedly on the hot seat in the 
year since Mr.:Giuliani appointed 
him to wean city residents off wel
fare and. put them to work. 

"Many people we try to help 
have an excess of freedom and lack 
of incentives and boundaries .... I; 
think we need to help people mo
bilize their internal resources and 
irl some disciplined way to apply 
them:' Mr. Thrner said at the Har
vard Club. "This is the chief limi
tation' which impedes success in 
individuals who are often depen
dimt on welfare." 

Mr.- Thrner; who arrived here 
from Wisconsin where he made a 
national name for his JOBS pro- . 
gram, runs th~workfare program 
that has taken 37,000 of the city's 
1.1 million welfare recipients off 
the rolls. About a third of the city's 
welfare offices now operate as job 
centers with "financial planners." 

tneGiuliani administration. "He's - Jason A. 7imler been in hot water ever since he 
came here." 

In his 20-minute speech, spon for some time agree in some gen Meyers challenged the com
sored by the Manhattan Institute, eral sense that it is fair to require missioner's study and asked him 
3 conservative think tank, he con work as a condition of receiving for statistics on· how many welfare 
centrated on a recent study that benefits." recipients are considered to be 
concludes 39 percent of those sam The commissioner .did nut dis wel.fare-dependent. MI'. Ulrner 
pled left welfare for a fuU:time job, . said he did not have thuse numbers cuss the two-pronged federal in
15 percent for a part-time job, and vestigation of his department· at h~md. Later, in an interview, Mr. 
25 percent failed to Q1eet the pro- Meyers said he helieves that the aimed at speeding up distribution 
gram requirements. . of food stamps and medical assis overall majority of those on the 

After six months off welfare, tance to the poor. He referred com welfare rolls are those who have 
work was the primary source for ment on the matter to his spokes lost their jobs or incomes tempo
income for 58. percent of those man, Deborah Sproles, who said, rarily. He said that the permanent 
studied. The median wage of work "We are ill compliance." welfare class cumprises the dis
ers was found to be $7.50 per hour, abled, and that the number of 
compared with the national mini Last month, when the U.S. De chronic cases, such as those who 
.mum wage of $5.15. partment of Agriculture and Med need aid for dependent children, 

"We live in an age where there icaid suggested that the city may are exaggerated. 
is not a lot of social agreement, a be too slow in approving food and t 

multicultural society," said Mr. health benefits for the poor,' Mr. \ 

Thrner. "But the importance of Thrner said he would try to speed 
work and' its necessity is so well up the prucess. The next day, Mr. 
ingrained in our culture that even Giuliani overruled him. saying 
individuals dependent on welfare that no change wa!l neces!lary. Ac



.By SHAlLAGH MUilRAY An Unexplained Gap . 
Sraff RepotletofTHE WA.U. STREET JOURNAL 

WASHINGTON-As President Clinton Food Stamp Use Drops ••• Even as Welfare Overhaul 
and government and business leaders Enrollment. in millions 	 Creates More Working Poor 
meet in Chicago this week to herald three 

~r-~~~--~--~--~-. Participation in food stamp programs.
" years of welfare overhaul, researchers are .in thousandspuzzling over a mystery. 1996 1997 

As the unemployed poor become the 
. Children working poor, why are so many disappear

ing from food-stamp rolls-even though Adults with 
many still are eligible for the federal bene dependents
fit? 


.' Anew report by Congress's General Ac Able-bodied adults 
·counting Office, scheduled for release to without dependents' 

~'day, provides some clues. The reasons go 

. "-0) beyond the buoyant U.S. economy, the 
 Permanent 


...w' , GAO says. It cites such factors aspoor pub 15~__~__~______~____ 
 resident aliens' 

,..... .lic information, overzealous caseworkers 
Elderlyd 	 and restrictive registration procedures in 1989'90'91'92 '93'94'95'96 '97 '98'99 

'some states. Among the hardest hit, the first /IaIr--.J 

· study concludes, are children. '. 5ourees: USDA: U.S. General Accounting Office; rradeline 'Eligibility restncted under 1996 Welfare Reform Act 
, "There has been a breakdown, a misun- _____________...;.-_________________ 
· derstanding of what moving from welfare 
to work was all about," says Democratic . enrollment decline. The number' of signed to instill. As researcher Sheila 
Rep. Sander Levin of Michigan, who com· poverty-level children who receive food Zedlewski puts it: "We're seeing families 
missioned the GAO report. "I don't under- stamps fell by 10 percentage points to 84% who left welfare join 'the group of low'in

<:&J .stand it frankiy," Rep. Levin adds. "We in 1997 from 94% in 1994. come families and acting very much like 
~ . fought to make sure food stamps and child Before the Welfare Reform Act, the them-which means trying to make it on 
CI) care and health care were a part of welfare average food'stamp recipient was a your own," . 
"::::.....' reform. And now kids are hungry? What ,young, unemployed single mother with One problem, the GAO and others spec- . 
~ sense does that make?'" two children, and the average benefit was ulate, is' people assume that because 

. ~ I Lawmakers from both parties already $174 a month. It has always been a strug- they're no longer eligible for cash assis' 
~ . I are ~o~ng to. r~niedy the shortcomings. gle to get the word out to working people, tance, they're no longer eligible for any· 

'To Win support In the GOP Congress, the who otherwise have little contact with so- thing. This notion may also be driving 
~ 	strategy is to address food stamps in the fCial fSoodervices, that th~y alsollcan qUaklifY down Medicaid enrollment. 

context of helping welfare overhaul. Legis-' or stamps; Hlstonca y, . wor ers "Welfare reform adds to people's igno
laUon is being drafted in both the House tend to be eligible for smaller sums and' rance as to what benefits they can dr~w 

__~ and the Senate to revise eligibilityrequire- account for just a quarter of food-stamp upon," says Beth Osborne Daponte, are· 
.-- ments to include more 'Iow-income fami- enrollees.. . searcher at the University of Pittsburgh's
,....O~ lies, to ease state roadblocks and to open Most of those who have disappeared Center for Social and Urban Research. Ms. 

channels between food banks and social- .from food-stamp rolls belong to the vast Daponte tracks activity at' the Greater 
f"tv/IJ ' .service officials. .crowd of people shifting from total welfare Pittsburgh Community Food Bank. which 
,........ The U.S. Agriculture Department,dependency to low-income jobs. The Agri- alerted Democratic Pennsylvania Rep. 

which administers the $12 billion-a-year culture Department estimates that 60% of ~illiam Coyne's office to surging demand 
~ food-stamps program, has meantime working households that are eligible for and helped to inspire the GAO re\Jort. 

S 
launched a public information campaign to food stamps don't· sign up for them - in . In the past year, Ms. Daponte polled 200 

. :tell low-income families they may be eligi- eluding those that collected the benefit be · families that were food-bank regulars to 
~ 	ble for the food aid even if they have moved fore welfare overhaul. determine how much L'Jey knew aDout food 
"-0) 	 ,off welfare. The. agency has tracked food- This is where the social-policy experts stamps.' Many· seemed like ideal candi
~ 	.stamp declines for 18 months, but can't get' worried: People are leaving the rolls, da~es, but turned out not to be qualified at r 1"\ 	 fully explain the sharp drop. but clearly they're stm in need. Catholic all. Those tnat were eligible were more

'" .J. According to the new GAO report, food- Charities reported that last year the .de likely to apply if the benefit was more than 
~ . stamp participation has fallen 27% during mand for food assistance rose by an aver $50 a month. But their ignorance is what 

"-0) 	 the past 3% years to 18.5 million people. age of38% in local parishes. A U.S. Confer- amazed Ms. Daponte: Few knew anything
Ma!ly former welfare beneficiaries now ence of Mayors survey found that 1997 . about food stamps, much less the eligibilityO 'earn too much to qualify. And food-stamp emergency requests for food rose by an av- requirements.O .enrollment also tends to dip when the U.S. erage 14% in 21 major cities.' EnrollJ'llent in The GAO notes that in the rush tor.....-: economy is strong. But as the report states, the National School Lunch Program, which make welfare reform succeed, some

JIIIIIII!If the post-1996 declines have cO,me "faster has similar eligibility criteria, also rose by states have made it unduly difficult to ac...w 	 than. related economic indicators would 6% from 1994 to 1997. cess continuing, benefits such ·as food 
,..... 	 predict." A recent Urban Institute study of for- stamps. The application process is one 

...... 	 . The GAO's starkest finding is that en- mer welfare recipients found that a third of hurdle. But federal investigations in New
rollment figures for children have dropped families have had to skip meals or cut the York City, Portland, Ore.. and Milwau

~ more sharply than the number of children size of servings in the past year because of kee also found some welfare-to-work of.living in poverty. Between 1994 and 1997. inadequate money. One reason many fices erected unreasonable barriers-forO 2.5 million kids fell from the rolls, and in- ··haven't signed up for food stamps reflects instance, requiring two visits before anJ-. I 1997, children accounted for half of the total an attitude that welfare overhaul' is de- application could be submitted. ' 
~. ' "There may be some confusion around 

the country. due to the welfare-reform 
laws," concedes Agriculture Secretary 
Dan Glickman. He adds wryly, "I think 
there may be some states. and agencies 
who are not discouraging that thinking." 

To Ms. Zedlewski of the Urban Insti
THE WALL STREET JOURNAL tute, one way to reverse the trend is to pro

mote food stamps as the nutrition·assis- . 
MONDAY, AUGUST 2, 1999 tance program it was designed to be, 

rather than as a holdover or the shamed 
· welfare days. That's part of what the Agri

culture Department hopes to accomplish 
with its public-relations campaign, 

"We've got so much food in this coun
try-we've had four years now of record 
crop production," marVels Mr. Glickman, 
a former Kansas congressman who helped 

· to write many of the current food-stamp 
laws. "It's just crazy that people eligible 
for food stamps are gOing hungry." 



House Rejects Version 
BySenate on Overhaul 
Of Financial Services 

Dow JOlleS Nell'SW/res 
WASHINGTON-The House voted 

against compromising with the Senate on 
stiff privacy provisions and community
lending requirements when negotiators be
gin meeting today to hammer out final leg
islation on a financial-services overhaul, 

In a 241-132 vote Friday, House lawmak
ers instructed their members of the House
Senate conference committee to insist on 
language in the version of the bill passed 
by the House last month that would restrict 
combined banking, insurance and broker
age firms from sharing their customers' 
account information. 

That could present a potential hurdle , 
for final approval of the measure,' which 

would overhaul Depression·era restric

, tions on the banking, insurance and securi- , 

ties industries, because' it is opposed by 

. Sen. Phil Gramm (R." Texas), Senate 
, Banking Committee chairman and confer
, ence committee leader. • 

He has indica:ed that the privacy issue, 
,should be kept out of the financial-services 
biil. Aftel' the House vote, he said he con
tinues to believe "privacy is suchan im
portant issue that we should take our time 
and not make changes that have unin
tended consequences." 

The House also challenged Sen. Gramm 
: by steering its banking-reform negotiators 

~' , 

,	FCC's Plan for Effort to Link Schools 
To Internet Is Upheld by Appeals Court 

to demand a provision that ensures con , suit, both long-distance carriers and the 
sumers have "nondiscriminatory access to Baby Bells have had to pay into the fund. . 
financial services and economic opportuni The FCC had required the Bells to recover 
ties in their communities." their.contributions by imposing access fees 

'Sen, Gramm has been a longtime oppo
nent of the Community Reinvestment Act 
and, in the Senate bill, weakened its cur
rent laws that require banks to make loans 
to low- to moderate-income communities. 
The House bill not only keeps the current 
law intact; it extends CRA to apply to 
wholesale financial institutions as well, 

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL 

MONDAY, AUGUSt 2, 1999 

...., 
By KATHY CHEN 

Staff Reporler of THE WALt. STREET JOURNAL 

"WASHlNGTON-A federal appeals 
court upheld the Federal Communications 
Commission's plan for running the federal 
effort to connect schools and libraries to 
the Internet. 
, The ruling could force long-distance 

carriers to contribute more to help subsi
dize the $2.25 billion annual fund, however. 

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth 
Circuit in New Orleans ruled Friday that the 
FCC has the' authority to provide subsidies 
for internal con:1ections needed by schools 
to access the Internet. The court also held 
that the schools could use the money to pay 
Internet service providers and other con
tractors besides telephone companies. 

Closely associated with Vice President 
AI Gore, the so-called e-rate program was 
created by the 1996 Telecommunications 
Act to help schools and libraries around the 
country connect to the Internet. Some local 
phone companies, Including GTE Corp. 
and Bell Atlantic Corp. challenged the pro
gram, arguing that the 1996 law stipulates 
funding could only be used, to subsidize 
telecommunications services, not wiring 
and Internet services, 
. The appeals court sided with the FCC on 
most issues raised in the suit. But in a set
back, it said that the FCC could only assess 
cl)ntributlons to the program from telecom
munications companies based on revenues 
they "generate from providing long-dis
tance services. Until now, the FCC has also ' 
collected fees based on revenues generated 
by toll calls placed within a state. As a re-

on the long-distance carriers for connecting 
calls to their networks. In turn, the long-dis
tance companies have passed,on the charges 
to consumers. But the court ruled the FCC 
couldn't require the Bells to impose such ac
cess fees on the long-distance carriers. 

Since the size of the e-rate funding
won't change, the court ruling could force 
the FCC to Increase the contributions from 
long-distance companies. "We can't 
charge the [local phone companies] 
against their intrastate fees so their bur
den will decrease," said Larry Stricking, 
the FCC's Chief telephone official. 

But he added that because the Bells had 
been passing much of their payments to the 
long-distance carriers via access charges 
anyway, "there shouldn't be a big impact" 
on the long-distance carriers' final contri
butions. ' 

FCC Chairman William Kennard wel
comed the court ruling as a victory for his . 
agency. Scott Cleland of Legg Mason Pre
cursor Group, an investment-analysis 
firm, agreed. "Itlargely supports the FCC 
and status quo policY," he said, 
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Honorable'Pat Roberts 
,Chairman 
Committee on Alric\llrure 

U,.S. HO\llc of Representatives ' 

1301 Longwonh House Office BuUdina 

Wasb.inito11I D.C. 1051'..6001 


Dear Mr. cb.iirn:wl: 
) 

The House Committee on Airiculrurc will shortly consider the Personal Responsibility 
and Work OpportUnity Act of 1996 (H.R. 3'07). The proposed bill threatens to unden:n1r&e 
the Dational nutrition safety net that hu succ.esstu.Uy promoted the nutrition and health of 
childrcD and families. By cutLinJ nutrition benefiu' - especially benefits for chllc1rcn - too 
deeply I undermi11ing children's access to mJtritious meals J a:c.d creating an optiOnal food. Stamp 
block arant, this welfare rcfonn bill hinders USDA's abUity to ,et food to people who need it 
and jeopardizes the heallhof the Nadon. 

The national nutrition safety net protects millions of children,workini fatnllies , and 
elderly every day. The Food Stamp Proaram reaches nearly 1~ million children and nearly 2 
mHlion elderly -. more than half of all panicipants ... each month. The bill would reduce 
nutrition benefits to the ebJldren and. families patticipatina 1D the Pood Stamp ProITaIn by 526 
billion over seven years. AlmOSt 1.~ milJion rccipietltS would losI all benefits; virtually aU 
others. includins millions of children and elderly; would receive less. AlmOSt 80 percent of 
these cu.ts ;.. over 520 billion - would affect families with children. By the year 2002. the bUl 
would reduce food stamp benefits co families wilh children by 1S percent - an averale of 
about 1.50 per family eacb month. Tbe proposed reductions in food Stlmp benefitS could have 
profound conseq,uences for the nutrition, health, iUld well-beiDa of mlllions of chUdlen, 
workina famili,s and elderly. 

We are particularly concerned that the proposed bill ices !OOw hl four areas. 

FIrst. food stamp ramllfu who tace relatively hf.&h shelter costs would receive 
fewer benenu. The Mickey Leland Childhood Hunaer Rellef Act of 1993 revised the. 
treatment, of shelter cosu in the Food Stamp Proaram so bOUBehoJdi with children wiU be 
trelt.ec1lhc same as those with elderly and d.l!abled., The National Governors Association 
recommended retention of current law. The Presidentls plan to achieve a balan.ced budget 

'. 	 prOtectS fa.mllies with relatively hiab shelter cosu by maintaining current law. The proposed 
bill. however. freezcs the limit on the maximum shelter deduction. AJ a result, Dearly 2 

http:succ.esstu.Uy
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million households with chUdren. more tban one-fourth of all families with' chUc1ren, would. 
receive fewer ,food stamps.. 

, Second, the bill places levere dme limits on many unemployed food stamp 
partlclpanu without chlldren. .The bill could cake all nUtrition benefits away from i.lmost 
64.5,000 unemployed adults even it they are willing to work. While everyone wbo can work 
should work, this bill does not provide adequate 1\1nds to ensure that those who arc wUH.n, to 
work bavc 8uf'ficient:opporhlnity. The PresIdent's plansupporu a tou,h work requirement for 
anyone who can work; but before terminating partictpatioD for those willing ,to work, States 
must offer them a job or training slot. ' ' 

ThJrd. the bfll t 5 optional food stamp block crant could Jeopardize the nutritlOD and 
health pf mUlions of childreD, workln. ramWestud elderly. A food stamp block If8J1t 
would weaken the natIonal nutrition safetYDll, elimirune the Program's abnityto rcspond to 
chaIllina economJc conditions, eUminate national eligibility and benefit standardS. and. .ever 
tile Ilnk berween food stamps anQ' Jlutl'ltJ.on. If States had .elected to exereise thl. option in 
1989. the rood. Stamp Program would bave been a.ble to serve 8.3 million (cwer c)illdren by 


. 1994; i\lIiding for food stamp benefits would have faJIen more than 512 billion shon of a:rual 

expendirures. The Presidenfs plan maintainsthc' national nutritlon safety rset and preserves. 

the Program's econcmi~ responsiveness by rejecting block grants for the Food Stamp
Pto,ram.. 	 . , . . 

Finally, the btu Is unfair to lelaJ i.mmJer&nts, megal aliens should DOt receive food 

stamps and, under current law. the)' 110 not. !be proposed bUt would end eligibility for 

650.000 lela} immigr8Jlts, The Pre8ident's plan would make sponsors of Jeaal immtlTlnts 
more responsible for their fmancial needs by counting a portion of the sponsors' income until 
the immigrants attain citizensbip. . 

America ~,a natioDal system of Fccb~ral nutrition'progranu mat establishes ~. 
meetS nutrition standards, responds to economic changes, and' etiSUres that the health and 
nutriclonal wel1-beina of families and childreD are prOtected, The size of the red.uctJons 
proposed in this bUI and the hole created in the nutritlons.1 safety net with the potential of food 
stamp block gra.nu have serious conaequellCes for the nutrition, health, and weU-beihg of 
millions of American Children' and families. In contrast, we beUeve that the President's 
proposal offers a responsible alternative for cbanae. 

Sincerely, 

'. 	DAN OUCKM:A.~ 
~ecreta.ry 

http:ecreta.ry
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Honorable Bill Archcr 
Chairman 
Committee on Ways and Means 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1102 Longworth HOUle Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515..0401 

Dear Mr. Chairman: ' 

The House Committee OD Ways LOd Means will shon.Iy consider the Penonil 
':Responsibility and Work Opportunity Ace of 1996 (H.R. 30051>. The proposed bill threatens 
~o undermine the national nutrition saCety net that has suc:c:essfully promoted the nutrition and 
healtb of :hildren and families, hinder access to nutrition programs for millions of eliaibl' 
children and create 'an unprecedented administtaUvc burden for schools. The bill would also 
bar many prcll'UUlt women from participatini In the Special Supplemental Nutrition Proifam ' 
for Women, lnfants and Children (\VIC). 

H.R. :;O~7 would prohibit illesal aliens from. receiv!ni any Federal means ecated publie 
benefits. includina meals s.!rved'through th.e NationaJ School Lunch and. Schoo] Breakfast 
Programs. 'In order to abide by these provisions. local schools would be required to determine 
the citizenship status of all 45 million enrolled students. Stude'nti who do not provide proof of 
citizenship or valld alien status would not be eli,ible to receive subsidized'meals. l.ncludlng 
meals reimbursed at the paid rate., Millions of chlldren eligible to receive paid'meals subsid.ies 
without adininistrative requirements would lose their eligibility because of the additional 
requirc~ents . 

. In addition. schools would also oe required to track stUdents on a daily basIs to ensure 
that subsidized meals were serv~d only to cenifi.d elil1ble children. This would create a 
tremendous new administrative burden at a, time when the Administration and Conrress are 
workini to streamline paperwork requirements in the school pro,rams. 

By barring some preanant women from panlcipauna In WIe. the bill cndalliers the 
health of both mother and child. and ultimately increases the coat to che iovernm.nt of 
providing health care to their children, whD will be citizens at birth. 

Finally, the bill wOl.lld,end food stamp eUalbility for 650,000 legal,immilrantl. Dleaal 
a1iens should not receive foodswnps and. under CWTent law, they do not. The Prcs~cient'S 
plan would make sponsors of legal immigrants more responsible for their financial needs by , 
countini a ponion 0: the sponsors' income until the irnm.igracts ,attain citiZenship. 

http:iovernm.nt
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!be Ad.min.istration believes strooalyin' the need [0 deter illegal immieration, bowever 
we believe that wietiDa child nutrition l'ro~ is the wfOlli approach. Both the House Uld 
Sen&te versions ofR.R. 2022, The ImmiaratioD ill the Na.tional Interest ACl t exclude prorr8JlU 
authorized unc1cr the Natioail School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act trom any new alien 
provisions. We believe that this. approach avoids unnecessary,B.1ld complex administrative ' 
burdem and ensures thanhese critical 'nutrition proarams will c:ontinue to be .vaUable :'0 
elisibJe children. ' 

Si~erely. 

DAN GLICL'dAN 
Secretary 

•. 
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Honorable, William Goodling 
Cha.irman 
Committee on Economic and 

Educational Oppormnitles 
U.S, House of Representatives 
2181 Rayburn House Office Buildina 
Washilliton, D.C. 20515·0401 

,Dear Me. Chairman: 

, The House Committee on economic and Educational Opportunity will sbonl), consider 
the Personal ResponsIbility and Work Opporrunity Act of 1996 (H.lt 3057). The propose::! 
bill threatens to uftdennine program access for millions of eli&ible ~hildren and create an 
unprecedented administrative burden for schools: The bill would also bar many pregnant 
women from panicipating in the Special Supplemental Nutrition Prolram for Women, Infants 
ar.d Children (WlC). 

\ 

H.R. 30S7 would prohibit illegal aHeos from receiving any Federal means tested plJbHc 
be1'U!fits. including meals served through the ~ational S~hool Lunch and School Brea.kfast 
Proarams. In order to abide by these provisions. local schools would be required to determine 
the cicl1enship staros of all 45 million enrolled studentS. Students who do not provide proof of 
citizenship or valid ali~n Stltus would not be eligible to receive S'Ubsidized meals. inc:ludini 
meals reimbursed at the paid rate. Mlltions of children clisible to receive paid meals subsidies 
without administrative requircmen[s would 'lose their eligibility because of the aGiditional 
requirements. 

, In additIon, schools would also be required. to track students on a daily buis to ensure 
thac subsidized meals were served only to certified elisible children. This would create a 
tremendous new administrative burden at a time when the Administration and Consress are 
working to sttearnlinepapcrwork requirements in the school program5. ~ 

BI" barrio, some ,pregnant women from participatins in WIC, the bill endangers the 

health of both mother and child. and ultimately increases the cost to the lovernment of 

providing health care to their children•. who wlll be citiz.ens at binh. . 
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The AdminiStration believes stronaly in th, need to deter illeaa] immigration. however w. believe that tugctina child. nutrition programs is the wrong approa.ch. Both the Heuse a.nd 
Senate versiollS of H.lt. 2022. The Immigration in the Nacional Interest Act. exclude prosrams 
~uthoriz.ed under the National School Luncb Act and Child Nutrition Act from any new alien 
provisions. We beUeve that tbis approach avoids unnee&5sary and complex administrative 
burdens and ensures that these cridcal nutrition programs wlU continue to be availa.ble to 
eUJible children. . 

