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Understanding Food Stanfp Program Caseload Decline ézs S 4 (, s
I.- Executive Summary = ' . ' S I

« Food stamp caseload have fallen by just over one-third since 1994, In July 1999, the Food
- Stamp Program served 17.9 million people, 10 million fewer than in 1994,

« Food stamp participation has fallen most sharply among legal immigrants and unemployed
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 difficult, but the best available information indicates

~ that about 26 percent of the caseload'decline is due to success of economic expansion and
welfare reform 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 riew limits on immigrants and unemployed Jobless
adults, and roughly 30 percent is unexplamed :

. A récent national survey found about two-thirds of low-income families who left 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-tine.

« " 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 desxgned fo increase pammpatlon among these
families. '

Il. Trends in Food Stamp Caseload Declines

In July 1999, the Food Stamp Program served 17.9 million people, a drop of just over one-third
or 10 million people since 1994. Declines among legal immigrants and 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 timeé period, the number of welfare 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 overall decline in the food stamp rolls. As a result, the share of the food stamp
caseload comprised of legal immigrants, childless unemployed adults, and welfare recipients has
all gone down over the last four years. :
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Table 1
Composntlon of Food. Stamp Caseload: 1994—1998
Number Share of Number : Share of Change Percent Share of
1994 Caseload 1998 . Caseload ' Change Decline
o 1994 : _ 1993 ' '
Legal permanent 1,453,000 - 5% 405,000 . 2% -1,040,000 -72 % 13‘%
~ residents , . . . . )

Childless : 1,309,000 5% 539,000 3% =770,000 -589% 10 %
unemployed =~ .- : :
adnlts
AFDC/TANF 13,838,000 49% 8,442,000  43% 3,396,000  -28% 67 %
participants : ' ' _ .
All other 11,409,000 41% 10,583,000 53% -826,000 1% . 10%
participants ' ' '

All participants 28,009,000 100% 19,969,000 = 100% - -8,040,000  -29% 100 %

III. Factors Contributing to Food Stamp Caseload Decline

At least three factors contribute to the decline in food stamp participation:

s More people are working, due to the availability of jobs in the growing economy ‘and new work-
focussed welfare rules. _

» 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.

o Changes in program rules under welfare reform restricted the participation of immigrants and
unemployed childless aduits.

Assessing the share of these factors is difficult. In particular, it is nearly impossible to
disentangle what share of the decline is due to more people working because of economic 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, workmg with the agencies and outside experts, we have been able to reach
conclusions based on the best avallable mfonnatlon

As shown in Table 2, we conclude that about 26 percent of the caseload decline was due to
suceess of economic expansion and welfare reform in moving people into jobs, 29 percent was
due 1o 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 job!ess adults, and roughly 30 percent is unexplained.



-

DRAFT

"~ Table 2
Explammg the Drop in Food Stamp Participation; 1994- 1998
(thousands)
Number of Relative
; : Participants - | Contribution
Net Change in Participation 9,287 100%
Employment Growth 2,448 26%
i Less Participation by Eligibles 2,664 2%%
Welfare Reform Limits on:
Immigrants 1,053 . 11%
Childless Unemployed Adults 327 4% . -
All Other/Unknown . o 2,795 30% 1

‘A. Employment Growth - A USDA model of the relationship between unemployment and
participation suggests that about 26 percent of the 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 réform’s success, the results of this
model are consistent with other estimates by experts in the field that suggest that
falling unemployment rates can explain 28 to 44 percent of the food stamp caseload.

B. Falling Participation Among Eligible 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
eligible. Participation rates in the food stamp program among households with
earnings have historically been about half that 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 reform
restricted the participation of many legal immigrants and unemployed childless
adults. This group accounts for 20 percent of the decline during this period.

IV. Characteristics of Families Leaving Food Stamps

Newly released data from a nationwide survey conducted by the Urban Institute provides

interesting information about one subset of individuals leaving the food stamp caseloads,

families with childrén. The survey, conducted in 1997, gathered data on families 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 their incomes were below 130 percent of poverty (the food stamp income eligibility
threshold), though some of those with incomes below that level may have been ineligible due
to assets, such as owning a car worth more than $4,650. ‘

- 84 p_ércent 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 welfare and have at least one full time employee in thelr household. They also had -
higher eamnings and income levels.

. Approximatciy two thirds of families who left food stamps said they did so because of earnings
or-a job. In addition, about 15 percent of fa:rmhes said they left food stamps because of

administrative problems or hassles.

V. Caseloads and Hunger

Results of a recent survey commissioned by USDA show that despite unprecedented decreases in
food stamp caseloads, hunger as measured by food security has changed little since 1995, A
family is food secure if they had access at"all times to enough food for an active healthy life, with
no need for recourse to emergency food 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 rate for households without children (15.2 percent versus 7.2 percent). '

VI. Addressing the Situation

The new executive actions announced by the Administration in July are important first steps to
make the Food 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
information they need to make accurate benefit determinations. The Administration’s guidance.
on categorical eligibility should help prevent some families moving from welfare to work from
losing eligibilitv lor foed stamps solely 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 recipients through an enhanced toll-free hotline and
informational materials in a number of different languages.

We are current|y examining further admuinistrative options to encourage states to help eligible
working families access food assistance, as well as possible proposals we could suggest in the
context of the I'Y 2001 budget that would be helpful in'addressing the issue!


http:states.to
http:Administration.in

1

To: Bruce
From: Mickey,

Here's why [ think | disagree. Sarry it’s so long winded and contentious. This is half 1o help me think this
through. 1 was jarred by your position. [ don’t think it’s an open-and-shut thing; it's even an interesting issue.
I'd love ta talk, which would help avoid crippling repetitive stress injuries. But my detault posrtlon as of pow is
[ use the vast power of kausfiles.com 10 c;,rmcu'e the HHS/administration position.

1. 1'vg always thought food stamps are wclfare.

a)  On the spectrum of cash benefits 1o non-cash benefits, they seem pretty close to cash - ihey're
- fungible in practice, you can buy what you want, you can live on them. Far all practical
putpnses they are a cash benefit, not a nan- -cash benefit like Medicaid. {Day carc would be
somewhere in between, closcr to noncash, I puess.)

b} You don't have 1o work 10 get this cash benefit, which is my definition of welfare. That’s the
“enormous moral gulf.” Maybe chiltdless adults now have to work. (For them, do we really
want to push them to sign up for FS and take up scarce wotkfare slots and dollars? [ don’t .
think $0.) But adults with kids aren’t required to work for FS, ag [ understand it. If you go off
AFDC and just take FS, you’re home fiee, | think. In states without the full family sanction, if
you refuse to work you get 2/3 of your benefit and FS and you're home free. (This s the )
problem Jasan 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 statcs that have a full family
sanction, the welfare work test scemns highly imperfect and porous. Of inner cities, inonly a
tfow places like Wisconsin and New York City arc 100% of welfare mothers cven closc to
being required to work, as [ undérstand it (which is why you shouldn’t piss on Jason}. Time
limits? Twenty percent are exempied outright, and the time limits are easy for states 1o get
around, as you know. So 1 don't think it’s accurate to say “Everybody on welfare is going 1o
have to go 1o work snoner or later,” and i1's certainly nol accurate with respect to food stamps,
no?

2. I1s good if food stamps are stigmatized.

a)  There secem ta be af least three views of the welfare statc one could take here.

1} One is the Traditional View, which is that cash yau don't have to work for is a dole, and since
peoptc should work if you take the dole you're doing a disreputable thing and not helding
up your end. Part.of this view is the idezl, not just of work, but of seif-sufficicncy.

Support yourself and you can hoid your head up.

2) A sccond vicw is the New Deal view. It says work is good, non-work is bad, but modifics the
ideaf of self-sufficiency enough to allow accepting governmenl benefits that arc
conditioned on work, like Social Security {and later the EITC). How much the ideal of
sclf-sufficieney bas to be modified to accommodate these programs isn't cloar —= Social
Sccurity is rationalized as getting back contributions, the EITC is rationalized ds 2 rebate
of FICA taxes. In both cases the subsidy has at times bren greater than that, but the eover -
story persists and fudges the issuc. [n each case, however, the only respectable progroms
have been (hose limfied 1o workers. AFDC and FS were the exceptions that proved the
rule, as they say in law school, since they were hated by the public.

1) The third vicw is the emerging Clinion/Primus synthesis, which values work but not
neeessarily setf-sufficiency. It says that if you're working (how much? — big qucstion)
then it's perfectly QK to accept a subsidy (“work supports™) in the Torm of cash. What's
more, it should be respectable ta 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 |
and 2, that are available to workers and stackers alike (food stamps, TANF under the
tevived eamings disregards).

4)  ‘There's a fourth possible view, of course, which is the straight old gwc -them cash, don'1-
warry-aboul-work, fiberal view, but | assume that's dead.

b) Which of thesc views is better? [ say the New Deal (#2). We know it works. People buy it, and
live by it. It draws on the truditional belief in seif-sutficiency, which is a virtue, even beyond the
virlue of work, 1t draws a sharp distinction between programs for workers (good) and doles (bad),
and discourages people from going on the doele and pccoming mired in the famous culture of
dependency. It's why 581 checks are a different color from Social Security checks (which you have
to have worked {or),

¢y What about #37
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13 First, it requires peaple 1o overturn their previous, deeply held view that self-sufficiency
is a big virte, and also their traditional view that AFDC and food stamps are bad deles.
Now, they are told, it'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 censtruct new
ones (the Clinton/Primus new man). Why 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 stigmaltized by the public. Programs that sharply separale out
nonworkers (EITC) have been accepted. You are fighting the histerical record and one of
the seemingly big lessons of the fuilure of give-them-cash liberalism,

2y ‘ Secaond, it brings all sorts of people into contact w
would be too proud to even know where the welfare office is. You say promoting foad
stamp participation is not going 1o 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
weifare in the first place. ['m a single mom working in a store. | hear a commercial
saying it's OK to get food swmps — 1 really should. | go down to the food stamp office.
There [ also leam that 1 can quakify for two years of welfare and maybe afier that an
camed income disregard. So why not go on welfare and FS first, then later '] go to work
at the Gap ['ll be getting the wage plus F5 plus welfare? Or, worse, I'm 2 young girl who
has just graduaied from high school, Why not go get my food stamps, have 2 kid, live
with my mom and bayfriend and worry about going to work later? Food stamps are QX!
They're good! ... Oh, | forgot, food stamps are good, but they're really oniy geed if
you're also working. ... And TANF is never good, because ., why? How is TANF
different from feod starmps? Because the stamps are nuiritional, Gh. But my baby necds
clothes too! ... Again, you are asking peeple 10 make some distinctions they are not
used to. How are food stmmps destigmatized for workers but not destigmatized for non-
warkers whe are still eligibie for them?§f £5 are destigmatized, why not TANF 1oo0?

How did the welfare cxplosion happen in the late 1960s? When state and local welfare
officials went on 2 campaign to encourage welfare and food stamp use, remove stigma,
buoost take-up rates. The result: a triplingof the rolls. With the 1996 reform, welfare was
restigmatized in a big way, and the administrative push was reversed, The result: the
rolls arc cut in half. Now you tisk 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?

e Third, with'the Clinton/Primus paradigm, you’ve lost a sacial-policing benefit. Suppose |
decidc to cheat a bit and stay on foed stamps without working. When food stamps are

stigmatized, that’s harder to do, since people look at me fimny when 1 use them ai the

supermarket. But in the new Clhinton-Primus world, there are no funny looks — so 1 can

enjoyably get away with staying on food stamps and not working, even though that’s still

suppesed to be disreputable.

43} Fourth, the definition of what counts as the “work” that relieves one of the stigma of
accepling subsidics contains within it a slippery slope leading te abuse. 1s 40 hours 2 -
week reguired, or 30, or 20, or 10? We sll find it very easy to rationalize that we're really
working very hard when maybe we’rc not. (I thought | was “working” when { was
writing an unpublishable novel.} The old “self-sufficiency™ ideal puts a natura! check on
this sort of abuse, since if you are supparting yourself in the market it’s a sure sign you
are actually working, and if you abuse the idea of “work” oo much you will have to rely
on seme sort of subsidy. Mote that it's especially easy for single mothers (who have to do
4 lat of non-market work just to be parents) to tell themselves they arc working and
(herefore “respectable” food stamp consumers when really they are dependent, And if
they're respectable food stamp consumers, why not respectable TANF eonsemers too?
Etc.Which brings up anather point:

Every argument you make about Food Stamps being a “work support” could also be made about TANF/AFDC
-~ and indeed is made by the Primus/Greenberg crowd. (Pushing TANF *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 foad
stamp grant = it's small—smaller than TANF, or anyway too small to live on. Thus you argue noone will
“become hooked on food stamps for life,” and that it won't be pessible ta “remain dependent for Life,

totatfy detached from the world of work™ But:

A} In the South, the food stamp cheek is much larger than the TANF check, no?. Coupfed 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 afier the food stamp program



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

B) Cwven in the North, a dependency problem remains 10 some degree, because it’s not clear that you
can’t carve out a really shitty life of dependency based on food stamps, Medicaid, and varous
lwstles and loans from friends. You wouldn’t think it would be possible — | didn't think so. But
Jason Tumer says that’s one of the things he's leamed in Wisconsin and NY - that it takes a
iot less for people ta live on than he thought. | don't krtow il he’s right. The point is there is 2
non-trivial risk that for some people the food stamp check plus other supports is enough to
maintain  (smaller, more miscrable) culure of dependency. The risk is presumably the
greatest for the “hard core™ cases that are the ones now left on the rolis. If you remove the
stigma, and start pushing food stamps, you'il make sure thal potential is realized.

C)  And of course the next Primus campaign will be to raise the F3 benefit level-—after ail, it’s a “work
support™ now. That will reise the level for both workers and non-workers, and ratse the risk of
dependency. Eventually there will be cnough work supports to allow peopie te live on the
supports without the wark.

4 The new Ciinton/Primus synthesis risks throwing away tmuch of the political gains Clinton had made in
stripping the Dernocrats of their ofd image as the party of the dole.

A Whether or not the old catepories of the Traditional and New Deal views make sense, they can now
be the basis of an attack on the Democrats. As even g liberal friend of mine said, upon being
10ld of the new performance-bonus regs, “It's perverse to encourage self-sufficicncy by
encouraging people to be less self-sufficicnt”” by accepting food stamps, You can see the
argurments: “Clinton back to pushing welfare,” etc. I'm currently planning to make seme of
them myself. Granted, food stamps are more popular than TANE, You could probably beat
back any Rcpablican assauit. But the seeds of doubt will have been sown {as they should be).
Why give the Democrats more money o spend? They may spendd it on a dole again, they don”t
scem (o have really sturdy moral barricrs to that, cte.

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 arc unpopular because the non-workers tint the whole
program? (Social Security is a badge of honor, welfare of dishonor.) instead you are trying te
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. [f the new regs jwst 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 {ine print! You do, | gucss.) Tagree
that people who want IS should be able to get them, and adminstrators [ike Jason shouldn’t make it
gratuitously difficult. But if many working-poor people think it's shamefut to go on FS, the govermment should
respect that and not try 1 convinee them it’s not 2 dole {(when i1 is, under several commonly-accepied and
iegitimate definitions). Don’t base the reward on how eficctively 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).

If you're going to further supplement the incomes ofthé working poar, which 1 support, do it
through a program that is restricted to workers, like the ETTC.

in this view, Clinton should be the president who tumed a liberal welfare state into 2 work-tested state, and
thereby regained the public’s confidence and paved the way for dramatic expansions. lle shouldn’t be the
president wha in his final year in office fudged the issue and tried to create this weird new paradigm that would
make old non-work fested programs somehow respectable again.

Back to you.
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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 palitical achievement has been cleansing the
Demaocrats of their previous, not-unjustified image as the
pro-dole party.

So couid Clinton now really be pushing pecple back onto the
dole? In a small but significant way, the answer is yes, The
announcement was buried in the President's weekiy 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 unveited 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 maore poor children into two-parent families.
(No problem there.} One will reward states that enroll more
poor children in Medicaid. {Good ideal) 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
foad stamp bonuses, says they will promote the goal of
"ending the dependence of needy parents on government -
benefils." But wait a minute. The proposed bonus tries to get
states to go out and sign more people up for government



henefits--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 $328 {for a three-person family)
or 3418 (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
thern 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

cnh 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 wanl 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 al least slightly
dishonored and ashamed to get a handout that goes to people
who don't work a lick. Low-income workers, especizally, have
been reluctant to sign up for the benefits to which they are
legally entitied. 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 parlicipation rate of 71 percent overall." Some of those who
don't claim their.-benefits may be less-poor workers whose
smali food stamp allotment isn't worth the hassle of applying.
But many are undoubtediy 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--| call them Money Liberals--for whom
getting cash to the pdor, not uphdlding the work ethic, is the
most impertant thing. Since the 1996 reform, their central
strategy--promoted, most impartantly, 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 benefils 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 starmp
applications even if the TANF application halts." In effect,
states would be saying *Sign up! It's gooed to get food
stamps." Stigma, schmigmal

Maybe I'm overreacting, but | 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

. fisks 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 weifare office is, Then you hear a "public
service announcement” of the sort the new HHS regulations
encourage. It tells yout 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 {o
work at the Gap, you get to keep not anly foad 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, coliect your $230 a2 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 af least
part-time, but that's kind of a complicated message to get
across. One deterrent to food stamp use, remember is the
Checkout-line Factor--people tend to look at you funny when |
you whip out your food stamp card to buy your groceries. |f
food stamps are destigmalized, 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--10 remove stigma and boest "participation rates.”
The result? A tripling of the welfare rolis. This "welfare
explosion” wasn't undene until the 1896 reform sent the
opposite message. Now Clinton risks reversing, at least
partially, the actual, practicat process that brought him the
caseload declines he's crowing about today, Will he be happy
when the rolis for food stamps and TANF start to rise again?



. The arguments the administration now makes about focd
stamps, of course, can easlly be made aboul 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
enccurage those pecople to stay on welfare, albeit at a lower
benefit level, rather than make a harsh, clean break? Don't
they "need” an ongeing TANF check to "compiete 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 (i.e. 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 cr
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 pecple who think food stamps are
welfare by ancther name. They're right, after all.

* If you read the fine print, the "benus,” 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 dcesn't save the

\



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 fikely 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?
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city's sweeping welfare reform put
up a stout defense of the program
yesterday before a largely skepti-
cal audience of civic leaders.

Human Resources Commis-
sioner Jason A. Turner 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 1o 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
in some disciplined way to apply
them,” Mr. Turner said at the Har-
vard Club. “This is the chief lmi-
tation which jmpedes success in
individuals who are often depen-
demnt on welfare.”

Mr: Turner, who arrived here
from Wisconsin where he made a

national name for his JOBS pro--

gram, runs thé workfare program
that has taken 37,000 of the city's
1.1 miltion welfare remplents off
the rolls. About a third of the city’s
welfare offices now operate as _;ob

centers with “financial planners.”

om and lack of incentives and boundaries.
... I think we need to-help people mobilize

their internal resources and in some disciplined

way to apply them.”

— Jason A. Tirner

In his 20-minute speech, spon-
sored by the Manhattan Institute,
a conservative think tank, he con-
centrated on a recent study that
concludes 39 percent of those sam-
pled left welfare for a full-time job,
15 percent for a part-time job, and

25 percent failed to meet the pro-

gram reqmremems

After six months off welfare
work was the primary source for
income for S8. percent of those
studied. The median wage of work-
ers was found to be $£7.50 per hour,
compared with the national mini-

.mum wage of $5.15.

“We live in an age where there
is not a lot of social agreement, a
multiciltural society,” said Mr.
Turner. “But the importance of
work and its necessity is so well-
ingrained in our culture that even
individuals dependent on welfare

for some time agree in some gen-
eral sense that it is fair to require
work as a condition of receiving

henefits.”

The commissioner did not dis-

" cuss the two-pronged federal in-
vestigation of his department.

aimed at speeding up distribution
of food stamps and medical assis-
tance to the poor. He referred com-
ment on the matter to his spokes-
man, Deborah Sproles, who said,
“We are in compliance.”

Last month, when the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture and Med-
icaid suggested that the city may
be too slow in‘approving food and
health benefits for the poor, -Mr.
Turner said he would try to speed
up the process. The next day, Mr.
Giuliani overruled him, saying
that no change was necessary. Ac-

ef defends mﬂves

cording to the city, the number of
foud-stamp recipients in the ciry
dropped to just uver 1 million last

" July, compared with 1.2 million a

year earlier.

Michael Meyers, execulive di-
rector of the New York Civil Rights
Coalition, said he thinks Mr.
Turner is on a “short leash” from
the Giuliani administration. *He's
been in liot water ever since he
came here.”

My Meyers clnllengcd the com-
missioner's study and asked him
for statistics on-how many welfare
recipients are considercd to be
wellare-dependent. Mr. Turner
said he did not have those mumbers
at hand. Later, in an inicrview, Mr.
Mevers said he believes that the
overall majority of those on the
welfare rolls are those who have
lust their jobs or incomes tempo-
rarily. He said that the permanem
wellare class comprises the dis-
abled, and that the number of
chrogtic cases, such as those who
need aid for dependent children,
ar‘e::xaggeraled_



Q) "By SHAILAGH MuRray
 Staff Reporter of THE WaLl STREET JOURNAL
E . WASHINGTON-As President Clinton
: and government and business leaders
Q meet in Chicago this week to herald three
-+ years of welfare overhaul, researchers are
. puzzling over a mystery.

T
Q

fit?
& . Anewreport by Congress's General Ac-
~counting Office, scheduled for release to-

As the unemployed poor become the

working poar, why are so many disappear-
ing from food-stamp rolls—even though
many still are eligible for the federal bene

_ttay, provides some clues. The reasons go
beyond the buoyant U.S. economy, the
. GAO says. [t cites such factaors as poor pub-
lic information, overzealous casewarkers
and restrictive registration procedures in

-study concludes, are children.

derstanding of what moving from welfare

to work was all about,” says Democratic

Rep. Sander Levin of Michigan, who com-

missioned the GAO report. “I don't under-

stand it frankly." Rep. Levin adds. “"We

- fought to make sure food stamps and child

. tare and heaith care were a part of welfare

reform. And now kids are hung'ry" What
sense does that make?””

. ¢ Lawmakers from both parties already

Iare moving to remedy the shortcomings.

‘To win support in the GOP Congress, the

tertous an

&) strategy is to address food stamps in the
M context of helping welfare gverhaul. Legis--
lation is being drafted in both the House

)  and the Senate to revise eligibility require-

memns 10 inclutte more low-income fami-
lies, to ease siate roadblocks and to open
channels hetween food banks and social-
' service officials.
The U.5. Agriculture Department,
which administers the §12 billion-a-year
tood -stamps program, has meantime
launched a publie information campaign to
-tell low-income families they may be eligi-
ble for the food aid even if they have moved
‘off welfare. The agency has tracked food-
say | Stamp declines for 18 months, but can't
m ‘fully explain the sharp drop.
According to the new GAO report, food-
8, stamp participation has fatlen 27% during
the past 3% years to 18.5 million people.
Q ‘Many former welfare beneficiaries now
o
than related economic indicaters wowld
predict.”
- . The GAQ's starkest finding is that en-
rollment figures for children have dropped

more sharply than the number of children
. living in poverty. Between 1984 and 1887,

E
S

‘enroliment also tends to dip when the U.S.
ecopomy s strong. But as thereport states,
the post-1996 declines have come “faster

mn

Qo

=
Q

' 1597, chtldren accounted for haif of the total

some states. Among the hardest hit, the
“There has been a hreakdown, a misun-

- enroliment

" average [oodstamp recipient
young, unemploved single mother with

‘earn 100 much to qualify. And feod-stamp -

2.5 miilion kids fell-from the rolls, and in- -

WL Qe

An Unexplained Gap -
Food Stamp Use Drops...

Enrolfment, in milliors
30

25
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15‘§|§.ilii,
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Sources: USDA: V.S, Generat Actounting Office: Tradeling
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Even as Welfare Overhaunl
Creates More Working Poor
Participation: in food stamp programs,
in thousands - 1998 1997
_ Children : 11,868
Adult§ with
dependents

Able-bodied adults
without dependents>

resident aliens=

Elderly

*Eligizility restricled under L99G yvelfare Refonm Act

decline. The number  of
poverty-level children who receive food
stamps fell by 10 percentage points to 84%
in 1997 from 94% in 1994,

Before the Welfare Reform Act, the
was &

two chifdren, and the average benefit was
3174 a month. It has always been a strug-
gle to get the word out to working people,
who otherwise have little contact with so-
cial services, that they also can qualify

for food stamps: Historically, workers -
tend to be eligible for smaller sums and"

account for just & quarter of food-stamp
entollees.

Most of those who have disappeared
from food-stamp rolls belong to the vast

-crowd of people shifting from total welfare

dependency to fow-income jobs. The Agri-
culture Department estimates that 0% of
working households that are eligible for
food stamps don't sign up for them-~in-
cluding those that collected the benefit be-

fore welfare averhaui.

This is where the social-policy experts
get worried: People areé leaving the rolls,
but clearly they're still-in neetd. Catholic
Charities reporied that last year the de-
mand for food assistance rose by an aver-
age of 38% in local parishes. A U.8. Confer-

ence of Mayors survey found that 1997 .

emergency requests for food rese by an av-
erage 14% In 21 major cities. Enrollment in
the National Schoo! Lunch Program, which
has similar eligibility criteria, also rose by
€% from 1994 1o 1997,

A recent Urhan Institute study of for-
mer welfare recipients found that 2 third of
families have had to skip meals or cut the
size of servings in the past year because of
inadequate money. One reason many

-haven't signed ap for food starmps refiects

an attitude that welfare overhaul is de-

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL -
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signed 1o instill. As researcher Sheila
Zedlewski puis it: “We're seeing families
who left welfare join the group of low-in-
come families and acting very much like
them—which means trying to make it on
your own.'” .

One problem, the GAD and others spec-.
ulate, is people assume that because
they're no longer eligible for cash assis-
tance, they're no longer eligible Ior any-
thing. This notion may also be driving
down Medicaid enrcliment.,

“Welfare reform adds to people’s igno-
rance as to what benefits they can draw

- ypon,” says Beth Osborne Daponte, 3 re-

searcher at the University of Piusburgh's
Center for Social and Urban Research, Ms.
Daponte iracks aclivity at 'the Greater
Pittsburgh Community Food Bank, which
alerted Demacratic Pennsylvania Rep.
William Coyne's office to surging demand

and helped to inspire the GAC report,
In the past year, Ms. Daponte polled 204

" families that were food-bank regulars io

determine how rmuch they knew about Tond
stamps.' Many- seemed like ideal candi-
dates, but turned out not {o be qualified at
all. Those that were eligible were more
likely to apply if the benefit was more than
$50-a month. But their ignorance is what
amazed Ms. Daponte: Few knew anything
about food stamps, much less the eligibility

* Teguirements,

The GAO notes that in the rush to
make welfare reform succeed. some
states have made it unduly difficult to ac-
cess continuing. benefits such -as food
stamps. The application process is one
hurdle. But federal investigations in New
York City, Portland, Ore., and Milwau-
kee alse found some welfare-to-work of-
fices erected unreasonable barriers—for
instance, requiring two visits before an
application could be submitted. -

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

To Ms. Zedlewski of the Urban Insti-
tute, one way toreverse the trend is to pro-
mote food stamps as the nutrition-assis-
tance program it was designed to be,
rather than as a holdover of the shamed

_ welfare days, That's part of what the Agri-

culture Department hopes to accomplish
with its public-relations campaipn.
“We've got so much food in this coun-
try—we've had four years now of record
crop production,” marvels Mr. Qlickman,
a former Kansas congressman who helped

" to write many of the current {ood-stamp

laws, “It's just crazy that people eligible
for food stamps are going hungry.”



House Rejects Version
By Senate on Overhaul
Of Financial Services

Der Jostes Newswires

WASHINGTON~The House wvoted
 against compromising with the Senate on
stiff privacy provisions and community-
lending requirements when negotiators be-
gin meeting today o hammer out final leg-

isiation on a financial-services overhaul.
1n a 241-132 vote Friday, House lawmak-
ers instructed their members of the House-
Senate conference committee (0 insist on
language in the version of the bilf passed
by the House last month that would restrict

combined banking, insurance and broker--
i tractors besides telephone companies.

. age firms from sharing their customers'
acceunt 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

. Sea.
Banking Committee chairman and cnnter

" ence committes leader.

" He has indicated that the prwacy issue

“should be kept out of the financial-services
biil. After the House vote, he s2id he con-
tinues to believe *'privacy is such an 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
to demand & provision that ensures con-
sumers have “nondiscriminatory access o
financial services and economic opportuni-
ties in their communities.”

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

Phil Gramm (R., Texas), Senate i

F CC’s Plan for E ffon to Lmk Schools

By KatHy CHE‘.N
Staff Reporier of THE Wara, STREET JoURNAL

-~ WASHINGTON-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 ULE. Court of Appesls for the Fifth
Circuit in New Orieans ruled Friday that the
FCC has the authority to provide subsidies
for internal connections needed by schools
to access the Internel. The court also held
that the schools could use the money to pay
Internet service providers and other con-

Closely associated with Viee President
Al Gaore, the so-talled a-rate program was
created by the 199% 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

‘. telecommasnications services, not wiring

and Internet services.

. The appeals court sided with the FCCon
most 1ssues raised in the suit. But in a set-
back, it said that the FCC could only assess
contributions 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 te-

. sult, both fong-distance carriers and the

Baby Bells have had to pay into the fund. -
. The FCC had required the Bells to recover
their.contributions by imposing access fees

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL -
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'To Internet Is Upheld by Appeals Court

on the long-distance carriers for connecting
calls to their networks. In turn, the long-dis-
tance companies have passed on the charpes
to consumers. But the cowrt nided the FCC
cotlldn'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 miling 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 decrcase,” 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. ""H largely supporis the FCC
and status quo policy,'" he'said.
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EW m FOOD STAMP PROGEAH WORES:
1STH EDITION |

FUMMAKRY

Th?oﬁﬂsuﬂrpmmhthbmuaﬁy’shrptmﬁde of food
svistance a3d ane of il Dost extagsive welfore yrograms. In 1991, it helped
mote then 24 millien low-igcome persons eoch rmanth, about 1.5 milllog a ponth
through & related program in Pyerts Rics, and wull over 30 million peeple over
the couyse of the yesr. Most participate in ether publiz pecistanes programs.
Half sre children, nad corr 15 porenat are aldarly or disshled. Nearly 40 pervent
of recipient pensehalds bave monthly insome below 30 percent of the Fodersl
poverty stazdards, andealyﬂ@mntlmlmm

' With fizeal year 1991 Foderal couts of shout $20 killiea (ncluding Puswrte
_Rizo’s mutnticn weistatee program), food stamps eve sacond oanly to the
“Medicaid program in Pederal nseds-tested spending, When State and loeal
sxpenditures 1re added iz, the program’s 1981 total sost of $21 billion ranks
third, behind the Pederal/Stats Medicaid aod Ald t2 Fazmdlies with Depapdent
Children MI:IC) Fregrams. _

Uwqmammumammrmsmmdm.

simost entirely en Federal {undigg and operszes under penenally wpiform
Federal pulps. FPedetal approepristions pyy for ol benefits and over balf the cosg
of administzation. Program standards grv established by the Food Stamp Ast
ead US. Department of Agriculture ragulations. States szl localities eoatral
" and sharn {Be cost of dayto-day welfsrs offioe operations, food stxwp imsuanece,
snd werk ind tralning activities,

ﬁtﬁhﬂity for food stamps depeads primarily on whesher ao lpphcl.nt
bousahold bas meathly cash iscoma and lquid assets balow Federal standards.
Howewer, 1ot all financial ressuress 29 takm ints mt lu}udmol!ﬂhﬂlm
and, with soms exmmptions, Rad-stenps-gre-gvei MR I
hmlmm {-.. w2 Elytance (GN mpm
tad st of oonfinancial e!ldbﬂtw a!min directs that wost wmemployed
ablt-&dh:l udult recipients pot cwring for young children fulfill wericus
erpployment-relatad requirements, yuch o searching or training for & job, and

~ bare assisrance for ma.\lu eategnariss of the poor (eg., some
‘ -

students, stxikers, |

wmmﬂmlpmmmLhﬂwﬁﬁmbme,
nanfood gpances (e g, shelter), and housekold size, When sstting benefits, not
B incoms s courted (r-¢., Hving-expense "deductions” are allowed), and meny
mmhmgmn&wmdaﬂmmvwmithypmm
ez propate weals separaialy. Monthly food stamp sllotmants egual the
inflati usted estimsted cost of an sdequate loweedst dlet (muvimum
benafits), loss 30 povmant of the recipisnt’s coumted incote. The theory is that
food stamps should S11 the dollcit batwesa what a heusehold cpa afford to spend

alives, mduu of institutiens).

. P.2

on food { mdtobeaﬁmmtufsuwunwdmnntmymﬁ)mdtkemt .

of 2 sdaguise dist (maximum benedis).

TOTAL P.24
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
' QERICE OF THE RECARETARY
WA.HINGTON, D.o. MORBD

Honorable Pat Roberts

Chairman

Comminee on Agriculnurce

U.S. House of Representatives -

1301 Longworth House Office Bullding
Washington, D.C. 20515-6001

Dear Mr. Chairman:

: The House Committes on Agticulture will shortly consider the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Act of 1996 (H1.R. 3507). The proposed bill threatens to undermine
the nationa) nutrition safety net that has successfully promoted the muerition and hezlth of
¢hildren and famnilles. By cutting nutrition benefits — especially bepefits for children ~ toe
deeply, undermining children’s access to mutritious maals, and creating an optional food stamp
block grant, this welfare reform bill hinders USDA s abmty to get food 10 people who need it
and jeopardizes the health of the Nation.

The national nutrition safery net protects millions of children, working families, and
elderly every day. The Food Stamp Program reaches nearly 13 million children and nearly 2
million elderly -- more than half of all participants -- each month. The bill would reduce
nutrition beneflts to the children and families participating {0 the Food Stamp Program by $26
billion ovet seven years. Almost 1.5 million recipients would lose all benefits; virtually all
others, including millions of children and elderly, would receive less. Almost 80 percent of
these cuts -- over $20 billion = would affect families with ¢hildren. By the year 2002, the bill
would reduce food stamp benefits to families with children by 15 percent — an average of

~ aboul 350 per family each month. The proposed reductions in food stamp benefits could have.
profound consequences for the autrition, health, and well-being of mlllions of children,
working families and elderly

We are particularly concerned that the proposed bill goes too far in four areas.

Flrst, food stamp Families who face relatively high shelter costs would receive
fewer benefits. The Mickey Leland Childhood Hunger Ralief Aot of 1993 tevised the
treatment of shelier costs in the Food Stamp Progrem so households with children will be
trented the same gs those with elderly and disabled. Tne Natjonal Governors Asgoclation
recommended retention of current law. The President's plan to achieve a balanced budget

- protects families with relatively high shelter costs by msinwining current law. The proposed
bil), however, freezes the limit on the maximum shelter deduction. As a result, nearly 2

AN A8uUAL CPPORTUNITY EMPLOYEA
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million households with children, more than one-fourth of all families with children, would
tecelve fewer _food Stamps. |

Second, the bill places severe time limits on many unemployed food stamp
partlcipants without children. The bill could ke all nutrition benefits away from almost
645,000 unempicyed adults even if they are willing 1o work. While everyone who can work
should work, this bll] does not provide adequate funds to ensure that those who are willing to
work have sufficient'opportunity. The President’s plan supports a tough work requirement for
anyone who can work; but before terminsting pnrncipanon for those willing to work, States
must offer them a _]Db or training slot.

Thlrd the bill's optional food stamp block ;rant could ,leopard!ze the nutrition and
health of millions of children, wor]dng families, and elderly. A food stamp block grant
would weaken the nationsl autrition safety nat, eliminate the Program's ability to rcspond w
changing economic conditions, ellminate national eligibility and bensfit standards, and sever
tbe link berween food stamps and putritop. If States had elected o exercise this option in
1989, the Food Stamp Program would have been zble to serve 8.3 million fewer children by

11894, funding for food stamp benefits would have fallen more thas $12 billion short of acmual
expenditures. The President's plan maintains the natjonal nutritlon safety net end preserves
the Program's economic respoasiveness by rejectmg block grants for the Food Stamp
Program. . _ . _

Finally, the bil! ls unfair to legal immiprants, [ilegal aliens should pot receive food
starmps and, under current law, they do not. The proposed bill would end eligibility for
650.000 legal immigrants. The President's plan would make sponsors of Jegal immigrants
more responsible for their financial needs by counung & portion of the sponsors’ income undl
the ummgra.nts auain citizenship. :

Americs nseds a national system of Federa! nutrition programs that establishes and
meets nutrition standards, responds 10 econemic changes, and ensures thet the bealth and
nutritionsl well-being of families and children are protected. The size of the reductions
proposed in this bil] and the hole created In the nutsitional safety net with the potential of food
stamp block grants have serious consequences for the nutrition, health, and well-belng of -
millions of American children and families. In contrast, we belleve that the President’ s
proposa] offers a regponsibie alternative for cha.nge

Simerely,

- DAN GLICKMAN
Secretary
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Honorable Bill Archer

Chairman

Committee on Ways and Means

U.S. House of Representatives

1102 Loagworth House Office Buﬂdmg
Washington, D.C. 20515-0401

Dear Mr. Chammn

The House Committee on Ways and Means will shortly consider the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996 (H.R. 3057). The proposed bill threatens
to undermine the national nutrition sefety net that has successfully promoted the nutrition and
health of children and families, hinder access to nutrition programs for millions of eligible
children and creete an unprecedented administrafive burden for schools. The bill would also
bar many pregnamt women from participating in the Specisl Supplemental Nutrition Program
for Women, Infants and Children (WIC).

H.R. 3057 would prohibit illegal allens from receiving any Federal means tested public
beneflts, including meals served through the National Schoo! Lunch and School Brealkfast
Programs. In order 1o abide by these provisions, Jocal schools would be required to determine
the citizenship status of all 45 million enrolled students. Students who ¢o ot provide proof of
citizenship or valid alien status would not be eligible 1o receive subsidized meals, incinding
meals reimbursed at the paid rete. Millions of ¢hildren eligible 10 receive paid meals subsidies
without administraiive requirements would lose thelr eligibmty bccause of the addidonal
requirerments. . ,

" In addition, schools would also be required to track srudents on 8 daily basls 1o ensure
- that subsidized meals were served only to certifled eligible children. This would create a
tremendous new administrative burden at a (ime when the Administration and Congress are
working to streamline paperwork requirements in the school programs.

By barring some pragnant women from participating in WIC, the bill endengers the
heelth of both mother and child, and ulrimately increases the cost to the governmen: of
providing hkeaith ¢are to their ¢hildren, who will be citizens at birth.

Finally, the bill would end food stamp sligibility for 650,000 legal immigrants. Llegal
‘ailens should not recaive food stamps 2nd, under current law, they do not. The President's
. plan would maks sponsors of lcgal unm;grams more responsible for their financial needs by |
counting a portion of the sponsors’ income untll the immigrants anain ciuzenship.

anN EQLAL OPOCRTUNTY EMB, OVERN
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The Administration believes strongly in the need o deter Ulegal imumigration, bowever
we believe that targeting child nutrition progrums js the wrong approsch. Both the House and
Senate versions of H.R. 2022, Tha Imaugration in the National Interest Act, exclude programs
suthorized uader the National Schoot Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act from any new alien
provisions. We believe that this approach avoids unnecessary and complex adruinistrative
burdens and ensures that these critical nutrition programs will continue to be avaliable 1o
aligible children. :

~ Singerely,

DAN GLICKMAN
. Secretary
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Honorable William Goodling

Chairman

Committee on Economic and
Educationa] Oppormnities

V.S, House of Representatives

2181 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515-0401

- Dear Mr. Chairman:

" The House Committes on Economic and Educstiona! Opportunity will shertly consider
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppormunity Act of 1996 (H.R. 3057). The proposed
bil! threatens 1o underrine program access for millions of eligible children and create an
unprecedented administrative burden for schooly’ The bill would also bar many pregnant
women from participating in the Special Supplcmcnuu Nutrition Program for Women, Infants
and Children (WIC). . .