Sincerely. 

DAN OLICKMAN 
Secretary 

.• 

http:uthoriz.ed
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EXecutiwe su:iralDarj . .... 
The tRecu of WelCa:.re .Reform O'D the National NlittiU6D Safety Net 

The proposed Personal' Responsibility and Work Opptittunity Act of 1~6 -Coneress' laiest 
welfare reform bill ~ threatens to undCrinine the· national notrition 9.afery net that has 
suc:oessfuU)' promoted the nulribon Qnd h'ewtJt of children WId (1lmili=5.. By ~utting rh&tntion 
benDfits - e.specially beriefiLs for childreri •• too deep1y» undermining children's a:cCess to 
nutlitious mC:als, and Crla'bn& III optiOnal tOOd swnp block ~l» this welfare idorm tilll 
hinders USDA's ability to get fOOd to people who need it aDd je:op,iIdizes the heaith of the 
Nation. 

o 	 DIe bUJ .woullll'idue, .IUUrllio.ll b,,,tjiU IQ .the child,." llflll lamiJie, PDittctpaling ilf 
.'hI Food SliiJnp ProsfGin altd ChiJiJ NlilfUioll PiYJ,"" 6y $30 fJilJiiJlI OV," ".,,,,. 
juih. .The cuts in this biU m substantially deeper' than the chanres prriJXJ&:ld by the' 
Presideinl in his iplan to aChieve a balanced bUdget by theyw 2002. TheSe ftiductions 

. in nutrition benefits could Mljle profolAnd consequenCes (or the nutrition, hcruth, and 
\yell-being of nUllions of children. workin, families and eldedy. 

·v 	 By the year 2002, the bUI would re'h.1Ce/00d stamp benjfitS to tamili~ WIth 
children by IS pertent •... an avcrqe of about $SO petfamily each month. 

-v 	 FOod stamp'fanUlles who ~re1atively hith' 'shelter costS .'';' iJlCiuc1ingrawiy 2 
. m.illioll fHmilie-s With children •• woUld teceive fewer beneftts because the bill 

freezes the lirnit oil the maximum shelter deduction. The PteSident·s prOposals 
prOtect fa.milies With high Shelter COltS by retaining curtCht law in this &rea. 

'\! .	'i)le bill placesse~re time limitS on many unemployed foOd stamp partiCipantS' 
withO..l children .. While evttyonc who can wurk ~huullJ wurk, the ~ 
reform bill does not provide adequate funds to.ensure that those who are 
willing to work have sufficIent opportunity. , The PresIdent's proptS&aIs eniure 
that no nne wi1H", TO work is ,ta.keiJ' ott the FOOd Stamp Program bbuli 
Statcsa:te unable or unWilling to provide a job or training slot. 

. o· 	 .n, bUl'. optiolUJI/ood ftIiiit:p blo'ck ,lcltt eouldJIW~ th' IIUlritiDn··fJiUl h~ 
D/milJilJlU of chjJdnll, wOI'kiR, /liIiUllis.' l.tWI,Werl,. ~ foOd .tamp bloCk griUlt 
Option would wea..keri the national nutritinn AAfe.r:y net and eliriUnale the pr0IriLi1l's 
ability to rcspt;nd to economic cbanges, The President's prOpOsals preserve the 

. natioftal nutrition wot)r ftCt. 

o 	 111. ~"Mol Lull". PlfJglOill U /I(),wll!tJtr nl(J""~ But this bill would di8.madcally 
increase administrative complexitY at,the State and IncaJ leV~b;. Provisi(\ns exclud.i.na 
illclal aliens froJ"!! child nutrition benefits create.an unpiccedenUid local buRIen and 
will ultimAwy deny benefits to millions of eUeible: child.rcn. . 

i 

http:exclud.i.na
http:WelCa:.re
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'fhe 1!.ffetts of Weli'are Reform on ttie NSitiOiJal NutntloDSarety Net 

The proposeid }Jer&o~aJ' Ruponsibillty and Work,: OppOnl.lniry Act of 1?!>6 cH.R.3S07 arid ita' 
,'Companion S,1795) - COngress' lat'tst welfare tefotnl bill-- thri:.atens the fouridatlc;nof the 
Nation's endeavor to ,et (000 to people who need'it and jCCipatCliW Un: nutrition and Wealth 
of millions of low..income American children aru::I workina families. By Creating an optional 
fOOd stamp block pant, underrninin& children's acee&s to nutritious rriei1s, a.nd cuttin& 
e:Aselitial nutrition benefits - etpecia1ly benefitS fot childnan-- tOo deeply this bill cOUld 
unta\'el the national nutrition framework that has served Amcnca so wen for over 30 yeats.. ' 

The na:tion'al nutiition safetY nct protects millions of childieb, working fani.i..tlCs, and elderly , 
every day,. 'the FoOd StampProenirPItache:s ftwly 13 million children and owly 2 million 

. elderly - more than half of allp:ai1ieipanu ... each mOl'ith. OVe~ 80 pucent of all fOOd 
stamps -.. S18 billion in 1995 ..- benefit families with children. Every sChool day, nearly 26 
million clilldn:n receive USDAwsupVOrtw lu~hes. Anolher 2.' nillllon chlldien patUcipite 
daily in the' child and adult We fcerlin& pro,ram. And Me reaches over S tn.i11iOn infants 
and children: forty-five percent of aU infants b'orn in the United States participate in 'the 
WlC Proiram. " ' 

Throughout their history, the foOd Stamp, C'hlld NULdUon I:IJ1U wtc PtogralnS t..aveptOc1\J·~ 
si:nificant and rntasurable poslti\'c nutrition outComes amona the children and farn1lleS they 
serve. TIle programs work because of nmoriAl nutrition. cligibilil)'~ and bcnent standards; a 
'funding structure that ensures the protratfis respond r.n changing needs C'au~ Dy ecimoiuic
aroWth and r'eiCWion; and Federal oveliilht, which helps ensure their irttt,rity. The 
proposed ch.MCes C:OUld;el.iminhte thOIC protections, leaVingch.i1d.tch iJld workUig i;uJ~ 
vu.lrterable to shifts in the economy and thai"tgin, State pri6ritias. 

The P!OI)()sed welfare reform bill rriakcs deep cuts in nutrition henefit-co: S)(fbllllon oVer 
seven years, Most of these cuts wou1dfall heavily on ch1J<.trQ, and their fainilics: abOut 85 
pere.cnt of the cuts wOl.lld oIfcct America's childml.· By 2002, the bill~oulu iCdute 
nutrition benefits to families With children by 14 percent. The cuts in this bill are 
SUbSta:ntially deCiper ..; afmost 40" duper .:. than theehan,es proposed by the President in 
his plan to achieVe a baiarrced budlet by the, year 2002. 

FGod StAiDI' Procnuu ' 

.	The: wdfate reform bUl ... l>y dramatically altttUig the fOod Stamp Pial'ram ~ woUld' 
undermine the national nutrition safety net that has sucCessfully n.arroweotne"iap betWeen 
the diets of low·inc(lme and other families. Tho I'ropoSCl1 bill would cut fOOd stamp benefits 
deeply~ oVa $26 i)illiOitover sevin year.£. AlmoBt 1.5rilWlon recipicnu would 105C all ' 
benefits; virfually all ,others, includin& nearly 13 million .dilldren and rtearl), 2 nUWoh 
elderly,would fQ;(;i't'c l"'~~. By provjcUna States aD Option to replace the FoOd Sta.n'lp 
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Prb&ram With a blockpazlt, theblll takes a large step towards the' btea.lfup of a national rdOa 
.ptopm . 

. u TM btu's opttDNJI/otid niimp biock glulU COIiIllJeopaiTJf:t.I tht: "UlritiDn Md h'Allh 
.of mJJIions oj rltildl'fll, working families, aM Ildtny, The bill gives states the . 
option (0 replace the FoOd Stainp PrOgta:m Wi* a blOtk lrant if the Stite has fully 
impJeriliUlted an Elec:ttOnicJenefit Tiiri;(er (liBT) .yatlim, has a payment eri'~r raco 
le.,s than 6 percent, or pays the FCderal government the dJifere.nce betWeen their cr.tOt 
rate ~.nd 6 pc:rcCnl. UncJc:r ~ conditions 12 StaleS coUld qualify for a blOCk Brant 
immediately; another SStates have error rates bc\WCieIl 6 percent and 7 percent and 
cOuld "buy-in" to ablcxk grant at a ieJatiYc)y low prieto These 17 Statesaecount for 
2~ percent, nf aJl eunenrproar.un participants. These number; will powa.c mme 
Stalt$ move towards aT and improved payment aceutaCy. 

Replacing the FOod. stamp program With· a bloCk lfa,nt could have seri6US 
conseqLienccs,for the health and wcU.being'of the NatiOots fllmilies and child.reh. A 
fOOd stamp blOCk grant wnold weAken '.he national nl.itntion safetynet~ el.i.ril.inate th'e 
Prorram',5 ability to reSpond to changing economic conditions, eliininate national 
cligibUity and btnefit standards. and UWCI the Hnle belwc::tn (UutJ~tiUnpsatu:l riutrition. 
It is essential to; cootinue the national FOOd stamp Program if AFDC is turned over to 
the StateS. 

, , 
HistoriCally. th~ FOod Stamp Program has aUlofuatically 'expanded to ii'ed inCt~ecI 
need when the econoMY i, in rcccssioo Md e<>nuutcd when the CcOllomy i~ ~WiDgi 
making sure that fOOd gets ,to people who nee4 it Food swnP benefits automatically' 
now to communities, StateS or regions U1at faCe rising unemployment or poverty. 
The effect is to cushion some of the hatsher effetts of economic ~tion Md . 
proVide a stimulOs to Weakerting ccOhonUe5. And, when the economy sttelt,thens, 
Food Stamp Pro;tUm participation declines. In March 1996, IC5~ than 26 n11111ol1 
people ticeived food stamps, more than a million fewer froJila year ago arid two 
million fewer than tWo years ago. ' , 

It is ~ot pOssible for a f60ci st.a.mjr bl6Ck eta.nt 10 respond to ccononUc,ot derl\Ogr&pruc 
c1t~ges: in. thil way,· While, the num~t of peciplc eligible for and in nlXi:l of 

. assistance WillllOW as the eiCOrl:omy wciakMs, unemployment'riscs, or pOVerty 
increases, Federal fundln, woUld no longet autOmatically increase in responSe 10 the 
rising need. States would have to decide whether to eut1ienefits. tiahteri'eliiUilUry. 
or dedicate theif;own revenues to the Food Swnp Progtlm. The:clema.rKI for 
wistanoe to help chi1d~n and working ra.mmes would be 1~tC.tt ill pri5ciJely the 
time when State ~nomies art wea.ktst. 

the impoltanCe of. the loss of an autoinatic adjustment In the Food Stamp Ptoara.nt 
can be illustrated bC$t by lookina back to the ptriOd betWeen 1989 and 1994 when th-e 
U.S. economy fell Iftf(-. ,,~ssiotJ. and rub'sequehU)'r8coveRd. Whnt wd"'ldhD,\iC , 

2 
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happenecl if all Stares hadelectec to take a blOck ,nUH sirtillar to that offei'Ccl by the 
. reconciliation bill'] lIy 19P4. blrJc.k S'rliN ftuidiiig fo, fOOd SIDmp /:itM./ilS 'JtliI(jilld Mve 
fallen mor, than $12 billion shott ofticliIQl upendirurt.s I II reductio" ofso pe/'ttN., " 
Funding reductions Of lhJ$ st.ze coilld bave reqUired dramatiorc(hlCbonS in' the nUmber 
of people serveid by the fOOd StlJrip Prouam. For lilt Nmitilt as g whol~. rill fOiOd 
SlQInp Progr~ would Milt been Dblt 10 Slrve 8. J mJIlIon feWer chJ14rell.. . 

The Preaidc:nCs plan miUntains the national nutrition safety net and the FOOd SWilp 
PJV&ram t 

, econOmic teSpcJnsivencss by i'c'4ecuna block grants for tne.food. StB.i'np
Proamm• 

o 	 nUt Itill's drep cUts ""oul4 rijnifirilrlll, ri4uu h,;,f.!iU 10 th' dtWri:,. w/t:iIiliJics 
plU'tUipiiling iii th,'Ftitid Sliriiip P;ritftim.'The proposed welfare ri:form biU woUld 
c;ut ov~ $26 !Jilliun frvm dle PoOd stamp Pi'Otram over me next 5Cven yean. l 

Almost 80 perCent of these cuts •• almostS21 billion - wouldatt6Ct fa:milles with 
. children. 	 By the yuu 1002, 1M bill wliilld rtdlUt berutfils 10 families. with thildren I7y 
15 percenJ., on aV~f"RIf.. familie.i with children would 10.. about SSO _en moruh in 
2002. leductians of this magnitude coUld have profoundconsequcildes for the 
nutrition, the h~th, aild Lhe: wc:U-l:Jdfil of mll1iOhs of c:hJJclren, wOrm, fairilliel, arid 
el.derly. . 

FoOd stamp (amUles who rflce ,.latlvely hiIh sti.lter e6tts -. m:Oitly IaIiiilJeis -ith 
clilldreD ... would receive few.r bebents. Households can deduct a portion of theiI 
'helta' costs ftom their in~mt in caiculiitint; benefits. Until enactment of the Mickey 
Leland ChildhOOd Hunger Rellef Act of 1993, the ptCaram cappcid the I'illJtimum 
deduCtion. for all houlieholdstxcept those with eldtrly.and disabled. The Micke), 

.	LeJ.aod Act removes the cap in Jilluaryl9Q7 !IK't hOlisehold, with 'cliUdren aft trated 
the same as those with eJderly and disabled. TtleNational.Govcmor; ASSOCiatiOn 
rec.omrriendeid rCtention of cumnt li;w. The Presideill'S p)"'" pwu:cu tamllioa with 
relatively high sheltd' COS'"' by nlaintainina curtcrit law: The proposed welfare .reform 
bill, however. W;ould keep -- and freeze .... the limit on the maximum snelter 
deduction. As arauJt. nearly ~o million hnu"eholcts With children, mo~ t.han on.
foulth of all families with ehiJdren t would tc:::eiveless. OVer sever!" yea.rst this 
provision would ,cut fooc:! stamp btn¢fiti by 53.3 bi1li~l. . 

1 The: propo:st.d wc:lIM~ reform· bill would alsomm sweeping cha.nle6 to" the current 
netWork of FedmI cash BSsiSWlet prbgtims. The bill would restrict cJ.iJibllity for most 
Federal income security :pro,~s, repl.8ce the major proaTamS of Q:ish asslsrarice fot 
individuals with hlndc BranTS to Stiti!!ii,' and s\iPplantthe cu.rrent FederUl-StAte ~p for 
providing assistance to famUies in need.. these chan,_' WOu.ld substantially reduce the 
amount of c:a!h ·wclfare payment.s (VI ra.;ipjcntl of ~C and sst Under th'c ~nt 
strucrure of the Food S~p PtO,M. these cuts in c.a.sh usislince will be: partially offsetDY 
inctelasesin fOod $~P benefits. . 

. i 	
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The ,helw de.auctiontatgets bcilu!fits by' recognilin, that high snelter costs hinder die 
ability of low-income households [0 purc:huo an adequatCdict. .The Ikpcuuhem of 
.Housitle and Urban Devdopm'ent c1Cfincs affordable housin, as that which consumes 
no more than 30 percent of a household's ineome~ The 1993 American HOusing 
Survey shows the ma&nitude of shelter cosu for low-income fa:mllies: R2 pe.ftent· of 
poor rent.ers spend 30 pment or mo~ ofthtir mcome on shelter; 60 pCiteDt spend at 
least hali their income on &he1w. Freezing tho maximum shel_ deduction means 
that mote and mc;te families w1th children' Will nave to choose between paying the 
rent and ut1llt)'blUs or putUn& foOd on the table. . 

The bID plates se\lere thDe ·J.itDib Oil maD)' food'stamp particlpaDts without 
tblldrn. 7be;bUl could flake aU nutrition. benefits away frO'm e.1.m05t 6'5.000 
unemployed adults. for many childless adults, fOOd stamps is the only assistU1Ce 
Ivailal.l1c. Many ttl)' on tOdd stamps for ONY temporuy asSiseancc: n~ly 60 
percent of thos~ who enter the prOaram tOday WWlcave oil their own within six . 
months; nearly;8O percent willleiave Within a year. And Most ate exceedingly poor: 
On. average, thelr income is Drily 28 percent of the pOven)' line (roughly S175 • 
month). . 

Anyone not Will.l.n& to wOrk should be removed hom the FOOd Stamp Protram. .Sut 
.	those who are willlne to \Work should na\'e the opportunity and the suppOrt riCiccl'saty 
to put them 10 ......ork. Under the proposed welfare rafonn bill, rriSny low-i.n.aOmc 
Americans would Jose their (dod stamp benefits, nOt beCause they are unwillinl to 
worle, but becau.,e StateS IrC unable: OJ un~illin, to proVide suttlciern wade and 
trBinina opportunities~ By denyin, b«&efits to any smile adult or childleSs couple 
WhO does not work or participale in an emPloyment ad fta.i.rdrt& progta..ift ... Without 
requi.rin& that Statas prOvlde jObs or tr8Jnit'lg ~lnt' ... this bill rft.alc.e. nutrition bOnefitS 
eontineent On ~clin& jobs that may not exist. . . 

. The President's' plan supports a touah w~rk requirement for &hyohe who can work: 
anyone .who is not willing to work would be removed frOJ11.the prOltam. But before 
ttrini.n.adn2 pWcipation for those Willing In work, the State mun offer them a job or 
.a~slot. 	 . 

. . The bID is uDf'air to leaa! bD.tDJaraots. tllqal aliens should not teCeive rc:JCiJ atairips 
ind, under eurrCilt law, they donal. The proposed welfare reform bill ~0U1d end 

, eli,ibilityfor 650,C(() m immilniilts. . 

nu~ Pruid.nt'. prOposals would m&kc. spO'nsi;,r'5 of lClil iiiJ.m.i&Wlts tiiUIb ~&itiJe . 
(or thei.r.financial needs (the Pte&ident's plan deems ~pOiUors' indOme to lmniigtallts 
until Cid.zi:n5hip)~ . 

The bill authonz. l1ew toiiUDodity pbl'chues rrom theF~od stamp Pr~ . 
apprn~..IAtjon. The propoaad bin authoriZas $300 rnUlion per year I sWUng in 1997 I 

4 
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'ropurchase ~mri1Oidities for dbthbutioh thfOU&h TEFAP. soup kitChens, a.n:d fObc1 
ban.ks. The pufoho.ses an: paid for with funds approp,'lateU fur th~ POod StI.ri1p 
PrOiriuil . ' 

Cblld Nutrition PtoaraiDs 

o 	 Th~ SelsDiDI lJItilJh Pro,iWit i.s IIot W~l/ON reform. But thi6 bill would lhiuP3dQilU)' 

i.nctmSe adrilinisttatiVe comp1Cxi.ty 11 the state B.nd Iota! leVels. ltlpa.i1iculat. 

prtM.sion excludtnilliegal alleris frOm all chud nutrition benefitS create an 

unpreeederiwt loCal adrtiinistta.tlve b\l.tderl and Will. wthnately deny benefit~ to 

miWons of eU,ible cbildre.n. The'prOViSion Would tlql.iire all 45. rnlnion sNdents 

erutilled in patbcipatiAl aehools to document their citizenship in orela to pa&1!cipai&l:l in . 

the FedenillY-luPPOt'ted lunch prognun. l.dcB1 .ccneles 'Would nOt oDly have to 

c.:lli(y ..:itiunshlp, but also the specific alien statlls In oroerto detemurie elijibility. 

Schools could o'ot use Federal fundi to serve meals to 'children who fail to priMd~ 

documCiltation. ,An eStimated 6 million fewer e1i;lble children would teeeive mtiab 

daily hecallSt. doeum~ntin, citizenship c;reate& a barrier to the ptopam. As a raault. 

Federal expenditures would decrease by $1.3 billion over seven yean. OVetail, the 

Provi&ion would raluu: funding by nWl)' $ L 8 billion over seven years. 


The bill woUld ~. bar many 'pregnant women ftom palticipaUng an WIt. 
'endan&enng th'e: health of both mother and child, and ultirnately inoRiUin& tile aist to 

the govetnmento{ providina hc.aItb ca:te to their, children, citit.ens it ~inh. 

Anilnta needs a nation'al system of Fedual nutrition pto,tains that establishes and, tneets 
nutrition standards, responds to ebonomic cn-Rn,t'.s, andenlufe' that the health and nutri~c#laJ 
'well-bein~ of fantilles and,children are ptoteCled. ' the size of the teductiOn5 propbsCd ininis 
bill and the hole ortatcC1 in the nutritional safetY net wiLh Lhe potential of foOd stamp black 
&rams have serious consequences for the nutrition, heal.ih, and we.u·beina of millio-ns of 
American ctUldten and families. 

-, 
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i 

I. 

Tabl~ 3- PreilmiRiry EStimateo! Fo()d sWnp PUddputi'AJYeCttd ' 
h; ,t.h'e ~MI Rwpolisibilitt "ria Work OppcN'&UNty ACI 01 '~ 

" (in thoiiAilds) , 

To'" " _', ChU.~" d,' ,;~.krt1 /~ 
l.!::Itlude m.inOR in pa:reit'l bo_old l60 180 lIS io 

AlloW Slitc& 10 expand bouseJlold dt.fD:Utioll 7'5 '40 20 s 
l:...i..cU1 aJloQn.Qlts ""100~ of the "Tlirlfcy' FOOd PWi 0 23.9lS 12.845 1.43S 

, ' , 

Cowlt all eGergy 6&1S~ as inC~ 0' 8;4j5 4.365 '90S 

F~~ ciodU:C:doo at $1)4 10 ll,l4Q' , 11.4') 1,40S 

Limit shelter dedUretion CO $247 l'ei' iIOlilb n 4.40$ 2.61$ 0 

Potmit StIW 10 IDiIldate ~ ulilit)' .1IoWiDca 2.S 2,050 l.2.55 .. 19' 

SCI tba fair t:iSaIbt I.iDiil at $4,6001 
, , sO 0 0 0 

CoWl' t.r'ItI.Iltiotial bOl.IIiDg ;Usi5taAc.e ' ,0 15 10 0 

TRIot.t.uout ur Il.ill1tl»li~ed lDtUvIduals' 2. 0 0 0 
, 

Non'CMp!'hIliM With chlld ,\Nppon "fo~!I_H 12 0 0 0 

Timlli.r:llitB for able;.bodied ululLs' 0'5 0, 0 n 

Jtepe;al i.DdoURB of $10 inI.!1IJ:Ewm eJ.10t1D1A(2 0 70S 40 3~S 

il•.i..tiJitiltapnmLiCln of bciraofit6 " TlC&rtif'iCA1ioD 0 1,48'5 75S 105 
Do QQ( i,U;riiUe foc;d stampS wbG applyiDl AJiric 0 2 0 0 
peDalcy for DOIlcoc:D.pliaDC. w;t.b wOrk 

Deny '.li,ibiJjty to II:IO!Il &lieu: d.ZII 1bcoJDt. for 6'0 0 0 0 
~~ , ' 

Th.is ia tJ\e I'\um"", "fffdeid ~ 'leal YfiIII 1007, til. fiftt twJ 'IW of htiplO_tACiOu. n" aioAUIbi;r of . 
abl..bod.ied "'halta iD.IIde iJlellJibl. by t!W pro'ilaioD 15 eSI1m.i.11d to faUto 21s,CiXI by Fi&Cl.l Year 199'8. 