H.R. 3057 would prohibit illegasl aliens from receiving eny Federal means tested public
benefits, including meals served through the National Schoot Lunch and School Breakfast
- Programs. In order to ahide by these provisions, lotal schools weuld be required to determine
the citizenship status of all 45 million enrolled students. Srudents who do not provide proof of
citizenship or valid alien swtus would not be eligible to receive subsidized meals, including
meals reimbursed at the paid rete. Millions of children eligible 10 receive paid meals subsidies
without administrative requ;rcmems would lcsc their eligibility because of the additional
- requirements. : . :

" In addition, schools would aiso be required to track srudents on a daily basis to ensure
that subsidized meals were served only 0 certified eligible children, This would create a
. tremendous fiew gdministrative burden at a time when the Administration and Congress are
working to streamline paperwork requitements in the school programs.

By barring some prégnant women from participating in WIC, the bill endangers the

heaith of both mother and child, and ultimately increases the cost t¢ the government of
provldmg health care 1o their children,. who will bc ¢itizens at birth. :

as oA ca'ncn'umfv NP CwES
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The Administration believes strongly in the nsed to deter illegal immigration, however
we believe that targsting child outrition programs is the wrong approach. Both the House and
Senate versions of H.R, 2022, The Immigration in the National Interest Act, exclude programs
authorized under the Natjonal School Lunch Act and Child Nuurition Act from any new allen
provisions. We believe that this approach avoids unnscessary and complex administrative
burdens and ensures that these critical nutrition programs will continue to be available to
eligible children. '

Sincerely,

DAN GLICKMAN
Secretary
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‘ l:xecuhvc Suminary
The Eft’ecw of Welfare Reform on the Natlona) Nutrition Safety Net

The proposed Personal Responsibility and Work Opponumty Act of 1996 — Congress’ latest
welfare reform bill — threatens to underining the nitiohal nutrition safety net that has
successfully promoted the nutrition and héalth of children and families, By cumng netrition
benefits — especially benefits for children -~ too deeply, undermining children’s access to
nutritious meals, and créating an optional food stamp block grant, this welfare reform hill
hinders USDA's ability to get food to people who need it and jeopardizes the health of the

Nanon

c

The bill would reduce nutrition benefus to the children and famdfes parﬁcfpnung in

‘the Food Stamp Program and Child Niitrition Programs by 83U billiow over sever

years, The cuts in this bill are sibstantally deeper than the changes proposed by the
President in his plan 1o achieve a balanced budget by the year 2002. Thesc reduclions

“in nutrition benefits could have profound consequences for the nutrkition, health, and

well-being of mlllmns of childfen, wnrhng families and ¢lderly.

"4 By Lhe year 2002, the bill would reduce food stamip benefits o families with

children by 15 percent -- an average of about $50 per family each tnonith.

v Food stamp families who face relatively high shelier costs ~ incliding néarly 2
- nddbion families with children - would receive fewer benefits because the bill
freczes the limi¢ on the maximum shettar deduction. The Presidesit’s proposals

protect families with hi‘gh shelter coits by r‘etauun" ing current law in this area.

A The bill places severe tire lifhits on many unemployed food stamp pariicipants
without children. While everyone who can woirk should work, the welfare
reform bill does not provide adequate funds to énsure that those who are

~ willing 10 work have sufficient opportunity. The President’s proposals ensure
that no nne willing 10 work is taken aff the Food Stamp Prograin bacause
States m unable or unwilling to provide a job or training siot.

The bHI’s opnomal food stamp bloek gmnt cau!d Jeopardize the nutrition and healith
of millions of children, working familits, and elderly. A food stamp block gmnt
option would weaken the national natetion sfeéry net and eliminate the program’s

~ ability 1o respond to economic changes. The President’s proposals praserve the
. national nutricon safoty net.

1he School Lunch ngmm s not welfare reforn. But this bill would dmrna.dca.lly

~ ingrease administrative complexity at the State and local levels. Pravisions excluding

illegal aliens from child nutsition benefits create an unprecedentsd local burden and
will ulummnly deny bcncﬁts to millions of ¢ligible children.

i
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. ‘Ttie Effects of Welfare Refoiin on the National Nutrition Safety Net

The proposed Personal Responsinility and Work . Oppbr:umry Act of 1996 (H.R.3507 aid its '7

“companion §.1795) — Congress' latest welfare reform bill -- thredtens the foundation of the

Nation's endeavor to get food 10 people who nesd it and jeopardizes the nutrition and health .

- of millions of low-income Americdn children and working families. By creating an optional

food stamp block grant, undermining children’s access to nutritious meals, and cutting
essential nutrition benefits - egpecially benefits for children — too deeply this bill could
unravel the national nutridon framewark that has served America so well for over 30 years,

Thie natmnal nutiition safety net protects millions of children, working famiiliss, ind elderly .
every day. The Food Stamp Progtam reaches nearly 13 millicn children and nearly 2 million

" elderly — minre than half of all participants = each tonth. Over BO percent of all fodd

starhps -~ $18 billion in 1995 — benefit families with children. Every school day, nearly 26

© million children receive USDA-supportial lunches, Anoter 2.5 million childfen participate

daily in the child and adult care feeding program. And WIC reaches over S million infarits

. and ¢hildren: forty-flve percent of il infants born in the United States participate in’ lhc

WIC Program.

Throughout ticir history, the I o0d Sm'np, Child Nuuition u.nd WIC Piograrms have produr.ed
significant and teasurable positive nutntion putcoriies among the children and families they

‘serve. The programs work because of national nutrition, eligibility, and bensfit standards; a

funding stiucture that ensures the prograiis respond th changing needs causéd by economic
growth and recession; and Federal oversight, which helps ensure their Integrity. The
proposed chaspes could:eliminnte these protections, leaving children and workbig familiey
vulnereble 1o shifts in the economy and changing State prioritiss.

The proposed welfare reform bill makes deep cuts in nutrition benafits:  $30 billion: gvar
seven years. Most of these cuts would fall heavily of children and their farrilies: about 85
percent of the cuts would nffect Americe’s children.- By 2002, the bill would reduce
nuiriton benefits to families with children by !4 percent. The cuts in this bill are
substantially deeper —~ almost 40% deeper -« than the ¢hanges proposed by thc President in
his plan to zu:hmve 2 balancad budge: by the ycar 2002. '

Food Stamp Program

The welfarc fEform bill -~ by dramatcally aliering the Food Stamp Progim — would

undermine the national nitrition safety net that has successfully nartowed the gap bétwess
the diets of low-income and other families. The proposed bill would cut food stamp benefils
deeply: over $26 billion over seven years. Almost 1.5 million recipicats would lose all -

~ benefits; virtually ail others, including nearly 13 million children and ricarly 2 million
ciderly, would recive Iess. By providing Staes an option 1o replace the Food Stamnp
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Program wuh a block grant, the bill takes a large Step 1owards me breakup 6f a national food
program. . :

0

The bill's oprional foud siamp dlock grant could Jeopardize the Autrition and heaith

‘of millions of children, working families, anid elderly. The bill gives States the

opdon (o replace the Food Stanip Program with a block grant if the State has fully
implernented an Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) system, has a payment error rato
less than 6 percent, or pays the Federal government the différence between their error
rate end 6 perceat, Under these conditions 12 States could qualify for a block grant
immediately; another 5 States have error raies between 6 percent and 7 percent and
could "buy-in” to a block grant at 8 rehuvely low price. These 17 States account for
25 percent of all current program participants. These numbers will grow ax more
States move towards EBT and improved payment accuracy.

Replacing the Food Stamp Program with 2 block grant could have setious :
consequences for the health and well-being of the Naton's families and children. A
food stamp block grant would weakan the rirtional nuttition safety net, elirhinate the
Program’s sbility to respond to changing economtc conditions, eliiminate national
cligibility and benefit standards, and sever the link between foud atn.mps and nutHgon.
Ir 15 essendal to: contmue the national Food Stamp ngram if AFDC is tumad over to

~the States.

Historically, thé Food Stamp Program has automatically expanded to mcact increaged
nedd when the économy i in reccssion and contracied when the ceonomy is growing,
making sure that food gets 1o people who need it. Food stamp bencfits automatically -
flow b communitiés, States or regions that face rising vnemployment or pcverty

The effect is 1o cushion some of the ha:sher effects of aconomic fecassinh and -

provide 3 stimulus 1o weakening ccoriomies. And when the economy strengthens,

Food Stamp Program participation declincs. In March 1996, l¢éss than 20 muillion
people received food stamnps, more than a million fewer from a year ago and two
million fewer than two years ago. ' ,

Itis not possible for a'fbod stamp block grant 1o rt.s‘pond'to gcbnoinic or demagruphic
changes in this way.- While the number of peoplc cligible for and in need of

- - assistance will grow as the economy weakens, unemploymcn: rises, or poverty

Increases, Federal funding would no longer automaﬁcally increase in responise to the
rising néed. States would have ¢ decide whether to cut benefits, tighten eligibilicy,
or dedicate their own revenues to the Food Statp Program. The demand for
assistance 1o help children and werking families would be ;mnhcat at precisely the
time when State economies are weakest,

" The imponance of, the loss of an auiomatic adjustmient in the Food Suimp P'rosrim

can be illustrated best by looking back io the period between 1989 and 1994 when the
U.S. economy fell intn recession ind subsequently récovered. What would havé |

2
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happened if all States had elected o take a block grant similar to that offered by the
reconcitiation bill? By 1984, block grans funding for food stamp benefits would hgve
Jallen more than $12 billlon short of actiéal expenditures, a reduction of 50 percent. -
Funding reductions of this $iz2 could have required dramatic reductions in the number
of people sérved by the Food Stamp Program. For the Nerion as a whole, the Food
Stamp Program would have beern able 1w serve 8.3 million fevwer children. :

The President’s plan maintains the national nutrition safety net and the Food Starp
Program’s ecancmic responsiveness by rejecting block grants for the Food Smmp
Program,

The Mis drep cuts would ngnwnnd} reduce banefits to the children and Jfamilies
participasing in the Food Supnp Program. The proposed welfare reform bill would
cut oves $26 Lillion from the Pood Stamp Program over the fiext seven years,'
Almost 80 percent of these cuts -- slmost $21 billion — would afféct families with

"children, By the year 2002, the bill would reduce bensfits to fumilies with children by

13 percers. On average, farilies with childien would lods about $50 aach Mohth in
2002. Reductions of thit magnitude could have profound consequierices for the
futrition, the health, and the well- bein; of mﬂiions of chlidren, working families, and

etdcri y.

Food stamp I‘amlliec who face n-lntlvely high shelter casts — inostly !'mihes with

" children -~ would receive fewer benefits. Households can deduct a poition of thelr

shelter costs from their income In caleulatng beneflts. Undl €nactment of the Mickey
Leland Childhood Hunger Relief Act of 1993, the program capped the maximum
deduction for all households emept those with elderly and disabled. The Mickey

-Leland Act rethoves the cap in January 1997 so howseholds with childien are treatod

the same as those with elderly and éisabled. The National Governors Association

- recommended rotention of corrent law. The President’ s plan prowxts fasmilies with

relatively high shelter costs by maintaining curiént law. The proposed welfare reform
bill, howeves, would kéep -- and freeze -~ the limit on the maximum shelter

. deduction. As a resull. nearly two million Wouseholds with children, more thin one-

fourth of all families with children, would recsive less. Over seven years, this
provision would cut food stamp benefis by $3.3 billion. :

! The propuscd welfure reform bill would also make sweeping changes 1o the curréat
nerwork of Federal cash assistance progtams. The bill would restrict eligibility for most
Federal income security programs, replace the major programs of cash assistance for
individuals with blnck pranis to Stites, and supplant the current Federal-Stite partnorship for
providing assistanice to families in need. These changes would substantially reduce the
miount of cash welfarc payments [us resipients of AFDC and $Si.  Under the current
structure of the Food Stamp Program, these cuts in cash assistance will be pam.a.ily offset by

incredses in food stamp beneﬁ
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Thie shelter deduction targets benefits by recognizing that hugh shielter costs hinder the -
ability of low-income households to purchasc an adequate dict. The Dejparunent of

‘Housing and Urban Development defines affordable housing as that which consumes

no more than 30 percent of & iguszhold's income. The 1993 American Housing
Survey shows the magnitude of shelter costs for low-income families: R2 percent of
poor renters spefd 30 percent or more of their iticome on shelter; 60 percent spend at
least half their income on sheltar, Freezing the maximum shelter deduction means
that more and more families with children will have to choose between paying the
rent and utltity bills or purting foad on the tabic.

The bill places severe thme limits on many food stamp participants without
children. The bill could take ali nutrition benefits away from almost 645,000
unemployed adults. For many childless adults, food stamips is the only assistance
availaUle. Muny 5tly on food stamps for only temporary assistance: nearly 60
percent of those who enter the program today will leave on their own within six -
months; nearly 80 percent will leave within a year. And most are excéedingly poor:
on average, their income is on.ly 23 perccnt of the povor:y line (mugh.ly $175
month) ,

- Anyoae not wzllhag to work should be remioved from the Focd Stamp Prognm ‘But
~ those who are willing to work should have the opportunity and the support necessary

to put them o work. UInder the ptopased walfare reform bill, many low-insome
Americans would lose their food stamp beneflts, not because they are unwilling o
work, but because States aro unable or unwilling 1o provide sufficient work and
training opportunities, By defying beéncfits to any single adult or childless couple
who does not work or participate in an eémployment and training program -« without
requiring that Stawes provide jobs or training slots - this bill makes nutrition bensfits
contingent on finding jobs that may not exist. : ' :

. The Presidsnt’s plan supports & tough work requirement for anyone who can work:

anyone who is not willing to work would be removed from the program. But before
erminating participation for those willing tn work, the State mugt offar them a job or -

& training slet, | N
" The bill Is uafair to legal immigrants. Ilegal aliens should not receive food saffips

and, undet curreat law, they do not. ‘The proposed welfare reform bdl would end

" ehgxbﬂiry for 650,000 legal immigrants.

'I‘he President’s proposals would maké sponsors of legal 1mnugm1t.s niure responsible
for their financial needs (the Prmdent’s plan deems sponsors mcome 0 imnngrants
untl cidu:nslup)

The bill anthorizjm new cotimodity pumhases from the Food Stamp Program
appropriition. The proposed bill authorizes $300 mlilion per year, starting in 1997,

4
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to purchase commodities fot distribution thréugh TEFAP, soup Kichens, and food
banks. The purchases arc paid for with fuiids appropiiated for the Pood Sta.mp
Program. - : .

- Chiid Numhon Prnsram.s

o The School Luuch Program is not w{far\c reform. But this blll would dra.ma.ﬂcally
increase adrhinistrative complexity at the State and local Isvals, In particular,
provision excluding {llegal aliesis from all child nutrition benefits ereate an
unprecadented focal administtative burden ang will Wiimately deny benafits to
millions of eligible childrer. The provision would require all 45 rillion studénts
enrolled in participating schools to document their citizcnship in order to paytcipate in
the Federally-supported lunch program, Local agencles would not oaly hive 10
cerify citizeniship, but also the specific alien status in order to delerming eligibility.
‘Schools ¢ould not use Federal funds to serve meals to children who fail to priwide.
documentation. An estimated 6 million fewer eligible children would receive fmeals
daily hecanse documenting citizenship creates 2 barrier to the program. As a resulkt,
Federal expenditures would decrease by $1.3 billion over seven years. Overall, the
provision would reduce funding by nearty $1.8 bllion over séven years, .

The bill would also bar many pregnant woriisn fiofh patticipting in WiC,
endangering the health of both mother and child, and ultimately increasing the cost to
the government of providing health care to their children, ciizens at birth. \

Amefica needs a national system of Federal nutrition progfams that establishes and tneets
nutrition standards, résponds to economic ch‘nnge.s, and 'ensu"re; that the health and nu:'ridé'_ﬁ‘al
“well-being of families and-children are protected.  The size of the reductions proposed in this
bill and the hole created in the nutritional saféty net with the potential of food stamp block
grants have serious consequences for the nutrition, health, and wdl-beinz of millions of
Afnerican children and families.
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Table 1 Prellmimry Estiniste of Food Stamp ParUdi st AfPeciad
hy thia Pn-onml Rupamhd.ty uind Work Opportunley Act of 1996

(in Lbonsands)
o Participants with Lower Banefits
o Participants —e i
Provision Lasln, '

e | Petblllty | Tows  Chitbim  Bidedy
Ie¢iude minors i parent’s bousebold _ 160 - 180 ns 10
Allow Statos 1o expand bousefold défimitiop s | o« 0 5
Limit allotzenics to 100% of e Thriky Food Plin | 0 23,915 12,845 . 1,435
Colnt all sacrgy assistaiice as income 0 | 8435 4365 905
Froezs sandird doduzticn at $134 D B 1) 2,240 11,488 1,408
Limit shejter deduction to 8247 per moith | o 4,408 3615 o

- Peromt Sttss 1o mandaws Ragdand utility sllovaics 5 2,050 1.255" 198
St the fair paarket Lt ot 54,6000 | 50 o 0 6
Count trunsitionial bvsing "unnme 0 15 10 0
Treatwout ol dsyoall fad tsdivlduals ) o 0 0
Noowpermm with chlid. #uppart snforcames! ' 12.. 0 o 0

" Time limits for sble-bogied sdutis! - | eas o © 0
Repeal indekisg of $10 ialium alotmes® | 0 | 705 0 . s
Reiwstats promation of boueﬁts a m-umﬁu:wn ¢ 1,485 o185 105
Do aot incroase food stamps whea applying AFDC 0 | 2 0 b
pedalty for nonconpliancs with work ‘ : ‘ )
Deny oligibiity 0 mlﬂim: desw ipcome for 850 0 0 0
olhar - ) . .

! This is the numbe; affected o Ficeal Yoar 1997, th furst Al yoar of implsmagtaion. Tle nuisber of
sble-bodied adulta tonde ineligible by this provision is estimated to fall to 215,000 by Fiséal Year 1598,

! - The effects of this provistos s eipected 1o bo se-e.n in Fiscal Yaar 1998.
Estitintes are bused on bill lmmz datad Moy 32, 1996 abd arv subject to oha.np “They bavi tiot

bien reviswed by the Office of Managsmmt aod Budgec. Decouss bousebnlds muy be sffeced Dy more :u.n
ope pmvxsmn the toial sumber affectod is pot aqul 10 ths sum of ths individual propésals.
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‘ B Tahle | S
Prtllmlnnry Fstimpie of the En‘nctn of this Parsdinal Rasporsibillty nsd Woik Opportunlty Act of 1.996 "
' uﬁn?aodeﬁwrmbySm:forMYmm& 2002 ‘

. (Dolhn In miikions)
ProgramCoss Dilference .~
Swe - | Cumemt - Propassd |  Toal - Pavent
Alabama ss;m $3,428 - §395 - 30.3
Alieka 420 T -9.4
Arizema 3, 331 3,095 - 436 -12.4
Arkageas 1,844 1.653 - 191 - 10.4
Californie 22,008 12,738 - 3,360 - 15.2
Colorade 1,861 1,628 + 2033 - 12:8
Comaecticiit’ 1,497 . 1.27% - 218 - 146
Lelaware 423 375 - 48 - 113
District of Columbis $00 713 - 87 - 10,8
Florida 13,302 9,794 - 1,508 =133
Georgis 6,093 5,478 -618 -10.1
Hawaii 1,509 1,366 - 143 9.5
ldaho 515 450 - 6§ - 126
Llinois 9,104 7.925 - 1,179 - 12,9
Indisna 3,302 2.923 -~ 379 - 115
lowen 1,218 1,0M1 - 147 - 12.1
Kanses 1,226 1.042 - 188 - 151
. Renhucky 3,873 3,184 - 389 - 10.9
Louisiana 5,427 487y . 554 -10.2
Maina 969 (LY .- 118 -12.2
Masyland 3,133 2,708 .+ 428 -13.6
Mussachusptls 2,783 2358 - 425 - 153
Michizag 7.072 6,145 - 878 12.5
Miasesot 2,197 1,900 - 297 135
Mussissipp 1280 2,938 - 342 - 10.4
Misoun 4,189 3N .- 478 -11.4
Motitans 512 454 - 87 112
. Nebrasks 681 603 - 78 «11.5
Névads 291 707 - 94 - 117
New Hagipehire 381 325 - 36 -14.8
New Jercay 4,556 3,982 - 604 132
New Maxico 1,720 £,4%9 Cem - 129
Naw York 17,943 14,696 - 3,247 SEST A I
" North Camlina 4,301 3840 - 452 + 10.5
Noeth Daksta : 298 261 . -3 - 17
Ohio - 8,920 7,812 - 1,108 Ce 2.4
Oklaboma 2,722 2,425 - - 296 ERUE
Otegun 2,212 1,919 -3 -17.8
Pennsylvania 8,951 7,884 - 1,669 - 1.9
_ Rhods Isdand ... IRR NI L
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fum Cokes

__ Diftewice’ .

_State  Curveiw . D¥oposéd _Towl . Parcant
. Bouth Carolini - 2,560 2,357 - 263 C103
South Diakowm iss . 319 - 38 - 10.7
Tongoesce 4,729 4,19t - 55 - 11.4
Texas 19,427 16,732 - 2,694 - 13.8
Uh (VL) 725 -99 - 121
. Vergoat 410 362 - A8 - 11.7
Virgtiie 4,026 3,558 - 474 - 117
‘Wathinron | . 3,690 3,087 - 623 - 16.9
. Wo Virginia ; 1,108 1,876 - 230 - 10.9
Wisconsin © 2,168 1,905 263 -12.2
Wyuming 245 219 -26 < 10.6
Terl 200007 176} 26410 . -13.2

Totls include territonics and outlyiag arsas. Tiis ot difforcace includss increased E&T fundisig, pro-

uthorization gits visits of some stores, uss of Federal tax agd Fédeml! sahary offses, claimis collectioii
rlentions. and community food prajects. [ndividus) cells may oot suim to iotals bacauss of rousding.

These are preliminary FCS$ esugintes bussd o8 bill Iangriage datsd May 22. 1996 sl are subject 1o -

change. Thiey have not beeg reviewsd by tic Office of Matagemest aad Budget.
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- Tnble £ :
Mlminm Eitimate of thn Effécts of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity ‘Act of 1996
~ on the Child Nutrition Programs by State for Fiscal Yesrs 1996-2002

'\ 7_}/'}‘-

(Dollars in millicar)
Program Costs _ Difference

Stata Curreot - . Proposed Total - Percent
‘Alubana 1,486 1,384 102 £.9
Alaaka 198 180 ~18 T8
Arizons 1.274 1,184 90 -1.1
Asknsus 914 851 43 . 4.9
Californin 5,823 8 194 4529 1.1
Calondo gls 114 -2 -12.5
Cotnecticul $81 529 . -52 5.0
Dalavare _ 219 190 29 13.2
Dastniat of Coluimbis P 03 4 -2.9
Florida ' 3755 3,590 16§ -4.4
Georgua .37 2,228 145 - S0
Harway »8 2% -22 24
Idaho % 283 256 - 27 9.3
Uiazots : 2,686 2477 20 1.8
Insdians 1,120 1.008 -111 9.9
lows - 665 585 - 11,8
XKansas 915 ™m 142 18§
Kentucky 1,239 1,178 0 4.8
Louisisaa 2,186 2.0 -166 7.6
Mains 3 69 42 -13.5 . .
Muryland 1.052 939 113 -10.7
Maasachiisens 1,253 1124 ~-129 .10.3
Michigan 1,814 1,803 211 -11.6
Minneacts ! 1 47 1,204 - 275 «18.5
Miskipnipmi 1,336 -1,323 - 83 -+.5
Miasoun 1,348 1,220 125 9.4
" Mogtana 2458 - 314 -3 -12.7
Nebragka 501 (131 50 " -18.0
Nevads 235 218 17 1.2
New Hampshire 20 204 -16 1.3
New Jorscy 1,336 1,299 n 4.8
New Matico . 11 73 <103 -11.8
New York 5,218 4,921 299 5.6
Notth Carollna 2,004 1,889 =115 - -5.7
Norta Duakows 257 209 <3 -18.7
Ohio 2,160 1,974 188 8.6
Otlaknma 1.088 1,018 £3) 6.2
‘Oregon 245 650 55 -12.8
Penneylvania 2,234 2,059 Nvi] S WLE
Rbode laiasd Byl ey oAb 83
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L S Current . Proposed | - Total  Purceut
_ Souds Carolins 1,314 1,238 a6 $.8
South Dakots L 1 e H -12.0
Tainessce L4l 1,347 94 4.5
Toxas 6,674 8,240 434 4.3
Vab 6% 95 -101 -14.5
Yermont N I T 116 +18 134
' Visginia 1,280 1,166 -114 19
Waahingis 1,248 © 1,108 -140 112
Woat Virginia 500 $67 33 .1
Wissansin 563 . BSO -303 «10.7
Wyominp 136 ile -18 ~13.2
_Toul 72362, 6SOs8 | 8704 . <19
! Inciudes Notiomal Schoo) Lutich, Breakfust, Child sod Adult Care Pood, Suiiier Foid Service, and

spaciel Mitk Programhs, NET Program costs and sivings are oot included.

Totals inchide lerritorics and outlying srtas and calls may oox sum to titals bivauss of rouadis.

These &re preliminary FCS ostimatés based oo bill language dated May 22, 1996 und wre sulject to

change. They bave pet boen reviewad by the Officz of Muzisgement and Budget.
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From:  Kenneth S. Apfel on 03/11/97 02:08:01 PM

Record Type: Record .

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

(ol oH
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 describes each issue briefly and provides
my recommendations, | 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. 1 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 ot the waiver policy -- who to date bave
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 18-30 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 a political Same.
subdivision '

- Let me first describe how T had thought the time limit would interact with workfare under
current law. Some States would make an effort (o 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 2 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 1§ 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 voluniary 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 requirgment 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
allow something as unstructured and loose as voluntary workfare. I suspect USDA will want
to discuss this issue further and may invelve outside advocacy groups.

Finally, USDA also wants to publicly announce their proposed policy on voluntary
workfare. Consistent with my first recommendation, 1 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 guickly so that we can discuss these issues.
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULYURS
. OFFICE OF THE BEQAETAAY
waimuorqn. 0.6, 20250

Honorable Richard Lugar, Chairman .
Committee on Agriculture, DR AFT
Nutrition and Forestry '

United States Senats
- Weshington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman: -

The Senate will shortly consider the Numuon Alsimnce Reform Act of 1995 (S 904) a bill
cveloped under your leadershxp : . ,

* As this debate begins, I want to commend you for recognlzlns the importance of maintaining 8
_ patlonal framework for food and nutrition assistance programs. Throughout their history, the
Food Stamp, Child Nutrition and WIC programs have produced significant and measurable

nutrition outcomes among the children and families they serve. The programs work because . . -

. of national eligibility, benefir, and nutrition standards and a funding structure that ensures the
programs respond to changing needs cauged by economic growth and racession. The proposed
bill preserves both of these critjcal protectiom by rejecting block snms for food and nutrition

','assrstance prnzrams - :

. Qur view on several othar aSpects of the bxll affcc:lng the Food Stamp ?rogram. Chnld 3
, Nutrition Programs and the Commodny Programs follows, |

Fnod Stamp Prngram

The biit proposes substanual reduc:ions in the Food Srmnp Prograrn We esumate that the
changes would reduce funding by abour $16 billion over the next five years, and $24 billion
over seven years, Virtuaily all of thess tavings are taken from food stamp benetlts. Benefit
reductions of this size could have potentially profound consequences for the nutrition, the
heslth, and the well-being of milllons of children, working familjes, and alderly

We appreciate the effofts made to augmanr_ Smw administrarve flexibility, encourage work,
- and promote personal responsibility. The Administration’s food stamp reform proposals
. would expand State autharity to develop customer service guidelines appropriate for their
cllentele and adminiserative procedures that work for them, strengthen wotk requirements, and
allow States to ensure that both parents are financially responsible for thelr children, We are
pleased that tha proposed blll acopts mariy of these ideas,

AN EQUAL DPPORTYNITY 2UPLOVER
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Honorable Richard Lugar

Whils we strongly believe that all those who can work should work, we have serious concarns
. with the requirements imposed on adults without children. . We believe that those who are not
willing to work should be removed from the Food Stamp Progeam.. We also believe that those -
. who are willing to work should Have the opportunity and the support necessary to put them to
_.work. Under the proposed bill, a substantial number of low-income Ameticans who are
willing to work will lose their food stamp begeflts because States are unable or unwiiling to
provide sufficient work and training opportunities, Rather than promoung work tl-us approach a
: slmply opens a hole in the nuu-itional safety net. -

We ate disappointed by the nbsence of our pwposals 1G] lmprove prng*a.m integeity. We

o believe that & renewed, strengthened commitment to fighting frand uud abuye is 2 cornerstone - -

of real reform. In March, we advanced a 13-point anfi-fraud plen that would ensure that only .

legltimate stores participate, improve gur ability to monitor anthorized stores, and strengthen
_ penalties against retailers and reciplents who violate program ruies. ln May, we announcud a

proposal to couple expanded Stare adminlstrative flexibility with a wotkable, performance-
- based monitoring system that would hold States accountable for payment accuracy, giving

" .. them a bigger itake in correctly determining eligibility and benefits and striking a better

balance between tewards and sanctions. We urge the inclusion of these proposals

Flnally, we believe the languaze concerning the ehmmauon of Reg'ulation E coverage. for EBT
" should be rémoved. While both federal and State agencies beleve that EBT participants

" should be provided basic consurmer protections, the controversy surrounding the application of - A

Regulation E to EBT is in assuming liabilities of undetermined value.’ For this reason, the
Administration is expioring options such as legislation what will allow States and the Federal
- government to apply adminstritive controls to avoid losses due to fraudulent reporting of

unauthorized transfers. The Administration believes that such conteols, if properly managed

by the Governmen!-deulgnated card issuer, will provide similar consurnér protectionto = . -
~ government berieflclaries as is curtently offered to commercial customers, while safegunrdin;
- the taxpayer from the possibihty of excessive costs assoclated wlth chulanon E claima

. Child Nutrition Programs ..

The decrnon ceflected in the blll to- make changes within the exis:ing structure of the cnua _
‘Nutrition Programs wili ensure that national programs exist to prcavid. meals to needy- childien
and that they ¢en respond to increased neads during econori¢ downturns. The Child Nutrition-
Programs. wil] continue the natonal nul"‘ltlun stnndards that are so. xmpomn: to the health of '
our nation’s chlldren ' : > S

- However, the b1[l roakes reduuions of ‘32 9 blllion gver 3 years. oy Iatgenhg bemefins in
* - family day care homes and a serles of reimbursemens rate reductions in Child Nutrition
~\_ongrams In the tunch program slone, there s a rcduction of 5675 m.llion over 3 years

P0'd ZTOTON JSip S6.ST NAC . 8p19-668-207:Q1
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.Honqr_able Richard Lugar N DRAFT 3

Reductions in Federal revenues will lxkely be passed slong ag price increases 1o cmldren from
famnilies with Incomes above 185 percent of poverty, It Is mportant that we do everything that
~ we can to make sure that participation does not decteage in prcgrams which are essential to -
- ¢hildren's heelth. - : :

Commodity Programs |
The bill would reauthorize the Commodity Supplemeatal Food Program, The Emergency Food |

Agslstance Program, The Soup Kitchens and Pood Banks Program, and the National
Commodity Processing Program without change. Last month, we announced USDA's

 proposals for the Farm Bill, including a.proposal that would consolidate The Emergency Food .

Assistance Program and the Scup Kitchens.and Food Banks Program... This proposal wouild :

give States added flexibllity in how commodities are provided to emergency. feeding sites and .~

streamline operations and zdministration. in emergency. distribution programs. . We reconmnd
- that the Senate give serious consideration to Its adopuon

Sumrmary

In ¢onclusion, we believe that America needs a national system of Federal outrition programs
that establishes and meets nutrition standards, responds to economic changes, and ensures that
- the health and nutritional well-being of families end children are protacted. We commend you
for drafting a bill that preserves this system. Howaver, we believe that the size of the
reductions proposed -- $19 billion over five years .- has serious consequences for the nutrition,
health and well being of millions of American children and famitles. :

Sincerely yours, -

DAN GLICKMAN
Sesrstary
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“BC-WELFARE®

AGOP reexamining Food Stamps in welfare debate® .
WASHINGTON (Reuter) - Senate Republicans are reexamining the
poesibility of giving states control over the Food Stamp program

as they try to resclve deep splits delaying a vote on a welfare.

reform bill, sources aaid Tuesday.
- ' . |
Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole has postponed a vote until
at least mid-July as lawmakera try to work out compromises on
issues ranging from the bill's fundlng formula to effcrts to

combat illegltzmacy

. As part of overall welfare reform efforts, the Senate
Agriculture Committee voted to cut $19 billicn from Food Stamps,
which provide nutrition assistance to 27 million AmPrinann, but

“keep it a federal program of guaranteed aid.

Senate aides said some.Republicans wanted to scrap that plan

-and give states responsibility to administer Food Stamps by

giving them the money dlrectly threugh block grants. .
Such efforts are oppomsed by lawmakers from high- growth

_states, who fear theéy will lose billions of dollars under the

welfare bill, which converts Aid to Familiep with Dependent
Children, the main cash welfare program, to block grants and
freezes funding for five years. . o
Another group compllcating the debate, Senate aides said;
were farm-state Republicans who want to cut wore from:the

Iprogram to protect eubsidies for crops like wheat and cotton.

The Agrlculture Committee, which oversees both crop supports

P.@z2-82

and putrition programe, must cut zbout $28 billion over the next .

five years under a Republican balanced-budget plan. A block
grant could allow deeper cuts in Food Stamps and decrease the
need for cute in orop supports. : 1
‘fIt‘relievea.the pressure on crop subsidies,'' said one
Senate oource, who said esome Republicans were angry the
Agriculture Committee had not gone farther’on Food Stamps

Preuzdcnt Clinton has threatened to veto any walfare reform

"bill that 1ncludes a Food Stamps block grant.

| program , g

However, Republmcan'governcra, who have driven the walfare
debate, want centrol of Food Stamps. The House bill gives states
the school lunch program, but keeps Foed Stau@s a federal

~REUTER@ . -
Reutz20:15 0&6-20-98%
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TALKING POINTS
USDA'S Food Stamp Reform Proposal
- May 10, 1995

USDA'’s food ltallp Peform proposal offers a responsible alternative for change - As part

of its vision for the 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 children and families, to ensure that benefits are issued and used properly, and

to afford States’ more 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 WIC 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 who misuse benefits,
and by removing barriers to Electronic Benefits Transfer, our reforms will
strengthen the direct link between food stamp benefits and a healthy,
nutritious digt. We have already proposed comprehensive anti-fraud
legislation; this proposal builds on that package, and adds other measures to
ensure that States deliver benefits accurately.

Food stamps should be a temporary hridge over hard times for American
families -Most people who receive food stamp benefits are on the program for
less than a ygar. Our reforms will strengthen work requirements, and require
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.

Replacmg red 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 mist be made easier for States
to comply with. Our reform 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 that allows States to design the:r own guidelines for meeting national
goals. .
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| QO House Appruprlalions Chalrman Livingslnn Toes-
day said House-Seriate negotiators remain split on “l10or

15 outstanding issues™ on the FY95 rescissions bitl, but
expressed optimism that conferees will complete work

oo the measure by Friday. “We're closing.” Livingston
told reporters. “1 think we're going to get a bill by the
end of the week” The issues that have yet to be resolved,
be said, include funding levels for 2 low income home
heating assistance program and 2 simmer jobs program, -
which the House voted to eliminate; funding levels for- -
the Corporation tor Public Broadcasting; and highway

contracting authotity levels. A'comumittee 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-témrorism activities also is unsettled,

(J Senate Agriculture Chairman Lugar Tuesday said
he has not made “a categorical judgment” of whether or
not he will offer a bill 1o block grant food stamps and
other federal nutrition 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 reform jurisdiction to the Finance Commirtee. Fi

rance Chairman Packwood has endorsed block grant-
" ing food stamps, as have GOP governors, but the gover-
© Nors oppose putting nutrition programs into a block

grant. Lugar also said Agriculture Secretary Glickman 7

”mesday tld him the administration is “strongly
agamst 2 block grant approach. “That was the first
time I had heard them be that adamant about it,” Lugar
said. The Agriculture Comsmittee is scheduled to hear

~ testimony on b!ock grants ata hearing May 23.

CJ The House Ways and Means Hea.lth Subcornrnittee ‘

Tuesday announced several hearings on “increasing
and improving options for Medicare beneficiaries,

- with a focus on private-sector success.” The first hear-

_ing is next Tuesday. with others set for May 24 and

- 25, as well as a fourth session probably in June, an
aide said. Meanwhile, at a Senate Finance Commuties
hearing Tuesday. Chairman Packwond declared
Medicare to be bankrupt, while appealing for an end
to partisan maneuvering over the program. But HHS -

" Secretary Shalala, in her third Capital Hill appearance L

in a week on the issue, 10ld Packwood, “Mr. Chair- -
man, we cannot destroy Medicare in order to save it.”
. " Shalala repeated administration charges that the Re.
publicans are seeking to use Medicare to pay for tax
cuts for wealthy Américans —- although Packwood
contended the failed Clinton healthcare proposal
would not have kept Medicare in the black.

O House Republican leaders Tuesday announced they
back a plan to stop an expected attempt by the Clinton
administration to allow private pension funds to invest

T in social projects. At a press conference. Rep. Jim Sax. |
ton, R-N.J.. the bill's sponsor, said altering regulations -

to allow “economically targeted investments™ — or
ETIs — would be'a violation of the 1974 Employee
Retirement Income Security Act, which compels pen-
sion managers to only seek to maximize refurns.
Speaker Gingrich and Majority Leader Armey en-
dorsed the bill and accused President Clinton of schemn-
ing to fund pet projects. Armey called ETIs an “ideo- -
mgicaIIy inspired power grab.” adding, “Thete is noth-
ing SO arrogant as a self-nghleuus income redistributor.”

2 In !.bc wake of the Oklahnma Cny tombing, House
Resources ranking member George Miller. D-Calif., -

. Tuesday called on Resources Chairman Young to hold
~ hearings on violence and intimidation facing federal of
' . ficials engaged in land use agencies in several Westem

states. Miller catalogued a kist of threats of violence and
exectted bomb attacks, and asserted federal emplovees’

. lives are atrisk. On a related from, the Associated Press

reported Senate Judiciary Chairman Hateh and Ter-

.- rortsm Subcommittee Chairman Arlep Specter. R- .
- Pa.. lobbed the phrase “political opportunist™ at each
- othee Tuesday in sharp letters triggered by a proposed

hearing on law enforcement’s weatment of the Branch
Davidian cult. Haich and Specter exchanged the letters
over the timing of the hearing and who should hold it.

D_.Caumg the Clinton administration’s Cuban-
refugee policy a “dinty, secret and immoral deal.”
Rep. Lincoln Diaz-Balart, R-Fla., was arrested
Tuesday and charged with protesting too close to the
White House, the Assaciated Press reported. Diaz-

. Balart demanded to know who represented President
* Clinton at the secret negotiations that resulted in last
. week’s reversal of a 30-year policy granting political

asylum to Cuban refugees. Afrer Diaz-Balart walked

1o reporters for about 15 minutes, a policenan

wamed him he was violating federal law by standing
within three feet of the White House yate. The.con~
gressman was led away in handcuffs; his office told
police he would pay the 550 ﬁne ’

Q Sen. John Warner. R- Va. is recovering at. Bell'.'esda |

Naval Hospital after being admitted Sunday for treat- .