The e.ffe.:u of Ibis Plov i6lon 'n el~it.d 10 be &eel! io FiSC;iJ Yrat 1998. 

~ &re tiUcd oabUl )lIiUa1o 'dWd May 22. 1996 uel an silbje.:t to oW&,; Tbey blve joe 
t.c.en .-.il'Nt'ed by dw. ome. or ).(uaf~1 Ql)d BIMi,o.c. ~bo~h.t. aDir.,y bi: art~ byi:i:iiitD tJ:IID 
O~ prov1sioD, t:ba tolil nlu:cber affoclOid is DOt equaJlO the NED of t.biI i.DdlvidWtJ p;gpo5/Als, ' 
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P'rdh'nlnary 'F.stlmai, of th. EtftilCb ot tile P~~~POni5JbUIt} DJid WO'~k Op~nYhitl 4~ or ~ '. 
0. the FoOd Stamp ~ by StAte for Fbca1 VIiIn ~. %801' '. 
. (1)OUan I.a mi.1ii~) 

- ,,',' '.  ... ,! ','t.i ... '.' I. ,) .'", ..:..... ,'.; .. " ",j.~-' "",:',;: .• ,: ::,.":,,.. ,.co".O, .. "Cd , ·'c';··..' '" ,.'\-,. 

Slate . . .. , ... - " .. - ...,' .. . ..' 

. ' ., .1'rOil"an.'.~~t5 .'. , i, ." ... birr~ , .. ,,.,. , 

Curta . Pro" ad, 
" .. . .... , .. " 

, pos.~. Tot.8l :PDU!Dt,; " ..'. ,~, , .. . . .. 

Aiabam.a $'.813 Sl.428 ~ 5395 • 10.3 
AlUta 464 420 ·44 ·9.4 
A.riz.cma 3.$11 3,095 ·436 · 12.4 
Atb.U&1.6 1.N4 1.653 • 191 -.10.4 
California i2,c)Q& 18,138 ·3.360 • 15.2 
Colorado 1,161 1.625 ·133 .. 115 
Col'l.QlC;tiQ.il . 1,497 1.219 ·218 • 14:6 
Uelawate 423 375 -48 • 1l.3 
Diltricl of Coh.liilbia 800 713 ·87 - lOJ~ 
P'lorida 11.302 9,794 • 1,508 • 13.3 
Oeor;il 6,093 ';475 - 618 • 10.1 
Hawaii 1,509 1,366 • 143 - 9,5 
Idaho 51S 450 ·65 • 12.6 
llliaoib 9,104 7,925 . 1.179 ·12.9 
llidiaM 3.302 2.~3 · 3iS! • U.S 
JOWl " 1;218 1,071 • 147 - 12.1 
KaDas 1~226 1,04Z · - ISS -15.1 
K.~ 3,573 '. . 3.184 "3• ·10.9 
Loui5iaaa 5.421 4.813 . .~~ - 10.2 
Maine , 
Muylud 

969 &51 
3.133 2,'()~ 

• 118 - 12.2 
.421, • U.6 

Muachusetts 
. Micb.i11D , 

2,783 2.35.
7.em. 6,14& 

·426 · 15.' 
.816 12..5 

.MiDDeooLA 2,197 . 1.~ ·297 • 13.5 
MLSSi&&ippi ~,2ao 2,'31 ·342 - 10." 
MillOu" 4,189 3.711 .,. 418 - 11.4 
Moalau 
Nebruh 

512 4S4 
681 603 

·5" • 11.2 r - 7. • U.S 
NtvaiGI 101 '01 • ~4 • 11.7 
NawHaq;&hlie lSI 325 .~ -14.8 
New IP!i:f'ri,j.y .4;556 3,~SZ • «)i6 • 1'.2 
NtMf MexiCo l,1io [.499 .. 221 ·12.9 
Naiw YOrk 17;943 14,6906 . '.247 • 11.1 

, . North c..amtma 
Nottb . 0 ILkDta .. 
Ohio 
OkJU:Oma 
Onaan 

4,)01 3.14~ 
29S' 2iil 

B.no 7 • .112 
2,'2: 1,42.5 
2,212 

.. 
1.819 

• .52 - 10.S -,~ • 11;1 
• 1,108 • 12.4 

~ 2H " au. if 
·3't3 • 17.8 

P~ylv'an.ia 8,953 7,884 - 1.069 .. 11.9 
lhbde Wlild 

" ' .. ' ,.J." ~, 
!,~4 583 .. ':'-" .. ",... . ,._A•. , · III '.' .. <: ~ . , • 11.1 -.. 
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New Mtl.lco 876 173 ·10) -U.t 
5,214 '.911NewYort -:a, ·',15

North CaroI.lDa 2,004 1,189 -115 -S.7 
NOi1h Daktua 257 209 ..& -18.7 
Ohio 2,160 I t 97. ~116 .;s.' 
O'tI.I\l'Imt 1.0&5 1.018 -61 -6.2 

745 650 -95 -12.1·ore.~ 
Piw'IIIyhiAAi::\ .1'1$ ·?If2i234 ~.O't 
Rbode Illud 114 

"."., ,-,.. ," ... ,.~ ..... ,,1~3 ·11 .,'. ,... ", ~.3" ... ,.. 

http:DIJ&w.re


." 
.' --6 17 TO', '744 B. REED F'ROM: HASKINS, ' 111. P. 25/25JUN -1 (I -18 ~ . : ~-

pirr~' 

, Total ~I'., 

sOuth CUoUaa 1,]14 1,23'8 ·76 ' ·$.8 
Solids DilkOiA 2.51 2,27 ·:11 ·l~.O 

TIiIlD.IICIC 
TQlt.u 

1.441 
6,67,& 

JI 347 
6,240 

--9ti 
-434 

-6.5
-6.' 

Utah 696 595 ·1'01 -14.5 
Vermont n.. 116 . ·18 -13.4 
V~ 1,210 1,166 ·114 -1.9 
WubLDpug 1,248 l,10'S ·140 ·11.2 
WtJil VirgiiUt S40' . S6i -33 -6.1 
WilIu.ons.In geJ 8fID -103 ..10.7 
Wyoai.D~ 136 11& -18, -13.2 

~~T_o~~__~__=-~~J.~-=",~.,~.,~.~ ..!~·2~,3~6~2=,:_=".=,~.,~~6~S~,9_'~~8~:~.,~.,_,,~,,_,_,~5_._1~_: ."~ ..•~ ......~,~.~ __ .. ~~~ '.~.,_,_,._.7_.9~ 
, . 

lD:;ludeII toJatioDal. Scbool Lwiob. BreilkflSt. Clill4 &Dd AdUlt Calc FciOc1. Swil:mer FoOiot S.,....icitl, IIKI 
:.peclll!.l Mi.lk Progt"liiDs. NET Program cOltF aDd &!ivitlgi are Qe>t iDchided. 

Tola1s.inclLi~ t.&mtoriCIS Ud oullyioDj arw Kid c&!Js'lDiy r:iOt riumlO tDru~ bl!ic&uaa of rouadUij. 

Tb.eiO lie p~lim.iDary FeS e&cimaw bueid OD biUliD,u:.SIt dat.od ,.uy 22, 1~~6 aDd an, s"lijlliCt to 
~hI.D.e. They ba~e Dot been reViewOid by tbe OffiCi of MUil'cmenl ad IhuJltat. 

. , 



From: Kenneth S. Apfel on 03111/97 02:08:01 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Voluntary Workfare 


MEMORANDUM TO: 	 Bruce Reed 

Elena Kagan 

Diana Fortuna 

Cynthia Rice 


FROM: Ken Apfel 

RE: Allowable Work Programs for Individuals Subject to the Food Stamp 

Time Limit 


USDA has contacted my staff regarding three policy issues regarding the current 
law provision to limit food stamps for three months for childless able bodied- adults 
between the ages of 18-50. This memo desc~ibes each issue briefly and provides 
my recommendations. I would like your input and assistance in providing feedback 
to the Department. We'll need to resolve these issues quickly. Secretary Glickman 
is giving a speech to Public Voice on Thursday where he may announce several of 
these issues contrary to my recommendations. 

Should USDA increase the level of "public fanfare" associated with the waivers it provides 
to States? States can seek waivers from the time limit for areas within the State which have 
high unemployment or insufficient jobs. About half the States have sought waivers and USDA 
has generally been approving them or working with the States to make the waivers 
permissible. The Office of the Secretary is very interested in starting big press events for each 
new waiver it approves -- in particular they would like to do one for D.C. I understand they 
may even be holding waiver approvals until this issue is resolved. 

I have advised strongly against such a decision since the welfare implementation group has 
wanted to keep a low profile on the waivers. States and advocates know the Administration is 
'working hard to assist them with waivers. Large ·press events probably will only earn the 
Administration and USDA attacks from opponents of the waiver policy -- who to date have 
been very quiet. I would recommend Diana call Greg Fraiser, USDA's Chief of Staff, and 
provide him with guidance on how to handle approval of the waivers and urge on-going press 
coordinate with the welfare reform implementation group. 

Should food stamp recipients subject to the 3 month time limit (18-50's) be able to stay on 



the program if they are participating in a voluntary workfare program? Under the current 
restriction, childless adults between the ages of 18-50 cannot receive food stamps for more 
than 3 months in any 36 month period unless s/he is: 

-working 20 hours per week or more 
- participating in a work or training program 20 hours per week or more 
- participating in workfare (no hour restriction), or 
- otherwise exempt from the regular employment and training program 

Workfare is defined as any program authorized under Section 20 of the Food Stamp Act or a 
comparable State program. According to the implementing regulations, there are two types of 
workfare programs: voluntary and mandatory. There are a couple of differences between 
mandatory and voluntary workfare: 

Mandatory Voluntary 
Sanctions for non
compliance Yes No 

Required Hours Generally, benefits negotiated between 
divided by the min. wage. the individual and the 

Can't exceed 30 per. wk. organization providing 
the workfare slot. Can't 
exceed 30 hr. per wk. 

FLSA Applies Yes Yes 

Who Runs It? 	 A State or apolitical Same. 
subdivision 

Let me first describe· how I had thought the time limit would interact with workfare under 
current law. Some States would make an effort to provide workfare slots to individuals who 
hit the time limit. If an individual hit their 3 month mark, the State might offer them the 
opportunity to sweep the floors of a local church. The number of hours the individual would 
have to work at the church each month would equal their benefits/the min. wage or some 
standardized amount close to but not in excess of that amount. That is about 5 to 7 hours per 
week if just the food stamp benefit for a single individual is being worked off -- significantly 
less than the 20 hour requirement for other activities. As long as the individual keeps showing 
up to sweep, she keeps getting benefits. 

If the individual doesn't show up for workfare, the church would report her non-compliance to 
the State. The State would terminate her benefits for the next month and put her in sanction. 
So even if the individual went out and got a job for 20 hours per week, she could not regain 
eligibility until the sanction period was over. This period could range from 3 months to a 
lifetime period depending on the number of previous sanctions and the State's choice. The 
sanction may seem like adding insult to injury but there is a certain logic. Compare this 
woman with a man who was not offered a workfare slot and who loses his benefits after the 3 



month period expired. He would not receive a sanction. In fact, if he were able to find a job 
right away, he could regain eligibility immediately. Since he played by the rules, his change 
in work behavior would be rewarded while the individual who did not comply with the work 
requirements is punished. 

The States and advocates have suggested that since voluntary workfare is authorized under 
Section 20, it would be an allowable activity at the end of the three month period. The main 
differences between voluntary and mandatory workfare is the number of hours required and 
the sanction policy. An individual can work 1 hour a week and still be in voluntary workfare. 
Also, if they fail to comply they are not subject to sanction. USDA thinks that since voluntary 
workfare is described in their own regulations as allowable under Section 20, they have to 
allow it as an acceptable activity for the 18-50 group. I agree that they have a compelling 
argument, but disagree that voluntary workfare is a must under current authorities. 

USDA could interpret the new statute as only permitting mandatory workfare. They could 
make an administrative declaration that only mandatory workfare is allowed and follow up 
with regulations. In addition, USDA has the authority to turn down the voluntary workfare 
programs now. The current regulations say that if the Secretary can show that the benefits of 
the voluntary workfare program do not exceed the costs, they don't have to approve it. Given 
that the voluntary workfare option would only cost money, the Department could turn them 
down, although it would be a rather touchy approach to the problem. 

Even if we agree with the Department's position, USDA can clamp down on voluntary 
workfare. They could require that voluntary workfare use the same hours requirement as 
mandatory workfare -- the benefit divided by the minimum wage. They could also require that 
States require that the voluntary agency provide some proof that the individual actually came 
by to set up a placement before continuing the fourth month of benefits. 

My staff has informed USDA that my position is the current policy and regulations should be 
changed. States should no longer able to provide voluntary workfare to the 18-50 group. This 
Administration has a· solid tradition of supporting tough work requirements. While the 
structure of the food stamp time limit is unnecessarily harsh, I do not believe that we can 
anow something as unstructured and loose as voluntary workfare. I suspect USDA will want 
to discuss this issue further and may involve outside advocacy groups. 

Finally, USDA also wants to publicly announce their proposed policy on voluntary 
workfare. Consistent with my first recommendation, I would strongly recommend against 

, 	 this strategy. The Administration should continue its quiet and very effective 
method of working with States and advocates. 

Please contact me quickly so that we can discuss these issues. 
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LRM NO: 1654' , RESPONSE TO 
LEOiSLATIVE ,REFERRAL MEMORANDUM FILE NO: 996 

If your response to this request for vle~ Is slmp,le (e.g,. ,concur/no comme'nt). we prefer that you respond bye-mail or' 
by faxing us this response sheet.' :' , , 

, If the response is simple and you prefer to call. please call the branch-wide line shown below (NOT the analyst's line) , 
to leave a'message with a legislative~sslstant.' ' " ' 

You may also respond by:, ,:,' 

(1) ~lIIng theanalystlattomeys direct line (you ,will be connected to voice mali If .the analyst does not answer); or 
. (2fsendlng ,us a memoorJetter: " , , , , , " ' " 

. . ,: • ',1.' j 

, , 
',~ -" , , " 

Please Include the LRM numbersh0~ ~bove,and the subject shown below,' 

TO: C'hr1s MUSTAIN' 395-3923' 
Office ofManag,?ment and Budget 
Fax Number; 395-6148 ' ' 
Branch-Wide Line (to reach legislative assistan'): 395-7362 

FROM: (Date) 

-~----:-~---oo:------~- (Name)' 

_______,...-.,..-_____-,--______ . (Agency) 


__.,..-__--,_-.________-:--__ (Telephone) 

SUBJECT: AGRICU~n.iRE Proposed ~eport RE: S904, NutritlonAs~lstance Refonn Act of 1995 : ' 
\' 

".. ', 

The following Is .the response of our agency to .your request for:vlews on the above-captioned subject: 
, . , '~ " 

___'Concur 

___ No Objection 

___ No Comment 

-'--__ See proposed edits on pages ____ 

___ Other: _'_'.:..:-',........~_~__-:-~--:-:-~ 


. FAX RETURN of ~P8ge~, attached to thls're~po'nse sheet, 
-~- , , ' , ' , 

.. "," ' 
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OI!~A"TMI!NT OF AGAICUI...TUAIl .. 
OP".ICE OF THK e5g",II:TA"Y 

WAII...I,..CSTCIN. D.c:). 20280 .. 

HonoJ;'abl~ Richard: Lugar. Chairman. . 

.eommi~e on J\grieulture, '.: DRAFT . 


Nutrition and ForestI)' 

United Statea Senate 


. Washington, D.C. 20510 


Dear Mr"~irm~: , ;' , 

Th,o S~nato w1l1shortly consider the Nulritiol1. Alslliance :R;efonn Act of ip9S (S. 904), a bill 
develoj)td und~r your leadersbip. . '. . . 

As this clebate begins,.l want to commend you fQr recogniziq the importance ot maintainl.pg a 
national fr&n".ework for food and nuuition assistacce prolrams. TbIouShout their hlst9ry, the 
Food St~p, Child Nutrition and Me pro,rlllU hav. produced significant and ~urable· 
nutrition outcomes among the children and families they serve.' The programs work because . 
of national eligibility, benefit. and nutrition standards arul • fUnding strudUi'e that ensures the 
programs respond to chansmg needs caused by economic growth and. receuion. The propoaocl 
bin preserves both of these critical protecdonl by rejecting block ,rants for food and nutrition 

'.. assistanceproarams, 

Our view on soveral other aspects. of the. bill attecri1:la the Food Stamp Program. Child 

N':ltr!tion Programs. and me C~rnmodity Proarams follows .. 


Food StamP. ProIl'IID·.· 

The bill proposes 8ubs~ntial reductions in the Food Stamp Prolram. We estimate that the 

changes would. reduce ~ing by about $U5 billion over the next five years, and. $24 billion 

over seven years. Vi1:tu8Uy all of these savings are taken from food. s~p beneflts. Benefit 

reductionl of this size could ~ve potentially profound..consequences fat the nutrition. the 

~ealth, i.nd the ~ell-beina of millions .of children, workins families, and·ll~erly. 


We appreciate C11e efforts made to augmon~ State administrative flexibility. encourage·w()rk. 

and promote personal responsibility. The Administration's tood stamp reform proposals 

would expand State authority to develop customer ser:vice ,wdeUnes appropriate for their 


.	cllentele aWl adminisuative procedl.ltes,that work for them. strengthen work requirements, and 
allow States to ensure that 'borb parents are ftDancially responaible for their children. We are 
pleased that tho proposed bill acioptsm~ of ~ese ideas. 

56,£1 Nne 
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, . 
Honorable Richard Lugar .,2 

" . 

While we strongly belleve that all those, who eanworx should ~ork. we have serious concerns 
,with the requirements imposed, on adults, without chUdlen. ,We believe that those who are not 
willina co work should. be removed from the Food Stamp Program.. We also 'believe',that those 
who are wUUng to worle should have the opportunity and the,support necessary to put them to , 

,,work. Under the proposed bill, a substantial number of low-income Am,dcans who are 
w~11in. to work will lose their food stamp be..t1ts because ~rates ~e unable or unwilling to ' 
provide 8uffic.ierat work and tr,aining Opportunities. Rather ~n promotJ.na worle) this approach 
sLmplyopens a hole ill the ~ut.ridonal safety net. .,,' ' 

We ar,e disappointed by the absence of our proposals to improve programinceadcy. We 
, believe that, a.renewed, strengthened conunitment~o tlghting fraud aud ab~e is a cornerstone 
of real reform. In March. we advanced, a I3-poInt anli-fraud'plan tbat would' ensure that only' 
legitimate stores Participate. improve our abtUty to monitor author~e~ ttorell, and strengtl1.en 

, ' penalties against retailers and fCNipients who violate prolram rulcs. In May. we announclld a 
proposal to couple e"p~ed State administrative flexibility with a wodeable. pert'ormanc:e.. 

,based monitorina system that would hold S~tes accountable for payment accuracy ~ SivJns 
, ," them a bigg~ ~takein correctly detetmJn.i.ng eligibIlity and benefits and Striking a betJlilr' 

,balance between,rewards and s~dons. We urge ~e iJ,u:lusion of tb.f~e proposals. 
"" '. ,- " . 

Pinally I we believe'the lanauiieconcemina· Ebe eliniination of Reptalion B coverage,for EiT 
" , ,should be removed. While both federal and State agencie. beUeve th~t EBT panl,lpants :' , 
, should be provided basic consumer protections. the controversy sU1Tpundil1l ~e appllcation of 
Regulation E to' EBT is in assuming liabilities of uIldetermined ·valu~. I, Por this reason, th~ , 
Ad~stration is expiorina options such as legis]ation,what will allow ~tates and the Federal, 
govcnunent to apply adminl.trative coiurols 10 avoid losses· due to .fraudulent reponmg of 
unauthorized tr~nsfer~ . .'The ,Ac!nUnJstrati~n be~ievel that lIu~b control~, ~f properly ma~ged 
b:y:h~ Govcrninent;.desipated card iSlJueft ' will provide5!mUar~on~4q:&er protection to ,.' j' 

, government beneflclartcs' as is curr~ntly offe~edto '!'rnlDercial 'cu.to~ail", while safeguardina 
the taxpayer from the possibility of excessive 'COBts ~ssociated with Reaul~tioll B claims" 

• • I • 

, Child Nutritio1,l PrOp'~S . , 
, . ' . ," '. ~ .I' '.' 

The decision reflected' il'1 tho bill to- ma..'<e chanaea within the exiadna structure' ~f the Child " 
,Nu!rition,Projrams wtll ensure Ebat national prQararn., exist 1:0 prc)vf~ lneals to'needy,children 
and that they ~n respond to incr~a.e~ ,nee'ds d\J.r#lg economle,dowJ;itl.lms.The Child Nutrition 

, Progr~ms, wilJ continue ~e ~t!onal nuttiti!Jn standards that ,are ~o, lmpQrt&nl to the he,altJ:l gf ' 
our nation'schiidran.' ' :' ' . ' , 

However, the bill makefl reductions of $2',9 billion d'/e,~ ~. years. ''by nU',ecUlg benefits in' , 
,fam~ly day c'are home,S and a'sEl'rtea of reimbursement rate reductions i~ Child Nutdtiol! ' ' 
'::Progr~m,. In ~ lunch pr~~r2lna~one, there is a re.du~tion ~f S61S rriilllotl over S ye~rs~: " , 
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HonorabJe Richard Lugar DRAFT 
Reductiona in Federal revenues will' likely be passed alonl as price increases EO children from 
famil~c8 with incomes above 185 percent of poverty. It 1. lrnportant that we do everything d,'lat 
we can to make sure that participation does not decrease in programs which are essential to . 
children's health. 

Co.-n,modity Programs 

The bm would reautho;ize the,Commodity Supplemental food Program. The Emer,ency Pood 

~8tstance Program, The Soup Kitchens aAd. Pood Banks Program. IllCl Ch, National ' 

Commodity Processing Program without change: Last/Monch, we ,announced USDA's . ' 


, proposals for the Farm BiU I Including n. proposal that ,woul4 consoUdate The Emeraency Food " 
Assistance Proaram an~ the Sc:up Kitchens ..and Food'Banks-Program:, ·"T.blI proposal would ' 
give States added flexibUlty in. how co~oditjes are provide<! to emergency feed1na' aires and ,'" 
streamline operations and 'admin.istratlonm' emergency,,distribution ,proirams..We reC:Qmmend 
that the Sena[e give serious coiulideration to Its adoption. 

Sunimary· 

In conclusion, we' believe that America needs a national sysrem of Federal nutrition program, 

that establishes and meets nutrition standards, responds to e~onomic ~hanges, and ensures tha~ 


the ijealth and nutritional well-beina of fan"Uli.s and children are prote~ted. We commend you 

for drafting a bill that preserves this system. However. we belleve that the size of the 

reduction. proposed .- $19 billion over flv.years ... has serious consequ.lnces for the nutrition. 

health, and well-beiDa ofmil1ions of American children and families. .. , .. 


Sincerelyyoura, 

DAN GLICKMAN 
SCCtelary, 

50'd GtO'oN 85:17 56,£t Nnr 817t9--56£-GOG:OI 
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. A:eC'- WELFARE@ 


, "'GOP reexamirling Food Stamps in welfare debate@· 

I 

WASHINGTON (Rf?ttt':er)- Senate Republicans are'reexamining the 
possibility of giving states control over the ,Food Stamp program 
as they try to resolve deep splits delaying a vote on a welfare, 
reform bill, sourcessa:i.d T'llAF,ldill!lY. ' 

, ! 
Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole has postponed a, vote until 


at least miQ-J~ly as lawm~key~ try tn work out compromises on 

issues .ranging :from ehe bill's funding formula· to efforts to 

combat illegitimacy. 