" ment of acute diarcheal illness, his tffice said Tuesday.

Warner also was treated for what his office described:
“transient irregular heartbear.” Aides said Warner's

i condmon “has been resolved” und thal he “is makjng

:‘apld pmgress toward a full recovery.”
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Nutrition Security

|
SHOTLINE

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 Agriculture Dan Glickman and Under Secretary
Ellen Haas announced a plan to reform the Food
Stamp Program - one of the three pillars of the
Nation's nutrition security strategy.

~ Along with WIC and school meals, the Food Stamp
Program gets food to people who need it—especially
childreri: USDA’s changes will reform the program
to better serve America’s nutrition needs into the
- next century.

Proposed changes will:

¢ retumn the program to its nutrition roots so that
it better serves American children and families;
' ¢ ensure that benefils are 1ssued and used
properly; 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

go 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,
especially in times of economic change.

| Fighting Fraud Means Enisuring

Benefits Are Used Properly

By cracking down on erronecus payments to

recipients, and retailers who misuse benefits, - ;
_ and by removing barriers to electronic benefits i

transfer (EBT), our reforms will strengthen the link

between Food Stamps and a healthy, nutritious diet.

The proposal builds on USDA's 13-point anti-
fraud plan, adding new measures to ensuré that
States deliver benefits accurately.

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

And they will require both parents to take
financial responsibility for their children, and

¢ demenstrate personal responsibility by using

benefits to purchase a healthy diet for
themselves and their families.

Replacing Red Tape with State
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. Reforms
would replace unnecessarily prescriptive
requirements with a system that allows States to
design their own guidelines for meermg national
goals.

* Between block grants and the status quo, our reform
proposal offers a responsible alternative for people
who want to change the Food Starip Prog-ram for the
better.”

Ellen Haas, Under Secre fary for Eoed, Nutrition,
and Conswmer Services
U.S. Department of Agriculture

For more information on the reform plan,
contact the Food and Con.sumer Service at
{703) 305-2281.

Food, Nutrition, and Consumer Services

TEL: 202-720-7711
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Section 5

‘Food and Nutrltlon

The United States 'Departmem 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 incomeé,

has access 10 a more nutritious diet.

Fooc_l' Stamp Program Participants
(Millions)
80 -

-
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Most of the domestic food assistance programs were started in response to documented
problems of underconsuﬁlption and undernutrition in the United States in the 1960s and
early 1970s. National surveys had found problems of growth deficit$, anemia, and
dental caries were more cormnon among low-income populations than the U.S.
population as a whole. §mce the start of the Food Stamp Program and other domestic
food assistance programs, the nutritional status in the United States has improved--the
incidence of stuntirig has decreased, the incidence of low birthweight has decreased,
and the prevalence of anemia in Jow- mcome preschool aged children has decreased

dramatically.

One of the most important elements of the Food Stamp Program and the Child
Nutrition Program is their ability to meet the increased needs of individuals,
communities, and States [resulting from economic recession. Historically, the Food
Stamp Program has automancally expanded to meet increased need when the economy
is in recession and contracted when the economy is growing. Food stamp benefits
automatlcally flow to commumues States and regions that face rising unemployment or
poverty. The effect is to cushion some of the harsher effects of economic recession

T |, : .
and provide snmulus to weakening economies.

Estimated FY 1995 outlays for USDA's 15 domestic food assistance and nutrition
education assistance programs are $38.8 billion, accounting for 62 percent of the
Department's outlays. ’[|‘he Food Stamp Program with estimated FY 1995 outlays of
$26.6 billion is the smgle largest USDA program, The average per person food benefit
from this program is about $70 a month. The scale of this program offers a powerful
means to reach millions ?f Americans, but also implies a serious responsibility to serve
its customers--the applicants for and recipients of food assistance and the taxpayers
whose tax dollars support the program--¢fficiently and effectively. Our responsibility
is to ensure that the Food Stamp program is administered efficiently, recipients trcated

with dignity, payments are made accurately and benefits used properly.
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BFood Stamp Program Reform

Issue
‘ The domestic food assistance programs provide an essential economic safety net and
protect the dietary health of millions of adults and chiidren. The Food Stamp Program
is the primary food assistance prograﬂl serving the most clients with fundamental
, nutrition assistance. The program carli be redesigned to address the need for improved
\ program integrity, increased state ﬂexxbillty, and demands for personal responsibility .
Neither the status quo nor the extreme proposal to convert programs to block grants
will provide a modernized program delivery system that ensures nutritional security
and responds to cconomic need. -

Discussion | o |
The dual mission for food and nutritiqn policy is to ensure that all consumers have

access to resources 10 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 Dietary Guidelines for Americans. Nutrition
leadership and educatjon are needed chause improvements in dietary practices will
benefit society by 1mprov1ng quality of life and productiviry, 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 :lm annual cost of more than $26.6 billion. Total
spending on domestic food assistance programs is estimated at $38.8 billion. Despite

the benefits these large programs afford, nurrition education has not been adequately

incorporated into cllent contacts.

The magmtude of the Food Stamp Prograrn demands increased attention to program
efficiency and integrity. A variety of enhanced authoritics may be considered to deter
food stamp fraud by retailers and program participanis. Sanctions and incentives can
éncourage States to reduce error rates and recoup claims. Modernizing benefit delivery
will improve program efficiency while facilitating improved program imtegrity. .

! " The Federal government covers the costs of 'food stamp benefits but States share the
; costs of administering the program anrii are subject to uniform national standards of
i eligibility. Although States may request waivers of certain administrative rules, the .

system lacks the flexibility to encourage innovation and improve performance.

i Eligibility for the Food Stamp Program is based on need. The program sets work and |
: training requirements for able-bodied adults to promote personal responsibility and '
eliminate the individual's need for theprogram.

Adminictratinn’e Bserm Bill Bunmaea 1 [={*]
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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 program
participants, and specify the importance of nutrition education in the Food
Stamp Program mission statement. Complement nutrition education with efforts
to improve access 10 quality, affordable foods in underserved areas.

. Enact anti-fraud legislation assuring that only legitirnarte 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 Offsct
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 bcnef' ts by helping to identify
fraud more casily. :

. Strengthen work and training requirements for able-bodied adults by
-streamlining and strengthening sanctions for noncompliance and restricting
exemptions. This will reinforce the expectatjon that all 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.

. Augrent 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 confirm
household circumstances. :
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MEnhance Nutrition Education

Issue

The American pubhc is making slow progress toward better nutrition and health desplte
numerous educational 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

Over the last 15 years, a conscnsus 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 of the

~American public. The public appears to be backsliding in its quest for better eatmg and

health, despite con31derable government activity and expense.

Several statutes give USDA piecemeal legislative authority to provide nutrition

.information and education to the general public and to participants ih 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 should 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 links 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 as WIC and the National School Lunch Program, have

established clear links to sound nutrition practices and nutrition education, others,
pamcularly the Food Stamp Program and several of the commodity programs, have

- not. In addition, the commodity programs, particularly the Emergency Food

Assistance Program (TEFAP) and the Soup Kitchens/Food Bank Program, offer little
in the way of nutrition education.

[N S RIUIT T DR U ppy . 31 T . P | & |
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Gundance .
The following actions could greatly echance the ablhty of USDA to fulfill lts mission
" to improve the nutrition of all Americans.

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

o 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.

e  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 organizations, establish or strengthen
nutrition support networks to coordinate nutrition activities in States and local

commuiiities.




Uh-14-8 UY: 144K  FROM USDA-FUS 10 ‘Jd b4l Pabt/ g

-

- 4

M Commodity Program Consolidation

|ssue |

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 programs overlap, but program rules differ.

This creates confusion, increases administrative costs, and limits States’ flexibility.

Actions are needed to address these problems and to streamlme 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, admimustration of the programs is complicated, and States havc
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 commedities are also
available to "charitable institutions" which include soup kitchens, prisons, and

hospitals.

Guidance
The following actions would address the shortcommgs of the existing commodity

distribution programs.

[ Consolidate all funding currenily available for commodities and administration
' of TEFAP and the Soup Kitchen/Food Bank Program. Funding 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 .
- inclades formal opportunities for public input, and to incorporate their decision
into a state plan of operatmns

* Expand State f}ex1b111ty to use the consolidated program to target assistance and’
stteamline administrative and procurement processes.

L ]ntégrate 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 8ill Propoéal 73
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“Glickman urges Clinton veto of food stamp bille
By Charles Abbott

WASHINGTCON (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.

7T would recommend that he (President Clinton) veto block
grants, '' Glickman told reporters after delivering a similar
warning to the Senate Agriculture Committee. ~“The concept of
block granting is something we're very strongly opposed to.!''

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 responsikbility 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-8.D., said Democrats
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'' 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 schoocl lunch. But the House
bill toock the opposite approach, keeping food stamps at the
federal level but merging child nutrition into block grants.

Publi¢ nutrition prégrams 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, '' said Agriculture Committee Chairman Richard Lugar
‘0f Indiana. “"I am inclined to retain child nutrition programs
at the federal level, while targeting benefits more.''

About 26 wmillion people receive foed stamp benefits each
month. Some 25 million children receive hot meals daily through



‘school lunch, which provides free or reduced-price meals for
children from low-income families.

“REUTER®@
Reutl4:22 05-23-95

Copyright (c} 1995 Reuters Information Services, Inc.
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Bruce - y
Heie's note my héw intern Jean Martin wrote me on food stamp
cash-out limits, FYI. ' : ' e

i : .
Emily Bromberg and I are going to discuss how we can ensure that
the food stamp people work with us more on these important’
issues. .

(Re: 2 notes at the bottom:
o FCS is offering to |compromise with Gov. Engler'by agreeing
- to pay for the evaluation he deoesn't want to do.

o New York is gétting some kind of denial from FCS. I am
© trying to figure out how unhappy NY will be.)

Diana

cc:  Jeremy




TO: : Diané

FROM: Jean - N

- S - .

RE:" ~ 2-3% Statutory Limit on Food Stamp Cash-outs and Other
‘ Info from Yvette Jackson re: Food Stamp Waivers

DATE: June -5; 1995

| .
Yvette Jackson reports that there was language put into last
year’s Senate Appropriations Bill restricting FCS’ ability to
approve food stamp cash+outs 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 caseload is approximately
27 million people. Thus, FCS’ is limited to approving. cash-out
for no more than 810,000 re01plents Yvette feels that FCS is
not close to reachlng this cap because most cash-out programs are -
very small, targeted to,counties or specific areas within a. '
state. : . ! ’

Like the 25-state cap, ﬁhe 3% language expires September 30th and
Yvette feels it is unlikely to be renewed under the current '
congress,

Yvette also commented that FCS "does not like cash-out" because
evidence. shows that famllles spend money on things other than
food when they cash out. According to Yvette, FCS is concerned
that these families w111 not adequately provide for the
nutrltlcnal needs of thelr children.

In other news:

Michigan will be getting back to them tomorrow as to FCS’ offer
to pay for evaluation. FCS estimates the cost to be

approximately $200 000.

" New York should receive. notlflcatlon of their denlal "within the
next day or two." ' } i

/3m
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05-Jun-1995 11:49am

TO: Diana M.'Forruna-
FROM: . Bruce N. Reed

Domestic Policy Council
l .

|
i

SUBJECT: RE: Michigan food stamp waiver issue

ig that 2-3% of the:natidnal'population or of the state's?

1
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30-May-1995 01:25pm -
‘ .

TO: Jeremy D. Bebami

FROM:  Diana M. Fortuna
Domestic Policy Council

CcC: . Bfuqe N. Reed

SUBJECT: Michigan food stamp waiver issue

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

What Patty did say in our conversation teoday is: in addition to
the 25 state statutory limit on food stamp cash-outs, there is
alsc a statutory limit ﬁhat only 2-3% of the population can be
under food stamp cash-out waivers. This is news to me. She
suggested that they won't agree to Gov. Engler's request tc do it
state-wide, but that pe&haps he could have it on a smaller scale.

She also said that the food stamp reform package that they just
released last week (also news to me) would allow these cash-outs
‘without our approval, and that we should stress that this package
should -be enacted.. E : : '

Jeremy: is someone else on DPC working on this reform baCkage?
What do you think? o e
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The Fcod Stamp Program has been the cornerstone of the .
national commitment to protect the nutrition, health, and well-~ .
being of America’s’ low-income families for over 20 years. The
program has succeeded in getting food to the people who .need
nutrition assistance. There is still room, -however, for ‘

‘improvement' We need basic, common sense reforms that build on
the program 8 success. S ' _ :

i : : : :
Over the last two years, the U 5. Department of Agrlculture

reviewed all aspects of the Food Stamp Program, gu;ded by six key

reform principles: provide for nutrition security; improve
pregram integrity; modernize benefit delivery; expand State
flexibility; enspré economic responsiveness; and promote perscnal
responsibility. - The Department’s propeosed reformg will transform’
the Food Stamp ‘Program into a more flexible program that meets.
the nutrltlon needs of families into the next century.

| :

In taklng these ‘steps, we preserve the ability of the Focd
Stamp Program to respond lto changing economic conditicns.
Historically, the Food Stamp Program has: automatically expanded
to meet increased need when the economy is in recespion and
contracted when the economy is growing. Food stamp benefits

automatically flow to individuals and communities that face

rising unemployment or poverty. cushioning the harsher effects of-
economic recession and stimulating weakening economies. Qur
reforms recognize that the Food Stamp Program is a necassary
safety net to assure low-income. American families the assistance-
they need to obtaln a healthy, nutrltlous diet in tough times.

I am: enclos;ng a paper Whlch dzscusses the Department’s
specific legislative proposals for-achieving food stamp reform in

-broad terms, amendatory language for accomplishing the proposed

reforms, and a section-by~section ‘analysis of the proposals. Our
proposal is désigned to charge the bagic structure of the Food -
Stamp Program in ways that make sense. While our goal was not to_
achieve 31gn1f1cant sav1nga the specific reforms we propose to
improve the program will' save a modest amount, estimated. to be
approx;mately $550 m1111?n over the next five years.

S : . r

|

|

- R |

. AN EGUAL OPPOATUNITY EMPLOYER,
; AN : ‘

- . : " ' . . 1
| N
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Similar letters are belng sent to Lhe Chalrman of the House
Agriculture Committee and the Ranking Democratic Members of that
Committee and your Committee. -

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no
objection to the presentanlon of this material from the 4
gstandpoint of the Admlnlstrat1on s program

Sincerely,

DAN GLICKMAN
Secretary

L

i
!-.

En gifsures i
_' Regicnal Admznzstrator (MPRO)
State Director (Kansas)
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“Lugar won’t try to give states food stamp grants@

.
By Sue K;rohhoff R

WASHINGTON (Reuter) =~ The chairman of the Senate Agriculture
Committee changed his position Friday and said he would not
attempt to give states control over the Food Stamp program,
Wthh prov1des nutrltlon a1d to 26 million poor. Amerlcans.

Sen. Richard Lugar, R~ Ind., 1nstead unvelled a plan to save
more than $18 billion from nutrition. programs over five years
that keeps Food Stamps a federal ‘responsibility but gives states

new flexibility and cuts monthly beneflts.

Unlike a House- passed welfare reform plan that has been
harshly criticized by Democrats, Lugar's proposal would not give
states authorlty over the school lunch program or make changes

in the Women, Infants and Chlldren feedlng program.

"I changed my mind. The evidence was largely that (a Food

'Stamps block grant}) would not .be a good idea,'' Lugar told

reporters, saying he was concerned that a lump sum to states
would not allow them to meet 1ncreased need under a rece551on

“You have to take . |that serlously as opposed to 51mp1y
phllosophlcally saylng 'ltuwould be -sort. of neat if .all this
were & plle of cash’ and send it out there and deny ahy further
respon51b111ty A he sald :

While admlttlng second thoughts Lugar alsc lacked a
majority on his committee for block grants. Pre51dent Clinton
has threatened to veto any Food Stamps block grant.

. Lugar, whose commlttee\must cut around $28 bllllon from crop
support and nutrition programs over the next five years to meet
Republican balanced-budget !'plans, ‘warned that hlS proposal was
not. the final word on nutrition Spendlng

Ve : : A

Some farm-state senators want.deeperfcuts in - nutrition to

protect subsisides for cotton,'Wheat and other crops. '

Sen. Patrick Leahy, D- Vt., said he would vote against N
Lugar's plan in committee next week and _may offer amendments to

end farm supports for wealthy farmers. ~°I am not about to ‘
support commodlty groups ;}. and do it by cutting off nutrition

to people in all 50 staLesw many of whom are children,*’ Leahy‘
told reporters. . -

The government spent more than $8 billion last year on crop

' 'supports and over - $34 bllllon on nutrition programs

Jugar's proposal would prov1de smaller increases in Food o
Stamp allotments to meet- 1nflatlon -- cutting the relmbursement
rate under the government' “Thrlfty Food Plan '

| . 5
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It would require able-bodied 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 for more affluent children. .

House Republicans have taken a pounding for their plan to
give states control of school lunch. Overall, the House bill
cuts more than $25% billion from nutrition programs. It makes
deep cuts in Food Stanmps, but does not include a bleck grant.

“REUTERE |
' Reut15:16 06-09-95

. - - | ‘ |
Copyright (c) 1995 Reuters Information Services, Inc.
Received by NewsEDGE/LAN: 6/9/95 3:16 PM '
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' USDA’s Analysis of the .
Food Stamp Slmphficatlon and Reform Act of 1995
March 6, 1995

The proposed Food Stamp Simplific c|atlon and Reform Act of 1995 will Jeopardlze the national
nuirition safety net for children and fammes It would make far-reaching changes to the :

. foundation of the Nation’s endeavor to get food to people who need it. The bill would take

 billions in nutrition benefits from people who need them, render the Food Stamp Program
' muecogmzable and make program ddministration unmanageable. It would result in the

unraveling of the national nutrition framework that has successfully narrowed the gap between

“. the diets of low-mcome and other farnlhes

* The bill will e]immate the natmnal nutrltlonal safety net. [t will make deep reducnons in

nutrition benoﬁts 1mmed1ately, allow nutrition support to erode over time, and place a hard

. cap on future program expend:tures ralslng the specter of even further reductions.

0" Overall fundmg for the Food! Stamp Program would be $3 b:llxon less than needed
* . under current law in 1996 and at least $16 billion less over five years.! More than 2
million participants would fose afl benefits in 1996 and virtually everyone else would
‘receive fewer food stamp benefits immediately; within three years, everyone, mcludmg .
14 mllhon ch1ldren, would recewe less. - - .

) | 'Food stamp beneﬁts are now hnked to the Thrifty Food Plan, the least costly of ©

~ USDA’s food plans. - This ensures that low-income families and indjviduzals have the
- resources needed to purchase an adequate and nutritious diet. By freezing virtually all
cost-of-living adjustments, the biil will allow benefits to fall behind rising food prices.
. As currently drafted, the bill shatters the critical link to basic nutrition standards
© " reducing, basic benefits to only 90 percent of the amount neoded 1o sustam an active,
~ healthy life by the year 2000 : ‘

o  The bill placos a hard cap on_ future program expenditures. If the need for nutrition. -,
support rises to the cap in future years, the b111 requires USDA fo reduce benef‘ ts

. .across the board

o The gap between the diets of' low-income and all other families narrowed after
s expansmn of the Food Stamp Program and introduction of WIC. Reductions of the
S size proposed in th;s bll] _]eopardlze 30 years of health and nutrmon ﬂccompllshments

]

! The House Cornmutee on Agrzculmre wzll apparently seek 516 bllhon in savmgs over

five years. Initial analysis of draft bill language as of March 2 suggests that the bill-will

achieve much greater savings, ranging: from about $20 billion to $30 billion over five years:
dependmg on the extent o wh1ch cost—of lwmg ad]ustments to maxlmum beneﬁts are

curtailed.
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The bill will eliminate national ellig‘llbllrt’y and benefit standards. The elements of a
healthy, nutritious diet do not vary across the country. National standards protect low~1ncome
- families and their chrldren no matter where they live. :

0 Natmnal standards work. Yet the bill will give each of the 50 States the option to
-eliminate those standards fcm single mothers with children lmmednately and for all
participants eventually, There could be 50 vastly different State programs using 50

~ different eligibility standards and offering 50 different nutrition benefits. In fact, each
State could even set up d:ffcrcnt standards for different counties. These changes may
reverse the program’s cffectweness in assuring low-income famrlres access to the
resources they ‘need to meet theu basi¢ nutritional needs.

o  Where States have this ﬂexlblhty now, we have seen enormous variability. A. smgle
parent with two children canrl quahfy for $120 a month in AFDC if she lives in.
~ Mississippi but $680 if she- lwes in Connecticut. The uniform national standards of
the Food Stamp Program help smooth out these 1neqmtles among States.
y | _
0 The proposed 'simplification” may actunlly complicate program administration.
Workers may need to- underétand one set of rules for pure AFDC households, another
" set for households in which some receive AFDC and others do not, and yet another.for
households in ‘which no one receives AFDC.  In any given month, about 40 percent of
all food stamp households receive AFDC; fully one in five of these are mixed cases:
Moreover, households are dynamxc -~ their members, incomes and program . '
participation all change over time. .

The bill will eliminate the econotﬁlc responsiveness of the Food Stamp Program.

Historically, the Food Stamp Program has automatically. expanded to meet increased need -

when the economy is.in recession and «contracted when the economy is growmg Food stamp

benefits automatically flow to commumtres ‘States or regions that face rising unemployment

or poverty. The effect is to cushmn some of the’ harsher effects of economic recession and -
: provide a stimulus to weakemng economlcs : . -

o Between 1990 and 1994 the number of food stamp participants increased by more -
tha.n one-thlrd The Food Stdmp Program cxpanded automaucally to meet thm need.

o - By placing a hard cap on program expendrtures in future years and creatmg an.

' ~ optiénal block. grant, the bill eliminates this responsiveness to economic or ’
demographic changes. Wl-nle the number of people eligible for and in need of
assistance will grow as the economy weakens, unemployment rises, or poverty
increases, federal funding .for food assistance would no longer automatically increase
.in response to greater need.| Nutrition benefits could be reduced at precisely the time
when the economy is weakést, States are least able to step in with their OWN resources,

" and participants are most in need.
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0 _'-In times of economic recessxon, every $1 brlhon in addztlonal food stamp spendlng
' generates about 25,000 Jobs : -

o The proposed cap will severely challenge the capacny of bc}th federal and State
'+ governments to manage the program without causing serious haIdShlp to- those who
- rely on program benefits to gét through tough times. Theé variation in possible State
~ program designs will complicate the already difficult task of projecting program costs
. into the future. The normal lag in State reports on program costs, coupled with the
~ need to glvc States enough advance notice to allow time to adjust benefits, means that '
~ critical dccnslons will have to be made relanvely early each year with only pamal and '
uncertam mfbrmatxon o : :

The blll is weak on fraud. The Food Stamp Program faces a serious threat Its remarkab[e
success. is eclipsed by a growing perception of a program in crisis. We need to change that
perception through sw1ft effectwe stcps to end the dwerswn of food stamps for petsonal
profit. . : :

"o The Adrrumstratlon has proposed a leglslatwe package that w1ll give USDA the
" . authority; and. necessary tools to rein in program abuse. This bill is not as tough an
cr:mmals who defraud the Food Stamp Program as the Admlmstranon s proposal.

o . The Admlmstranon 5 strategy ‘focuses on preventlng fraud by ensurzng that only
legitimate stores participate and by strengthemng penalties against retailers and,
reeipients‘ who violate pro‘gram rules. Specifically, the Administration seeks to:

e suspend wolatmg retr.'ulers from the program while their cases are pendmg
. review, eliminating the ability of stores to continue to abuse the program durmg
the appeals process b : '
- expand forfelture authorlty to allow the selzure of any. property used inor .
derived from 1llegal food stamp. transactions : '
}

- o allnw USDA to dEtcrmme the Iength of timc a store found to have business
' - integrity ‘problems {such as convictions for embezzlement 1nSUrance. fraud

- etes ,] would be barred from the program

- ‘_-mcrease USDA access toa wxde vanety of documents to venfy the legitimacy
" of retail food stores ; :

- | expand authonty to use retanter«prowded information when coopcratmg w1th
~law enforcement authorltzes L I ‘ ,

i

- _permlt USDA to perrnanently dlsquahfy rctallcrs who 1ntent10nally submtt
falsxf' ed apphcanons . G
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e requu'e States to’ part1c1pate in mandatory tax and salary offset programs to

collect outstandmg clarms

The biil w1ll reduce food spendmg and harm the food mdustry and farm economy

o

" The bill would ultimately mean that low-mcome famrlxes will have less to spend on.

food. A 316 billion reduction in federal support could lower retar] food sales by as

" much as $3 billion to $7 billion over the next ﬁve years.’

!

As. food spendmg declines, the loss in sales would affect earnings of food :
manufacturmg and. dlStt‘lbIltlon firms. Agricultural producers would suffer decreases in

gross farm income as farm pr:ces and food sales declme

IThe bill undermmes a natmnal umform EBT system. The Administration strongly
believes that it is time to create a beneﬁt delivery system that works better and: costs less
“Under the Vice-President’s leadershlp, we are already moving to make EBT nationwide in the
. fullest sense -- one card, user fnendly, with unified delivery of government-funded benefits. -
: Th1s brll ‘would allow cvery State to pursue their own mdependent path to EBT

I

Food retallers ﬂnanc:lal mstltutlons, and client advocates agree that a national, umform
EBT system provides better service, reduces ‘security risks, and increases cost-

“effectiveness more than lndependent State systems. National uniformity eliminates the

need to repeat sizable investments in system development as each State implements
EBT. Standard rules maximize the opportumty to plggyback on the commerelal A'I‘M
and POS- mfrastructure o J

I

‘Program secunty ‘can. be eompromlsed if ‘each State is allowed to develop its own

system. System security is nlot free.. If national security standards are not estabhshed L

and enforced, States will face the difficult choice between reducing costs and

jeopardizmg program seeunty We want to ensure more program mtegr:ty, not less.

Cornmon rules and procedures for EBT systems w1lI allow pamclpants to purchase

- food in thelr home States, neighboring States, or any State. Without uniform rules, -
inter-State benefit redemption will be: difficult at best, mnkmg it likely that participants . -

would lose their- ahrllty to redeem food stamp benefits anywhcre in the country.

- A block grant for-the Food Stamp Program is not needed t0 move EBT along -« it is
" already happening. - A coalition of 7 Southern States, sharing the Vision of streamlined,

cost-effective EBT, is workmg in partnership with the Federal EBT Task Force and.

" federal agencies to 1mplement a joint EBT $ystem by 1996.. Nine States are already
, operating EBT systems for the Food Stamp Program; 30 other States are currently
_ plannmg or in the process of 1mplement1ng EBT -
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"The bill proposes an unworkable %d'rk program.

o By denying benefits to any single adult or childless couple who does not work or
- -participate in a workfare program -- without requiring that States provide jobs, _.
training, or workfare slots --; this bill holds nutrition benefits hostage to jobs that may -
not exxst
o This prowsmn will take all futrition beneﬁts away from 1 2 m1lhon pamclpants wuhm
' 3 months' of 1mpiementatxon unless

‘ '--_ - States manage to create an equal number of workfare slots (an extremely
. unlikely possibility glven an annual cost of about $2, 700 per slot, more than 33
billion overall); - ' - : : :

e unemployment 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 one -third of al! major urban areas would have qualified for
, th1s exemption); or -

e the Secretary detenmnes that sufﬁclent jobs are not avaﬂable

The bill is unfalrly tough on legal lmmigrants

o . Tllegal allens should not recexve food stamps and, under current law, they do not.

~ o The blanket prohibition of aIl benefits to legal lmmlgrants who are not yet cmzens is -
- too broad and would. shift substanual burdens to State and- local taxpayers. These leg_,,al‘
immigrants are required to pay taxes Many serve in the armed forces and contribute

to their commumtles

0o The Admlmstratlon st.rongly favors a more focused approach of holdmg sponsors more
iR accountable for those they brmg 111to this' country. '

The bill wall consolidate several of USDA’S cnmmodlty programs The bili would
combine several Food Distribution Programs into one Consolidated Grant, including the .
‘Commodity Supplemental Food Program, The Emergency Food Assistance Program, the Food
Banks/Soup Kitchens Program and the Commodity Program for Charitable Institutions and
summer camps. The funding section would, however, prohibit the Depariment from using the
~ appropriated amount for initial processmg 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 purposes, it is not possible to know whether such funds would
 actually be available. If funds were not available, it would place the Secretary in the position
of purchasing commodities for emergency feeding programs, but without funds to process the
food - mto eustomer—frlendly sizes or to be able to pay for food dehvery to the States
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Prehmmary Eshmates of the Efl'ec:s of the

Food Stamp Slmplal'cahon and Reform Act of 1995

* {Dollars in millions)

Seciion

P .
¢
1

Ptoposal | o 1996 1997 1998 ' 1999 2000

5-Year
Total

541

State aption to operate & simplified  NA NA NA  NA  NA

-Food Stamp Program in all or part of

the State for families receiving:

 benefitsiunder the temperary :
© assistance for Naedy Fa:mhes Block

542

Grant : _ : :
Authority given to States o use the -+~ N/A - N/A. N/A .N/A  N/A

. same rules for A¥DC and food

-stamp eligibility and beneﬁt .

543
351

calcu]auons

An AFDC penalty for uoncompl:a.nca' R S I R
with work requirements cannot. result o o .
in an increase in food stamp, béneﬁts__ -

Conformngamendment_ é 0. o o o o

Eliminate cost-of-living ajustmenls t0. 0 .95 1,085 .3,100 ~4,215

the Thrifty Food Plan after 1996 .

552

553

: Countlhevalueofvehaclesusedto " a n a a . a

*Freeze the standard deduction and

shelter _;da;duction after 1935

~ stapdard o 430 ¢ 2300 360 490 625
- shelter : &5 410 590 655 -735

- houielass@he!ter .expens'e | o a B a a2
Count energy assistance paid | uuder _ 220 220 220 .-220 -220
AFDC or GA #s income ' :

Do not count expenses paid by a5 40 40 40 40
LIHEAP when caleulating the excess ‘ .
shelter expense deduction

Freeze the Fair Market Valve vehicle -5 . -85, 48 100 -120
_lnmtat $4,550 . . Coo .

tli

transport fuel and water 5‘ ) . ST

-1,835

2,475

--1,100

195

-355
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Section Proposal ' ' Paeo 19961997 1998 1999 - 2000 ©  Total
554 Legal aliens will be incligible for O -810 - -905 - -945 985  -3,705

food stamp- participstion uintil they.
'apply for naturalization (after the §
year residency requirement}

555" - Mandatory job search at appllcatlon " N/A -~ NA N/A N/A ~ N/A
(at State option) - . . ‘ '
Able-bodied adults betwesn the 5 ages.  -1,630° -1,710 -1,785 -1,860 1,935  -8,920
of 18 and 50 with no. dependants will . o '
* be ineligible for food stamp benefits . : ' -
‘beyond three months UNLESS they
work- for 20 hours a week, or

participate in a workfare or jOb
training program-for 20 hours a

' week? ,
556 . Persons disqua]iﬁed from AFD(E s a0 L 100 . =10 -0 45
L made ineligible for food stamps! . : Lo ‘ :
' 557.  Encourages States to implement/EBT  N/A  N/A  N/A - N/A  N/A

under terms gnd conditions they .
deem appropriate and eliminates
Secretary’s spproval authority !

/
Allows States with Statewide EBT '
systems to accept block grants for -
food.stamps set at the higher of 1994 .

or avérage 1992-94 costs - ? ‘ \

558 Repeals the prowsnon mdexmg the 0 0 '-35 =35, -35 -105
$10 minimum allotment . . '

559 _,Remstal.es proraticn of beneﬂls at - : 25 30 -30 -30 -30 -145
recertification : Lo Lo .

560 REpeals the 1993 QC refom'ns except o o - 270 275 -290 -835 .

' - that waived sanctions will not bc . C v

remq;c:s&:d3 L !

561 - Permit States to vwse food s&mﬁ - a a 8 . a a 0

‘ 'beneﬁts as a wage subsidy ‘ ' - :
-0

562 - Cmrunal forfeiture provided asan . & a a a 2
additional penalty for retail fraud; ' : '
. proceeds used to help cover the
admin. costs of DoJ, EXpenses of the
USDA 0IG, and FCS compl:ance
activities . i
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. : ) . . . . S '_ ’ ‘§5-Year
Section Proposal Sty 1996 1997 1998 - 1999 2000 Total
563 A cap equal to the 1995 |’ N/A  NA NA NA  NA
T appropristion level will'be imposed -~~~ .- "
“on the food stamp authorization |
_ levels and the surrent requirement
- that a pro-rata reduction be imposed -
" on benefits if funding is likely to run’
out before the end of the fiscal yalr
will be mtm.ned : po

TOTAL L -2,140 4,535 46,310 -7755"' 9,245 -29995

! We are mterpretmg this provrs:on to be conformmg FSP peualttes for non-compl:ancc w;th work. - '
requlrements 0 those of the JOBS pmgram -

" 2 These savmgs assume States are fot obhgated to provude. workfare slots for the able-bodied recipients ..

who remain on the FSP more than 3 months and that they choose ot to offer these slots because thc cost of
prov:dmg the mumamd 1.2 nullmn slots needed would excoed 53 billion per year.

- % These savmgs gssume that the- QC provisions in effect in 1988 will be operative beginning wath fiscal
year 1995 They also assume thiat lisbilities are not reinvested-in corrective action.. 'I'hey furthcr assume that ‘
collestions are. made 3 years after the I:ablhty is incurred. -

a Mm_jmal snv,:rllgs auug::patgd_ ' ’

Estimates based on 3/2/95 draft langusge. -

R a .
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OPFFICE OF THE BECRETARY
: WABHINGTON, D.C, 20380

THohorable Pat Roberts ; '
Chalrman L
" Committae 'on Agriculture ‘
-U.S, Houss of Represenmives
1301 Longwerth Houss Offics Bullding
Wishington, D.C. 20$15-6001 |

Dear Mr. Chalrman:

. The House Committee on Agdcultum wili shonly consider thc Pood Stamp Program
and Commodity Distribution Act. {The bill would make far-reaching changes to the
foundation of this Nation's endeavor to get foad to peopls who nesd it and reduce nutritlon
support by &t least $16 billion over the next five years. It would result in the unraveling of
the national nutrition framework that has successfully narrowed the gap Lelween the divls of

. low-income and other families, and, thezefore, unless the following concerns are addressed,
the Administrtion oppom the bxll

This bili would ¢llminate. two features of the Food Stamp Program that have cnahlcd
it to protest the nutritional sccurlty' of millions of low-income American children and families
for over thirty years. The Food Stamp Program is effective because national standards for
eligibility and benefita create 8 nutritional safety net and the funding steucture ensures the
program &an expand to meet (he increased nesds of mdwndrmls communitias, and States

resulting from an economic recessmn !

President Clinton has sald tha.t nutrition programs &re {n the national interest. We
believc that changes ars necded to reform the Food Stamp Program in ways consistent with
the principles of nutrition securily, program integrity, moderm banefit delivery, expanded
State flenibility, economic responsivencss, and persons responslbility We are committed (©
reform, but we do not support chenges that joopardize the nutzition snd healths uf lowvlnwmc
-families and ch:ldren or cut benaﬂu in the gulse of devolutlon. .

The bill will ellmmatclths natwnal nutriuonal safety net, Two weoks ago, the House
Bducation and Beonomic Opportunities Committes voted out a bill that would reduce
nuttition benafits to prescheot children in day carc and children at school; the propesed bill
before the Committee on Agriculture goes furthet and would reduce futrition benefits to low-
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Honorable Pat Roberts - o | 2

income children at home. I enacted, the bill would immediately reduce nutrition Lenefits by
more than $3 billion in 1996, erode nutrition support for neady fatnilies over ume hy
allowing beneflts (o fall behind the growth In food costs, and place & hard ¢ap or program
expenditures, raicing the speoter of even further reductions.

The bill would eliminate wniform national eligibility and benefit standards. National
standards protect low-income families and their children, no matfer where they live. Basie
nutrition naeds do not vary from State to State. Yet, the bill would allow each of the States
to set vastly different eligibility standards and nutrition benofits for single mothers with

‘children. Bach State could even sei different standards for diffcréni counties within the
State, The ability of these mothers to obtain nutritious dieis lor their families :nay depend
¢ntirely on where they lLive, en illoglesl and inappropriate break in the national nutrition
safety net. Furthcrmore, the bill effectively eliminates all netional eligibility, benefit, and
nutrition standards for all program participants ence 2 State converts 1o Electronie Baneiit

* Transfer. These changes may reverse the program's effsctivencss in agsuring lowsincome
'famlhcs access to the resources thsy need 10 megt thelr basic nntritional needs.

The bill would elimingte the economi¢ responsiveness uf the Food Stamp Program.
Under currant Jaw, within the amount approprlaud far the prageam natienwide, food slomp
benefits nutamaﬂcally flow to communitiss, States, or reglons «s they face nsmg
unemployment or poverly, cushioning the harsher effects of ecunornic recession and |
stimulating weakening economies. 'The bill, by placing a hard cap on wtal expenditures and
by offering the option to convert the program Iato 2 block grant, would eliminate this
automatic adiustar. Tf expenditures within a given State rise 1o the Jevsl of the block grant in
the next recession, the Siate would be forced to reduce benefits ucross the board at precisely
the time whet participants are most in need. The dennund fur assistance o help e poot
would be greatest at precisely the dme when State economles are weakest and tax bases are
shrinking. ,

The bill wouid reduce fond purchases and adversely aftecl the food industry and farin
economy. A $16 billion reduction in federal support could lower retail food sales hy $3
billion to $7 billion over the next five years. As food spending declinas, the loss in sales
would affect eamings of fond manufecturing and distribution firms. Agricultura) producers .
would suffer decreases in gross farm income as farm pricas and food sales decline.

The bill would undermine a pational, wniformi Elecironic Benefit Transfer (EBT)
system. We strongly believe that itlls time to create a beneflt delivery system that works
beuer and costs’less. We are well on the way, under the leadership of the Vice President, 1o
mzking EBT nationwide In the fullest sense--one card, user friendly, with unified dellvery of

- government-funded benefits. This bill, however, would allow cvery State to pursue its own -
independent path to EBT, undermining a national, upiform EBT system thar will provide
beiter service, reduce security risks, and Increase cost-effectiveness beiter than independent
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Honorable Pat Roberts

Suate systems. Common rules and procedures for EBT systams allow participants to
. purchase food in their home States, neighboring States, or any State. “Without uniform rules,
panipipanu would lose thelr abilit’y to redeem food stamp benefits anywhéere in tha country,

The bill proposes an unworkablc work program. Dy denying beneflis to any suu;l:
adult or childless couple who does not work or participate in a workfare program as least 20
hours per wesk--withour requiring that States provide jobs, training, or workfare slots—-the
bill holds nutrition bencfits hostage to jobs that may not exist. We esumate that this _
provision alone would take nutrition support away from 1.2 million participants within 3
months of implementation unless Sltnm manage to create an equal number of workfare slots
(an exremely unlikely possibility given an annual cost of about $2,700 per slot and more
than 83 biiion everall) or unemployment rates exceed 10 percent (an exemption that is likely
10 apply to 8 relatively few places.

The bl is weak on fraud. The Food Stamp Program foces g seriovs threat, Its
remarkable success is eclipsed hy a growing percepion of a program in crisis, We need 10
cliange that perception through swift, effective steps to ead the diversion of food stamps for
personal profit. Last week, we submitted 8 legislalive package that will give the Departinent
of Agriculture the authority and, thq necessary tools to reln In prograin abuse. The
Administration’s strategy focuses on preventsg fraud by ensuring thut only legitimate stores

.. parlicipate and by qtrengthenmg pcnalliea against retalicrs and recipients who violate program

. requirements. The provisions [u lhis bill are sot 4§ ugh-on ¢rimingls who defriud the food -
Sump Program as the proposals we unveiled.