As part of ,overall welfare reform efforts, the Senate 
Agriculture Committee voted to cut $19 billion from Food Stamp~, 
which provide nut.rition assistance to 27 million Ame:r.i,(!anF.l, hut:. ' 
keep it a ,.federal program of 'guaranteed aid. ' 

Senateaid~s said some Republioans wanted. to scrap that plan
and give states responsibility to administer Food Stamps by
giving them the money directly thi:ough block grants.: ' 

. i 
.Su-ch efforts are opposed by lawmakers fro·m high-growth.


states,.who fear they·will lose billions of dollars under the 

welfare hill, which,convert,; Aid to Families with Dependent 

Children, the'ma:in cash welfare program, to :block grants and 

freezes funding for five years." ! 


Another group complicating'the debate, Senate aid,s said, 
were farm-state Republicans who want to cut ~ore frorn!the 

, program ,to protect sUbsidies for crops like ",'heat and: cotton. 
, i

,The ~griculture Committee, which oversees both crop supports 
and nutrition programs, must cut about $28 billion over the next 
five years under a Republican balanced-budget plan. Aiblock 
grant could allow deeper cuts in Food Stamps and decrease the 
need for cuts in crop supports . : 

" ...... It relleves' the pressure on crop subsid.ies I ,r, said one 

Sena.te _oouroe, who said some Republicans were, angry, the 

Agriculture ~ommittee had not gone farther' on Food Stamps~ 


. .' 
Preoident Clinton hal.!:! threatened to veto any welfare reform 

. bill that includes a Food'Stamps block grant. " : .. , ..' 
, .' . . " I 

However, Republioa.ngoVernorl.!:!, who have ~riven 'the welfare 
debate" wa.nt control of Food Stamps. The House bill gives states 
the. school lunch.program, but keeps Food Stamps a federal, 
program. " 

I 

! 
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TALKING POINTS 

USDA'S Food Stamp Reform Proposal 


May 10, 1995 


USDA's food .It..,:ttform proposal offers a responsible alternative for change. As part 
of its vision for tho 1995 Farm Bill, USDA is proposing to reform the $27 billion dollar 

. Food Stamp Progtath; to return the program to its nutrition roots so that it better serves 
American chlldren and families, to ensure that benefits are issued and used properly, and 
to afford States' mote flexibility in operating the program. Between block grants and the 
status quo, our reform proposal offers a responsible alternative for people who want to . 
change the Food Stamp Program for the better . 

. Strengthening our nutrition safety net for children and families • Ensuring 
. access to a healthy, nutritious diet is at the core of our Nation's nutrition 

strategy. And food stamps are a vital part of that strategy. Along with other 
Federal Nutrition Programs like WIe and School Meals, Food Stamps get 
food to people who need it, especially children. And they've produced 
significant, measurable nutrition and health results among participants. We 
will integrate nutrition into the program so that it reflects current science, and 
increase nutrition education, so that the whole family can make and enjoy 
healthy food choiCes. 

Fighting fraud means ensuring benefits are used properly - By cracking down 
on high issuance error, and on retailers and recipients w~o misuse benefits, 
and by'removing barriers to Electronic Benefits Transfer, our reforms will 
strengthen the direct link between food stamp benefits and a healthy, 
nut.ritic~.us d~t. . We hav~ already proposed comprehensive anti-fraud 
legIslatIOn: thIS proposal bUilds on that package, and adds other measures to 
ensure that Stat~sdeliver benefits accurately.' , 

Food st9lJlps should be a temporary bridge over hard times for American 
families ..Most people who receive food stamp benefits are on the program for 

. les~ t~an a yerr. Our refoTIns will st~e~gthen work requirements, and ~equire 
reCIpIents to move towards self-suffIcIency. And they reflect the belIef that 
both parents should take financial responsibility for their children, and 
demonstrate personal responsibility by using benefits to purchase a healthy 
diet for'themselves and their families. 

Replacing fed tape with a streamlined system that gives States the ability •• 
and flexibility •• to meet national goals - Federal standards are the reason the 
program works, but how they are administered must be made easier for States 
to comply with. Our ref o TIn will bring a significant change in the way States 
administer the program. We propose to eliminate unnecessary regulations 
and statutory requirements that tell States what to do, and replace them with 
a system tha~ allows States to design their own guidelines for meeting national 
goals. ' . 

, i,' 

http:nut.ritic~.us
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[jHouse Appropriations CbaInnan IJvingstoa rues
, ,day said House-5enaIe negotiarors remain split on "10 or 

IS outstanding issues" on the fY95 reScissions bill, bur 
Clpressed optimi~m thai conferees will complete won. 
on the mea5W"e by rnday; "We're closing." Livingston 
told reporters. "I rhUlkwe're going (0 get a bill by the ',' 
eDd of the week." The issues that have yet to be resoh·'ed. 
be said, inc1ude funding levels for:a low income home 
beating assistance program. and a swnmerjobs program. , 
which the House voted to e~ale; funding levels for' . 

,Ibe Corporation tar Public Broadcasting; and highway 
contracting authority levels. ~'committee aide said Presi· ' 
dent Clinton's recent request for $142 million in aid to ' 
Oklahoma City after the bombing of a federal building 
there and for anti~terrorism activities also is unsettled. 

o Senate Agricuiture Ch~nnan Lugar Tuesday said 
he has not made "a categorical judgment" of whether or 
not he will offer a bill to block grant food stamps and 
otller fed.eralnutrition programs --- but conceded'he 
may be unable to get a consensus in his committee for 
block.grants, 'The decision may be to do nothing. or it 
may be that we can't reach a decision at all," in'which 
case, Lugar said. he would refer his committee's wel
fare refonn jwisrjjction lome Finance Corlunittee. Fi· 
D8Ilce Chairman PackwoOd has endo~ed block grant· 
ing food stamps. as have GOP governors. butthe gover

· nots oppose putting nutrition programs in,to a block 
pI. Lugar also said Agriculture Secretary Glickman 
Tuesday told. him the administration is "strongly , 
against" a block grant approach. "That was the fi"'t 
time I haa heard them be that adamant about it." Lugar 
said, The AgricultureComrrUttee is scheduled to hear 
testimony on block grants~[ a hearing May 23. , 

Q The House'Ways and Means'Health Su~omrnittee 

, Tuesday announced several hearings on "jnl!reasing 


and improving options for Medicare, beneficiaries, , 
· with a focus on private.seclorsuccess."The first hear- . 
· ing is next Tuesday, with others set for May 24 and " 

, , 25, as well as a founh session probably in lune, an 
aide said. Meanwhile, at a Senate Finance Committee 
hearing Tuesday. Cbainnan Padcwnnd dedat.:ed 
Medicare to De bankrupt, ~'hile appealing for an end 
to partisan maneuvering over .the program. But. HHS 

· SecretarY ShalaJa. in her third Capitol Hill appearance 
in a week on the issue. told Packwood, "Mr. Chair- . , 
man, we cannot'destroy Medicare in otderto saVe it" 
Shalala repeated administration charges that the R.e
publicans are seeking to use Medicare to pay for tax 
cUts for wealthy Ame*ans - although packwOod ' 

OHOuse Republican leaders Tuesday announced theY 
back a plan to stop an expected attempt by the Clinton 

. adminisntion to allow priV'a:te pension funds to invesi 
.in social projects. At a press conference. Rep. Jim So. 
·ton. R-NJ., '!he bill's sponsor, said altering regulatioos ' 

. to allow "economically tai'geted investments" - or 
ETIs -- would be'a violation of.the 1974 Employee 
Retirement Inc:ome Security Act, which compels pen
sion managers to 001)' seek to maximize retqmS, 
Speaker GlD2rlchand Majority Leader 4~y en
dorsed the bill and accused President Clintori of scbem~ 
ing to fund pet projects. Armey cilled Ens an ''ideo-' 
logically inspired power grab:' adding. "1"here is noth. 
ing so arrogant as a: self.righteous income redistributor." 

. " 	 " 

o In the wake ofthe OkJahoma City borribmS. Roosa 
Resowus rarikirlg member Q!orge MiDer~ l).Calif., ' 

. Tuesday called onResoUl"C25 Cbainnan Young to hold 
hearings on violence and intiinicbtion facinS feder:al of 

.: . tidals en'gaiedin land use agencies in severaiWestem l 

swes. Miller catalogued a list of threats of violence and 
executedhnmb arracks. and asserted federal employees' 
lives are at risk, On a related front, the Associated Press 
reponed Seoa'te Judiciary Chairman Hat«:h· and Ter~ 

,mrlsmSubaMnmlttM ClWnnan Arlen Speder. R
, Pa.. lobbed the phrase "political opportunist" at each 

'1 other Tuesdayi,n sharp letters triggered by a prqposed 
. 	 hellring on ,law. enforcement's trntment of the Branch 


Davidian cu.lt Hatch and Specler exchangeCI rheletters 

over the tirriing of the.hearing and who should hold it. 


O.Calling~the Clinton administration's Cuban
refugee policy a "din)', secret and immoral deal:' 
Rep~ LincolnUlaz·Baiart. R·Fla.• was arrested 
Tuesdayand charged with protesting too clo~ to the 
White House, the Associated Press reporte~. Diaz

. ~alart demanded to know who represemed Pn;ljident 
Clintpn at the s~cret negotiations that resulted in last 

, week's reversal of a30-year polieygranting political 
aSylum to 'Cubllll refugees. After Di~-Balan udked 
to reporters for abOut 15 minutes. a policeman 
wamed'hir.D he ,was violating federa11~w bystandiog· 
:within three feet of the White. HOlm; ~aie..TIle.con
gressman was led away in handcuffs; his office told 
police he would pay the 550 fine. . 

a SeQ. Joim W8I1'Ier. R-Va.. is reco\"ering at.Bethesda 
Naval Hospital after being admitted Sunday for treat. , 
ment of.acutc diarrheal illness, his office said TUe.sday_ 
Warner also was treated for what. his office described· 
as a "lJ3nSient irregular heartbeat." Aides saidWamet·s· 

contended the failed ClintQn heahhcare proposal . ,', condition "hIlS been resolved" and that he "ls making 
would not have kept Medicare in the black: rapid pro~ss toward a full ~covery." 
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=Nutrition Security 
~HOTLINE 

May 10.1995 

USDA's Food Stamp Reform: A Responsible Alternative for Change 

On .May 10, as part of the 1995 Farm Bill, Secretary 
of Agricultui'e Dan Glickman and Under Secretary 
Ellen Haas aimouhced a plan to reform the Food 
Stamp Program;.... one of the three pillars of the 
Nation's nutrition security strategy. 

· Along with WIe and school meals, the Food Stamp 
Program gets food to people who need it-espedaUy 
children: USDA's changes will reform the program 
to better serve America's nutrition needs into the 

·next century. 

Proposed ChtJHgeS will: 

• 	 return the program to its nutrition roots so that 
it beHer serves American children and families; 

, • 	ensure that benefits are issued and used 
properlYi and 

• 	 afford States more flexibility. 

Strengthening the Nutrition Safety Net 
.for Children and Families 
Ensuring access to a healthy, nutritious diet is'at the 
core of our Nation's nutrition strategy. 
USDA will integrate nutrition into the program 
so that it reflects current. science, and increase 

· nutrition education, so that the whole family can 
make and enjoy healthy food choices. These changes 
will promote. good health while preserving the 
program's ability to get food to people who need it, 
espedally in times of economic ·change. 

Fighting Fraud Means Ensuring 
Benefits Are Used Properly 
By cracking down on erroneous payments to 
recipients, and retailers who misuse benefits, 
ant;! by removing barriers to electronic benefits 
transfer (EBT), our reforms will strengthen the link 
between Food Stamps and it healthy, nutritious diet. 

The proposaJ builds on USDA's 13-point anti
fraud plan, adding new measures to ensure that 
States deliver benefits accurat'ely. 

Food Stamps Are A Temporary Bridge 
over Hard TImes for Am:erican Families 
Most people who receive food stamp benefits 
are on the program for less than a year. Our 
reforms will strengthen work requirements to 
move toward self-sufficiency. 

And they will require both parents to take 
financial responsibili ty for their children, and 
demonstrate personal responsibility by using 
benefits to purchaSe a healthy diet for 
themselves and their families. 

Replacing Red tape with State 
FlexibiIity--to Meet National Goals 
Federal standards are the reason the program 
works, but how they are administered must be 
made easier for States to comply with. Reforms 
would replace unnecessarily prescriptive 
requirements with a system that allows States to 
design their own gUidelines for meeting national 
goals. 

.. Between block grants and the statu.s quo; our reform 
proposal offers a responsible alternative for people 
who want to chal1ge the Food Starilp Program for the 
better. " 

I 

Ellen Haas, Under Secretary for Food, Nutrition, 
and Consumer Services 

u.s. Department of Agriculture 

For more information on the reform plan, 

contact the Food and Consumer Servic;e at 

(703) 305·2281. 

Food, N utrltlon, and Consumer Services 	 TEl.:. 202-720..7111 
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Section 5 

Food -and Nutrition 
The United States Department of Agriculture administers the Nation's domestic food 
assistance programs which serve more than 45 million Americans every month. The 
Food Stamp Program alone serves about 27 million people monthly, more than half of 
whom are children,' and about 7 percent of whom are elderly. Only about 20 percent 
of food stamp households have any earned income. The National School Lunch 
Program serves 25 million children each day. The Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women. Infants, and Children (WIC) provides food assistance, nutrition 
education, and critical health care referrals to nearly 7 million women, infants, and 
children monthly. 

The Food Stamp Program is a national safety net designed to help meet the basic 
nutritional needs of all eligible low· income families or individuals; other food and 
nutrition programs provide supplemental benefits to those with special needs, such as 
children or pregnant or lactating women. Together these programs fashion a network 
Of food and.nutrition assistance that ensures that every American, regardless of income, 
has access to a more nutritious diet. 