- 'We ate ready to work with Congtegs to bring about lasting and meaningful change in
the Food Stamp Program. We will suppon changes that preserve heatth ard nutrition goals, -
that are In the nadonal interest, consolidate what 13 redundant, and reform what is outdated.
But America neads a national syswm of Federal nutritlon programs that establishes and nicets
nutrition standards, respands o ecohomic changes, and ensures that the health and nutritional
well-being of families and children are protectsd, and we ufge you to ensurs that your action
.on the Food Stamp Program and Cof_mmodity Digtribution Act meels those challenges.

1 Sincerelv

i

. mcmnoﬁ ROIVm\‘GER
Acting Secrelry
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KEN APFEL
JOHN ANGELL
KITTY HIGGINS

From: - Jeremy Ben-Ami .
' i
Subject: Fact Sheet on chubli@n Food Cuts

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

|
|
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REPUBLICAN FOOD AND NUTRITION CUTS

Facts and Figures - as of March 3, 1995

Food Stamp Proposal

Status: House Agriculture Commlttee will mark up on Tuesday March 7.

Information on exact proposal still skctchy Following information drawn from USDA, AP,
FRAC, CBPP, OMB and other indirect sources.

1T,

<

" Elements af Republican P)“Opiii)SﬂI

Sorhé of the elcments of the f)lan secm 10 be:

Cut Food Stamp spending, by‘approxmatcly 316 billion over- S vears

May limit indexation for inflation of benefits, asset limits, other aspects of program
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 wﬂlmg
to work and play by the rules

~ Will further restrict legal lmmlgrants access to food stamps

Will allow block grant of food stamps to states that move to electronic beneﬁts
systems (EBT) —— removing federal safety net in those states.
Could restore the annual cap on cxpendltures that was repealed in 1990

Will include $500 million mQreasc in funds for soup kitchens, other food programs

Other Food and Nutrition BIock Grants in Welfa'rej Refbrm
= : :

Status: The House EEO Committee last week marked up its pieces of welfare reform

including combmlng school lunch, WIC and other nutrition programs into two block grants

Impacts:. The Republican proposal

| ‘
Rcduccs funding for child nutntlon by-$7 billion over 5 years -~ $1.3 billion from
school based programs; and $5.3 billion in the family nutrition block grant.
Block grants would allow up to 20 percent of funding to be used for other purposes,
posing further potential cut 111 child nutrition programs.
Latest CBPP éstimate: WIC would be able to serve 168 000 less women, mfants and
chlldren in FY96 than this year. '



A
|

o  Major WIC impact could be clhmmatlon of the Infant Formula Rebate which could
cost $1 billion annually, 1mpact1ng as many as 1.6 million mothers and children every
month. - -

o Eliminates national standards, increases state exposure to economic downturn,
penalizes states that provide more subsidized meals since fundmg bascd on total mcals
served.

o  Ends entitlement to school lunch and brcakfast Child and Adult Carc Food Programs
and Summer Food Programs.

o  Child and adult care and summer food programs would be hardcst hit. Block grant

" reduces non-WIC programs by 45 percent from our proposed FY96 funding.

III. House Rescission Packagf;

Status: The House Appropnanons Commlttce has approved a rescission package for
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 prﬁgram generally ends the year with unspent funds.
These get rolled over to the next year. The rescission would not directly cut off funds to
mothers and children this year, but w1ll have the impact of reduced avallablhty of funds

overall in future years. '
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- TALKING POINTS »
REPUBLICAN FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL
MARCH 3, 1995

‘The Food Stamp Block Grant piOposaJ unveiled yesterday by House Committee on Agriculture will climinate

the national nutrition safety net for children and families. The bill would ent $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 national nutritional safety. net

o The bill is a double-hit on children; last week, the House Ways and M¢ans Committee reduced
nutrition benefits (o children at school; this week the House Agriculture Committee takes aim
oo children at home. | '
| .
0 The bill will dramaticall:} reduce nutrition benefits to people who need them immediately, and
then cap expenditures in' future years, eliminating the automatic adjustor in hard times. It will
erode the nutrition support for needy families by failing to keep pace with inflation.

Eliminate national eligibllity and beneflt standards

o The proposal allows individual states to design their own eligibility and benefit standards. This
~ bad idez could result in needy families being treated in fifty different ways, under fifty differeat
state programs, using fifty different eligibtlity standards, and receiving fifty different levels of
benefits, depending on where they live, Basic putritico needs are Lhc same 8o matter where

a family lives; bcncfils shou.ld reflect that, leaderslup

i

Eliminate economlc responsiveness

o By placing a hard cap of program erpendimres in future -years and creating an optional block

grant, this bill eliminates Lhc ability of nutrition programs to rcspond to changing economic
CUCIIIIJSIZ!HCCS
o In the next recession, the Food Stamp Program will not be there to cushion hard times in

affected communiiies and States. And benelits won't keep pace with inflation.

Undermines a national, uniform EBT system

0 This proposal allows cvfery State to pui'suc their 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'

o Thc Republican bill propcscs a work requircment program tbat holds putrilion progroms
hostage to jobs that mayl not exist

Is weak on fraud

) “This proposal is not as ‘mugh on cru:amals who defraud the Food Stamp Program as the
' Admlmslratlcm s proposals unveiled two. days ago.

Ignores the distinetion between nutﬂtion'programs and income security programs

o Nutrition programs are dnfferent from income security programs; thy produce different results,
and should be measured;on different standards.’
|

o Sixty vears ago, FDR's aide responsible for designing a rclief program to help victims of the
Depression, uaderstood that difference. Harry Hopkins was testifying before a Congressional
committec chaurman who chcin( believe food assistance was as important as strarcgies to help
the economy "in the Iongl run.” “That’s the dilference, Senator,” he said. "People don’t eat in
the long run. They eat c?,very day " :
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By MARIAN BURROS

ONGRESS has taken
the first steps to repeal
the National School

fed hundreds .of millions of
hungry children since-1946. The
changes being proposed could
affect the lunch choices of every
. child in every public school, re-
gardless of income. \
Many schools may simply get
out of the business of offering

tinue, they may raise prices for
many students. For the poorest
" children, the changes could
“mean an end to the free meals,
including breakfast, that have
been linked to improved aca-
demic performance.
. The House Economic and
" Education Opportunities Com-
mitiee is expected to finish
working today on a bill that
“would turn the school Junch and

Lunch Act, which has .

school lunches. Or if they con-

breakfast programs over to the

'Shrinkiﬁg Menus:
G.O.P. Lunch _Plan'

states and reduce the amount of
Federal financing. .

‘I‘he current bill from the
commulee s Republican chair-
man Bill Goodling of Pennsyl-
vama is a modification of legis-
ianc-n that had been offered by
rhe House leadership.

‘TThe Congress is taking a
huge gambie with a program
that has a proven record of sucv )
cess for almost 50 years now,’
sald Marshall Matz, the legisla-
tive counsel to the American
School Food Service Associa-
t:on which represents feod-
service employees ‘across the
country. “‘No one has ever testi-
f:ed that this program doesn’'t -
work. This is one of the first -
implementations of the Repub-
lican Contract With America
that really changes. a Govern-
mem program we’ve all grown
up with.” :

““This was not a Roosevelt-
Lyndon Johnson program,’” he

‘ Continued on Page C4

. Continued From Page C) _

added. ''It was signed by Harry Tru-

man because so many.guys failed
~ their physicals during World War {1,
and it was expanded by Richard Nix-
on.”

Kelly Presia, a spokesman for the
House comrnittee, said the goal of
the change was to make the program
more efficient.and to reduce admin-
istrative costs in Washington.

Ninety-five percent of all schools
participate in the federally financed
Junch program, which feeds 25 mil-
lion children each day; more than
hall the chiidren get a free Junch or
pay just 40 cents. During 1991-92, the
.| 1ast vear for which data are avaii-
able, the rest paid, on average, about

children who eat school breakfasts
receive either free or reduced-price
meals. Meals for all children, includ-
ling those who pay full price, are
subsidized by the Federal Govern-
ment. .

Under the proposal, poor children
would no longer be guaranteed free
iunch or breakfast, and Federal nu-
trition standards for the meals would
be replaced by stale standards. In
addition, the programs would no
longer get extra money if they had 10
provide additional free meals be-
cause of a local recession.

The draft legisiation would give
the states block grants, and at least
80 percent of that money would have
10 be used to provide “iree or low-
cast meals or supplements to eco-

i nomnically disadvantaged children.
| “There is nc reguirement in this
i bill we ¢can {ind for free iunch or free

Secretary’ of Agriculture for Food,
j Nutrition and Consumer Services.
' Mr. Presta, the commitiee spokes-

i man, said that the grants ~ould have> R BEBEMRGUTY SehboRuered QAR Y

$1.15. Most of the aimost six million

“cent.

breakfast,' said Ellen Haas, Under

to be ‘used for poor children, but he

would not specifically say lhal free |.

lunches would continue.

'The remaining 20 percent of the
block grami could be used {or other
programs unrelated to  school
lunches or breakfasts, further reduc-
ing the money available 1o schools
for meals.

The legistation calls- for freezmg
the 1996 budget at the 1995 level. The
black grants for 1996 are $300 million
less lthan the Administration’s pro-
posed budget, which considered high-
er food costs and greater participa.
tion, [Over five years, there would be
a §2 billion decrease in funds.

If a state chose not 10 subsidize
meals for children who pay full
price, it would have to raise prices,
Wthh would probably mean schools
would drop out of the program, be-
cause participation would drop. Ev-

ery ume the cost of meaisgoesup by .

1 cent, participation d¢rops by I per-
When the budget for schooi
meal| pregrams was Slashed during
the Reagan Administration, partiei-
pauon dropped to 23 million s:udents
from; 26 million students, and more

. than | 2,000 schools dropped ‘oul.

Schoo! officials say that because of
certain fixed costs, they cannot re-
duce lexpenses in proportion 10 the
income lost when students drop oul
- Paity Merris, executive assistant
to Ms. Haas, said states would be
able to do what they chose, nutrition-
ally. “What you will probably see is
all the fasi-food chains serving

school lunches because  it’s easier .

and it's cheaper.”
The current program must adhere

1o standards set by the National

Academy of Science, which require
that children get one-third of the
Recommended Daily sllowances for
‘certain vitamins and minerals. New
slandards were to take effecl next

here (o Uniied Staies Dietary Guide

- .lines that set Jimits for fat.

“With 30 different stales seiving 50
different standards, from histerical
experience we know some states will
‘wan! Lo economize,” Ms. Haas said.
“That's what happened when the
food-stamp. programs werg run by
the states.” )

What has physicians, aatihunger
advocates and directors of food-serv-
ice programs’ so concerned is the
poteniial impact a greaily reduced
and nuiritionally inadequate school-
meal program could have on Lhe
health of the poorest children.

Studiés have demonsirated (ke
benefits of school feeding programs.
In 1987, researchers at Boston end -

Tulls  universities

-looked at  achieve-

meni test results of

children for a year

before and a year af-

ter the breakfasli pro-

gram began.. The

program was cred-

iled with causing sig-

nificani improve-

menis i altendance

and - standardized

_achicvement  test |

scores, '

Dr. Larry Brown'

direcior of the Cen-

ter on Hunger, Pov-

criy and Nulnuon Palicy at Tufis
University, said the budgcl culs and .
the block grants WEre coming al a -
lime when  “rgscarchers  have .

" learned that the young child is even

more susceptible to mild undernuri-
lion than science plcwouf;lv knew."
“H moere poor children dont get

school lunch and school breakfast,

which is inevitable, we are culting aﬁ
our nose 10 spite our face,” he said.
Dr. T. Barry Brazelion, the pedia-
trician, was also gloomy. “You'd
hope that states would take responsi-
bility about nurition, but our exXperi-
ence in the past is Ihal the states with
the largost group of people in pov-
criy and the highast rigk peopic are
the states thai are more whimsical

- aboul how they use their nutrition

programs."
The final House bill is not expectled
o differ substantially {from the bill

. being worked on today. The chance

10 make some changes may come in
the Senaite with Senator Bob Dole,
the majority lcader, who has been a
sirong advocaie of Federal nutrition
programs for the last 30 years.

50 was President Nixon, who said
in-1868: “A child ill fed i5 dudied in .

curiosily, lower in stamina, dlslracl

ed fromiearming.


http:ONGR~.SS

IS e R

LAV (90 JYa 50% | . ‘ul'y.?_. U.('].A.PI._.___,“ ) P VW Ve
USDA
WlC ancﬂng 'I’alldng Points S
February 23, 1995

chterday the House Appropriations Committee’s ‘Subcommittes on

‘Agriculture and Related Agenae; reported out a bill to rescind §25 million

in I-‘1scal Year 1995 appropnaunns for the WIC program.

At the same time, the Hou|sa passed a $3.21 billion Pentagon spending bill. -
The sweeping cuts in WIC and other domestic programs are bemg used 10

offset addmonal spending for the Pentagon.

| |
. While 1995 WIC appropnauom arc being re:d.uded the Welfaré Refarm

Act of 1995, being marked up this week by in the House Economic and
Educational Opportunities Com:muec, will cut future spending for the
program--$943 million less in Fiscal Year 1996, and §53 billicn Jess over

the five year period 1996 -2000--and block grant it 1o the states.

Rescinding of funding for 1995 and the combination of cuts and block
granting for future years will severely undermine a program that effectively
reduced Iow-bmhwmght and infant mortality, and increesed prenatal and
pedmm 'health care in America. Also, a large pm uf the sxgmﬁcant drop

in the rales af anemia is due to WIC.

In fm, study after study has shown thc posxtive eﬂ'ects of WIC on heajth
and nutnnon { _

WIC is clearly cost-effective A study pubhshed by USDA in 1990 showed
that women who psnicxpated in the program during pregnancies bad lower
Medicaid costs for themselves and their babies than did women who did -

' nﬂt . l

Each dollar spent in prenatal WIC benefits was found to be more than

- offset by reduced Medicaid cost for both mother and baby after birth.

And, for every dollar spent on W’IC prenatal pa.rnc:pan:s there are three
dollaru Is wnngs on health care costs. o .. .

!

WIC reanhes an estimated go percent of eliglble mfants and pregnant
women in the U.S. The program served an average of 6.5 million people

each month m 1994, and was expemd to serve 7.Z million in 1995

g} B9
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE °
'oFFicE OF THE SECRETARY
f WABHINGTON, D.C. U250

mnmammemnf
' "::";:?%’mmm o i
O lupecic Geel
| SURIECT:  Food Stamp Program Tcerkty
ISSUE: BT | |
Proposed reforuus and iniciatives t promotc program integrity in the Food Smmp Program.

hamﬂahonnweﬁoﬂbum&e@&eofﬁmp&m&mﬂandthemm&m
Service, we have developed a series of anti-fraud strategics aimed st assuring that food stamp
mﬁumgnmgmthmmmdedpu:pom.mhnmmwuammfm
illegal gain mms:mghsmmnadat (l)mmgtbatoalyle;mem
participate in the program; a)mmgmmwmmmipmm
-mhcprogrmnﬂes and, Glaceelmmthemeoftadmﬂogyasanmfmwol

 DISCUSSION:
STRATEGY 1. E‘mmﬂuénlylegﬁnm mmﬁmm

. Legislative options: Wemadmngbtmﬂnmtennhmmmnptmmdlmplﬁmu
m@-ﬁmmmwpmmmmmmafnmmﬂm reweilers. This can
be done by giving the Secretary authority to require stores: to provide income and
mﬁmmmmmmandmmwﬂmmuﬁmmm
DepmmmvenfyiemﬁmanmxﬁlinssmmW

'l‘ompmveom'abﬂhymvwdymmmq ﬂnwdmmmﬂmmym
vequire permission from stores o obtain corrobersting documentation from other
mmmumw collection agencles, wholesalers, and .
M&Nﬁmmmmmmmdwandpmmm
conﬁtmumofbumopmmaﬂm , .




N
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INFORMATIONAL mmomm FOR THE ACTING METAKY

TltDm:mmmmlyobmmwmuwMymmaxpayer
identification mmmbers (SSNs and EINs) with Federal agencies that already have
‘aceess 1o such information in order to allow cross-matching iof dars. We need to
expand the Secretary's anthority to share retailers” SSNs andl EINg with State
investigative and law enforcement agencies (hat already maintain files of such
Mmmmmmmmmmmmum”.

Amﬂmmmmmmisnmwmldbemma&mmhmiungmdfm :
mppkmhmhyademmmmallymﬂnmfordzgibmty This
proposed requiremnent will help reduce the participation of those retaifers who -
Wmﬂymkamwmmmwmmnmemm
mmpuaf&ehngasmurprﬂmyh:m ,

WealsoshmudwmdwseekmgdmmumrymmymsuammMmm
. authorizations. msmmwwmmmnm
asﬁmnd:sfornawlyopemdmwh&pconﬁmﬂnn-legumcy _

Other injtiatives: FCSplansmpuhhshregﬂmm (l)imrmseﬂnnmepmod
for FCS w review and approve a compieted apphication for store anthotization froim
30 days to up 1o 3 months when needed to allow time for a thorough background
check on questionable stores; and, (2) give FCS the discretion to require stores to
submit copies of documents to verify their legitimacy, such las State and local
licenses, SSNcards @vmlm,photoldsmﬂpuhaumda

|
FCdemm&wmmmw&mmmed@ﬂnydmmmImm

sign agreements with TRS. FinCEN sod SSA on information sharing. We will widsly

p&hmamumem{m&sdmmmammmmmgmn
magalmsswmepmgmm

STRATEGY 2. Sa:nmmhamxmmmmmm
rules.

W ngbermﬂapmﬂtmmmeuamngdemm

give 2 clear signal that the Department is committed to punishing those who engagein -
frand. The Secretary needs the sothority to: (1) inmediately suspend violating stores”

pemmsmadmﬂsmwmmwmwofamm (2) disqualify a
mmmmmmamymem
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fmmmmtmm:@mdfmdm (3) expand forfeimre
pmvﬁmmaﬂowsemoprmpeﬂyuedmordmmdﬁnmmegﬂfoodstamy
transsctions; {4) establish specific time periods for the removal of stores based on the
severity of business integrity problems, such as coovictions for embezzlement and
. insurance frzud vs. temporary suspensions of liquor licenses; (5) permanenily bar a-
retailer who inentionally| submits a falsified applicadion that would lesd w0 2
frandulent acthorization; and (6) apply food stamp disqualification pemmities against
,mdwqudimd&ommemcmformm:mofﬂnwmmgulmmmd ‘
mmmthatgmﬂmmenfomd.fcrho&zpmm ,

Todemm:pmﬂvwlﬂinns. proposnodoublepmalmsforrenpmﬁaud&om
Gmn:bswlyearformzﬁmtmmmfrmnlvearmszorﬂnmmd‘ .
vmhuon.andkwpmmmmmuonfmmmndvmhm In addition, we
woWMmmm__mxmmmmmuﬁmMSmmm
mlpteﬂswmuwchmmngmmmmmlanonsm o
unimentional erors. _

mgm FCSpmwmmmhmgnhumnnﬁmmFedaﬂmxoﬁsa
for retailers (whether or not they are curremily authorized) #f they have not paid fines
~ or penakies. We are working with States to increase the level of state law
enforcement agency activity in investigating and prosecuting traffickers and
encouraging Smtes to pass laws that make traffickiog a felony offense (inchudiog
EBT). Wemalmwa:hngcbsclywhhﬂubepammoﬂmmexpanitheuse
-ofFaLsermAﬂcleuons ‘ :

STRATEGY 3. Auskmﬁemofmbmcsa anbolmdaedw
docmn!ﬁm <

Legislative options: Om‘oflhemnumnmgmolsfardaecﬂnganﬂdocumemug
frand and trafficking is electronic beénsfit transter (EBT) techmology. We are ’
pmposhgﬁmmmmbcmbmﬁbymvmgmhgmmwm
‘I'heAdmnnsmnonhssmdemonwﬁeEBTatopmhy Nine States are
operating EBT systems. MwmmhvebemmplanforEBdeﬁnm |
benefits. FCS intends to work in active partoership with the EBT Interagency Task
Force to remove legisiative harriers which irhibit EBT expansion.