Food Stamp Program Participants 

(Millions) 
~~~~~~--~~~--~~--~--~~~--~--~----~~--~~ 

~~--~----~----------~~~------~--------------------~ 
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Most of the domestic assistance programs were started in response to documented 
problems of underco and undernutrition in the United States in the 1960s and 
early 1970s. National surveys had found problems of growth deficits. anemia, and 
dental caries were more bommon among low-income populations than the U.S.

I , ,

population as a whole. Since the start of the Food Stamp Program and other domestic 
food assistance progranJ. the nutritional status in the United States ,has improved~-the 
incidence of stunting has'decreased, the incidence of low birthweight has decreased, 
,and the prevale'nce,of an~mia in low-income preschool aged children has decreased 
dramatically. 

One of the most importapt elements of the Food Stamp Program and the Child 
Nutrition Program is their ability to meet the increased needs of individuals, 
communities, and States Iresuiting from economic recession. Historically, the Food 
Stamp Program has automatically expanded to meet increased need when the economy 
is in recession and c6nfrkcted when the economy is growing. Food stamp benefits 
automatically flow to cofumunities, States and regions that face rising unemployment or 
poverty. The effect is td cushion some of the harsher effects of economic recession 
and provide stimulus to .lveakening economies. , ' ' 

Estimated FY 1995 outtlys for USDA's 15 domestic food as'sistance and nutrition 
education assistance pro~rams are $38.8 billion. accounting for 62 percent of the 
Department's outlays. l1he Food Stamp Program with. estimated FY 1995 outlays of 
$26.6 billion is the singl~ largest USDA program. The average per person food benefit 
from this program is ab6ut $70 a month. The scale of this program offers a powerful 
means to reach millions bf Americans, but also implies a serious responsjbility to serve 
its customers--the applicknts for and recipients of food assistance and the taxpayers 
whose tax dollars suppo~ the program--efficiently and effectively. OUf responsibility 
is to ensure that the Food Stamp program is administered efficiently, recipients treated 
with dignity, payments ate made accurately and benefits used properly. . , 

.. '" .. ·1
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-Food Stamp Program Reform 

Issue 
the domestic food assistance programs provide an essential economic safety net and 
protect the dietary health of millions 6f adults and children. The Food Stamp Program 
is the primary food assistance prograrlt. serving the most clients with fundamental 
nutrition assistance. The program cart be redesigned to address the need for improved 
program integrity, increased state fle~ibiIity, and demands for personal responsibility. 
Neither the status quo nor the extremJ proposal to convert programs to block grants • 
will provide a 'modernized program dJIivery system that ensures nutritional security 
and responds to economic need .. 

Discussion 
The dual mission for food and nutrition policy is to ensure that all consumers have . 

I ' 
access to resources to purchase a healthful diet and the information to choose, prepare, 
and consume nutritious foods. 

Although the link between diet and health is well established, the eating practices of . 
most Americans do not meet the DiedryGuidelines for Americans. Nutrition 
leadership and education are needed bbcause improvements in dietary practices wi11 
benefit society by improving quality of life and productivity. and by preventing early' 
death. , 

Estimates indicate that in FY 1995 the Food Stamp Program will serve an average of 
27 million Americans each month, at in annual cost of more than $26.6 billion. Total 
spending on domestic food assistance ~rograms is estimated at $38.8 billion. Despite 
the benefits these large programs afford, nutrition education has not been adequately 
incorporated into client contacts. ' 

The magnitude of the Food Stamp Program demands increased attention to program 
efficiency and integrity. A variety of enhanced authorities may be ·considered to deter. 
food stamp fraud by retailers and program participants. Sanctions and incentives can 
encourage States to reduce error rates land recoup claims. ·Modemizing benefit delivery 
will impr'qve program efficiency while facilitating improved program integrity. . ' 

The Federal goverrunent covers the cdst, of· food ,tamp benefits but Stiltes share the 
costs of administering the program ana are subject to uniform national standards of 
eligibility. Although States may requ~st waivers of certain administrative rules, the 
system lacks the flexibility to encoura~e innovation and improve performance. 

Eligibility for the Food Stamp progral is based on need. The program se~s work and , 
training requirements for able-bodied kdults to promote personal responsibiJity and ' 
eliminate the individual's need for the program. 
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Guidance 
A reform agenda that ensures nutritional security, improves program integrity, 
modernizes program delivery, provides State flexibility, responds to economic need, . 
and demands personal responsibility should include the following: 

• Expand nutrition education to promote health to the general public and prograin 
participants, and specify the importance of nutrition education in the Food 
Stamp Program mission statement. Complement nutrition education with efforts 
to improve access to quality, affordable foods in underserved areas. 

• Enact anti-fraud legislation assuring that only legitimate retail food stores 
participate in the Food Stamp Program, strengthening penalties against retailers 
and recipients who defraud the program, and improving the collection of claims 
owed to the government. Require .use of the Federal Tax Refund Offset 
Program and reform the Food Stamp Quality Control system to better utilize 
incentives and sanctions. 

• Modernize delivery by removing the statutory prohibition against sharing 
Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) costs with retailers and by lifting the 
superfluous and administratively burdensome state-by-state EBT cost neutrality 
cap. EBT could also curb misuse of program benefits by helping to identify 
fraud niore easily. 

• Strengthen work and training requirements for able-bodied adults by 
. streamlining and strengthening sanctions for noncompliance and restriCting 
exemptions. This will reinforce the expectation that aU those who can work 
should work. Personal responsibility should also be enhanced by permitting 
States to require cooperation with the Child Support· Enforcement Program. 
Allowing States to deduct the charges associated with replacement of EBT cards 
directly from food stamp allotments will make food stamp recipients financially 
responsible for lost EBT cards. 

• Augrrtent State administrative flexibility by eliminating overly' prescriptive 
requirements and giving States the authority to develop customer service. 
guidelines appropriate for their clientele. Broaden authority for States to 
standardize benefits using income determinations from the Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDC), and grant States the flexibility to certify 
households for benefits for up to two years with annual contact to confinn 
household circumstances. 
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.Enhance Nutrition Education 

Issue 
The American public is making slow progress toward better nutrition and health despite 
numerous educatiOIlaI activities and considerable public and private expense. This may 
be due to nutrition messages to Americans that are usually fragmented, often confusing, . 
and sometimes inconsistent. The Farm Bill is an opportunity to increase emphasis on . 
nutrition for the general.population, integrate nutrition education· into all domestic food 
assistance programs, and to work with States to implement nutrition promotion 
activities, 

Discussion 
Ov~r the last 15 yeats, a consensus on diet has developed among U.S. nutrition and 
health experts. The Dietary Guidelines expressed in the Food Guide Pyramid is one 
tangible expression of that consensus. Yet, an unfortunate disconnect appears between 
the dietary advice of experts and the eating patterns and practices of much ofthe 
American public. The public appears to be backsliding in its quest for better eating and 

. health, despite considerable government activity and expense, 

Several statutes give USDA piecemeal legislative authority to provide nutrition 
information and education to the general public and to participants in USDA domestic 
food assistance programs. This authority is fragmented and often tied to a specific 
food assistance program, which constrains the types of allowable activities. Broader 
authority s,hould allow USDA to provide. the needed leadership to ensure that all 
consumers have the information and motivation to make healthful choices. 

The rising costs of health care and the growing knowledge of the litiks between diet 
and health point to substantive societal and individual benefits from effective nutritional 

. education. Reducing early deaths, increased productivity, and improved quality of life 

. are positive outcomes associated with improved nutrition. 

While some programs. such a:s WIC and the National School Lunch Prog"ram, have 
eS,tablished c1ear links to sound nutrition practices and nutrition education, others,. 
particularly the Food Stamp Program and several of the commodity programs, have 
1,10t. In addition, the commodity programs, particularly the Emergency Food 
Assistance Program (TEF AP) and the Soup Kitchens/Food BailkProgram, offer little 
in the way of nutrition education. 

• 


I . 


. . , 
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Guidance 
The following actions could greatly enhance the ability· of USDA to fulfill its mission 
to improve the nutrition of all Americans. 

• Expand USDA's nutrition mandate, eliminating statutory barriers to nutrition. 
promotion activities. The new mandate should direct USDA to· develop and· 
implement a comprehensive consumer- and science-based program to assist all 
consumers in adopting healthful, nutritious eating patterns. 

• Develop nutrition promotion· goals for USDA food assistance program 
customers and American consumers. Develop a ·plan and means for measuring 
progress toward achievement of the goals. 

• Forge partnerships wIth State and local organizations, nutrition experts, and the 
food industry to plan and implement strategies to integrate nutrition education 
into food assistance programs; 

• In cooperation with State and local orgariizatioIlS, establish or strengthen 
nutrition support networks to coordinate nutrition activities in States and local 
cOllUIluilities. 

_... ....... __ .......... _. 
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-Commodity Program Consolidation' 

Issue 
Several programs exist to provide nutrition assistance to needy Americans through the 

. distribution of commodities for household consumption or in prepared meals. In some 
cases, the target populations for these pr9grams overlap, but program rules differ. 
This creates confusion, increases administrative costs, and limits States' flexibility. 
Actions are needed to address these problems and to streamline USDA commodity 
programs. 

Discussion 
The Emergency Food Assistance Program (TEFAP), the Soup Kitchen/Food Bank 
Program, and the Commodity Supplemental Food Program (CSFP) currently provide 
commodity assistance to needy Americans. These programs have a wide variety of 
legislative and regulatory requirements, and are administered by several types of State 
agencies. Therefore, administration of the programs is complicated, and States have 
little flexibility in targeting their needy populations. 

"Bonus" commodities, those acquired by USDA under surplus removal and price 
support authorities, are available to these programs in addition to commodities 
purchased under the specific program authorities. Bonus cOnimodities are also 
available to "charitable institutions" which include soup kitchens, prisons, and 
hospitals. 

Guidance 
The following actions would address me shortcomings of the existing conmiodiry 
distribution programs. 

.• 	 Consolidate all funding currently available for commodities and administration 
of TEFAP and the Soup Kitchen/Food Bank Program. Fun~ing for 
commodities and program administration initially would be allocated to the 
States based on the proportion of the total they received in FY 1995. States 
would be required to initiate a decision-making process on benefit targeting that . 
includes formal opportunities for public input, and to incorporate their decision 
into a state plan of operations. 

• 	 Expand State flexibility to use the consolidated program to target assistance and' 
streamline administrative and procurement processes. 

• 	 Integrate nutrition education into the consolidated commodity program. States 
would be encouraged to coordinate nutrition education and information delivery 
with the Food Stamp Program and WIC. 

Administration's Farm Bill Proposal 13 
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"Gliqkman urges Clinton veto of food stamp bill@ 

By Charles Abbott 

WASHINGTON (Reuter) - Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman 
Tuesday urged a presidential veto of any legislation to merge 
the food stamp program, which helps feed 26 million people, into 
block grants administered by the states. 

"I would recommend that.he (President Clinton) veto block 
grants, I Glickman told reporters after delivering a' similarI 

warning to the Senate Agricultpre Committee. "The concept of 
block granting is something we're very strongly opposed to. I' 

Glickman, who is responsible for public nutrition programs, 
spoke a day before. the Senate Finance Committee was to.begin 
voting on the main provisions of a welfare reform bill that 
shifts responsibility to the states under broad block grants. 
The plan by Finance Committee Chairman Bob Packwood, R-Ore., 
would set federal work rules and may limit welfare to five years 
but otherwise would contain few guidelines states would have to 
meet. 

The House has already passed its version of welfare reform 
legislation, which would give the states new authority over the 
major welfare programs, including school lunches and aid to 
families with dependent children. 

Senate Minority Leader Tom Daschle, D-S.D., said Democrat~ 
would wait until the Senate committee finished work before 
deciding whether to offer any comprehensive alternative. 

Democrats have generally favored a reform plan that would 
retain federal control over welfare while giving states more 
flexibility, put more emphasis on training and require welfare 
recipients to sign "contracts' I to move from welfare to work. 

Farm state senators said they favored block grants, or other 
major changes for food stamps while retaining federal control of 
child nutrition programs such as' school lunch. But the House 
bill took the opposite approach, keeping food stamps at the 
federal level but merging child nutrition into block grants. 

Public nutrition programs cost nearly $40 billion a year and 
are a major element in welfare reform because many welfare 
households also receive food assistance. 

"I am inclined to be bold when it comes to changing the 
food stamp program, perhaps more so than most of my 
colleagues,' I said Agriculture Committee Chairman Richard.Lugar 
of Indiana. "I am inclined to retain child nutrition programs 
at the federal level, while targeting benefits more.' ! 

About 26 million people receive food stamp benefits each 
month. Some 25 million children receive hot meals daily thro~gh 



'school lunch, which provides free or reduced-price meals for 
children from low-income families. 
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" I
Here's~note my new intern Jean Martin wrote me o'n food stamp 
cash-out limits, FYI. 

i 

i. 
Emily Bromberg and I ar~ going to discuss how we can ensure that 
.the food' stamp people work with us more on these important . 
• 	 I I . 

~ssues. '.. 	 . ~. 

(·Re: 	 2 notes at the bottom: 

o 	 FCS is offering to compromise with Gov. Engler by agreeing 
to pay for theeva]uation·he .doesn't want to do." 

•. 	 '.. I· 
o 	 New York is getting some kind.of denial from FCS. I am 

trying to figure out how unhappy NY will be.)
I 

"I 
I' 

Diana 

cc: Jeremy 

. i 
1 



TO: Diana 

FROM: 

RE:' 

DATE: 

Jean , , 

! 
2-3% 
Info 

$tatutory Limit on Food stamp Cash-.outs and Other 
from Yvette Jackson re: Food stCl:mp Waivers . 

i 

. 'June ,5; 1995 I 
I

Yvette Jackson reports that there was language put ,into lCist 
year's Senate Appropria~ions Bill restricting FCS' ability to 
approve food stamp cashtouts to no more than 25 states and no 
more than 3% of the national food stamp caseload. This 3% is 
actually quite large, as ,the national case load is approximately 
27 million people. Thus, FCS' is ',limited to approving cash-out 
·for no more than 810,000 recipients. Yvette feels that FCS is 
not close to reaching t~is cap because most cash-out programs are 
very small, targeted to,counties or specific areas within a. 
state. I 

. . 
Like the 25-state cap, the 3% language expires September 30th and 
Yvette feels 'it is unlikely to be renewed under the current 
Congress. . . . . . I., . " . . . 
Yvette also commented that FCS "does not ll.ke cash-out" because 
evidence shows that fa~ilies spend money on things other than 
food when they Cash outJ According to Yvette, FCS is concerned 
that these families wili not adequately provide for the 
nutritional needs of th~ir children. ' 

. I 

In other news: I 


M"-".=:i;.:::c""h""'i:..:;g;L:a=.:n'-'-w=i.=I.=I:.......<::b::.;:e::..·....;g:;>..;e=:=-t=t-=i-'!-'n:.:.;;g'----"b=a=c=k,-"--t=o----"t=h:..::e=m,,,--t:co::::.m=o.=.r.=r..;::o:...:.:.w· a s to FCS' 0 f f er 

to pay for evaluation. IFCS estimates the cost to be 

approximately $200,000. 


'New York should receivelnotification of their denial "within·the 
next day or two. 1I 

jjm 



E X E CUT I V'E . 0 F! F ICE o F THE PRE SID E N T 
I 
I 

05~jun-1995 11:49am 

TO: Diana M. Forfuna 

FROM: . Br.uce N'~ Reed 
Domestic policy Council 

I 
I 

SUBJECT: RE: Michiganl food stamp waiver issue 

'. 
is' that 2-3% of the' natlional population or of the ·state' s.1 



i 
I 
i 

E X E CUT I, V E' 0 F; F ICE o F THE PR E SID E N T 

30-May-1995 01:25pm 

I 
I 

TO:' 	 Jeremy D. Benami 
I 

I 
FROM': 	 Diana M .. For~una 


Domestic POl!icy Council 


CC: 	 Bruce N. Reed 

SUBJECT: 	 Michigan food stamp waiver issue 

Ellen Haas's office wililget back to me tomorrow with suggestions 
on how to respond to Gov. Engler's letter to the President 
complaining that FNS ha:s not approved his request for a state-wide 
food stamp cash-out waiver. FNS is meeting on it tomorrow, so 
Patty Morris will reporjt back to me. , 

What Patty 	did say in o,ur conversation today is: in addition to 
the 25 state statutory :limit on food stamp cash-outs, there is 
also a statutory limit it:hat only 2-3% of the population can be . 
under food 	stamp cash-o,ut waivers. This is news to me. She 
suggested that they won" t agree to Gov. Engler' s request to do it 
state-wide, but that pe'rhaps he could have it .on a smaller scale. 

She also said that the food stamp reform package that ,they just 
released last week (als:o news to me) would allow these cash,...outs 

. wi thout our approval., abd' that 'w,e should stress thq.t. this package 
shOuld'be enact;ed. I 

I 	 ,
Jeremy: is someone else on DPCworking on this reform package? 
What do you think? 

I . 




I 
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The Food Stamp ~rogram has been'thecornerstoneof,the, , 

national 'commitment to protect the nutrition, health, and well 

being of America',s.' low-in6ome fat:nilies' for over, 2,0' years.' The 

program has' succeeded in gett'ing food ,to the people, who :need 

nutrition assistance. There is ,still room, however, 'for 


'improvement. ' We need basic I common sense reforms that bui'ld on 

the program's success. 
 , i i 

, Over the last two years, the U. S. Department of Agriculture 
reviewed all aspects" of the Food Stamp, Program, guided by six key 
~eform principles: provide fo'r nutrition security; improve 
program integrity;' modernize benefit deliverYiexpand State , 
flexibility; ens~re economic re'sponsivenessj and prQmote personal 
responsibility,,' ,The Department ' s proposed reforms will transform' 
the Food, Stamp 'Program in,to a. more flexible program, that meets,' 

, the nutrition needs of families into the next century. 
, , , " I " , ' , " 

In taking, these step,s, we preserve the abili.ty of the Food 
Stamp Program to respond Ito, changing economic conditions. 
I:Ustorically, the Food St1amp Program has: a\ltomatically expanded 
to meet' increased need when -the', economy is in recession and 
contracted when the econ~my is growing. Food'stampbenefits 
automatically flow ~o inqividuals and comml.Jnities·that face 
rising unemployment or pqverty. cushioning, the harsher eff~cts'of' 
economic 'recession and s~imulatirig weakening economies. Our 
ref,erms recognize that the Food Stamp Prog:t"am is a necessary 
safety net to assure low-tincotne, American f':1milies the assistance 
they need to obtain a healthy, nutritious diet ,in tough times. 

r am' enclosing a paper'whic'h discusses the Department's 
specific legislative proposals for'achieving food stamp,reform in 
broad t~rms, amendatory language for accomplishing. the proposed 

'reforms, and a section-by:'sec'tion 'analysis .of the, proposals . Our 
proposal is desig'ned to change the basic, sl:ructure 'of' the' Food'· 
Stamp Program. .in ,ways tht:..t make sense. While ou:r: goal was not to 
achieve ,significant'savings,· the,specific reforms we propose to ' 
improve the program will! save a modest amount, estima:ted,to be 
approximately $550 million o,~er the, next f:lve years.

" I, ", 

, I'
, 

, 
, AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITV EMPLOVEA 

I· ' . .; . 

I 

http:abili.ty
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I' 
I, 

, . 

. 

Similar letters are being sent to thE~ Chairman of the House 
Agriculture Committee andlthe Ra.nking Democra.tic Members of that 
Committee and your Committee. 

, 	 I 

The' Office of MimageJent and Budget ,2ldvises' that there is' no 
objection to the presentaqion .of this mat~~tial from the 
standpoint of the Administ:ir~tion' S, progral1n. 

Sincerely, 

DAN GLICKMAU 
S,ecretary , 

..... ,. 	 , 

Entsures " 	 , i 

~ ~c: 	 Regional AdministratJr (MPRO) 
State Director (Kansas), 

',i 

i' 
, 
I 

, ' 

I 

j , 

'j 
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I 

~Lugar :won,tt try to give states food 'stamp ,grant's@ 
I 

By Sue Kirchhoff 

WASHINGTON (Reuter) '-'The chairman of the Senate· Agriculture 
Committe,e changed his posit:l.qn Friday and said he wO,uld not 
attempt to give states cont~ol'over the Food Stamp program, 
which provides nutrition ai<;l to 26 million poor,Americans.' 

" ,I,. . . '. 
, Sen. Richard Lugar, R-I~d., instead. unveiled a plan to save 

more than $18 billion from nutrition. programs over five years 
• j. • • . •

that keeps Food Stamps a feder:al responslbl1ltY,but glves states 
new flexibility and cuts monthly benefits. . ' 

, . I ' 

Unlike a House-passed welfare reform plan that has been' , 
harshly cr.iticized by Democrats, Lugar's proposal would not give 
states author i ty over the .sChool lunch program or make, changes 
in the Women, 'Infants,'and Ch,il,dren feeding program. ' 
~ .' - ' ~ ~ ~ '. :', 

~~I changed my mind. 'The evidence was largely that fa Food 
Stamps block grant) would nbt,be a good'idea," Lugar .told 
reporters, saying he was' co'ncerned that a lump sum to ,states 
would not ,allow them ,tomee;t ,~n~r~a7~~",need under a recession . 

. . ~ - You :'have 1;0' :t~ke~ : : .' jtJ:1~t se~'io~~lY as' oppo~edto simply 
phllosophlCa.l'ly say,lng '~t i~9Uld be. -sort, of neat 'lfall this 
were 'a:"p'ile of' qash', an(;l'send, it"out there and deny any further 
responsibi~ity ,'" -he 'said .'; I ',' ., " _ " 

"!' • ~'. ~.. i . "f: I, , - \ 

While admitting s~cond :ttioughts,' Lugar also, lacked a 
majority on h,is commi.tt~e ,~or block grants.J?residemt Clinton 
has threatened to veto any':Food Stamps block grant ~ '> , 

.," , 

, Lugar, whose committee imust cut aro,und" $28 bi11 ion from crop 
support an<~'nutrit10n proglf~ms over the next five years to meet 
Republicar(-balanced-budget fplans,'warned 'that his 'proposal was 
not the final ~?rd on nutrition sp~nding.:

':r I' 

Some farm-st'ate senators want deeper, cuts in "nutr,ition to 
protect, subsisides fO~ cot~on,Whe~t and other ,crop's: 

, Sen. Patrick Leahy, D-Vt., said he would vote against 
Lugar's plan in committee next week and may offer amendments to 
end farm supports for wealthy farmers. ~~I'am not ab.outto 
support commodity groups ~:.. and do it by cutting off nutrition' 
to people in all 50 states I, many, of whom are children," Leahy. 
told reporters~, , 

.The government spent m6re th~:m $8 billion ,last year on crop 
supports and 6ver$34 bill~on on nutrition programs. " 

,Lugar's proposal would; provide 'smaller increases in Food 
Stamp allotments to meet i'nflation -- cutting the reimbursement 
rate under the. government 'Is ~,~Thrifty Food Plan." . 

I 
I. 

http:posit:l.qn


~' '. 
It would require able-b~died recipients between the ages of 

18-50 to work and let ,some states offer Food stamp benefits in 
cash. The bill would save $500-700 billion from school lunches 
by freezing the payments fo~ more affluent children., 

House Republicans have taken a pounding' tor their plan to 
give states control of schodl lunch. 'Overall, the House bill 
cuts more than $25 billion :prom nutrition programs. It makes 
deep cuts in Food stamps, b~t does not include a block grant. 

~REUTER@ 
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, I I 

I 
C 

, 'I 

, , ,," US't.A's Analysis of the, ,,' 
" , Food Stamp Simplification and Reform Act of,1995 

, , " March 6, 1995 ' 

The propos~d',Food'S'tamp SimPlificktiOll and' Reform Acr ~f1995. willjeopar¢ize the n~tional 
nutrition safety net for children arid :families. It would'make far-reaching changes .to the 
foundation of the Nation's endeavorito get food topeQple who need it. The bill would trike 

, billions in~utritipn benefits from pe:ople who' need them, render the Food Stamp Program 
wri-ecognizable, and .make program administration unmanageable. It would result in the 
unrilVeling of the national n~trition framework'that has successfully narrowed the gap between 
the diets of low-ltlcome and other JaIpilies. . ' 

,: I 

The bm will eliIninate the national 
; 

nutritionalsafety net. It will make deep reductions in 
nuiritionbenefi~s i~meqiately, alloW nutritioh SUPPQrt to erode ov~r time, and place a hard 

, cap ~n future program expenditures, : raising the specter of even further- reducti011S • c 

. . 

o 	 Overall funding for the Foodl,Stamp Program would be $3 billion less than needed 
undercurre,nt law in 1996 anoat least$16 billion less ov~~ five years,:!' More. than 2 
million' p(,111icipants'would· lose all benefits in 1996 arid virtuidly everyone else wou1d 

, receive f~wer food stamp benefits'immediately; within three years,' everyonl;'!~ including, ' 
14 million children, would r~ce,iveless,. ' . ',," ,,', 

, 
~ , .' 

, 0 ·~6od ~taIt1p benefits aren~wllin'ked to the Thrifty Food Plan, the least costly of·" , 
USDA's food plans:, This en,sures that low-income families ,and individuals have the 
'resources needed to'purchase,an adequ~te andc nutritious diet. By freez,ing virtu~lly a.11 ' 
cost-<?f-living adjustments, the bill will allow benefits to fall behind rising food prices. 
A:s currently drafted, the bill 'shatters the critical link to basic nutrition .standards; , 

, reducing,'Pasic benefits to only .90 percent of the amount needed. to sustain an activ.e, 
healthy life by the year' 2000~,c' 	 , 

o ,The bill places a hard cap onJuture program expenditures. If the need for, nutrition 
support rises to the cap in future years, the bill requires USDA to reduce benefits 

, across the b.oar& . '! ' ' . ' . . " 
I . 

", ,i 	 ' ."c, • 

o· 	 The 'gap between the d~ets of~low-income and all other families narrowed after 
expansion of the Food Stamp' Program and introduction of WIC. Reductions of the 
size' proposed in this bill jeopardize 30 years. of health and nutrition accomplishments. 

" -' . i! '" " " " . 
. I'The House Committee. on AgHculture will apparendy"s~ek $Il;i billion in savings oVer ' 

, 'fiye years.' Initial analY,sis of draft bill language as pf March 2 suggests that the bill ·will 
achievl;'! much greater savings, rangihg from about $20 billioh to $30 billion over five years' 
depending' on the extent to w~ich cost:'of-1iving adjustments to ma~imum, benefits are, 

',' 
curtailed," .. ' , ,", ' 

, , 
"I ' 
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I· 
,1 

Th~ bill will eliminate' nat,ional eligibility and benefit standards. The elements of a 
healthy, nutritious diet do ,not vary ~cross the country. NationaLstandards protect low-:-income 
families and their children,nomatt~r where 'they live. 

: 
, .'I, ' " 	 , 

o 	 National standards work. Y~t, the bill will give each of the 50 States the, option to 
,eliminate those standards fori single mothers. with children immediately and for all 
participants' eventua~ly.. Thete could. be 50 vastly different State programs using 50 
different eligibility standardsl and offering 50 different nutrition' benefits. In 'fact, each 
State could even set up diffetent., ~tandards, for different counties .. These changes may 

" 	 reverse the program's effectiiveness'in assuring low-income families access to the 
resources they' need to meet :t~eir basic nutritional needs.. . " . 

. ! 	 . 

I " 
o 	 Where States have this flexibility now, ~e have seen enormous variability. A single 

parent·with two. children c~ qtialify for $120 a month in AFDC if she lives in, 
Mississippi but $680 if she, lives in Connecticut. The uniform national standards of 
the Food Stamp' Program heipsmooth out these inequities among States. 

I" ' , 

o 	 The, proposed "simpli:ficatio~n 'may actually Coinplicate program administration.' 
Workers may need tounder~and one set of rules for pureAFDC households, another 
set for households in which!some receive AFDCand others do not" and yet another,for 
households in 'which no onelreceives'AFDC . .In any given month, about 40 percent 'of 
all food stamp househ~lds r~ceiv~ AFDC; fully one ,in five of these are mixed cases: 

, Moreover, households are dynamic _.i their members, incomes and program " 
participation all change over 'time. ' 

, " ',' I, " 
, -' I • 	 , 

The bill will eU~inate the ec~~o~ic responsiveness of the Food, Stamp Program; 
Historically, the,' Food Stamp Program haS automatically, expanded to meet increase~ need" 

When the economy is, in recessiorik.d contracted, when the economy is growing. Food stamp 
benefits 2utomatica1ly flow to cominwiities.:States or regions that face rising unemployment 
or poverty. The etJect'is to cushiop'some of the'parsher effects of economic ree:ession and ' 

, provide' a stimulUS to' weakening econoniies. ' ,"', " . 	 ' '. 
" 	 .': ' , " '. - ' ' ' ,". 

. ' ' .' , i· ",. • , 
, 0, Between 1990 and, 1994, the number,of food'stamp participants increased by more' 

. 	 " I ,_, <. 

than one~third. ,The Food S,tamp Program expanded automatically to ~eet this need., 
;,' 	 . 

, 1, 	 . , . 

o 	 By placing a hard cap on program expenditures in future years and creating an 
optional'block grant; the bilt eliminates this' responsiveness to economic or 
demographic changes. Whi'le the number of people eligible for and. in need of ' 
assistance, will grow as the ~conomy weakens,urtemploymel1t rises, or poverty , 
increases; federal funding f9f .food aSsistance would no longer automatically increase 

. in response to greater need.1 Nutrition benefits could be .reduced .at precisely the t~me .. 
when the economy is weitk~st, .states are least able to' step in with their owriresources~ 

, and participants are most in need. . 
, ' 	 I 

,2 
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\ 
o 	 ·.·In times of economic recessibn, .~very· $lbilli~min ~dditionalfood stamp spendi~~ " 


generates about 25,000 jobs.i· , .' '.' . . ,'.. .' ' 

, 	 . 'r" . : ". ,. . 	 . . 	 . 

The proposed cap will sever~ly' chiillenge the 'capacity of both fed,eraland State . 
. governments to manage the' program without causing serious .hardship to those who· . 
rely on program benefits to get through tougry times.. The variation in possible Sta~e 
program designs will compliFate the 'already difficult task of proje'cting program costs 
into the future. The ,normal lag in State reports on program costs, coupled with the 
need to give 'States enough advance noticeto allow time to adjust benefits', means that' 

. critical. deci~ions~i11 have to be made relatively, early each year with only partial' ~d" 
uncertain information.. . i ' 

, . 	 I.' . 

The bi.ll is, weak on fraud. The Food Stamp Program faces aserious threat. Its remarkable, 
sJ.1ccess.is eclipsed by a growing perception of a program in crisis. Weneed to change that . 
perception 'through swift, effective steps to end the diversion of food stamps for personal 
profiC. . . ! 	 . 

'1 	 ' .' 

, .0 The Administration has pro~o~ed a legislative' package' that will give USDA the'·. .' 
f, I. , 

authority, and, necessary toql~ to. rein in program abuse. This bill is' not as ,tough on 
criminals who defraud the Fbod Stamp Program as the Administration's proposal. 

o .' The Ad~inistration's strateg~ focuses .~;weventing fraud bye~'uring that only 

legitimate"stores participate and by strengthening, penaitiesagainst retailers ~nd, 

recipients who violate program rules. Specifically, the Administration seeks to.: 


' .. I ' . 	 " 

s~spend violating retbilers from the program while their cases are pending , 
I . 	 . .. 

review, e1iminati~g t~e ability of stor:es. to continue to abuse the progr~m during 
. the' appeals process. r ' . 

.' 

expand forfeit~r~'aut~o~ity to allow the sei~ure of any, property. used in or 
derived' from illegal food stamp ,transactions 

. .' " ! 

. : ," i 	 . 
, allow USDA ~o· determine the length of timc a store found to have business 

integrity'pr9blems (Sllch' as convictions for embezzlement. insuranc~ 'fraud. 
etc.,), would be barreCi from the' program. ' '; . 

" 	 'i.,," ". 

',increase USDA' acce~s :to a wide variety of documents to verify the legitimacy 
,of retail food stores : ' , 

. expand 'aut~ority. to use retailer-provided information when c~operating with 
law enforcemem aut~orities . , . . . . 

.' . .,' ! .' ','. '. ' . '. ' . 
. permit USDA~o perrtanently disqualify retailers:who in~entioi1ally submit' 
falsified applications:: ,.., " . ' . . .. ; ,. "." 

• , 1 

'1.'.. 
,.' 3.··· 
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',' ., 

l,'. ~', 

-- require States to~paitilcipateinmand~tory tax amf salary offset progr~s ,to 
cOllect outstanding daims~ " ' ' " , " " . , 

I 	 " 
, ' 

, 	 '1','" ' ,," 

The bill will reduce food spencUng and 'harm the food ind,ustry and farm economy. 
. I' 	 • 

! 

o 	 The bill would ultimately mean that low-income families will have less, to spend on , 
food. A $16 billion r~duction.in fe4,eral support could lower , retail food sales by as 
much as $3 billion to $'7 bilIionpver the next five years. " '" , ' 

I 
I 

,0 'As,food spending declines, the loss iIi sales wo:uJd affect, earnings ,of food 
manufacturing 'and, distributi6ri finns. Agricultural producers would suffer decreases in, 
gross farm income as" farm p~ices and food sales 'decline. " " ' 

, . 	 " , . ~ . 
, 	 ,','", ' '",'" ' : I, ' , 

The 	bUJ und'erminesa "national, uniform';EBl' system. The Administration strongly: 
: believes t~at it is time to create a b~nefit delivery system, that works better, and costs less. 
Under the Vice-President's leadersh~p, we are already moving to make EBT nati<:mwide in the 
fullest sense -- ,one card, user,friendly, with unified delivery of government-funded benefits. " 

, This bill would allow,every st~teto pursue .theiro~ independent ~ath to EBT. ' 
, t"·., • I 	 ' 

o 	 Food retailers; finanCialinstiiutions., and client advocates agree that a national, uniform 
EBT system provides' better ~ervice; reduces 'security risks, and increases cost.,:', 

,effectiveri~ss more than independent State systems. National uniformity elimin;ites the 
need to repeat' sizable investments in system development as each State implements 
EBT~ Stimdard rules maximize the opportuIiity to piggyback on, the commercial" A.TM 
and POS infras~ucture. , ' ,j' " , ' . " . , ' ' 
, " " " ,,' !, " 	 ' 

o 	 Pr9giam security 'can" be compromi~ed ifeach State is allowed'to develop 'its oWl) " 
system. Systeni secmity is riot free;,' If national security standards'ru:e not established 
and 'enforced. States will face the difficult choice between reducing costs and " 
jeopardizing progi~ security. ,Wf? want' to' ensure more program, integrity,' not less. ' 

.' " t.. ' • J 	 _,',• 

Common: ruJes and procedUres f~r -EBTsystems will allow participants to pUrchase 
food in their, home States, neighboring States, or any State., Without uniform rules, . 
'inter-Statebenetit redemptiori will be difficult at best, mnkingit likely that particip,ants 
wouid lose theirability to redeem food stamp benefits anywhere in the country. 

, , I 

I 

A block grant fortheFood~tanip' ~rograzrt is not neededto move EBT along -~ it is' , 
already happening. ' A coaliti.on of 7 Sou~hem States, sharing 'the, vision of streainl,ned, 
cost-effective EBT, is working in partnership with the Federal EBT Tas~ Force ,and, 

" federal' agencies toimplemerlt ajoint EBT'system by 1996., Nine States are alre~dy, 
",operating ,EST systems for t~e Food ,Stamp Program; 30 other 'States are currently 

,planning or in the prpcess of: implementing EBT. ' 
, "~ 

",. 	 , i 

! 

, ~' 
,, 
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, ' , 	 'I' , , 
The bill proposes an unworkable work program. 	

" ; 

, I " 
, " 

" 

o 	 By denying benefits to any single adult or 'childless couple who does not work or' 
,p~ici'pate in a workfare program -~ without requiring' that .8tatesprovide jobs, ' 
training,or workfare slots --i this bill 'holds nutrition b~nefits hostage to jobs that may 
not exist. 

o ' 	 This provision will take all 6utrition benefits away from 1.2 million participants within 
3 months: of impiementation!wuess:, ' , " . 

, " 	 .1' • 

',Stfltes manage to cre~tean. equal number, of workfare slots (an extremely 
unlikely possibility given an annual cost ofabout $2,700 per slot, more than $3 
billion overall); 1 .,' , 

" tUlemployment rates exceed 10 percent (an exemption that will apply to a 
relatively few places:~- in the depth of the serious recession'in' 1982, when the 

,national unemployment rate reached 9.7 percent, the highest rate seen in 50 ' 
" years, only about on~~third of 'all major urban areas would have qualified for 
, this exemption); orf ' 	 , " 

, ,I, 	 , , 
the Secretary detenn,ines that SUfficient Jobs are not available:' 

, ", 	 I 

, The bill is unfairly tough on le~ail immjgrants. " . 
, 

0, 	 Illegal aliens should not re~eive food stamps. an4, u~der' currenUaw, they do, not. 

0' ,The blanket prohibition of ~ll benefits to legal immigrants who are not yet citize~s is,' . 
too broad and would. shift dubstantial burdens to State and- local taxpayers. These legal 
immigrants are required to payt~xes. Many serve in the. armedfof,?es and contribute . 
to their ,communities. 

o 	 'The Administration s~~ngl~ favors a more focused' apprpach ~f holding sp~nsors more 
,accountable for those they pringin1c:i this; country. ' 

, , . 
, I 	 . 

The hillwil' t;oDsolidate several (Jf USD,A's commodity programs. The bill would 

combine severarFood'Distribution Programs into one Consolidated Grant, including the' 

Commodity Supplemental Food P.fogram, The Emergency Food' Assistance Program, the Food 


, Banks/Soup Kitchens Program arid the Commodity Program for Charitable Institutions and, , 
summer camps. The funding sect~on would" howeve~, prohibit the· Department from using the 
appropriated amount for initial pr6c~ssing and packaging of commodities, or for distribution 

, 'of commodities to States. While the'Secretary may usc Commodity Credit Corporation or 
Section 32 funds for these purposb, it is not possible to know whether such funds would 
actually 'be 'available. If funds wJre not available, it would plac~ the Secretary in the position 
of purchasing commodities for emergency feeding programs, but withou~ funds to process the 
food jnto customer-friendly sizes ,orto be able to pay for food delivery to the States, 

., .. .' ," . ,. . . 

,', . 'I. 

r . , 

i' 
, , I 

I 
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,.,relimin~ry Estima~ of the Effeicts of the 
Food Stamp ~im'plilication and'Rel'onn Act of 1995 . 

; . (DoJlars in millions) 

Section Proposal 

i· 
I 

I' 

1996. 1991 199,8 1999 2000 
5-Year 

Total 

541 

542 . 

State option to operate a simplified 
,Food Stamp Program in all or part of 
the State for families receivinB: 

. benefitsluDder thetemperary . 
assistaD.te'for Needy Families Block 
Grant' 

AuthoritY,given to States to ~ the . 
same ~es' for APDC and foo4 

" stamp .eligibility and benefit " 
Calculations 1 

N/A 

.. 
N/A 

N/A 

.N/A 

N/A N/A N/A 

N/A ,.N(AN/A 

.' '.~ 

An AFOC penalty for DOl'lcompJiance' 
with work .requirementseanno~, result 
in an increase in food stamp, benefits . 

-5' -S, ' -5-5 -S .-25 

543 Conforining amendment 
i 

o· o o o o o 

SSI 

552 

Eliminate cost-<lt'..llving ajust.rlents to .". 
the 'J'1uifty Food Plan after 19,96 

I 
. Freeze the standard deduction'and 

, I 
shelter deduction after 1995 I 

o ,-9SS -1,985 .3,100 -4,21S -10.255 

- standard -130 .230 ·360 -490 -625 -1.835 

.  s~lter . ·85 -410 '-590 -65S -73S ,-2,475 
, 

- homeless shelter expense 1 ·a a a a a 0 

Count energy assistance 'paid ~nder , 
AFI>Cor GA as income ,i 

·220 -+20 -220 ,-220 -220 '-1,100 

Do not count. e&penses paid by 
LIHEAPwhen calCulating the excess 
shelter expense deduction : 

.35 . -40 -40 -40 -40 -195 

553 Freeze the Fair Market Valu~ vehicle 
limit at $4.550 . ' 

,-5 . -S~. -75 -100 -120 -355 

.' i 

Count'tne value of vehicleS Jsed to 
transport fuel and water ! 

• t' , l ' 

~ I' 
I 

,a 
.. 

a a a " a 

j 6. 

I 
I 
I 
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" t 

5-Year 
Section Proposal 1996 , 1997 1998 1999 '2000 'Total 

, 	 " 

554 LegaJ aliens will be ineligible Jor 0 -870 -905 -945 -985 -3.705 
," food stainp participation until they, 

'apply for natUralization (after th~ 5 
year, iesi~ency requirement) 

, 

555' ,,' .. 	 Mandatory job search:at application N/j\,. N/A N/A: N/A ' N/A 
..~ (at State option) , 

Able-b6die4 adl,ilts between thlh!tges, ' -1.630 " -1,710 ..1,785 -1,860 ' .. 1,935 -8,920 
of 18 and 50 withl1odepen~ent8 will .~'> 

be ineligible for food stamp ben~fits ' 
:, ", 

, beyond three months UNLESS they 

work for.20 bours a week. or : 


participate in a workfare or job, ' 

training program'for 20 hours a: 


' , 	 , 

week' , 	 ~ 

, 	 ! 
556' , Persons disqualified from AFDC' -5 ·10 -10 -10 :-10 -45 

made ine,ligible forfO<Xi s~mps! 

557" 	 Encourages States to implement!EBT N/A N/A N/A ' N/A N/A 
under temis'and' oonditions they: 
deem appropriate and eliminates 
Secretary's approval authority I , ' 

' " ! 
I 

Allows Sta,tes with Statewide EBT 

systems to, acCept block grants for 

, , 


food, stamps ,set at the higber ot 1994 ' 

, ,or average 1992·94 costs 

I 

I' 
" 558 	 Repeal~ th~ p~ovision indexi~g ~he, 0 '0 -35 ..35 -35 -lOS 

$10 minimum aliotment ' 

559 , ,Reinstates proration of benefi~ ;at -25 ·30 -30 -30 -30 .. 145 
recertification' I I ' 

i 
560 	 Repeals the 1993. QC 'reforms. except 0 0 -270 -275 -290 -835 

that waiVed sanctions will not De 
reimposed' 

561 	 Permit'States to' use food stamp a a a a a 0 
~nefitsasa wage subsidy 

562, 	 Criu¥nal forfeiture provided as, an a a a a a 0 
additional penalty for retail fraud; 
proceeds used to help cover the 
admin. costs 'of Do]. expenses 'Of the 
USDA OIG, and FCScornpliance 

. •• , I
activities; " ' ,I 

f 
, " 

, i 

I. " 

., 	 j 

I 7 ' 
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I" 
" , 'S-Year

I 
Section Proposal 1996 ' 1997 1998 1999 2000 Totall , 
563 A (lap ~~, to the 1~5, r N/A N/A N/A N/A, N/A 

appropnatl~n levelwdlbe Im~ 
, on the food stamp authorization I 
, levels and 'the current requirement , I ' 

, that a pro~rata rec;luctioD be impdsed, 
on benefitS if funding is likely to run" 

out'before '~e end' of the 'fiscaJ year 

will be retained ; , 


1 , , 

TOTAL -2,140 ;4,535 -6,310 -7,765 i ' -9,245 -29,995 
, ' ' , i, " , ' ',' 


I We are interpreting this provisiorito be conf9nning,fSP penalties'fornon-compliance with work, , 

requirements to those of the lOBS program';:


" , 'I 

, l ' These savings assume States are ~ot obligated to provide workfare slots for tbe able-bodied recipients' ' ' 
, who remain on tho FSP more than 3 months and that they choose not to offer these slots because the cost of 

providing the 'estimat,l,d 1.2 nulHan slots n~ed ~oul~ exceed $3 billion per year~ , 
" , :'" i' '.,' 

,1", These savings issume that theQC provisions in' effect in 1988 will be operative' beginning with fiscal 
year 1995. They also aSsume thatliabUities'Iu6 not r~investedin corrective action." They further"assume that 

, ' " I' I ' ' , ' , " 

collections are,made 3 years after the liabi1i~y is ~ncumid. , ' , , 
I, , " I 

a Minimal Savings anticipated 
. .' , ',' 

, ~timates based on 3/2/95 draft I~~g~._ 
, I 

. \ 


'.,' 


r 
,4 

, ! 
! 

i"'j 

.1 , ' 

. ',I 

I,
I 

I 
8 

I 



MAR 06'95 21:01 No.006 P.0310:5-3130 tgj !j~L./~l'1
HUM USj)A·~~~ l1.rJUy.....XH - iaVLHV rUUUUI, 

oepARTM.NT 0,. AGRICULTUNE 

:OP'PlCI OF Tt41 8EOReTARV 


IwilSHIN'TOHi D.C. ,i20210 ' 


" 
I 

,ItohO~ble ~at Roberts I ' 
Chairman I 

, ~omm1ttae 'on AJric:ultur. 
'V.S. HOUle or I.cpleleDau1voa . 
1301 Lon.lwor1h HOUle 9ffi.ge BuUding , 
Wubington, D.C. 2051S"('()()1 : , 

Dear Mr.' ChairmlSl: 
, I ' " ' 

, . The House Committee on Agriculture wiU shonlyconsider theFoQd Stamp Program 
and CommOdlty Distribution Act. :The bill would make far-reaehing chanae. to the 
foundation of this Nation" endeavor to Bet rood to people. who ne~d It and reduce nutrttlon 
support by alleast $16 billion OVcl the next five yeua. It would result in the unraveling of 
the nfltlonal nutrition framework ~It bas .uQQeSsfllUy nanuwCIJ t,ll1~ PI' wLw"1l ~h., uicb. uf ' 
low·incoinc and other families, and. therefore. unle.s the fcillowine C()n~ems are addressed. 
the Administration opposes tbe bill:. ' 

This bill would cllmin6te·t~o features of the Food Stamp Program chat ha~e ·enablw. 
it to protect the nutritional scc,urllyi of mUUool of low·im;ome Anlcr[can children and fu.milies 
for over thirty years. Tho'Pood Stamp Prolramis effecti\'t because national standards for 
elijlbiUty Dnd benefits C1C.?1te a nu~itiotlal safety net and the funulna structur~ ensurOI the 
proaram can. expand to meet the ~Red nEWt. of individW1l1l. communities, and State, 
resulting hom an economic recession. 

, 

Presicient Clinton hftS saJd tha.t nutrition prognims are in the national interest. We 
believe that changes are needed to reform tho food Stamp Program in ~ays consistent with 
the pr[nc1p1es of nutrition securily,'pIO,EIJII intelrity. modem bentflt delivery, e.xpllnded 
State flexibility, economic rcsponsiYcnca.I, 8nd personal responsibility. We are committed to 
reform, but we do not lupport ohe.nle.s that Joopardiu the nutrition ~nd 110&1&11 of low-lnQome 

,fAmilies and children or, cut benefi~ in the.luile of devolutlon. ". , .,.. ',. .: ,,' ..' 
l 

. I 
The bill wUl eliminate the national nutritional safety net. Two weeks a,ao, the House 

Education and Bconomie Opportunities Committu voted out l bnt that would reduce 
nucritlon benefits to presenQol chil~ron In dAy c:ar~ and dliJdrcn ftt lIGhool; the proposed bill 
before the Committee on Agricultu~e goes turtbu,and would l'e41uce nutrition benefits to low

http:oepARTM.NT
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I 

Honorable Pat Roberts 

I 

, I 


income children at Ilome. If enac~, the bill would immediatclyrel!ucc nutrition benefits by 
more than $3 billion in 1996.' erode nutrition support for needy famiticsover time hy, 
aUowin, be.nefiu Lo fall behind the growthJn food costs, and plaec a hard cap on program 
expenditures, taieln, the .peeter o~ o~ Alrtncr reductions. 

The bl11 would eliminate u~form national eligibility and benefit standards. National 

standards protect low-income families and their chiJdren. no mailer where they live. Ba.'\ic 

nutrition needs do not vary from State to State. Yet, the bill would aUQweach of the StaTes 

to set vully. differenc 'ligibility standatds and nutrition bcngfhs (or single mothers with , " 


'children. Bach State could even set difrerenfstarldards' for di (fcrc4'lt counties withi n the 
State. The ablUty of Ihese mOlhen! to obtain nutrlttous dietS for their famllies may depend 
entirely on, where they live, an llIogioal and inappropriate brCilk ;1\ the national nutritiun 
safelY net. Funhcfll'l"ore. rhe bllleffcetively eliminata, all naliolla! e.ligibility. ben~fit, and 
nurrir.lnn !jundards for all proiram 'particlp9JlLi once as!2te C('.'f1 Vl!rts to Electronic Benefit 
Traf1sfu. These changes may reverse the proiramts e.ffeetlveness in assuring low·jncOIne 
'families access til the l'eSQUrCCl they need to meet their baste mnrltlonal needs. 

The bill would eliminate th~ economio responsiveness of the Food Stamp Pl'oirlm. 

Ur\der cllrrent. IlIW, wllhin the,amount appropriated for the pr(')Sf:\1n ,)ati<)nwide, food stcunp 

benefits automatically flow to comq,unitiea. States, or re,ions as they face rising , 

unemployment or .,v~crLy, cUlihlun!:ns the harsher effects of ecollomic rece",sion and, 

atinllllating weakeninl economies. :Thc bill, by placin& a hard C'np on total eXI>:ilditures and 

by offc.rln, the option to convert the prOlrim into a block granT. would eliminate \hls 

automatie adjuster. Tf cX~l\ditlirr.s.: wirhin a given State rise 10 the level of the. blu(;k' grant ill 

the next recession .. the State would :be forced to reduce oonefils a.c.ross the board at precisely 

the ti me wh~b partidpant, arc mos~ in nc:cd. nit denusml fur: assistance.lO help tl)C poor 

would ,bcireateat at precIsely the time when State economies Bre weakest and tax bases are 

shrinking. . 


The bill w~uld "reduce food purchB.Se$ 'and 'acl\lcrsely affec("lhe fo~d i,idusfr;: and i~m ' 
CconCHTI)'. A $16 billion u:duclion in federal support coulc11ower retail food saJes hy $~ 
billion to $7 billion over the next five years. As food spending declines,· the loss in sales 
would affect earnings of fMd manufacturing and distribution firms. Agricultural producers, 
would suffer decrease! in nrtl~l fanp income as farm prices I.fIrl food S2la£ decline., 

, I ' 

no bill would I.Il'Idormine 11 radonal, UI1iComl £l~uullii,; DeueO\. Transfer (BST) 
S},5rem, We Itrona1y believe that itlll time to create a beneJ1,t oeHvlry system that works . 
,better and costS'leiS, We are well On the way, under the leadership (If the Vice Presldenr, to 
making BST nationwide in the full~t Knse--one card., user fiienrlly, with l1nifir.d deU"e,ry of 
lovernment-funded benefits. Thi$ bill, however, would allow every State 10 pursue its own 
indcpe.nd.ftJ path to EST, undermininl a nationaJ. uniforrn EST sy:uem thar will pmvlde 
Deller service, reduce security rtslcs~ and increase eO$t-effecti\'eness better tha.n independent 

http:purchB.Se
http:assistance.lO
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Honorable Pat Roberts 
'I 

\. . . 

Slate systems. Common rules and procedures for EBT systems allow participants to 
, purchase food in tbeir, home States,nei&hborlngSta.tes, or any State. Without uniform rules, 
particlpanu would lose their ability to Rdeem food stamp benefits anywhere in t.he C'.ollntr,y. 

, i 

Th. bill proposo, 1.\1'1 unwo~kablc work prolram. Dr denying bcncflu to an.)' $iu¥l~ 
adult aT childless couple who does' not work or participate in a workfare P!Olram at least, 20 
hours per ,weeK··whhout requiring!tnat States provide jobs,tnlinin•• or workfare s)ots--the 
bill holds nutrition benefits hostage to jobs that may not exist. W. estimate that this . 
provision alone w~uld take nutrition support away from 1.2 million participants witllin 3 
monthl of ,implementation unl••, StD.tes manlllO to create an equal number of workiarc slots 
<an extremely unlikely possibility liven an annual cost of about 52.700 per slot and nlore 
t,ili\1\ $3 blllion ,overall) or unempl~}'ment rates exCeed ] 0 percenl (an exemption that is likely 
to apply to a relatively few places., 

I 

The bU1 is we.a1c. on fraud. The Food Stamp Program 'nee!! a ~e:riO\lS threat. Its 
r,emarkable success is eclitned by a ,rowin, perceptlon of a program in crisis. We need to 
~lla.ugC$ Lhat perception through swift. ctfective ltepa to end the dIversion of food stamps for 
personal profit. l.nsl week, we submitted & legislative package that will give the Department 
of Aarlculturc the authority and, the necessary tDols to raln in proaram abuse. The . 
Admin!Jitration's straten fOCUS(!!l oh preventing fraud by ."sunns that only 1egitimnte stores 
parl..it:.ipatc and by stren&thening pcAalt:iea against retailers and recipients who violate program 
requirements. The j'lrovisic;If\llu lhtSblll a.re "'Ot as touShnn trimlnnls'wh'o defraud. the f.'Ood 
Stamp Program as the proposals w~ unveiled. 

We Are re..'ldy to worle with Conaress to bring about lastins and men.ningful charlie in . 
the rood Stamp Program, We will :suppon changes that preserve health and nutrition goals, , 
thal are III Ule nalilJmu intl:rest, conSolidate What is redunda.nt, and reform what is' outdated. 
But America noed" n natiollal SY5te~1 ot Federal nutrition programs that. establishes and meets 
nutritiC'ln ltandards, lcsponds to economic chanae.5, and ensures that the health and nutritional 
wtU-:belna of la.milie. and chllrlrt"n *l't proteettd. and "'I utS. you to ensure that your action 
on the Food Stamp Program and Co'mmodity Di$tribl1tion Act me$lS those challenge.s.

I " 

Sincerely 

lUCHARI) E. ROMJ::N(;ER 
Acting Secr6Yl.ry 

I 
I. 

http:Secr6Yl.ry
http:redunda.nt
http:parl..it
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NOTE TO CAROL RASCO 
~~ lBRUCE-REED,,,-,/J 

KEN APFEL 

JOHN ANGELL 

KI'ITY HIGGINS. 

From: Jeremy Ben-Ami 

. I 
Subject: Fact Sheet on RepubliC1in Food Cuts 

I 

USDA is comfortable with the attached materials which layout our understanding of the food 
stamp proposal as well as the rescission and block grant proposals. 

I 
! 
I 



I " 	 ' " 

REPUBLICAN F<DOD AND NUTRITION CUTS 
I ' , 

Facts and Figures - as.of March 3, 1995 

I. Food Stamp Proposal, 
I ' 	 , ' 
I 	 ' ' 

Status: House Agriculture Gommittee will mark up on Tuesday March 7. 
Information on exact proposal still sketchy. Following information drawn from USDA, 'AP, 
FRAC, CBPP, OMB and other indirect sources. 

" 	 I 
, Elements ofRepublican Proposal 
, " .' 'I 
Some of the elements of the plan seem to be: 

o 	 Cut Food Stamp spending byl approximately $16 billion over~ years " . 
o 	 May limit indexation for inflation of benefits, asset limits, other aspects of program 
o 	 Will limit benefits to able bodied single adults (without kidS) between 18 and 50 ~ 

requiring work as a cOndition of benefits after 90 days. Could 'cut off people willing 
to work and play by the rule~ . 

o 	 Will further restrict legal imIftigrants' access to food stamps " 
o 	 Will allow block grant of fo~d stamps to states that move to electronic benefits 


systems (EBT) -- removing federal safety net in those states. 

o 	 Could restore the annual cap Ion expenditures that was'repealed in 1990. 

o 	 Will .include $500 million indrease in funds for soup kitchens, other food programs 
I 

II. Other Food and Nutrition Block Grants in Welfare Reform 
--- I 	 , 

Status: The House EEO Cokmittee last week marked up its pieces of welfare reform ' 
including combining school lunch, \yIC and other nutrition programs into two block grants: 

Impacts,;, The Republican prbposal: , 

o 	 Reduces funding for child nJtrition~y $7 billion over 5 ye~s -- $1.3 billion from 

school based programs, and $5.3 billion in the family nutrition block grant. 


o 	 Block grants would allow up; to.20 percent of funding to be used for other p~rposes, 
posing further potential cut }p child nutrition programs., ." " 

o 	 Latest CBPPestimate: WIC ~ould be able to serve 168,000 less women, infants and 
children in FY96 than this y~ar. 



I 

" I 


. I . 
o Major WIC impact could be elimination of the Infant Formula Rebate which could 

cost ,$1 billion annually; impafting as many as 1.6 million mothers and children every 
m~h.: , , 

o 	 Eliminates national standards,' increases state exposure to economic downturn, 
penalizes states that provide more subsidized meals since funding based on total meals 
served. 'I . ,.'. . 

o 	 Ends entitlement to school lunch and breakfast, Child and Adult Care Food Programs 
and Summer Food Programs: I' , . . . . 

o 	 Child and adult care and summer food programs would be hardest hit. Block grant 
reduces non-WIC programs by 45 percent from our proposed FY96 funding. 

i 
; 

III. . House Rescission Package 

Status:The House ApProPriJtions Committee has approved a rescission package for 
. 	 . I . 

FY95 that would cut WIC by $25 million. : In a six month period, $25 million would fund 
services to 100,000 mothers and children. . ,. 

. Important Note: The WIC program generally ends the year with unspent funds. 
These get rolled over to the next yeat. The rescission would not directly cut off funds to 
mothers and children this year, but will have the impact of reduced availability of funds 
overall in future years. 

I 

I 
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. .TAUGNGPOThITS . 

REPUBUCAN FO<DD STAMP BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL 


I MARCH 3, 1995 . 

'The Food Stamp Block Grant proposal Lveiled yesterday by House Commiuee on Agriculture will eliminate 
tbe national nutrition safety net for childrbn and families. The bill would cut $16 billion out of nutrition benefits 
for people who need them, render the Food Stamp Program unrecognizable, and make program administration 
unmanageable. Based on our initial analysis, this proposal will: 

. ! 

Eliminate the nationaJ nutritional safety. net 

o 	 The bill is a double-hit on children; last week, the House Ways and Means Committee reduced 
nutrition benefits to children at school; this week tbe House Agriculture Committee takes aim 
on children at home. .

I· 
I 	 , 

o 	 The bill will dramatically reduce nutrition benefits to people who need them immediately, and 
then cap expenditures in future years, eliminating the automatic adjustor in hard times. It win 
erode the nutrition SUP1~rt for needy families by failing to keep pace with inflation. . 

Eliminate national eligibility and benefltl standards 

: 	 ' 

o 	 The proposal allows indiVidual states to design Iheir own eligibility and henefit !(tandards. This 
bad idea could result in needy families being treated in flfty different ways, under flfty different 
state programs, using futy different eligibility standards, and receiving .fifty different levels of 
benefits, depending on 'rhere they live. Basic nutrition needs are the same no matter where 
a family lives; benefits s?ould reflect tbat. leadership .. 

Eliminate economic responsiveness 
, 	 . 

o 	 By placing a hard cap ofl program expenditures in future years and creating an optional block 
grant, this bill eliminates the ability of nutrition programs to respond to changing economic 
circumstances. i 

o 	 In the next recession, tJe Food Stamp Program will not be there to cushion hard times in 
affected communities ana States. And benefits won't keep pace with inflation. 

! 

Undermines a notional, unlrorm EDT system 
! 

o 	 This proposal allows ev~ry State to pu~sue tbeir own independent path to EBT. It even 
requires the Secretary to'waive any provision of the act that a State claims hinders their ability 
to implement EBT. 

Proposes unworkable work requirements I 

o 	 . The Republican bill prdposes a· work requirement program that holds nutrition programs 
hostage to jobs that mayl not' exist . . 

I 

Is weak on fraud 

o 	 . This proposal is not as Itougb on criminili who defraud the Food Stamp Program as the 
Administration's proposJis unveiled two.days ago. . 

d' , . 'be . 't' I . d" •. 'tyIgoOfl:S the IstmctlOn tween nutn Ion: programs an Income securl programs 

o 	 Nutrition programs are d~erent from income security programs; they produce differenE results, 
and should be measured:on different standards • 

. I 

o 	 Sixty years ago, FDR's aide responsible for designing a relief program .to help victims of the 
Depression, understood ~hat difference. Harry Hopkins was testifying before a Congressional 
committee chairman who didn't believe food assistance was, as important as strategies to help 
tbe economy "in the long run." "Tbat's the difference. Senator: he said. "People don't eat in 
the long run.' They eat ~very day." 

I 	 ' 
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ShrinkiJ;l~ Menus: 

G.O.P. Lunch Plan' 

~ I . 
...:.-------.....---:--:--- states and reduce the amount of 

By MARIAN BURROS F~eral financing. . . 

C
The current biII from the 

ONGR~.SS has taken committee's Republican chair
the first steps to repe.al man Bill Goodling of Pennsyl
·the National School vil.l"i~ is a modification of legis

. Lunch Act, which 'has , lation'that had been offered by 
fedhundn!ds . of millions of th~ House leadership. 
h1Dlgry children·since·1946. The 'iThe Congress is taking a 
changes being proposed could huge gamble with a program 
affect the lunch choices of every tha't has a proV(~n record of suc- , 
child in every public school, re- cess for almost 50 years' now," 

, gardless of income. ' , said Marshall Matz, the legisla
Many schools may Simply get tive counsel to the American 

out of the business of offering School Food Service Associa
school lunches. Or if they con:. . tion which represents food 'f 

tinue, they may raise prices for service employees " across the 
many students. For the poorest country. "No one has ever tesU

, children. the changes could fied that this program doesn't 
'. 	mean an end to the free meals, work. This is one of the first ' 

mcluding br~akfast,' that have implementations of the Repub
been linked to, improved aca lican Contract With America 
demiC performance. that really changes. a Govern

The House Economic· and me~t progr~m we've all grown 
Education Opportunities Com up with." 
mittee is expected to finish "This was not a Roosevelt
working today on a bill. that Lyndon Johnson program," he 

. would turn the school lunch and 
breakfast programs over to the I Continued on Page C4 

.I' , ", 
to be 'used for poor children,but he. Continued From Page Cl 
would not specifically say that free 
lunches would continue. . ' 

added. "It was signed by Harry Tru- "The remaining 20 percent of the 
man because so many, guys failed block grant could be used for other 

' their physicals during World War 11, prog~rams unrelated to school 
' and it was expanded by Richard Nix- lunches or breakfasts. further reduc

on." ing the money available to schools 
Kelly Presta,a spokesman for the for ,meals. .," 

House committee, said the goal of THe legislation calls· for freezing 
the change was to make the program the 1'996 budget at the 1995 level. The 
more efficient. and to reduce admin· block grants.for 1996 are $300 million 
istrative costs in Washingtort less [than the Administr~tion's pro· 

Ninety-five percent of all schools posed budget, which conSidered high-
participate in the federally financed er fQod costs and greater participa· 