. ! . ;

We are also interestsd i promoting the use of techmologies sach as finger imneging to

demmmmipmmonbymhgﬂmvebamersand
lenmxmgamofﬂamctofﬁngumagmgmdmmm:pmm
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INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM FOR THE ACTING SECRETARY .

Orher intfistives: By the end of 1995, FCS will establish a pational system for
muumlypmmsmmnﬁtanﬂpmducmgmmpomof "
minmmtxhveﬁgxnmwdfollw—w Rec:pxmtafﬁdﬁngldemﬁedby
mmwmmmmmmmwmm

Inuneﬁmmmnvenmmm mmwymmmmmm
cost of EBT expansion, FCS plans to conduct targeted “sweeps” of stores in areas
about to implement EBT. PCS will also provide States wirli a checklis: for verifymg
mﬂuhgnmcywhﬂem:yammﬂcmafﬂmmmmmﬂmTpom-

Mmmmm‘mtmmhmmwmemmsnmm
(1) requiring a licensing fee for stores to participate ia tbe program in order to provide

fonding for retafler authorization and compliance sctivities; and (2): requiting stores to be in

business for 1 year or to post 8 surety bond, in the event the siore hes not been i business
for 1 year, mwmmmmm:ﬁnm While both of these
apnonshwemmymdfm'wm — i )

FTMMARY:

mmmmmdfmﬂmnam mmO!GnndFC’Sm :
mwmymmmtwmmnmmm& o
authority of the carrent stutute. homtmmm:cmmwmgw

- Myd&ﬂm&ﬂmmbhubmr,m;mﬂbmﬂmmbmﬂesuwﬂmﬂabmzm

tbelegmlanwm
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The Welfare Reform Aot of 1995 would put children and families at
nutrition and hsalth risk thraugh block grants that cannot
raspond to increased neads|in economic downturns, eliminates
national nutrition attndarde allows erosion of support thyough
transferes to non-nutrition|programs, lacks accountability, and
deces not simplify adniniatration of the progyans. _

SCHOOL BASED NUTRITION BLOTK GRANT

' nnaiyuil of the -
Welfare Reform| Comgolidation Act of 1995

Overall funding for tha school-based proqrams would be 300
millien lass than the current policy in FY 1996, end over §2
billion less for the five year parlod 1996-2000.

-=Up to $1.3 billion could be transfarrad out of the blook grant
in FY 1896 for non-~food programs, which would compromise the
health of childran. If States transferred the maximum amount of
money out of the block grant, food assistance for school children
could be as much as 24 percant less than the projected 1956
lavel.

The School Based uutr;t;an‘nlonk Grant will eliminate the
standards that guarantee Americars children bave accags to
hoalthy mesls at school. |

--National nutritien standards developad over 30 ysars of progranm
operations work. B6chool meals meet the vitamin, mineral and
caloria goals sat for the prngram, and a USDA inltiative would
update and improva tha standards baged on the most recent
uoiantific research, :

-=In a block grant, there could be.50 diffaerent standards and,
faced with reduced funding, thare would be no incentive to
improve children’s health in setting standards. In fact, there
are incentives to provida skimpiar neals to all children
ragardless of income.

The School Based uutritionjnleek Grant will not :asponﬂ to
ecunbnic racessions or recoveries. ,

~~In a racession States wodld be unable to respanﬂ without
outting back on the quality or quantity of food, raising taves,
or cutting other services ao that children can aeat.

--If enactad in 1989, this bill would have resulted 1n nearly a
20% reduction in funding fér meals to school children in 1994,

'

~~Between 1990 and 1994 the number of free luncheas sarved to low
income children increased by 23 percent. During this same
period, tha number of free meals served in child cars centers
increased by 45%. USDA’s nutrition programns expanded to meet
those naeds. _
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The bleok grant will nct respond to changes in the achool age
population, which is axpeated to increase by 4 to 6 percent in
tha time paried of tha grant. The grant amount would net pravide
an additional amount of money to help provide meals for i
additional children. \ _ | |

Bince each yesr’s tundinq would he haaad partially on the number ‘

of meals aayved in the ptavioun yoar, btates that ssrve more trae

mealp than the national av?raqa would be penalimed. '
--gtates that serve mora total meals fare batter in the i

allocation formula. B8incel it coste mors to searva a free meal, i
Btates have an incentive to serve meals to wore affluent - C
studanta, . \ o

-~Without nntional nutritlun atandards, States might also be
inclinad to cut the g:ality or amount of food provided in order : ]
to serve mora meals ordar to maximize funding. . i

filock grants would not sinplity program sdsminiatyation with their
reguirenents for income determination, and meals counting, yet )
thay would have little ability to enforce accountability or S
program outcomes.

The bloak qranta lack accopntability. The repartinq reguired is )
not a guarantee that poor children vill be adsquately served, or
that the nutrition standards set will be appropriate to
ehildren’s health needa. It almo provides ho guarantees that’
state oversight for grOQran compliance will occur which could

. allev arrors or fraud to occur without deteotion. ,

FAMILY NUTRITION BLOCK GR&NT PROGRAM

. For the Famlly Nutrition b&onk grant, spending would ba $943
million lags in FY 1996, und - $5.3 billion less over the five
yaar period 1996-2000. Up to §900 million could be transferred i
out of the block grant in FY 1996 (equal to the maximum amount i
available for ochild care, summer and milk prograwms).

downturns. If anacted in 1989, this bill would have resulted in
43% reduction in funding for meals to youny shildren and food and
sarvices to vomen, infants and children in 1994. WIC funding

would have bean 23 percent less than actually spent and spending :
on the non-school child care, milk, and aunger programa wvould ' ‘ j

The Family Mutritien Bloek Grant will not rospend to amonemic . F

have been $7 percent less than was needed, | B o

The Pamily autrieion Bleuk arane, if emacted on Ostober 1; 1998, L
vill force Btatas te rameve 275,000 vomen, infants, amd ghildren . = - |
£rap the WIC program., At year end the program will serve 7.:27
million participants and the amount designated rfor WIC will
support an average annual caseload of 6.95 million participants.
¥nder the block grant, States will provide services to 400,000
fewer WIC participants in PY 1996 than provided for in tha
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The Pamily Nutrition Block G:antlrroqran riskas the effectiveness
ef tha WIC program. By dropping national progranm requirements -

for the WIC program, there will ha an erosion of national program -

etandards that would reduca or reverse the proven affectivenass
of WIC in such aresas as reduced low-birthweight and infant :
mortality and increasing pranatal and pediatric health care. Cost
savlngs to the Medicaid Program, now valuad at $400 million to
$1.3 billion, would dasline.

WIC program coat cantainnnnt efforts would be diminished and the
cost of food provided would imsreage, Cost containment efforts
for just infant formula amount to over 31 biliion and fund ‘
services for nearly 1.6 million persons each month. The positive
Federal influence on cost containment was recently demonstrated.
When a Wastern State rebid| its infant formula rabate contract
only after threat of sanction, the winning bidder provided an 8
percent increase in its rebate per oan of formula. This will

allow service to thousands of needy wowmen, infants and children.

The Family Butrition Block Grant would eliminate the viab;llty of
supporting meals asrvad in| 185,000 family day care heomes.

Denying children in family day care homes the modest subsidy for
meals availlable to children in school-bagéed programs will make
drive family day care homes out of the program, and deny ahildren
access to healthy meals. If welfare rafors efforts result in more

' working, low-income parasnts, this effect will be more pronounced.

The Dlock grant would eliminate national nutrition standards For
ohild care and summer food|service programs. Like the School
Based block grant, with significant reductions in funding and
State allocations tied to the total number of pecple served,
"there will be few incentives to put children’s health and
nutrition needs first.

. NO. e74 Paa4/aa=

N e — ——, b -




TALKING POINTS FOR PANETTA

]
/

Today, Secretaries Shalala and Riley, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture for Food and
'Consumer Services Ellen Haas, and I will discuss the Republican child nutrition
proposal that is being considered in (Sub?Mcommittee today. That legislation would
abolish the school lunch program, the school breakfast program, the WIC feeding
program for pregnant women, infants, and children, and other child nutrition
programs, and replace ther'n all with block grants, with substantially less resources.

The President strongly oppeses these proposals and, as. he said earlier today, he will
fight them.

I will gwe you my perspectlve as someone who did a lot of work in the Congress on
nutrition issues. Let me be blunt. This proposal is one of the most mean-spirited,
short-sighted, and extreme: proposals I have ever seen come out of Washington. It
would take food out of the mouths of millions of needy school children, toddlers,
infants, and mothers. It vsjrould have a direct impact on their health and on their
education. Moreover, it would shift costs to states, to local governments, and to local
school districts, i

Back in the 1980°s Reputilic‘ans made deep cuts in child nutrition programs that
caused an estlmated 1,000 schools to drop out of the school lunch program. By some
estimates, two to three m1111on chﬂdren lost their school lunches.

Well, we have one thing to say to the American people' There they go again.

' \
During the 1980°s, I served as a member of and then as Chairman of the House -
Agriculture Committee’s Subcomrmttee 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 blparusan support for doing so.

But too often in this new Congress, the watchword is extremism, and so Republicans

~are moving with this very damaging plan.

What are the problems wfth 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 ﬁ've years. The cuts are even deeper than those ongmally
proposed in the Republlcans Contract,

And the cuts could prove|to be even Iarger, 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 other block grants would be seriously underfunded, there
would be con31derable incentive to do so.




Second the plan provides no safcty net for children in a recession. The block grants

‘would prowcle States with a fixed amount of resources each year. When a State or

the country is hit with a ref:essmn unemployment goes up and more kids need school
lunches. These are kids from middle-income, taxpaying families who are suddenly hit
with unemployment. Durihg the last recession, 1.2 million more low-income kids
received free school lunches. What would States do under this plan? Cut back on
food portions to needy cluldren'? Cut back on other education services for all of our
kids? Raise taxes? Or, when those newly poor kids come asking for lunches, would
we just say no. Under t}ns plan, unless they wanted to take on greater costs, that
mlght be the most attracuv|e option for the States

Third, this plan shifts Federal funds for school food programs from poor states to
affluent ones. The formula 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 meals that non-poor children are able to purchase. Today,
obviously, more resources| are provided to the states to subsu'hze free lunches than
others This proposal would end that distinction.

The fourth problem is that! the school nutrition block grant would drop the
requirement that school lunches provide one-third of the Recommended Daily.
allowances for basic nutrients. In other words, there would be no minimum
standard for the quality of| the meals served. States would receive the same amount of

‘money regardless of the quality of the meals they served. This would be an open

invitation to serve smaller meals with low nutritional value,

That leads me to only one conclusion. (Hold up ketchup.) Back in the 1980’s, the
Repubhcans tried to make ketchup a vegetable. Now they want to make it an ennre
In addition to the impact on the school lunch program, the Republicans’ plan would
greatly harm the WIC program, a program that provides nutritional foods to pregnant
women and .new mothers,| 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 program next year. In addition, the plan would drop Federal
science-based standards ch)r the foods in the so-called WIC "food package.”

Finally, because of the wéy the program is drawn up, a number of states would

- probably be forced to cut back or eliminate the summer food service program for

poor children -- a program that effectwely continues the school lunch program during
the summer for millions of children. :

The people on the front 1|mes know that this proposal is wrong, and they have
expressed their opposition to it - organizations like the National Associations of
Elementary and Seconda:ly School Principals, the American Association of School
Administrators, the National Association of Secondary School Officers, the National
Assoc:1at10n of School Psychologlsts rehglous orgamzanons and many others. They



recognize that there is a]re.ady considerable State and local flexibility on how to run
these programs .

1 have always felt very strOneg about these programs, and T 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 our society, And most Americans believe in these

programs. They recognize the 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 meal they get all day. And the WIC program has been
proven to reduce the number of babies with low birth weight, It helps us to ensure
millions of healthier mothers and babies every year.

* This proposal is a wolf in|sheep’s clothing, and it must be rejected.

Issues

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 of the House Agriculture Committee and

. the Chairmen of two Agnculture Subcommittees, including the one I used to chair,

went to Dick Armey and said that after much research and numerous hearings, they ,
had reached the conclusion that putting Food Stamps into 2 block grant -- another
Republican proposal that| would be very damaging to children’s nutrition -- would be
the wrong thing to.do -- |that the program should remain as the ultimate safety net for
poor people. But, as one aide is quoted, they received their "marching orders" from
the Majority Leader to stlc:k with the Contract, no matter the impact. Chairman Pat
Roberts and Subcomrmttee Chairman Bill Emerson have both stated publicly their
opposmon to the block grantmg of Food Stamps.
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BLOCK GRANTS W()ULD JEOPARDIZE NUTRI'I"IDN OU'I‘COMES
| FOR CHILDREN i .

The House' Econorruc and Educatlona] Opportumnes Committee will shortly mark up the nutrinon
element of the Republican welfare rcform plan. "Démocrats are opposing the proposal, which will

~ block grant USDA's nutrition programs 'WIC and School Meal Programs among others. The
tegistation will place children at risk by creating a funding mechanism that can't respond when the
economy changes and by eliminating nutrition standards respons:ble for lmproved chzldren s health.

o

The l‘isks to children’s health wnuld increase during recessions under bloc grants,
Between 1990 and 1994, the number of childreri applying for free school luncheés increased by
23 percent, due to the recessiot and tising childhood poverty. USDA's nutritlon programs

 expanded to meet the need. But block grants don’t protect children from recessions. If the

* School-Based Nutrition Block: Grant had been enaéted in 1989, 20% fewer resources would

have been available to feed school. children in 1994. Children’s health would be jeopardized
by States’ limited abillty to meet growing needs Nutrition beneﬁts reduced, or unavailable

| Just when childrén need them- fost. .
|

- Natlonal standards protect ch:idren -+ no matter where they live. Federal standards have a

fifty year history of successful[ health outcomes for children; growth stunting has decreased
by 65%, low birthweight has been reduced, and anemia among low-income pre-schoolers has
decreased, The Republican plan could result in widely varied notrition standards between

" states, and no aceountability mechanism Would guarantee that these standards. would be met.
_ Thus, children's health would |suffer if States’ set — or alter -- sta.ndards to meet shlftmg

budgets. .

States thnt serv"e & larger percentage. of loni-inmme children tli'an the nationhl average
would be penalized. States that serve more total meals fare better in the allocation formula.
Since it costs more to seérve free meals to low-income ‘children, States have an incentive to
serve more affluent students. Without national standards, stares might also be mchned to cut
the quali uy or amount of food provxded in ordcr to serve more meals :

The Adm!.nistratmn is opposed to block grants for nutrition programs:

-0

| President Clmton has said that nutrltmn programs 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 - - jor getting food to people who need it. Only a national system

of federal nutrition programs can establish and meet nutrition standards respond to economic

- changes and ensure children’ 8 health will be protected

W 're ready work with Co gt brm about lasting and mesnin, ulchan'el

. federal nutrition programs. We suppart preserving the health and nutrition goals that are in ..

the national interest, consohdanng what’s redundam and reforming what's outdated and
unnecessary. Nutrition securny is an important part of wclfare reform and Federal nutrmon

programs are the foundation’ for chlldren to grow on.
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_ TALKING POINTS
Food and Nutrition Block Grant
 February 22, 1995

WE OPPOSE BLOCK GRANTING CHILD NUTRITION AND WIC PROGRAMS

|
The current programs are effective

- | _
Blocdk granting puts children at nutritional -and health risk

THE RIESK TO CHILDREN'S HEALTH WOULD INCREASE DURING
RECESSIONS UNDER BLOCK GRANTS

.
During recession, our foed programs expand to meet rlslng
need. But block grants den’t.
If the School- Baseh Nutrition Block Grant had been enacted
in 1989, 20 percent fewer resources would have. been
available to feed school children in 1994.

|

- J s )
NATIONAL STANDARDS PROTECT CHILDREN - NO MATTER WHERE THEY LIVE
- ]
Federal standards have protected kids’ health for fifty.
years - growth stuntlng has decreased by 65%, low ‘
blrthwelght has been reduced, and anemia among-low income
pre-gchoolers hasfdecreased.
: |
The Republlcan plan abandons these standards - leaving wide -
- variation in standards possible and no accountability to
guarantee health qutcomes
STATES THAT SERVE A LARGER PERCENTAGE OF LOW INCOME CHILDREN THAN
THE - NATIONAL AVERAGE WqULD BE PENALIZED ‘

'

The Republican pl&n rewards gtates that serve the mosgt
meals. States will therefore have incentives to:

|

Serve meals.go more affluent students who can pay for

part of the cost

i

Cut the qualtty of meals to cut costs and increage the -

number of meals




v T

THE PROPOSED BLOCK GRANT COULD RESULT IN LESS OVERALL FUNDS FOR
FOOD AND NUTRITION  FOR FHILDREN

States would have the ability to transfer up to 20 percent
of the funding out; of these programs to other uses.

The Republican'proposal also includes a reduction of about 4
percent  in total funding - in the first year.

WE ARE READY TO WORK WITH CONGRESS TO MAKE OUR FOOD - AND NUTRITION
PROGRAMS BETTER AND FLEXIBLE -- BUT WE HAVE A NATIONAL INTEREST
IN THE HEALTH AND NUTRITION OF OUR CHILDREN. '
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Whelfare Reform Talking Points
| February 21, 1995

|
BLOCK GRANTS WOULD JEOPARDIZE NUTRITION OUTCOMES
FOR CHILDREN

The House Econo:mc and Educational Opportunities Committee will shortly mark up the nutrition
element of the Republican welfare reform plan. Democrats are opposing the proposal, which will
block grant USDA’s nutrition programs WIC and School Meal Programs among others. The
legislation will place children at risk|by creating a funding mechanism that can’t respond when the
economy changes, and by elimiuaﬁug nutrition standards responsible.for improved chi]dren's health.

o’

Q

The risks to children’s health would increase during recessions under bloc grant.i
Between 1950 and 1994, the mumber of children applying for free school lunches mcreased by

© . '23 percent, due to the recession and rising chﬂdhood poverty. USDA's nutrition programs
expanded to meet the need. But block ts d t ssions. If the
~ School-Based Nutrition Block Grant had been enacted in 1989, 20% fewer resources would

have been available to feed school children in 1994. Children’s health would be jeopardized
by States’ limited ability to mect growing needs. Nutrition benefits reduced, or unavailable,

just when children need them|most.

Naﬂonal standards protect chﬂdren - 1o matter wl:ere they live. Federal standards have a
fifty year history of successful heaith outcomes for children; growth stunting has decreased
by 65%, low birthweight has been reduced, and anemia among low-income pre-schoolers hag
decreased. The Republican plan could result in widely varied mutrition standards between
states, and no accountability mechanism would guarantee that these standards would be met.
Thus, children's hcalth would|suffer if States’ set ~ ~or alter - standards to mest shifting
budgets.

States that serve a larger percentage of low-income children than the national average

would be penalized. States that serve more total meals fare better in the allocation formula.
Since it costs more. to serve frée meals to low-income children, States have an incentive to .

~ serve more affluent sudents. Without national standards, states might also be inclined to cut

the qua.hty or amount of food provided in order to serve more meals.

| |
The Administratfon is opposed to. block gmts for uutntion programs:

President Clinton has said that nufrition prngrams are in the national mterest 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 can establish and mest nutrition standards, respond to economic

changes, and ensure children's Ihealth will be protected

Ve're read ork wi C' in ut! tin d ingfnl change in

- federal nutrition programs. We support pmemng the health and nurrition goals that are in.

the national interest, consolidating what's redundant, and reforming what's outdated and
wnnecessary.  Nutrition security is an important part of weifare reform and Federal nutrition

programs are the foundat:on for children to grow on.