..Junch program, which feeds 25 mil- tion. lOver five years, there would be 
lion children each day; more than a $2 billion decrease in funds. . 
half the children get a free lunch or If :a state chose not to subsidize 
pay just 40 cents. During 1991-92, t~e meals for children who pay full 
last year for which data are.C!vall- ..pric~, it would have to raise prices, 
able, the rest paid, on average, about which would probably mean schools 
$U5. Most of the almost six million would drop OUt of the program, be-
children who eat school breakfasts cause participation would drop. Ev

here to United States Dietary Guide
lines that scI limits for faL 

"With 50 different states sell ing50 
different standards, from hislOrkal 
experience we know some states will 
want to economize," Ms. Haas said. 
"That's what happened when the 
food-stamp. programs were run by 
the slates." 

What has physicians, anlihunger 
advocates and directOl:s of food-servo 
ice programs' so concerned is the 
potential impact a greatly reduced 
and nutritionally inadequate school
meal program could have on the 
health of the poorest children. 

Studies have demonstrated the 
benefits of school feeding programs. 
In 1987, researchers al Boslon t:lld 

Tufts universities 
. looked at achieve
, ment test results of 

children for a year 
. before and a year af
ter the breakfast pro
gram began.. The 
program was cred
ited with causing sig
nificant improve
ments in attendance 
and ,. standardized 
achievement tesi .. 
scores. 

Dr. Larry Brown: 
director of the Cen· 
ter on Hunger, Pov· 

erty and Nutrition, Policy at Tufts 
. University, said the budget cuts and 
the block grants were coming at a 
time when "researchers have 
learned that the young ,child is even 
more susceptible to mild undernutri, 

r iion than sCie.nce previously knew." 
, . "If more poor children don't gel 

school lunch and school breakfast,
whiCh is in!-!vitable, weare cutting off 
our nose to spite our face,~' he said. 

Dr. T. Barry Brazelton, the pedia .. 
trician, was also gloomy. "You'd 
hope that states would take respOllsi. 
bility about nutrition, but our experi
ence in the past is,that the staleswith 
the larg~st group of ,people in pov. 
erty and the highes-t risk people are 
the states that are' more whimsical 

. about how they use their nutrition 
programs.'~ 

The final House bill is not expected 
to differ substantially from the bill 
being worked on today. The chance 
to make some changes may come in 
the Senale with Senator Bob Dole, 
the majority leader, who has been a 
strong advocate of Federal nutrition 
programs for the last 30 years. ' 

receive either free or reduced·price ery time the cost of meals'goes up by' So was President Nixon, who said 
meals. Meals for all children, includ- I certt, participation drops by I. per· in 1969: "A child ill fed is dulled in ./ing those who pay full price, are 'cent.\ When the budget for school .curiosity, lower in stamina, distract .. 

subsidized by the Federal Go~ern- meal programs was slashed dur~ng ed from lea riling. " 

men!. 'the Reagan Admimstratlon, partlci' 


Under the proposal, poor children patioh dropped to 23 mimon students, 
would no longer be guaranteed free from'I26 million stud.ents, a,nd more 

lunch or breakfast, and Federal nu- . than 2,000 schools dropped 'out. 

trition standards for the meals would School officials say that because of 

be replaced by state standards. In certa'in fixed costs, they cannot re

addition, the programs would no duce [expenses in proportion to the 

longer get extra money if they had to income lost when students drop OUI. 

provide additional free meals be· . Patty Morris, executive assistant 

cause of a local recession. to Ms. Haas, said states, would be 


The draft legislation would give able to do what they chose, nutrition· 

the states block grants, and at least ally. i'What you will probably see is 

80 percent of that money would have all the fast·food chains serving 

to be used to provide "free or ·Iow· school lunches because, it's easier. 

COSt meals or supplements to eco- and it's cheaper." 


', nomically disadvantaged Children. . The current program must adhere

I "There is no ref/ulrement m thiS to standards set by the National' 


. bill we can find for free lunch or: free Academy of SCience, ·which require 

breakfast.',' said Ellen Haas, Under. that children gel one-third of the 

Secretary· of Agriculture fo~ Food, ,Reco~mended Daily Allowances for 

Nutrition and Consumer Services. certal,n vllamms and mmerals. New 

Mr. Presta. the committee spokes· standjirds were to take effect next 

man, said that the grants ""ould hav!pR~E~~ifig schboHDh{t~§>wca6'-Y 
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Yesterday the House ApprppriatioDi Committee's 'Subcommittee on ' . 
.Agricul~e and Related Alendes reponed out a biU to rescind S2S mi11ion 
in Fiscal Vear 1995 approP,rilliollS for the WIe prop'am. . 

I. " .' . I . . 
At the s~e time, the House passed a S3.21 biUion Pentagon spending bill. ' 
The sweepfnl ~ts in WIC :and other domestic programs are being used to 
offset additional spending for the Pentalon. . 
.! . 

While 1'~5 WIC approp~om arc beiDg r..c:iDded, the Welfare Refor·m 
Ad of 1995, beiDl marked :up thia week by iD ,the House Economic: and 
Educati~ Opportunities pumnittee, will ail future SpeDding for me 
prDgram~S943 million less ~n Fiscal Year 1996, and 55.3 billion less over 
the: five 'lear periC)d 1996..2000-and block grant it to the states. 

Rescindiql of fundilll for 1~9S and the combination of cuts and block 
gr:aDliDg for future years will severely undermine a proaram that effectively 
reduced low-birthweight aDd wont monality. aDd increaaed prenatal and 
pediauie :bealth care in ~erica. Also. a IllIe part of tbe significant drop. . 
,in the rates of anemia is d~e to WIC. . . . . . . 
':'1 ',; .' - " . 

In fad, study after study has sbownthe p05itive effects of WIC on bealth 
and nutrition. 

\VIC is c1earlycost-effectiv •. A study published by USDA in 1990 sbowed 
tbat wo~e:n who partfcipale~ in the pt'OiJ'am, during presaecies had lower' 
Medicaid costs for themsel~es and their babies than did women who did . 
not. 

Each dollar spent in prenat~ WIe benefits wu found to be more than 
offset by ,reduced- Medic::a.id .ill (or both mother and baby after birth. 

And, for every dollar spent on WIe preutal participants there are three 
dollars .Is savings Oft health ~ costs. '. . .' .... '. 

. . '. " I" . . 

WIC reathes an estimatid ~O perccnt o( eliafble infants and pregnant 
women in the U.S. The program served au average of 6.S million people 
each month in 1994, and waS expected to serve 7.2 niillion in 1995. 

http:reduced-Medic::a.id
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• IaIpector GeaeralI 

st1BJECT: Food SlImp ~ IDIegEily 
I . 

JS$IIR~, "'I' , 
Proposed n:£orms sad iDitiatiws CD promorc prosnm i1Dg;tity ill the Food Scamp ~. 

, I • . 

, IACKGRQtlN:&. 

In·a coDabontiw effort bea1~ die Office of IDspecror GeaeraJ a.t1be Pood aad Consumer 
Serrice~ we bave dew:loped a seriei of arai.-fiaud SII'8teIies aimed at ISSUIiDg tbat food stamp 
ber.a:dill ant goiDg CO their iDtelkiM pupose. rather daI bdDg ..as a second aarrem.y far 
illegal piD.. ,thea: SEf8!eBIa .. aimed at: (1) ~ fbat Omylqifimate stm:ea 
paniciparc in dID prosi3i4; (2) .....iaa peal. apinst ~ m4 RCipients that 

-violate projiliA 1Vles; aad.. (3) ~ the use of tecImologJ;as an ealOl'aDDent tool. 

ID ~. theIe suateaies are: , 

-STRATEGY 1. BnIurr *" -J."1",.,.JIIl1fldI't* .;,.prUII'tllll.- ' I ' 
.l&pIatjye qgtim.v: We tINd to'tigfrtm the 8ICre ~ proc:esB aud impl.e:me:Dl 
more up-f:mDl COJIIi_ to p!8\'eDt'tile p.uticipatiou of uos:iupalous retailers. ' This c:aD. 
be doDe by gi.'riDg th& ~ authority to iequ.iIe ston:s~ to provide iDcome aDd 
sales tu: fi1i.aB doc:nmClD to the DepalllDent, aDd to gf¥e ~ J.ICI1Disdon to the 
DepII1meut to Verify/colmnn all tax fiHap widl obi'.... - , 

To' impro~ oar abWt.Yl verify slolc legiliiil&ey, 1bc SecrCrary 'alto meeds 8Dthmity to 

require penrd.ss1on ~ SIDnl'S to "blain co~~ from other 
iadepeDdem &owx:es sudI as credit bm:a:u. coDectioa qeiK:!es. wb:olesa1en, aDd. 
iadepeadat firms tbal tide the &oocl stanctma sratas of basinessea and. pnMde' otbItr 
cxmfirmatioD of barrinetl oper8Iims and fiNn.... I, '_

j , 
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INPORMADONAL MEMORANDuM POR TIlE ACTJNG SECuTARY
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The Department ju8t receatly obIaiDed legislative authorily tD &bare taxpayer 
idendficatioa JRIIDbas ~S aod BINs) with &dV aaenc~ t1Jat al!eady have 
ICQS to such' ~'iD onIcr to allow ~ iot·dam. We Deed to 
upand tbe Seaeta&y's ~ to sian: retaiIen' SSNI ... BINs wiIh,.5I!B 
IJrvestiSaliw I!d Jaw euf'orcemeiIr qeDd.es that a&eady maimin files of such 
iofrmDadoD. in cmIcr to oIwace c:.tOSIHD8IdJiI m! iDfoJm.IIdoa abarit2s activities. 

AzIXhcr preveDIaIive ~re would be to 'nqake. a ~ waidD& period for . . 
reapplicadrm. by a IIIR tbat does DOt iDitiaIJy IDf.'lCt die criteria for eliIJ'bility. This 
Ploposed requirapeut will beIp reduce ib.e ~ of diose JetaiIers who " 
temporarily ~a·~ ito meet miD~ requimacnta JD!1 thea engage in foOd. . 
stamp 1I8fficJring as theirlprimary b"g,", : 

We alIo should amiidcr ~JdDg di!creti0llllY autborhy to sel a time limit an SIDle 

. awhorizatioDs. Tbis ~ could iDcJude provisioDallDlhorization periods as short 
as ., mmnbs for DeW1, ... stDNS to help WDfiwa tbIir,legitim8cy. . . , 

. . I ' ' . " 
OM inirt,ii'Vel: PCS ~ 10 pubJisb. ~ ro: (1) iDcn:ase the time period 
for FCS to nMew aad.appove a completed app1ic::alioD for 8Ime autIIoriZation from 

,	30 days to up to 3 mcmtIIl wIleD npeded to allow time: for Ii :thorouah l:aackg:roJmd 
chect 011 quesdoaable smta; mI, (2) pvc FCS tbc c:Iia:ntiOaro zequire stoms to 
submit copies of ~ to verify tbcir JesitiD:lacr, such. 'Slate aDd lcxal 
ticeuses, SSN carda, ,~ licease, photo IcIs 8IId pu:dIa!8 'ra::mds. . 	 . I . . 
PeS also intends co usc site .. to _rmine tb8 elia1"bililY of margi.oal stores aDd 
sign aareemaD widl msl PiaCEN aad 'SSA 011 iDCo.mJadon sbariDg. We will widely 
publicize 'ecmseqw:m:es to1nDiJas of providirlg false ~ in cmIer to gain 
iIIepl ar:ceu to die ~" , 

. I.. . 
STRATEGY 2. SUi"".. pt:tIIIJIia IIpi1IlII ".,.I11III~ wIdt:h 'PIIJItSe ]IIOlf'" 
rwla. I 

l.e.Plarm qptiops: Tougher n:ra~ penalties can serve U'a &troDg deterJll:ut and 
give a dear sigDal dIat lbe I>epa:rt:maIl is committed to' plJDi:sbiq: those who engage in 
fcIDd. 'I'he ,ka:etaly ueeCts'lbe 8I.1thariI.y tD: (1) ianmediB~ BtI8pIDd violatiD8 &tOies' 
peuiina my admiD._:ve or judicjal review of,. proposed' satICticm; (2) di&qua1ify a 
SfDIe bared. _ prima " evideDte sucI1 u IJiIIdy saspieioua :em II'aIJ5aC:tions or 

. ~ , 

I 
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INFORMATIONAL MEMOllANDUM POI. THE ACTING SECUTAJtY 
"~ . I 

food scamp redemptioDs that exceed reponed food. sales: (3). expiDd forfeiOlre " " 
provisioDs to allow seaate of 11IY"pJ:Opel1y used in or derived fivm iDepI food S1amp 
traDSactioas; (4) esIabIiBIi specific time periods for die ~ of stores based on tile 
seYerity of bu.riDess ....it)' problems. SIUCh as CODYkdoDs ;for em.bez:zlemem mt " 
iDIuraace friud VI, tetnpot'lly 5U8pCII8ioD8 of liquor bill =.; (S)permaaemly bar a" " 
RUiler wfIo iDtcDtiODaJlyilUbmiIs a falsified appIkatioa tbiIt would lead to ." 
fnmduJcat atJlorlzatioo; ,-- (6) apply food scamp ~OD pma1tB:s apiDst 
"st«cs disquaJif1ecl fmm the MC Program for ~JatiODS of the WIe feCUlatUms aDd 
vice ve.tIIl so tbatpeaaJd¢s are eaforr.ed.'.for baCh programs. " "" 

"To deIet redp_ vmJas. we propose-Io doable pa18Ide~ for recipient fraud from 
6 II1OJIfJJ.s 10 1 year for tbefirsl violatiaD; from 1 ,ear to 2 years for Ibe secODd" " 
violalioa., .. keep ~ ctisquaUflcatio far tile third ViaJatioD. ID additioJl, we 
would like to atablisb mlnd.atmy tax offscIa aDd salaty of1iicm by Srates "as;aimt 
redpieDEs to col1eet cwm. arisiD& fmm imcaIioaal program' violations and 

uninr.cutioul errors. I" """" "'" 

Od.ter mitiatiycs: FCS..., to pnblk;h :n:geaJadons impJementiDg Federal tax offset 
for retailers (whdber or ~t tbey aD currcady autboriZed) if they have DOt paId fiDes 
or"penalties. We are .0_ witJl S1IIr:S to tri:reuerllc leVel of state law 
mfmcemeDl agency aai~ in illYes1iptiDi apd pmwnm. traf'fickers and 
euCou1'agiDg Slates to ~ JaWI that JDIIa; tEafti&:k:iJ1a a feIoll)' offcme (iEludiDg 
EBT). We are abo Woddua ~ with the DeparC:mcnt of .JascX:e 10 expand tJJe use 

"of False Claims At:1 coUebdoDs., " ' 

STRATEGy 3 • .A«,lmIIIlIM L. o/~ tII_ ""O~ tool. dl!Ua iztul 
1iDc--/tD4.. . 

I&:m'aDve 9JIiPDs: 0. of the 1lIOII promisiDg roots for deicttiDg aid documeDliDg 
fraud ad rraffictiDI is etecuoDJc bCDefil transfer (FBI") tIClmology. We are 
proposJDg'drat B8T ~ be accdented by removiQg Cumm legislative b8rrien. 
lbc Adm.iDisu"aIioa bas ..DItiouwide BBT a top priority. NIne States are 
apeUiLiDg EDT symems. ~ adler Stares have bep.D" '" p:1iD for EBT 10 deliver " 
be:oe$s, Fa it'lfeDds tu iwmt iD. active paa1DCrSbip with the EBT"1Dta3.geDcy Task 
Fo~ to l19I1OVC legislative baaicra wbic:ll ialnOit EST expa~D.. " 
'i"" " . 

e' Ire also ~ ill pftllDDlins rbe use of1II:bnoiogiesi sucb as finger imagm, ~" 
detI:c:t dupUcale RCipiel& parddpariOll by n:moviDg ~ bamers and .---./ 
i!l.Jpkmenring arest of dlCimpact of fiD.ae.r Dna" 011 4eCIietiIIg recipi.e:Dr fraud. " " d
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Qr.bw bdtjeljVes: By J eud Of 1995. PCS will esIIblisha _ SJBfCID for 

mutineJy processiDa EST ~Mioll daCa ad produciag ~ JepOLts of '" ' 

suspidoas ston:s for ~on ami follow..up. ReCipieDt! trafficIdDc ideDtified ,by 

cbese repoJlB wilt be mctze4 to SIafes for dJsquaUfi:atiDD aCtkm.. " ' 


, ID ~ effmtro taDOVe ~ifhlt. SfDIa.1D4 __~tbc YUl~ilide8 and 
cost of EDT ~ FCS pJalls to c:oDducc taI'PfId II..... of suns in areas 
about to impJe.meDt BIT.I PCS wm aiso provide Stab!s. Will a dleeku. far vaifyiug ' '.. ',' 

nailer Jeijtimacy whiI.e ,d.q are. in die proc:ess or ¥isidng ... lD iData1l EST paiDl
of·sale dmces. '_\ " , .' : . 

"'lll...·ftS'l!lg- LlGISLATID OPrlONS; , 


,'I . 

I'bere 8l'e two addidomd opriomitbatf.Xllltipue to be COIISiiI:Iaed by PIG ami PCS tbese lie: 


, (1) requiriDg a liccasing fee fer &toleI to particjpaI8 ill me ~ in Older to p.rov:ide 

limdina for J:etailer autbolizitiOll! aDd comp1iance 1Ctivit:ies: ad (2)i requiriIJe stores to be in , 

,,-.smess for 1 year or to post a 8uref1 boDd. ill tbe emit tbe stOle has DOC beeu in busiDes5 

fOr 1 year, prior to beiDa rmtbori.zed to panicipalI: ill the J1EOSl8IIl. ! While borh of tbese 

~ bave merit they nr:.ed far~' stElly. ' 


SIlMMAltY: 

''l11I fraumJ!eot ue aad recIen'tpd?n of food coipoDs is a pObIem, &ad botIl OlG ud pes ant 


wotki:aB agresSively'to do 'wbatMr is'DeCIII117 to briD& it UDder;CODIIOl wilhiIl me . ' 

, lI1ltbmity of the CDII" statute. In Otder to impJemeDt a c::ompreheiisi\'C stmfeg)' to 

effecdve1,. deal witb tIdI pmblcxri. bDwever. we m:ed broader autI.1Orities • outlined above in 
tbe legisladve opdom. I . 
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<V.lfaZe .afor.alcOB80114a~iOB Act of 1995 


The Welfare Reform Act of ~99S would put children and families at 
nutrition and h.al~ risk through block qran~. tha~ cannot 
respond toincreaaed needs Iin economic downturns, eliminates 
national nutrition standards, allows erosion ot support through 
tranate:r:s to non-nutritionlprogJ:us,lacks accountabilit.y, and 
dees not -t.pllfy a4ainiatration of the programs. 

< -< < <I 
SCHOOL BASED H'OTRITIOH' BLOCK GRANT 

• < I .',
OVanl1 ~1UI":l.Il9' foJ." tile 8a!u201-J:l••e4 pa:opua would be '3D. 
ailILea le.8 thaD ~Ile ourzeat ,01ioy :I.a 7Y I"', end over $2 
billion lesa tor the five year period 1996-2000. 

i 

--Up to $1.3 billion ccul~tI. tra.nsferred out ot the block grant
i"rt 1996 ror non-food pr~ams, which would compromise the 
health of cbildren. If States transferred the maximum a'Mount: of· 
monay OUt of the block qrant, food assistance for school children 
CQuld be as -much as 24 perCent less than the projected 1996 
lavei. . .. .1 

~. 'chool Baaed'MUtritionlllOCk Grant will ellmJDate the 
ataadards that auarantee America's children bave aacess to 
healtllY,·8ala at 80110016 1 _... 

--National nutrition stand~rQa developed over 50 years of proqram
operations Work. Sohool meala meet the vitamin, mineral and 
calori. goals .at for the ~ogram, and a USDA initiative would 
update and improve the standards ~aGed on the most recent . 
soientific research.. 1 . . 

--In a ~lock grant, there CDuld be ~o different standards and, 
faced wi~b radUCadfunding'l thQre would be no incentive to 
improve obildren's health ~n setting standards., In fact, there 
are incentives to provide skimpier meals to all children 
ragardless of income. . / 

< • <I 
I'b.a acbool Besea HatJ:'itloalBleek Gi'aatwill Dot respond to 
COODo.i" racesal.o". OJ: Z'.o~veriell. 

. I· !. 

--In a recession States wo~ld be unable to respond ~ithout 
outtingback ontha ~11t1 or quantity of food, raisinqtaxe&, 
or cuttingothar carvie•••o that children can aata 

< I .. . - . 
--If enact.ed in 1989, this bill would have resulted in nearly a 
20' reduction in funding- lor meals to school 'children in 1994., 

--Between 1990 and 199. thai number of free lunche8' sarv~d to low ' 
inc:olle children incrll!ased by 23 percent. During this same . 
period, the number of free meals served i~ child cars centers . 
in~s~se4 by 45'. USDA's n~trition proqrams expanded to meet· 
tho•• n••ds .. 

http:enact.ed
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fte blGak p.at., will aot. r.-apolltl to ollaave. ia the Bchool aqa
populatioD, .hiab is ..,.a~a4 to ,~aas. b! • to , ,eroeDt in , 
ua till- ,8I:IOCI of tbe 9'1".'" The 9t'8nt amount woulC1 not provide 
.n addit.ionalamouBt. o~ .oney to help provide ...1. fo% , 
additional children. 1 

, i '· ,
SiDGe eaGh ~.~I. rUDdiaq ,oula be haaad p~t1al1y OD the DumDer 
o~ a.ala .~e4 ia the pre1ioua ,ear, Itat.s tbat .erve ~.~r.e 
...18 tbaD ta. uational averaVI wou14 ~. p8.al1Bed. 

, I ' 
...:.-stata.that. ••rve 2IOr. 1:Ot.al _ala f.re bet.t.er in the' 
allocation formula.. sinceIit costs mora to sarva a free meal,
Btates have an incentive to serve 1I8ala to .oreaffluent , 
atudllnt.s • ,'I ' 
--Without national nutritipn standards, States aight also be 

,inclinad to out the ~a11ty or amount cf foed provided in crder 
to aerve .ore meal. in o~4ar to maxt.1zG fund1nq. 

alock " ••,. would Dot .~klifY program .4alDi.~.tlOD witbtheir 
requirements tor income 4e~nat1on, and meals countinq, yet 
they would bave little abiiU:tl' to enfO%ca accountabllity or 
p.l'ogra outcoma.. , . "I ' ' . 

Tbe block ~.D~. lack.ccoUDtabil!ty;~he reporting required is 
not a quarant•• that poor Children will be adequately served, or 
that the nutrition standards set will be appropriate to 
ob11~en'. health naada. ~t a180 provide. no 9U.~anteeB that' 
state avaraigbt 'tor ~rovraa compliance will occur which could 
allow error. or frau toorcur without dateation. , 

FAJaLY R'U'l'lUI!IOll BLOCK GlWfT PROGlWl 
, I ' ,. 

For the Family Nutrition ~ck grant, spandinq would be $943 
million le8. 1n FY1996, and . $5.3 billion 1.ss o~er the fivo 
year p.~iocl 1996-2000. Up: to $900 nllion could be transferred 
out ot the blocle grant in !PI 1996 (aqual to the maximum amount 
available tor child care, iSU1I'II.er and milk p1"oqrams) ~ 

.be ~amily BUtrl~ieD .~o~ GZaDt will DOt r••poa4 ~o .~o.o~c 
,4oWDturDS. If enacted in 11989, this bill would have resulted in 
43% reduct.lon in tundin9' tor lIeals' ·to YOUftc.r children and food and 
services to women, infants: and children in'1994. WIC fundinq
would have baen 23 parcent.

1 
less than aCtually spent and spending 

on the non-school child c~r.. milk, and .~~ programs would ' 
have been 57 percent lessltban was needed.. ' ' " 

¥ba ...ily Hat%ltioD Ble.~ Great, if ea.cte. OD October I, 19'5, 
vill forc. lta'taa to r ..o"';e 171,000 womeD, iDfauts,aDd ahildrea 
~ftlJI tu .le ItZOO9J:-. At ,.aU' end the pro9Z'all vill serve ? 27 
mll1'ion participants and t;ha amount designated :01" VIC will 
support. an averaqa annualcaaaloac:l olG.9S million participants.
Ynder the hleck grant, states will provide servic•• to 400,000 
tewer WI': participants in, :,.y 1996 than. provided. tor in the 
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P~aa1d.nt'grBuQ9·t. 

"lie ...i17 INtJ:itioD Bloak Grut '1"ogrua risks the effeotiveness 
, o~ tba, ~c p~o~... By dropping na~ional proq.am requirements
for tba WIC program, therelvill be an erosion of national program
standards that would reduce or reverse the proven .tfectiveness 
of wre in lIuah areas as r~ucod low-birthwalght and infant , 
mortality and increasing prenatal and pediatric bealth care. Cost 
savings to the Medicaid Program, now valued at $400 million to 
$1,3 billion, would decline., . ' 

, , I " 
WIQ p~o9~am aoat eoftt&iBm8.t .ffo~t. would be diminished aad tho 
aoatol fOOdp~vi4.4 .ou~ iBG¥e.... Cost containment efforts 
for just infant formula a~unt to over $1 billion and fund 
services for nearly 10' million persons each month. Tbe positive
rederal intluencaon cost containment was recently demonstrated. 
When aWQatet'D state rebic:llita infant tot'Jllula rabate contract 
only after threat of aanct+Oh, the winning b~der provided an 8 
percent increase in its rebate per oan of formula. ~his will 
allow service to thousands of neady wo~en, infants an~ children. I 

I 
I,the J'lUIli1y IIhItzo1tioQ Block Grant Would el1m1Jlate tbe viability of 

auppo1'tinw aeala served in 185,000 family aay carahamaa. 
Denying children in family day care bomes the mode~t subsidy for 
meals available to childra~ ,in .choo1-~a8Qdprograms willmaka 
ariv. fam1ly 4ay care home, out of the program, and deny dhildren 
acoeaa to healthy meals. I~ welfare reform afforts.:r:es1llt in more 
wot'king, low-ineoma parents, this effect will be more pronounced.

,.1 ,
Tile black grant would eliminate DatioDalliutritioli a~ndardsfor 
aJl111 oare anel .UlDlLe~ roo4'1 aerlia. proq:E'IIDUI. Like the School 
Basad block. grant, with significant reductions in ~undinq and 
state allocations tied to the total number of people servad, 
there will be few incentives to put children's health and 
nutrition needs first. 



/ 

TALKING POINTS FOR PANE1iTA 

Today, Secretaries Shalala and Riley, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture for Food and • 
'Consumer Servic;es El1en~aas, and I will discuss the Republican child nutrition 
proposal that is being considered in (Sub??)committee today.· That legislation would. 
abolish the school lunch program, the school breakfast program, the WIC feeding 

I 

program for pregnant women, infants, and children, and other child nutrition 
programs, and replace ther all with block grants, with substantially less resources. 

j' , , 

• 	 The President strongly opposes these proposals, and, as· he said earlier today, he will 
fight them. .. 	 . '.. . 

. I will give you my perspective as someone who did a lot of work in the Congress on • 
nutrition issues. Let me bb blunt. This proposal is one of the most mean-spirited, 
short-sighted, and extrem9 proposals I have ever seen come out of Washington. Ii 
would take food out of the mouths of millions of needy school children, toddlers, 
infants, and mothers. It Jould have a direct impact on their health and on their 
education. Moreover, it Jould shift costs to states, to local governments, and to local 
school districts. i .. 

• 
. 	 . 

Back in the 1980's, ReputHicans made deepcuts in child nutrition programs that 
caused an estimated 1,000; schools to drop out of the school lunch program. By some 
estimates,· two to three million children lost their school lunches. 

. I· 	 . 
• 	 Well, we have one thing to say to the American people: There they go again. 

. 	 . I 

During the 1980's, I serv~ as a member of and then as Chairman· of the House· • 
Agriculture Committee's ~ubcommittee on Nutrition. I saw the impact of .those cuts 
and fought to restore them. Eventually, we were able to restore some of them -- and 
we frequently had biparti~an support for doing so. . 

• 	 But too often in this new bongress, the watchword is extremism, and so Republicans 
. are moving with this veryi damaging plan. . . .... 

• 	 What are the problems with this proposal? Here are a few. 

• 	 First, this proposal would result in a cut of $5 to $7 billion in these nutrition . 
programs over the next fire years. The cuts are even deeper than those originally 
proposed in the Republicans'. Contract. 

• And the cuts could prove to be even larger, because States would have the option of 
shifting 20 percent of the amount they receive in these block grants to other block 
grants. And because the lother block grants would be seriously underfunded, there· 
would be considerable incentive to do so. . 



Second, the plan provides no safety net for children in a recession. The block grants • 	 I I·· ,
'would provide States with a fixed amount of resources each year. When a State or 
the country is hit with a rebession, unemployment goes up and more kids need school 
lunches. These are kids frbm middle-income, taxpaying families who are suddenly hit 
with unemployment. Durihg the last recession, 1.2 million more low-income kids 
received free schoollunch~s. What ~ould States do under this plan? Cut back on 
food portions to needy children? Cut back on other education services for all of our 

I ' 

kids? Raise taxes? Or, wren those newly poor kids come asking for lunches, would 
we just say no. Under this plan, unless they wanted to take on greater costs, that 
might be the most attracti~e option for the States. ' '. 

• 	 Third, this plan shifts Federal funds for school food programs from poor states to 
affluent ones. The 'formul~ is based not on the number of needy children but on how 
many school meals are served in a State -- regardless of whether they are free 
meals.for the poor or m~ls that non-poor children are able to purchase. Today, 
obviously, more resources Iare provided to the states to subsidize free lunches than 
others. This proposal would end that distinction. .' . 

. I 	 • 

• 	 The fourth problem is tha~ the school nutrition block grant would drop the 
requirement that school lunches provide one-third of t~e Recommended Daily. 
allowances for basic nutrients. In other words, there would be no minimum 

I 

standard for the quality of] the meals served. Stat~s would receive the same amount of . 
money regardless of the quality of the meals they served. This would be an open 
invitation to serve small~r' meals with low nutritional value. . 

• 	 That leads me to only onJ conclusion. (Hold up ketchup.) Back in the 1980's, the 
Republicans tried to makel ketchup a vegetable. Now they want to make it an entire 
meal. . 

• 	 In addition to the impact on the school lunch program, the Republicans' plan would . 
greatly harm the WIC prdgram, a program that provides nutritional foods' to pregnant· 
women and ,new mothers,1 infants, and very young children. Under their proposal, 
more than 100,000 low-income women, infants, and children would likely have to be 
removed from the WIC ptogram next year. In addition, the plan would drop Federal 
science-based standards fer the foods in the so-called WIC "food package." . 

• 	 Finally, because of the wly the program is drawn up, a number of states would 
probably be forced to .cutl back or eli~inate the summer food service program for , 
poor children -- a program that effectively continues the school lunch program during 
the summer for'inillions af children. 

I 

I 	 . .
• 	 The people on the front lines know that this proposal is wrong, and they have 

expressed their opposition to it -- organizations like the National Association~ of 
, Elementary and Secondarly School Principals, the American Association of School 

Administrators, the Natidnal Association of Secondary School Officers, the National 
Association of School Psychologists, religious organizations, and many others. The~ 



I 

, , 

recognize that there is already considerable State, and local flexibility on how to run 
these programs. . ' . ' . 

• 	 I have always felt very strengly about these programs, and I know the President does 
as well. As a former Governor, he knows that hungry kids get sick more often, and 
they don't learn as well. They become a burden in later years instead of a resource 
for their families and for qur society. And most Americans believe in these . 
programs. They recogmzethe obligation to make sure our children are adequately . 
fed. . 	 . . 

• ' 	 Don't let the Republicans' soothing rhetoric fool you. The fact is, these programs 
. work .. For many children throughout this country, a school lunch or a school 
breakfast is the only hot niteal they get all day. And ·the WIC program has been 

I 	 . 

proven to reduce the number of babies with low birth weight. It helps us to ensure 
. 	 I 

millions of healthier mothers and babies every year. . 

• 	 This proposal is a wolf in sheep's clothing,. and it must be rejected. 

. 	 .------------,-------------------------------------------

Mention Food Stamps? . 

Veto? 

. Any cuts in nutrition programs? 

Are we cheapening the veto threat? 

Are we pandering to our base? 

Optional 

• 	 According to press reports, the Chairman Qf the House Agriculture Committee and 
the Chairmen of two Ag#culture Subcommittees, including the one I used to chair, 
went to Dipk Armey andl said that after much research. and numerous hearings, they 
had reached the "conclusibn that putting Food Stamps into a block grant -- another 
Republican proposal that Iwould be very damaging to children's nutrition -- would be 
the wrong. thing to ,do --Itha.t th~ program should. r~main as. the ulti~ate safety net for 
poor people. But, as one aIde IS quoted, they receIved theIr "marchmg orders" from. 
the Majority Leader to stick with the ,Contract, no matter the impact. Chairman Pat 
Roberts and Subcommitt~ Chairman Bill Emerson have both stated publicly their 
opposition to the block granting of Food Stamps. 



. . 
.02-21,-;35. '05: 35PM FROM,USDA:-FCS P002/005 ,'.' 

I. 

, , .- " USDA' 

Welfare Reform Talking Points 


\ : .' I' Feb~21, 19.95 " 

" BLOC'K ,GRANTS WOULD JEOPARDIZE NUTRITION OUTCOMES. 
" . ' . 'I FOR CID~DREN .' " .. , ' .. 

,'. I 	 . " • • 

The House' Economic and Educational Opportunities Committee will shortly mark up the .nutrition , 
element of the Republican welfare refrirm plan. Democrats are opposing the proposal,. which will 
block grant USDA's nutrition progra:nis;' Me and Schoof Meal Programs among others. The ' 
legilillation will place children at risk ~y cr~atin8 a fundirigmeehamsm tbatcan't respond when the' 
economy changes, and by eliminating butrition standards responsible for improved children's health. . . I 	 '. , .. , 

, • '. 'I." , ' 	 " 

. 0 The risks to dllldreD's healih would increase during recessioos under bloc: grants. " 
Between 1990 and 1994. the ntimber'of children applying for free .school lunches 'increased, by 
23 percent. due to the reCessidn and rislngc~lldhood poverty. USDA's nutrition programs 

· expanded to meet the ne~. Dut block grants don't 'protect 'Children from recessions~· If the . 
· School-Based Nutrition Block,;Orant had'been e~cted in' 1989•. 20 %fewe~ resources would 

have been available to feed ,seboot. chUdrenin 1994. Children~s health would b~ jeopardized 
by States' lirriited ability to meet growing neeM. Nutrition benefits reduced, or unavailable; 
just w~en chiidren need theridnost.., .", '. . 
. 	 I ' ,
:, , 	 L' • • 

o 	 National stant:blrd.s protect children·· no ma~er where, they live. Federal standar,ds 'have a 
fifty year history of successful! health outcomes for children; growth srunting has decreased 
by 6S %; low binhwelgnt has Peen reduced. and. anemia .among low~inc:ome pre-schoolers has 
decreased. The .Republicanpllm could result iIi widely varied nutrition standards between 

· states. and no accountability zrtechanism 'would guarantee that these' standards would be met. 
~~~~ttildren'S; health would ISU(feri~States',set - or al~er -- ~tandardsto meet S~ifting .•. 

. . '~~ 	 " .' ! • "." '. ' .. "t' 	 " • 

'0 	 States that serve a larger pe~centage,oflow-income children,than the national average 
would be penalized. States that serve more total meals fare. better in the, allocatioii formula. , 
Since it costs more to serve free meals to low-income' children, States have an incentive to' 
serve more affluent students. [Without natio~ standards. states rriightalso be inclined to cut. 
t~e quality or amount of food provided in order to serve more meals. . .. ' . , '.' . I 	 '. .. 

" . 	 . . :, 

The Administration is opposed to block grants for nutrition programs: 

o 	 President Clinton has said 'J. nutritio~ programs are in the national int~t•. Programs 
muSt be more flexible 'aIid easier for States.to administer. But we won't ~upportchanges that 
jeopardiz~ chil~fen's health -;-Ior getti~ food to' people ~~o'need it-Only a natipnal syste~ 
of federal nutntion programs ~ estabhsh and meet nutntlon standards. respond to econOJDlC 
changes~· and ensure children's, health 'wilf be -protected. " .,:, , ,. 

o 	 we're'ready 'to ~ork with cingress to'b~g abou~ lasting 'and meahtnllftil chan&e 'in 
federal 'nutrition programs; iWe support preserving the health and nutrition goals that are in ., 
the· national interest, consolidating what's redurid3n~. and refonning what's outdated ,and 
unnecessary. Nutrition securi~y is an important part of welfare, refonn and Federal nutrition 
programs are the foundation' fbr children to 'grow .o~.· . .,.' . 
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TALKING POINTS 
.Food and Nutrition Block Grant 

I 

. February 22 f 1995 

WE OPPOSE BLOCKGRANTIN~ CHILD NUTRITION AND WIC PROGRAMS 
I 

The current programs are effective 
. . I 

Block granting put:s children at nutritional and health risk 

THE RISK TO CHILDREN'S HEALTH WOULD INCREASE DURING 
I

RECESSIONS UNDER BLOCK GRANTS 
" . 

During recession,. ~ur .food programs expand to meet rising 
need. But block g:rants don' t. 

If the School-Base6 Nutrition Block Grant had been ~nacted 
in 1989, 20 percen:t fewer resources would have. been 
available to feed ~chool children in 1994. 
. I 

NATIONAL STANDARDS PROTECT CHILDREN - NO -MATTER WHERE THEY LIVE 
. . j 

Federal standards ~ave protected kids' health for fifty 
years -, growth stunting has decreased by 65%, low 
birthweight has be:en reduced, and anemia among .low- income 
pre-·schoolers. has Idecreased. . 

The Republican pla:n abandons these standards - leaving wide 
variation in stan~ards possible and rio accountability to . . I . 
guarantee health outcomes .. 

STATES THAT SERVE A L~GER' PERCENTAGE OF LOW INCOME CHILDREN THAN 
THE· NATIONAL AVERAGE WOiULD BE PENALIZED 

, . The Republican'plan rewards states that serve the most 

meals. States willI therefore have incentives to: 


Serve meals, tlo more affluent students, who can' pay for 
part of the dost 

Cut the qualilty of' meals to cut costs and increase the 
number of me~ls 



':oIl! ' tIII". t 

THE PROPOSED BLOCK GRANT COULD RESULT IN LESS OVERALL FUNDS'FOR 
FOOD AND NUTRITION" FOR CHILDREN. " 

I 
States would have the "ability to transfer up to 20 percent 

"of the fUn~ing outl o~ these programs to other uses. 

The Republican proposal also includes a reduction of about 4 
percent" in total funding - in the first year.

I 

WE ARE READY TO WORK WITH CONGRESS TO MAKE OUR FOOD" AND NUTRITION 
PROGRAMS BETTER AND FLEXIBLE -- BUT WE HAVE A NATIONAL INTEREST 

I " 

IN THE HEALTH AND NUTRITION OF OUR CHILDREN. 



USDA 
WIelfare Reform TaIkiDg PoiDts 

1 . February 21, 1995 .
I 	 . 


BLOCK GRANTS WOULD JEOPARDIZE NUTRITION OUTCOMES 

. . . .1 FOR CHILDREN . 

The House Economic and EducatiOt;W Opportunities Committee will shonly mark up the nutrition 
element of the RepubJicanwelfare reform plan. Democrats are opposing the proposal, which will . 
block grant USDA's nutrition pro~; WIe and School Meal Programs among others. The . 
legislation will place children. at risklbycrealing a funding mechanism that can't respond when the 
economy changes, ~ by eliminating nuaition standards responsible{or improved c:bildren's health.i . 	 . . 
o 	 The risks to ddldreu's heaI~ would Increase during reCessioD.l UDder bloc grants. 

Between 1990 and 1994, the:number of children applying for free school lunches increased by 
. ; ·23 percent, due to the recess~on and rising c:hildhood poverty. USDA's nutrition programs 

expanded to meet the need. But block grants dQn', protect children from recessions. If the 
School-Based Nutrition Block Grant had been enacted in 1989, 20% fewer resources would 

. have been available tQ feed .sc!hool children iD. 1994. Children's health would be jeopardized
I. 	 ,

by States'limited ability to meet growing needs. Nutrition benefits reduced, or unavailable, 
just when children need them\most., '. . . 

a 	 National staDdardS proted qwdren - DO matter where they Uve. Federal standards have a 
fifty year history of successful health Qutcomes for children; growth stunting has decreased 
by 65 %, low binhweight has been reduced, aDd anemia among low';income pre-schoolers has 
decreased. The Republican plan cOuld result in widely varied nutrition standards between 
states. and no acco~ility ~echanism would guarantee that these standards would be met. 
Thus, children's health would suffer if States' set - or. alter - standards to meet shifting 
budgets. 

o 	 States that serve a larger pet,ceDtage of JOW-U1come children than the natioual·average 
would be penalized. Stales that serve more total meals fare better in the allocation fonnula. 
Since it costa more. to serve free meals to low-incOme children, States have an incemive to . 
serve more affluent Students. Without national standards, .states might also be inclined to cut 
the quality or amount of food provided in order to serve more meaLs. . 

The Administration Is OPl*ed to, bl~ grau.ts for autrition .prOgrams: 
. I . ' 

a 	 President ClInton has said thi.t nutrition prograias are in the national interest. Programs 
must be more flexible·and easier.for States to administer. But we won't support changes that 
jeopardize children's health - or getting food to peOple who need it. Only a national system 
of federal nutrition programs ~ establish and meet nutrition standards, respond to economic 
changes, and eusure children's ihealth will be protected.

, I '. 
o 	 We're readY to work with Conmv to bring about lastinR and meaningful change in 

federal nutrition programs. o/e support preserving the health and nutrition goals that are in 
the national interest, consolidating what's redundant, and refonning what's outdated and . 
unnecessary. Nutrition securitY. is an important part of welfare reform and Federal nutrition 
programs are the foundation fot children to grow ~n. . 


